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-The Hon. F. J. S. Wise: So do I.

The Hon. Rt. F. HUTCHISON: There is
too much lewdness. If the things I have
mentioned were not published in the Press,
we might get some results and things would
be better than they are. I do not con-
done the ill-doer, but I have a certain
sympathy for the youth of today who are
getting into the hands of the police; and
so often the punishment does not fit the
crime. We can do much morez to protect
our youth and show them better ways of
living.

It is not a good thing when the Govern-
ment of the day cannot provide employ-
ment for the youth of the State, There
is nothing so degrading as unemployment:,
and when our youth cannot sell their
labour it is not good for them. Some
youngsters are on social services, and they
are inclined to think that is an easy
way out. I think the Government shbould
look at this aspect to see what can be
done. It will be necessary in time for us
to re-educate working men who are not
well educated, in order that they may take
on technical jobs. We will have to do the
same as was done for the returned soldiers.

This action will have to be taken be-
cause the time will come when there will
be no room for a labourer: and what does
one do when there Is no work? It is a
really good saying-I think -you. Mr. Presi-
dent, have heard it-"Satan finds some
mischief still for idle hands to do." That
saying is very true, and it still stands, as
many old maxims do.

I have expressed my views, because I do
not think harsher punishment will cure
the ills of our society so far as our youth
are concerned. We will have to make use-
ful, educated citizens of them.

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 Rleading
Bill read a third time, on motion by

The Hon. L. A. Logan (Minister for Local
Government), and passed.

House adjourned at 9.32 P.m.
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* QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
S~TATE BUILDING SUPPLIES AND
MDLAND RAILWAY COMIPANY

Comparison o~f Government's Actions
1. Mr. FLETCHER asked the Premier:

On what grounds of fiscal policy
can he condone-
(a) the sale in 1961 of the State

Building Supplies, showing at
time of sale to private enter-
prise a profit to the Govern-
ment. and public advantage;

(b) the acquisition from private
enterprise of an undertaking
-The Midland Railway Co.-
for some years of doubtful
financial stability;

(c) the guaranteeing to local and
overseas stockholders, at pub)-
lie expense, gilt edged secur-
ity, plus the payment to them
of interest in excess of E40.OO0
per annum?

Mr. BRAND replied:
4a) to (c) The State Building Supplies

was not profitable at the time of
disposal and in any case there
were ample facilities within the
private sector to ensure adequate
supplies and service to the public
in a competitive way without the
constant need of diverting Joan
funds from essential Government
works.
The acquisition of the Midland
Railway relates to something that
is operated in this State and
throughout Australia as a public
utility. The acquisition is expected
to be of financial advantage to
the State and should be possible
from revenue and not from loan
funds.
The integration of the Midland
Railway into the Western Aus-
tralian Government Railways has
many advantages to the State
generally and to the transport
system in particular.
It should also be noted that the
State Is already committed in re-
spect of guarantees of existing
loans and some interest subsidies.

COALMINES
Position of Certain Leases

2. 24r. H. MAY asked the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:
(1) Is he able to advise the House

of the present position concerning
coalmine leases 376, 379, 387, and
388?

(2) As this matter is one of vital im-
portance to Western Collieries of
W.A. concerning its development
Policy, will he have the matter
expedited at the earliest possible
moment?

Mr. BOVELL replied:
(1) These leases are registered in the

name of Amalgamated Colieries
of W.A. Ltd.

(2) The general position of unworked
ground at Collie is under con-
sideration.

WATER SUPPLY FOR DURANILLIN

Investigation of Dam Sites

3. Mr. H. MAY asked the Minister for
Water Supplies:
(1) Will he supply the latest informa-

tion available concerning a water
supply for the town of Duraniulin?

(2) Have the two presumed possible
sites for an excavated dam been
surveyed; and, if so, with what
result?

Mr. WILD replied:
(1) Preliminary surveys have dis-

closed at least two possible sites
for an excavated dam. No de-
tailed investigation has been car-
died out.

(2) Answered by No. (1),

ELECTRICITY SUPPLIES

Provision for flarkan and Duranillin

4. Mr. ff. MAY asked the Minister for
Electricity:
(1) Has a definite date been fixed for

supplying electric power to the
town of Darkan and the sur-
rounding district?

(2) Will the electric power be carried
on to Duranillin. situated 16 miles
from Darkan, after it has been in-
stalled at that cent-re?'

Mr.
(1)

NALDER replied:
No.

(2) The source and time of connec-
tion to Duranillin will depend on
the progress of contributory ex-
tension schemes in the area.

5. This question wvas postponed.

RAILWAY BUSES: PERTH-NORTHAM

Substitution of Diesels at Weekends

6. Mr. HAWKE asked the Minister for
Railways:-

In view of the extreme Incon-
venience and worry caused at the
Perth railway station on Friday
afternoon last to the many pas-
sengers wishing to travel to
Northamn on railway road buses.
will arrangements be made for
diesels to be used on the Perth-
Northami run in future on Friday
evenings returning to Perth on
Sunday evenings, and at holiday
weekends returning to Perth on
Monday evenings?
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Mr. COURT replied:
Whilst it is understood there were
some difficulties last Friday owing
to the long-weekend traffic, they
could not be classed as having
caused "extreme inconvenience
and worry" as suggested In the
question.

Mr. Hawke: Worse than that!F

Mr. COURT: I think the honourable
Member knows the person respon-
sible for any misunderstanding
there was. The answer contin-
ues-

The operation of buses over
the weekend is part of the in-
tegral working of the service
and it is niot proposed to rein-
troduce the diesel raillars.
Arrangements are made at
holiday weekends and other
occasions when extra traffic Is
anticipated to strengthen the
service as may be necessary.

