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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.15 p~m., and read prayers.

EDUCATION
Funding, Petition

MR HODGE (Melville) [2.18 p.m.]: I have a
petition from 361 citizens of Western Australia.
It was drawn up by an Il1-year-old pupil from the
Hilton Primary School, and reads as follows-

TO THE HONOURABLE THE
SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF THE
PARLIAMENT OF WESTERN
AUSTRALIA IN PARLIAMENT
ASSEM BLED:

We, the undersigned want a good
education. We should have the opportunity to
attain a standard of education which will
benefit us in later life and also our country.
We urge that school staffing and funding
should continue at least at the present level.
If our State is experiencing sucb a boom then
why should education funds be cut? They
should be increased.

Any cuts in education spending can only
cause quality of education to fall so children
suffer. Why should children suffer?

If you feel this way please sign this petition
and support our teachers and our good
standard of education.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

I have certified that the petition conforms with
the Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: l direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 58.)

BILLS {f) INTRODUCFON AND
FIRST READING

I.Trading Stamp Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Sir Charles

Court (Premier), and read a first time.
2. Country Towns Sewerage Amendment

Bill.
3. Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage,

and Drainage Amendment Bill.
(75)

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr
Mensaros (Minister (or Water
Resources), and read a first time.

4. Wheat Marketing (Delivery Quotas)
Amendment and Repeal Bill.

5. Cattle Industry Compensation
Amendment Bill.

6. Marketing of Onions Repeal Bill.
Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Old

(Minister for Agriculture), and read a
first time.

7. Acts Amendment (Land Use Planning)
Bill.

8. Litter Amendment Bill.
Bills introduced, on motions by Sir Charles

Court (Premier), and read a first time.
9. Road Traffic Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Hassell
(Minister for Police and Traffic), and
read a first time.

SEEDS BELL
Second Reading

Debate resumed fromn 4 August.
MR EVANS (Warren-Deputy Leader of the

Opposition) (2.28 p.m.]: In my earlier remarks to
this measure I said that further explanation from
the Minister was desirable about several aspects
of it. As I indicated also, I held quite lengthy
discussions with the President of the Seed
Industry Association of Australia, and he
indicated that this organisation-which virtually
covers all the individuals and organisations
involved in seed prod uct ion-accepted the
measure.

As the Minister for Agriculture said in his
second reading speech, several provisioiis in the
existing legislation were not desirable. Among
other things he referred to the total prohibition on
the sale of seed having physical qualities of
germination and pure seed content below
prescribed standards. The Bill proposes to reverse
this situation, and as I said yesterday, there is a
real desire in the industry to permit the sale of
previously legally substandard, but nevertheless
valuable seed, provided the seller made the buyer
totally and truthfully aware of the actual quality
of the seed in question. In any case, there is a
need for this information to be available to
buyers.

We believe that any future problems could
relate to the truthfulness of the labelling. Of
course, in the case of a consignment of seed going
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to the one destination, one label only would be
required.

The policing of this legislation is the aspect
which causes most concern. The major producers
and those involved in the cleaning of seed and
acting as wholesale merchants will regulate the
industry in their own interests, so policing will not
be required in this area. However, it will be a
requirement in respect of smaller growers such as
those who handle a relatively new and perhaps
valuable strain of clover such as, for example,
Seaton Park or a similar variety which has a very
ready sale. Previously, such varieties had to be
tested; producers are to be permitted now to carry
out such testing, provided the result of that
testing is indicated quite clearly on the label. If it
is subsequently proved the seed being offered for
sale is not consistent with the label, the producer
concerned will be infringing the law.

It is the smaller producer who is "bulking-up"
the variety Seaton Park. The situation could well
arise where a percentage of lower quality seed is
included in the pure strain, resulting in a sample
of seed which is not satisfactory. The producer
may still sell his seed, provided it is labelled
accordingly. The difficulty I see is that if the seed
is sold direct from the harvester, the harvester
sample may not be adequate for the requirements
of the producer. The testing carried out by the
producer may not be adequate for the protection
of the purchaser.

However, if the situation is policed, there will
be no problem. of course, the difficulty will be in
adequately policing the situation. We know the
proposed cuts in Government spending which
inevitably will affect agriculture and agricultural
services will exacerbate this situation and make
the policing of the requirements of the Act more
difficult or even impossible.

Such a situation would be against the interests
of the seed producers and the agricultural
industry in general. Therefore, it is appropriate to
ask whether adequate staff will be available to
ensure proper policing is carried out. If not, the
situation could become a shambles. It is not so
much the larger and more reliable growers who
need policing; it is the smaller growers who
present the problem in this area. The smaller
grower carries out his own sampling, wherein lies
the first problem. The second problem is whether
or not his labelling is completely accurate and
consistent. Human nature being what it is, it is
obvious that this system requires policing to
ensure purchasers are not jeopardised.

The industry representatives see the rewriting
of this legislation as desirable. It will do away

with several points which, in the past, have not
been in the overall interests of the seed industry.
and for that reason the legislation can be regarded
as being an improvement.

The whole success or otherwise of the
legislation hinges upon whether adequate policing
of the labelling provisions takes place. It will be
satisfactory or unsatisfactory legislation on that
basis. I do not know whether the Agriculture
Protection Board will be involved in policing
procedures. I hope the Minister for Agriculture
will refer to that matter when he replies to the
debate.

MR MePH-ARLIN (Mt. Marshall) [2.35 p.m.]:
This legislation seeks to repeal and re-enact the
Seeds Act to promote new concepts in seed
marketing. The Australian Seeds Committee has
thoroughly examined the various pieces of
legislation in operation throughout Australia
because it was obvious our legislation did not
meet the requirements of the industry and needed
revision. The present legislation contains a
number of impractical provisions which need
amendment. One is that there is a total
prohibition on the sale of seeds having certain
physical qualities relating to germination and
pure seed content which is below the required
standard.

The Australian Seeds Committee thoroughly
examined our legislation over a number of years
and has recommended certain changes which it
believes will be to the benefit of the industry. It is
quite appropriate that legislation and proposed
amendments should be examined thoroughly by
the authorities responsible for the administration
of those areas, and the result of such an
examination is the legislation before the House
today.

The member for Warren referred to the
labelling requirements: I believe this to be a
desirable amendment in that the purchaser will
know what is in the particular seed being offered
for sale and for sowing. However, the labelling
requirements will not apply to a prescribed
person, or to one who sells seed which is not for
sale within Australia. Examples are given, one of
which is that the requirement will not apply to a
firm exporting seed for other than planting
purposes. The Bill will apply only to seed sold in
significant quantity, thus excluding vegetable
seeds sold for household use. Seed sold to persons
who do not intend to use it for sowing, such as
seed used for stock feed, drought relief, or export,
also will be excluded from the labelling provisions
of the legislation. A safeguard is provided in that
the seller will be required to obtain a declaration
from the buyer to that effect, and the buyer then
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must accept responsibility for the quality of the
seed.

The labelling requirements would have to be
checked and policed, as the member for Warren
mentioned. The labelling requirements are
desirable, and the situation would have to be
watched closely.

Again, reference is made to the use of any
chemical additives such as fungicides and
insecticides which may have been used on the
seeds. The buyers would have to be advised of the
use of these materials-

Mr Pearce: Are you speaking on behalf of the
National Country Party or the National Party?

Mr McPHARLIN: The committee has seen the
need to obtain some uniformity in the measures,
but it is rather difficult because there are
different climatic conditions in each State. It has
been stated that the requirements will be as
uniform as possible. That is desirable.

The Bill contains a unique provision, which
appears to be accepted by the Australian Seeds
Committee. The words "selected quality" are to
be included on the label, provided the seed meets
that quality-that is, that it is equal to or greater
than the prescribed quality levels.

Apparently the power of the inspectors and
seed analysts has been retained, as in the present
Act. That will allow an inspector to order the
holding of any seed which does not meet the
required standards. If desired, the inspector can
bring a prosecution.

The Bill provides that an agent or a principal
seller can be equally responsible unless the board
can substantiate that the agent acted outside his
authority. That is a provision which should reflect
some better administration; if it became
necessary, the agent could bring his principal
forward in his defence. If the court accepted the
situation, it could acquit the agent and convict the
principal.

in his second reading speech, the Minister
referred to the court's being able to order a seed
lot to be treated, or permit the parcel containing
prohibited seeds to be returned to the property on
which it was grown. It appears that a wide
discretion has been given to the courts on these
matters; the Australian Seeds Committee would
have examined that question thoroughly before
making that recommendation.

In all, it appears that with the labelling
regulations, the continuation of the seed
certification schemes, and the provision of
selected quality seed, this is a step in the right
direction for the better administration and

marketing of seeds. I indicate my support for the
Bill.

MR OLD (Katanning-Minister for
Agriculture) [2.44 p.m.]: I thank the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and the member for Mt.
Marshall for their support in principle for the Bill.
By amending the Seeds Act and bringing in more
freedom in the trade of seeds, we will be
legalising, subject to inspecTial requirements,
the things that have been going on in the past
which virtually have been passed under the fence.

Unfortunately I was not here yesterday, and I
apologise for that. However, I understand that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition suggested that
there had not been ample consu!ctatior. oni the
drawing up of this Bill.

Mr Evans: That is not so. I realise that
meetings have been held in 1979, 1980, and 1981.
1 am not saying that at all.

Mr OLD:, That is fine.
Mr Evans: It is the question of the policing

provision.
Mr OLD: I acknowledge that the Deputy

Leader of the Opposition mentioned that the
Primary Industry Association had been
approached. A multitude of organisations and
individuals were approached, and a series of
seminars were held at the department.

Mr Evans: I know.
Mr OLD: Probably the birth of this Bill was

preceded by more consultation than most others
we have introduced. Apart from the Farmers'
Union as it was then, the Seed Industry
Association, the Grain Pool of WA, the
Australian Seeds Industry Advisory Committee,
the Chief Seed Testing and Regulatory Officers
Committee, and the Australian Seeds Committee,
were all consulted. Two seminars were attended
by some 800 people who were involved either
directly or indirectly, and a seed processing
workshop was held.

Mr Evans: The association did not see the final
draft of the Bill. You may be getting my remarks
on that confused. That was the only thing.

Mr OLD: This Bill was put together in
consultation with all these people. If the
association did not see the final draft of the Bill,
that is not terribly unusual. I can assure the
House, and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
in particular, that there was consultation. A fair
opportunity was given to all parties to have input.
I know that the Bill has been studied since its
introduction. I do not believe there are any great
problems with it.
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The Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised
the question of inspections. This is a matter which
is very hard to define. It is very hard to give the
necessary assurance. It is easy to ask what sort of
inspections will be carried out. Obviously
inspectors will be gazetted under the Act. Whilst
they will not be looking at every parcel of seed put
up. the concept of the Bill is based on the premise
that it is far preferable to aim for truth i n
labelling rather than to aim at a standard of seed
when we know that in the past seed below that
standard has been utilised for sowing. Of course,
the Bill exempts grain which is certified as having
gone to feed or for export.

I give the assurance that the inspectorial system
will be no different. In fact, the inspectors will
have more power under this Bill than they had
under the Act. They may require that a parcel of
seed be virtually frozen and left in limbo until a
case can be heard. The requirements are there to
make the system work.

Mr Evans: What sort of staffing do you see
being available for inspecting?

Mr OLD: I would not anticipate any
diminution in staffing; but I take the member's
concern about the Budget review committee.
Naturally I will be endeavouring to ensure that
there will be no cuts; but that is something that
comes out at the other end of the Budget. :
cannot say with any certainty what the situation
will be; but, as the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is well aware, we have inspectors
gazetted. Some officers may be inspectors under
four or five different Acts. They are given the
power to see that these things are carried out as
the Act was designed to have them carried out.

It is fair enough to ask what provisions

a re being made. I assure the House thiat we will
bewatching this very closely. Obviously when any

new concept is introduced there could be a
tendency by someone to try to break the rules.

In the main, seed producers and those people
who have been involved responsibly in the seed
industry for some time will be keen to take
advantage of the relaxed requirements in this Bill
anid to see that the seed they are selling to the
producers will be as per the label.

When the Act has been in operation for 12
months perhaps we can have another look at it,
but I do assure members that all other facets of
the Bill as I see them are designed to protect both
the producer and the consumer.

Mr Evans: Basically, the industry is happy
about it, except for that point.

Mr OLD: I am sorry I misinterpreted the
member's remarks made yesterday-I was not

here at the time. There has been a tremendous
amount of consultation, and John Craig, who the
member knows left the department recently, was
the officer in charge of getting this together, so I
am fairly confident about it. I thank members for
their support of the Bill.

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.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third
reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Old
(Minister for Agriculture), and transmitted to the
Council.

WHEAT BAGS REPEAL BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 5 May.
MR EVANS (Warren-Deputy Leader of the

Opposition) [2.54 p.ru.J: The purpose of this Bill
is to repeal the Wheat Bags Act of 1928. Whi]l it
is simple. it does remind us of several things of
one of the greatest of our rural industries, the
wheat industry. This might be the opportunity to
comment on several Of those points.

The purpose of the Bill is relatively simple and
the Act that is being repealed required that for
purposes other than feed or seed, all growers of
wheat sold in bags had to stamp the bag with
their name and address. This gave an assurance
that the recipient of poor seed was in a position to
know where he should not get it in future. There
was a reference to a quotation in Hansard of
October 1928 indicating the practice of earth,
machinery, and other bits and pieces being found
in wheat bags. That would have a reflection not
only on the quality of the wheat, but also on the
weight of the wheat being sold.

The technological and handling changes for
wheat have been marked, especially since 1928. It
is indicative, too, that the year after the
implementation of that legislation the 1930 crop
of just over 53.3 million bushels was the largest
the State had ever handled. Even as far back as
that the quantity was very significant indeed.
Progress has been quite steady and in excess of
double that amount has been achieved in this
State.
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The average yield for 1930 was 13.53 bushels
per acre, but there was a considerable
differentiation in the price. The export price of
wheat for 1931 dropped as much as ls.l0kid.,
which is less than 20c a bushel, and as one of the
industry, as you are, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr
Crane), that must touch at your heartstrings
fairly deeply.

An average of 2s.3'kd. was achieved for that
season's sale. For the whole of the 1930s the
wheat market remained depressed, except for'a
momentary rise to Ss.6'A4d. in 1936-37, It is hot
surprising that farmers became fairly carnivorous
at the time. The parlous condition of the wheat
industry led to the formation of the militant
Wheat Growers' Union, with branchecs in aMi
States of the Commonwealth.

Mr Davies: Are you telling us that farmers
were a bit "Red"?

Mr EVANS: It was a fairly militant body; it
was one of the most militant this State has seen.
It even got to the stage of rioting. Wheat farmers
rioting-imagine that!

M r Cowan: And in 1974.
Mr EVANS: That was mostly inspired of

farmers. As a reflection of the situation at the
time, there was a Mr Pollock of Belka who was
chairman of a meeting held at the time and he
pointed out that 25 per cent of farmers were
insolvent, 25 per cent had a rope round their
necks, and the other 50 per cent were being driven
to ruin. That was the state of the wheat industry
in the I1930s. The formation of the Wheat
Growers' Union to which I have alluded really
became effective at a meeting held in Merredin in
September of 1930.

Having given a brief background of the
economic and other conditions which prevailed in
the wheat belt in the 1930s, I imagine you, Sir,
may be wondering whether I am losing sight of
the question before us which is the impact of
wheat bags as it relates to the Bill. However, I
assure you, Sir, I am not.

On 5 December 1930 approximately 50 men
gathered at Belka when a truckload of wheat
arrived from the farm of Mr J. L. Teasdale. The
driver was urged to refrain from unloading the
truck.

Mr Laurance: Are you opposing the measure? I
am sorry to be so impatient.

Mr Cowan: You did not teach history when you
were at school, did you?

Mr EVANS: When efforts were being made to
unload the wheat onto the train, a man leapt from

the crowd and. with a knife, slashed open six bags
of wheat.

Mr Davies: A Marxist!
Mr EVANS: This man managed to slash open

about half a dozen bags before the other members
of the union gathered there restrained him
forcibly. After that an urgent call was made to
Sergeant Cooney of the flying squad who was on
the road between Kellerberrin and Merredin and
the matter was resolved rather quickly.

However, I draw attention to the fact that the
wheat industry was noi stabilised until a Labor
Government came into power and the same
situation applied also to the wool industry. It is
impossible to assess the difference stab;ilisation
has made to those two great rural industries, in
spite of the attitude and actions of conserative
Governments at State and Federal levels.

Mr Laurance: I knew there had to be a sting in
the tail somewhere.

Mr EVANS: I take the opportunity to remind
the House that it is this sort of forward -t hinking
and sound legislation which ensures the security
of the rural industries. The introduction of a floor
price on wool as you, Sir, will know, has had a
tremendous impact on that industry.

The repeal of this legislation leads us to
recognise the dramatic progress which has
occurred not only in rural industries, but also in
all industries throughout Australia. We are
reminded also of the future need to adjust
legislation in order to ensure no section of the
community is disadvantaged. The repeal of this
Bill marks the passage of an era.

It is encumbent on Governments to offset the
problems which are emerging and will continue to
emerge in the area of marketing as a result of
more sophisticated technology.

In the course of associating myself with this
valedictory to the Wheat Bags Act 1928, .1
reiterate the laudable actions taken by Labor
Governments which have saved rural industries
and enabled the re-establishment of the character
of wheat belt farmers in the various unions
concerned.

We support the measure.
MR MCPHARLIN (Mt. Marshall) [3.05 p.m.J:

It was interesting to listen to the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition speak about an industry in the
rural arena and refer to notes which were
obviously prepared by somebody familiar with the
industry.

For many years I was very much involved in
lumping around the wheat bags referred to in the
Bill.
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Several members interjected.
Mr Pearce: Where were you when this chap

leapt out of the crowd and slashed the six wheat
bags?

Mr McPI-ARLIN: That statement is borne out
by observing the magnificent physical prowess on
display!

Several members interjected.
Mr McPHARLIN: The Bill refers to certain

practices adopted by same farmers some years
ago. Material, such as broken machinery parts,
was placed in the bags of wheat which were then
weighed one by one on the scales, carried by the
lumpers. and stacked immaculately. The
introduction of foreign material into the bags was
to increase their weight. Many farmers got away
with this practice.

The introduction of the branding regulations
enabled buyers to trace the origin of the wheat
bags and this resulted in a decrease in the practice
to which I have referred.

The reason this type of action was taken by the
grain growers can be traced back to the way in
which the buyers manipulated the market. The
grain growers were always at the mercy of the
buyers. They were price takers and could do
nothing to increase the prices offered by the
buyers. The growers believed they were not being
treated fairly and, as a result, the third political
party in this State was formed.

The basic reason for the formation of the
National Country Party was that the wheat
growers felt they were not being treated fairly.

Mr Pearce: Do you intend to give us a run-
down on the reasons for the formation of the
fourth political party in this State?

Mr McPHARLIN: If the member for Gosnells
is a slow learner, perhaps his colleagues can assist
him. We may come into conflict when the
situation surrounding teachers is discussed.

Mr Pearce: I look forward to that.
Mr McPHARLIN: The formation of the NCP

can be traced to the belief that grain growers
were not being treated fairly. I recommend an
excellent book to members.

Mr Davies: It is not the one that was sent to
Prince Charles. is it?

Mr McPHARLIN: It is called "The Merchants
of Grain" and illustrates clearly the practices
adopted in the late 1880s up to the present day. It
indicates the way in which world grain markets
have been and still are manipulated.

Mr Evans: I thought you were in favour of free
enterprise.

Mr McPHARLIN: One of the major causes of
the depression was the oversupply of grain and the
lack of support for grain buying on world markets
at the time.

In 1928, Australian wheat prices were very
good. However, in 1929-30-almost
overnight-the price dropped from 4s. lod. a
bushel to Is. 6d. a bushel. It was impossible for
growers to recover from that situation and they
were at the mercy of the manipulators. This
occurred in many parts of the world, including
America and Australia.

It was not until the difficult times of the 1930s
when the depression was most pronounced that
Governments began to introduce some control
over the manipulators. Legislation was introduced
in America and others countries in an endeavour
to stabilise the grain market. That was the
situation in those days. It was not until 1948 that
a stabilisation scheme was instituted in Australia.

No-one should call it a socialisation scheme
because it is not.

Mr Evans: It is interference with free trade.
Mr McPHAR.LIN: The growers contribute to

the scheme, and have done so each year since its
inception. If members analyse the figures they
will find that the growers have contributed a great
deal more than have other taxpayers.

I do not deny the comments made by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in regard to
when the Labor Party was in Government and the
system was brought into being. However, the
system was not brought into being in only one
year. Years of negotiations and arguments were
entered into before the system was adopted.

I only hope that the stabilisation scheme we
have is never repealed. Certainly while I am in
this House I will fight to maintain it.

Mr Jamieson: It is all socialisation.
Mr McPHARLIN: Of course it is not.
Mr Jamieson: Of course it is.
Mr McPHARLIN: Governments working with

and assisting private industry is what it is, and
that is the way good government should operate. I
can in no way agree with Government take-over
of any industry, but it is to the benefit of the
country that schemes such as the wheat
stabilisation scheme operate.

Mr Evans: That is why we brought them in.
Mr McPHARLIN: The predominant reasons

for the institution of the scheme were the
underhand tactics and the manipulations of the
big buying concerns, which incidentally are still in
operation. A handful of families from the
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European continent-in particular, France and
Germany-and families in North America, were
and still are the big operators.

The repeal of the Wheat Bags Act is a move
forward because bags are not used now as they
were in the early days; we have progressed to one
of the best handling systems anywhere in the
world. The handling operator is Co-operative
Bulk Handling which was financed by the
growers, and not one member should forget that.
The action by growers shows the responsibility
they have adopted, and that they are prepared to
accept liabilities and stand by what they believe to
be the needs of the industry.

Although this Bill covers only one aspect, it
brings back many nostalgic memories to the
numerous people engaged in the industry for
many years before the bulk handling system
began operating effectively.

I ask members not to forget that the grain
industry has been and still is a major contributor
to the economy of the country; and it will
continue to be so as long as this country exists.
Any country which has a sound agricultural base
is stable and will continue to be so provided the
agricultural industries are fostered and catered
for in co-operation with government.

I support the Bill.
MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [ 3. 15 pm.J: I do

not wish to go into the history of what happened
at Belka on 5 September 1930 because I believe
we have had a lesson on that. I would like from
the Minister some information in regard to this
legislation. It intrigued me that in moving the
second reading he indicated that the legislation is
"for purposes other than seed or feed". He stated
that the Act requires every grower of wheat sold
in bags to stamp the bags with his name and
address. I referred to the Act, but could not see
how such a reference could be made. As a matter
of fact, section 2 of the 1928 Act, as far as I could
judge, has not been amended. Section 2 distinctly
states-

(1) No person who is a grower of wheat
shall sell or export, or deliver or consign to
any other person for sale or export on his
behalf, wheat in bags or other packages,
unless every such bag or package is durably
and legibly stamped with the name and
address of such grower, or with a brand
registered by the grower under the Brands
Act, 1904.

On the other hand there is another category, and
section 2 further states-

(2) Any person who buys from a grower of
wheat the wheat or the crop or portion of the

crop of wheat of the grower shall, if the
wheat is bagged or packed by or on behalf of
such person, be deemed to be the grower of
the wheat for the purposes of this section.

That indicates to me that the legislation was one
of the early endeavours to introduce some form of
consumer protection. On 5 May this year the
Ministtr indicated clearly that there were
instances-he refierred to Mansard of 9 October
1928-of earth, machinery parts, and ocher
foreign matters being found in bags of wheat. I
want the Minister to clear up a point relating to
the present situation. Will people who presently
buy a bag of wheat for the purpose, say, of
feeding poultry, and who buy that bag fruin a
company which merely places its trade name on
bags, be protected? Are the companies which
merely bag certain feeds obliged to stamp the
bags to the effect that they are responsible for the
contents? Is it the situation in this day and age
that under some other packaging legislation the
consumers are covered? If they are not, the
situation certainly seems to me to leave some
doubt as to ibAv, responsibility for those bags if,
say, a piece of farm machinery turns up inside a
bag of wheat intended for poultry feed. That
would not do the poultry much good and, I
imagine, the person who bought the bag would
not be too happy about the situation.

This point needs some explanation because the
Minister's introductory remarks did not seem to
coincide with the legislation it is proposed we
repeal. In all fairness to the Minister, I should say
that probably the legislation has outlived its
usefulness because of the matters mentioned by
other members in regard to the handling of
wheat;, however, wheat is still being packaged and
bagged and used for feed purposes. Having read
the pertinent section of the Act, 1 believe some
form of protection in regard to the knowledge of
who is responsible for bagging should be given to
consumers; and that should apply no matter
whether a consumer buys the feed by the bag, the
tonne, or whatever.

Subject to the explanation I have requested I
have no great objection to the Bill. We should
have regard to the fact that the legislation was
one of the early endeavours to do something for
consumer protection in the realm of packaging.

MR OLD (Katanning-Minister for
Agriculture) [3.18 p.m.]: I did not realise it was
so hard to repeal an Act. I rather thought the Bill
would be received with some approbation because
it was intended to divest the Parliament of some
legislation. However, it seems such is not the case.
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I recall that when I introduced the Bill the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition remarked on
what heady stuff it was! I pointed out to him that
I tried to incorporate this repeal into the Seeds
Bill, but found that was not possible legally,

I thank the three members who have spoken on
this important Bill. I heard tell that in the south-
west of the State the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition was compiling a history of the
Manjimup area.

I believe he gave a pretty fair indication of his
ability by leading us through the history of the
wheat industry today in a very lucid manner; and
it has almost convinced me, Mr Acting Speaker
(Mr Crane), that when his book goes on the
market, in the unlikely event of his not presenting
me with one. I will probably be forced into
purchasing it because 1 will be intrigued to see
what he has to say about Manjimup, after the
glamorous things he has said about the lower
wheat belt.

Mr Evans: There will be a chapter devoted
entirely to you.

Mr OLD: I would be disappointed if such were
not the case.

Mr B. T. Burke: It will be the start of your
education.

Mr OLD: I was also delighted to notice that the
member for Mi. Marshall wore his wheat bag tie
today with the crossed heads of wheat in
deference to the fact that today we would be
repealing the Wheat Bags Act.

Everything was going pretty well until the
member for Welshpool rose. He threw a cog into
the bag of wheat because, quite frankly, he posed
a question which I find fairly hard to answer.
Although we are to repeal the Wheat Bags Act
and having just received the approval of the
House to amend the Seeds Act which in fact
exempts grain which is being sold for feed from
any problems that might occur, I find his question
a fairly hard one to answer. However, I would say
that, private enterprise being as it is. it is highly
unlikely that firms mentioned by the member for
Welshpool, such as Milnes Feeds Pty. Ltd., would
bother to find any old harvester cogs and throw
them in the bags because I think they are
probably almost as valuable today as their weight
in wheat. I think that in itself along with true
labelling and the undoubted purity of the
organisations concerned will ensure that the
person buying a bag of wheat for his chooks will
not find they lay cast-iron eggs.

I am sorry I cannot give any further assurance
to the member for Welshpool. What he says is
quite right-that where wheat was destined for

sale as such rather than for feed or seed it had to
have the brand on it. I am afraid I cannot answer
the question without going into quite a bit of
study on the matter. I accepted the information
given to me in good faith and in the hope that we
would be able to repeal this Act today.

1 found in going through the Statutes for which
I am redponsible that there were many of them;,
and on inquiring whether or not the salary of the
Minister was in any way influenced by the
number of Acts he administered, and on being
assured that it was not. I decided it was time I got
rid of a few.

I thought this Bill would be greeted with great
enthusiasm by the House and I thought it would
be only a matter of form. However, I do commend
the Bill with the assurance to the member for
Welshpool that I will look into the matter he
raised. I hope he will make sure the Bill gets a
speedy passage.

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.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.
Bill read a third time, on Motion by Mr Old

(Minister for Agriculture), and transmitted to the
Council.

ART GALLERY AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 13 May.
MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [3.27 p.m.): This is a

fairly minor Bill, but it indicates the malaise that
presently exists inside the Government, which we
will be discussing in great detail in an hour or
two.

Mr B. T. Burke: It has got the staggers.
Mr PEARCE: It is simply hopeless and chaotic

in the way it attempts to organise things. This Bill
was brought into Parliament on 13 May last to
allow the Art Gallery Board to establish, amongst
other things, a restaurant on its premises.
Presumably, it would have been illegal for the Art
Gallery Board to establish a restaurant before this
Bill passed through the Parliament. so we might
reasonably assume that sonic time in September
or October the Art Gallery would establish a
restaurant; but as the Minister said in his second
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reading speech, such a restaurant has been
operating since 1 August 1980.

Mr Grayden: Of course it has. I said that in my
speech.

Mr B. T. Burke: Look at the Minister for
Cultural Affairs.

Mr PEARCE: I know the Minister said that,
but it raises a point or two about why should we
have a Parliament at all when the Minister can go
ahead off his own bat and allow the Art Gallery
Board to establish a restaurant and then come
before Parliament later-a year later in Fact-to
seek ratification oF that action. What if we had
voted this afternoon that the Art Gallery could
not have a restaurant? If we were to vote that
way, would the board have: to take away the
restaurant and put it somewhere else?

Mr Grayden: What would you like them to do,
deny the public the facility for that period? This
Bill was introduced a very long time ago.

Mr PEARCE: It was introduced on 13 May
this year, about six months after the restaurant
commenced operations, For which reason the Bill
has been backdated in its operation and made
retrospective to t August 1980. What sort of
Parliament is this when these things are simply
done and up to a year after the operation
Parliament is asked to rubber stamp the
administrative actions of a Minister or, indeed, an
Art Gallery Board? I have been to the Art
Gallery restaurant twice. It is a fine restaurant
but is not a place where I eat often because the
Art Gallery Board sends down its stooges to sit at
the next table to listen to what I am talking
about. That is certainly true. I had three different
ones there when I was talking to Lou IKlepac last
year and I was almost paranoid enough to suggest
they were recording my conversation.

Mr B. T. Burke: Answer the point that has
been raised. It is a valid point. You start
something up and validate it a year later. It is a
cowboy outfit, that is what it is.

Mr PEARCE: They have a cowboy for a
Minister.

Mr Grayden: The board thought it had
statutory power, but subsequently found it did
not, to operate a restaurant.

Mr B. T. Burke: Did you close it down?
Mr Grayden: No, of course not.
Mr B. T. Burke: You let them do something

illegally?
Mr PEARCE: Let us take the Minister's point

on that. The Minister believed the board could
open a restaurant just like that. Subsequently he
found it could not and so he had to bring in a Bill

a year after the event. That simply makes my
point: The people in Government Ministers'
offices do not know what is going on, and this
Minister has opened a restaurant willy-nilly
without finding out whether he has the statutory
power to do so. It does not say much for the
Minister's performance.

Mr B. T. Burke; Hear, hear!
Mr PEARCE: It shows indeed that this

Government is disorganised, a fact which we will
discuss in some detail a little later today.

With regard to the other part of the Bill, power
is sought for the Art Gallery Board to sell
publications and books. I can tell the
Minister-who probably had not seen the in,-side
of an Art Gallery before he became
Minister-that prints and publications used to be
sold in the old gallery; so clearly for years, and
probably decades, the board was operating
without statutory power. It shows considerable
contempt For the Parliament for the Government
to introduce retrospective legislation a year after
the event and then seek parliamentary approval to
acknowledge what had been done. If it is the case
that the Government intends to operate in this
way it may as well not have Parliament at all and
the Government could openly show the sort of
contempt this type of legislation demonstrates
conclusively. The Opposition is not opposing the
Bill. I am quite happy to have the Art Gallery
Board selling prints and books. If the Government
is going to take this type of action in future years
I sincerely hope it will have the courtesy to place
the matter before Parliament before it does so.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Blaikie) in the Chair; Mr Grayden (Minister for
Cultural Affairs) in charge of the Bill.

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement-
Mr PEARCE: I move an amendment-

Page 2. line 2-Delete the Figures "1980"
wi th a v iew to inrse rting the figures " 198 t ".

I am prepared to give three days' retrospectivity
to the board, but not a year. It seems to me that
the restaurant has been operating for some time
and no-one will be sacked or gaoled and the
Minister will not be kicked out-he should be for
reasons more significant than this one. This
amendment shows that the Government should be
condemned for introducing a Bill a year after the
event involved has taken place.
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Mr GRAYDEN: In respect of this amendment
the member for Gosnells is going from the
sublime to the ridiculous. The member should
know that the Art Gallery was constructed some
considerable time ago with the purpose of
operating a restaurant in addition to the Art
Gallery and other facilities which are included in
the building. It was ludicrous to have facilities in
the building for a restaurant and not make use of
them. Subsequently it was round that the Art
Gallery Board did not have the statutory power to
operate the restaurant and therefore it was felt it
should be legalised in this fashion and that is the
reason for this Bill.

The legislation should have been passed last
May. but because of the pressure of business, and
as it was not particularly important, it was held
over until this portion of the session.

Indeed the explanation is as simple as that. The
Art Gallery Board took if for granted that
because the restaurant facilities were constructed
it had the statutory power to operate a restaurant.
However, someone queried whether or not it had
that power and in order to put the position beyond
any doubt this amending legislation was
introduced. I oppose the amendment.

Mr PEARCE: What the Minister is saying is
that he did not know what was going on. This is
clear not only in this case, but also in many
others, and we accept the explanation he has put
forward. I am prepared to believe that the board
was not aware of its powers in regard to the
operation of the restaurant. The Minister is not
familiar with this legislation and for that matter
with any legislation dealing with authorities or
semi-groups for which he is responsible. The Art
Gallery Act is not a particularly cumbersome or
substantial document and a casual reading of it
would familiarise any interested person with its
powers. The plans to have a restaurant facility
were formulated a long time before I August
1980.

The Art Gallery cost millions of dollars and the
Minister would have been thinking that if the Bill
were introduced on I August 1980 people would
be able to use the restaurant and they would be
charged, and this would assist in helping to offset
some of the cost. The Minister has just advanced
that it was only because of pressure of business at
the end of the first part of this session which
prevented this Bill being dealtI with.' It was
introduced on the Wednesday of the last week of
the flrst part of this session. Can he seriously
suggest that there was ever any suggestion that
the Bill be debated on the next day? There is an
understanding in this Parliament that once a Bill
is introduced it is not dealt with again for at least

a week. Therefore, the Bill would not have been
considered on that occasion. It was the intention
of the Government to put it on the notice paper
and leave it to be dealt with during the Budget
session. This has demonstrated clearly the
Minister's incompetence in this minor matter. It
is just another example of his incompetence, not
only in minor matters, but in larger ones also.

Amendment put and negatived.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 3 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and
report adopted.

the

As to Third Reading

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Cultural Affairs) [3.40 p.m.]: I move-

That leave be granted to proceed forthwith
to the third reading.

Question put and negatived.
Leave denied.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN INSTITUTE
OF TECHNOLOGY AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 13 May.
MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [3.41 p.mn.): This Bill

also is a relatively minor one and its purpose is,
amongst other things, to delete the word "the"
from the parent Act, and it will make some
rearrangements of the composition of the council
of the institute, particularly in regard to the
length of the term of office and compulsory stand-
down periods.

The Opposition does not intend to oppose the
Bill because it is quite prepared to allow the
Minister and the Western Australian Institute of
Technology to make the arrangements they seek
in regard to the council. However, I would like to
draw the attention of members to one interesting
result of the reformation of the council as
proposed. One person who held office on the
council as of right will no longer have that right,
and I refer to the Director of Technical and
Further Education who was a member of the
council along with the Director General of
Education.

There is an historical reason for the inclusion of
the Director of Technical and Further Education
on the Council of the Western Australian

2474



[Wednesday, 5 August 19811 27

Institute of Technology. The institute was formed
from what used to be a larger tertiary section of
the Technical Education Division of the State
Education Department. The then Director of
Technical Education (Dr Hayden Williams)
became the first director of the institute. So it
would have been reasonable to maintain the
connection between WAIT and technical
education, at least in its early stages.

Equally traditionally, the Minister for
Education has held positions on the council or
senates of our major tertiary institutions, and he
will continue to retain his place on the WAIT
council under the Bill. However, it is about time
we looked at the situation of retaining Directors
General of Education, or indeed, Directors of

Tehncal and Further Education, on some of the
senates or councils. It seems to me that the
administration of the Education Department is
now becoming such an onerous task-and never,
one would suspect, more so than in the last three
weeks or so-.that it is no longer appropriate for
the Director General of Education to remain a
member of the Senate of the University of
Western Australia, the Senate of Murdoch
University, and the Council of WAIT. Before
someone mentions the point, I would like to say
that this is not a personal attack on Dr
Mossenson. He is a well qualified Director
General of Education, and I am sure that he
contributes to the operations of all the councils
and senates of which he is a member.
Nevertheless, the growth of education is such that
the present arrangements may no longer be
appropriate.

I would like to make one point about the
omission from the membership of the council of
the Director of Technical and Further Education,
and the continued inclusion of the Director
General of Education. It is well known that there
is considerable friction inside the Education
Department bureaucracy over the status of the
Technical Education Division. The Director
General of Education made it very clear that he
does not want technical ed ucation upgraded or
separated; indeed, he had quite a significant
victory on this matter.

The director general does not wish technical
education to be separated from the Education
Department, and as 1 have said in the past, there
have been moves to downgrade the position of
director which is presently occupied by Mr Peter
Forrest. In the past the Minister has denied this
policy, but it is hard not to see the action to
remove the director from the membership of the
WAIT council whilst retaining the services of the
director general as a further minor, petty, rather

silly little piece of power play in this whole feud. I
am sorry if that is the case, and it is hard to avoid
the conclusion that this move indicates the
general philosophy of the department.

We do not intend to oppose the proposal to
amend the composition of the council. I believe
the proposal has the backing of the council and
most people concerned. However, I draw the
attention of members to this matter as it indicates
the way the top men in the Technical Education
Directorate are being isolated, downgraded, and
ignored.

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Education) [3.45 p.m.]: I rise to refute some of
the statements made by the member for Gosineih.

Mr Davies: How can you refute facts?
Mr GRAYDEN: I assure the member that

there is no such difference of opinion as he
suggests between Mr Peter Forrest and the
Director General of the Education Department.
Certainly a decision was made not to separate the
Technical Education Division from the Education
Department. This was done for one very good
reason.-

Mr Pearce: Dr Mossenson was against the
separation.

Mr GRAYDEN: Absolute rubbish! It was felt
that rationalisation between technical education
and the Education Department could be achieved
much more readily while the two bodies remained
amalgamated. Some years ago South Australia
separated technical education from the Education
Department, to its subsequent sorrow. It found
that the costs of technical education skyrocketed,
and the move now is to amalgamate the two
sections. So it is idle for the member for Gosnells
to say that it is desirable to separate the
departments.

Mr Pearce: What was Mossenson's
recommendation on that matter?

Mr GRAYDEN: I draw the attention of the
member to the Commonwealth Government's
action in respect of the three colleges of advanced
education. It is seeking amalgamation in order to
achieve greater co-ordination and rational isat ion.
Exactly the same thing applies in respect of
technical education.

Mr Pearce: Aren't you opposed to the
amalgamation of the advanced colleges of
education?

Mr GRAYDEN:, Amalgamation will allow us
to utilise one central administration, and
increased expertise will be available to both
sections. I must refute flatly the suggestion made
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by the member for Gosnells that technical
education is being downgraded in any way.

Relatively recently the position of Director of
Technical and Further Education was upgraded,
and yet the member for Gosnells can say that it is
being downgraded. Technical education generally
is being upgraded. We are placing more emphasis
on vocational courses. This is evident in the
proposed changes to the Tuart Hill and Bentley
Senior High Schools. Technical students will be
taken from colleges that are bursting at the seams
in order to make more places available for
technical students.

I mention these things to indicate how
nonsensical is the approach being adapted by the
member for Gosnells.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr

Watt) in the Chair; Mr Grayden (Minister for
Education) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: Section 9 amended-
Mr PEARCE: This clause seeks to delete the

words "Director of Technical Education" and to
substitute other persons in his place. Although I
concede the Opposition is not in general opposing
the measure before the Committee, nevertheless, I
pointed out during the second reading debate the
discrepancy in interpretation which could be
placed on this clause. I have been far from
reassured by the Minister's brief outburst in reply
to the debate, when he talked about the
amalgamation of the colleges being forced on him
by the Federal Government and drew an analogy
between that situation and the Education
Department and its Technical Education Division.
because in doing so he overlooked the fact he
opposes the amalgamation of those three colleges.
One would expect some consistency in the
Minister's attitude on this matter. If
amalgamation is such a good thing with regard to
the Technical Education Division and the rest of
education at the secondary and post-secondary
level, why is it such a bad thing with regard to
tertiary colleges?