WATER RESOURCES
Surflace and Underground Supply

7,. Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Water Supplies:
(1) Is the State Government a party

to the established Australian
Water Resources Council?

(2) If so, what are the findings or
preliminary assessments by de-
partmental officers relevant to
surface water resources, and
underground supply in this State?

Salinity of Rivers
(3) How many rivers in this State

are known to be saline in con-
tent, and what are the names of
such rivers, and their locality?

(4) Is research and investigation be-
Ing carried out by the depart-
mnent with a view to treating
saline waters in this State?

(5) If the answer to No. (4) is "Yes,"
what developments and progress
have been made in this field of
research?

(6) H-ow many rivers in this State
are not saline in content? What
are the names of the rivers and
where are they situated?

Mr. WILD replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) AUi States are currently preparing

information on water resources.
This will be reviewed by the
council at its next meeting early
in 1904. It is expected that an
interim report will be published.

S.

(3) Considering the State in zones,
and in general terms, the present
state of the department's know-
ledge is summarised as follows:
(a) East of the Hay River-

streams flowing to the South-
ern Ocean are brackish.

(b) South of (but not including)
the Avon River to the Hay
River, streams are fresh with
the exception of the Murray.
Blackwood, Frankland, and
I-ay.

(c) South of the Gascoyne River,
to and including the Avon
River, streams are saline
with the exception of Qingin
Brook.

(d) In the north-west and P11-
bara regions it is known that
the Gascoyne River Is fresh
but no reliable information
is available regarding other
streams.

(e) In the Kimberiey region all
rivers are fresh.

(4) Yes. A de-salting plant has been
installed at Rottnest Island. The
State is co-operating with the
C.SJ.R.O. in a research project
at Muresk.

(5) Behaviour of the Rottnest plant
is under observation. The Muresk
experiment is in its initial stage.

(6) Answered by No. (2).

TRAFFI4C CIRCUS AT ALBANLIY
Establishment at Road Junct ions
Mr. HALL asked the Minister for
Works:
(1) Is it the intention of the Main

Roads Department to establish
and build a circus to serve road
junctions, Denmark Road, Albany
Highway, and King Road, Albany?

(2) If so, has land been purchased
or resumed at Albany for this
purpose; and if land has been ob-
tained by the department for the
purpose as mentioned, when is it
anticipated that work will com-
mence on the project?

(3) If the answer to No. (2) is "No,"
how far have negotiations gone
relative to resumption, or pur-
chase of land for the purpose of
establishing a circus as men-
tioned?

Mr. WILD replied:.
(1) Yes.
(2) Nearly all the land required for

the circus has been resumed.
Although the construction of the
circus is a long-range project, as
a first stage of development iL is
proposed to realign the Denmark
Road junction and carry out
other road works to improve
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traffic movement at the King
Road junction. This work wiln
be put in hand during the
coming summer.

(3) Answered by No. (2).

NORTH-WEST DEPARTMENT
Administrator and Assistant: Details of

Appointment
9. Mr. RHATIGAN asked the Minister

for the North-West:
(1) Who has been appointed Assist-

ant Administrator of the North-
West?

(2) What particular qualifications has
the successful applicant?

(3) How many applications were re-
ceived?

I4) What will his duties be?
(5) What amount of experience has

he had in the north, and for how
long?

(6) What will be his salary, allow-
ances, travelling allowance, etc.?

07) For how long is he appointed, and
does he serve the usual probation,.
ary period, as is applicable to new
appointments under the Public
Service Commissioner?

(8) When does he take up residence
in the north, and where?

(9) When will Mr. McGuigan, the Ad-
milnistrator, take up residence in
Derby?

10) What will be the cost of the resi-
dences for the Administrator. As-
sistant Administrator, and staff?

AD) What will be the cost of rental of
office accommodation?

u12) What number of staff will be em-
ployed in the office of this depart-
ment, and what will be the total
cost of housing and office accom-
modation?

113) What are the salary and allow-
ances of the administrator?

i 14) When was he appointed?
(15) What has been the cost of air

fares from his appointment up to
the present time?

Mr. COURT replied:
r1) Mr. L. 0. Henley has been ap-

pointed as assistant to the Admin-
istrator for the North-West. He
has been seconded from the Lands
and Surveys Department.

(2) Academic Qualifications:
Member, Institute of Carto-
graphers of W.A. (M.I.C.W.A.).
Member, Australian Institute of
Cartographers (M.A.T.C.).
Experience:
1950-1960: Mapping Branch,

Lands and Surveys. Acquired
sound knowledge of topography
of the north-west.

1960-1962: Seconded from Lands
and Surveys Department to as-
sist Mr. G. K. Baron Hay, Con-
sultant-North-West, who was
appointed to examine and ad-
vise on the best method of ad-
ministering the north-west and
Kimberleys.

April, 1962: Appointed Secretary
to the Pastoral Leases Commit-
tee formed by the Government
to inquire into and report on the
pastoral leases.

September. 1962: Appointed co-
ordinating officer at Kununurra
of the Ord River irrigation pro-
ject.
Mr. Henley is also a justice of
the peace and has had 14 years'
experience in Local Government.

(3) 43.
(4) Generally assist the Administrator

to ensure the widest possible con-
tact with local affairs in the nortb.
In the administrator's absence Mr.
Henley will represent him.

(5) See answer to No. (2).
(6) Salary £2,824 per annum (on pre-

sent basic wage) plus allowances
applicable to all permanent civil
servants resident in the north-
west.

(7) Appointed for three years with
three months' notice of termina-
tion of appointment, on either
side.

(8)
(9)

(10)

December, 1963. initially at Derby.
December, 1963.
Plans not
estimated
for the
available.

yet finalised,
costs of the

administrator

therefore
residence
not yet

No decision has been made to
build a residence specifically for
the assistant to the administrator
or staff. Their accommodation
will be their own responsibility at
this juncture.

(11) Initially the administrator will be
using a temporary office in a Gov-
ernment building at Derby until
the civic centre is constructed.
Rental thereafter will be nego-
tiated between the Government
and the West Kimberley Shire
Council.

(12) At Derby, a typist only, in addi-
tion to the administrator and
assistant to the administrator.
Cost, answered by answers to
Nos. (10) and (11).

(13) £4,350 plus allowances applicable
to permanent civil servants resi-
dent in the north-west.

(14) The 15th October, 1962.
(15) Intrastate-fl738 16s. 5d.
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LAPORTE TITANIUM WORKS:
OPENING

Cast of Transport for Invited Guests
10. Mr. JAMIE5ON asked the Minister

for Railways:
At whose cast were the railway
buses and special train run for
invited guests at the opening of
the Laporte titanium works?

M.COURT replied:
All costs in connection with the
special rail and bus services were
paid by Laporte Titanium (Aus-
tralia) Ltd.

RAILWAY BUSES
Merreefin-Northam-Narembeen Services

11. Mr. D. 0. MAY asked the Minister for
Railways:
(1) In connection with the Merredin,

Northam, and Narembeen Rail-
way passenger Bus service, will he
Indicate the following information
for Friday and Monday, the 8th
and the 11th November, 1963:-
(a) Scheduled departure times;
(b) scheduled arrival times at

each destination point;
(e) actual departure times;
(d) actual arrival times;
(e) how many buses were utifleed

far each service:
(f) how many buses were addi-

tional to the normal service;
(g) how many buses were origi-

nally rostered for this parti-
cular holiday period;,

(h)0 how many passengers trav-
elled to Merredin, Northam,
and Narembeen and also on
the return journey to Perth?

(2) Is he aware that several passen-
gers were transferred to three
different buses prior to departure
from Perth?

Mr. COURT replied:
(1)

(a) Scheduled Departure imes.
Friday-From Perth.

Menredin .... B-30 a..m. 8430 p'm.
Northam .. 8430 a.m. (through 5-80 P.M

service)
Nerebee - . 640 p'm.

Friday-To Perth
Mernedin ... 8.900 n.m. 5 -s0 p.M.
Northam ... 700 a.m.

11-10 a.m. (through service)
5-15 p.m.
Pi-40 p~m. 8-25 p.m.

Narebeen....840,through services)

Monday-From Perth
Merredfin 8-30 a.m. 5.30 p.m,.
Northam 8. -530 a.m. (through service)

6-30 P.M.
Nareulbeen .... No service.

Merred~m Monday-To Perth
Merrein ._2-00 a.m.

Northam *... 4-55 a.m. (through service)
2-30 p.m. (through service)
6-l5 p.m.

Narembeen _... 8 30 an.

Mb Scheduled Arrival Times at each destination.

Friday-From Perth,
Merredin . 3-55 p.m. 10-65 P.M.
Northamn .. 10.50 a.m. 7 -50 P.M,
Narembeen ... 11.0 p.m.

Friday-To Perth
Merredin 1...16 p.m. 10-20 p.m.
Northamn .. 9.30 atm 1-15 p.m.

7-45 p.m. S.40 p.m.
10-20 p.m.

Nareenbeen ... 2.05 p.m.
Mondey-From Perth.

Merredin .. 3.55,p.m. 10-65 P.M.
Northam ... 10-50 a.m. 7-SO p.m.

Monday-To Plerth.
7terredtn .. TdO a.m.
Northam ... 7-10 a.m. 4 30 p~m.

8-40 P.M.
Narembeen .. 2-05 p.m.

(e) Actual Departure Times.
Friday-From Perth.

Merredla .. 8-5 a.m.
Northam 8.35 s'.
Narerubeen ... 5-40 p~m.

Friday-To Perth.
AMerredin ... 800 n.m.
Northam ... 700 a.m.

5-1~5 P.M.
8-30 p.m.

Narembeen ... 830 a.m.

Monday-From Perth.
Merredi. 59-(0 a.nm.
Northam ... 8-0 a~m.

Monday-To Perth.
.fferredin .. 2-00 a.m.
Northam 4-55 n.m.

6.15 p'm.Narembeen ... -50 a.m.

8-00 P.M.
5-45 p.m.

581) p.m.
11-10 S.m.

a 80 p.m.

5590 p.m.

2-40 p.m.

(d) Actual Arrival Times.

Friday-From Perth.
Merredin .. 3-55 p.m. I11:5 P.M.
Northam .. 11-05 n.m. 8 30 P.M.

9 -(O p.m. (two buses)
Waremeer li-2Q pm

Friday-To Perth.
Nerredin .. 1-15 p.m. 10:25 P.M.
Northam ... 135 a.m. 1 15 p.m.

7-45 p.m. 8 55P pLm.
10-26 p.m.

Nareinbeen ... 2-05 p.m.
Stonday-From Perth.

Iterredin .3,55 p.m. 11.00 P.M.
Niortham .. 10-50 a.m. 7 .50 p.m.

Monday-To Perth.
-Merredin .. 7-25 a.m.
Northam .... 7-25 n.m. 4-46 p.m.

S-40 p.m.
Narembeen .... 2,05 p.m.

(e) Friday-From Perths.
Merredin .... One, two.
Northama .... One, two.
Nareinbeen ... Two.

Friday-To Perth.
Merredin .... One.
Northam ... One on each service.
Nareinbeen ... One.