The Opposition's attitude is quite consistent on
this matter. We say that technical education
should 12 handled by a separate department and
we further believe the three tertiary colleges
should remain separate bodies. We believe
separated institutions provide greater diversity
and that amalgamations do not necessarily
provide the cost benefits the Minister believes will

result from an amalgamation of technical
education and the Education Department, or
which the Federal Government believes will result
from an amalgamation of the three tertiary
colleges.

The Minister had better get his act together.
He says that in the case of the three tertiary
colleges, amalgamation will not result in a saving
of money, whereas in the case of the Education
Department and its Technical Education Division.
an amalgamation will result in cost savings. The
simple answer is that in neither case will money
be saved, and in both cases educational objectives
will be impaired.

I was good enough to put out a Press statement
supporting the Minister's opposition to the
amalgamation of the three tertiary colleges. I did
not receive any acknowledgement or even thanks
from the Minister, not that I expected any.
However, he was right on that issue. I simply wish
that the Minister would cast his thinking back,
and be consistent in his attitude with respect to
the Technical Education Division of the
Education Department. In fact, his own body of
educational experts, the WA Post-Secondary
Education Commission, recommended that these
two divisions should be separated. I still contend
that the reason this was not done is that Dr
Mossenson was opposed to it; that is quite
accurate, no matter how much the Minister for
Education chooses to deny it.

With regard to the upgrading of Mr Forrest's
position, I accept his title is being changed and
that he is to receive a few extra dollars in salary.
However, it is also true that the move will result
in an actual loss of power on the part of Mr
Forrest. When I made that allegation, a reporter
from The West Australian refused to accept it. In
fact, he telephoned me three times to discuss the
matter and finally declined to print it. Ultimately,
that same man was employed at a very reasonable
salary by the Education Department to edit its
teachers' journal, which is being produced at
great cost to the taxpayer. Whether the reporter
believed me or not, Mr Forrest's move will result
in his having a little less authority over his own
division.

What needs to be said with regard to that is
that I was concerned about the substance of the
matter, not the shadow which was what the
Minister was talking about. All this does not lead
the Opposition to oppose the legislation. We
simply believe everybody should be clear on the
motivation behind all this minor shuffling of
bodies.

2476



[Wednesday, 5 August 19811)47

Mr GRAYDEN:. I was completely consistent in
my argument when I drew the analogy of the
three colleges of advanced education. I informed
the member for Gosnells that I opposed the
Commonwealth's suggestion that these three
colleges be amalgamated on the ground that the
desired rationalisation and co-ordination had
already been achieved over a period of years.
Because we believed that the desired objectives
had been achieved, we felt there would be no cost
savings of the order anticipated by the
Commonwealth. We did expect, however, there
would be some savings in the longer term.

However, the Commonwealth was quite
adamant that amalgamation should take place
and the various colleges accept the
Commonwealth's view must prevail. I think the
colleges will be faced with a shortfall in excess of
$1.25 million in the next triennium and the only
possible way they will be able to make up that
shortfall will be to amalgamate.

The proposal to separate technical education
from the Education Department was bitterly
opposed by the Public Service Board and by
Treasury because it was felt the Technical
Education Division did not possess the expertise
to manage its own affairs as effectively as they
are now being managed under the umbrella of the
Education Department.

I have already pointed out to the member for
Gosnells the experience in South Australia was
that separation of technical education from the
Education Department resulted in an immediate
escalation of costs in respect of technical
education. That State realises it has made a
serious mistake and is now examining ways of
once again placing technical education under the
umbrella of the Education Department.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 8 to 13 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr

G;rayden (Minister for Education), and
transmitted to the Council.

MENTAL HEALTH BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 4 August.
MR YOUNG (Scarborough- Min ister for

Health) 135 p.m.]: I rise to reply, in the main,
to the comments of the member for Melville, and,
in passing, to make reference to the time of this
House occupied by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn.

This is a very serious piece of legislation indeed.
As the member for Melville pointed out, it has
been some years in the making. I make no
apology For that because this Bill seeks to amend
a piece of legislation which has control over the
lives of people who under mnost circumstances
might be described as not being capable of caring
for themselves. Therefore the Bill, which is a
rewrite of that Act, has a dual purpose. It has the
responsibility of being the law of the State, which
is a very important aspect indeed. Also, it has an
air of trusteeship because in this legislation we are
acting in respect of people who, in the main, are
not capable of looking after themselves at most
times.

By way of interjection, I dealt with some of the
important matters touched on by the member for
Melville. Obviously, I will deal with quite a
number of other matters in Committee, because
the committee stage of this Bill will give the
member for Melville an opportunity to explore a
little more deeply some of the specific criticisms
he made of the legislation. In particular, some of
those criticisms dealt with the drafting of the Bill.
This debate gives me the opportunity to reply to
these specific complaints about the drafting.

Now I will make general comments on the
fairly deep look at the matter by the member for
Melville. The contribution by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn was generally critical of the legislation,
but it did not add anything to what the member
for Melville had said in his speech. In fact, I do
not think the member for Mt. Hawthorn made
any comments about the legislation in specific
terms.

As I said, the member for Melville went fairly
deeply into the Bill. There is no question that he
has done a lot of research in the general area of
mental health in this State. However, the
technique he used, which is not an unusual one in
this place, was to dwell to a fair extent on matters
that are not in the legislation. I do not think that
is an unreasonable way for the Opposition to
handle legislation on some occasions. To a fair
extent, the member dealt with what he thought
ought to be in the Bill as distinct from what is
contained in it.
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In his opening comments, the member for
Melville said that the legislation was a bitter
disappointment to the Opposition. At the close of
his comments he said something which surprised
me a great deal more than his opening comments
because it would not be unfair to say that we are
not unused to the member for Melville telling us
that legislation is a bitter disappointment to him.
What did surprise me was that he closed his
comments by indicating that the Opposition
intended to oppose the Dill. That came as a shock
to me and to members of the Government more
than any of the other things that we have heard
the member for Melville say from time to time in
respect of legislation.

Let us consider for a moment the proposition
that the member for Melville puts to this House
and to the people of Western Australia in
attempting to have the Bill defeated. Let us
consider some of the matters contained within the
legislation which if the Bill were defeated would
not proceed. I will remind members of the
Legislative Assembly of some of the items which
the member for Melville and his colleagues in the
Opposition would have the Parliament reject.

The provision for examination of patients prior
to non-voluntary referral to approved hospitals
will be changed. The member for Melville made
considerable comment about all aspects of non-
voluntary admissions and the retention in
approved hospitals of non-voluntary patients. The
amendments in the Bill propose that medical
examinations have to be made, or the order of a
court or justices issued, not more than three days
prior to referral to hospital. It was considered that
the existing 14 days for normal medical referrals,
and the validity of court or justices' orders for 28
days, were too excessive. I do not think the
member for Melville would disagree with that.
Generally he would see that as a matter of the
standard of care for medical patients in this State.

That is one of the moves that the member for
Melville and the member for Mt. Hawthorn, no
doubt, have suggested to their colleagues ought to
be rejected.

Mr 1-odge: But you are conveniently forgetting
what else I said-that this Bill should be
defeated, withdrawn, and a new one containing
those things that I outlined in my speech
introduced. I am not suggesting that this Bill be
defeated and not replaced with an improvement.

Mr YOUNG: After I have reminded the
Assembly of some of the amendments contained
in this legislation, I intend to remind it that the
member for Melville knows, and every other
person in this House knows, that the refusal of a

Bill at this stage of the proceedings would mean
that it is highly unlikely that the Act would be
amended for nine or 10 months. That is the
practicality of the matter, and it is well known to
the member for Melville. It ought to be well
known to the member for Mt. Hawthorn.
Certainly it is well known to all members on this
side of the House that that is what the member
for Melville is saying.

From time to time, as I said in my second
reading speech, persons are referred to hospital,
and they are not admitted after examination
because it is found that they are not suffering
from a mental illness that necessitates attention.
Another amendment in this Bill is to bring about
a situation in which, if a person flnds himself or
herself in that situation, to avoid the stigma or the
scourge of the suggestion that he or she was in a
mental institution at some stage, upon request the
authorities have to provide that person with a
written statement to the effect that he or she may
have been brought to that place, but was not
admitted because no mental illness could be
discovered to require detention. That is another
amendment which the member for Melville and
his colleagues are suggesting should not be made.

There are provisions dealing with the period of
non-voluntary detention which reduce the initial
assessment period from six months to a realistic
28 days. That is another amendment that would
be refused by the Opposition in defeating this Bill.
There are provisions in respect of the censorship
of patients' mail, and safeguards of that kind.
There are provisions under which the relatives of
a patient may want a medical practitioner, a
lawyer, or someone of that kind to visit a patient.
At the moment, that can be done without
referring to the patient. That provision will be
amended so that the consent of the patient will be
obtained wherever possible.

Some of the amendments before the Assembly
at the moment are More important than those.
Under the present legislation, a person who is a
voluntary patient is required to give 72 hours'
notice of his wish to leave a hospital. That applies
to a voluntary patient who went in of his own
volition, recognisinig that he required some form
of psychiatric or medical attention in an approved
mental hospital; and that person is required under
the existing Statute to give 72 hours' notice of his
wish to leave the hospital. That provision is rarely
invoked; but it still remains part of the law and its
retention makes a complete mockery of the word
-voluntary". The changes proposed mean that
voluntary patients in approved hospitals will be in
exactly the same situation as general patients in
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general hospitals undergoing any form of medical
treatment.

Mr Hodge: That is not true. You have put no
time limit on now. It might be more than 72
hours.

Mr YOUNG: That is not in accordance with
my understanding of the situation.

Mr Hodge: You have said "as soon as
practicable". It might not be practical until 85
hours.

Mr YOUNG: Under what circumstances would
the member suggest it would not be practicable
for qualified staff to discharge a voluntary patient
within a matter of hours?

Mr Hodge: 1 do not know. You specified a :iniit
in the old Act.

Mr YOUNG: Once that time is removed it can
be presumed that a voluntary patient would be
entitled to walk out at any time.

Mr Hodge: You have said "as soon as
practicable".

Mr YOUNG: That is because someone has to
make arrangements for that person to be
discharged. Someone has to make arrangements
for the return of property and for entries in the
register indicating that the person is to leave and
that he is leaving voluntarily.

Mr Hodge: That would not take more than 72
hours.

Mr YOUNG: With respect, I say to the
member for Melville that that is a classic example
of the sort of nit-picking attitude he takes to
legislation that is genuinely, in a bona tide way,
attempting to improve the lot of people within the
mental health institutions of our State. The
member is suggesting that qualified people under
these circumstances might take longer than 72
hours-that is, three days-to discharge a patient
when they are required under the law to do so as
soon as practicable. If anyone in this Chamber
believes that is likely to happen he had best
support the member for Melville. I can assure the
Opposition that no-one on this side of the House
takes that suggestion as being likely.

Mr Hodge: Most of them have not read the
Bill.

Mr YOUNG: It is obvious that only one
member opposite read the Bill. There were only
two speakers yesterday, and the second one had
not read the Bill.

Mr Bertram: Nonsense!
Mr YOUNG: The second speaker made no

attempt to deal with even one issue in the Bill,
and when asked to state his objections he said

that the member for Melville had enumerated the
object ions.

Mr Bertram: I have read the Bill, and H-ansard
will note that I have.

Mr YOUNG: The member for Mt. Hawthorn
may claim to have read the Bill, but I thought he
would have given some evidence of it.

Mr Bertram: Are you changing your ground
now?

Mr YOUNG: I said that the member may
claim to have read the Bill, but that he gave no
indication of this. So the Opposition, on one hand
via the member for Melville, has suggested that
the Government is at fault for taking so long to
bring the legislation before the House; that it has
in effect been tardy; and that the Bill ought to
have been brought here two or three years ago. I
wish it had been, but there are many reasons that
this could not be done.

Mr Hodge: What were they?
Mr YOUNG: One was consultation with a lot

of people; another was drafting the Bill time and
time again until it reached the stage where I was
happy with it and I could put it to Cabinet; and
another was the matter of electroconvulsive
therapy and psychiatric surgery. That is besides
other matters raised by the member for Melville.

Mr Hodge: It took a long time.
Mr YOUNG: Yes, but the member for

Melville is suggesting that what ought to happen
is that it should even take longer.

Mr Hedge: You should have been more
competent.

Mr YOUNG: The member is suggesting that it
does not matter it took this time and that we
could take another nine or 10 months before we
introduce another Bill, with that becoming law in
perhaps a further year's time. The Opposition is
saying that the legislation can be put off for a bit
longer. That shows the degree of insincerity on
the part of the Opposition, when one of its
members acting on its behalf requests its Caucus
to oppose a measure which is very complicated
and sensitive.

The legislation does not do all the things the
members of the Opposition want it to do. It does
not do all the things I want it 'to do. But when a
person is in Government he has the responsibility
at least to take things along a path that is going to
be a reasonable path. A Minister cannot take a
punt.

We have responsibly brought the legislation
here and while it does not do all that we would
like it to do, the Caucus of the Opposition,
through the member for Melville and the member
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for Mt. Hawthorn, has said that we should throw
it out and that it does not matter if it takes
another year to introduce new legislation.

Mr Speaker. I ask you to ask yourself, and
members of the Government and members of the
Opposition to ask themselves: What sort of
influence has been brought on Opposition
members, and by whom, to do such a stupid thing
as to request that the Bill be thrown out, a Bill
that is bringing about so many improvements in
the law for people who are unfortunate enough to
suffer from mental illness?

If members read the speeches of the two
members who spoke on behalf of the Opposition,
notwithstanding the fact that the member for
Melville did at least raise in the vicinity of 30 or
40 questions, they would not Find one single
reason advanced by even the member for Melville
and certainly none by the member of Mt.
Hawthorn to justify the Opposition's wish to
defeat this Bill.

Mr Hodge: You obviously did not listen to or
understand what I said.

Mr YOUNG: I was just about to say that there
was valid questioning and points raised by the
member for Melville that will require explanation,
and I will deal with that in Committee. There
were points that he would be perfectly entitled to
question and ask why certain things were or were
not contained in the Bill. There were matters that
were of importance. But there was not one single
point made by the member for Melville that
would suggest this Bill should be thrown out. The
ones upon which he obviously relied for the
greatest weight-and I judge this to be so only by
the number of times he mentioned them-will be
dealt with later in my speech. But not even the
question of electroconvulsive therapy and the
question of the Saint committee dealing with
ECT and psychosurgery would be sufficient. The
member knows the explanations given by the
Government. and so these could not be used to
justify the defeat of the Bill. In other words, we
can presume only that for at least nine to 12
months the Opposition would be quite happy to
keep the old Act.

Mr Davies: You have been happy to keep it for
10 years.

Mr YOUNG: The Leader of the Opposition
was in Government for three years and was in
fact Minister for Health.

Mr Davies: We started on it and gave it great
impetus.

Mr YOUNG: It took the member three years
to start.

Mr Davies: We were well advanced. We
changed the system in regard to Swanbourne and
Claremont. Mr MacKinnon had done a great deal
before that, too.

Mr YOUNG: I know what Mr MacKinnon
did, but what did the Leader of the Opposition
do?

Mr Davies: Don't try to cover up your own
incompetence by pretending that no-one else has
ever done anything.

Mr YOUNG: I am not suggesting I am the
only one who ever did anything.

Mr Davies: You have only one portfolio, too.
Most of us were able to cope with up to three
others.

Mr YOUNG: In respect of the member for
Melville, I was going to mention that his call to
the Opposition for it to reject this legislation
which will do so much good, was shameful, nit-
picking, and insensitive, but I can see that now
the Leader of the Opposition throws his weight
wholeheartedly behind that pusillanimous
attitude.

Mr Davies: What does that mean?

Mr YOUNG: It means "mean spirited".
The member for Melville deplores the fact that

in the Bill there is no definition of "mental
health". I Find it a remarkable statement for a
member of Parliament to make, a person who
must be expected to have some experience in
reading legislation. If' my memory serves me
correctly, the member for Mt. Hawthorn agrees
with the member for Melville, and I find that
even more remarkable considering he is a former
Attorney General. There is no definition of
"public health" in the Public Health Act. There
are many things that cannot be defined in that
sense. There is no definition of "income tax" in
the Income Tax Act. There is no definition of
"education" in the Education Act.

Mr Bertram: Is there a definition of "taxable
income"?

Mr YOUNG: There is no definition of "taxable
income" in the Income Tax Act.

Mr Bertram: What about a definition of
"taxable income"?

Mr YOUNG: No.
Mr Bertram: In the Income Tax Assessment

Act?
Mr YOUNG: There is no definition.

Mr Bertram: Since when?
Mr YOUNG: Since it was written.
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Mr H-odge: If you are not mentally ill, you are
not incacerated in a mental institution, If you
have a definition of "mental illness"-

Mr YOUNG: The member for Melville is
really grasping at straws now. He said there was
no definition of "mental health" and he
immediately starts talking about the definition in
the Dill in respect of mental illness. That is a
completely different question which will be dealt
with at a later time.

I should like to point out to the House that the
member for Melville gave me an uncorrected copy
of his speech for which I thank him. He did this
in order that I could get on with the job this
morning and, therefore, at any time the member
considers 1 havc not quoted him accurately. I will
have to accept immediately the fact that he would
be right in correcting me.

As I understood the member's remarks, he said
he deplored the inclusion of a judicial review of
non-voluntary admissions or a regular review of
cases or non-voluntary detention and/or non-
voluntary treatment. In other words, he deplores a
judicial review to ensure that all is well in respect
of the admission or detention of a person on a
non-voluntary basis.

However, before the members of the Legislative
Assembly embrace the recommendation that
there should be such a review committee-it
seems a reasonable proposition-they should at
least have the opportunity to hear some of the
facts and opinions on this question derived from
some informed and qualified sources. I should like
firstly to quote from the American Journal of
Psychiatry dated March 1981. This is a paper
written by H. Richard Lamb, MD, Alvin P.
Sorkin, MA, and Jack Zusman, MD, called
"Legislating Social Control of the Mentally Ill in
California". Reference is made to what is called
the LI'S Act and the first few words I shall quote
will indicate to members what that is. The article
reads in part as follows-

The Lanterman-Petris-Short Act in
California has been acclaimed for protecting
the civil rights of the mentally ill and curbing
unnecessary involuntary psychiatric
hospitalization. Its passage, however, has not
prevented an increase in the rate of
involuntary admissions to state hospitals and
a marked decrease in the rate of voluntary
admissions. This has greatly changed the
functions and problems of state hospitals. In
local as well as state hospitals large numbers
of people continue to become involuntary
psychiatric patients. In many cases this
results from gaps between the law and its

implementation. It appears that
professionals, the courts, families, and society
generally feel a continuing need for social
control of the mentally ill.

A further statement in the paper reads as
follows-

The LPS Act eliminated indefinite
commitment and placed severe time limits on
the duration of commitment and involuntary
treatment. Briefly, a psychiatrist may certify
a person for involuntary 72-hour detention
for evaluation and treatment only if there is
probable cause to consider that person 1)
mentally disordered and 2) dangerous to
others, and/or dangerous to self, and/or
gravely disabled (i.e., as a result of mental
disorder, unable to provide for basic personal
needs for food, clothing, and shelter). The
mental disorder must fall into one of the
current diagnostic categories of the
American Psychiatric Association.

It then describes some of the categories and the
like. A further comment reads as follows-

The LPS Act has not had the effect of
lowering the rate of involuntary admissions
to state hospitals. In fact, the rate has
increased.

It then goes on to say-
The increase in involuntary admissions, the

decrease in voluntary admissions, and the
tendency to send to state hospitals only those
patients who cannot be managed locally
suggests that the nature of state hospital
patients has changed.

Finally the paper says-
Although voluntary treatment is clearly

the ideal, it is often not feasible. Regardless
of various expressed social philosophies, it
would appear that in California,
professionals, the courts, families, and other
citizens who are directly involved with the
acutely disturbed mentally ill feel a
continuing need for the kinds of social
controls exemplified by involuntary
hospitalization and conservatorship. This
points up what we consider to be society's
sense of the continued need for social control
of the mentally ill-when such persons lack
the internal controls to manage their own
lives-for the benefit of both society and the
mentally ill themselves.

Secondly, I should like to quote the situation in
New South Wales which, if I heard the member
for Melville correctly, was presented by him as a
system which was operating smoothly. I should
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like to quote from The Sydney Morning Herald of
18 June-that is only a month or so ago-in
which a special magistrate saw danger in mental
hospital hearings. The article reads, in part, as
follows-

A Sydney magistrate strongly criticised
yesterday the process by which mentally ill
people are committed to NSW hospitals,
saying he believed injustices were occurring.

I should like to interpolate to the effect that I am
sure the member for Melville and every other
member of the House would agree with me that if
the best intentions of a system are being thwarted
by other influences, one cannot blame that on the
system. However, the point I am making is that,
notwithstanding all the good intentions, the
system is not working and that is the point the
magistrate made. The report went on to say-

Mr Kevin Anderson, deputy chairman of
the stipendiary magistrates, presides over the
magisterial committee hearings at the Prince
Henry and Rozelle Hospitals.

His criticisms included:
Some patients appearing before him

appeared to be so sedated they could not
follow what was happening.

There was mostly no recording of the
proceedings.

Accommodation for the inquiries in
some institutions was "appallingly
inadequate."

He believed doctors' opinions cited in
support of commital were at times hearsay.
Sometimes he doubted if the patient had
been examined at all.

He criticised the way relatives and friends,
were notified of an inquiry, sayi ng there was
usually little attempt to explain the nature of
the procedure to them.

I have no doubt the member for Melville
indicated that particular system was working
smoothly on a bona fide basis, because on the
surface it would appear to be something that
ought to work. However, I am simply pointing out
that it all gets down to a matter of opinion as to
whether one system is better than another. If a
system is not working very well, it is better not to
rush in but to wait and ind out why; and if the
current system is working to the satisfaction of
the Government and the great majority of the
people of Western Australia, at least we should
stick with it until a better system is devised.

I agree safeguards must be built into a situation
as serious as this where people are being admitted
to places which, over the centuries, have been

reared and dreaded. I point out that mental
institutions are no longer places which are to be
feared and dreaded and in fact the staff at all
levels of mental institutions are sympathetic and
understanding when faced with some rather
dreadful circumstances and difficult situations.
Indeed, they do a marvellous job.

There must be safeguards and I believe they in
fact exist. It is a matter of opinion as to how those
safeguards should operate. Whose opinion do we
take in regard to non-voluntary admissions? Do
we take the opinion of a panel which may be
made up of a number of well-meaning people such
as a lawyer, a social worker, a medical
practitioner, and a representative of some sort of
board, or do we take the system we believe has
worked as well as it can in the circumstances
under which these people have to operate?

I want to remind members a tremendous
number of safeguards are built into this
legislation. The whole of part V, which is the
largest part with the possible exception of part
Vill which covers the care and management of
estates of incapable persons, is designed around
the safeguards afforded to patients under the
system.

I should like to quote a few examples of the
safeguards provided. There are safeguards
designed to ensure the admission of a patient to a
hospital is carried out properly and in accordance
with the law. That provision appears under the
general safeguards against unjustified loss of
liberty. There are safeguards against persons
being examined but not admitted and who are
subsequently harassed by persons who might try
to bring into disrepute the reputation of the
person who was examined; provisions in regard to
when persons may be admitted and when they
may be allowed to leave hospital; provisions in
respect of censorship; safeguards against
unj ustified certification of mental illness;
provisions in relation to interviews,
correspondence, and visits; and provisions in
regard to the protection of patients by the
examination by various boards of visitors within
the place where they are confined-and that is
another aspect of this particular speech by the
member for Melville to which I would like to
make reference at a later stage.

Leave to Continue Speech
Mr YOUNG: This would be an appropriate

time to move-
That I be given leave to continue my

remarks at the next sitting of the House.
Motion put and passed.
Debate thus adjourned.
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GOVERNMENT
Lack of Con fidence: Censure Motion

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) (4.31 p.m.1: I move-

That this House has no confidence in the
Government and demands an immediate
general election.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr Nanovich: You have been out of the

country for the last six weeks. How do you know
what is going on?

M r DAV IES: I have kept in touch.
Mr Pearce: You have been out of your

electorate for the same period.
Mr Nanovich: You are telling lies over there.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: I distinctly heard the member

for Whitford accuse me of telling lies. I ask for a
withdrawal of that unparliamentary term.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Sibson): I
heard the comment by the member for Whitford,
but I am not sure to whom he directed it.

Mr NANOVICH: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr DAVIES: This motion will not come as any

surprise to the Government. Even if it had not
been announced some days ago that we intended
to move in this direction, 1 am sure members
opposite are not so insensitive that they would not
have known that as a Government they were
going bad or making some bad mistakes and
would expect that as soon as the Parliament met
the Opposition would want to take them to task.
However, the position is far worse than I ever
imagined it to be while, as the member for
Whitford said. I was overseas.

Mr Nanovich: Visiting Communist countries.
An Opposition member: How long has America

been Communist? What a laugh!
Mr B. T. Burke: The Mental Health Bill is

designed for you, my friend.

Mr DAVIES: The public, I believe, over the
last 12 months or so have been very concerned at
the stand this Government has taken. I believe
that as time went on they became apprehensive
and I am certain at the present time they are
alarmed at the drift of things.

Mr Coyne: They have been alarmed for the last
nine years.

Mr DAVIES: This Government just does not
seem to be able to take control any longer or to do
the things we would have expected of it at a time
when the country is allegedly enjoying a boom.
Few areas of Government administration have not
been found wanting. I do not propose to canvass
all of them because those members on this side of
the House who are shadow Ministers will, I am
sure, in the course of time be telling the
Government where the failures are occurring in
regard to the portfolios they shadow.

The Government's performance, to say the
least, has been inept and it falls far short of the
standards which Western Australians expect.
demand, and are entitled to from any
Gover-nmcrnc. The Government is apparently
unable to maintain its existing services let alone
extend or improve them. As a result of the policies
and actions of this Government the average
Western Australian family is finding it
increasingly difficult co make ends meet. The
Government's performance has fallen far short of
what was promised at the last election and has
since been intimated. The elector is demanding
relief from this burdensome Government.

Mr Sibson: Far better than nationalisation.
Mr DAVIES: The public are alarmed, as I

have said. They are unhappy;, dissatisfied, and
demanding relief. They are demanding that they
be allowed to express their wishes in the ballot
box and if the Government believes it is as good
as it has tried to maintain it is all along, it will
jump at the opportunity to go to a general election
immediately. If the Premier will indicate by way
of interjection that he is prepared to go
immediately to a general election, without
fiddling with the boundaries, mind you, Sir, then I
will stop right at this point.

Government members interjected.
Mr DAVIES: Not a word was spoken by the

Premier. We could save a tremendous amount of
time if the Premier just said "Right, we will go to
an election. I believe we are as good as we have
been saying we are", and then the debate for the
evening would be finished. But there is no attempt
by the Premier to take up the very generous offer
that I have made to him.

Mr Sibson: And waste the people's money.
Mr DAVIES: Just how serious is this matter,

Mr Speaker? This is the First motion of its kind
that has been moved in this House since 1976.
That is how serious the matter is. We have taken
the Government to task on a lot of issues. We
have moved many motions and amendments, but
none of them has demanded the resignation of the
Government and a general election
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forthwith-not since 1976. That is the position
ibis Government has now got this State into.

Mr Sibson: Do you think the electors want
another election?

An Opposition member: No-a change of
Government,

Mr DAVIES: Because of what I thought was
happening and because I knew of the
apprehension before I left for overseas and the
way the people were feeling-as was reflected in
the Kalgoorlie by-election-I kept in very close
couch indeed with my office and with the
newspapers as they were able to be made
available to me. I decided that, as much as I
would have liked to go to Japan this week to take
up the appointments which have been made for
me, I could not resist the opportunity to come
home and see if we could get into an election as
quickly as possible.

Mr Pearce: You can go to Japan when you are
Premier.

Mr DAVIES: The Government has offered a
series or excuses for its incompetence ever since it
has been in office: and I am not going to say it
has been totally incompetent at all times. It has
done some things; there are a few things. If I
wrack my brains I am quite certain I could find a
few things that are successful and attributable to
this Government, hut for the most lime it has
been looking for excuses to cover up its ineptitude.
It started off by blaming everything on the
Whitlam Government, but even after a while that
started to pall. Members opposite have always
blamed the unions, of course, for a lot of this
Government's trouble: Direct lines to Moscow,
Reds under the bed, and, only a couple of months
ago, Reds under every church pew, according to
this Premier.

Mr B. T. Burke: Now they are in the Teachers'
Union.

Mr DAVIES: They move around! Members
opposite blame the Reds; they blame the
environmentalists, and they blame the energy
crisis for all their troubles. They are running out
of people to blame. They even turned on their own
people; they now blame their Federal counterparts
but at election time on the hustings they say
"Elect these people to government, we need them
there for our benefit". However, for convenience,
once the election is over the Government starts
saying the most unkind things about them, and
blaming the Federal Government for all the woes
of this State.

Clearly, the public are sick and tired of excuses.
They have had enough; they want action; they can

no longer afford this Government, and they no
longer want this Government.

That was reflected in the Kalgoorlie by-
election, when we saw a procession of Cabinet
Ministers visiting Kalgoorlie day after day, trying
to sweeten up the electorate. They even sent the
member for Whitford up there. The Government
even sent the Minister for Education up there! My
only regret is that the Government would not send
him up there a second time because he would
have done us a great deal more good had he gone
there again; we would have doubled our majority.

Mr Parker: The Liberal candidate would have
lost his deposit.

Mr DAVIES: What was the result of that
election? I would have been happy had we
maintained the 2.5 per cent swing we enjoyed at
the last State election, because that was with a
new candidate. However, we saw a swing of a
fraction under 6 per cent towards the Labor
Party, on top of the 2.5 per cent swing we saw I8
months ago. That is what the people of Kalgoorlie
think of this Government. After all the promises
the Government made, after all the Ministers
were sent up there, after all the crawling they did
to the electorate, and after all the money spent on
the campaign-

Mr Hodge: After all the money they promised
to spend on a new hospital.

Mr DAVIES: -the Government was rejected
by the electorate. There was a massive swing to
the Australian Labor Party because the electorate
does not trust this Government any more; it
cannot afford this Government and it does not
want it.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr DAVIES: Since this Parliament last met I I

weeks ago, the Government has staggered from
crisis to crisis and from embarrassment to
embarrassment. Indeed, any student of history
would wonder why a Government could go so bad
and make so many mistakes so quickly. Of course,
the Premier would say that it all comes back to
Finance. If it all comes back to finance, it all
comes back directly to the Premier and Treasurer
of this State. He was the great advocate of new
federalism. As I have said before, he championed
new federalism the length and breadth of
Australia. When other Premiers were perceptive
enough to realise it was not of any benefit to t heir
States and wanted to review the matter, our
Premier stood alone in opposition, and the
meetings were not held. We now hear the Premier
saying that if he knew then what he knows now he
would never have accepted new federalism.
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Mr Bryce: He calls it Fraser's new federalism
now.

Mr DAVIES: Every other Premier in Australia
knew what was going on, and we told him in this
House what was going on. However, he had to
wait to suffer the worst effects of the duplicity of
his Canberra colleagues which has left him and
this State lamenting. Our Premier championed
new federalism to the very last. Then, earlier this
year when it became apparent what was going to
happen in the final crunch, because the first stage
of new federalism had drawn to a close and the
second phase was about to be inflicted on us, the
Premier started to perform at his very best,

However, all the Premier's pleadings, his
telegrams, his telexes, h1-is letters, his Press
reports, and his meetings with Federal members
and senators did not help our State one little bit.
For all his rantings and his action we did not
receive one extra dollar from the Commonwealth.
Yet Bjelke- Petersen received some for
Queensland. He said he would not accept the
Commonwealth's initial offer, and he was offered
an additional S13 million. In Victoria, Hamer
received an extra $6 million, while the Wran
Government in New South Wales was offered
extra money. However, we received not one extra
cent and we are far worse. off now than we have
ever been as a result of new federalism which was
championed by the Premier.

Mr Speaker, I am sure you understand why the
people have had enough of this Government
because, in the meantime, taxes and charges have
gone through the ceiling. The Premier will get up
and say that he has not raised one tax. however,
he is only splitting straws. It does not matter
whether we call them taxes or charges or whether
they are rates Or licence fees; they are still coming
out of the pocket of the public and the public have
been hit to leg. Charges have gone through the
ceiling. I can remember the Premier standing in
this place and saying exactly what I am saying
now: that was when the Tonkin Government was
in office. I am sure the people wish they had the
Tonkin Government back again.

Let us examine the record of this Government.
If we look at the graph showing the average
income per capita in Western Australia during
the years of the Tonkin Government and that
same graph today we find that during the term of
the Tonkin Government we exceeded the national
average on one of only two occasions in the past
20 years. Since then there has been a continual
decline in our position.

Mr Evans: Are we not now last?

Mr DAVIES: Not quite; however, we are well
below the national average. That is what has
happened under this Government since
1973-this Government with its rose-coloured
glasses, which has been unable to Tive up to its
promises,

The figures show that in 1981-82, the average
Western Australian family will be $9 a week
worse off because of increased Government
charges. If they now need to obtain health
insurance, as hundreds of thousands of them will
come September they will be at least a total of
$15 a week worse off. I cannot say exactly what
the figure is likely to be because the health funds
are being particularly coy on the subject of
chargecs.

Each Western Australian family will be
required to pay $1 478 a year in Government
charges, or $28 a week. This represents an
increase of about 25 per cent over the previous
financial year, which is far in excess of the
inflation rate. If we were being hit to leg only for
the inflation rate, we might accept it. However, I
think we are entitled to ask "Why are we being
hit to leg for more than double the inflation rate
for increased Government charges?" What is the
Government's explanation? Where is it spending
the money?7

As I have already pointed out, the income per
head of population in Western Australia is below
the national average. I do not want to bore the
House with a lot of figures, but I believe I should
place on record some of the increases inflicted on
us by this Government over the past two years. I
certainly will not read all the increases, because
the list is so lengthy. Last year, electricity charges
increased by 18 per cent and this year they have
gone up by 16 per cent. In the meantime, we are
paying our electricity accounts every two months
instead of every three months.

So in effect we are now paying every two
months the same amount we were paying every
three months only a year ago. In respect of'
electricity charges the increase was I8 per cent
last year, and 16 per cent this year. Gas charges
increased 24 per cent last year and 16 per cent
this year, whilst metropolitan sewerage charges
increased by 15 per cent last year and 13.6 per
cent this year.

Mr Parker: That is only the average; many are
higher than that.

Mr DAVIES: Metropolitan drainage charges
increased by 9 per cent last year and 5 per cent
this year. State Housing Commission rents were
up 14 per cent last year and 10 per cent this year,
and PMrT bus and rail fares increased by 24 per
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cent last year whilst this year the increase ranges
from 16.7 per cent to 50 per cent, Westrail freight
charges increased by between 20 and 30 per cent
last year. and the average increase this year is I5
per cent. All these were way above the inflation
rate and most of them were three to four times
the expected inflation rate or the promised
inflation rate. One cannot take any notice of that
because one cannot take notice of any promises
made by this Government or the Federal
Government. There are some charges one cannot
escape and they cannot be dodged because the
charges have to be paid in order to allow people to
continue living in the community.

There has been an uproar over the increase in
water rates. From what I have heard and from
approaches that have been made to members of
my party, small businesses are finding it very
difficult to continue operating.

Mr B. T. Burke: Massive subsidies are being
paid to big businesses, that is what is going on.

Mr DAVIES: No relief has yet been provided.
There is a sense of urgency about this matter. We
have seen it happen before and it appears that it
will happen again and again, It seems that every
time the Government gets into trouble the pockets
of the public are affected.

Mr Parker: At least last year the Deputy
Premier had the good grace to apologise for it.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister for Water
Resources has expressed concern, but his concern
has become a mockery because people are going
to have to pay whatever increased charges the
Government wishes to levy. The Minister took one
of the members to task last night for not
acknowledging that he is doing Something towards
rectifying this matter. It was only the title of the
proposed Bill he read and it could have been a
simple thing like crossing out the word "the" as
we had today. The Government has said that it
will help across the board and help individual
cases-they would be few and far between if we
go on the result of previous experiences.

Just have a look at the effect the increase in
charges will have on the community. Let me draw
attention to a report which was tabled in
Parliament last night. The report was entitled
"The Distressed Persons Relief Trust". On page 3
of the report it reads as follows-

The continuing growth in the number of
applications for assistance and the increased
amounts of money needed to alleviate the
particular areas of distress have to a large
extent been brought about by higher charges
for Government services, particularly
electricity, which adversely affects that

section of the community least able to afford
them.

Last year 486 payments were made to assist
people in need and of chese the State Housing
Commission, State Energy Commission, and
Metropolitan Water Board charges accounted for
387, and these related directly to Government
charges. This is the kind of situation we are faced
with at the present time and it is a situation of
which the Government appears to be proud.

Let us have a look at another aspect of the
Government's financial dealings and the myth of
the Government's deficit. In July the Premier
announced a $1.4 million deficit in the
Consolidated Revenue Fund and at the same time
he announced we could look forward to higher
charges and taxes. That is an absolute myth
because the total scene probably shows a surplus
of $13 million and in the short-term money
market fund there is probably about $1 5.5
million. Of course the Premier has balanced his
Budget at other times by taking from this fund an
appropriate amount to produce a slick balance.
People must be easily hoodwinked if they believe
that a Budget of millions of dollars can be
balanced each year. The Premier has this fund to
rely on and he has adopted this trick.

In the 1979-80 financial year, at the time the
Budget was announced, the Premier said he would
transfer $8.7 million to assist in balancing his
Budget. This money was to be transferred from
the money available from the short-term money
market. Actually, instead of the $8.7 million he
said he would transfer last financial year, $11.4
million was transferred, thus the reason for a slick
balance. 'In the 1980-81 financial year the
Premier said he would transfer $17 million and
that of course is exactly what he transferred, yet
he said he was still $1.4 million short. Why did
not the Premier- increase the transferred amount
by $1.4 million, because I am certain that amount
of money will be available from the short-term
money market fund? There will still be between
$10 million and $15 million available, so he could
have done the same thing this year that he has
done on other occasions. There is not the slightest
excuse for his not doing it. It was nothing more
than a sleight of hand in accounting and it
heightened rumour in the community regarding
the Government's finances. 1 can understand his
saying he depreciated every Budget that provided
a deficit, but it could be to his advantage to go to
the Community and say. "For the first time in
years I have been unable to balance the Budget. I
have a deficit of 51.4 million".

The community does not know that there is a
nest egg available and that the Premier has used
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it to his advantage in previous years. Indeed, he
used it in the 1979-80 Financial year. All he has
done is to say that things are bad and he may
have to increase charges, and this has heightened
concern in the community.

Let us look at the effect interest rates have had
on the community, despite the fact that during
the last elections the Prime Minister said he
would reduce them by 2 per cent. That did not
happen and instead of their being reduced by 2
per cent they shot through the ceiling. In fact,
both taxation and charges have tone through the
ceiling. How devastating that has been for the
person who is trying to pay off his home! The
Australian dream is certainly fading.

I will not deal! w-ithl this matter at any great
length, but I have read the releases circulated by
my colleague, the member for Balcatta, and some
of the remedies he has proposed. I am quite
certain at an appropriate timne during this debate
he will give members the benefit of his knowledge
once again.

Mr B. T. Burke: The pity is the Premier does
not care. He cannot identify and he does not care.

Mr DAVIES: A I per cent increase in interest
rates at the present time means that an extra $70
a month wilt be needed for repayments. What
family can increase its earning capacity by $70 a
month? I can only believe what the member for
Balcatta has just said; that is, that the Premier
does not care, is not concerned, and is
disinterested. Any action the Premier has tried to
take has been completely ineffective.

Mr B. T. Burke: He has been asked time and
time again and it is appropriate that he should
now be laughing. The Premier laughs!

Mr DAVIES: Time and time again we have
been hit in the hip pocket nerve and many people
are wondering why this is so when we are told we
are enjoying a great resources boom. What are we
getting from our resources boom?

In May 1980 my colleague, the member for
Ascot, moved in this House that a trust fund be
set up to take care of royalties so we would know
exactly the position and they could not be hidden
in the Budget figures. We would know what the
royalties were and they would be used for specific
purposes. The member made a very reasonable
speech, but his suggestions were not adopted by
the Government.

In March of this year my colleague, the
member for Maylands, in an article in The
Sunday Times of 15 March drew attention to the
need for a review of resources and royalty
payments.

On a number of occasions I have said the same
sort of thing myself. Indeed I have made similar
comments on each occasion that a fresh rash of
increased charges has been announced. I have
said "What else is the Government doing to raise
revenue other than to hit the hip pocket nerve of
the working man?"

However, just recently the matter has really
come to a head, because the reaction from the
electorate has been such as to indicate that people
have had enough. They do not want to be battered
around the head any longer. The people want to
know what the Government is doing to raise
revenue from some of the resources which are
available.

A return of only 2.5 per cent was obtained on
mineral production valued at $2 600 million in
1979-80.

Mr Bryce: Shame!
Mr DAVIES: That is a pitiful amount.
Mr Bryce: By world standards.
Mr DAVIES: Why is the Government being so

secretive about royalties? Why does it say that a
report is not available? On the one hand the
Government said the report the member for Ascot
had mentioned did not exist, but on the other
hand it said that, if it did exist, it was not a
report, it was a review. The Government is
playing with words. It said it was a report, a
review, a document, a paper, a file, a book, or call
it what members like. The member said this had
been compiled by Treasury, the Department of
Resources Development, and the Mines
Department: It had been formed into a report, a
book, a paper, a review, or call it what members
like which dealt with mining royalties and which
was presented to the mining royalties committee.
That committee comprised the Minister for
Resources Development, the Under Treasurer and
the Under Secretary for Mines.

A recommendation for substantial increases
was made in that document, paper, report, book,
review, or call it what members like. Why does
not the Government come clean? Why the
secrecy? The Government should review publicly
all royalties. This is done in other countries. There
is nothing to hide and it is something of which we
should be proud. We should be pleased that the
people of this State may benefit as a result of the
resources available to them.

However, in 1979 the then Minister for Mines
said we were a low royalty State and he was
proud of that. The Premier and the present
Minister for Resources Development have
continued to defend the low royalties which apply
in this State.
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Mr Parker: They are proud of the situation.
Mr DAVIES: They appear to be proud of it.

The Minister for Resources Development
criticises those who want the royaities increased
or at least reviewed. Let me say that if the
Government can prove the royalties being charged
are fair and adequate and cannot be increased, I
wilt accept that: but at the present time we are all
being kept in the dark.

We are talking about our State. It is our
resources the Minister is selling at bargain prices
to overseas companies. However, if I can be
convinced royalties are high enough, I will accept
that; but no attempt has been made to do that.

Mr Herzfeld: Aren't you interested in jobs for
school leavers?

Mr Bryce: You have not provided any.
Mr DAVIES: The Minister for Resources

Development was then critical of people who
wanted increased royalties and started to hop into
the welfare budget as if that was the only area in
which money was being spent.

What about providing jobs for people? What
about the Government services which are being
run down because of lack of staff where
additional staff could be employed? This is
exactly the point and I must thank the member
for Mundaring For helping me to make it. We are
looking for more jobs and we are looking for
money to help the Government provide them. We
will not frighten people away by charging fair and
just royaltics. However, we want to know how
royalties are assessed, what they are, and whether
they are adequate. Let us do away with all the
secrecy.

An article which appeared in the Daily News
indicated millions of dollars were being lost as a
result of peppercorn rentals which are charged for
mining leases. Why are not these rentals being
reviewed and increased? Why does not the
Government have a look at how it can obtain
some extra revenue there? The same article
indicated 30000 mineral claims were yet to be
processed. Apparently they were not processed
because there was inadequate staff to do so. There
is an opportunity for the Government to provide
jobs which would earn money for it, but it has not
taken that opportunity.

Of course, the Government says "We cannot do
very much about royalties, because agreements
have been arrived at and we cannot negotiate."
However, when one large company said it
intended to grant a 36-hour week-not without
trading some other concessions, of course-the
Minister for Labour and Industry said "if you do
that, we will increase your royalties."

The Government says it cannot increase
royalties at any other time, but when a company
indicated it intended to give a concession or alter
an arrangement with its workers, the Minister for
Labour and Industry threatened to increase the
company's royalty charges.

What a lovely Government! What a splendid
Government! We can certainly be proud of it!

Mr Harman: That is blackmail.
Mr Parker: Intimidation and threats!
Mr DAVIES: We see blackmail, intimidation,

and threats and an indication royalties can be
raised in certain cases.

The Government is displaying either partiality
or gross incompetence in regard to royalties. The
Premier has warned us in this place and on the
hustings that we must be Prepared to meet
increased infrastructure costs for companies
which come here. We cannot expect them to meet
all the costs themselves; we have to help them. I
do not think the companies would come here if
they could not see a dollar in it. Surely they are
out to make profits for their stockholders and they
are entitled to earn a reasonable profit. However,
we should certainly not go backwards and
bankrupt ourselves trying to help these companies
and we should not carry out functions for them
which they should perform themselves. Of course,
once again all of this hits the hip pocket nerve.

Mr Bryce: Try a world average.
Mr DAVIES: Let us have a rundown on

Government senvices. Every member of
Parliament who has any contact with a
Government department would have noticed the
deterioration in services and yet at every turn we
find we are being charged more for them. When
we licence our cars we pay a service fee. These
charges are built in to give the impression we will
receive a senvice, but a person who has been in
regular contact with Government departments
could not say honestly in this place that there has
been an improvement in the service provided.

The Government cannot even afford to
maintain the services it has, let alone improve or
expand them regardless of how necessary they
might be. The Government claims private
affluence in Western Australia is rising, but at
the same time it presides over declining public
services.

All the Government can promise is public
squalor. That is the kindest Comment I can make.
There seems to be no hope. Why cannot the
Government improve and expand services where
necessary if we are doing as well as we are led to
believe both on a Federal basis and in this State?
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We are told we are enjoying a boom and great
prosperity.

11 do not intend to speak at great length on the
cuts which have occurred, because I am quite
certain we will hear about that matter frequently
during the session and I am sure my colleague,
the member for Gosnells, will say something
about education cuts tonight. I can hardly believe
the Government would be so crassly stupid as to
reduce the number of teachers at a time when the
demands on the system are increasing. However,
the Government has done this. At a time when we
have to cope with increasing technology and all
kinds of other changes-when we even need to
train people to enjoy their leisure time-and when
so many changes are occurring in the education
system, we cannot afford to cut down on the
amount allocated to it. It is clear the expenditure
on education has not been increased greatly over
the last few years.

It is crazy that teachers who leave one school
should be replaced by teachers from another
school who know nothing about the curriculum,
the special projects, or the students. These
teachers come in absolutely cold as a stop gap.

Mr Grayden: Don't you realise that is
happening all the time? Last year there were
3 000 transfers and you did not say anything
about them.

Mr DAVIES: They were not cold-blooded,
deliberate transfers like those the Government has
instituted recently.

Mr Evans: Without replacements.
Mr Grayden: There were many.
Mr DAVIES: The total number of teachers was

not reduced by 170. 1 am shocked to witness the
arrogance and brutality with which this
Government has approached the whole question.
Teachers are professional and reasonable people.
They are not Marxists. They would sit down and
talk sensibly if approached in a reasonable
manner.

Once again the tactic of confrontation is being
employed, a tactic so well known to this
Government. Instead .of sitting down to talk, the
Government seems to have done nothing but issue
threats and ultimatums in place of sensible offers
of negotiation.

1 will refer to health funding cuts. The health
system has been in uproar since about September
of last year-if not before that time-and it exists
in a constant atmosphere of crisis.

Mr Young: What rubbish!
Mr DAVIES: One needs only to refer to this

evening's newspaper-

Mr Young: Well, if the paper says so!
Mr DAVIES: Again the Minister is being

facetious; he should be red-faced over his
handling of the Health portfolio. As I have stated,
he is the only Minister with one portfolio; most
Ministers are able to cope with two or three. He
does not seem to be able to cope even half
successfully with one.

As I said, the health system in this State exists
in an atmosphere of crisis. People in our
community do not believe they are receiving the
services to which they are entitled. They do not
know in which direction the health system is
going; they do not know what they are responsible
for; and they do not know what will happen if
they become sick. They are concerned about the
jumping increases in health service costs,
increases which they have met at every turn and
have read about almost every time they have
picked up a newspaper.

Mr Blaikie: What about Your counterparts in
New South Wales?

Mr DAVIES: Is New South Wales enjoying a
resources boom similar to the one in this State?

Mr Blaikie: Yes.
Mr DAVIES: The Premier says we have

everything going for us-we lack nothing.
In regard to Mental Health Services I note that

the percentage of pension payable by mental
health patients will be increased. One might ask
"Why should it not be increased?" Of course, the
pension itself has increased over a long period.
When I was Minister (or Health I remember that
with the hearty concurrence of Cabinet we were
able to reduce the percentage we took from aged
people. We felt the amount we left with patients
was the minimum amount to which they were
entitled. of course, since then the pension has
increased From time to time-not as much as it
should have-and the percentage taken from it
has increased in direct proportion. But now the
percentage alone will increase. A greater
percentage of the present pension will now be
taken. 1 believe that at the time we were in
Government the amount we left the patient was
the very minimum to which he was entitled.

The Minister for Health has been able to
refurnish his ministerial suite at a cost of
something like $85 000. When his other office
was built I recall that the suite provided for the
Minister had separate facilities.

Mr Young: That is the building the Labor
Party was involved with, with the $2 million.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister had a suite with
private toilet facilities and kitchen, but now we
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must spend another $85 000 to establish the
Minister in a new suite. I recall his being set up in
grand splendour on the 17th or 18th floor of
Allendale Square. Apart from the Premier who
has had the carpet of his office replaced from
time to time, the Minister for Health seems to be
the most expensive Minister we have in regard to
accommodation.

I do not deny any Minister adequate
accommodation, but when I cannot obtain proper
facilities for my office, so that it can run as
efficiently as possible, I become a little sour. I
become more sour when I see workers laid off and
money being squandered by the Government.
Teachers, welfare workers, people working in
health fields such as nurses, and others, are being
laid off.

Everywhere one looks there are cuts in
spending except when one considers the situation
of the Parliament. This must be a saving grace! I
accept that additional staff have come to this
place over the 20 years, to this month, I have been
here, and I do not deny that has been necessary,
but I ask members to consider the number of
parliamentarians. Four new members will be
elected, and that will cost the Government
5500 000 each and every year from now on. This
expense will be incurred merely to meet the
whims of the present Government. Probably the
situation has occurred because the Government
believes that with a redrawing of the boundaries
as an overall plan it will be certain to be in office
after next election.

I know the Premier will say the Government
does not draw the boundaries. For a start, the
Government draws the boundaries for the
metropolitan area. He will say the Government
does not have an influence on the electoral
commissioners.

Mr Pearce: What about the member for
Subiaco?

Mr DAVIES: Apparently the member for
Subiaco thought he was being treated reasonably
by the Government, but it seems he will be left
out in the cold. It seems that the Government will
redraw the boundaries so that his electorate will
no longer exist. 1 do not say the member for
Subiaco will no longer be here, because he has
great powers of survival. However, his electorate
will not exist.

Mr Bryce: Nedlands has elected an
Independent once before.

Mr DAVIES: While State finances appear to
be in all kinds of trouble we find the Government
able to increase the number of parliamentarians.
and that is the last thing we need. I said so during

the debate on the electoral boundaries legislation,
and still adhere to that view.

Mr Jamieson: We need a few more Labor
members.

Mr DAVIES: We will have a few more after
the next election because then we will be the
Government.

Why are our standards of living declining when
the Government claims everything is going so
extremely well? If things are going so well why
cannot the Government maintain its services to
the public, let alone increase or expand them as
necessary?. The answer is that the Government
has failed to deliver the goods as it promised.
Both the Federal Government and this State
Government have given us all kinds of promises
which have not come to pass. The State
Government has presided over declining living
standards. Every statistic available shows that
living standards are declining, and I say they are
declining because of the policies and actions of
this Govern ment-not hing more and nothing less,
The people are fed up with the situation and they
want an election. So do 1!

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [5.25 p.m.]: I second
the motion moved by the Leader of the
Opposition calling on this House to declare its
lack of confidence in the Government, and calling
for an election. We have a Government which is
no longer capable of serving the public need and
which now appears no longer to have an interest
in serving the public need.

Members may remember that yesterday in Lhis
place the first utterance of the Minister for
Education was to tell me to sit down and shut up.
That was his first contribution.

Mr Grayden: You were starting to make a
speech when giving notice of a motion. You
should not do that because it is abusing the
privileges of the House.

Mr PEARCE: I inform the Minister for
Education that his words received a poor reaction
when they were reported dutifully in this
morning's edition of The West Australian. I
received from the Winterfold Primary School a
telegram stating-

Continue to stand up and speak up.
I inform the House that it is my clear intention to
stand up and speak up for the good of the
education system in this State. I am one of 23
members in this Mouse with a similar resolve. We
will stand up for the areas in which we have
specific responsibilities, and for this State. It is
understood amongst the people that it is about
time we on this side were given the opportunity

2490



[Wednesday, 5 August 19811 49

again to face the people so that they can show
what they think of the policies of the people who
sit opposite.

At this moment the education system in this
State is in a crisis situation and in chaos to an
extent unprecedented in the history of Western
Australia. That is not only since the granting of
statehood in 1829. but also since 1826 when the
first white people settled in this State. Education
has never been in such a crisis or chaos as it is
currently in.

Mr Grayden: Absolute rubbish!
Mr PEARCE: The reason in large part has just

interjected.
Mr B, T. Burke: Culture shock.
Mr PEARCE: This Minister who lacks any

objectivity, wisdom, or maturity has inflamed an
already inflamxmatory situation and prolonged an
industrial disputation. If he had followed my
advice the dispute would have been settled last
Friday. The imposition of not only unnecessary,
but also immoral fines and promulgated
regulations inflamed the situation. IHe used the
powers bestowed upon him by this House to
inflame the situation, despite the fact that I had
given notice of my intention to Move for the
disallowance of the regulations. He moved into
action before this House could deliberate upon
the matter.

He inflamed an inflammatory situation just as
oil or petrol inflames a fire. Drastic funding cuts
by this Government have been implemented in
our education system months before the State
Budget is to be presented. The Government has
taken this action at a time when nobody knows
whether the cuts are necessary in light of the
levels of funding provided for by the Budget.

The Minister for Education will not appear on
the same platform with me to debate matters
relating to education.

Mr Bryce: How many invitations-22?
Mr PEARCE: After a meeting at Geraldton he

had only about 10 supporters out of the 300
people who attended. I am quite prepared to meet
him.

Mr Grayden: I have met with you twice.
Mr PEARCE: On the two occasions he agreed

to appear with me-] might say, under very strict
conditions-he told people he had no idea how
much money would be made available for
education in the forthcoming Budget. This
occurred at Fremantle and Geraldton.

Mr Grayden: The Budget will not be decided
for another couple of months.

Mr PEARCE: That is my point. He said the
Budget had not been prepared and would not be
for another couple of months. That was said in
the face of unprecedented funding cuts never
before seen in this State on the basis that the
money would not be available, No-one knows how
much money will be available, but we all know it
will not be enough! What sort of logic is that?
The Minister's statements in regard to the Budget
have not accorded with other statements he has
made, and in a moment I will go through some of
his Press statements which show why the chaos
has come from the top.

The Minister For Education demonstrates the
fundamental reason for the public's loss of
confidence in the Government. The Government
has not honoured its commitments to the
provision of community services which are the job
of a Government to provide. Education is a prime
example of that, and the health system is another.
We have sat through massive and unprecedented
cuts in the health system and the provision for
education facilities. This is the action of a
Government which does not have a commitment
in these areas.

Mr Grayden: Your statement is completely
untrue.

Mr Skidmore: You don't understand it.
Mr PEARCE: The Government lacks the

economic expertise to produce them. The main
reason the people of Western Australia reacted so
strongly to these cuts and felt that they were
unnecessary is that they have been told ad
natuseam by the Premier and his acolytes that we
are moving into---indeed are now actually in-a
period of a massive energy resources boom. The
Premier has told us time and time again that his
Government is providing massive employment
opportunities-

Mr Parker: That is the 100 000 jobs!
Mr PEARCE: -and making us all rich. The

Premier tells us we live in a rich State because of
our resource, and that the riches stem from
Government action in developing those resources.
The whole of the Government strategy has been
to develop the resources, and we are told that the
corollary is that everybody gets rich. So the State
is better off, and yet in the midst of this boom we
have unemployment of a level unprecedented
since the great depression of the 1930s.

Mr Grayden: Absolute rubbish!
Mr PEARCE: So on the one hand we have the

rhetoric. of development and affluence and on the
other hand we have the reality of public sector
cuts in areas such as education. These cuts are
typical of periods of depressed economic activity.
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That contradiction has been drawn forcibly to the
attention of the people, and it has led 1o the lack
of standing of the Government in the eyes of the
community at the present time.

Mr Watt: Who has said everybody gets richer?
Mr Parker: The Premier has said the Western

Australian community will be richer by reason of
the resources development.

Mr Watt: That is a lot different from saying
everybody gets richer.

Mr PEARCE: Through his own Press releases
the Minister has provided information about the
need for the cuts and of the magnitude of the
cuts. Simply by reading to the House the letter of
the Director General of Education to the
principals of Government schools, dated 20 June
1981, 1 will indicate what the cuts mean in terms
of impairing the quality of education. I will quote
briefly certain paragraphs of the letter. The
Director General of Education says-

The present indications are that the
Education Department budget will be cut by
a figure perhaps in the order of $25 million
and that this figure could be greater if there
are changes in salary structures.

That is $25 million minimum, according to the
director general.

Mr Parker: He said it could be greater.
Mr PEARCE: The letter continues-

-the following decisions which will become
effective immediately have been made:

1. In general, additional staff will not
be engaged to replace staff who
commence long service leave,
accouchement leave or who retire
during the second half of 198 1.

Such action has not been taken since the great
depression of the 1930s& To continue-

(a) Wherever possible, and particularly
where schools tAre over-formula,
schools will be asked to make the
necessary adjustments to
accommodate vacancies from
within their own staff resources.

(b) Where schools are unable to make
internal adjustments, teaching staff
currently engaged in head office or
regional office activities will be
returned to teaching positions.

That has never been done before. The letter then
goes on-

(c) In other instances schools that are
over-formula will be asked to re-
organise their instructional
programme to free teachers to fill
vacancies in nearby schools.

The Government has never before stripped
schools of staff. To con tinue-

All principals should review the organisation
of their schools with a view to making
available for relocation, over-formula staff.-

Those instructions meant that there are now in
our teaching force 170 fewer teachers than there
were a month ago. These are the sorts of things
that are causing the greatest disruption to classes.
Thousands of students have had their timetables
upset, and remedial classes have been cut. This
has led to great disruptions.

Mr Wilson: It will be much worse in third term.
Mr PEARCE: That is right. The letter

continues-
Immediate action will be taken to reduce

ancillary non-teaching staff in schools, such
as clerical assistants, library aides, registrars,
teaching aides, gardeners and home
economics maids. To the extent possible, this
will be effected through wastage, relocation
and reductions in hours of duty.

So much for Government job creation schemes. I
would like members to listen now to this gem
which appears in the letter-

The changes outlined in the prececding
paragraphs must be regarded as interim
measures. Ultimately, depending upon the
severity of the budget cuts, it may be
necessary to determine new staffing formulae
for primary and secondary schools which will
involve changes in school organisation.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member to

resume his seat. A convention has been followed
in this House for a long time that no matter
which is the subject of a notice of motion can be
raised in another debate. The member who is now
speaking has given notice of his intention to move
a motion dealing specifically with education cuts.
It seems to me that that would be a more
appropriate way for the member to deal with the
specific subject that he is now raising.

I appreciate that the motion moved by the
Leader of the Opposition is one that allows a
tremendous range of topics to be discussed.
However, as I said before, there is a notice of
motion on the notice paper dealing specifically
with education cuts. I submit, in terms of the
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convention of this House, the member who is now
speaking does not have the right to continue to
speak on this specific subject.

Mr PEARCE: On that point, Sir, you will
appreciate that a motion of no confidence in the
Government is the most wide-ranging motion that
can be moved in this House.

Mr Bryce: And the most serious.
Mr PEARCE: And the most serious, If I may

say so, it would be foolish of you. Sir to rule out
such an area because, if you were to carry your
ruling to its conclusion, you would have to say
that no reference can be made to the education
cuts and the general chaos flowing from those
cuts because that is the subject of a separate
motion. However, if it will suit your purposes, I
will seek leave to withdraw that notice of motion
in order that the House may have free range on
t his one.

The SPEAKER: The member does not have the
opportunity in midstream to seek leave to
withdraw a notice of motion which he gave
yesterday. There is no opportunity for such a
withdrawal. In response to the points made by the
member for Gosnelis, I believe they in no way
reduce the validity of the ruling I have given.

Point of Order
Mr BRYCE: I rise on a point of order, Sir.

During the comments of the Leader of the
Opposition in introducing this motion, no attempt
was made to restrict him, and yet he referred
repeatedly to mental health and a number of
other matters which are the subject of legislation
presently before the Chamber.

Mr Grayden: He alluded to them in passing.
Mr BRYCE: He did not.
The SPEAKER: It seems to me that if a

member is taking a point of order he should deal
specifically with me. The member should address
his remarks to me and, I submit further, there
should be no interjections when a member is
taking a point of order.

Mr BRYCE: I put a request to you, Sir,' that
the same latitude given to the Leader of the
Opposition should be extended to the member for
Gosnells. bearing in mind that there is no clear-
cut line of demarcation between the comments of
these two members.

The SPEAKER: I am prepared to accept that
any member of the House is at liberty, when
debating this motion, to refer to education cuts,
mental health services, and a number of other
matters which may well be subjects that will come
before the House in due time. However, the

member for Gosnells made more than just a
passing reference to education cuts. In fact, 1
imagine that the speech he is making would be
almost identical to the speech he would make in
moving the motion of which he has given notice. I
believe the member is impinging upon the
conventions of the House, and I suaggest he ought
not continue to do so.

Mr Pearce: I will attempt to comply with your
ruling.

Debate Resumed

Mr PEARCE: I feel this is an appropriate stage
to turn to the various statements made by the
Minister for Education on the levels of education
funding. The inital statement appeared in The
West Australian of 27 June and it was linked with
the statement made by the Minister for Education
which outlined the budgetary base on which these
cuts were to be made. His statement then was
that the Education Department had to prepare its
budget on the basis that it would receive the same
amount in actual dollars in 1981-1982 as it had
received in the 0980-81 financial year. The
Minister said that the cuts were necessary
because that represented a net 15 per cent
decrease through the effects of inflation and wage
claims. By 7 July, when this whole issue was on
the boil-

Mr Grayden: You are distorting the remarks
completely in making that statement.

Mr PEARCE: I am not distorting anything. I
will talk about distortion later when I come to
some of the Minister's comments.

By 7 July the picture had changed somewhat.
The Minister was quoted in The West Australian
as saying that the education budget would be
considerably more than last year, and he could
not see what all the fuss was about. In fact, the
Minister went so far as to say that the education
budget would be increased in the next financial
year by more than t0 per cent, and that this
represented a slight increase in real terms. That
was the difference between the statements of 27
June and 7 July.

M r GCrayden: Y ou a re di storti ng.
Mr PEARCE: Subsequently at public meetings

he said he had no idea how much money would be
available. f would say that is probably the
Minister's understanding of' the situation, but it
leaves open the question of the amount by which
the education budget will be cut. If the Education
Department is to get the $486 million for which it
is asking, none of the cuts would have been
necessary. How does the Minister know the cuts
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are necessary if he does not know how much
money he will get?

This demonstrates the other point which is
expressed in our motion: that is, the lack of
confidence in the Government and the feeling that
the Ministers do not know what is going on in
their own offices and departments. Ministers turn
up in the Parliament to try to explain away the
actions of anonymous public servants. They do it
vaguely, and very often they do not obtain the
information until we point it out to them.

We need only consider the strange case of the
invitations which went missing in the Minister's
office. This happened on two occasions. The
Minister and I were to speak on the same
platforms at Fremantle and Geraldton. An
invitation to the Minister to attend the first
meeting was delivered to his office by hand nine
days before the meeting, yet at that public
meeting the Minister complained that he did not
see an invitation to the meeting until 4.00 p.m. on
that day. That meant that it took nine days for
the invitation to work its way through his papers.

Mr Grayden: You are distorting the truth
again. One invitation came from the Teachers'
Union, and the second one came from the Mayor
of Fremantle. I responded to the second one.

Mr PEARCE: Then we have the strange case
of the invitation to the Geraldton meeting. The
Geraldtan branch of the Teachers' Union sent a
telegram to the Minister on the Friday before the
Tuesday on which it hoped to hold the meeting.
What happened? A person from the Minister's
office said to a representative of the Teachers'
Union that the telegram was found under a pile of
papers and that it was read by the Minister only
on the day that the meeting was to be held.

Mr Grayden: You are distorting the position
again.

Mr PEARCE: By a strange coincidence the
member for Greenough had been able to organise
a meeting of his own at the same place on the
same date. If one accepts the Minister's version of
what happened to the telegram, one must reach
the conclusion that it does not say much for the
way the Minister runs his department.

Mr Grayden: Do you realise I was not
responding to the invitation from the Geraldton
branch of the Teachers' Union. I was up there at
the request of the member for the area.

Mr PEARCE: We now have an indication of
the Minister's attitude to the people in the
teaching profession which is under his control. At
the height of this dispute a vote was taken
through a telephone poll. Teachers were asked to
hold meetings and to respond as to whether or not

they had confidence in the Minister. A resounding
90 per cent of the teachers in this State voted rno
confidence in the Minister for Education.

Mr Grayden: That was completely untrue.
There is absolutely no truth in it.

Mr PEARCE: He is the man responsible for
running the show. His own troops had no
confidence in him.

Sir Charles Court: Are you sure of that?

Leave to Continue Speech

Mr PEARCE: Because it is question time I
move-

That I be given leave to continue my
speech at a later stage of the sitting.

Motion put and passed.
Debate thus adjourned.

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

GOVERNMENT

Lack of Confidence: Censure Motion
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the

sitting.
MR PEARCE (Gosnells) 16.08 p.mn.]: During

question time we have had a clear demnonstration
of the type of intimidatory tactics employed by
the Minister for Education. Bearing in mind the
sorts of wild accusations and Statements he is
prepared to make when describing the members
of the Teachers' Union as "Marxists" and calling
teachers all sorts of names under the sun-

Mr Grayden: That is completely untrue.
Mr PEARCE: -it is not at all surprising to me

that the teachers passed the motion of no
confidence in the Minister by such a massive
majority.

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: In fact the Minister has dealt

with the whole business in the typical way we
have come to expect from him. In a time of what
he claims to be great austerity, what we have is a
$13 000 campaign to denigrate the Teachers'
Union. Money which cannot be found for teachers
can be found for advertisements in the newspaper.
The $13 000 spent on advertising would have
provided two replacement teachers between now
and the end of the year. If the Minister had not
established the Government's propaganda paper,
WA Education News, he would have saved
a nother S 100 000 which coulId have contr ibuted to
the expenditure on education throughout the year.
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If members examine the Minister's propaganda
apparatus they will see where the money for
education can be saved all right, but not at the
expense of the quality of education in this State.
As a result of the Minister's approach in recent
weeks-antagonising students, teachers, and
parents and raising questions about the whole of
the education system For which he is
responsible-he can be held more accountable
than any other Minister for the decline of
confidence which the community has in the
Government.

How can members of the community have any
view other than "What sort of Government do we
have?" if, for a Minister of Education, we have
such a person? He is the person who is in chargc
of approximately one-quarter of this State's
expenditure. He is responsible for the most
sensitive area in terms of the future of our State;
that is to say, the development of our children.

At one of the many meetings I have attended
on this issue, the day before the Premier asked
parents to send their children to school and the
Teachers' Union asked them not to send the
children, a person said "I saw the Minister for
Education on the television and he stumbled, he
was incoherent, he could not express himself
clearly, no-one could understand what he was
saying, and it did not seem as if he had ever seen
the inside of a school. If that is the sort of person
who is Minister for Education, why bother to send
our children to school? They are better off staying
at home."

Mr Grayden: You made up that statement.
Mr PEARCE: I appreciate that point of view.

The point about the Minister, to generalise from
the particular, is that he is a caricature of what is
wrong with the Government generally. Not all
Ministers have the type of profile of the Minister
for Education, but the sorts of things he
represents to the community in the form of a
cartoon character are the sorts of things the
Government represents altogether; that is, a lack
of caring for people, a lack of compassion for the
problems people are facing, and a lack of
commitment to provide the very services they
swear on oath to look after when they are
accepted into the Ministry.

Mr Sodenian: Tell us about the legalising of
marihuana.

Mr PEARCE: They have no particular
commitment to the welfare or development of this
State and no particular interest in the public
areas for which they are responsible. What did
the Minister know about education before he took

up the portfolio? The Minister is not concerned to
do the best for the education system.

Mr Shalders: What about legalising
marihuana?

Mr Sodeman: You are a sham!
Mr PEARCE: I am attempting to complete my

speech by 6.15 p.m. in order to allow others to
speak. I would be happy if the two parrots
opposite could be silenced.

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: They will have 45 minutes

apiece if they are game to raise themselves to
their feet and make a contribution to this debate.
I will bet they are not game to do so.

I smn concerned about a Government which is
interested only in big business and which is not
interested in providing a good education system,
but wants the State to be ripped off. The epitaph
of this Government will be the words of the
present Minister for Resources Development
which were "I am proud this State now has the
lowest mineral royalties in Australia and possibly
the world." That is the sort of thing in which this
Government takes pride, but it is not the sort of
thing the people of Western Australia think the
Government should be proud of.

The people of this State ask for something
other than that. They ask for a commitment to
the provision of public services; they ask for the
quality of education to be maintained; they ask
for the quality of life of their children to be
ensured; they ask for a decent standard of living
so they can enjoy some sort of comfort and not
live in the squalor which is being forced on so
many people today; and they ask that the
privileged not be given more privileges and that
the poor people will not have so much taken away
from them that they become economic outcasts in
their own society.

This Government has presided over an
unprecedented decline in the commitment to
public resources in this State. No other
Government int Western Australia has been in
such a position. The Government does not have
the confidence of the people; it lacks the
confidence of this House; and one would have to
say also, as my leader said earlier, it lacks the
confidence to. face the people on fair electoral
boundaries. It has lived and survived on a
gerrymander and now it is prepared to
gerrymander a gerrymander when its public
standing falls so low. We in the Opposition say
the Government should face an election and we
would go into that election with considerable
confidence, because we know what the people of
Western Australia feel. Those feelings have been
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exemplified by the hundreds and thousands of
people who have attended the many meetings on
education cuts at which I have been present. I
have not seen the (aces of very many members
apposite at those meetings.

Mr Shalders: We don't go around ringing up
"Rent a crowd".

Mr PEARCE: In fact we have offered pairs to
members opposite-for example, the member for
Karrinyup-so that they would be able to attend
public meetings.

Mr Clarko: Why make that remark? It is
absolutely untrue.

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: I have not organised one

meeting. I have attended meetings by invitation,
but I will ask the Minister for Education to
debate this matter with me at a large public
gathering.

Mr Grayden: I shall look forward to that.
Sitting suspended from 6.16 to 7.30 p.m.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
17.30 p.m.]: I was in two minds whether I should
reply to the speeches thus far because I think one
would have to agree very little has been put
forw~ard that needs an answer. We have had a
great build-up as to what was going to happen
this week with this particular motion. Everyone
was going to be made to quiver and quake!
Overseas visits had been shortened and everyone
was at the ready. What have we had? Just
nothing, nothing and nothing! I certainly hope for
the sake of the Opposition itself, although it is not
for me to worry about it, that its members can put
up something better in the rest of this debate than
they have thus far.

Mr Davies: II' that is your opinion, let us hear
about it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I just want to remind
members opposite that there are a few things
which are good about this State, and they have
not happened by accident. I want to remind the
Leader of the Opposition, for instance, that our
employment record is the best in Australia.

Mr Parker: It is just not true. You have the
highest unemployment.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The employment
record is the best in Australia.

Mr Parker: The highest unemployment in the
Commonwealth.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to tell
members that the rate of decline in
unemployment is the best in Australia, and I want
to tell them also that if we look at the figures for

June, over the last three consecutive years, the
rate of decline in unemployment in the 16 to 19-
year age bracket-which is the most critical one
in Australia-shows Western Australia's
performance to be the best.

Mr Davies: Have a look at it all over.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I remind members

opposite that over the last three years the Western
Australian CPI figure has been better than the
average of the six capitals and for the last two
years it has in fact been the best. When we hear
of some of the things that are going on, the
situation cannot be too bad because we are being
favourably measured against the best of the
nation.

Several members interjected.
Mr Skidmore: You live in an ivory tower.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the

Opposition was given a fair amount of latitude to
make his remarks when he moved the motion and
I believe it is only appropriate that the Premier be
granted the same privilege when he is replying to
the motion. I ask members not to interject at the
rate they have been thus far.

Mr Parker: The Leader of the Opposition was
not trying to make it tough for ordinary people.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The things I have
mentioned are yardsticks that are used to measure
us against the rest of Australia, and in most case
we are measured against the performance of the
world.

I just cannot for the life of me understand why
members opposite always want to denigrate this
State. If people overseas talk about Australia the
two States they talk about most are Western
Australia and Queensland. They would not talk
about we in Western Australia and the people in
Queensland as being the best in Australia if they
felt we were not doing something about it and
they felt we were not doing it well.

in point of fact, they acknowledge and probably
see the picture much more clearly than people
who jive here all the time. They acknowledge that
this State is a State on the move, that it is the
only State that has continued to grow throughout
the whole of the recession. There have been times
when it may have slowed to a walk, but at least
we have continued to grow and we are the only
State that has. We were one of the very few
places in the whole world that continued to grow
during that period.

Why does not the Opposition occasionally have
a look at this for its own sake? It wants one day to
govern this State, but it will never get a chance to
govern it with the way it goes on now, when it is
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all gloom and despair and it cannot even agree
amongst its members.

Mr T. H-. Jones: Why all the cutbacks if it is so
good?

Sir CHARLES COURT: We will deal with
that, do not worry. I want to remind members
that the indices which are so important in the
national picture are all in favour of Western
Australia. If we have done so badly, why is it that
the Grants Commission, having made an
assessment of all of the States, wants to cut us
back S160 million a year in order to knock us
back to the other States?

Mr Davies: Because we are not getting enough
from other resources, that is why. It is as simple
as that. You should know that.

Mr Parker: The Grants Commission is hardly
very complimentary about your Government.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to invite the
attention of members to the relativity study.
which we reject. We do not accept its
methodology and we do not accept its findings by
any means, but it is rather interesting that that
tribunal has a much more confident attitude
towards the Government of this State and the way
it has been governing than has the Opposition
itself. I remind the Opposition that it does have
some responsibility to maintain an air of
confidence in this State.

An Opposition member: We have been trying
hard, but it is difficult.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Opposition does
have some responsibility to point out the good
things that are going on in this State. I want to
remind members opposite that when the Budget
comes down this year they will really be put to the
test, because this will be the most difficult Budget
ever brought down by a Government in the post-
war period. It will be a test of the Opposition as to
whether it will be able to look at the total picture
in which this Budget has to be framed-and the
total national and international situation in which
the Budget has to be framed-and make a
judgment on it.

Mr Davies: You are making excuses now.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to say to the

members of the Opposition that we as a
Government sincerely hope-and the citizens of
this State. I am Sure, would hope also-that the
Opposition will be prepared for once to have a
look at the Budget in the context of the national
situation and not in a narrow, carping, party-
political way because this is a time when things
are difficult and when we have to face the
greatest challenges ever given to Governments.
(791

Mr Davies: You are making excuses now for
your incompetence. That is all you are doing.

Sir CHARLES COURT: When there is plenty
of money around it is easy to be the Government.
But it is in times when things are tough and when
the nation has to adjust itself-and it is not only
Western Australia that must adjust itself;, the
whole nation also has to adjust itself-that the
real test of Government takes place. From the
motion we have heard tonight and from the
carping criticism from the Opposition over the
past few months-and particularly in the past few
weeks-it seems the Opposition failed dismally in
its test thus far. But the real test, I repeat, the
real test will come when the Budget is introduced
this year.

Mr Davies: You are making excuses now for
Your incompetence.

Mr Parker: You are trying to blame us.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The Opposition will

have to have a look at the total national picture,
not the State picture. I am not going to make any
attempt to apologise for the Budget at all because
it will be a good, sound Budget framed within the
facilities available to the State. It is not a bad
thing sometimes if the State Government and the
national Government have to have a good look at
their departments and the services they provide,
and at the facilities it has. The Opposition, of
course, does not seem to have any regard for this.
but there is such a thing as the taxpayer and the
taxpayer has to foot the bill; and if the
Government wants to be extravagant with its
services and just says, "Whatever anyone wants
they can have", it will finish up as the greatest
disaster ever.

Mr Parker interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: This is a

responsibility of Government and I make no
apologies.

Mr Parker interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call upon the member

for Fremantle to desist from interjecting on the
Premier.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Whatever we might
feel about the cutbacks we have had from
Canberra-and we criticise them freely; I have
done it publicly and privately-we nevertheless
have to live within the amount that is available to
US.

Mr Bryce: Mr Fraser did you over. He outdid
you and left you high and dry and you were
embarrassed.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Of course, if the
member for Ascot wants to make those remarks
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he is saying that also about Mr Wran, about Mr
Lowe-

Mr Bryce: No. Wran never claimed to be an
architect. You did.

Sir CHARLES COURT: -and about Mr
Ojelke-Petersen and Dr Tonkin. He is also
talking, of course, about Dr Tonkin's predecessor.
You must realise, Mr Speaker, that the amount of
funds allocated within the total Federal
allocations to the States is something that
concerns all the States, and not only Western
Australia. We are not satisfied with our lot any
more than other States are and we have good
reason to be less satisfied or perhaps a little more
dissatisfied than some of them. We will not shirk
the task of bringing this to the notice of our
colleagues in Canberra, even if they are of our
political ilk and we have to criticise them.

Mr B. T. Burke: You are fairly ineffective at it
though, aren't you? They don't take much notice
of you.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Of course, if
members opposite want to adopt that attitude
they could say the same thing about every other
State-New South Wales, which is complaining
bitterly, Tasmania, and other States, and all for
different reasons. I do want to come back to this
point: that when we do bring in the Budget this
year it will be a test of responsibility because it
will be a very difficult Budget.

It is no secret that on 4 May the Federal
Government, abrogated an agreement that had
been entered into in good faith not only by
Western Australia, but also by all of the other
States, and the cutback was then said to be $262
million of our money. It transpires now, of course,
that it is $442 million in the light of the tax
collections that took place in the meantime.

Mr Bryce: Like everybody else who has ever
trusted Fraser, you were out-manoeuvred and let
down with a bang.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Mr Speaker, I do not
know why the Opposition always wants to talk
about "being out-manoeuvred". Sometimes
members opposite feel we have out-manoeuvred
them.

Mr Bryce: You are now talking about Mr
Fraser's federalism. You are now disclaiming
authorship.

Sir CHARLES COURT: If the member for
Ascot wants to talk about the new federalism, I
want to remind him Iia, not only Western
Australia, but also all States, neralded the new
deal that was deemed to be a break through at the
time.

Mr Bryce: That is not true.

An Opposition member: You have a short
memory.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to remind the
members opposite that one Labor Premier went
away from that conference saying it was so good
it could not be true.

Mr Bryce: That is simply not true.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I just want to say

that was thought to be and hoped to be an
attempt to adopt a greater sense of responsibility
and a greater involvement so far as the States
were concerned. I have been very frank about it
both publically and privately-it just did not work
out that way, as far as I am concerned.

Mr T. H. Jones: Why did it fail?
Sir CHARLES COURT: The fact is that, as

has been the case in all past Federal
Governments, the purse strings are in Canberra.
The member might find out one day that the
purse strings of Canberra are mighty powerful;
as one leader many, many years ago said-I
think it goes back 60 or 70 years-the purse
strings of Canberra are more powerful than the
Constitution. I think he might have been right,
but we do not like it that way and we do not
accept it that way.

I want to pursue the local situation: that within
the funds this State has at its disposal, I believe it
has been well managed and has achieved some
very fine things. Over the years we have handled
our finances in a very responsible way when they
were less scarce than they are now.

We have been accused by the Opposition of
having more money than we said we had. Look at
what we have done. Look at the things we have
had to do with revenue by using those moneys to
provide captital Works and provide things for
posterity. These things are very important and
these are the things by which Governments are
measured-by posterity, not by the carping
criticism we hear tonight. Governments are not
measured by any cheap little handouts that might
occur or petty little political stunts that might
occur. It is the major things, the major thrusts
that take place in the life of a nation and the life
of a State, by which Governments are measured.

I want to remind members again about the
employment record of the State and the effects of
the CPI on this State. The Opposition is always
criticising us for having no regard for the cost of
living and not having any capacity to get the cost
of living down, and here we are with the best
record of any State over the last three years in
particular.
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Mr Parker: You are the person who said that
inflation could be beaten substantially State by
State.

Mr Davies: Give me six months and I will cure
the unemployment problem!

Mr Parker: 100 000 jobs?
Sir CHARLES COURT: I ask the member for

Fremantle: Has he been listening to the figures 1
have given him about the CPI?

Mr Parker: Are you saying the igures show
you have beaten inflation State by State?

Sir CHARLES COURT: No, I am not. I said
we are ahead as a State. It has increased by less
than 10 per cent over the last three years and by
world standards that is not bad and when it is
measured against other States it is even better
still.