Monday-From Perth.
Merredin ... One, two.
Northamn .... One, one.

Monday-To Perth.
Merredin .. One.
Northam ... One, One, One.
Narembeen ... One.

(f) Friday......Three.
Monday.....Two.

(g For the Northami, Merredin and Narembeen ,mrvlcea
On Friday, 8th November, 8 buses plus 2 held In ramere.
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(b) Friday, 8/1 163.
T4abled

Eh~s De-
parture

RXP Perth
Herredin . ..

(Relief)

To Perth:
Merredin.

Northern

farernbeim-

8-30 a.
5-20 p.m.
5-30 P.M.
5-30 p.m.
5-30 p.m.
5-30 p.m.
5-30 p.

5380 p.m.
700D a.m.
5-16 p.m.
8-30 a.

Total Pas.
L's.- sengeis

Perth

S4 20
44 32
23 20
34 28
36 36
44 28
35 31

42
24
20
so
11

MAonday, 11/11/1o63.

X. Perth:
Mernedin.

.(Relief)

To Perth :
Merredin
Northamn
Noreembeer,

830 .am.
5-30 p.m.

5-30 P.M.

17
48
33
31

..2-00 n.m. 10
0-15 P.M. 17
8-30 G.m. 20

senge',
Arriving

Pertb

36
22
20

S7

Pa.-
seogers

Perth

12
34
29
.9

Pa.
sengers

ArrIvin
Perth

9
15
20

*(2) Passengers were transferred from
one bus to another at Perth only. Through
passengers unable to travel on Merredin
*bus were transferred at Northam and
Kellerberrin to the through service.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL PROVINCES

Redistribution and Adult Franchise:
Legislation

1. Mr. GRAHAM asked the Premier:
((1) Is it the intention of the Gov-

ernment this session to introduce
legislation to give effect to the de-
sires expressed in a resolution
moved by The Hon. J. G. Hislop
In the Legislative Council, and
relating to adult franchise and
electoral reform of that House?

(2) If so, when is It anticipated such
legislation will be introduced?

Mr. BRANn replied:
(1) and (2) The question is being

given consideration now, and we
will have an answer early next

* week.

]INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

New Standing Orders: Submission to
* Committee

2. Mr. TONKIN asked the Premier:
As the motion appearing on the
notice paper today, which motion
is to be moved by the Premier,
purports to suspend certain

Standing Orders, and to create
additional Standing Orders quite
new to this House, have the pro-
posed new Standing Orders been
submitted to the Standing Orders
Committee?

Mr. BRAND replied:
No; and I should not think it
would be necessary for the passing
of this motion. Mr. Speaker.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Standing Orders Suspension: Alteration
of Notice of Motion

MR. BRAND (Greenough-Premier)
L2.29 pm.]: Before moving the motion
standing in my name on the notice paper,
I intend to seek the leave of the House
to Make an amendment which I think is
necessary to clarify the intention of the
Parties on this side of the House in re-
spect of amendments other than those
submitted by the Minister. The latter
Part of the motion reads-

..the debates on the remaining
stages of the Bill shall be put
with the amendments set out
hereunder and with no other amend-
ment or debate, as follows:-

It is my desire to seek the leave of the
House to withdraw the words, "with no
other amendment or", with a view to sub-
stituting the word "without." That part
of the motion would then read-

the Hill shall be put with the amend-
ments set out hereunder and without
debate, as follows:-

Mr. HAWKE: Mr. Speaker, I want to
make-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
Leader of the Opposition cannot debate
this question.

Point of Order
Mr. HAWKE: The Premier has been

given an opportunity to make a statement
before moving his motion. Surely the
spokesman for the Opposition should also
be given an opportunity to indicate the
Position of the Opposition.

The SPEARER (Mr. Hearman): The
Position is that the Premier has sought
the leave of the House to amend his
motion of which notice has been given.
It has been the practice to seek the leave
of the Chair, and to put the question-

Is permission granted?
or words to that effect. If there is a
dissentient voice permission is not granted.

Mr. TONKIN: Standing Order No. 108
states-

After a Notice of Motion has been
given the terms thereof may be al-
tered by the Member reading aloud
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and delivering at the table, at the
usual time of giving Notices, an
amended Notice, any day prior to that
for proceeding with such Motion, or
may withdraw the same when called
upon.

I suggest the only way in which the Pre-
mier can amend this notice of motion is
to present another notice of motion in
the amended form, but he cannot proceed
with his notice of motion in an amended
form this afternoon.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
Standing Order quoted by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is quite clear.
The practice has been this: In the event
of the House agreeing, without a dissen-
tient voice, to an amendment, the mover
has been allowed to proceed. There are
precedents. for this dating from 1901 to
1954, speaking from memory.

However, If there is a dissentient voice,
of course, the mover of the motion will
have the alternatives of withdrawing his
motion and giving notice of his amended
motion, or of proceeding with the motion
on notice.

The questions is--
Has the Premier the permission of

the House to amend his motion as
indicated?

There being is dissentient voice, per-
mission is not granted-

Standing Ordes Suspension: Time
Limits on Debates

MRl. BRAND (Greenough-Premier)
12.32 p.m.]: I move-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable this House to hereby direct
that, in connection with the "Indus-
trial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill
(No. 2)." the debates on the remaining
stages of the Bill shall be put with
the amendments set out hereunder
and with no other amendment or de-
bate, as follows:-

In Committee
Clauses 2-54 inclusive, with the fol-

lowing amendments:-
Clause 6.

Page 3, lines 6 to 13 inclusive-
Delete subsection (1).