I remind members opposite there is another
yardstick by which we must be measured and by
which we are glad to be measured, and that is
population. We are growing faster than the rest of
Australia and the indication from the Bureau of
Statistics is that right through to the year 2 000
this State is going to grow at a faster rate than
the rest of Australia. Surely members opposite
realise this is not by accident. Do they not realise
in some of their calmer, saner moments that this
is the result of good policies, decisions, and
actions on the part of the Government to get
people to invest in this State?

It is about time members opposite started to
remove some of the blinkers from their eyes and
had a look around them and joined in this great
State of ours and in some of the things going on
here.

Mr Bryce: You have been saying those things
for 20 years, and that is what has sot you into
strife, sport.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Of course I have, and
I am proud of what has been achieved in the 20
years.

Government members: Hear, hear!
Sir CHARLES COURT: In 1959, Western

Australia was the slowest moving State. We were
the poorest State and were losing population;
young people were leaving here and going
anywhere else rather than staying here. Today, we
have exactly the reverse. The opportunities are
here. There is a high degree of confidence in
Western Australia throughout the world,
particularly, and throughout the other parts of
Australia generally. That seems to be accepted
everywhere, except by the Opposition.

I remind members opposite who made great
play of some figures put out by some academics

who claim we are the lowest paid State in
Australia-

Mr Davies: That is not right.
Sir CHARLES COURT: What have they been

saying?
Mr Davies: They have been saying the per

capita income in Western Australia is below the
national average. You do not even know what
they are saying.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I do happen to know
because I have had a lot of research done on this
matter. One cannot simply pluck figures out of
the air and not compare like with like. Of course
they got the result they eventually produced.

Mr Young: Which statistics would you prefer
to use-average weekly earnings or per capita
income?

Mr Davies: Per ca pita.
Mr Young: In other words, you want to include

the big dividend earners.
Mr Davies: That is every man, woman, and

child, you fool.
The SPEAKER: Order! I submit that the cross-

Chamber conversation should cease to enable the
Premier to get on with making his speech.

Sir CHARLES COURT: 1 am amazed at
members opposite plucking figures out of the air
to suit their convenience without understanding
what it is all about. If members opposite
compared like with like they would arrive at a
proper figure, rather than a figure of convenience
which has been produced by a few academics and
which would not be accepted by the average wage
earner in Australia.

I remind members opposite that if we are
dealing with the prescribed minimum wage rates,
of course Western Australia is one of the lowest.
However, that matters not, because if we consider
the actual take-home pay-the cash people get in
their hands every week-we are seen to be. second
highest.

Mr Bryce: Rubbish; that is not true!
Mr Young: It is not rubbish! It is true!
Mr Bryce: From where did you get Your

Figures?
Mr Wilson: They are cooked figures.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to refer to

these figures-
Mr Davies: Tell us where you got them from.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Again, I say that if

we take the weekly prescribed wage rates,
Western Australia is low. However, that is not the
pay the average person receives. I should like
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members to know the average weekly earnings on
a Slate-by-State basis, because the figures are
very interesting. I refer to what is known as series
"A", and the figures are as follows-

New South Wales....................
Western Australia....................
Victoria.................................
Queensland............................
Tasmania..............................
South Australia.......................
Australian average .................

276.20
273.50
269.30
260.70
255.30
253.00
270.60

The seasonally adjusted figures are slightly
different. They read as follows-

New South Wales...................... 291.20
Western Australia ..................... 283.10
Victoria ................................... 283.60
Queensland ...........................-- 273.70
Tasmania ................................. 274.80
South Australia ........................ 265.20
Australian average..................... 283.90

Mr Parker: Those figures include directors'
fees, dividends, and other forms of profit other
than wages.

Sir CHARLES COURT: If the average citizen
of this State wanted to find out what amount of
money he was taking home, and how it compared
with other States, they are the figures in which he
would be interested.

Mr Bryce: From where did you get the Figures?
Sir CHARLES COURT: From the proper

research people.
Mr Bryce: Come an! You probably got them

fromn W. W. Mitchell.
The SPEAKER: Order! Could I ask members

to desist from shouting across the Chamber.

Point of Order

Mr BRYCE: Mr Speaker, at this stage of the
debate, could I ask that the Premier be required
at the conclusion of his speech, to table that piece
of paper from which he has just quoted, just in
case there happens to be a source on the bottom
Of it?

The SPEAKER: I shall ask the Premier to
table the document at the conclusion of his
speech.

Debate Resumed

Sir CHARLES COURT: I will be only too
delighted; I was afraid they would not ask.

Mr Bryce: We have heard that brave one
before. Mickey Mouse made them up.

Mr Young: Do not squeal: he is going to table
the figures.

Sir CHARLES COURT; The figures were
prepared by the Treasury itself, not by me.

Mr Bryce: Undisclosed names.
Sir CHARLES COURT: 1 would not disclose

individual names.
Mr Darnett: What an unfair thing to do. Fancy

blaming the Treasury for compiling that heap of
rubbish.

Mr Young: He has told you the figures and
they are the ones which you should accept.

Mr Parker: The Minister for Health does not
know what those statistics mean.

Mr Young: For your edification, the figures
you quoted include dividends.

Mr Parker: No, the figures quoted by the
Premier include dividends and directors' fees. If
you do not believe me, ask the Australian Bureau
of Statistics.

Sir CHARLES COURT: If members opposite
want to go on with it, I can carry on for a long
time.

Mr B. T. Burke: You have already carried on
for 70 years!

The SPEAKER: Order! In the interests of
fairness, members of the Opposition should allow
the Premier to make his speech without continual
interjections, I repeat that the Leader of the
Opposition was heard virtually in total silence,
and it is only fair the Premier be extended the
same courtesy.

Mr Parker: The Leader of the Opposition is not
screwing the people of Western Australia.

The SPEAKER: Order! I warn the member for
Fremantle that if he interjects again I will have to
take some action.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Thank you for your
intervention, Mr Speaker; however, I must admit
I do not expect any fairness from the Opposition
in this place.

Mr Davies: You get what you deserve.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I wish to go on now

to the question of the deficit touched on by the
Leader of the Opposition. He tried to build up a
story that this was a phony deficit. It is not; it is a
genuine deficit. What he is asking us to do is
something that would be quite unprincipled.

Mr Davies: You did it last year.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The Leader of the

Opposition obviously has not studied the figures; I
suggest he has another look at them and the
explanation I made on this matter.
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It is a fact of life that during the year earnings
accumulate from the short-term money market
investments. The amount of those earnings is not
known at the beginning of the year when the
Budget is brought down. The amount that is
known is the amount accrued at the end of the
previous financial year. This has always been
clearly explained to the Parliament in the simplest
and most straightforward of terms at Budget
time. However, for some reason the Opposition
tries to give the impression there is something
hidden away when in fact there is not one cent
hidden away.

It makes good sense and . is prudent
management and budgeting to allow that amount
to accumulate through the year so that we can
then allocate it for the year to come. We have
made quite clear year after year how the short-
term money earning has been used, how it has
been applied and how it has accumulated.

What the Opposition wants to do for one
year-bear in mind, it can happen for only one
year-is to cheat. They want us to say "We have
ended up this year with a surplus of millions of
dollars" by including the earnings for two years.
The Opposition these days has somebody in its
ranks who might be able to put them right on this.
That honourable member would know that what
the Treasury does and what the Treasurer does is
the right way to do it.

It is exactly the same as the change we made in
connection with accruals. For years this State had
gone along on a cash basis, with the result that we
had complete distortions between different years,
when there were different pay weeks, and that
sort of thing. So as to be perfectly straightforward
in our budgeting and in the accounting of this
State's finances we decided we would have an
accrual of all those things known as at 30 June
each year so that each year would bear its proper
share. That practice was criticised up hbill and
down dale and called "manipulation" by the
Opposition.

The Figure is a genuine figure. I can understand
members opposite wanting to criticise me
politically. However, I do not like the idea that
they are prepared to criticise the Treasury officers
who compiled these figures or the Auditor
General who himself has passed these things.

Mr Davies: Why did you take out more than
you said you were going to take out last year, and
why are you not prepared to do it this year?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Leader of the
Opposition is not comparing like with like. I
remind the Leader of the Opposition-I hope he
has checked this-that when we start a financial

year we have an available, known figure as at the
end of June for the previous financial year, and
that is the one we include in the Budget.

In the meantime, money is being earned and is
accruing. It would be a cheat's game if we tried to
balance our books at the end of the year by using
that money; certainly, while I am Treasurer I will
not resort to that practice.

Mr Davies: Last year you cheated; you must
have, on the figures you gave this House.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I ask the Leader of
the Opposition to go away and do his homework;
if he has further questions after that, I will be
only too willing to answer them. There have been
years when we have used all the money that has
been brought forward and it has not always gone
into Consolidated Revenue. Some has been used
for capital works. This practice has always been
explained to the Parliament. If members opposite
were the smart businessmen they try to make out
they are, and if they were the clever money
managers they believe they are, they would be
applauding any money from Consolidated
Revenue which could be used for a permanent
capital work, because it is something which does
not need to be paid back by the taxpayers and
does not attract interest for the rest of its life.

I wish to touch now on the question of royalties
which was mentioned by members opposite. The
royalties have been reviewed and they are being
reviewed still further so that eventually we will
make a decision as to what adjustments are to be
made and brought forward as part of our
budgetary programme. There is nothing secret
about this; we cannot have a royalty in secret. It
must be done as a public thing. It must be either
part of an agreement ratified by Parliament or
part of a regulation.

Mr Bryce: What about tabling the regulation
so that it can be debated in Parliament, so that as
your Minister said on air yesterday there can be
open discussion in Parliament?'

Mr P. V. Jones: I said?
M r Bryce: Yes, you have one thing to say to the

ABC and another to the Parliament.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for

Ascot has been on this like a gramophone record.
Mr Davies: He has got under your skin.
Sir CHARLES COURT: We feel sorry for the

way he is carrying on. I want ito remind the
Leader of the Opposition that whilst he has been
away-

Mr Davies: You -are getting nasty.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -some of his

colleagues have been in dire trouble. We have had
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the member for Ascot carrying a banner on
royalties and everything else.

Mr Bryce: No, I didn't say that.
Sir CHARLES COURT: He wants it right

across the board. Would not five per cent be
lovely? He has indicated what we have last,
because we have not had five per cent, anid figures
of this kind, over so many years. But all of a
sudden, some members of the party opposite
decided this was not altogether good for their
electorates. They realised that gold had not had a
royalty on it, or income tax. So all of a sudden we
find some very vocal people coming out on this
subject. It was very interesting that while they
were doing that, another member of the Labor
Party was screaming his head off about Telfer
which is a gold project, and wanted it taxed!

It is about time members opposite got together
and made up their minds. I want to say that it
might be convenient for people opposite, and some
other people who are banging the education can
at the moment, to get on to this royalties question;
but the Government has the final responsibility to
determine what the industry can pay.

There has been reference to the Northern
Territory scheme of 35 per cent of the profits
being paid. I want to say we will not have a bar of
such a scheme. If members stop to think for 10
seconds they will realise that such a system would
mean that we would be hitching our wagon to
something which might never start. A profit must
first be made before the Government can hope to
gain any of it. Many of these projects are pretty
marginal. Maybe some do have bonanzas, but
they also have losses.

If a Government wants to be part of the profits,
it should also be part of the losses and take the
risks with the people who are paying the huge
amounts of money involved.

We as a Government prefer the royalty
principle. There may be some circumstances of a
different character which do not occur to me
where it might be wise to be tied to the profit
motive, but I cannot see it is a good way in which
a Budget can be devised and the finances of the
State can be built up. So we prefer to look at each
case on its merits, bearing in mind that the real
economic gain to the community does not come
from royalties. The real economic gain comes
from the fact that the investment and
development is taking place, and that the wage
earners are benefiting.

Let me give some Figures. The tax take from
the mining industry in Australia is four-fifths to
the Commonwealth and only one-fifth to the
State through mining royalties, mining rents, and

other forms of tax the States and local
government impose. The reason the
Commonwealth's share is so big is that the
income tax-the PAYE in particular-which goes
to the Commonwealth from these mining ventures
is directly identifiable with the people who work
in the projects. This is a tremendous amount of
money, and that is where the nation gets the
benefit. That is how every man, woman, and child
benefit because that is' the money which goes
into the national coffers and is available for
education, health, law and order, and recreation.

There is a point at which people must make up
their minds whether they are able to invest. In the
past we have been blessed by being able to get
from the mining companies a very large
contribution towards the infrastructure which
otherwise we could never have afforded.

I know that the infrastructure costs have been
paid in some other countries, but never to the
extent they have been paid in our State. We do
not have the money.

Mr Bryce: Yes, they do. What about Canada?
Sir CHARLES COURT: If the member for

Ascot wants to be like Canada, he can leave me
out.

Mr B. T. Burke: We would like to.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to emphasise

the point that it is the general economic activity
which comes from mining which is the great
advantage to every person. It is the consequential
growth which comes from it. If we kill that, we
kill the goose which lays the golden egg.
Therefore, when we are talking about royalties we
must take a balanced view. Of course, we will get
the maximum contribution for royalties and
infrastructure, but members must bear in mind
that today we are not dealing in the seller's
market which existed in the early 1960s when we
were very fortunate to be able to develop a
number of industries. However, that situation has
caught up with us, the world position has
changed, and we do have to look carefully at
royalties. Of course, we will get every cent we can
and there will be an increase in some royalties,
but the Government has the final responsibility.

It is all very well for people to say that we
should charge five per cent, 10 per cent, or the lot.
We know that the companies intend to "make a
quid". I certainly hope so, because the profitable
ones are the only industries, in my experience,
which do in fact make a final contribution and an
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ever-increasing economic contribution to the
nation.

No mention has been made, to any great extent
tonight, about the industrial situation which must
be worrying the soul case of every thinking
person. The indexation decision was inevitable
because so many people who wanted indexation
for what it could give them, did not want to make
the restraints necessary for it to work. Therefore,
it was inevitable that eventually it would collapse
under its own weight.

Now the great challenge will be to work out a
system which will produce a fair reward for
everyone in the work force and at the same time
have a degree of stability in the economy and a
degree of permanence and law in order to get the
benefit of the prosperity which could be ours.

How we are to control some of the muscle
people is beyond me at the moment, but I feel
that the rank and file of the work force realise the
danger of the militancy which exists. It should be
prepared to get behind not only Governments, but
also responsible elements in unions and
responsible employers.

I am pleased to announce that the Prime
Minister has been in touch with me tonight and, I
presume, with other Premiers to ascertain
whether we can attend a meeting in Canberra
tomorrow week. I understand there will be
meetings with employer and employee groups
before the Premiers meet, and I applaud this step
although it is very inconvenient to attend. It Is
never convenient to go to Canberra, but I applaud
the invitation from the Prime Minister because
this is the first time the suggestion we have been
making for some years is being acted upon.

In other words, there is a national problem
which I believe is getting to a crisis proportion so
far as the industrial situation and interest rates
are concerned. This is the first occasion I have
known a Prime Minister who is prepared to call
the Premiers into consultation to discuss the total
problem, and hopefully we can make some input
as well as receive some information from him.

Mr T. H. Jones: Indicating he has failed
dismally.

Sir CHARLES COURT: What else can the
Prime Minister do? He has been harangued by
me and by all sorts of people to consult with the
Premiers and allow them to make an input.

Mr Bryce: Twenty-four trips overseas-that's
not bad.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I do not talk State
rights, but responsibility. I believe that in the past
Prime Ministers have not used any input from

Premiers. They should have been brought into
consultation in order that they might make an
input and accept some of the responsibility. I hope
that this will be the situation when we meet on
Thursday week.

Mr Bryce: If only Ronald Reagan could have
you on his side he would solve the world's
problems.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Some little-minded
people chatter, chatter, chatter.

An Opposition member: The Prime Minister
also claimed today that the employers were to
blame for increasing-

Sir CHARLES COURT: I am not concerned
about whom we might blame, but about finding a
solution. I want to make sure that this meeting is
meaningful and that we are able to go prepared to
make a contribution, because I believe that this
meeting could be the start of a new order so far as
consultation between the States and the
Commonwealth is concerned.

I never shirk my share of the response and
unfortunately there has not been a very great
response in Canberra in the past towards the
States and there has been no acknowledgement of
the fact that they may have some contribution to
make and that at least they should be accepting
their share of the responsibility.

With regard to interest rates, as is known, I
fought hard to prevent the Commonwealth being
given the final say in recent years on this
question, because I believed that when the Loan
Council made the final decisions on these matters.
there was a brake on it. At least the Treasurer
and Treasury in the Federal sphere had to explain
why they wanted the increases.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: I made no bones

about the fact that I believed it was a good thing
if the Federal Government, step by step, had to
demonstrate why the market must move upwards.
A move downwards is not a problem, but a move
upwards is. I believe-and I am not saying
anything that I have not said publicly
before-that under the present tap system used in
connection with official money it has been talked
about all the time.

Mr Bryce: Mrs Thatcher would regard you as
one of the "wets". She would not have you in her
Government.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I do not have to
account to Mrs Thatcher. I have been elected by
the people of Western Australia to whom I owe
my loyalty.
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I want to Say that I believe the present system
is not a good one and I sincerely hope we will
revert to the situation where there is greater
consultation, step by step.

Whilst normally I am prepared to allow the
market place to have a certain say in how matters
should be handled, when dealing with official
money there is a responsibility at government
level, because whilst it cannot dictate the final
result of all money, there is no doubt that the
official money I am talking about-such as the
Commonwealth bond money or semi-Government
money, and money of that type-has an
important influence on the other rates applying in
the Market.

So I am hoping that as a result of this meeting,
we will come to grips with that problem and also
the meeting will have its own impact on the
market itself.

I want to make passing reference to the hobby
horse of the member for Ascot, which was
touched on by his leader. He has this great dream
that we can have millions of dollars built up into a
fund. It is a lovely dream. However, I want to
remind him that if he had his way we would be
taking money out of this very tight Budget to put
it into this fund of his.

It is a lovely thought. In some ways this is what
we were doing for some years when we were using
Consolidated Revenue for capital works.
However, I want to remind the member for Ascot
that the States in Canada which were able to do
what he was talking about have been energy rich
for a long time. They would be literally
embarrassed with riches because they were so
energy rich from petroleum. So he should be
careful to compare like with like, and not run
away with a fancy dream completely incapable of
implementation.

Briefly I want to refer to education, because it
was touched on at great length. The Education
Department is no different from any ocher
department. We have a Budget coming up under
which we have to allocate money and make
decisions and judgments as to how much can go to
the essential services that Governments must
provide. Some of it Must go to education, some to
health and hospitals, some to law and order, and
some to recreation, cultural affairs, and a host of
other things. Within that total availability of cash
which the Government has, education will get its
share. It is being treated generously by this
Government. As long as we have been in power it
has been treated generously and it will continue to
be treated generously. However, it must be
considered within the total availability of funds.

I want to refer to the very phoney demand
which was made on the Government; that is, that
we declare now that the amount of money for
education will not be less that $486 million. Just
imagine the situation if the nurses, doctors, and
administrators in the health portfolio decided they
would get together and name a figure they
wanted. It could be $550 million. Imagine the
situation if those involved in law and order,
cultural affairs, recreation, and so forth, all did
the same thing and said that if we did not give a
guarantee of the figure they requested now they
would go on strike and destroy the
services-denigrate them-and that they did not
care who they injured in the process-men,
women or children!

Imagine saying "We are not going to function
properly unless you are prepared to declare it
now." One could end up with a figure which was
$200, $300, or $400 more than the total amount
of cash in hand. That is how crazy it is!

I hope when the Minister and I meet the
Teachers' Union tomorrow we will be able to
return to a position in which the representatives of
the union will display a little more sanity and that
they will understand this matter must be dealt
with by sensible, grown-up people in a total
budgetary situation.

Mr Davies: You won't if you use that kind of
language.

Mr Jamieson: It is you who is intimidating.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I shall gladly send

the member for Welshpool copies of the two
letters I wrote to the President of the Teachers'
Union. If he thinks they are intimidatory, I will
eat my hat. I considered those letters to be cool,
calm , and responsible.

I have made it clear I am Prepared to talk to
the representatives of the Teachers' Union at any
time they are back teaching as they are trained
and paid to do and when they remove the
industrial threats they have issued to the children
of this State. That was the position as early as 21
July and 1 reiterated it on 23 July. It was also
repeated this week.

I am pleased to say the President of the
Teachers' Union has assured me as at tonight that
the conditions under which the Minister and I will
meet him will be adhered to; that is, the teachdts
will be back at work, and they will call off their
strikes, and remove their industrial threats.

Mr Davies: You had better leave the Minister
at homne then.

Sir CHARLES COURT: In that situation I
hope we can sit down and talk with them. The
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position has been made very clear. In fact I had to
reject the conditions imposed yesterday and insist
that when we meet them tomorrow it is without
any commitment on the part of the Government
so far as the list the union sent to me yesterday is
concerned, and I believe that is the only way in
which we can meet. Likewise the union will not
come along with any commitment except that it
will tell its members to return to work and remove
the industrial threats. In my experience, most
teachers are working. They want to go about their
work, and, contrary to what was said by members
opposite, there is very strong support for the
Minister.

Mr Skidmore: You could have fooled me! You
should see the number of letters I have received.

Several members interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I have a telephone

number which is listed in the telephone directory.

Mr Skidmore: So have 1.
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is a pretty fair

barometer of what people are thinking. The
comments which come through that telephone to
me week in and week out do not coincide with the
comments made by the Opposition about the
State itself anid, in particular, about education,
because a number of people are concerned about
the unfortunate experience we have had over the
last few weeks due to the actions of the Teachers'
Union. Most of the concern is found within the
teaching force itself, because most teachers are
dedicated professionals. Their one idea is to get on
with what they are trained to do, what they
believe in, and what they find to be a satisfactory
and rewarding career.

I shall summarise by reminding members
opposite that this State 'has a great deal about
which it can be proud and pleased.

Mr Bryce: Despite you!
Sir CHARLES COURT: People in other

States and overseas still think Western Australia
and Queensland are the best parts of Australia. If
members want proof of that statement they
should travel overseas and purchase a few items,
particularly food, clothing, and accommodation.'
Members should examine our record in terms of
employment. They should look at our record in
terms of the investments we have attracted and
the jobs we have created as a result of those
investments. Members should have a look at our
record in terms of our increasing population. The
national prediction-not Western Australia's
prediction-is that this State will grow faster
than any other State in Australia. Members
should look at the improvement in employment in
the 16 to 19-year-old bracket which is the most

sensitive in Australia. After examining the growth
in our population, the CPI figures, and everything
else and putting it all together, members will see
it is not a bad package. Members should look at
the standard of our services in education and
health.

Mr Bryce: They are collapsing.

Mr Young: The Grants Commission reckons we
are spending $ 100 million too much on it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Here we go again!
The member for Ascot cannot denigrate his State
fast enough.

Mr Bryce: No, I am denigrating you. Since
when did you become the State? You are in
danger of assuming the Mussolini psyche.

Sir CHARLES COURT: We have heard all
that from the member for Ascot previously. I
want to remind members opposite this State has a
great deal going for it and there is much more to
be done. We have a high standard of services
which is the envy of many other parts of
Australia. I want to remind the member for Ascot
our services are not collapsing. Just because
economies have to be made, it does not necessarily
mean there has to be a reduction in standards.

Mr Bryce: The parents at Dalkeith school think
the standard of services is going to pieces.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I know from my own
personal experience, as members will be aware
from their experiences, that frequently when one
looks at one's own personal housekeeping, one's
own business expenses, or the budget of a sporting
organisation or church, after an examination of
the anatomy of the accounts, amazing economies
can be made with the result thac efficiency is
improved and a better service is provided.
Members should not think that, because we have
to be a little more responsible with the taxpayers'
money, the standard of services has to be
reduced.

Mr B~ryce: You have got 10 more politicians in
your time and two extra Cabinet Ministers.

Sir CHARLES COURT: We do not have to
have a reduction in services when economies are
made whether they be in the areas of health or
education, or in some other field.

Mr Evans: Justify the additional
parliamentarians.

Sir CHARLES COURT: There will be no
additional parliamentarians in this Budget or the
next. It will be 1983 before they make their entry
into this Parliament so let us get the situation into
perspective. Bearing in mind the way in which
some members opposite make public statements,
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one would think the new parliamentarians were
being recruited overnight. They will not enter
Parliament until 1983.

Several members interjected.

Sir CHARLES COURT: As a result of the
way in which some members opposite speak, they
denigrate themselves. They give me the
impression they think they are redundant,
anyway. As far as I am concerned, Parliament
has decided the issue and that is all there is to it.

Mr B. T. Burke: You decided it; Parliament
didn't have anything to do with it. Don't be a silly
old man.

Sir CHARLES COURT: in rejecting the
motion, I point out the case put forward by the
Leader of the Opposition was not only presented
poorly, but also did not have any substance
whatsoever. I should like to feel when we
introduce the new Budget later this year there will
be a great deal more understanding and
responsibility on the part of the Opposition than
we have seen in the course of this motion.

I was asked to table a piece of paper from
which I was quoting.

The SPEAKER: The paper from which the
Premier was quoting earlier is tabled and will
remain on the Table of the House for the balance
of this day's sitting for the information of
members.

MR BRYCE.(Ascot) [8.24 p.m.]: Not only does
the Opposition believe this Government lacks the
confidence of the House, but it believes also the
community has lost confidence in it. The dogs are
barking that a change of Government is essential
if there is any hope of salvaging the future.

Mr MacKinnon interjected.
Mr BRYCE: The people who are part and

parcel of a marginal constituency such as that
represented by the member for Murdoch are
included in that. He has been scurrying from one
public meeting to another.

Mr Young: Is that what you call
representation?

Mr BRYCE: No. He has been at those meetings
attempting to ingratiate himself. He has been
trying to explain away the Government's cuts in
education funding, so much does he believe the
Government is doing the right thing.

Mr Young: The member for Gosnells has been
doing a bit of scurrying lately I notice.

Mr B. T. Burke: To good effect.

Mr Young: Would you call it representation or
scurrying?

Mr BRYCE: This Government has even lost
confldence in itself. Only a few short months ago
this Government had to introduce the most
unprecedented form of corrupt electoral
gerrymander the State has ever seen and there
was a specific reason for that. Members opposite
know they are on the skids and they took that
action for the express purpose of obtaining some
form of insurance policy. What the Government
did with the boundary line between the
metropolitan area and the agricultural area of this
State and what it did in the Kimberley and the
northern parts of this State has disgusted
countless members of the Liberal Party. Not only
has it disgusted the community, but also it has
disgusted members of its own party.

All members opposite who were part of that
corruption and voted for it will live to recognise
the shame of what they did. That was an indicator
to members on this side that Government
members have lost confidence in themselves.

Mr Davies: Does that include the member for
Subiaco?

Mr BRYCE: The destruction of the
community's confidence in this Government has
basically been the result of the way this
Government has mismanaged the great resources
boom in the last two decades. We notice the
Premier no longer uses the word "boom"

Sir Charles Court: I never have.
Mr Young: When did he ever use the word

"boom"?
Mr BRYCE: He electioneered on it for at least

eight elections.
Mr Young: He never used the word "boom".
Mr BRYCE: The Premier talked about the

boom, he referred to golden opportunities, and he
made great promises.

Sir Charles Court: I referred to opportunity.
but not a boom.

Mr BRYCE: The Premier promised us the
golden land and it does not matter how effectively
in this Chamber or how well in the party room he
instructs his back-benchers not to use the word
"boom" any more.

Mr Sodeman: He has never done that either.
Mr BRYCE: The community at large

associates this man and his political career with
the words "resources boom". He has spent 20
years convincing Western Australians that they
live in the promised land, that they are resource
rich, and that the Government is resource rich.
That is exactly why this Government will meet its
0-Day in 1983 when it goes to the polls, if it does
not vote in favour of this proposition.
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Mr Sodeman:, You have been saying the same
thing, that it is resource rich-an increase in
royalties.

Mr DRYCE: Is it not interesting that even
Government members' constituents are asking
that question? The farmers, the businessmen, the
pensioners, and the wage earners are asking about
this. If one picks any particular classification of
people in the community, one will find they are
asking the question "Where has the benefit of the
boom gone?" Of course, the Premier has no
answer.

Sir Charles Court: Do you want to go back to
1959-60?

Mr BRYCE: The Premier has managed to drag
this State back to the 1950s in his own terms and
he has achieved that by 1981. 1 shall give
members the benefit of a few indicators which
bear testimony to what I say. The Premier has
dominated his Government and back-benchers for
so long that it is his reputation that is primarily
on the line. He has held himself out to be the
champion economic manager of this State's
affairs and he has promised Western Australians
that, if they follow him, he will lead them to the
promised land and the land of riches. In respect of
both those criteria, he has now demonstrably
failed.

Mr B. T. Burke: Hear, hear!
Mr BRYCE: Let me demonstrate one specific

area so far as his reputation as an economic
manager is concerned. I want to reply to some of
the arguments the Premier put to the Chamber on
the subject of new federalism. Indeed new
federalism will haunt the Premier of Western
Australia. Only a few short years ago all members
of this Chamber will remember the Premier
hailed the unveiling of new federalism as the
"dawn of a new era in Australian
Commonweal th-State financial relationships"
That is what he called it; and he was using those
extravagant terms because he was being
introduced on the stage of Australian politics as
the co-author or co-architect of new federalism.
He was quietly encouraging the media to describe
him, together with the Prime Minister (Mr
Fraser), as the co-author or the principal
architect of new federalism.

There is no wonder about that because the
express purpose of new federalism was to wind the
clock back. At the time we called it old-fashioned
federalism. They were attempting to reintroduce
the thinking of the 1 930s to take the hands of
time back a few decades.

The Premier proudly proclaimed himself at the
Premiers' Conference and at interstate and

Western Australian Press dlubs as the man who
would take us to the promised land. He believed
Malcolm Fraser, and, like every other Liberal
politician in this country who placed his trust in
Malcolm Fraser, the Premier finished off
discredited and with a knife in his back.

We have here a Premier, the same Premier who
in 1975 heralded this new concept as the dawn of
a new era for great things, saying at the Premiers'
Conference in June of this year that if he had
known what new federalism meant when it was
first proposed five years ago he would never have
had a bar of it. Is it any wonder that the Premier
of Western Australia now calls it Mr Fraser's new
federalism? H-e seeks to distance himself Cram the
dawning of the new era. That is because his
chickens have come home to roost. We told him
from this side of the House that the antiquated
thinking behind new federalism would cost
Western Australia dearly. It is a vast State, a far-
flung territory, with a thinly scattered population;
and it can do nothing but lose.

I asked the Premier today about his statement
at that Premier's Conference. I asked whether he
was using that statement to deny joint authorship
with Mr Fraser of the concept of new federalism,
or simply explaining to his counterparts in other
States that he had been out manoeuvred by the
Prime Minister. Do members know what the
Premier's answer was? He refused to answer the
question on the grounds that the members of this
House are not entitled to see the transcript of the
Premier's Conference.

He had the hide to say that a document that
had been leaked to the Press-admittedly, it is a
disgrace-had been published in The Age, and
had been read by hundreds and thousands of
Australians, should not be put before the
members of this House. Hundreds and thousands
of Australians were entitled to know what had
transpired at that conference, but the Premier
asserted in this Chamber that we are not entitled
to know what he said at the conference-as if he
goes there in his own right. He attends the
Premiers' Conferences as the elected leader of this
community, and has the hide to say he will not
answer a question because we in this place do not
have a right to read what he said.

Sir Charles Court: Can I ask you a simple
question? Would you like the proceedings of the
Loan Council to be made public?

Mr BRYCE: Does the Premier object to such
proceedings being made public?

Mr B. T. Burke: The Premier shouldn't talk
nonsense.
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Sir Charles Court: I will tell you now that the
Loan Council and the Premiers' Conference are
different from what they used to be. They were
two separate meetings; one held in the Chamber
in public and the other held in camera. Now they
are held together.

Mr BRYCE: There is a big difference between
the Loan Council and the Premiers' Conference.
It is high time Governments like the Premier's
when they go to the hustings to talk about open
Government did something about making
proceedings of a meeting like the Premiers'
Conference available to the public. If it is not a
verbatim transcript it should be a report of the
proceedings.

Sir Charles Court: I will give you some news.
Up until the time of Whitlam the Premiers'
Conference was held in open chamber and the
Loan Council was held in camera.

Mr BRYCE: By way of interjection the
Premier has cut the ground from beneath his own
answer earlier tonight.

Sir Charles Court: I would prefer to have the
conference in public, but at the moment what is
said is regarded as confidential. That is not my
decision, but it is treated as confidential.

Mr BRYCE: Does the Premier deny what I
have just said?

Sir Charles Court: I do not know what you
have said, but at Liberal Party conferences and at
public conferences I have made my position clear.

Mr BRYCE: That is all we need to know; the
Premier has made this glorious admission in other
places.

Sir Charles Court: I am not the only one.

Mr BRYCE: He has admitted that he was out
manoeuvred or sold a pup by Mr Fraser on this
great new scheme. He has admitted that the
scheme he supported in 1975 is now a great flop
yet he is the man who presents himself as a great
economic manager.

Sir Charles Court: What is the point you are
making? Your predecessor said the same.

Mr BRYCE: The Premier regards himself as a
great economic manager, the gee whiz guru of
Commonwealth-State financial arrangements, but
that ability has been impaired considerably.

Sir Charles Court: Frankly, I am not concerned
about your judgment.

Mr BRYCE: I do not have any more time to
spend on the subject of new federalism. A number
of other aspects of this important debate require
my attention.

Mr Sodeman: Get to the increase in the
royalties on iron ore.

Mr BRYCE: I promise the member for Pilbara
that I will not complete my speech without
referring to him or his gerrymandered pocket
borough. I promise I will get to him before I am
finished.

Does the member for Pilbara support the
education funding cuts?

Mr Sodeman: I support good economic
management and a Government that has the
ability to carry that out.

Mr BRYCE: The member for Pilbara would
carve his majority to smithereens if he came out
and said that he supports the cuts the Minister for
Education is imposing on the State's education
system.

Mr Grayden: You don't know what you are
talking about.

Mr B. T. Burke: Go back to sleep, dozy.
Mr BRYCE: I am prepared to put my sanity on

the line to be measured with the Minister's.
Mr B. T. Burke: He hasn't got any. Go back to

sleep, dozy.
Mr Shalders: Talk sense.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRYCE: People everywhere are asking

where the benefits of the boom have gone.
Whether the people live in the electorates of
Pilbara, Murchison, or Gascoyne; whether they be
pastoralists. schoolteachers, other professionals,
wage and salary earners, or pensioners, they are
asking where the so-called great benefits have
gone. Let us examine some of the indicators
before their very eyes. These indicators have been
referred to by the Leader of the Opposition.

We have been led to the so-called promised
land, but we have record levels of
unemployement, particularly in regard to young
people leaving school. The levels of wages and
salaries in Western Australia have been supressed
consciously and deliberately.

We have a hospital system-I am sorry the
Minister for Health is not present at this
time-which is overcrowded and collapsing to the
point where the Minister is encouraging people to
go into hospitals owned by some of his friends in
the Liberal Party who are making a significant
quid out of the illnesses of people in our
community.

Mr Pearce: lHe even gave one hospital to them.
Mr BRYCE: We have an education system

rapidly deteriorating and we have a Police Force
with an inadequate number of personnel. The
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Police Force is asking for additional staff to do
the job expected of it, but the Minister has said "I
am sorry, in this resource-rich State we can't
afford to give you additional officers".

The people of this State can see berore their
very eyes the suffocating levels or State
Government charges and taxes.

Mr B. T. Burke: The Minister flees the
Chamber.

Mr BRYCE: I ask members to consider the
damage the Premier and his Government have
caused to the detriment of Western Australians.
If we consider the significant period of March
1974-when the Liberal Parry came into
orfice-to June 1980 we must consider the
important things people must purchase.

Mr Laurance: That is ancient history.
Mr BRYCE: Electricity charges have increased

-by 158 per cent; water charges by 361 pe cent;
sewerage charges by 256 per cent;, and drainage
costs by 156 per cent. For the sake of the Minister
ror Resources Development-he wriggled on the
radio programme the other day, and admitted in
this Chamber that he wriggled-resources
royalties have increased by 83 per cent. I ask
members to compare those figures again: Charges
for electricity have increased by 158 per cent;
water costs by 361 per cent; sewerage charges by
256 per cent; and drainage costs by 156 per cent.
They are the charges people are expected to put
their hands in their pockets to meet.

Mr Parker: From where do they get the
money?

Mr BRYCE: The rate or royalties in that same
period increased by 83 per cent.

Mr Sodeman: What do you suggest be done?
Mr BRYCE: I suggest to the member for

Pilbara that an international standard would not
be a bad starter. We should place those charges
on an international average.

Mr Shalders: Will you place a royalty on gold?
Mr BRYCE: No.
Mr Shalders: So you will help the member ror

Kalgoorlie.
Mr BRYCE: I agree with the Minister that a

royalty should not be placed on gold.
I sincerely hope people of all political ilks in

this community begin to think for the first time in
their life about royalties.

Mr Shalders: They sure are.
Mr BRYCE: Whether royalties are imposed on

iron ore, nickel, coal, or ror that matter, any other
Form of mining, the whole concept or royalties

needs to be discussed and considered by the
cornmu nity.

Several members interjected.
Mr P. V. Jones: Coal has been ruled out.
Mr BRYCE: What is causing the Government

members so much discomfort in recent times is
the fact that the people of Western Australia have
come to the conclusion that the term "resource
rich" does not mean "income high" so far as the
average and individual citizen is concerned.

Mr Shalders: It means jobs for them.
Mr BRYCE: On the contrary; we now have

record high levels of unemployment. The
Government's job creation ability leaves a great
deal to be desired because unemployment has
increased staggeringly since the mob on the other
side of this Chamber has been in office.

Mr Shalders: Tell the people in Wagerup.
Mr BRYCE: For 20 years we have been told

we live in the promised land of golden
opportunity, but the Premier must now explain to
the people why we are royalty poor and income
low because that is the reality of the situation so
far as the average person is concerned.

Mir Shiders: What about the extra jobs at
Collie?

Mr BRYCE: I will take this opportunity to
carve up the rubbish the Premier has put to the
people of this State about the level of incomes. I
do not know which of his research officers
produced the gobbledygook the Premier gave to
this House. Let mec draw your attention, Mr
Acting Speaker (Mr Blaikie), to the simple truth
of what happens to household incomes of Western
Australians. The evidence supplied by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics reveals that
household incomes in this State rise during
construction boom periods and then fall away
significantly during the periods which follow
construction booms. One simple and logical
economic explanation of that situation is that a
disturbing proportion of the income generated
after a boom goes overseas.

Whether that is because of the lack of local
equity or the world record low levels of our
royalties, it is a disturbing fact. That is the reason
the community itself is not resource-rich.

After a construction boom period, the level of
household income in Western Australia slips
below the national average. States such as
Victoria and New South Wales have higher levels
of household income. These are not figures
dreamt up by me without source. The figures 1
refer to can be obtained easily by any member of
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this House who cares to consult the Australian
Bureau of Statistics.

Mr MacKinnon: Is it not a fact that the cost of
living in those States is greater also?

Mr BRYCE: I would not say that is true
generally. In Sydney and parts of Melbourne it
would be. but it is not the situation throughout
the entire States.

Mr P. V. Jones: What does the Bureau of
Statistics say about the percentage of average
weekly earnings spent on heating, food, etc.,
compared with those in Sydney and Melbourne?
This was published in the Press a few weeks ago.

Mr BRYCE: The only recent conclusion I can
recall by the Australian Bureau of Statistics that
the gap between the increase in the average
weekly earnings and the increase in the Consumer
Price Index is widening and it has been widening
for many years.

Mr P. V. Jones: That is not what I asked.
Mr BRYCE: I said it is all I can recall.
Mr P. V. Jones: It was published in the Press.
Mr BRYCE: The Minister indicated on the

ABC programme that he could not recall the
profit levels of all companies in Western
Australia. In the same way I cannot recall every
paragraph printed in The West Australian about
Bureau of Statistics figures.

Mr P. V. Jones: That is fair enough, but I
though you would know that one.

Mr BRYCE: I would now like to refer to the
subject of the financial return which Western
Australia derives from the resources boom we
have experienced over the last 20 years.
Communities such as ours can derive financial
benefit in two major ways; firstly, through equity,
and secondly, through royalties. I am talking
about financial return to the State. It is a great
tragedy, and future generations will agree with
me, that the level of local equity in Western
Australian projects is inexcusably low.

Mr Coyne: Which particular project?
Mr BRYCE: The North-West Shelf gas project

is a fine example of my statement. This would be
a unique example-almost throughout the
world-of an energy project without one iota of
State or Commonwealth Government equity in it.
I draw the attention of members to the situation
in countries such as New Zealand, Mexico, and
particularly Alaska, where a major energy gas-
producing project got off the ground recently. Not
only for strategic reasons, but for sensible
Financial reasons, the Alaskan Government-a
conservative Government-insisted that if the
gas and oil of that country were being exploited,

the Alaskan community must be cut in for a 50
per cent equity. The companies agreed because
they had no option. I point out that this was not a
Marxist or radically socialist Government.