Page 3, line 14-Substitute for
the subsection and paragraph de-
signations, "1(2) (a)" the subsec-
tion designation, "(1)".

Page 3, line 22-Substitute for
the paragraph designation. "(b)" 'the subsection designation, "(2)".

Page 3, line 32-Substitute for
the subparagraph designation,
"(i)", the paragraph designation,
"(a)"11

Page 3, line 34-Substitute for
the passage, "Paragraph (a)", the
passage, "subsection (1)".

Page 3, line 35-Substitute for
the word, "subsection", the word,
"section".

Page 3, line 38-Substitute for
the subparagraph designation
"(fl)", the paragraph designation,

Clause 7.
Page 5, line 15-Add a. Para-

graph as follows--
(1) by adding after the in-

terpretation "irregularity"
the following interpreta-
tion-

"judge" includes a per-
son appointed a
Commissioner under
section forty-nine of
the Supreme Court
Act, 1935;

Clause 11.
Page 7, line 35-Add after the

word, "refusal" the words, "on
the ground that the reasons for
the refusal are erroneous In law".
Clause 13.

Pages 12 and 13-Delete clause
13.

Before 11.45 p.m. o'clock on Tuesday
the 19th day of November, 1963.

Clauses 55-98 inclusive, with the
following amendmnents:-

Clause 56.
Page 29. lines 16 to 19 inclusive

-Delete paragraph (a).

Clause 57.
Pages 30 and 31-Delete clause

5'?.

Clause 69.
Page 42, line 19-Add a para-

graph as follows--
(r) refer the dispute or other

matter to the Commission
in Court Session for hear-
ing and determination by
the Commission In Court
Session.

Clause 87.
Page 47, line 5-Substitute for,

the word, "the", the word, "an".
Clause 90.

Page 48, line 27-Substitute for
the word, "terms", the word
"term".

Before 9 p.m. o'clock on Wednesday,..
the 20th day of November, 1963.

Clauses 99 to 159 inclusive, with the
following amendments:-

Clause 99.
Page 52, line 5-Add after the

word, "Registrar" the passage,
I, an Industrial Inspector".
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Clause 110.
Page 57. line 12--Add after the

.word, "Justice" the words, "of
Western Australia".

Page 57, line 1--Add after the
word "Justice" the words, "of
Western Australia".

Page 57, line 24-Add a sub-
section as follows--

(5) The Provisions of sec-
tion forty-six of this Act ap-
ply to a member and acting
member of the Court and in
so applying those provisions
any reference therein to a
Commissioner or acting Com-
missioner shall be read as a
reference to a member of the
Court or an acting member of
the Court respectively, and
any reference to the Gover-
nor shall be read as a refer-
ence to the Chief Justice of
Western Australia.

Clause 111.
Page 58. line 32-Delete the

passage, ", or of its own motion".
Page 58, line 40-Add a subsec-

tion as follows:-
(5) The functions, powers

and jurisdiction conferred on
the Court by the provisions of
subsection (4) of section nine
A, of section nine B, of Divi-
sion III of Part fl and of
subsection (5) of section
sixty-one B of this Act may
be exercised by any member
of the Court nominated from
time to time by the President,
sitting or acting alone and
while so sitting or acting that
member of the Court shall,
for the purposes of those pro-
visions, be deemed to be the
Court.

Clause 121.
Page 63, line 24-,Add a para-

graph as follows:-
(e) by substituting for the

word, "Court" in line two
of subsection (4) the
words, "Commission in
Court Session".

Clause 124.
Page 64, lines 9 to 35 inclusive

-Delete clause 124.
Clause 128.

Page 66, line 7-Delete the
word, "of ".

Before 11.30 p.m. o'clock on Wednes-
day, the 20th day of November, 1963.

And the Title and report of the
chairman to the House before 11.45
p.m. o'clock on Wednesday, the 20th
day of November, 1963.

In the Mouse.
The Third Reading before 1.30 a.m.

o'clock on the 21st day of November,
1983.

And that this House do direct that
the remaining stages of the "Indus-
trial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill
(No. 2)" be dealt with accordingly.

I have no option but to proceed with the
motion which appears on the notice paper,
and to have the amendment made during
the debate. I want to explain that this
motion follows the decision of the Gov-
ernment parties that they should take
some action-the only action that was
available to them, other than to have the
constant dividing of the House on all
issues by adopting the procedure known
as "the gag"-in respect of getting this
Bill through Parliament.

I think it might well be said that up
to this point ample opportunity has been
given to the Opposition to discuss, in the
first place, the second reading; and, lat-
terly, the Committee stage. The Govern-
ment did not take any action to limit
the debate on the amendment which was
moved by the Opposition to the title of
the Bill. We talked for some hours on
this matter, but it became very evident
that the Opposition intended to take ad-
vantage of the Standing Orders during
the Committee stage, which permit a
member to speak up to 15 minutes, but
there is no limit placed on the number
of times a member may speak.

Therefore there is no limitation whatso-
ever which can be applied by this side of
the House in order to bring an end to such
debate-although the procedure adopted
by the Opposition was in order. The Gov-
ernmnent waited for some five hours be-
fore it made a move to divide the House,
and met with some opposition, even after
all that time-in spite of the fact that the
amendment to the title was unimportant.
as compared with the major amendments
to the Bill which might number from 10 to
12. There were in fact, a large number of
amendments which were consequential, and
which meant nothing, once tbe major
amendments had been made. A great deal
has been said on the number of amend-
ments that have been introduced in this
Bill to amend the Industrial Arbitration
Act, but in fact there are only a small
number of major amendments. There were
roughly 70 speakers from the Opposition.

Mr. W. Hegney: How could there be,
when there are only 24 members of the
Opposition?

Mr. B3RAND: Some of the speeches were
made in Committee and others during the
second reading. There was no limitation,
and members have taken up over 25 hours
of the time of the House. We should bear
in mind that we have only dealt with the
second reading, and with the first clause
in the Commnittee stage. There are the
rest of the clauses to be dealt with in
Committee, and the third reading stage
has Yet to come.
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In submitting this motion we are really
using some of the Standing Orders, or a
principle that has been accepted, not only
in the House of Commons, but in the Com-
monwealth Parliament. This principle
has been used over many Years, and guil-
lotine motions have been introduced as
an accepted and regular method of deal-
ing with this sort of legislation. Time
and time again a Bill has been debated,
and a time schedule has been laid down.
At the stipulated time the vote is taken,
irrespective of whether or not the rest of
the clauses in the Bill go through without
being debated. Although the Leader of
the Opposition has just grunted, I would
point out to him that is the situation
which exists in England.

Mr. Hawke: I shall later do wore than
grunt.

Mr. BRAND: In England there are some
600 members in the House of Commons,
and in the Commonwealth Parliament
there are over 100 members. If all the
members took the same attitude in deal-
ing with a Bill in the Committee stage as
the Opposition in this House has done,
there 'would be no limit to the debate.
No legislation could be passed through
Parliament if the Opposition took a stand
against it.

The Opposition declared, through its
spokesman, that it intended to debate
every clause and every line, within Stand-
bag Orders, and that was fair enough.
As it bad been clearly indicated from the
line of debate taken on this Bill, that the
Opposition was going to talk, and talk, and
talk, the Goverrnent had to find some
means to overcome the position. I believe
the step we have taken will be accepted
by the general public, and by this 'House
-a step by which we can ensure the pas-
sage of this Bill through this House, pro-
vided we have the numbers.

Mr. J. Hegney: You did not have a man-
date from the people for this Bill.

Mfr. BRAND: We will have to face up to
the people in 18 months' time.

Mr. Graham: What about doing that
straightaway?

Mr. BRAND: Of course, that is a deci-
sion which the public will have to make,
as to whether we did the right thing or
the wrong thing. This Bill contains
nothing new in principle, and the same
provisions exist in Queensland and in the
Commonwealth sphere. The point was
made by the member for Balcatta that
there was a great protest when the Bill
was introduced in Queensland. That is
so. But since then there has been an
election in that State, and the Government
has been returned to office. Once again.
the Leader of the Opposition has made
some inaudible remark.

Mr. Graham: If it was inaudible how
did you know he made the remark?

Mr. BRAND: That is the situation in
relation to the Government in Queensland
and to this controversial legislation. I
realise we are breaking something of new
ground-

Mr. Graham: I'll say!
Mr. BRAND: -in moving this motion

which lays down a timetable, a time-
table which, having regard for the time
which has been spent on the Bill and the
talk that has gone on, I think is quite fair.
It means the passing of the Bill will take
place early Thursday morning, provided
the schedule is adhered to.

I want to say, too, that when I Passed
the proposed orders of the day around
yesterday, I sensed there was some query
on where the Bill in question was on the
notice paper. It was where it was simply
because I wanted to bring other legis-
lation up. If by any chance it is felt
that when this motion has been put
through the H-ouse we should go on and
immediately debate the arbitration Bill.
I am quite prepared to bring it up, if that
is the wish of the House.

I would like to make it clear that it is
intended this motion should proceed forth-
with because it is a procedural motion and
no purpose would be served in having it
adjourned for any time, because that
would defeat the whole purpose of the
motion itself.

Mr. W. Hegney: Hitler has nothing on
your crowd!

Mr. BRAND: You may think so.
Mr. Court: You're a fine one to talk

about him!
Mr. Hawke: There's old Court butting

in.
Mr. Court: You're a fine lot to talk

about dictators!

Mr. B3RAND: This Bill has been the sub-
ject of a great deal of publicity and, I
think, a great deal of misunderstanding
and untruth. It is hoped that during tis
debate and the one which follows next
week, some of these facts will be explained
to the public. I listened to Mr. Coleman
the other night, and watched him on
television-

Mr. Graham: He put it all over Court.
Mr. BRAND: -and he stated that the

Governmnent-be did not mention any
name in particular-was selling Western
Australia to overseas people on the basis
of cheap wages.

Mr. Jamieson: Well, isn't it?
MrY. BRAND: It is not.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. BRAND: Might I say that in order

to get the truth to the public, and the facts
about this Bill, it is necessary that we
have the opportunity of debating it here
today and that we use other methods with
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which to belie the misstatements made.
Never once during the whole of my period
overseas did I raise the question of the
standard of wages in this State. On the
contrary, I told them of the high, stand-
ards which exist here and the satisfaction
with the output of our workers in this
State. Now, I realise I might be diverging
and getting away from the subject of the
motion. However, there has been a great
deal of, I should say, laxity in some cases
as to members sticking to the motions and
clauses before the Chair.

Mr. Hawke: That is a lovely reflection
on the Speaker!

Mr. BRAND: I was not reflecting on the
Speaker but on the members themselves.
As you know, Mr. Speaker, You have fol-
lowed a course during this debate of en-
deavouring to meet this situation, and
showing a certain amount of tolerance in
these matters;* that is very true.

The time that has been allowed for this
Bill in this House is equal to that which
has been allowed in any other controver-
sial Bill, and it would seem to me-

Mr. Graham: What is this "allowed"
business?