By international standards, royalties in Western
Australia are very low indeed.

Mr Sodeman: How do they relate to the
profitability of the company?

Mr BRYCE: The answer to that question is
that it varies.

Mr Sodernan: But you want to impose an
international standard, regardless of the variation.

Mr BRYCE: Let me explain an international
standard for the benefit of the member for
Pilbara.

Mr Skidmore: Explain it in simple terms,
otherwise he will not understand it.

Mr BRYCE: There are eight different major
methods of applying royalties, and no one
particular system can be applied to the entire
mining sector. They will vary according to the
different industries or projects.

Mr Sodeman: You were suggesting an
international standard.

Mr BRYCE: I can suggest that a fair system
would incorporate royalty payments relating to an
independently determined world price which
would express the value of the commodity
produced. So if the value of a commodity in
international terms goes up, the obligation for
royalties goes up. If the value of the commodity
goes down, the obligation for royalties goes down.

Mr Sodeman: Where is your international
standard?

Mr BRYCE: I am talking about an
international independent standard of valuations.

Mr Sodeman: A fluctuating standard.
Mr BRYCE: Of course it would be a

fluctuating standard.
This Government will Aind it extremely difficult

to extricate itself from the present situation
because it has pursued consciously, as part of a
deliberate philosphy. a policy of very low
royalties.

The former Minister for Mines (Mr Mensaros)
was responsible for six years for articulating the
Government's policy in this area. He made that
unforgettable statement that he was proud
Western Australia had low royalties.

Mr Mensaros: And I do not withdraw it. It is as
simple as the rule of the Suez Canal charges. At
the time you charge just so much less than the
company can negotiate elsewhere. It is as simple
as that.
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Mr Sodeman: That is why they come here.
Mr BRYCE: The Minister suggests that we are

still naive beginners in the world of resource
development, or course we are not.

I would like to commit to the record a
statement by that same Minister, a statement
which the Liberal Party will Find very difficult to
digest in years to come. When the Minister was
addressing the captains of industry assembled at
the Australian Institute of Mining and
Metallurgy in August 1979 he said-

The State Government continues its
programme of support to private enterprise
once a development has begun. This is
expressed in the structure of our royalties. I
am proud to say that we are not greedy for
large royalties or other taxation receipts. In
fact we have the lowest royalties in Australia,
and I believe in the world. This is one of the
means to achieve the aim of having the best
investment climate.

Mr Mensaros: Fair enough.
Mr Sodeman: That makes sense.
Mr BRYCE: "Fair enough" the Minister says.

floes the member for Pilbara believe that
Western Australia should have the lowest
royalties in the world?

Mr Sodeman: If the consequential benefits are
there, yes.

Mr P. V. Jones: And taken in the total package.
yes.

Mr BRYCE: If the member for Pilbara lasts
long enough in this House, he will live to regret
that admission.

Mr Coyne: What sort of royalties would you
impose on the Teutonic Bore development with its
limited life?

Me Barnett: You are the biggest Teutonic bore
in this place.

Mr BRYCE: Some of the members opposite
have failed to follow the public debate about
royalties.

Mr Coyne: Do you want to cripple the project?
Mr BRYCE: Of' course I do not want to cripple

it. I have suggested that no member in this
Chamber, no person in the State Government
bureaucracy, and no individual within the
industry locally possesses sufficient expertise to be
able to pluck figures out of the air to answer the
member for Murchison-Eyre. I am suggesting a
Royal Commission of the type set up in
Newfoundland. British Columbia, and other such
places. including the open inquiries in Alberta and
Saskatchewan over the last decade or so.

The Minister for Resources Development said
on the radio that we openly debate and discuss
royalties in Parliament, and yet, this would be the
most undebated subject I can recall in my 10
years here.

Mr P. V. Jones: That is not what I said.
Mr BRYCE: I cannot recall a decent debate on

royalties in this place.

Mr P. V. Jones: Could you listen? That is not
what I said. I said that the opportunity was here
to discuss royalties when agreements were before
Parliament.

Mr BRYCE: That is not what the Minister
said.

I would like to draw my argument to a
conclusion. The Grants Commission has pointed
the bone at Western Australia in chapters 3 and 4
of its last report, commencing on page 85. The
Grants Commission as much as said that this
State is not charging a sufficient level of royalty
payment. How do Government members explain
that? The Grants Commission is not a rigged
organisation; it has been operating impartially for
50 years. It was designed specially to assess
relativity between the States, and to discover
whether or not any State is shrinking its
responsibility.

Mr Mensaros: Do you think it was right?
Mr BRYCE: The Grants Commission has

pointed the bone. It stated that even by
comparison with Queensland and New South
Wales, we are not charging a sufficient level of
royalty payment.

Mr Mensaros: Do you condone its report?
Mr BRYCE: This Government is probably the

lowest royalty Government of the civilised world.
Mr Sodeman: The assessment was rushed and

shallow, as you well know.
Mr Young: You agree with that report, do you?

Mr BRYCE: I do not agree with every
paragraph of every report.

Mr Young: You agree only with the bits you
like.

Mr BRYCE: I am merely referring to the
Grants Commission's comments on this subject.
What a ridiculous question to ask whether I agree
with a report which contains 1 000 or more pages
in three or four volumes. I would have thought
that the Minister for Health had a few more clues
than to ask an absurd question like that.

Mr Young: You agree with the commission
when it says we are spending far too much on
hospitals?
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Blaikie): I am
concerned that the level of the member for
Ascot's voice is many decibels higher than that of
other members, and with the continued barrage of
questions and the very audible conversations of
other members, he is likely to strain his voice. I
ask members to show him some courtesy.

Mr BRYCE: Since 1974 this State has
produced mineral wealth worth $12 billion. We
have now achieved an annual rate of production
of $2.6 million worth of minerals. Yet in that
same period we have produced for the State
Treasury 2.5 per cent only of that value. That is
inexcusable, and it is one of the reasons that the
State Government is in dire financial straits. The
Grants Commission has recognised that. It is not
simply the members of the Opposition who make
this claim-the community is asking: If we are
resources-rich, why are we not richer in income
terms than we are? Why are we not enjoying the
benefits?

Mr P. V. Jones: Which royalties do you want
put up?

Mr BRYCE: I have just said-

Mr P. V. Jones: No, which royalties do you
want put up?

Mr BRYCE: For a start, there is no doubt in
my mind that the royalty on alumina should be
increased.

Mr P. V. Jones: Okay, what is the next one?

Mr BRYCE: Is not the Minister cute? I have
just said that the logical solution to the problem
would be to set up a decent Royal Commission
composed of mineral economists. I do not have
the expertise to answer the question with a
specific figure, and neither does the Minister. I
could not say that each industry should be paying
such-and-such a royalty.

Mr Sodeman: So you are flying a kite?
Mr BRYCE: I am not flying a kite.

Mr Sodeman: Not much!
Mr BRYCE: Our royalties are inexcusably low

and the Government is embarrassed. It is being
confronted with this self-evident truth at every
corner.

I happen to know that the Treasury has
recommended a 5 per cent royalty payment on
bauxite, and this is not just in recent times. For
years the Treasury has recommended that
royalties should be increased. Mr John Stone of
the national Treasury has recommended the
increase of royalties in this State particularly in
regard to alumina.

Since this Government came to office, the level
of royalties in this State has been the equivalent
of 2.5 per cent-not a very high percentage in
world terms. In 1978 the average level was l0oper
cent across Canada. I did not say that it should be
5 per cent across the board, but if it had been, for
example, this State Government would have
earned an additional $300 million.

Mr Mensaros: That is what they did in
Jamaica; and the reason we have bauxite and
alumina is because Jamaica did that.

Mr BRYCE: I am really grateful to the guilty
former Minister for having raised the bogey of
Jamaica, because as a result of that subject the
present incumbent really wriggled on the radio
the other day.

This Government has ignored $1 million a week
in extra royalties on the basis of that specific
argument. That sum, I might add, is the
equivalent of 41 hospitals and 70 senior high
schools.

Mr P. V. Jones: You are saying you would like
to see 5 per cent on bauxite.

Mr BRYCE: I did not say that at all. The
Minister can persuade himself of anything. I have
already told him. If he has the gumption to
release publicly the Treasury documents and the
mining committee reports, I will give him the
answer to that question. However, I guarantee he
does not have the gumption to do it and to make
public the information on which he will make his
decision. If he provides the facts, I will give him
the answers to the questions.

Mr P. V. Jones: In other words, you would like
to see it.

Mr BRYCE: I would like to see an increase in
the royalty on alumina. I make no bones about
that.

Mr P. V. Jones: You said you would like to see
5 per cent.

Mr BRYCE: I did not say 5 per cent, so do not
become cute.

Mr P. V. Jones: You said you would like to see
it.

Mr BRYCE: I said I would like to see an
increase in the royalty. Let mue explain how the
Minister wriggled on the hook the other day on
the radio on the subject of alumina-

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Blaikie): I
suggest to the member for Ascot that he would
make more progress if he used more temperate
terms.

Mr B. T. Burke: He is making excellent
progress.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! If the
member for Balcatta wishes to take issue with me,
he should do so from his chair.

Mr BRYCE: I would like to answer the
interjections of the Minister for Water Resources
about the Jamaican comparison. The Minister for
Mines said on radio yesterday that a $20 per
tonne one-off, one-up payment for royalty in
Jamaica is good enough because no income tax is
paid by the companies in Jamaica.

Mr P. V. Jones: Is that what you said?
Mr BRYCE: This is what the Minister said on

the radio.
Mr P. V. Jones: I said it contained the income

tax.
Mr BRYCE: The Minister may choose his own

words, but that is what he said. It contains or
replaces a separate income tax on the companies.
The Minister said it would be unfair to expect
alumina companies in this country to pay a
similar level of royalty. The level of royalties paid
by the alumina companies in this State is
equivalent to 1.1 per cent of the value of the
alumina produced. That is a far cry from what we
are told the alumina companies-

Mr MacKinnon: Because there is income tax.
Mr BRYCE: Let us have a look at the facts, for

the sake of the record. Let me give the figures
produced to the Senate Standing Committee of
Inquiry into national resources in this country.
These Figures relate to the tax paid, as the
Honorary Minister Assisting the Minister for
Industrial Development and Commerce just said.

Alcoa's payment of taxation to the
Commonwealth Government is a scandal, and yet
Ministers opposite use it as an excuse for charging
Alcoa nothing for the bauxite. Let us have a look
at the figures for the taxation the company paid.
Between 1963 and 1973, the company paid zero.
On the radio programme yesterday, the Minister
for Mines said he thought it was for "a few years"
that the company did not pay any income tax. I
am quoting from the report of the Senate
Standing Committee at pages 2555 and 2556. In
1973, Alcoa made a profit of $13 million and paid
no tax. In 1974, it made a profit of $22 million
and paid no tax. In 1975 it made a profit of $28
million and paid no tax. In 1976-

Mr Young: Can you tell us why?
Mr BRYCE: These are profits.
Mr Young: What about the years before when

it made the losses?
Mr BRYCE: Even the Minister has said he

does not trust the accountancy of big firms when
it comes to calculating royalties. In 1976, Alcoa

made $80 million, no tax. in 1977 it made S122
million with $9 million tax-a level of 7 per cent:
in 1978, $116 million, a level of 31 per cent. In
1979 Alcoa made a profit of S$187 mill1ion, wit h a n
equivalent of 23 per cent tax. That is not even
normal company tax.

Alcoa is a company that must be the biggest,
most prosperous enterprise in this State. The
Premier oftens reminds us that it employs more
people than anybody else, and that it is a
wonderful asset to the State.

Sir Charles Court: What have you got against
it? Why do you have such a hate against this
company?

Mr BRYCE: I do not. I just have a hate
against the policies of this Government. Alcoa,
will in a mature fashion, accept its responsibilities
as determined by the Government of this State.

Sir Charles Court: You should be grateful we
have it as a good employer.

Mr BRYCE: How dare members apposite use
the kind of argument that because Alcoa pays
taxation, it should not have to pay a significant
royalty?

Sir Charles Court: You certainly do not
understand the income tax law.

Mr BRYCE: The Premier is going to explain to
us that we should trust every single profit and loss
Figure that a company produces as a basis for its
not paying royalties.

Sir Charles Court: Are you suggesting it
doesn't pay its full entitlement?

Mr BRYCE: What would the Premier know?
He has not even been here. He has just walked
back into the Chamber.

Sir Charles Court: You can be heard down in
the street.

Mr BRYCE: As I said at the outset, the dogs
are barking that this State needs a change of
Government. This Government has grossly
mismanaged the resources boom. It has failed to
produce the income for Western Australia's
citizens. It has failed to produce the contracts for
Western Australian industry. It has railed to
produce the goods.

MR P. V/. JONES (Narrogin-Minister for
Resources Development) (9.08 p.m.]: I will take
some of the time of the House simply to put a
somewhat different complexion onto the
arguments advanced by the previous speaker.

In his remarks, the Leader of the Opposition
referred to the question of royalties and to the
attitude of the Opposition where royalties were
concerned. He referred to the level of payments
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made by various companies associated with the
development of this State. It is a pity he did not
check some of the statements that had been made
by his members before he made some of the
comments which he did.

It is very interesting when considering the
comments that have been made by the member
for Ascot, and the publicity that has been
generated, that the so-called official spokesman
for the Opposition on development and mines, the
member for Maylands-

Mr Bryce: Was out of the State.
Mr P. V. JONES: He has not been away all the

time. He has remained strangely silent.
Mr Bryce: He has been to the Eastern States.

Be fair and logical.
Mr P. V. JONES: He has not been in the

Eastern States for a while now. He has been back
here for some weeks. He was here while other
members of the Opposition were making
comments about what ought to be and what ought
not to be the level of royalties for minerals at the
present time. There were comments about some
companies that ought to be protected, and some
that ought to be hit harder. I know that the
member for Maylands has done some homework
about this, and I know he has taken the trouble to
obtain information and take matters seriously
about the situation, and what the effect might be.
He has remained strangely silent, yet the instant
experts and headline grabbers have walked in.

Mr Bryce: You were having a birthday in his
absence.

Mr P. V. JONES: On the question of the so-
called secrecy of royalties, in one of his Press
releases the member for Ascot referred to secret
discussons that the Government might have had
with various companies, and concluded
arrangements about which the public would not
know. I repeat what I said yesterday; that is, the
opportunity exists for royalty levels to be
discussed in this Parliament.

Mr Bryce: But not amended or changed.
Mr P. V. JONES: The opportunity exists for

these royalty levels, not only to be known, but to
be discussed here. As the member for Ascot
knows well, they are enshrined either in the
agreement Acts or in the regulations under the
Mining Act.

Mr Bryce: You do the secret deals first, and
then bring it to the Parliament as a fait accompli.

Mr P. V. JONES: The opportunity exists, not
only to know what levels prevail, but also to
discuss them and, if necessary, to move to
disallow some.

Mr Bryce: The public will never know.
Mr P. V. JONES: The Government has made

no secret of the fact that some anomalies exist. It
said so three years ago when the draft regulations
to the 1978 Mining Act were being prepared. Let
me give an example. With tin, the royalty is set
out in the regulations under the Mining Act.
There is no secret about that. As a result of
discussions with industry, the draft regulations
under the Mining Act have been circulated to the
public. They contain the suggested level of
royalties which would prevail should those
regulations come into force. That is on the
assumption that the level of royalties is not
further reconsidered with the passage of those
regulations. That would be having regard to the
movement in prices of the various minerals.

The original draft regulations would have made
reference to diamonds. That reference has been
removed, because alternative arrangements have
been entered into.

Mr Bryce: Are you going to set the royalty on
diamonds as high as South Africa's?

Mr P. V. JONES: Probably, yes, because it is a
matter for some discussion.

On 7 or 8 July-I am not sure of the date-the
member for Ascot made a statement in The
Australian that the Ashton diamond venture
would be levied at 2 per cent only.

Mr Bryce: Not from me.
Mr P. V. JONES: The member for Ascot was

associated with the article.
Mr Bryce: Come off the grass. You know I

didn't say that.
Mr P. V. JONES: I do not know that the

member did not say that.
Mr Bryce: Don't let your imagination run riot.
Mr P. V. JONES: In the course of the publicity

with which the member for Ascot was associated.
it is suggested that it would be 2 per cent only.

Mr Bryce: Big deal! Some journalist builds a
story and says I am calling for higher royalties.

Mr P. V. JONES: The day before, the
Government had announced that the interim
royalty-

Mr Bryce: "Interim" underlined.
Mr P. V. JONES: -for the Ashton diamond

venture would be 7 h per cent pending the
finalisation of the agreement Act which would be
brought to the Parliament, because the agreement
Act will contain a much more complicated
structure which is currently being negotiated,
involving a whole range of obligations on the
company, and also addressing certain other
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matters related to such things as processing,
classification of stones, and so on.

Mr Bryce: If you bring an agreement to this
place with the world parity level of royalties, it
will be the First time in your Government's
history; and it is because you have been forced
into it.

Mr P. V. JONES: Last year, the Government
sent one of its officers to South Africa to prepare
for the Government a report relating to the
structure of the diamond industry. One of the
topics canvassed there was the legislation and the
management of the royalties structure, having
regard for the very complicated nature of the
industry and the very complicated system of
grading industrial diamonds and gemstone quality
diamonds, and so on. I do not think the member
for Ascot could suggest there has been any
default or lack of attention to the argument where
diamonds are concerned.

We also have the situation where-and I have
indicated the Government has freely said that
anomalies do exist, and that some are ad valorum
and some are on volume-one of the things that
has been going on for a considerable time is an-
attempt to bring them as nearly as possible to
some common, simple basis. Public submissions
have been made following publication of the draft
regulations to the Mining Act.

Also discussions have been held with unions
and these have been going on as late as last week
where I have been concerned, and some other
discussions relative to companies which have
agreement Acts with the State are currently being
held.

I mentioned that the Leader of the Opposition
perhaps was not fully aware of some of the
statements made by his own members, because all
of this began, as the member for Ascot is well
aware, when discussions were taking place and
some clear ideas had been submitted to the
Government. These have been discussed by
Cabinet and are now in the process of being
further considered and discussed with the
companies concerned.

Mr Bryce: It all occurred when I read the
Grants Commission report and what it had to say.

Mr P, V. JONES: Is the member saying
nothing happened before that?

Mr Bryce: No.
Mr P. V. JONES: Having floated the balloon

that everything needed to rise-
Mr Bryce: That is a lie.
Mr P. V. JONES: Having floated the balloon

that the State was not getting enough from

royalties, it was stated that if a figure of 5 per
cent had applied to everything-

Mr Bryce: No.
Mr P. V. JONES: ,-we would have got

another so many hundred million dollars over a
period of so many years. While the Opposition
had created the impression that we needed to get
more money, we reached the situation on 26 June
when, after the member for Ascot had quite
clearly committed the Opposition to a definite
and precise position on royalties, the chinks began
to appear.

The member for Kalgoorlie said "Hands off
gold; you cannot touch it. No nickel can be
touched." The reasons he gave on 26 June were to
the effect that nickel was a big employer of labour
in his electorate and a big contributor to the
economy of Kalgoorlie, so therefore, hands off.
That is a somewhat different attitude from that
held by the member for Ascot, and nowhere up to
that time had this little ferret even suggested that
this industry was a big employer and had made a
big contribution to the member for Kalgoorlie's
electorate. Nowhere had the member for Ascot
said that any one mineral had ever done anything
to show that we should not touch it. He said we
were not getting enough in royalties.

Mr Bryce: Do you think we are getting
enough?

Mr P. V. JONES: Certainly not in respect of
some minerals, and I have said so tonight-
including tin.

Mr Bryce: So we agree.
Mr P. V. JONES: Then we had the situation of

the member for Kalgoorlie, having shown that he
was starting to feel the hot winds of
unemployment around his neck, said "Hands off
nickel and do not touch gold." The member for
Kalgoorlie then said we ought to have royalties of
5 per cent on bauxite. He said this on 26 June.

Mr Bryce: It has already been advocated by
one of your secret Government committees.

Mr P. V. JONES: I advise the member for
Ascot that, at the present rate, the current royalty
on bauxite since 1975 is 5.4 percent.

Mr Bryce: It is not.
Mr P. V. JONES: Let me make it clear that on

the value of bauxite, on grade bauxite, the current
royalty, which was negotiated by my predecessor,
has been between 5.4 per cent and 5.5 per cent
since 1979. That is on its current value.

Mr Bryce: What is the value of alumina?
Mr P. V. JONES: The present royalty is on

alumina. I am discussing with the company the
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idea of bringing this back to bauxite and we are in
the process of finalising these discussions.

Mr Bryce: Whose valuation of bauxite are you
talking about?

Mr P. V. JONES: The international valuati'on
of that grade of bauxite. Having made that point
clear and having regard to the fact that the
member for Kalgoorlie had made his points about
employment and his wanting a hands off policy
with respect to nickel-

Mr Bryce: Do you know the value of alumina?
Mr P. V. JONES: I do not know the price

today, but the world price for alumina is declining
considerably.

Mr Bryce: They are locked into a long-term
agreement.

Mr P. V. JONES: Not all of them, and if the
member wants information on this I will provide
it.

Mr Bryce: You do not know the price they get
for alumina.

Mir P. V. JON ES: I do know the price on some
contracts they have. The member for Ascot raised
the matter of world parity. I am saying that the
world parity of alumina is falling.

I will take this opportunity to correct something
I have said. I mentioned that on 26 June the
member for Kalgoorlie referred to certain
matters. I made an error in that on 26 June he
referred to the fact that we get 5 per cent on
alumina and that he hoped we could get 5 per
cent on bauxite. It was not until 19 July that
there was a Press release from him talking about
no royalty on gold and nickel.

Three days later we had Senator McIntosh
commenting about Telfer, this remote and
courageous project which the union movement
tried to stop getting off the ground. He made the
point that not only ought there to be a royalty on
gold but also a tax. He said the Federal tax
system should prevail. That is all very different
from what one or two members opposite had
indicated before that time.

Then the member for Yilgarn-Dundas hopped
into the act on 30 July and said we must not
touch gold. I ask members to bear in mind that in
the gross figures which the member for Ascot has
already given, a valuation for gold is included.
This $2 000 million odd includes gold. So we now
have three or four Opposition members saying
"Hands off gold." But the member for Yilgarn-
Dundas goes further and says "Hands off iron
ore.,

Mr Bryce: He did not. Read his quote.

Mr P. V. JONES: The member -for Yilgarn-
Dundas said we should leave iron ore alone
because of the employment the industry provides.
He said that gold needed a decade to get back on
its feet following the depressed gold prices and
that there should be no tax on it because of the
contribution the industry makes to the State. He
said that on 30 July.

Mr Bryce: He said there ought to be a Royal
Commission into it, did he not?

Mr P. V. JONES: It is very interesting how the
member for Ascot is strangely silent because of
the various contributions of Opposition members.
Opposition members have said that if we take the
royalties that have been collected during the last
financial year, some $78 million, and because the
various members of the Opposition have ruled
out-admittedly for the present time and the
foreseeable future-coal, nickel, and iron
ore-gold is not included yet-it means we
cannot touch $63.8 million of that $78 million.
That leaves us with $14 million worth of royalties
with which the Opposition is saying we should try
to do something. We are trying to do something
with this money, as I have said publicly.

Mr Bryce-, You refuse to tell the public and the
Parliament the information on which this
Government is going to base its decisions.

Mr P.' V. JONES: Why does the member say
that?

64r Bryce: You have said you will not produce
the information.

Mr P. V. JONES: What about this
information?

Mr Bryce: It is rubbish. It is prefabricated
rubbish based on a Press release.

Mr P. V JONES: Is the member for Ascot
going to deny that the member for Yilgarn-
Dundas said that we should not touch gold or iron
ore at this time?

Mr Bryce: He said in respect of gold that he
did not believe it ought to be touched. We have
said that as a party.

Sir Charles Court: You said the lot.
Mr Bryce: The Premier was probably outside

interviewing one of his overseas investors tonight.
Sir Charles Court: I am talking about your

statements made during your leader's absence.
Mr P. V. JONES: The collective position of the

Opposition, after the member for Ascot had
locked the Opposition into a stance of saying we
ought to get more money, started to reveal certain
chinks.

Mr Bryce: That is untrue.
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Mr P. V. JONES: The Opposition is saying
that out of $78 million worth of revenue collected
during the last financial year, $63 million worth is
inviolate.

Mr Parker: That is simply not true. What
would be simpler than a Royal Commission
looking into this?

Mr P. V. JONES: The income from these
particular minerals should not be increased any
more than the present levels. That is what the
Opposition is saying.

The Opposition seems to have a favourite
whipping boy on this question of royalties and the
whole subject of payments to the State, and I
refer to Alcoa.

Mr Bryce: John Stone.
Mr P. V. JONES: I do not know what the

Opposition has against Alcoa.
Mr Bryce: The Grants Commission.
Mr P. V. JONES: I am not talking about the

Grants Commission, but 1 acknowledge what it
has said. It seems the Opposition will stop at
nothing when it comes to denigrating Alcoa.

Mr Bryce- Alcoa is only doing what the
Government of the State requests it to do.

Mr P. V. JON ES: At this time it is paying the
highest alumina royalties in Australia. Despite
that, we are presently in negotiations with Alcoa
outside the agreement Act.

Mr Bryce: To your eternal shame Alcoa
suggested to the Government that the royalties be
increased. Alcoa was embarrassed.

Mr P. V. JONES: Alcoa has discussed with us
the change from alumina to bauxite and it has
suggested ways of increasing its assistance to the
State, which is not only in the form of royalties.
The point I want to make quite clearly is that so
long as the Opposition wishes to go on attacking
Alcoa for a whole range of reasons not just to do
with royalties, the member for Rockingham or
some other Opposition member will have a go at
it about some other matter. The company has
done a great deal of work in this State and has
made a considerable contribution to employment
within the framework that it has been given by
the Government.

Mr Skidmore: Conscience money.
Mr P. V. JONES: The figures quoted relative

to Alcoa and its taxation situation are not the
figures I have in front of me. Following
yesterday's questions which were directed to me I
took the trouble to ind some information from its
annual reports to the Government.

Mr Barnett: When was this?

Mr P. V. JONES: This is all since yesterday. I
will not try to go through every figure I have here,
but I would like to make one comment.

The situation regarding the profits and tax
payments of this company is very simple. As the
member for Ascot indicated, not only did the
company not earn any profits in its first six years
of operation, but also it actually accumulated
losses. Then it experienced low profit levels, which
reached $17 million in 1975.

Mr Bryce: What!
Mr P. V. JONES: That is the figure given to

me.
Mr Bryce: That is not the figure they gave to

the Senate committee of inquiry.
Mr P. V. JONES: I am perfectly happy to

make available my information.
Mr 4ryce: It is on pages 2555 and 2556.
Mr P. V. JONES: I am quoting the figures

supplied to me.
Mr Parker: Why not quote Howard's figures,

because he introduced figures in respect of
transport, and it was found the company had been
deceiving the Federal Government.

Mr P. V. JONES: The figures provided to me
come both from company reports and direct from
the company, and I am happy to make them
available. The company makes the point that it
then went into a second refinery, and it says it
invested some $576 million in this State by 1975,
and its income gave a return of 3 per cent on that
investment. The point being made-and this is
where I would dispute the figures of the member
for Ascot-is that in 1978 the effective tax rate of
the company was 48.1 per cent. In 1979 it was
49.7 per cent, and in 1980 it was 46.5 per cent.

Mr Bryce: How do you work that out?
Mr P. V. JONES: That relates to the fact that

in the financial year just finished the company
paid tax of $87 million. In the same year the
company paid some $350 million in this State by
way of wages, charges, and a whole range of other
things. I am not talking about the total
expenditure of Alcoa of Australia in this nation; I
am talking about its expenditure in Western
Australia atone.

Mr Bryce: Which was the first year that they
paid tax?

Sir Charles Court: Don't you know about the
provision for writing off accumulated losses, and
about investment allowances?

Mr Bryce: Precisely, but you cannot have your
cake and eat it too. You can't say you can't have
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big royalties because you pay taxes when you
don't pay any tax.

Mr P. V. JONES: I have already outlined the
situation with regard to royalties on iron ore,
which produced some $60 million for the year just
completed. I wonder whether the member for
Ascot saw the half-yearly report released by
Hamersicy Iron recently. I wonder whether
members of the Opposition are now as concerned
as was the member for Yilgarn-Dundas in his
Press report concerning the iron ore industry. I
referred to that matter for the benefit of the
member for Vilgarn-Dundas when he was not in
the Chamber, and I referred to it again
subsequently in my remarks. I would like to
remind the member for Ascot that the comments
made in that half-yearly report show that the
company made a profit of just under $7 million
for the half year, while the State received
something like $1 2 million for the same period. I
wonder whether the workers employed by
Hamersley Iron in the Pilbara are taking cold
comfort from the comments made by the member
for Ascot concerning royalties.

Mr Bryce: That is one of the few industries that
has paid its way in terms of royalties.

Mr P. V. JONES: Aha! So the member is
agreeing with the member for Yilgarn-Dundas.

Mr Bryce: I said that by comparison with other
industries it has paid its way.

Mr P. V. JONES: The member for Ascot has
not yet told the House-

Mr Bryce: If you can't understand that, I am
sorry for you.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call upon members to

desist from cross-Chamber conversations.
Mr P. V. JONES: The, member for Vilgarn-

Dundas was not in the Chamber when I referred
to iron ore earlier. I was asked whether my
comment was accurate in respect of the member
for Yilgarn-Dundas. Let me point out that in the
Daily News of 29 July the member indicated that
the ALP would not like iron ore royalties to be
increased at the present time because mining in
the Pilbara is a fairly marginal operation. He said
the ALP would not like any rash judgment made
on coal, either.

Mr Barnett: That is for the Royal Commission
to decide.

Several members interjected.
Mr P. V. JONES: The member for Yilgarn-

Dundas went on to indicate that increased
royalties would lead to a more expensive
operation. I think I have now clarified that

matter. Let me now make it quite clear that
where iron ore is concerned the Opposition
appears to be somewhat divided. Having referred
to a mineral which produced three-quarters of the
total State royalties in the last financial year,
members opposite are now saying-

Mr Bryce: Alumina could have produced a lot
more.

Mr P. V. JONES: -by their claims tonight
that we cannot touch the iron ore industry,
despite the fact that earlier they said how much
extra revenue would be provided by increasing
royalties by 5 per cent.

Mr Bryce: I was talking about a six-year
period.

Mr P. V. JONES: The iron ore industry is
currently paying 71/ per cent for lump ore and 3Y4
per cent for fines.

Mr Bryce: An average of about 5 per cent.
Mr P. V. JONES: Is that for the two, or is it

for the shipping tonnages? How does the member
work that out? Is it the average of 3-Y and 71/?

Mr Bryce: There are two or three ways of
looking at it.

Mr P. V. JONES: The member for Ascot spoke
positively; he said the average was 5 per cent.

Mr Bryce: If you will move to allow me to
speak again, I will give you the rundown on it.

Mr P. V. JON ES: Let me put the member out
of his misery. It is not an average of 5 per cent
because it relates to the shipping of lump ore to
fines; and, of course, that varies because there are
certain amounts in stockpiles, and other factors
must be taken into account. I am not saying that
all iron'ore from this State brings 71/ per cent,
nor am I saying it brings 3 / per cent.

Mr Bryce: The point l am making is that-
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is totally

unacceptable to have two or three members
interjecting at one time. I prevail upon the
member for Ascot, who has already made a
speech and who has taken up a fair amount of the
time of the Minister's speech, to allow the
Minister the opportunity to reply to him.

Mr Bryce: Mr Speaker, when I do not interject
the Minister complains.

The SPEAKER: If you do interject, I will
complain.

Mr Parker: What is the figure of the Minister
for Mines?

Mr P. V. JONES: It is $60 million for last
year.
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Mr Parker: What is the percentage figure?
Mr P. V. JONES: In fairness to the member

for Ascot, I did pose a question or two to him
during his remarks, and I am happy to answer one
or two questions from him during my remarks.

Let me sum up that point by saying that the
point the member for Ascot and others have not
produced is that in the last 10 years the royalty
income-that is, the direct cash payment-has
increased from $I S million to $78 million. I have
not heard members opposite produce that Figure,
nor did I hear any reference to the associated
works the companies concerned have carried out.
Indeed, the member for Ascot would recall that I
referred to this matter in the first part of the
session when we debated the question of a
heritage fund. I remind the member of the figure
I gave at that time. The various companies
associated with development in this State have
conditions imposed in their agreements with the
State, and they have obligations to meet. In the
I I years to 1976 those conditions produced $1 .3
billion-worth of community facilities outside the
direct capital expenditure on plant and facilities.

Mr Bryce: What is the figure for the alumina
industry?

Mr P. V. JONES: I think I have with me some
of the figures concerning that industry. In the last
four years the total for alumina has been $320
million.

Mr B. T. Burke: That is on community
facilities?

Mr P. V. JONES: No.
Mr B. T. Burke: What was it on?
Mr P. V. JONES: Let me finish, What figure

do members opposite want? Do they want the
figure for community facilities?

Mr B. T. Burke: Yes, extra community
facilities.

Mr P. V. JONES: I am quite happy to provide
it.

Mr B. T. Burke: Go ahead.
Mr P. V. JONES: If the member will let me

finish, I want to point out that I am happy to
obtain the figure for the total operations of Alcoa.
1 will obtain the figure either tonight or in the
morning.

Mr Bryce: In Western Australia?
Mr P. V. JONES: Yes.
Mr B. T. Burke: You mean you do not have it

with you?
Mr P. V. JONES: I will obtain the igure for

every project going back to when Alcoa started.

Mr B. T. Burke: You said you had them.
M r P. V. JO0N ES: I n respect of Wageru p, some

14 per cent of Alcoa's expenditure has been on
community facilities such as housing, contribution
to water etc. I am happy to obtain the figures in
respect of Kwinana and Pinjarra and to provide
themn to the member for Ascot.

Mr Bryce: They are not as large as the iron ore
figures.

Mr P. V. JONES: No, but for totally different
reasons-in the same way that the total capital
input for alumina is not as large as that for iron
ore.

It must be remembered also that I have quoted
a figure of $1.3 billion expended on community
facilities up to 1976, but in the last four years
some IS18 million has been given to the State by
a whole range of companies and developers, to be
spent on community facilities. Those are
contributions over and above the cash royalty
payment, and they represent contributions to
water, recreational facilities, housing, and the
like.

Mr B. T. Burke: The company owns the house
still, surely.

Mr P. V. JONES: No, it does niot always. 1 will
obtain the break-up for Alcoa if members
opposite want it.

Mr B. T. Burke: Are you saying they build a
house for their own employees and they do not
own the house?

Mr P. V. JONES: May I summarise by making
this very important point: We have a situation in
which the Opposition blew up its balloon, and
since then certain holes have appeared in it in
respect of which royalties may be touched and
which may not be touched.

Mr B. T. Burke: Rubbish! If you will stop for a
moment. I will tell you our position.

Mr P. V. JONES: Mr Speaker, the member for
Ascot referred-

Mr B. T. Burke: Are you interested in learning
something? I will tell you if you want to know.

Several members interjected.
Mr P. V. JONES: The member for Ascot

referred to Canada. I know he is well aware oF a
whole range of situations which prevail there in
the various Provinces. I wonder whether he is
aware also-and if he is, I wonder why he did not
tell the House-that where mining is concerned,
as distinct from energy exploration and
production, in two States in particular-Alberta
and British Columbia-the industries were nearly
brought to a halt. In fact, the level of mineral

2519



2520 [ASSEMBLY)

exploitation in both those provinces is now low.
One of the contributing factors-and I can
produce evidence of this-is that if a project gets
into a profit-related taxation situation such as has
been imposed in one or two situations, taxation
reaches a stage where companies can pay 106 per
cent. It is no wonder they shut up shop in that
situation.

Mr Bryce: You insisted that the level of
production of bauxite in Jamaica dropped
dramatically in the early 1970s-

Mr P. V. JONES: No, after 1974.
Mr Bryce: -but do you know how much it

dropped? It dropped to about 80 per cent of total
capacity. I discovered that since.

Mr P. V. JONES: Reference was made also to
the Northern Territory. As the Premier has
already indicated tonight, the situation regarding
the Northern Territory and the manner in which
the Government there has sought to pursue a cash
income by the royalty method is one with which
we will have nothing to do.

I venture to suggest that if the member for
Ascot has researched this, as I am sure he
probably has, he will find that already the
Northern Territory Government has experienced
problems and has now clearly indicated the
matter is negotiable. One of the major problems Is
the definition of the word "profits". That
Government has come to think-particularly
because of the examples of the two
companies-that it is just not on, on the original
basis. We are pursuing some discussion on this
matter ourselves to establish what is a realistic
situation. However, to suggest that we in this
State implement something along the lines the
Northern Territory is pursuing is totally
unacceptable.

Mr Bryce: Do you agree there is no one method
that could apply over the entire State. with all the
different products?

Mr P. V. JONES: Over the entire range of
production?

Mr Bryce: Yes.
Mr P. V. JONES: I agree; there is no secret

about that. I have already indicated there must be
a whole range of other factors included in a
royalty structure and the obligations which would
prevail within the industry. I have no doubt this
matter will be the cause of some further
discussion.

It is quite interesting how, since the initial
outburst from the member for Ascot and others, a
clearer picture and a better understanding are
starting to emerge not only as to what this Stat.

actually receives in royalties by way of cash
payments, but also as to how best to take the
opportunity of furthering these contracts-
because therc is such an opportunity-in addition
to what are likely to be the effects if we are too
greedy. Already, we are seeing that effect in
relation to one or two industries at present.
exactly as we have seen in the past.

MR EVANS (Warren-Deputy Leader of the
Opposition) [9.47 p.m.]: The real and basic
reason this motion is before the House is the
financial policies adopted by both the Liberal
State and Federal Governments which have
deliberately and cold-bloodedly been designed to
lower the standard of living of a large number of
people in the country in an effort to offset the
effects of inflation and the results of large-scale
investment. The burden of these policies to offset
inflation and investment is coming down on those
who can least afford it. Those who will be most
affected are, firstly, the wage and salary earners;
secondly, the farming and rural communities;
and, thirdly, small businesses. The living
standards of each of those three sections of the
community will be forced downwards and it will
be done in many ways by the implementation of a
deliberate, overall fiscal policy. That is why we
say this Government must go. We have not seen
such unemployment and such cuts in facilities-I
cite the teaching profession as one
example-since the Great Depression.

The paradox of this situation is that it is
occurring during a so-called "boom' period. Of
course, the Premier no longer likes that term. He
prefers to describe it as an ordered programme of
development. At all events, it involves massive
speculative investment which will have serious
repercussions throughout the community. The
term "mineral boom' suited the Premier and the
Liberal Party prior to the last election. However, it
has a certain backlash about it now; there is an
odium to it and the Premier is trying to back
away and dissociate himself from the use of such
a term.

It is claimed the so-called boom will produce
great earnings from the resources we are able to
develop. However, those earnings from our
minerals will go to a small select group within the
community, and the bulk of the profit will go
overseas. As far as the infrastructure and
developmental costs are concerned, I would
remind the House there will be a cost for such
development, and there will be a cost for the
millions of dollars which are brought into
Australia and Western Australia in particular by
way of development and speculative capital. This
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applies particularly to land speculation. The
implications and ramifications of this situation
must be followed through because herein lies the
great effort on the part of both State and Federal
Governments in the transfer of wealth which
is taking place to the detriment of the majority of
people in Australia. The Opposition will examine
in some detail each of the segments of the
community which are being disadvantaged in this
way.

There will be a cost to the taxpayer for the
provision of facilities to enable the development of
minerals to take place, but this cost will not be
equally shared nor will the returns in profits be
shared in anything like an equitable and fair
manner. It is fair enough to say those who will
benefit least from the mineral boom are the three
groups to which I have already referred;, namely,the wage and salary earners, the rural
communities, and the small businesses.

The Premier and others who have supported the
mineral boom and its accompanying euphoria
claim we will benefit from the myriad jobs which
will be created. That statement req u ires
qualification. Make no mistake about it: These
mineral earnings will be at the expense of rural
earnings. The Federal Country Party has
completely sold out the farmers on this policy by
going along with it. The jobs which are created
will be at well decreased real wages and a
subsequent decrease in the standard of living.
That is what the mineral boom will bring about if
it is not controlled. Certainly, there is no
indication at the moment that either the State
Government or the Federal Government is even
attempting to control the situation.

Mr P. V. Jones: You said *'controlled". What
would you like stopped or cut back?

Mr EVANS: I will deal with that matter in
some detail in a moment. An increasing number
of small businesses are going to the wall and, due
to the economic conditions which will prevail,
including the cost of capital required for
establishment and expansion and the increased
interest rates, this percentage will increase.