Mr. BRAND: -that the nature of the
legislation is such that the Government
should provide an opportunity, particularly
in the second reading of the Bill, for
People to express their points of view on
the principle. In the detailed debate of
the Committee stage it will be necessary,
of course, to have some discussion on the
main points of the Bill; and I hope that
during the period that is allowed under
this schedule, we will be able to get down
to discuss the main points rather than
indulge in such discussion as we had the
other night on the short title of the Bill.
etc.

Mr. W. Hegney: You want to dictate to
the House what you want it to do!

Mr. BRAND: No; I do not. If the Op-
position cares to discuss the minor points
under the programme laid down, it will not
be taking the opportunity of discussing the
important points.

Mr. Hawke: The whole motion is dicta-
torship from beginning to end.

Mr. BRAND: Of course, the Opposition
would* say that any motion of this kind
is dictatorship. The passing of a motion
of this nature by this House lays down a
time schedule, and the House makes the
decision in regard to it.

Mr. Graham: Your puppets over there
do.

Mr. Kelly: What section of the House?
Mr. Hawke: The yes men.
Mr. BRAND: This legislation aims to

substantially alter the arbitration system
of this State. This is the decision of the
Governmrent. :I believe it has every right
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to come to this House' and be -given the
opportunity of getting its legislation
through-,--

Mr. J. Heiney: Only if it has a mandate
to do so.

Mr. BRAND: -- if it believes that what
it is doing is best in the interests of every-
body concerned. All the tommyrot about
attacking workers' conditions and reduc-
lug rates of pay is absolute nonsense!

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. BRAND: The commissiohis which

have been set up elsewhere have niot been
the means of reducing workers' pay and
degrading their conditions. On the other
hand, we have heard that we have a lower
take-home pay packet here in Western
Australia. Therefore, it would seem to
me that the situation is such that whether
it be a court or whether it be a commis-
sion, these tribunals have acted on
evidence; and, generally speaking, the con-
ditions and standards of wages throughout
Australia are comparable.

The only way in which we in Western
Australia can hope to have a better take-
home pay packet is by a greater degree
of prosperity; and I believe that this legis-
lation, when it is through this Parliament
and enables the Government to set up the
machinery, will expedite conciliation and
arbitration; and there is no objective on
the part of the Government to do other
than improve the situation.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: Hear, hear!
Mr. Graham: The Minister for fluoride

joins in! What would he know about it?
Mr. BRAND: I may not know a great

deal about it; I do not pretend to know
about everything, as does the member for
Balcatta. I want to say, too, that the
principle in this Bill was one introduced
during the Chifley Government regime, by
Dr. Evatt.

Mr. Hawke: Quoting Dr. Evatt, now!

Mr. BRAND: In 'introducing the Bill
he made a speech which has been men-
tioned in this House.

Mr. Graham: You could not say any-
thing bad enough about him before!

Mr. BRAND: I am quoting him now,
because he was the Attorney-General at
the time, and a Labor leader. He intro-
duced the legislation into the Federal
House: and it, in fact, set up the same
principles as this Bill alms to set up.
Therefore, I ask: What is wrong with it?
The whole idea today, of course, is to
take advantage of the political situation
in which* we find ourselves. I am abso-
lutely positive-and so Is the Government
-that when this machinery takes the
place of the existing set-up in arbitra-
tion, it will function smoothly,- expedite
decisions, and altogether improve the
arbitration of this State.



2800 1 ASSEMBLY.J

LMr. Graham: Put It to the people
straightaway then!

Mr. BiRAND: Because I believe this I
have the greatest Pleasure in moving this
moton-

Mr. Graham: You would!
Mr. BRAND: -which appears in my

name on the notice paper.

Adjournment of Debate
MR. HAWKE (Northani-Leader of the

Opposition) [2.49 P.m.]: I move-
That the debate be adjourned until

Tuesday next.

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

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Dr.

flOvell
Brand
Burt
Cornell
Court
Craig
Dunn
Gayfer
Grayden
Guthie
Hart
Henn

Ayes-22
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Noes-23
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Pairs

Kelly
D. 0. May
Moir
Norton
Oldfleld
Rhatigan
Rowberry
Se well
Tomis
Tonakin
H. may

THutchin son
Lewis
I. W. Manr
W. A. Man:
Mitchell
Nelder
Nimmo
O'Connor
Wild
Williams
O'Neil

Ayes Ne
Mr. Curran Mr. Crommelin
Mr. Evans Mr. Runciman
Majority against-i.
Motion (Adjournmient of debate) thus

negatived.
MR. TONKIN (Melville-Deputy Leader

of the Opposition) [2.53 p.m.]: I move-
That the debate be adjourned until

a later stage of the sitting.
motion put and a division taken with

the following result: -
Ayes-22

Mr. Bickerton Mr. Kelly
Mr. Brady Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Davies Mr. Moir
Mr. Fletcher Mr. Norton
Mr. Graham Mr. Oldifeld
Mr. Hall Mr. Rhatigan.
Mr. Hawke Mr. Howberry
Mr. Heal Mr. Sewell
Mr. J. Hegney Mr. Tom,
Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Jamieson Mr. H. May (elr

Noes-23
Mr. Bovell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gayfer
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Outlie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Heinn

Ayes
Mr. Crn
Mr. Ryana

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Crommella
Mr. Eunciman

Majority against-i.
Motion (adjournment of debate) thus

negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR. HIAWKE (Northam-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.57 p.m.]: This motion re-
presents, I think without any shadow of
doubt, the greatest act of political perfidy
ever Perpetrated or attempted to be per-
petrated on this Parliament and, indirectly,
upon the citizens of the State.