The ownership trends of Australian minerals
are clear. I wish to make three points in this
respect. Already, over half of our industry is
subject to foreign ownership, and this proportion
is increasing. That is not a bad point to make
when we are talking about the development
policies of the Government. Secondly, $3 out of
every $4 in foreign investment is designed to take
over existing Australian businesses and remove
that profit from Australian hands. Thirdly, S2 out
of every 33 of total company income is paid

overseas. That is the sort of boom we are talking
about.,This is the brilliance of the Premier who so
defends this approach to the development of our
resources.

The Minister for Resources Development
referred to diamond mining; he indicated
negotiations were proceeding. It is sufficient for
my purpose to indicate that the major shareholder
in the Argyle diamond deposit in the Kimberley
won control over some 800 million carats of
diamonds in return for a simple declaration to
proceed to a majority Australian ownership. No
timetable has been laid down for this objective
and no penalty is provided for failing to achieve
that objective. All that Australians wilt, receive
will be the minor benefit of profits from the
mining of raw diamonds, whilst the real profits
derived from the processing and distribution of
the diamonds will be left to overseas boardrooms.

I do not say the companies which are involved
in exploration, development, and mining are not
entitled to a fair return for their effort; of course
they are. However, we are entitled to a fair and
just return, too, in the interests of future
generations of this great State. Australia has an
open-door policy. The Government says, "Let the
money flow in. Let the development continue
unhampered in any field. We cannot do these
things ourselves because we cannot marshal the
capital required."

No attempt is made to take advantage of the
available alternatives. We do have a choice in this
matter. For example, we could establish some
mechanism such as a greatly expanded Australian
Industry Development Corporation which could
bring together such capital for development
purposes. We would retain control of such
programmes which would be to the benefit of all
Australians, not just a few overseas companies
We could encourage individual Australians to
invest in the development of our own resources by
buying units in a resources development fund.
These are the options available to us. It is not
beyond the realms of possibility that such a
development fund could be established on a State
basis through our own State bank. The open-door
policy, with all its penalties and problems is not
our only option.

The result of the inflow of investment capital is
rather alarming. Unquestionably, we do need
development capital in some areas. However, this
inflow will result in inflation and higher overseas
reserves and a strengthening of the Australian
dollar against a basket of overseas currencies
against which our dollar is floating at present and
because of which we have seen a steady upwards
revaluation of our currency. This is the whole
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crux of the problem we race. The Government's
reaction to this situation has been a cutting back
of Government expenditure and a consequential
increase in unemployment.

That is the first reaction which has been
brought down, coupled with a deliberate policy of
not allowing wages to meet the increased costs
this inflation has caused; and, in addition, an
increase in taxes and charges especially in
Western Australia, has meant that the fixed wage
earner is falling back steadily. His standard of
living has decreased by £16 in real terms in the
last two years. That is the sort of reaction the
wage and salary earner is getting to the mineral
boom. The figure shows the true nature, too, of
the new federalism which was espoused by the
Premier of this State so enthusiastically.

1 pointed out that as a proportion of the gross
domestic product Federal expenditure has risen
from 23!6 per cent in the 1975-76 financial year
to 25'/2 per cent in the 1980-81 financial
year. This is an increase of 2 per cent, but income
tax for the wage and salary earner has increased
beyond this figure. Commonwealth taxation in the
1975-76 Financial year was 41.7 per cent and in
the 1980-81 financial year it was 43.5 per cent.
While the real wages of workers are declining, the
percentage paid in income tax is rising. Where is
the flaunted mineral boom benefit now?

In the same period wages have risen by only 65
per cent-that is in the period I have
mentioned-so the catch-cry of new federalism
with smaller government and lower taxation has
been a miserable failure, to say the least. I have
before mc a list of savage increases. I would
prefer to table them or have them incorporated in
Hansard rather than read them.

The increases of the past two years have far
outstretched the cost of living, and this is a
further problem for the wage and salary earner.
That is what people on Fixed incomes are
confronted with, and 1 would point out also that
when this happened there was a massive transfer
of resources from one section of the community to
another, and as the member for Swan said by
interjection, it is from those who can least afford
it. In a word, it is a deliberate return to policies
which make for the growth of inequalities in the
Australian community. So much for the poor
wage and salary earner and the effect of
Government policies on his well-being.

Let me turn now to the rural communities and
what the mineral boom means to them. They have
not thought it through very clearly and their rates
have let them down. They have sold them out in
Canberra; there is no doubt about that. I will cite

some of the more relevant points from headlines
as they have appeared in the Press.

In the Farmers Weekly of 23 June, 1981, the
headline "Real farm returns down by 10 p.c."
appeared. It is rather ironical that this should
occur. The article indicated that the marked
improvement hoped for was evident earlier this
year. It led to estimates that the gross value of
production would reach a record level of S12.3
million compared with a gross value of S11.4
million in the last financial year. However, the
situation is now that rising farm costs estimated
at 13 per cent are expected to offset this increase.
After allowing for inflation, the net value of rural
production in real terms is expected to decline by
about 10 per cent. That is what we are talking
about. The article then itemised the various
industries.

The National Farmer of 27 July 1981 had, in
bold letters, the heading "FARMING FOOTS
BILL FOR MINERALS BOOM". Portion of the
article reads as follows-

Australian farmers face the likelihood of a
savage income slam during the 1980s.

The blow is likely to fall most heavily on
the export cattle and wool industries and to a
lesser degree on grain ....

That is the consensus view around Australia.
Mr Grewar: You had us going broke for eight

years and we are still here.
Mr EVANS: That is right, but another 40 000

farmers will leave their farms in Australia this
year. The honourable member should not forget
that. It is estimated that at least 40 000 will leave
their farms and this is the sort of situation that is
being encouraged. The concept of the family farm
is drifting away. The situation will become worse
if advantage is not taken of new technology and
machinery of every kind and the adoption of
herbicide and single shot seeding to offset costs. It
is only the ingenuity of the Western Australian
farmer which has kept him from going broke, as
the member for Roe says. With these products
and the fiscal policies now being made and
brought upon them they may not go broke, but
the income will not be as good as it was last year.
If the figures are examined a little more closely it
will be seen that it is a problem. The problem of
the rising dollar was rammed home by the
member for Kalgoorlie recently when the Deputy
Prime Minister (Mr Anthony) confirmed to the
National Farmers Federation that the
Government intended to use the exchange rate
policy rather than the other alternative as the
means of checking inflation, and this is what we
are going to be faced with now. In 1980,
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according to The National Times, the Australian
dollar rose by 4.8 per cent and that was more
than enough to rub out the effects of the 25 per
cent tariff cut that the Whitlam Government
introduced across the board. Let me say that at
the time there was no ripple when this fiscal
advice was adopted. The 25 per cent tariff cut
across the board caused only the faintest murmur
in rural circles, but it was one of the boldest and
most effective strokes taken.

The most likely outcome would be for the
growth rate in the rural exporting sector to
decline although it is likely that most rural
industries would-continue to grow in absolute
terms. From a farmer's point of view, that means
that the cost price squeeze could get worse during
the coming decade. The tremendous, unchecked
inflowof capital for exploration results in a lower
rate of inflation and a firmer Australian currency
position overseas. We shall see the implication of
that on farming communities.

For the benefit of the member for Roe, I will
just quote the result of some of the research; and
it was the Agricultural Business Research
Institute of the University of New England which
made the point. It forecast that by 1985 the live
weight value of bullock would have fallen from
82c a kilo to around 62c a kilo and if that is not
enough it has been illustrated in the calculation
by the ABRI that the decline in greasy wool will
fall from $2.40 a kilo in 1985 to as low as $1.85 a
kilo. The National Farmers' Federation research
officer expressed it in the following way: If the
Australian dollar is revalued by 10 per cent the
wool price falls from $3.70 a kilo clean to an
average of $3.37 and if the revaluation is 20 per
cent the wool price falls from $3.70 to $3.09 and
if it was revalued by 33 per cent the drop is from
S3.70 to $2.79. That is the problem being faced.

The linear trend of our export competitiveness
is something in the order of 2.3 per cent over the
period from 1953-54 to 1979-80. These are the
acts or projections with which we are dealing.

I am sorry the Minister has departed because
he raised the prospect of examining the options
which are open to Government to offset these
trends and to cushion against the rural producers
and export industries the projections of financial
problems they can expect.

A policy paper was prepared by the Trade and
Resources Department and it offered three
alternative methods. These allow inflation to rise,
the dollar to appreciate against other currencies,
and much faster growth of imports. That was the
suggestion, but the Government policy which has
been rammed home is to use the right to offset the

inflation rate caused by largely speculative
investments. That is where we stand as far as that
is concerned. In the Western Farmer ant article
was headed "Mining out a boom . .. but for
whom?" It is certainly not the three sectors to
which 1 have referred.

I do not think it is sufficient to make reference
to only these points. The other aspects of the
Government's performance need to be considered
in terms of the curtailment of the services
highlighted, and central to this is the debacle on
education.

I do not want to labour the point because I take
note of your previous warning, Sir, but it is fair to
say that when the cuts were announced by the
Minister he alluded to the deficit of $1.4 million
which the Premier had announced. That is just
not so. The trend adopted by the Premier relates
to unallocated revenue from the investment on the
short-term market. This money has been allowed
to accumulate and it is rather significant that he
did extract 38.7 million at the end of the year
1979-80, but not to balance his Budget. In fact in
that year he actually transferred $11.4 million
and came up with a balanced Budget. He could
have done the same at the end of the last financial
year. but he chose rather to use a 31.4 million
deficit which lent atmosphere and justification to
the imposition of cuts of various kinds and to
sharply increase various charges. It was a cold-
blooded, calculated, political move. It is as simple
as that.

In addition to that, when the Minister for
Education referred to the fact that there would be
a curtailment of funds, what he did not say was
that the funds which would be received from the
Commonwealth Schools Commission would not
be affected in this manner. The reason for that
was the commission operates over a calendar year
so any cuts from that source would not take effect
until the commencement of 1982. In fact he was
squealing before that source of funds dried up.

I suspect there was some degree of panic on the
part of the Minister as well as an attitude of
political expediency, but the Commonwealth
Schools Commission funding based on December
1980 levels was as follows: General revenue grants
in 1981 would have been approximately 327
million; migrant education 51.7 million;
disadvantaged schools $1.3 million; handicapped
education-that is, special education for
handicapped children-S 1.2 million: capital
grants $10.4 million-making an estimated total
in 19s1 of $35.5 million. That source of funding
will not be touched until December next year.
However, the Minister chose carefully to exclude
that point in order that the true picture of
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education funding was not available to the people
of this State.

Other minor sources of funds from the
commission could be referred to also, but it is
sufficient to make that point. When a
Government embarks on a policy such as this in a
calm and cold-blooded manner, and decides to
make one section of the community pay for the
difficulties and financial problems which have
been created by the resources development boom,
to say the least, it is immoral. It is not a bad
prospect if one can align oneself with the
privileged few, because members should make no
mistake about the fact that privileges will go to a
relatively few investors; that is, to the trans-
nationals and the multi-nationals. That is where
the bulk of the money goes and the balance of the
country-the rural communities and the small
businesses-is paying for it. That is supposed to
be good government. It is shocking government
and it is for that reason the motion is before us.

I wholeheartedly support the motion.
MR COWAN (Merredin) [10.18 p.m.j: It has

been the tradition for the National Party to
oppose measures brought before the House by the
Opposition in the form of motions of no
confidence in the Government. Members should
recognise that we cannot force the Government-

Mr Evans: If a few of you National Party
members took your responsibilities seriously we
could do something about it.

Mr COWAN: I do take my responsibilities
seriously.

Mr Evans: It is the single most important thing
you will ever face.

Mr COWAN: The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition would know as well as I that an
expression of opinion of this House does not carry
any weight with the Government. It will not force
it to resign and it will not force a general election.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows that,
but if he does not know it he should.

Mr Evans: If it has the numbers it will.
Mr COWAN: It will not.
Mr Evans: I come back to the point that some

of the National Party members over there are
men of straw.

Mr COWAN: Every member of the House
should know if this motion was carried the
Government could continue to govern. Every
member of this place should know the only time
the Government is forced to resign its commission
to govern is when supply has been denied.
Admittedly if the Premier had any conscience at
all he might decide to act upon the motion if it

were carried; but I can assure members it will not
be.

Despite the fact that we are not prepared to
support this motion, it is quite obvious criticism
can be levelled at both the Opposition and the
Government in respect of some of the matters
raised and I should like to start with the
comments of the member who has just resumed
his seat.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spent the
majority of his time complaining about issues
which I beieve are outside the responsibility of
this Government.

Mr Evans: The new federalism issue had the
wholehearted support of the Government.

Mr COWAN: I am not talking about new
federalism. If the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition would allow me to tell him the points I
intend to make, he may then interject; but I
cannot see how he can claim this Government is
responsible for the revaluation of Australia's
currency which has caused such a serious problem
within the agricultural and primary industries.

Mr Evans: It has allowed speculative funds in
an uncontrolled manner and it has allowed the
dollar to float against other currencies.

Mr COWAN: That is not a responsibility of
the State Government; it is a responsibility of the
Federal Government.

Mr Evans: Are you telling me there is a
different breed of Liberal over here?

Mr COWAN: I am telling the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition there are different levels of
Government responsibility and he should know
that. It is the responsibility of the Federal
Government to control the value of Australia's
dollar and it has not done that. It has chosen to
allow the Australian dollar to be revalued and
that has cost the agricultural industry very dearly.
It has also cost the mining sector very dearly.

In one respect it is correct to say that some of
the effect of revaluation was caused by the
resources boom which everybody has talked about
so loudly tonight. However, I should like to return
to the issue of the vote of no confidence.

Members opposite and members on this side of
the House would know as well as anyone else that
the Opposition would very much like to be able to
have a general election on the old boundaries,
because it will certainly be much more difficult
for it to occupy the seats on this side of the House
under the boundaries which will be determined in
the very near future. I can see members opposite
would take any opportunity to have an election if
they could see a way of forcing it. However.
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members opposite should realise the public are
becoming aware of the situation, bearing in mind
all the criticisms they have made, and I hope the
Government realises members of the public are
becoming disenchanted.

If we take the education issue, there is no
question the confrontation could have been
avoided had the Minister for Education and the
director general called the union and
representatives of the principals to the Minister's
office and said "This is the proposal we have;
would you comment on it? Can you improve on
it?"

Mr Grayden: That was done.
Mr COWAN: This is where the Minister and I

will disagree, because the information I have from
both the principals and the Teachers' Union is the
union was called to the Minister's office-a
representative group of principals was not even
consulted-and presented with the department's
recommendations for a 3 per cent cut in the
proposed budgetary expenditure. As far as I am
concerned that is not consultation.

Mr Grayden: We asked them for their views on
how the economies should be implemented.

Mr COWAN; That is not the story I was given.
Iwas informed they were invited to the Minister's

office and presented with his view and told that
was what was going to happen.

I have a great deal of respect for the Director
General of Education, but he is the type of man
who would do that, thinking he was doing the
right thing. He would see it as an administrative
problem and not for one moment would he see
such an administrative problem as being of any
concern to the Teachers' Union or a
representative group of principals. Certainly they
would know about it after the decision had been
made. The director general might have let them
know about it after he had made the decision and
received the Ministeir's endorsement of it; but
there is no way in the world those people were
consulted on the basis that "This is our proposal.
Can you give us any indication where you think it
should be changed?"

Mr Grayden: They were consulted.
Mr COWAN: That is what the Minister says.

The Teachers' Union and the principals say
differently.

Mr Grayden: People within the Teachers'
Union would deny that.

Mr COWAN: The Teachers' Union put an
advertisement in the paper saying it was not
consulted.

Mr Grayden: Next time you have a meeting
with the Teachers' Union you should put it to it
and it will deny that.

Mr COWAN: The point I am making is the
Education Department, like any department
which has suffered a 3 per cent cut in
expenditure, could have avoided industrial
disputation had the Minister and his director
general been a little more delicate in their
handling of the issue.

The Opposition mentioned matters such as
charges for essential services which are usually
provided by Government departments. I do not
believe any member of the House would quarrel
with the argument put forward by the Opposition
and the Government is definitely playing with Fire
when it pays no regard to the reactions those
increased charges have caused.

Most members of chis place are very well aware
of the reactions to the increases in water charges;
but I should like to return to a matter which is a
little more relevant to the area I represent and I
shall deal now with transport charges. There has
been a great deal of contention in the wheat-belt
areas particularly in regard to the rate at which
grain is charged when freighted to port terminals.
This is particularly evident when compared with
the freight rates on bulk commodities such as iron
ore and bauxite.

Mr Rushton: You are still confuscd, arc you?
Mr COWAN: I have had this argument with

the Minister for Transport.
Mr Rushton: It is about time you woke up.
Mr Skidmore: It is time the Minister went back

to sleep.
Mr COWAN: On various occasions the

Minister for Transport has argued this publicly
and he has also enlisted the support of his
departmental heads and has commandeered them
to write something which will support his policy.
Recently a letter from the Commissioner of
Railways appeared in my local paper. I have no
doubt it was at the instigation of the Minister who
was trying to justify the very high freight rates
which are being demanded for grain.

Mr Rushton: You are making a wrong
assumption.

Mr COWAN: If the Minister can tell me that
S20 a tonne is not a high rate for the transport of
grain when bauxite and iron ore are transported
twice the distance at half the price-

Mr Rushton: Why don't you speak to the
members of the steering committee?

Mr COWAN: I have spoken to the members of
the steering committee more often than has the
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Minister and he should realise they do not accept
the base price offered by Westrail as being fair
and reasonable, but they do accept that there has
to be--

Mr Rushton: They see there is a difference
between iron ore and grain and so should you.

Mr COWAN: The steering committee accepts
the only way it will have some say in determining
a fair freight price for grain is to accept the
contract agreement which has been put forward
by Westrail, because that is the only way it will
ever have any say at all. Other than that, the
steering committee will just have to accept a
figure which is placed in the goods freight book at
the whim of the Minister, on the recommendation
of Westrail, and I do not see that as being a fair
way to do it.

However, I should like to return to the matter
of freight rates. The Commissioner of Railways
went to a great deal of trouble to refute some
statements I made. He spoke in general terms
about all sorts of matters such as the contribution
of the Dampier Mining Company to fixed costs as
opposed to the grain growers' contributions to
fixed costs through their freight charges. The
commissioner spoke about the number of unit
loads and the distances hauled. He spoke in very
general terms and finally came up with some
statistics and figures. Those statistics and figures
were designed to prove that freight charges for
grain had not increased by a rate similar to the
CPI and in fact they had increased at a rate less
than that.

Mr Rushton: In fact they had reduced.
Mr COWAN: Would the Minister like to tell

me how much? It is quite a bit. I can tell him that
over a 17-year period it increased by I per cent
less than the CPI each year. How significant is
that?

Mr Rushton: It hasn't increased, has it?
Mir COWAN: It is totally insignificant. When

the Minister talks about freight charges
increasing by almost 300 per cent over a 17-year
period, one must realise that although they have
not increased by as much as the Cr1, it has been
only I per cent less than the CPI each year.

Mr Rushton: At least you have accepted that.
Mr COWAN: Why does the Minister not

throwpus a crumb?
Mr Rushton: Do you expect us to do it for

nothing?
Mr COWAN: I do not expect the railways to

carry out these functions for nothing. I expected
the Minister to come up with something better
than that which he did. He did not even tell us

how the base price was worked out. How do we
know the base price was not totally out of kilter in
respect of iron ore? He did not tell us the
percentage of fixed costs Dampier Mining was
paying in comparison with the rest of the
industry. He informed us of one fact, and that
was the comparison of grain rates to the CPI
which worked out to be a less than I per cent
difference. He has not impressed us or any wheat
growers. What I have referred to is the most
important part of this debate. The Premier can
stand up and say the Opposition should not
denigrate the State, but I gained the distinct
impression that the opposition, if it were
denigrating anything-I must admit it was trying
to-was denigrating this Government.

Government members have not realised that
certain members of the public believe they are not
getting the sort of government they should. This
no confidence motion certainly gives the
Opposition a wonderful forum in which to air its
views. The Government cannot be satisfied with
the situation even if it wins the vote tonight. It
will not settle any of the arguments involved. The
fact remains that charges for essential services
have risen and have done so by amounts far
greater than the CPI.

The Education Department was forced to make
a cut of something like 3 per cent in its proposed
budgetary expenditure. That cut, because of its
handling by the Minister for Education, created
industrial disputation which may have been
avoided. We have been through fairly substantial
rearrangements of the State's health system
which did not carry any favour for the
Government in the minds of the public.
Government members will be putting their heads
in the sand if they do not take note of some of the
statements that have been made.

I feel increasing unrest exists in the public
sector over the level of royalties being paid.
Questions have gone back and forth about the
percentages of royalties and world arbitrary
figures, but the fact remains more people in
Western Australia now believe the companies
involved are not being screwed down enough. The
question involves Western Australian resources.
There is no point in this Parliament talking about
what the royalties are because to my knowledge
royalties are set out in agreements, and we do not
have the power to amend these agreements.

The amount of royalties may be set out in the
schedules of agreements. Because the Minister for
Resources Development is not present perhaps the
former Minister can tell me whether royalties arc
set out in schedules. If they are not then this
Parliament cannot alter themn. Certainly we have

2526



[Wednesday, 5 August 19811 22

never been told what the royalties are or the basis
in negotiations upon which royalties are
determined. 1 do not think anyone can say ibis
Parliament is acting as a representative of the
people if it readily cannot obtain information
relating to royalties.

In conclusion, I must adn~it that this motion
will be defeated, and in defeating this motion
Liberal members will show their confidence in the
Government. I would say they would be among
the rare few who have confidence in it. In my
view they have 1S months to pay more heed to the
views of the people in the street. I know the
Government has the advantage of new electoral
boundaries, but possibly they will not be enough
unless the Government takes heed of some of the
matters raised tonight.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) 110.35 p.m.]: I
rise to Support the motion. Before dealing briefly
with the areas for which I have responsibility on
behalf of the Opposition I would like to touch
generally on one or two points raised by some of
the defenders of the Government's action,' or
inaction depending on the point of view taken.

Let me make it perfectly clear at the outset
that despite and regardless of the wrigglings of
the present Minister for Resources Development
the Opposition's attitude on the question of
royalties is perfectly clear. For those members in
any doubt as to that attitude I will state it for
them clearly so that even the thickest of these
amongst the vacant Government back-benchers
are able to grasp it with some certainty.

The Opposition's submission is simply put in
this way: It supports the appointment of a Royal
Commission to inquire into the level of royalties
charged in this State with the exclusion of
consideration of the goldmining industry. That is
where the Opposition stands. It does not matter
one whit what the Premier wants to say, what the
member for Vilgarn-Dundas had to say about
iron ore, or what members' reservations are about
coal, because we on this side of the House have
the right to individual attitudes about different
things, and that is a right that members on the
other side hold so dear to themselves when it suits
them to do so. Yet they try tonight to deny that
same right to individual members on this side of
the House. Whether the Minister for Resources
Development likes the fact, or whether the
Premier wants to make political capital out of
what he perceives to be same difference of opinion
on the part of different members of the
Opposition, what I have simply put is the
Opposition's attitude.

Whether Government members like the
attitude, whether they are convinced by the
attempts at rationality by the Minister for
Resources Development, they must accept as was
stated by the member for Mverredin that there is
considerable disquiet within the community over
the level of royalties being charged by this
Government in respect of developments in this
State.

It does not matter whether the Minister for
Resources Development wants to say that the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas agrees with the
member for Ascot or that both disagree with me.
The undeniable fact is that the community
believes this Government has sold its people short
in regard to royalties being charged to companies
developing resources in this State. The public
wants to be told about those royalties; it is the
area in which the public is seeking some sort of
assurance from this Government. The public is
not seeking any political adroitness from the
Government. It simply wants to be told that the

level of royalties being charged is fair and proper.
It wants to be told we will not become tenants in
our own State because we have a Premier who has
lived for so long on his reputation as a developer.
If members want some proof of the pudding then
they should ask this Minister for Resources
Development about his experience on the 6WF
talk-back programme to determine whether he
was satisfied that the finer political points he
attempted to make tonight were properly digested
by the people of this State. He was well and truly
grilled by the callers who wanted to know about
his Government's performance. His answers left
considerable disquiet in the minds of the
questioners.

I have raised previously in this place questions
about the sanity of the Minister for Education. I
have done so seriously and I do so again tonight
because-

Mr Grayden: I assure you that it is a question
of your sanity.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Regardless of the political
affiliations of members of this place it does not
one whit of good to any member to have a
sensitive and important area of government rest in
the hands of a man like this. He is intemperate
and irresponsible and rapidly has become a
laughing stock in all sections of the community,
not just among Labor supporters, but among
Liberal supporters as well.

Mr Grayden: Six hundred and eighty schools
are operating normally in the State, and we have
the Labor influence causing trouble in the others.
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Mr B. T. BURKE: It is not just people who
support the Labor Party who say this man is
intemperate and irresponsible. It is well known he
has been criticised sharply by people who
traditionally support the party to which he
belongs.

Mr Grayden: Tell me who.
Mr B. T. BURKE: I take issue with the fact

that this man's behaviour reflects not only upon
the members of his party, but also upon every
member of Parliament in this State. While he
carries on in the way he does members should not
expect-

Mr Grayden: You are an absolute disgrace.
Mr B. T. BURKE: -to receive respect from

any section of the community because in this man
they have evidence of why that respect is
undeserved.

Mr Grayden: You are an absolute disgrace.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Minister is distinct

proof of why members of Parliament generally
are regarded with some suspicion by the public at
large.

Mr Grayden: You have a yellow streak down
your back six feet wide.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Mr Speaker, in case you
missed that interjection which was typical of the
Minister, he said I have a yellow streak down my
back six feet wide.

Mr Grayden: You are saying these things under
the protection of the House. You are just a
hundred pounds of lard. You should make the
statements outside the House.

The SPEAKER: I ask the member for Balcatta
to resume his seat. In the first place I suggest the
member for Balcatta should not attack the person
of the Minister. I say to the Minister it seems
inappropriate for him to make personal remarks
about the member for Balcatta. I believe the
member for Balcatta can make his points well
enough without resorting to personalities.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I shall move on quickly
from the Minister for Education by
emphasising-

Mr Grayden: You would not make the remarks
in other circumstances. You make them here
because you have the protection of this House.
What sort of individual are you? How can you
look your constituents in the face? How do you
look the workmen of this State in the face? They
would not tolerate your conduct for one minute.

Mr B. T. BURKE: What is not widely
known-I am prepared to let the House into my
confidence-is this: Prior to being appointed as

the Minister for Education this man was Minister
for Transport. As a passenger on a bus he rang
the bell to alight, punched the conductor-

Mr Grayden: What are you talking about?
Mr B. T. BURKE: -and was very quickly

dismissed from that portfolio. We can see that the
Minister is continuing to carry on tonight in the
way that brought him such criticism.

Mr Grayden: What criticism?
Mr B. T. BURKE: If he believes it is fitting for

a Minister of the Crown to carry on in this
bullying, physically intimidating sort of way-

Sir Charles Court: Don't you talk about
bullying, my boy.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I am about to take your
advice, Mr Speaker, and I will leave the Minister
for Education.

Mr Grayden: Your own members are ashamed
of you.

Mr Barnett: Don't you believe that.
Mr B. T. BURKE: I would like to deal with

one or two matters in the next few minutes.
Mr Grayden: Why don't you be quiet and get

onto some other subject?
Mr Davies: You would like him to.
Mr B. T. BURKE: It is my view that this

country is on the verge of an interest rate-
explosion. It is an explosion which will bring
hardship to existing home owners, and which will
confiscate from many Australians, and
particularly young couples, the ability to purchase
their own homes.

While it is true that the monetary policies being
followed in Australia are largely the responsibility
of the Federal Government, it is true also that the
State Government has mounted opposition that
has been firstly, unwilling, and secondly,
ineffective. So often in this place we have heard of
the bad results of the Whitlam period in
Government. I wonder how many members realise
that home loan interest rates are higher now than
they have ever been previously. And this has not
happened under Gough Whitlam as Prime
Minister; this has happened under a Liberal
Government in Canberra and a brother Liberal
Government in Western Australia.

If it was good enough to level criticism at
Whitlam for what he allegedly did and for what
resulted from high interest rates on home loans,
then where are the critics of Malcolm Fraser and
his performance? Is it not good enough to demand
of Fraser the same sort of performance as was
demanded of Gough Whitlam? Home loan
interest rates are higher now than they have ever
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been, and time and time again in this House we
have asked the Premier and the Minister for
Housing what they intend to do to relieve the
burden that has been thrust so unfairly on the
shoulders of so many young couples.

We have been told time and time again that
consultations are the limit to which this
Government can stretch. While we have the
Minister for Resources Development arguing so
adroitly about mineral royalties, who is looking
after those people in the community who are
losing their ability to pay for the homes in which
they are living? The Premier has not exhibited
one scrap of sympathy for these people.

Sir Charles Court: He has.
Mr B. T. BURKE: ln real terms this

Government has not done one thing.
Mr Davies: Except talk.
Mr B. T. BURKE: If the Premier can tell me

the things he has done, apart from talking to the
building societies, 1 would be very pleased to give
him the opportunity to do so.

Sir Charles Court: You should know, if you
wanted to know, that I have been probably the
most active of all Premiers at the Federal level in
spite of what you said. I have been very critical of
the present interest levels because I do not believe
they need be that high.

Mr B. T. BURKE: As I said earlier, this
Premier's opposition has been firstly unwilling,
and secondly ineffective. While he can talk of his
criticism at the Federal level, let him now tell us
of the result of that criticism, let him tell us of the
effectiveness of his representations.

Sir Charles Court; I want to tell you, for your
information, I am the only Premier who has
opposed the present arrangement whereby the
Federal Government has the say on interest rates.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Mr Speaker, with your
permission, let me ask the Premier about the
result of his opposition?

Sir Charles Court: I just remind you that two
of the Premiers are Labor Premiers, and they
have been quite happy for the Commonwealth
Government to have this control of interest rates.
I believe it should be vested in the total Loan
Council.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I repeat the question: What
has been the result of the Premier's opposition?

Sir Charles Court: What would my opposition
amount to when five Premiers have agreed either
positively or tacitly to the Federal Government
having this power and the only opposition came
from me?
480)

Mr B. T. BURKE: I am glad the Premier has
agreed with my proposition that his opposition has
been ineffective.

Sir Charles Court: Where were your two Labor
Premiers? They could not get rid of it quickly
enough.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I do not want to daily and
to sheet home to the Premier all the blame for the
things done by other Liberal Premiers in other
States. I suggest to him that the Labor Premiers
in other States can look after their own affairs.
The people in this State expect their Premier to
look after their affairs. My proposition is this:
The Premier's opposition to the interest rate being
controlled by Canberra has been firstly unwilling,
and secondly-with the Premier's own
concurrence-inffective.

Let me move on also to explain to the Premier-
Sir Charles Court: If the Labor Premiers had

stuck with me, we would be in a different
position.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Apart from the Opposition
this Premier has mounted at Federal level and of
which he assures us, numerous other suggestions
have been put forward which have been
reasonable, appropriate, and possible, and yet
they have been ignored by this Government which
is content to say to the people "You are now
enjoying or suffering from the high est home
interest rates that have ever applied, and you will
continue to suffer from these present high and
increasing rates because we refuse to take action
that is available to us".

Sir Charles Court: How would you bring them
down?

Mr B. T. BURKE: In due course I will list all
our suggestions.

Sir Charles Court: Righ to. We will be
interested to hear them.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Let me remind the Premier
and his members of the fact that Governments
lose elections. Those of us who can remember
back to 1971 will recall that this Government's
inability to handle the social side effects of the
development taking place comprised the major
reason for its eviction from office at that time.
The situation is being repeated, so members
should not get carried away with the idea that
they will not be hoist upon the problem that faces
political parties in the form of high interest rates.

Mr Young: Having used that example you tried
to use on the Premier, then when you lose this
debate, you will gladly accept the fact that you
lost it through total incompetence?

Mr Davies: You say some funny things.
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Mr Young: Isn't that fair to say after you have
suggested to the Premier that he ought to have
succeeded?

Mr B. T. BURKE: The Minister is fresh from
his embarrassment at the hands of the member
for Melville. We have the Minister for Health
trying to tell us that a Premier's Conference is the
same as a Parliament where we have the
Government parties on one side and the
Opposition on the other. In a Parliament, a vote is
lost on the numbers.

Mr Young: You will readily agree then, when
you lose the debate, that it is because of total
incompetence?

Mr B. T. BURKE: Let me repeat, for the sake
of the Minister for Health, a Premiers'
Conference is not operated under a parliamentary
system. In a Parliament the Government and
Opposition parties invariably follow party lines to
their logical conclusion.

Mr Young: Then it is not a power game?
Mr B. T. BURKE: If this is what the Minister

for Health sees happening in a Premiers'
Conference, it is no wonder his Premier is
ineffective.

Mr Young: So you think it is not a Power game
when you go over there?

Mr B. T. BURKE: Let us look at some of the
side effects resulting from the increase jn interest
rates, and let us remember that it is the policies of
the Liberal Government which are causing the
hardships I have referred to. It is becoming
increasingly difficult for existing mortgagees to
repay the loans on the homes they are living in
and which, in some cases, they purchased some
years ago.

The interest rates policy which the Federal
Government is following is confiscating from a
great number of people in our society the ability
to purchase their own homes. The recession in the
building industry is being heightened by the
policies being followed, and the strains being
placed on the Government housing authority in
this State are becoming quite intolerable.

in the private rental market, the results of the
policies being implemented are higher rents and
less accommodation for people in need of shelter.
While I am about to elaborate on one or two
points, I would like to ask the member for
Whitford for his views on this matter. lHe was at a
public meeting I attended, and I heard him
disagree quite violently with the policy being
followed, He is not happy about the situation.
Does he assume a position which is contradictory
to that of his fellow members? At least he was

being honest when he said something should be
done. Although he did not seem to know what
should be done he did say something should be
done.

I am sure he would agree with me that it would
do this Premier a great deal of good to be
exposed, in the way we were exposed, to the
thoughts and feelings of the 50 or 60 people at
that meeting when we were told, amongst other
things, by one very genuine home purchaser that
he had reached the stage where he was frightened
to go to the letterbox because his family budget
was so tight.

This Government needs to know that for every
I per cent increase in the interest rate on a
$30 000 loan over a 30-year period, repayments
increase by about $23 a week. This Government
needs to know that for every I per cent increase in
home loan interest rates, a family with an average
mortgage has to improve its income, on a monthly
basis, by $70, just to maintain its previous
standards.

When we talk about the ability of people to
purchase homes, this Government needs to be told
that the average wage earner on $260 a week last
December-and interest rates have been
increased twice since then-was 330 a week short
of the minimum income required to qualify for an
average home loan. If that is not sufficient to
wake this Government from its lethargy, then
members of the Opposition and members of the
public have every right to ask when the
Government will turn its attentions to the pressing
problems causing people to leave their homes, and
which are causing such trauma amongst families
who worry about maintaining a roof over the
heads of their children.

The other thing this Government must realise is
that it is generally recognised and predicted
abroad that interest rates will be somewhere in
the vicinity of 15 per cent by Christmas. If that is
not a recipe for social chaos, this Government
wants to explain to the public how the problems
that such a rise will bring will be overcome. As
yet the Minister for Housing and the Treasurer of
this State have been remarkably silent about what
they will do to relieve the burden placed on people
wanting to purchase homes and people who are
already purchasing homes in this State.

Do members realise how serious the problem
is? Do members accept the nonsense that their
Minister and their Premier went on about
previously when they accused the Opposition of
talking up interest rates? The time has
come-and if members do not realise it now they
Will realise it in 18 months' time-when they will
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pay for this Premier's indifference, and his
inability to identify with the ordinary people who
are having such a tough time today.

Sir Charles Court: The Premier is identifying
with the people. You tell us how you would get
the interest rates down because you are one of
those who talk them up-you and your Federal
leader.

Mr Davies: You really do not know what you
are saying any longer.

Sir Charles Court: You and your Federal
leader talked them up.

Mr B. T. BURKE: If I talked them up, then
the Premier should talk them down.

Sir Charles Court: We have done our best to
hold them down.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Well, the Premier's best is
not very good.

Sir Charles Court: You are always trying to
push them up; you are like Hayden, doing the
same thing.

Mr B. T. BURKE: In the few minutes of my
time remaining I would like to explain very
quickly why this sort of pressure is being put on
the private market as a result of the Federal
Government's policies. In complicity with the
State Government acceptance, the Government
housing authority in this State is being placed
under intolerable strain. In the last five years
Commonwealth housing funds have been slashed
by $37.5 million-enough to build 1 700 three-
bedroomedii State Housing Commission homes. It
is not as though the commission does not have
demands upon its resources. These cutbacks have
come at a time when the private sector is unable
to cope, when people are unable to purchase
homes, and when those who are purchasing homes
find they have to sell them and seek Government
assistance.

Under the new agreement, it is proposed that
funds will be reduced by a further 20 per cent
over the next five years. I have heard talk about
"top-up funds"; and on previous occasions I have
heard talk about "top-up funds" that never
materialised. As far as the Federal Government is
concerned, the public have the right to expect that
what is given will be the extent to which funds
will be made available; and vague promises for
"top-up funds" in the future cannot be relied
upon at all.

This Government has been remiss in its attitude
or its lack of attitude towards the tendency of
banks to merge. So far as housing is concerned,
one of the major threats to the flow of housing
funds is the propensity of banks to merge. This

Government's lack of an attitude-public at
least-towards the mergers that have been
effected does very little to advance its image in
the eyes of the public.

Mr MacKinnon: Are you going to justify those
comments?

Mr B. T. BURKE: I will justify the statement
quite simply. If the Campbell committee
proposes, and if its recommendations are
accepted, that banks be permitted to operate
without the restrictions that apply presently, let
us not expect any funds to be made available for
the housing market, because banks set free will
not choose to participate in an area as
unprofitable as that.

So far as country areas are concerned, if the
merging banks are represented by branches in a
country town, let us not underestimate the effect
of the closure of one of the two branches-the one
that becomes redundant in the merger that
occurs. This Government needs to say that it has
an attitude about these mergers, and that it has
an attitude about any proposal to set the banks
free from any requirements to direct funds in
particular manners.

The Government has some obligation to explain
that perhaps the R & I Bank may be used to fill
the void that results in some country areas or in
some city-suburban areas should the Mergers
result in the closure of branches. What have we
heard from this Government? Absolutely nothing!

If any proof is needed of the effect of this
Government's housing policies in concert with
those of the Federal Government-and even a
murderer sometimes has an accomplice-just
consider how home ownership in this country has
gone. In the past two years, it has fallen
significantly from in excess of 74 per cent to 71.8
per cent. That is during the period in office of a
party that has home ownership as its standard
bearer amongst the policies that it puts forward so
often.

When it wanted to attack the Whitlamn Labor
Government, the Liberal Party said that Whitlamn
intended to nationalise the homes in this country.
This Government has not nationalised them; it
has confiscated them. The rate of home ownership
is evidence of the failure of this Government to
support the aspirations of the people it pretends to
govern and of this Government's hypocrisy in
terms of its own political platform.

The last matter with which I want to deal
concerns water resources. We will deal with this
more when we come to consider the Bill that has
been introduced by the Minister for Water
Resources. However, let me say that in secret-
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Mr Laurance: What about those interest rates
you are going to bring down?

Mr B. T. BURKE: In secret and away from the
public eye, small businesses suffer in a fashion
that is admitted by the actions of this
Government in modifying the increases that are
imposed on small businesses. The small businesses
are being called upon to subsidise massively the
Water Heard's major consumners.

How many members in this place know, as I
learned only recently, that small businesses are
rated in a manner differently from big businesses?
I see no-one offers the information, not even the
Minister. Let me tell members that whilst small
businessmen can equate their cost per kilolitre in
dollars, and sometimes in hundreds of dollars
when they do not even have a tap in the
businesses they are operating, big businesses in
this State pay 29c a kilolitre, sometimes for the
3 000 010th litre that they use. The sum of 28c a
kilolitre in excess rates is being paid by big
businesses, while small businesses go to the wall
as a result of the policies of this Government.

The live biggest users of MWB water pay
excess charges at the rate of 28c a kilolitre. They
include AIS, Swan Brewery, Coca-Cola, Alcoa at
Kwinana, and other major users. Is that fair?
Most of us can see that there is a ease, perhaps,
for dealing with domestic consumers and
commercial consumers separately; but who in this
Chamber is prepared to say that amongst the
commercial users individual businesses should be
treated differently? Why should a small business
be treated more harshly than a big one? Much
evidence has been advanced by this Government
to support the ease that small businesses should
subsidise big businesses in the matter of the cost
of water.

Mr Mensaros: That is all rubbish, nonsense. It
does not make sense. I thought you were much
more intelligent.

Mr B. T. BURKE: The Minister's typical
response at times like this is that he thinks people
are more intelligent than to say the things that
they say. Yet I am sure he will be the First to
admit that a small business is rated on an annual
rental value-

Mr Mensaros: So are the others.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Minister should tell the

head public relations man to whom he pays
something like 530 000 a year that he should
check before passing out information, because I
was told that capital value is used in these cases.

Mr Mensaros: All others are based on the
Valuer General's valuation.

Mr B. T. BURKE: We will have the figures
during the debate on the Bill the Minister has
seen fit to bring into this place. The Minister will
have plenty of time to explain what he is doing.

It is my contention that small businesses are
providing a massive subsidy in the matter of water
costs for large businesses in this State.

It is clear from the tenor of this debate that the
Government is completely unaware of the
hardship that is being imposed upon the people in
this State as a result of its policies. If the Premier
wants to talk about development ad nauseam, let
me tell him that the biggest single obstacle to
development in the north-west, and in the Pilbara
in particular, is the cost of housing. At a time
when rising interest rates are affecting the people
throughout the State, the burden falls more
heavily on those in remote areas.

When I was in the Pilbara last week, it was
explained to me that housing in Karratha is being
built and marketed at S110000 for a four-
bedroorned, average-sized home. When I asked
the company officer how ordinary people could
aspire to own one of these homes without some
sort or Government subsidy or some sort of
company assistance, the company official said
that the ordinary person could not do that. When
I asked the company official how his company
saw some sort of permanency in the settlement, he
said that the company did not really see any
permanency in the settlement in the absence of
appropriate housing at a cost that the people
could afford.

It is IS months to the election;, and unless this
Government manages to restore the public
confidence in it, it will not win the next election,
in the way it will surely win this vote tonight.

MR PA RKER (Freman tie) [ 11.09 p. m. ]: I wish
to contribute to this debate tonight, in support of
the motion moved by the Leader of the
Opposition, by talking about the Government's
abject failure in the field of industrial relations.
Nowhere is the Government's incompetence
clearer than in its handling of the industrial
relations situation in this State.

Anyone living in this State who takes a cursory
interest in what is going on cannot fail but to
appreciate that the Government has been
singularly unable either to create a climate in
which good industrial relations can exist betweeni
employer and employee, or to create a climate in
which its own employees, whether they are public
servants or wages employees, can relate to the
Government in a way which enables them to carry
out their duties efficiently and not have to resort
to industrial activity of one sort of another. We
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know of the Government's inability even to
understand the most elementary processes, the
most elementary aspects of industrial relations
which many people on either side of politics, but
certainly no-one on the other side of this House,
should be able to explain to them.

I will not deal at length with the Government's
position in relation to the Teachers' Union
because the shadow Minister for Education-the
member for Gosnells-dealt very adequately with
that earlier tonight. However, let me remind the
House that this is not the First occasion on which
the Government has antagonised the Teachers'
Union and the members of the Teachers'
Union-not the executive of the Teachers' Union,
but its members. On a number of occasi ons
Ministers for Education-both the current
Minister and his predecessor, the present Minister
for Resources Development-have antagonised
the Teachers' Union and its members. The
attitude of those people has resulted in this
hitherto moderate union taking quite a st rong
stand.

In the area of the Public Service, last year the
public servants engaged in their first stoppage of
work, their First strike, since 1920. 1 would not
like to be able to say that I was part of a
Government which had presided over the first
strike by the public servants of this State since
1920. 1 would have thought that was a shocking
thing for any Government to have to admit. That
action by the public servants was not because of
some sudden take-over of the Civil Service
Association by militants or, as the Minister for
Education might call them, Marxists. The fact of
the matter is that the Civil Service Association
has been forced to take a much stronger stand
than it has ever previously dreamed of taking
because of the way in which the Government has
treated its members.

There can be no question but that this
Government has failed abjectly in its dealings
with that union. It has failed abjectly in its
dealings with its own public servants-failed
abjectly in any way to understand their problems,
and to deal with those problems.

In the area of the hospitals, we had an
incompetent Minister for Health dealing with the
running of public hospitals in this State. That has
been demonstrated adequately on so many
occasions by the member for Melville; and I have
no doubt those matters will be pointed out again.
The Minister for Health is not even able to deal
with his own staff members-the people who
work in the hospitals. For the first occasion last
year. we saw nursing staff taking very strong
stands against the Government by strike action

and other forms of industrial action. Those
individuals would not have contemplated taking
such action in years gone by. Again, they have not
been hit by some sort of "bug" which inflamed
some parts of their anatomy and resulted in their
taking this action. They took the action because
they saw no other alternative for dealing with this
Government as their employer.

The prison officers have been required to take
the strongest possible stands-much stronger
action than they have ever taken
previously-because of the way in which their
problems have been handled by the Chief
Secretary or by the Department of Corrections
under his guidance and according to strong
guidelines that he lays down as to how the
department is to work. There was the situation
where, for the first time during the term of office
of this Government, prison officers took a hitherto
unprecedecnted action in order to protect their own
working environment-in order to protect their
own safety and security. Let it not be forgotten
that a large number of the disputes which have
taken place in prisons in this State have taken
place because of the desire of prison officers to
protect not only themselves, but, more
importantly and more considerately, the whole
community.

Only prison officers have been concerned about
prison security. They have constantly pressed the
Government to ensure that prisoners do not
escape at will, as it were, from what are supposed
to be maximum security prisons. It seems the
Government's attitude relates not to whether a
prisoner can escape but to whether he wants to.
However, prisoners want to escape, and they can
and they have. It is only the prison officers who
want to improve prison security, yet they have
been denigrated and have had privileges taken
from them. Their union is treated in a way which
ensures it cannot participate in decision-making
within the department. That occurred because of
the position the prison officers took in support of
the general community.

At present we have the spectacle of the way in
which the Government has handled the workers'
compensation legislation. When the Government
first came into office in 1975 it introduced an
amendment to the Workers' Compensation Act to
reduce considerably weekly compensation
payments to workers. In 1978 it introduced a
retrospective amendment which went against a
High Court and Privy Council decision. The
Government considerably reduced lump sum
payments available to permanently injured
workers.
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Mr Davies: It is not the first time they have
changed a law to get around a court decision.

Mr PARKER: They do not believe in accepting
a court decision and feel that if they do not like a
court decision they can just change the law.

The Government brought over Mr Justice
Dunn who carried out one of the shabbiest jobs
ever performed in an inquiry into an aspect of
Government responsibility. He would not even
stay on the bench long enough to listen to
constructive submissions by parties wanting to
appear before him so that they could have an
input on the way in which workers' compensation
should be handled. In a matter of weeks Mr
Justice Dunn produced a shabby and rotten report
on how workers' compensation in this State ought
to be treated.

Most recently we saw the Workers'
Compensation Bill discharged from the notice
paper by the Minister for Labour and Industry.
He was forced to do so yesterday by the trade
union movement.

Sir Charles Court: Last session you knew it
would be discharged. You had that arrangement
with the Minister last session.

Mr PARKER: It is true we had an
arrangement for the Bill to be discharged, but
what has happened since then is that the trade
union movement forced the Government into a
position of reconsidering fundamental aspects of
its workers' compensation legislation, and quite
rightly so, because the Government by way of this
legislation created more work stoppages on that
single issue than have taken place in this State for
a good many years. If we were to add up the
amount Of time Workers took to gather to discuss
the proposed amendments the Government had in
its legislation we would find a considerable loss of
time which meant a great loss of productivity to
this State.

We cannot blame workers for wanting to get
together to discuss the issues. The Government
must take the blame. It has now conceded that
the legislation was inequitable and had to be
changed. It appears from remarks in the Press
and other comments that in some respects the
legislation will be changed, and that is just as well
for workers and the well-being of ihe State as a
whole.

Not only has the Government's callous attitude
in respect of workers' compensation been made
evident, but also its incompetence has been
shown. One of the major features of the Bill that
was placed before us in the first part of the
session, earlier this year, was that so many clauses
had to be rewritten, not because of philosophical

differences between the Government and the
Opposition, or the Government and the trade
union movement, but because those clauses were
shoddily worded and could not be understood.
The advisers to the Government and, in particular
the Minister for Labour and Industry, had to
realise that those clauses would not work. It was
pointed out by us after putting forward 120
proposed amendments. The Government's
incompetence in drawing up the legislation was
revealed readily and that was the main reason for
the Government's agreeing during the earlier part
of this session not to proceed with the legislation.
It knew it had produced an unworkable piece of
legislation after all the work it had put into
getting it into the Parliament in April of this year.

The Government's attitude towards industrial
arbitration is really where the Government takes
the cake. It has no knowledge of the industrial
arbitration system. It does not understand how
bargaining works and it does not understand how
conciliation and arbitration work. I will come to
the last point in a moment.

The Government does not understand collective
bargaining. One needs only to refer to the history
of this Government in that respect. In 1979 we
had the new Industrial Arbitration
Act-legislation which was supposed to herald a
new era in industrial relations in the same way as
the new federalism was to herald a new era in
Commonwealth-State relations. The Premier
went to the people and said the Government
would rip up the Industrial Arbitration Act, and
that when it had done that it would herald a new
era in that field. When the appropriate Bill was
introduced and the Act was proclaimed its
Supporters still maintained it would herald the
new era. We were to have secret ballots before
strike action would be taken, but we have not had
one ballot since the Act was proclaimed. We were
to have all sorts of penal provisions against unions
acting in the way they have acted historically.

When they were used, for example, in the case
of engine drivers we saw how ineffective they
were. We saw the fines being paid by employers
so that they could deal with the engine drivers
and have the engine drivers back at the job. That
was the Situation with that heralded piece of
legislation.

If the Government does not believe it can get
away with attacking unions it decides to attack
somebody else. It cannot attack employers so it
attacks the Arbitration Commission. Last year we
saw Senior Commissioner (Mr Kelly), now
the Chief Commissioner, attacked by the
Government. That attack was unprecedented in
this House. We then saw the unprincipled action
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taken by the Government in holding up for some
considerable lime the appointment of a
replacement for the Chief Industrial
Commissioner. The Premier and others were not
prepared to accept the appropriate appointee
because of the attitude be had adopted towards
the Government on a number of occasions. A man
whom employers, unions, and some Government
departments acknowledged should have become
the Chief Industrial Commissioner had his
appointment held back for some considerable time
because the Premier was not prepared to give his
seal of approval. Then we had the quid pro quo
With the lessening of opposition by the Premier
and the Chief Secretary to enable the present
Chief Industrial Commissioner to be appointed.
The replacement commissioner appointed is a
former legal associate of the Chief Secretary.

I will now refer to the most recent situation
with industrial relations. We have the Deputy
Premier-the Minister for Labour and
Industry-naming collective bargaining as a
replacement for the arbitration system. If one
reads the various statements that have emanated
from the Deputy Premier or, for that matter,
those which have emanated from the Premier, it is
obvious that they do not understand what
collective bargaining is all about. Neither of them
understands what would happen in this
community if a system of collective bargaining
were introduced. Both of them have made
statements in favour of it and have said a review
is needed.

Sir Charles Court: I have supported collective
bargaining on the condition that there is an
enforceable contract.

Mr PARKER: I am sure the Premier would
agree that is the position in the United States of
America, but he would be upset if what occurred
with collective bargaining in North America
occurred here.

We have an occasional one or two-day strike
and on some occasions a strike which lasts for one
or two weeks. It is rare in this country that a
strike carries on for longer than a week, and more
rare that it continues for more than a fortnight.
Most of them are resolved in one or two dlays.

Sir Charles Court: In the Pilbara it was 10
weeks.

Mr PARKER: Of course we have some
exceptions, but the vast majority of strikes in this
country last for one or two days. When workers in
the United States negotiate with employers on
their biennial or triennial agreements, they do so
on the basis that if the employers do not come up
with the goods the unions most likely will go on

strike for a considerable period because of the
fact that the agreement will last for two or three
years.

In regard to lnco-the International Nickel
Company-workers went on strike for nine
months before they decided to sign an agreement.
This action had a fortunate spin-off benefit for
Western Australia, because the Western
Australian industry was able to sell a bit more
nickel than it otherwise would have been able to
sell.- It also had another spin-off whereby the
world price of nickel decreased considerably.

With General Motors and Ford, every time a
new agreement is negotiated industrial
disputation occurs. The same situation occurs in
the coal industry. More disputation occurs with
these enforceable agreements than Presently
occurs with the situation pertaining in Australia.

As reported in The West Australian of 4
August, the Deputy Premier wants a position
where benefits do not flow from one group of
workers to another. The position is that greater
discrepancies are created between wages paid to
one group of workers and another; and
discrepancies occur from State to State, from
industry to industry, and even from company to
company within an industry.

In the city of New York carpenters presently
receive approximately $40 or $50 an hour for a
30-hour week, but in the rural areas of New York
State and in rural States nearby carpenters
receive approximately $4 or $ 5 an hour, which is
an unacceptable situation. I believe that if the
carpenters earning $40 or $50 an hour were paid.
based on the North American situation, an
amount of $20 per hour and the workers earning
$4 or $5 an hour were paid $20 an hour, that
would be a more equitable situation. In such
circumstances that is the position in Australia
under the arbitration system. It provides for some
justice by way of a centralised wage-fixing
system-at least, since 1974.

The Government has come out with glib
assertions that we will have a return to collective
bargaining. However, we will return to a system
of arbitration as it operated prior to 1974,
continuing to use arbitration but with conciliation
as the first Priority. To some extent that
conciliation will be a form of collective bargaining
with ratified agreements. If they are not
successful, the commission will arbitrate upon
disagreements between the parties. That system
involves comparative wage justice between one
worker and another and has been the history of
industrial relations in Australia. I would be the
first to agree that in some industries some
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companies can afford greater payments and there
should be provision for such ability to be
recognised.

This Government would welcome collective
bargaining because unions which have not been
militant, as have the unions covering teachers,
nurses, and civil servants, would be the ones to
fall behind.

These people will find that their pay will Call
behind until they come to the realisation that
there is only one way for them to gain a pay
increase, and that will be by becoming a militant
union, like the one union of which the
Government complains currently. That would be
the end result of collective bargaining. The unions
which the Government regards as non-militant
will be left behind, and only the ones that are
prepared to become industrially militant will gain
anything for their members. The Government
does not understand what it is talking about in
industrial relations.

Sir Charles Court: Who gave you the idea that
the Minister and I are committed to collective
bargaining?

Mr PARKER: On the front page of last
Saturday's edition of The Western Mail an article
appeared saying that the Minister is to fight for
collective bargaining. There were six or seven
Press releases from the Minister for Labour and
Industry advocating the abolition of the
arbitration system and its replacement by
enforceable collective bargaining, such as I have
just explained to the House. That is how it will
happen.

I am all in favour of unions and management
getting together and sorting out their difference
by collective bargaining rather than through
arbitration, but a pure system of collective
bargaining will not work in this country. It would
lead to other areas of militancy, and particularly
in areas which the Premier holds dear, such as
resources development.

Let me say that the last Prime Minister of this
country who went to the people on a policy of
abolishing arbitration was Stanley Bruce, and he
lost not only the election, but also his seat. He
had to be given a seat in the House of Lords so
that he had something to do in his retirement. I
counsel the Premier and the Minister for Labour
and Industry against advocating the abolition of
that system.

We find other States are tackling this problem,
and in particular, the Premier of New South
Wales is much more realistic about what needs to
be done in regard to the arbitration system. No-
one could say it is perfect, and there I agree with

a comment made by the Premier when he said
that everyone must be concerned with the way the
situation is developing. I attended a conference in
February 1979 when the Premier of New South
Wales made the comments I am about to relate.
He may also have made them earlier than 1979.

The Premier of New South Wales has been
advocating an inquiry into such things as whether
power should be referred from the States to the
Commonwealth or from the Commonwealth to
the States in our industrial arbitration system.
That does not mean a wholesale take-over by the
Federal arbitration system, but it could mean, for
example. centralising administration, and such
like. Here again, the Minister for Labour and
Industry blundered in, showing that he did not
know what was involved, and saying that he
wanted the State commission to become an arm
of the Federal commission. It could not have been
a statement which he cleared with the Premier,
because such an idea is quite against the
Premier's idea of State rights.

The very simple solution put forward by the
Premier and the Minister shows that they do not
understand the system of arbitration as it operates
in this country and in this State.

So in all the areas that can have an impact on
industrial relations, the Government has shown its
ineptitude. It is inept in dealing with its own
employees. Its failure has resulted in large groups
of its own employees who have never taken
industrial action before being now forced to do so.

The Government ought to be creating an
environment in which workers generally can hope
to live and operate without having to engage in
extended industrial activity because of the
Government's manipulation of the arbitration
commission, its attitude towards the commission,
and its attitude towards worker protection laws
such as the Workers' Compensation Act. The
Government has failed to provide a healthy
environment for industrial relations. Finally, in its
advocacy of policy for the future, the Government
has shown it knows nothing about the sort of
things that would solve the problems presently
faced by the country and by the State.

The Premier said that in next week's
discussions with the Prime Minister there will be
present representatives of employer groups, other
Governments, and union groups. I can only hope
that he takes the Minister for Labour and
Industry with him, and that both he and the
Minister will learn something. Obviously they
know nothing about the way in which the
industrial system operates in this State at the
moment.
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Sir Charles Court: I do not want to mislead
you. I did not say that the employer and employee
groups would be at the Premiers' Conference.
They will be there the day before.

Mr PARKER: I am sorry I misunderstood the
Premier's comments. Perhaps he could leave a
day earlier so that he could hold discussions with
these people and learn something.

Let me say in conclusion, in the fundamental
area of industrial relations, the Government has
nothing of which to be proud, the people of
Western Australia do not have a Government in
which to have confidence. Clearly the
Government has not demonstrated competency in
its handling of this area of its responsibility.
Obviously the motion moved by the Leader Of the
Opposition ought to be carried by this House.

MR HODGE (Melville) [ 11.35 p.m.]: For the
past 12 months the public hospital and health
care in this State has been in a constant condition
of turmoil, chaos, and confusion. The turmoil.
chaos, and confusion, have reached such alarming
proportions at times that it could really only be
described accurately as a state of crisis. Of
course, over the last 12 months the Court
Government has not sat by idly while this process
has occurred. It has displayed the usual attributes
that the people have come to expect from
it-ineptitude, incompetence, ignorance, apathy.
and callousness have been displayed in roughl y
equal proportions.

The public health care system is in a state of
crisis. It has lurched from crisis to crisis during
the past 12 months. When it thought it could get
away with it, the Government has put the boot in,
and at other times, when the mess has become
apparent and has looked like rubbing off onto the
Government, it has tried to keep itself at arm's
length and blame the hospitals.

However, the responsibility for what has
happened to the public hospital and health care
system in this State lies at the door of the
Government. The Government has failed to show
leadership in many fields, but it has not failed as
dismally in any other field as it has in the public
hospital and health care field.

The Government appears to have no definite
policy and no aims or objectives for public
hospitals and health other than an almost
fanatical desire to run down the public hospitals,
and to turn the system into a second-class one at
the same time trying to bolster the private
hospital system. The Government's support for
the private, profit-motivated system is at the
expense of the public hospital system.

The public hospital system is being allowed to
run down so that the Government can prop up the
private hospitals, the private medical
practitioners, the private nursing homes, and the
like, and ensure their profitability.

The assault on the public hospital system has
not been an accident. It was well and truly
orchestrated by this Government. The attacks on
the public hospital and health care system have
been so numerous that most members in this
Chamber have probably forgotten many of them.
I will remind members briefly of what has
transpired over the past 12 months.

Approximately 12 months ago we saw the first
move. The Government attempted to sell off the
State Health Laboratory Services to a group of
wealthy private pathologists. The Government
was all set to hand aver the State Health
Laboratory Services on a platter and this group of
private pathologists would have had a very
lucrative source of profit. As we all know now, the
plans came unstuck when they were announced
prematurely. Public opposition and opposition
from the Civil Service Association torpedoed the
plan. If the premature announcement had not
been made, the Government would have sold off
the laboratory to its friends.

Mr Young: That is lie No. 1.
Mr HODGE: The Government then decided to

turn its attention to public hospitals and it
proceeded to squeeze the public hospital system of
all the funds it could. The scapegoats were to be
the nurses who had had a 5 per cent pay increase
granted to them legitimately by an industrial
tribunal. So the Government homed in on this
target, and it squeezed the public hospitals as
hard as it dared. It hoped to blame it all on the
nurses.

Again the scheme came unstuck. The
Government did not count on the ight that the
nurses put up. It did not realise the nurses would
become so spirited, and defend themselves so
vigorously. So again the Government's plans fell
through. It squeezed the hospitals as far as it
dared, but then it had to back off when such
prestigeous people as Professor Beilin and
Professor Taylor came out and blamed the
Government in strong public statements. These
doctors blamed the Government fairly and
squarely for what was happening, and the
Government was forced to back off.

The next step was the decision to try to close
the nurses' accommodation.

Sir Charles Court: What is this backing off you
are talking about?

Mr HODGE: If the Premier will j .ust listen-
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Sir Charles Court: I have been listening all the
time. I cannot make it out.

Mr Young: Up to date you have not made one
single truthful statement. It really is very
embarrassing to members of this Assembly-

Mr IHODGE: The Minister should get to his
feet to correct me.

Mr Young: -to have a member who relies on
total calumny and rot to make his statements.

Mr HODGE; The Minister is very good sitting
on his bottom.

Mr Young: I have answered this rubbish on so
many occasions, it is absolutely boring.

Mr HODGE: That is a big lie.
Mr Young: Up to date you have not told one

truth.
Mr Evans:, What about the pathology set-up?
Mr Young: I said "Lie No. I " when he said it.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HODGE: Initially the Government planned

to close all the nurses' homes.
Mr Young: That is lie No. 2.

Mr IHODGE: The plan was to close all the
nurses' accommodation in this State. Again the
Government misjudged the nurses and again it
was forced to back off. Jewell House has been
closed as well as some others, but some remain
open, much to the distress of the Minister for
Health, and I take it, of the Premier as well.

The next decision was to close approximately
half the Mt. Lawley Annexe. This was a
particularly stupid move, even for this
Government. The facilities at the annexe were
available for convalescent patients. The
Government expressed concern about
overcrowding in public hospitals, and the cost of
keeping patients in acute hospital beds, and yet it
closed half the annexe, taking out of operation
many beds which could have been operated at a
more economic rate than could the beds at Royal
Perth Hospital. Patients from Royal Perth
Hospital could have been shifted into the cheaper
beds at the Mt. Lawley Annexe. Instead of that,
the patients have to remain in the Royal Perth
Hospital.

Dr Dadour: You know that the cost of beds in
the annexe is the same as that of the beds in
Royal Perth Hospital.

Mr H-ODGE: I do not believe that.

Dr Dadour: Look at the answers to last year's
questions.

Mr HODGE: The next decision was to close
the Bicton Annex~e. The Government could see the
potential for some private investors to run the
Bicton Annexe at a substantial profit. Lo and
behold we saw that the lease was sold off to a
couple of prominent members of the Liberal
Party. What a coincidence!

The Melville City Council indicated its desire
to take over the Bicton Annexe and operate it in
the interests of the community, if the Government
did not want to continue to run it. The council
was prepared to set up a community trust to
operate the annexe. Then the Minister for Local
Government intervened in a petty way and
refused the council permission to run the Bicton
Annexe, thereby assuring that the two prominent
members of the Liberal Party obtained the lease.
These people are proceeding to run the hospital at
a very handsome profit.

In case members have rorgotten it, the next
move was the Government's decision to close the
general clinic at Royal Perth Hospital. In .my
opinion this was a particularly callous move. The
general clinic treated between 300 and 500 people
every week, and these people were mainly
unemployed, low income earners, and
immigrants-people who do not usually attend
the surgeries of private doctors for one reason or
another. That decision caused great hardship and
concern to many of these people. It was a further
attempt by this Government to downgrade the
role of the public hospital system anid to force
people into the surgeries of' private doctors. It was
a cynical move, and the Minister did not have the
decency to blush when he announced the decision.

The next move was the Government's decision
to try to restrict and prohibit the provision of
drugs and medications from pharmacies in public
hospitals. This move, again, caused great concern
to many low-income earners, pensioners, and
other people who relied upon the outpatient
clinics at public hospitals. I am sure most
members in this Chamber have received
representations from constituents who were very
concerned and worried about their ability to
continue to get their medications supplied free of
charge from pharmacies in public hospitals. The
decision by the Government attacked the very
poorest people in the community-the ill, the
weak, and the old, people who were not in a
position to Fight back against this Government.

The next point in this long list-I am about
half-way through it-was the decision of the
Government to axe for a period of about two
months the country pensioner subsidised dental
scheme. We understand this scheme ran over
budget, so the decision of the Government was
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very simple: Just stop the scheme for a couple of
months and get it back within budget. Although
the Government stated it intended to stop the
scheme for only two months, I am sure that once
it was stopped, that would be the end of it; it
would never resume. However, again, the
Government backed off on ibis issue. For the sake
of the Premier, who has a very short memory, I
remind him the Government backed off under
pressure from the dentists and the public.

Mr Young: The Government did not back off.
That is about untruth No. 8. 1 will interject every
few minutes, which should cover all your
untruths. We did not back off. We had the
Australian Dental Association in and asked it to
pull its practitioners into line and start to use the
system a little more frugally and more responsibly
and they did that and came back with a budget
within which we were prepared to work. It is all
very well for you to stand there and smirk. You
cannot get away with all your untruths.

Mr HODGE: I would be very pleased to see the
Minister stand in his place and make a
contribution to this debate.

Mr Young: I do not intend to this evening, but
I will obtain a copy of your speech and circulate it
to a number of people so that they may see j ust
what sort of person you are.

Mr HODGE: The next thing to go was the free
dental treatment service for pregnant women at
King Edward Memorial Hospital. This is another
thing I am sure the Minister will want to discredit
as lies. The Government announced it intended to
stop the free dental treatment for women at
KEMH.

Mr Young: Who did?
Mr HODGE: However, the outcry was so

great-
Mr Young: You mean KEMH announced it.
Mr HODGE: The hospital announced it at the

Minister's instigation; he forced it on the hospital.
However, the outcry was so great that once agai n
the Government backed down. I understand the
scheme has been scaled down to some degree, but
it was not abolished as the Government originally
planned.

It was at this time that the Minister for Health
was confronted by a newspaper reporter about
this decision, and the harm and hardship it would
cause and he made his famous statement which
will go down in the annals of history in the same
way as Fraser's comment that life was not meant
to be easy. When told about the harm and
hardship the Government's decision would cause,

the Minister for Health went on record as saying
"Too bad".

Mr Young: That was not my response. My
response was rather longer than that; it was about
four or ive sentences. The newspaper chose to
report only those two words.

Mr HODGE: That is what the Minister said.
Mr Young: That is the bit that you liked. What

I said was it was too bad if those women were not
prepared to go down and obtain the same free
dental treatment at Perth Dental Hospital, where
they could be treated at a much more
conveniently situated location. I said that to carry
the situation to the ultimate, if they were not
prepared to go to Perth Dental Hospital, the only
alternative would be for the Government to
provide a free dental service in their own

loungerooms.
Mr HODGE: That was a very interesting

speech the Minister made from his seat. I would
be pleased if he entered the debate rather than
interject on my speech.

The next decision was the Government's move
to terminate extended care services at Sir Charles
Gairdoer Hospital. Again, that was an underhand
move. The Government announced the decision
and when it was exposed by the Opposition the
Minister for Health fell over himself to get into
Press the next day to the effect that if the service
were not restored by the hospital, he would take
certain action. I understand the scheme has been
restored, but on a limited basis.

The next point I would make is the closure of
the ward at Warneroo, Hospital. Within six
months of an elaborate opening ceremony at
which the Minister for Health, in all his glory,
declared open the $6.5 million hospital, a 23-bed
ward was closed down and taken out of service by
the same Minister. What planning! What
foresight! What mismanagement!

Mr Young: Would you prefer us to keep
staffing empty beds?

Mr HODGE: I would have preferred the
Government do a bit of planning so that an
appropriately-sized hospital was built, and that
beds were not provided which would not be
needed.

Mr Young: Are you suggesting that Wanneroc
is not a new area and that those beds will not one
day be used?

Mr HODGE: I am getting tired of the Minister
for Health interjecting on my speech. Let him
stand and make a speech at the conclusion of my
remarks, and not interrupt my speech.
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The next point I wish to discuss probably is this
Government's biggest bungle in the field of
health. It really overshadows all its other bungles.
I refer to the north block extensions to Royal
Perth Hospital. This is turning into Western
Australia's equivalent of the Sydney Opera
House. What a bungle! These supposedly
desperately needed extensions were approved by
the Government in 1975 and work was to
commence in that year at an estimated total cost
of $25.5 million. Today, in 1981, we have a
rusting monument to the incompetence and
mismanagement of this Government. The excuse
is lack of funds.

Mr Jamieson: It would have been better to
build an extension hair the size, and to complete
it.

Mr HODGE: To this stage, only eight per cent
of the extensions are completed, at a cost of $8
million. The total cost has now escalated to the
point where it will require an additional $75
million to complete the project. The Government
has about as much chance of finding that amount
of money as I have of flying to the moon.

Mr Bertram: The Government could sell
Heathcote Mental Hospital.
*Mr HODGE: Yes, or a few more acres of

Government land. These extensions have become
a laughing stock. Virtually no work has been done
on the project for 18 months.

Dr Dadour: It should never have been started.
Mr HODGE: Perhaps not, but it was and

because of the Government's bungling and
mishandling of the whole situation the taxpayers
are faced with a mammoth bill if ever the project
is to be completed.

Dr Dadour: They should turn it into a car park.
Mr HODGE: It is not even suitable for a car

park. This Minister has twice recently
demonstrated his gift for correctly assessing the
Government's priorities in respect of health and
welfare matters. On the very same day he told the
representatives of the women's refuges in this
State that the Government was too poor to find
25 per cent of their operating costs, as does every
other State in this country except Queensland, he
also announced he was moving- his ministerial
suite.

Mr Young: No, you announced it.
Mr HODGE: That is correct;, I announced it

for the Minister.
Mr Young: It was untrue, but you announced

it.

Mr HODGE: After I mentioned it, the
Minister somewhat reluctantly announced it.

Mr Young: It was the greatest load of rubbish I
have ever read in a Press release. It was untrue
from beginning to end, like your speech.

Mr HODGE: The Minister for Health
announced he intended to move his ministerial
suite from the sixth floor to the eight floor at
Curtin House.

Mr Young: Tell them about the panoramic
views-

Mr HODGE: The cost will be 377 000,
Mr Young: -through the IS-inch wide

windows.
Mr HODGE: Of course, the Minister will have

a personalised private lavatory and a personalised
shower in his suite, so he will have value for his
$77 000. 1 am sure this would seem harsh to all
the women's refuge people who were told they
could have 354 000 only because the State was
too poor to fund them.

Mr Young: Tell the Assembly about the
accuracy of your Press statement.

Mr HODGE: The women's refuges were sent
packing with 354 000, and they were told that the
State was too poor to give them 25 per cent of
their funding, as every other State does. However,
the Minister can ind $77 000 to relocate his
ministerial suite a couple of floors.

Mr Young: You have no shame. That is your
problem.

Mr HODGE: Of course, that is only one
example of this Minister's priorities. An even
better example of his very astute judgment on
these matters occurred on Saturday, 25 July,
when the Minister for Health attended the
auction of Grcenplace. the State property in
Mosman Park that was run as an institution by
Mental Health Services for many years. The
Minister attended the auction and stood on the
stage to make a personal plea to all those
attending, asking that whoever bought the
property, which was sold for $5 500 000,
undertake to look after the care and welfare of
the dog that went with the property.

Mr Davies: At no extra cost!
Mr HODGE: How touching! I am sure his

concern for the welfare of that dog really touched
the hearts of the community of Western
Australia. I wish only that some of that concern
the Minister showed for the dog would rub off on
the people of the State, and that he showed the
same care and concern in his portfolio as Minister
for Health.

While the public health care system in this
State has been slowly deteriorating and bleeding
to death over the last 12 months for the lack of
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funds and ministerial guidance, this Minister sees
himself enthroned in his new ministerial suite on
the eighth floor, worrying himself sick about the
welfare of "Teddy", the Greenplace dog. It really
reminds one of Nero fiddling while Rome burned.
This man is sitting up there on the eighth floor,
worrying about "Teddy" the dog. It really makes
one wonder about the competence of this man to
be the Minister for Health in this State.

Almost every other State in Australia seems to
be able to find the money somehow or other to
have its hospital system and its public health
service running well. Queensland seems to be able
to manage still to run a free health system; but
then, of course, Queensland has a resources boom
and the Government is receiving the results of the
resources boom. In this State. we do not seem to
be able to enjoy the fruits of our resources boom,
because we are too poor to run a proper public
hospitals system.

Mr Grewar: Have you spoken to Neville Wran?
Mr HODGE: Yes. He is managing his situation

quite competently.
Mr Grewar: That is your opinion.
Mr Young: He has closed 900 beds.
Mr HODGE: The record of this Government

on public health matters over the 12 months I
have just detailed is a deplorable, sad record. If
the Government went to the polls now, it would be
decimated.

I support the motion moved by the Leader of
the Opposition that this House has no confidence
in the Government, and that it should resign and
call a general election immediately.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [12.00

midnight]: I have always been one for a bit of a
skirmish in this House. I have never run away
from a fight; but as matters have transpired
tonight, it is not very interesting. A fight is never
a ight unless there is somebody to fight; and we
have not had anything brought forward tonight
that rebutted the motion in any way.

Mr Young: When you get junk like we just had
to listen to, what do you expect?

Mr JAMIESON: We can always tell when the
Premier has nothing to say, because he starts by
repeating the same sort of terms-the type of
debate was predictable; there is nothing new in
what is being said; etc. If he has nothing to say.
he always operates in that way.

If any Premier who led this State deserves
criticism for financial mismanagement, the
present Premier does. He stirred up an ants' nest
when openly he claimed to be one of the original

supporters of the new federalism. He always had
a penchant for that since the time he came into
the House. These words might well have been said
by Malcolm Fraser, but they were not. They
appear on page 223 of Hansard of 20 August
1953 as follows-

It is apparent that a drastic change in the
Commonwealth-State financial relationship
is necessary and, in my view, the approach
must come primarily from the States. It is
unreal to expect any Commonwealth
Government, no matter what its political
colour, continually to accept public criticism
and unpopularity for raising funds through
taxation while the States, whose
Governments in some cases have no
compunction in criticising the incidence of
taxation by the Commonwealth Government,
want more and more money made available
for their needs. In any organisation, it is
axiomatic that there should be no
responsibility without the requisite authority.

In other words, he was suggesting, even in those
days. that we should be responsible for a taxing
provision if we wanted these things in the various
States, and the Commonwealth should not
continue to be criticised.

Now the Premier is prepared to admit that the
State has received a pretty rotten deal. However,
he was the one who stirred the ants' nest and now
he has all he deserves.

Last night at Kewdale High School I attended
a meeting of parents, citizens, and what-have-you.
Having been invited to that meeting, I went along
and sat down to hear what was going on. I was
very disturbed to see the way in which the Liberal
Party had arranged that meeting. It had selected
speakers and they went to the microphone
constantly to attack the teachers and do no good
at all. The speakers were known by me to be
strong Liberal supporters in the area.

I sat there for a considerable time before I
made my move. When I spoke, one of my
colleagues said "Well, you made the most
unpolitical political speech that I have ever
known." I was able to point out to the people that
from what we had heard that night the interests
of the children at that school were more
important to the teachers than anything that
would be of benefit to the teachers.

The Minister for Education does not seem to be
able to understand that. The teachers are not
striking for money, or anything like that. They
are striking for the betterment of the education of
the children. To the credit of the headmaster and
all his staff, they stuck very strictly behind those
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who had objected at first to the actions being
taken by the Education Department, no doubt on
instructions issued under the sanction of the
Minister.

Let me instance the position of the deputy
headmaster. I ask the Premier would he like to be
in the position of having to do his job and the job
of the Commissioner of Police at the same time?
That is the sort of thing that is being expected of
these people. The person relieving the deputy
headmaster in a school of that size is normally
regarded as looking after the disciplinary
requirements in the school on a full-time basis.
However, at Kewdale the acting deputy
headmaster is expected to teach as a science
master as well, Is there any reason at all that
some objection should not be taken to that?

Tonight we heard the Minister say that all the
arguments are on one side and there is none on
the other, which is a lot of nonsense and rubbish.
The people who are on strike and protesting are
not from my electorate, although it was suggested
they were. As far as I could judge, the teachers at
the meeting seemed to come in the main from the
electorates of Murdoch and South Perth, and they
were genuinely interested in the cause of teaching.
They are not trying to gain benefits for
themselves. The teachers at the meeting were able
to explain to the parents that they would
endeavour to catch up on lost time and do all the
things necessary to make sure the students did not
miss out because of what teachers had to do to
draw the attention of parents in the district to the
situation.

I do not think there is too much that needs to
be said. I listened with interest to what the
Premier had to say about the international
situation and its effect upon the State. When the
Tonkin Government was in office and its
Ministers said that the international situation had
a bearing on things like unemployment and
inflation, they were told very strongly that they
should not give that as an excuse. The present
Premier's oft-repeated statement that he could
create employment for all in six months and that
he could substantially reduce inflation State-by-
State is well known.

The Government always blames its problems on
the Commonwealth Government. The only thing
the Premier did not blame for the present
financial situation was the Whitlam Government.
Perhaps he has run out of steam on that one, or
perhaps his advisers have told him that that one
has worn thin.

One of the things on which the Whitlamn
Government could not have been found wanting

was education. That Government increased
education spending. It took us from a lowly
position among QECD countries to No.10 on the
list as far as spending on education was
concerned. We are still down the list, but no
doubt we are spending a lot more on education
than we would have been had it not been for the
fact that the Whitlam Government was previously
in office. It is desirable we keep the standard of
education that has developed in recent years.

The Chinese have a saying to the effect that if
one plans for a year one grows rice, if one plans
for a decade one grows nut trees, and if one plans
for a century one educates the people. This is so
on the basis that the better educated the people
are the more able they are to look after
themselves. This is the salient feature we must
examine when we consider making Cuts in
education spending. We should not do anything
which will damage future generations.

It is important that the Minister for Education
gets this fact into his mind, although it does seem
difficult for things to permeate a mind as thick as
his. This is necessary even if it means standing up
to the Ministry and having the Government cut
down on things that are not absolutely necessary.
When the Budget is introduced we will see a
dozen and one things that could have been pruned
before the education money was touched.

I think the action of the Opposition in moving
this motion is quite justified. The Government has
lost the confidence of the people and I feel sure
that if we went to the people tomorrow there
would be a different story to tell in this Chamber
after that election. We want to give that
opportunity to the people. We want them to judge
the actions which they never anticipated and
which were never predicted at the last election,
actions which could not have been contemplated
by the people despite all the 'charges levelled
tonight about the financial mismanagement of
this State under the present Government.

If the Tonkin Government had indulged in
these sort of activities there would have been
howls of wroth from the present Government
members. The very modest increases that
occurred at various times and the improvements
in employment during the latter part of the
Ton kin Government's period of office showed we
were able to tackle problems in a proper way.

From month to month this Government relies
on hoping that the employment figures will show
an improvement so that it can boast in the Press,
or remain quiet if the figures are bad. The
Government has taken no real action. The
Premier promised 100 000 jobs. Perhaps there are
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thousands more employed, but thousands of
people have come into the State since that time. It
was a con move on the part of the Premier and it
does him no credit to be associated with that sort
of activity and to be so dishonest with his
propaganda that he cons the public into believing
he can do something for them which he is quite
incapable of doing. I guess anyone else would also
be incapable of doing what he promises, because
his promise to provide 100 000 new jobs was far
too grandiose.

MR HARMAN (Maylands) [12.12 a.mn.): I
enter the debate to correct and hopefully to place
in perspective the figures of Western Australians
employed, which I understand the Premier trotted
out tonight and to which he referred in his
political notes on 16 July.

Mr Clarko: Where did you get your
information from?

Mr HARMAN: From the Australian Bureau
of Statistics for 24 June 198 1.

Mr Davies: At least he gave the source of his
statement, unlike the Premier.

Mr HARMAN: I believe the Premier was
unable to quote his source.

Sir Charles Court: I said it was the Treasury.

Mr HARMAN: We have had a good debate
but, unfortunately, Government members have
not taken part so we have not had much to answer
except the facts as we know them, which are that
Western Australia and Western Australians are
in a mess. The mess has been created by this
Government under the leadership of the Premier.

Tonight I want to be charitable. I do not think
the Premier deliberately set out to mislead the
House.

Sir Charles Court: He certainly didn't.
Mr HARMAN: He was given figures by his

advisers, and they are the people he should talk
to.

Mr Davies: Perhaps he didn't understand them.
Mr HARMAN: If the Premier provides figures

to the House relating to income earners, he has a
responsibility to check with his advisers. This
brings forward another question, one which we
have experienced on many occasions. We know
the Premier's emotive language; we know the way
he describes things; we know the tremendously
emotive things he says. Each time he speaks we
really have to look hard at what he is saying.

Of course, the Premier is saying that to create
the illusion in the minds of West Australians that
everything is okay and that they have never been
better off than they are under his leadership.

Ti me and time again we have to check the
comments made by the Premier. We had to do
some checking tonight as a result of comments
made by the Premier in his political notes. I am
not sure what he said tonight, but I know what he
said in the Press the other day.

Sir Charles Court: I tabled what I said tonight.
Mr HARMAN: The Premier tabled figures; he

did not table his speech. He made the following
comments in his political notes the other day-

It has recently been claimed that Western
Australians have among the lowest incomes
in Australia.

I do not know who claimed that.
Sir Charles Court: You should.
Mr HARMAN: On at least two occasions in

Parliament it has been claimed that the per capita
incomes of West Australians are only marginally
higher than those in Tasmania.

Sir Charles Court: If you have a look at the
basis of that particular claim you will see it does
not compare like with like. You have a
responsibility to do that.

Mr HARMAN: Yes, I have gone through that
exercise.

Sir Charles Court: If you did that you would
not be saying what you are saying now, If you had
done your homework you would be sticking up for
your own State.

Mr HARMAN: I know what I am saying is the
truth. The Premier quoted figures from the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. I am quoting
some figures also. All I am saying is the Premier
tends to change the emphasis and creates an
illusion. He said in his political notes "it has been
claimed that Western Australians have among the
lowest incomes in Australia."

Sir Charles Court: It has been claimed.
Mr HARMAN: I do not know who claimed

that, but what we are saying is the per capita
incomes of West Australians are only marginally
ahead of incomes in Tasmania and well below
those in New South Wales, Victoria, and so on.

The second comment made by the Premier in
his political notes was-

In fact the latest statistics show that in
take-home pay West Australians are second
only to New South Wales.

Sir Charles Court: That is the important aspect
as far as the wage earner is concerned.

Mr HARMAN: Of course, when we check that
out what do we find? We look at the figures the
Premier presented to the House which were the
original series for the March quarter.
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Sir Charles Court: No, I quoted both. You
were not here. You are on very thin ice.

Mr HAR MAN: I am open to correction.
Sir Charles Court: I am just telling you I gave

both figures-the seasonally adjusted figures as
well as the original figures.

Mr HARMAN: I accept that. What the
Premier should be quoting is the seasonally
adjusted figures.

Sir Charles Court: I quoted both. They are all
in Hansard.

Mr HARMAN: The seasonally adjusted
figures show that Western Australia is not the
second-

Sir Charles Court: Western Australia and
Victoria vie with one another.

Mr HARMAN: In fac 't it has third place.
Mr Young: By 18C.
Sir Charles Court: I explained it all tonight.
Mr HARMAN: It does not matter by how

much. The point is, one cannot say as the Premier
said "Western Australia ranks a close second
behind New South Wales." We have to check
these figures all the time.

Mr Young: Just so that everyone knows, quote
the figures.

Mr HARMAN: I shall quote the seasonally
adjusted figures. The figure for the March
quarter in New South Wales is $291.20 and for
Victoria it is $283.60.

Mr Young: What is the figure for Western
Australia?

Mr HARMAN: The figure for Western
Australia is $283. 10.

Mr Young: Isn't that nit-picking?
Mr HARMAN: No, it is not, because the

Premier does this sort of thing all the time.
Mr Davies: The Premier was doing exactly

that.
Mr HARMAN: In the political notes the

Premier did not say anything about that. He gave
the impression that Western Australia was doing
well and was a close second to New South Wales.

Sir Charles Court: It is.
Mr HARMAN: In fact it is third.
Mr Young: You are nit-picking.
Mr Davies: The Premier was doing exactly the

same thing in his claim-a I Oc difference.
Mr HARMAN: Do members want accurate

information to be presented to the House? If
members want to come into the House and quote
figures which are not factual, they may go ahead

and do so. I simply want to ensure that people
who read this debate in Hansard will know the
Premier has been brought to task.

Sir Charles Court: No, I have not. I read the
two columns of figures. They have been read into
Hansa rd.

Mr HARMAN: If the Premier wants to look at
the figures of the Australian Bureau of Statistics,
he should have a talk to his adviser in Treasury or
wherever he comes from if it is W.W. Mitchell,
and ask him to look at what has happened. 1 ask
the Minister for Health to stay here if he wants to
hear the end of the story.

Mr Young: I am not a masochist.
Mr Bateman: You are not in your seat!
Mr HARMAN: When we look at the average

weekly earnings for Western Australia as
compared with the Australian average for the last
three years we find we are slipping behind. We
are falling further behind the Australian average.
The figures are as follows: In 1977-78 the
Australian average was $209.50 and Western
Australia was 30c below that; in 1978-79 the
Australian average was $225.60 and Western
Australia 52.30 below that; and in 1979-80 the
Australian average was $247.90 and Western
Australia was $2.60 below that figure. So far on a
seasonally adjusted basis for the first three-
quarters of the last financial year Western
Australia is £2.64 below the average weekly
earnings for Australia.

Therefore, it ill behaves the Premier to come
into this House and tell it we are a close second to
New South Wales when, if we look at the correct
figures, we find we have slipped behind
Australian average weekly earnings by increasing
amounts over the last three years.

We all know how the Premier babbles about
the fact that we are doing tremendous things and
we are making bold and imaginative decisions. He
has created this illusion and for some time the
people of Western Australia accepted what he
said. However, the time has come when the people
are starting to question the Premier's statements.

I will conclude my remarks by quoting
Confuscious. I think I referred to it many years
ago. He once said "Of what use is eloquence? HeI
who engages in fluency of words to control men
often finds himself hated by them."

Mr Old: Wonderful!
Sir Charles Court: Wonderful!
MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the

Opposition) [12.26 a.m.) To say the least, the
Government's reply was disappointing. We heard
a welter of rhetoric in answer to the complaints,
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and as 1 must point out, that is something of
which the people of Western Australia have
become heartily sick. The Government does not
seem to realise it has reached this situation.

The only speech other than that of the Premier
was that of the Minister for Resources
Development who naturally wanted to defend his
almost indefensible situation, and who did so by
trying to highlight the division of opinion in our
party on matters relating to royalties. I do not
blame him for doing that, but he would be the
first to acknowledge that within a party
differences of opinion always will occur: people
will speak out for what they believe is in the best
interests of their electors. This has happened
many times with people on the other side of the
House, yet we have seen them change their
opinions dramatically when the acid test is
applied-when it comes to the vote. I remind the
House of some of the circumstances surrounding
the Mining Act when the Bill was before the
Parliament. When it came to a vote we saw where
those people put their vote. They were reported in
the Press as saying, and they said in their
electorates, things that did not indicate the way
they voted. That will always be the case.

Our side of the House acknowledges these
differences, Once matters have been debated in
the party room and a decision has been taken we
all accept that decision by abiding by it. Whilst I
do not deride the Minister for trying to create
divisions within our party, he would be the first to
acknowledge that we have not reached the
situation of people not being allowed to speak on
behalf of their electorate, which is something we
have seen on so many occasions within his party. 1
suppose it is not correct to say that it has occurred
so many times in his party because there are not
that many of them to disagree. I should have
referred to the Government side of the House.

The complaints we advanced were not
adequately answered by the Premier. Indeed, he
glossed over most of them and continued to tell us
what a great job the Government was doing.

In a nutshell we were saying that the people of
Western Australia are discontented, and despite
what the Premier said, they are finding it harder
to make ends meet. He did not try to explain why
the increased charges inflicted on the community
in two successive years have been in advance of
the inflation rate. I thought that might have held
his attention for some little while and might have
had him put his thinking cap on to try to come up
with an excuse as to why the situation prevails. It
is untenable and, as I said, with all the extra
charges the Government is inflicting upon the
public, it is providing less services and, indeed, is

unable to maintain the services which one would
reasonably expect from the Government. That
aspect has been ignored totally.

Indeed, the Premier tried to convince us that he
is still the great financial manager. In the same
way he indicated his unhappiness with the new
federalism, but he must find that a bitter pill to
swallow. It must be hard for him to admit that
the new federalism has not worked.

We have not obtained from the Government
any promises in regard to royalties despite what
the Minister for Resources Development said. We
did not obtain any promise from the Premier;
indeed, the position is still as vague as it ever was,
and the whole endeavour to bring the matter into
public view has been ignored by the Government.

It is not unreasonable for the public to know
what is happening with their resources and just
what they will get out of them, but the
Government is continuing to do everything in
camera and, most certainly, is not trying to take
the public into its confidence. As I said, there has
been an almost constant denial of every request
made. One wonders what the Government does
from time to time and whether it is conscious of
what is happening.

It was almost laughable that the Minister for
Health made speeches from his seat, as he does
more often than from his feet, denying every
allegation made against him. We have evidence of
the allegations made, and if one cares to move
within the community one will realise the Feeling
and will know what is happening. The Minister
for Health said it was not the Government that
denied a service to patients, but the board of
management. However, the board of management
did so because it had received an overriding
directive from the Government. The Government
should take the blame it deserves and not seek
scapegoats, which is something it has done all its
life. It has tried to blame everything on the
Whitlam Government and it is still trying to find
excuses and blame other people for its
incompetence, because it is unable to accept that
it can make mistakes.

The Government says it has not proclaimed an
economic or resource boom. Mr Speaker, I am
sure you are sorry to hear that as are we on this
side of the House, because we were left with the
distinct impression that the Government
proclaimed a boom.

I have a recollection of the words used by
members of the Government on more than one
occasion. If my impression is incorrect then you,
Sir, are wrong in what you have said. The West
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Australian of 6 August reports the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly as saying-

We were told only last year to 'Leap into
the 80s' (the Liberal slogan for the last State
election)

I would say that was added by the newspaper. To
continue-

-and ride on the wave of an economic
boom.

If we believe and you believe that an economic
boom has been proclaimed then We are on
common ground, but the Premier denies as far as
the Government is concerned that it claimed there
would be an economic boom. In fact, we know
there is not any boom, and that is what we are
complaining about. All the things promised by
this Government, and all the things looked at
through the rosy glasses handed out by way of
election promises, rhetoric, and propaganda, just
have not come to pass. That is what we are
complaining about now.

We heard no hope from the Premier tonight
regarding interest rates, and there is no hope for
the breakdown in health services. We know the
policies of the Government have been tried and
found wanting and we have heard excuses and
attempts to blame other people. Indeed, we have
heard the same phrases as we have heard on many
occasions. Someone seeking a master's degree
might carry out research sometime into the
Premier's speeches, and he will see how the
Premier makes the same statements almost in the
same place of each speech. It will be found that
the Premier really has a small vocabulary because
he must limit himself to certain phrases which he
feels denigrate the Opposition, but really show
what scant regard he has for the electorate at
large. Indeed, that is a great shame.

He believes everything is as good as, if not,
better than, it ever has been. If he thought that,

one would think he would race to the polls as fast
as he could, but he will not take up the challenge
we have placed before him, and that has been
recorded.

I know the people of Western Australia would
welcome the opportunity to go to the polls, and so
would we.

Question put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Betram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harmran

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Crewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes
Mr Tonkin
Mr Parker

and a division taken with the

Ayes 21
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamijeson
Mnr . H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
M r Skidmiore
Mr A. D. Taylor
M r 1, F. Taylor
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr Mensaros
M r Na novich
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
M r Sodemnan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tretbowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
M r Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr O'Connor
Mrs Craig

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus negatived.

Motion defeated.

House a djourned at1 12.38 a.m. (Th ursday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ABATTOIR
Midland Junction: Alternative Uses

1265. Mr HERZFELD, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) Has the interdepartmental committee
investigating future uses of the Midland
abattoir site and associated grounds
submitted its report?

(2) If "Yes", will he release its
recommendations?

Mr OLD replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The recommendations were contained in

a report to Government, and the Meat
Commission has been authorised to
implement some, and to instigate further
investigation into others. The matter was
covered in a Press release from the
Premier on 20 July 198 1.

WATER RESOURCES
Rates: Relief

1304. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) With reference to an article in The West

Ausrralian newspaper headed "Chance
or relief on MWB bills", will the
Government give the same consideration
to giving relief to the thousands of home
owners who are out of work and existing
on unemployment relief benefits?

(2) Will the Government also give
consideration to Some form of relief to
the extremely high water rate notices
and excess water charges to all other
home owners in Western Australia?

(3) Iftnot, why not?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) The proposal to limit Metropolitan

Water Board rate increases to 50 per
cent above the 1980-81 level applies to
all valuation based charges including
domestic sewerage and drainage rates.
Domestic water charges are not based
on valuation and the increase to every
domestic consumer-home owner-was
14.16 per cent.

(2) and (3) Metropolitan domestic water
charges or 368.50 fixed charge and 28c
per kilolitre above the allowance of 150
kilolitres simply recovers the cost of
providing the service.
The average domestic water
bill-including excess water-for 1981-
82 is estimated to be S127. This is not
unreasonable. In country areas the water
charges are already subsidised by the
Government. No alteration in proposed
charges can be contemplated.

1 305 and 1306. These questions were postponed.

GOVERNMENT OFFICES: DERBY
Tenders

1307. Mr BRIDGE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Housing:

(1) When will teniders be called for new
Government offices to be built in
Derby?

(2) When is it anticipated that the new
Government offices in Derby will be
completed?

Mr LAURANCE replied:
(1) and (2) This project is receiving

consideration, but in light of budgetary
constraints it is premature to make a
determination on when it will proceed.
The commission has completed the plans
and documentation for the building.

1308, This question was postponed.

LEGAL INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
SYSTEM: COMPUTERISED

Attorneys General; Decision
1309. Mr BRYCE, to the Speaker:

(1) Is the Speaker aware of the recently
announced decision by the Attorneys
General from all States and the
Commonwealth that agreement has
been reached in principle to establish a
computerised legal information retrieval
system across the country?

(2) What provisions, if any, are being made
to make such a service-or similar
service associated with Statutes-
available to the Parliaments of
Australia?
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The SPEAKER replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The Chairman of the Parliamentary

Library Committee from each of the
Australian States and the
Commonwealth met recently in
Melbourne to discuss this matter. As a
result of that meeting negotiations are
proceeding to ensure that a common
system is adopted by each of the
Parliaments to ensure compatibility in
what ultimately will become a national
system.

FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY
AND GAS

Fixed Charges

1310. Mr BRYCE. to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

What amounts of revenue have been
raised in each Financial year since the
imposition of the "Fixed charges"
applying to the supply of electricity and
gas?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

The fixed charge is an integral part of
the commission's tariff structure, and
reflects a proportion of the fixed costs
associated with the supply of electricity
and gas to individual premises.
Fixed costs are incurred irrespective of
the energy consumption. They are made
up mainly of interest and depreciation
charges on equipment such as
generating plant, electricity and gas
supply lines and household connections.
Because the fixed charges are an
integral part of the tariff, they are not
reported separately in the State Energy
Commission's annual financial
statements, and a breakdown is not
available.
The present form of Fixed charge was
First introduced in the domestic
electricity tariff of 1963. It replaced the
earlier basic lighting charge which was
related to the size of a house. The Aixed
charge in 1963 was equivalent to $1 a
quarter.
The fixed charge in the gas tariff was
introduced in 1965.

GOVERNMENT GUARANTEES

Shark Bay Fishermen's Co-operaiive

1311. Mr BRYCE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Industrial
Development and Commerce:

(1) Has the Shark Bay Fishermen's Co-
operative applied for a Government-
backed-guaranteed-loan?

(2) I f "Yes"-

(a) when was the application made;
(b) what is the size of the loan

required;
(c) what are the circumstances which

have determined the need for the
loan;

(d) when does the Government expect
to be in a position to make a
decision in respect of the
application?

Mr MacKINNON replied:
(1) No. However, I am aware of the

financial difficulties now being faced by
the co-operative. At the request of the
member for Lower North Province (Mr
N. Moore, MLC) an officer of my
department recently visited the co-
operative with a view to clarifying the
exact nature of the problems being
experienced and the possibility of
granting Government financial
assistance to the co-operative. N o
specific amount of assistance was
sought.
As soon as the report has been studied in
detail a decision regarding assistance
will be made.

(2) See (1) above.

GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE: SCHEMES

Business Sector

1312. Mr BRYCE,
Assisting the
Development and

to the Honorary Minister
Minister for Industrial
Commerce:

Will he provide a comprehensive list of
the financial assistance schemes and
other forms of incentives provided by the
State Government for the Western
Australian business sector-indicating
the year in which each scheme of
assistance was initiated?
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Mr MacKINNON replied:
Financial assistance to the business
sector is given by way of-

(i) I nventions Act 1975, which
provides for grants, loans and
guarantees:

(ii) Assistance to Decentralised
Industry Act 1974. which provided
assistance by way of interest
subsidies, pay-roll tax concessions,
and rail freight concessions to
decentralised industry. This Act has
now been repealed, however
payments are still being made in
respect of commitments made prior
to the repeal of the Act;

(iii) Industry (Advances) Act 1947,
which provides for Government
guarantees to the business sector;

(iv) Industry (Advances) Amendment
Act 1980-proclaimed April
198 I-which provides for-
-capital establishment grants
-regional industry assistance
grants
-residual indemnity scheme for
small business undertakings;

(v) drought relief loans to small
businesses in drought-affected areas
have been provided over the last
three years.

BUILDING INDUSTRY

Government Policies

1313. Mr BRYCE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Industrial
Development and Commerce:

In light of the Government's policy to
offer a 10 per cent preference for
regional manufacturers who supply
goods to the Government, why was the
recently announced preference scheme
for country builders based upon 5 per
cent instead of the 10 per cent which
applies to manufacturers?

Mr MacKINNON replied:

The Government's decision was based on
maintaining uniformity with the existing
policy of 5 per cent preference to
country builders on contracts let by
departments other than the State
Housing Commisston.

GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

Residual Indemnity Loans

1314. Mr BRYCE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Industrial
Development and Commerce:

Who are the members of the expert
committee appointed by him to assess
firms interested in residual indemnity
loans?

Mr MacKINNON replied:

The members of the industry assistance
finance review committee are-

Chairman-Mr T. J. Perrot
Member-Mr G. Smith
representing industry
Member-Mr A. Watson
representing Associated Banking
Association in Western Australia
Member-Assistant Director
Finance Department of Industrial
Development and Commerce
Member-Di rector, Industry and
Welfare Treasury Department.

PUBLIC RELATIONS OFFICERS

Government Departments and Instrumentalities

1315. Mr BRYCE, to the Premter:

With respect to the Budget cuts which
his Government is currently imposing on
all important sections of the State
Government's activities, what are the
details of cuts to be imposed upon the
number of public relations officers
working for the Government?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
As I have publicly announced recently a
number of times, Cabinet's Expenditure
Review Committee is continuing its
examination of all aspects of
Government activity, and this naturally
includes the information services
available for the use of departments.
authorities, and Ministers. After
decisions have been reached, appropriate
announcements will be made.

GRANTS COMMISSION

Government's Submission

1316. Mr BRYCE. to the Premier:

Will he table a copy of the details of the
Wcstern Australian Giovernment's
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submission to the Grants Commission in
the lead-up to to the 1981 report of that
commission?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
As indicated in the Grants Commission
report, the Government's submission to
the Grants Commission was in 19
separate volumes. In addition, 13
separate papers on individual aspects of
the Grants Commission's methodology
were also submitted to the Grants
Commission as well as innumerable
letters containing data requested by the
commission.
The volume of material supplied to the
commission was such that the number of
copies obtained was severely limited due
to the expense and physical volume
involved. The submissions themselves
comprise in total several thousand pages.
Consequently insufficient copies of the
submissions are available to enable a
copy to be tabled.
However, the Treasury library has one
complete copy of all volumes of
submissions which I could arrange for
the member to examine if he contacts
Me.

PREMIERS' CONFERENCE

Premrier: Statement

1317. Mr BRYCE, to the Premier:

As revealed by the transcript of the
Premier's Conference of June 1981
when he stated, inter alia:

" .that if he had known what
new Federalism meant when it was
First proposed five years ago, he
would never have had a 'bar of
it' -.

(a) was he denying joint authorship
with Mr Fraser of the concept of
"new Federalism"; or

(b) was he simply explaining to his
counterparts from other states that
he had been out-manoeuvred by the
Prime Minister?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(a) and (b) I am not prepared to
answer a question couched in these
terms on such an important matter
as Commonwealth-State Financial
relations.
Also, I can only assume the
member is quoting from a
document which would normally be
regarded as confidential between
Commonwealth and State
Governments and therefore he has
received the document he purports
to quote from through
unauthorised channels.

PORT: FREMANTLE
Public Works Department: Slip way

1318. Mr PARKER, to the Minister for Works:

(1) Has there been, or is there being,
undertaken a review by the Public
Works Department of the role,
efficiency and Future of the PWD
slipway at the Port of Fremnantle?

(2) If "Yes", what is the purpose of this
review and has it been completed?

(3 ) If it exists and it has been completed,
what are the results?

(4) If the answer to (1) is "No", what is the
current situation with this slipway and
are there any Government plans for it?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) to (4) Yes. All the direct and indirect

activities of my department are under
constant periodical review with the view
of implementing Further rationalisation
and economies wherever possible. The
review of the operations of the slipway is
part of this process and is in its
preliminary stages. No specific plans
have yet been formulated.

"TRANSPORT 2000"
Release

1319. Mr PARKER, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When is it expected that the report of

the Director General of Transport,
known as "Transport 2000", will be
released?

(2) Will the statistical information used as
the basis of the report also be released?
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Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Depending on the rate of progress of the

computer modelling and related
investigations, the Director General of
Transport expects to complete "Perth
Transport 2000" later this year.

(2) Because of the volume of work, it would
be quite impossible to "release" all
statistical information in documentary
form. However, members of the public
will be most welcome to approach the
director general for any specific data
they require in addition to those
contained in the report.

HOUSING
Mrs V. Krikstolaitis

1320. Mr WILSON, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is he aware of the desparate need of Mrs
V. Krikstolaitis and her family of Balga,
who have been listed for emergent
transfer to four-bedroomed
accommodation since January?

(2) Is he aware of the (act that this family's
present accommodation is not only
grossly overcrowded, but is not suitable
for an incomplete paraplegic such as
Mrs Krikstolaitis?

(3) Is he fuither aware that Mrs
Krikstolaitis is to undergo an operation
on 10 August after which she will be
confined to a wheelchair for several
months?

(4) What special action is he prepared to
take in this International Year of
Disabled Persons to expedite the
allocation of suitable accommodation to
this disabled person and her family?

Mr LAURANCE replied:
(1) to (4) The State Housing Commission

has a long-standing policy of not
divulging personal details of its clients to
the public.
The questions raised by the member will
be examined and the answers will be
supplied by letter.

HOUSING: RENTAL
Reints: Increases

1321. Mr WILSON, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Housing:
(1) Did he issue a statement during the

parliamentary recess to the effect that
State Housing Commission rents would
rise by l0oper cent?

2) If "Yes", how does he explain increases
from $35 to $42 per fortnight-i.e., 20
per cent-for aged pensioners in single-
bedroomed accommodation, and
increases from $57.80 to $67.80 per
fortnight-i.e., 17 per cent-for an
invalid pensioner with ive children in a
four-bedroomed house?

Mr

(1)

LAURANCE replied:
The statement in the Press
referred to the percentage of
standard rents in broad terms.

release
rise of

(2) At the same time the State Housing
Commission reviewed its rebate
assessment schedule to take into
consideration the increase in pension
benefits from November 1979 to
November 1980. The current assessment
schedule does not take into account the
latest pension increase of May 198 1.
The current level of rental assessment
for a pensioner couple represents 18.81I
per cent of the pension rate as at
November 1980 plus the $5.00 per week
supplementary allowance.
The current level of rental assessment
for an invalid pensioner with five
children represents 21 per cent of the
pension rate as at November 1980 plus
the $5.00 per week supplementary
assistance.

TOWN PLANNING
Office Block Development

1322. Mr WI LSON, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

What were her reasons for waiving the
normal restrictions on the heights of city
buildings in approving the construction
of 50-storied office block development
on the Palace Hotel site in June?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
The matter was decided by me on an
appeal submitted under the provisions of
the Local Government Act.
The Perth City Council had awarded a
bonus Plot ratio because of the retention
of the Palace Hotel and because of the
public areas to be provided in the
project. However, this bonus plot ratio
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could not be fully utilised unless the
height restrictions were exceeded.
It was not considered that the proposed
building would create problems of an
environmental or aesthetic nature.
The waiving of the height restrictions
was supported by the Perth City
Council.

TOWN PLANNING

Subdivisions: Diane/ia

1323. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

When is the revised Dianella subdivision
plan incorporating the new Dianella
Drive road development as supported by
the State Housing Commission and the
City of Stirling to go before the Town
Planning Board for final approval?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
The Town Planning Board at its meeting
of 4 August, 1981, agreed to a revised
subdivisional layout incorporating
Dianella Drive, subject to normal
conditions of subdivision. Final approval
of the subdivision will occur when the
State Housing Commission. has
complied with the conditions imposed by
the board and submits a plan or diagram
of survey for the Town Planning Board's
endorsement. The timing of final
approval is therefore in the hands of the
State Housing Commission.

NOISE
Morley Bus Depot

1324. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Health:

(1) In view of the fact that the noise
abatement (Morley bus depot)
exemption order is due to expire in a few
weeks, does he intend to have the order
extended for a further period?

(2) If 'Yes". for what further period will it
be extended?

(3) What is the current state of progress in
action to overcome the noise problem for
townhouse occupants adjacent to the bus
depot?

(4) What further action is planned to bring
this matter to a satisfactory conclusion?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) and (2) This matter is presently under
consideration.

(3) Changes have been made to the
operating routine at the depot.

(4) This is still being considered.

1325 This question was postponed.

STATE FINANCE

Borrowings Programme: Infrastructure

1326. Mr HARMAN, to the Treasurer:

In respect of infrastructure borrowings
by the State Energy Commission during
1980-81 and excluding the amount of
$30.2 million referred to in my question
71 of 1981, will he advise the details of
other loans borrowed in 1980-81
including repayments?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

$30.2 million was the total State Energy
Commission allocation under the
infrastructure borrowing programme
and no other loans were raised under
this programme.

STATE FINANCE

Borrowings Programme: Infrastructure

1327. Mr HARMAN, to the Treasurer:

Adverting to question 414 of 1981
concerning infrastructure borrowing,
can he now advise the details of the
programme formally approved by the
Loan Council and the various amounts
to be borrowed during 1981-82?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

At the June Loan Council meeting, the
basis for approval of infrastructure
borrowing authority was changed to a
global allocation and $121.2 million was
formally approved in respect of Western
Australian projects in 1981-82. The
distribution between projects will be
determined during formulation of the
capital works programme and the State
is obliged to advise the Chairman of
Loan Council of these decisions by 31
October 1981.

1328. This question was postponed.
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EDUCATION: FUNDING

Cutbacks: Advertising

1329. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Education:

What is the total cost of advertising by
him and his department over cutbacks in
education funding?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
While the Ainal cost is not yet available,
it is expected to be approximately
$13 000. During the same period the
Teachers' Union advertisements have
cost approximately $26 000.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION

Behaviour

297. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for Education:

Out of our concern for the many
thousands of young Western Australians
in the State schools system, members on
this side of the House have a growing
concern about the irrationality of the
behaviour of the Minister for Education.
I address a question without notice to
that Minister, as follows-

()Why has he refused to attend many
of the public meetings being held
throughout the State to consider the
Government's cuts in education
funding?

(2) Will he explain to the House why,
when he does appear at such
meetings, he lays down in advance
stringent conditions governing his
appearance-conditions which
include insisting that questions
must not be directed to any
Opposition spokesmen, insisting
that he be allowed to speak for a
period of time equivalent to that of
all other speakers, and insisting that
he speak last?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
(1) and (2) Mr Speaker-

Mr Bryce: What are you running away
from?

Sir Charles Court: What a question!
Government members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Bryce: What a Minister!
Mr GRAYDEN: I would like to tell the

member about that. The system works
extraordinarily well-

Mr Bryce: As if it wouldn't!
Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Evans: That does not make it right.
The SPEAKER: Order! So that the question

and answer system can work, I request
the House to retain order.

Mr GRAYDEN: -particularly as all the
arguments were on the side of thc
Government. At Fremantle I had an
invitation from the Mayor of Fremantle,
and I immediately accepted it because it
was a meeting in the town hall. I then
found that the Opposition shadow
Minister for Education muscled in at the
meeting-

Mr Parker: He was invited at the same time
as you were by the City of Fremantle.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRAYDEN: Then Mr Negus, the

President of the Teachers' Union, came
along and muscled in at the meeting.

Mr Bryce: He was invited, you fool!
Mr Parker: It was a public meeting.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRAYDEN: So those two
muscled in-

people

[Laughter.)
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRAYDEN: At that time I said they

could certainly appear-it was my
meeting, but they could appear.

Mr Bryce: His meeting! You egocentric old
man!

The SPEAKER: Order! A certain amount of
frivolity does not go astray in this place;
but it seems that we are going a little
beyond the pale now, and I ask the
House to retain order.

Mr GRAYDEN: I suggested at that stage
that they have equal time because there
were two of them. Now, this was a
public meeting. The people went to hear
the Government's views; and I therefore
suggested at Fremantle that as the
people were there to hear the
Government's views, we should confine
questions to myself because the meeting
had been convened for this purpose.
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Mr Parker: It had been convened to hear
three speakers.

Mr GRAYDEN: After these speakers spoke
beyond their allotted time, they had the
right of reply at the end of the meeting.
In respect of Geraldton, exactly the
same thing happened. I was invited by
the member for Greenough to address
the meeting.

Mr Davies: Who muscled in?

Mr GRAYDEN: It turned out to be an
extraordinarily large meeting. To my
surprise, the member for Gosnells
suddenly arrived on the scene. I
welcomed the opportunity because the
public were able, Firstly, to hear the
views of the Opposition-

Mr Parker: And they supported them.

Mr GRAYDEN: -and then they were given
the opportunity of hearing the views of
the President of the Teachers' Union.
Then I was able to rebut completely
every single statement that had been
made. I did it *very effectively. I can
assure you, Mr Speaker; and afterwards
the parents said, "What were we
concerned about?" They came up and
apologised to me.

[Laughter.]

TRAFFIC: MOTOR VEHICLES

Licences: Renewals

298. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:

Because of the ongoing postal strike and
the consequential delay in mail, will the
Minister give consideration to the
following-
(a) Instructing his department to defer

action against vehicle owners whose
registrations are overdue as a result
of the mail strike; and

(b) introduce any necessary legislation
to allow third party insurance of
vehicles to continue for a
reasonable period after the
conclusion of the strike?

Mr HASSELL replied:
(a) and (b) I thank the member for some

previous notice of the question. Since he

gave me notice. I have not had an
opportunity to investigate the situation
or to consider the matters raised with
the department.
However, it appears to me, from
comments I have heard in the
community in recent days, that the
postal strike is causing some significant
disruption and inconvenience. It may
well be that it is having an effect on the
validity of motor drivers' licences and,
more particularly perhaps, on third
party insurance. As far as drivers'
licences are concerned, it is my
understanding that the department
allows a period of grace in its rules and
procedures. However, I believe that the
points raised by the member for
Clontarf are matters which I should
check with the department. I will do so,
to discover whether some action is
necessary. So far as the issue of third
party insurance is concerned, it does not
fall within my responsibilities, and I will
refer the matter to the Minister for
Local Government.

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION

WA Council of State School Organisations:
Conference

299. Mr PARKER, to the Minister for
Education:

After hearing the Minister's answer to
my last question, I am not sure that we
were at the same meeting! However, can
he explain to the House why he refused
to open the forthcoming conference of
the WA Council of State School
Organisations if the organisers of that
conference gave equal time to the
Opposition spokesman on education to
address the conference at that time?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
I received an invitation to open the
meeting. It was made quite obvious that
we were going to have a political bun
Fight at the opening of the conference,
and I could not think of anything more
undesirable. I suggested, therefore, that
they have Mr Pearce at one particular
time, and I would go at another time. I
would be happy to meet Mr Pearce on
any platform in Western Australia; but
it has to be a reasonably big one-
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Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRAYDEN: We have 688 State schools

in Western Australia. I do not propose
to go to each of those with Mr Pearce.

Mr Davies: What about a TV debate?

Mr GRAYDEN: I do make the point.
however, that all the arguments were on
the Government side. There is not a
single member of the Oppositon who
could live in a debate with any member
of this House. on any forum in this
State. on this issue. Now the Teachers'
Union is moving out of the fray, for a
very good reason, because it is costing
$10000 a day to subsidise teachers'
salaries. Their loss is the Education
Department's gain. The union will not
go on with its campaign-

Mr Bryce: You will debate with anybody.
will you?

Mr GRAYDEN: Anybody at all.
Mr
Mr

Davies: On television?
GRAYDEN: The Teachers' Union is
moving out of the business, and it is
leaving it to parent action committees.
Obviously, the members on this side of
the House will have the opportunity to
speak to those parent action committees
and put the facts before them. Then the
parent action committees will wonder
why on earth they ever felt concerned. It
is as cut and dried as that. The
monstrous deception which has been
perpetrated throughout this State by
members of the Opposition will be
exposed.
Members of the Opposition throughout
this State have given parents the
impression that the State spends less on
education than any other State.

Mr Pearce: This has nothing to do with the
opening of the WACSSO conference.

Mr GRAYDEN: That statement is a
monstrous lie; but it is the basis for all
the concern.

Point of Order

Mr PEARCE: On a point of order, I wonder
whether there is a convention of this
House about debating the subject of a
motion during question time. The

question related to the opening of the
WACSSO conference; but the Minister
is now debating the motion which was
before the House, and to which we will
return if the Minister will sit down.

The SPEAKER: There is no Standing Order
that gives me power to direct any
Minister to answer any question in any
particular way.

Questions (without notice) Resumed.

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION

Censure and Performance
300. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Minister for

Education:

(1) Is he aware that he is the first Minister
in the history of Western Australia to be
censured by a poll of State school
teachers?

(2) Is he aware that the general public share
the lack of confidence in him which the
teaching profession has?

(3) Is he aware that his colleagues are
mumbling quite openly about their
dissatisfaction with his performance?

(4) Is it true that he has asked the Premier
that he be allocated another portfolio;
and if not, why not?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
(1) to (4) I assure the member that there is

no truth in any of his allegations. He has
talked in terms of the poll conducted by
the Teachers' Union. Could I just
indicate what occurred in one school as
an indication of how the poll was
conducted?

Mr Bryce: Which school?
Mr GRAYDEN: The Fremantle senior high

school.
Mr Parker: There is no such school.
Mr B. T. Burke: Try again. Which school?

Come on. name a school.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr B. T. Burke: Don't be a humbug. Name a

school.
The SPEAKER: The House will come to

order!
Mr GRAYDEN: The Fremantle Technical

College. It has 121 teachers and a
meeting was called to conduct the
plebiscite which has been referred to by
the member. Of the 121 teachers, 32
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attended. The case was put and the poll
was conducted. Nineteen teachers voted
in my favour, and 21 voted for the
motion.

Mr Bryce: That makes 40! This man needs
some instruction in numeracy.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Bryce: Tt(is is the Minister for

Education!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir Charles Court: You wait till you hear the

explanation. You will have a red face.
The SPEAKER: The House will come to

order!
Mr GRAYDEN: The union representative

came in at the last minute with some
proxy votes in order to carry the motion.

Mr B. T. Burke: So did Malcolm Brown!
Mr Bryce: So did Vic Garland in the seat of

Stirling.
Mr GRAYDEN: What a shoddy thing that

that should happen at the Fremantle
Technical College! That was typical of
what went on in schools throughout
Western Australia. Many teachers have
come to me and said they would not
have a bar of thi vote at their schools.
They would not even participate in it.
What a sham! Yet the Teachers' Union
was able to publicise this. The news was
taken up by the media; and no doubt
many people in Western Australia have
the impression that a poll was in fact
taken when nothing could be further
from the truth.

HEALTH: MENTAL

Swanbourne Hospital: Replacement

301. Mr HODGE. to the Minister for Health:

Can he explain why at question time
yesterday he was unable to give me the
details of what was going to happen with
the replacement of the Swanbourne
Hospital yet at the same time he was
able to telex all the news media in this
State and give them full details of the
replacement plans for the hospital?

Mr YOUNG replied:
The answer is that at the time the
question was asked of me the decision
had not been made.

FUEL AND ENERGY: SEC

Accounts: Rebates

302. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:

(1) Has his department completed its
consideration of the report of a joint
working party of his department and the
State Energy Commission on a proposal
for a rebate on energy bills for low
income earners referred to that
department by the Minister for Fuel and
Energy?

(2) If "Yes", has his department conveyed
its response to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy?

(3) If "No", when does he expect the
department to complete its
considerations of the report referred to it
on 24 March?

Mr H-IASSELL replied:
(1) to (3) It is some weeks since I dealt with

this matter. At t~at time the department
had certainly progressed, if not to a
conclusion, then at least a considerable
way in dealing with the report. For the
sake of accuracy and to give the member
a proper and accurate answer, I suggest
he place the question on notice.

HOUSING

Murray Shire

303. Mr BRIDGE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Housing:

I refer the Honorary Minister to the
Shire of Murray's refusal to grant a
building permit for the erection of four
conventional houses on the Hampton
Road reserve land in Pinjarra after the
proposal had received support from both
State and Federal departments, and
ask-
(1) Can he confirm the statement by

the shire that he has assured that
authority that he would support the
shire's determination in the location
and number of houses for
Aborigines in Pinjarra?

(2) If "Yes", is this action on his part
intended to be a precedent affecting
future Aboriginal housing
development?
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Mr LAURANCE replied:

(1) I have met with the Shire of Murray
over this matter. As I understand it, the
member asked whether or not I have
given an assurance to the shire about the
location and number of houses. The
answer is "Yes" I have given the shire
an assurance that it is its responsibility
and I have been given advice by
members of the shire as to the first two
units they want constructed and the sites
proposed for those dwellings. Once the
construction commences I will be
prepared to discuss with them further
whether more houses are required.

(2) The precedent has been set already in
that there is no direct power for the
Minister for Housing to direct or
override a local authority decision in
issuing building permits. So there is no
direct power for me to override the Shire
of Murray in this case. It has been
claimed by various interested parties
that I have this power. There is a
negative power that allows my
colleague, the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning, to
subvert the wish of the shire. To my
knowledge that power has never been
used by the Minister for Housing and I
certainly do not intend to use it in this
instance. I assure the member that I am
aware of the need for these houses and
that I will continue to negotiate with the
shire until a satisfactory conclusion is
reached.

ELECTORAL: BOUNDARIES

Electoral Commissioners: Report

304. Mr JAMIESON, to the Chief Secretary:

(1) In view Of the Story on electoral
boundaries on page 2 of today's Daily
News, can he inform the Hlouse whether
the Government has in its possession the
initial report of the electoral
commissioners?

(2) If not, what security is observed by the
Government Printer to avoid prior
knowledge of electoral districts being
known before the official release?

(3) When is it expected that the initial
report of the electoral commissioners
will be made public?

Mr HASSELL replied:
(1) The Government does not have in its

possession the initial report of the
electoral commissioners.

(2) I am not aware of the Government
Printer's practices in regard to security.
He is responsible For printing many
documents of a highly confidential
nature and I assume he has established
procedures and practices in that regard.

(3) 1 have not seen or read the article in
question. I would have to do that before
going into any broader issue. We do not
have a COPY Of the report. It has not
been presented to the Government and I
am not aware of its contents.

Mr Jamieson: Are you aware when it will be
ready?

Mr HASSELL: In the course of preparing an
answer to a question which was on
notice today I inquired of the Chief
Electoral Officer when it would be
available and he indicated it would be
some weeks yet.

HEALTH: MENTAL

Swanbourne Hospital: Replacement

305. Mr YOUNG (Minister for Health):

I would like to clarify an answer I gave
earlier to the member for Melville. I
presume he was referring to question
1236 yesterday in which he -asked
whether the Government had taken note
of certain comments made in the annual
report of the Director General of Mental
Health Services, part of which related to
the Swanbourne Hospital.

2557



[ASSEMBLY]

Mr Hodge: It was question 1238.
Mr YOUNG: I wanted to make tbis point

absolutely clear. In my answer I
indicated the Government was
considering recommendations about the
future of services presently provided at
the Swanbourne Hospital. If the
member was referring to question 1238,
the answer was quite clear. I said a
decision had been made in respect of
some of those recommendations and that
decision would be made public in the

very near future. This happened. It was
made shortly after that. I can tell the
House that, up to the time 1 came into

the Chamber, I was still seeking the
final clarification in respect or whether
or not the decision had finally been
made at a certain level which would
have allowed me to make the release. I
found only at that time I could do so.
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