The members of the House have the
wording of the motion in front of them
on the printed business sheet for today,
and the Press reporters in the Press gal-
lery have the printed notice paper before
them. So we and they understand the
contents of the motion. However, there
are a considerable number of people in
the gallery who have no knowledge at

(Teller) all of the contents of the motion, although
their instincts would certainly guide them
to know that the motion, from their point

ding of view, represents treachery; because the
fling motion, in essence, Sims to bulldoze

through this House of Parliament a Bill
which has as its main objective the total
destruction of the Industrial Arbitration
Court as we know it and the undeserved
and crude and ignorant dismissal by the

(Teller) Government of Mr. Justice Nevile from the
field of arbitration in this State.

Therefore, in order that the citizens in
the gallery might have a reasonable
understanding of the wording of the
motion, I propose to read it. The motion
moved by the Premier reads-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable this House to hereby direct
that, in connection with the "Indus-
trial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill
(No. 2)," the debates on the remain-
ing stages of the Hill shall be put
with the amendments set out here-
under and with no other amendment
or debate, as follows:-

In Co-mmittee
Clauses 2-54 inclusive, with the fol-

lowing amendments:-
Clause 6.

Page 3, lines 6 to 13 inclusive-
Delete subsection (1).

Page 3, line 14--Substitute for
the subsection and paragraph
designations. "(2) (a)" and the
subsection designation, "(1)".

Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. I. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

(Teller)

Page 3, line
the paragraph
the subsection

22--Substitute for
designation, "(b)",
designation, "(2)".
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Page 3, line 32-Substitute for
the subparagraph designation.

i),the paragraph designation,
"(a)".

Page 3, line 34-Substitute for
the passage, "paragraph (a)", the
passage. "subsection (1)".

Page 3, line 35-Substitute for
the word, "subsection", the word,
".section".

Page 3, line 38-Substitute for
the subparagraph designation,
"dii)", the paragraph design a-
tion, "(b)"'.

Clause 7.
Page 5, line 15-Akdd a Para-

graph as follows-
(I) by adding after the Inter-

pretation "irregularity" the
following Interpretation-

"judge" includes a person
appointed a Conmmis-
sioner under section
forty-nine of the
Supreme Court Act,
1935;

Clause 11.
Page 7, line 35-Add after the

word "refusal" the words, "on the
grounds that the reasons for the
refusal are erroneous in law".
Clause 13.

Pages 12 and 13-Delete clause
13.

Before 1l.45 p.m. o'clock on Tuesday
the 19th day of. November, 1963.

Clauses 55-98 inclusive, with the foE-
lowftn4 amtendments:-

Clause 58.
Page 29, lines 16 to 19 inclusive

-Delete paragraph (a).
Clause 57.

Pages 30 and 31-Delete clause
57.
Clause 69.

Page 42. line 19-Add a para-
graph as follows-

(r) refer the dispute or other
matter to the Commis-
sion in Court Session for
hearing and determina-
tion by the Commission
in Court Session.

Clause 8'7.
Page 47. line 5-Substitute for

the word, "the", the word, "an".
Clause 90.

Pige 48. line 27-l-Substltute for
the word, "terms", the ward
"trm".

Before 9 p.m. o'clock on Wedn~sday
the 20th day of November, 1963.

Clauses 99 to 159 inclusive, with the
Joloioung amnendments:-

Clause 99.
Page 52, line 5-Add after the

word, "Registrar" the passage,
", an industrial Inspector".

Clause 110.
Page 57, line 12-Add after the

word, "Justice" -
Fancy putting a word like that in a
motion moved by this Government!I The
motion continues-

-the words, "of Western Austra-
lia".

Page 57, line 16-Add after the
word "Justice" the words, "of
Western Australia".

Page 57, line 24--Add a subsec-
tion as follows-

(5) The provisions of sec-
tion forty-six of this Act
apply to a member and act-
ing member of the Court and
in so applying those provi-
sions any reference therein to
a Commissioner or acting
Commissioner shall be read as
a reference to a member of
the Court or an acting mem-
ber of the Court respectively,
and any reference to the Gov-
ernor shall be read as a ref-
erence to the Chief Justice of
Western Australia.

Clause 111.
Page 58, line 32-Delete the

passage, ", or of its own motion".
Page 58, line 40-Add a subsec-

tion as follows-
(5) The functions, powers

and jurisdiction conferred on
the Court by the provisions
of subsection (4) of section
nine A, of sect-ion nine B, of
Divisioni MI of Part II and of
subsectioh. (5) of section
sixty-one B of this Act may
be exercised by any member
of the Court nominated from
time to time by the President,
sitting or acting alone and
While so sitting or acting that
member of the Court shall,
for the piposes of those pro-
visions, be deemed to be the
Court.

Clause 121.
Page 63, line 24-Add a para-

graph as follows,-
(c) by subs .tituting for the

word, "Couirt" in line two
of subsectlon . (4)_ the
wordls, ."Commission In
Court Session."
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Clause 124.
Page 64, lines 9 to 35 inclusive

-Delete clause 124.

Clause 128.
Page 66, line 7-Delete the

word, "of".
Before 11.30 p.m. o'clock on Wednes-
day, the'2Oth day of November, 1963.

And the Title and report of the
Chairman to the House before 11.4
p.m. o'clock on Wednesday, the 20th
day of November, 1963.

In the House
The Third Reading before 1.30 a.m.

o'clock on the 21st day of November,
1963.

And that this House do direct that
the remaining stage6 of the "Industrial
Arbitration Act Amendment Bill (No.
2)" be dealt with accordingly.

1 have read through the motion quickly in
order to economise on time as much as
possible.

Coming down a bit more closely to a brief
explanation of what all that involves, I
will take, first of all, the clauses 'as
bunched together in the motion. Members
are aware, and I wish everyone else pre-
sent here today to be aware, and the public
too, if Possible, to be aware, that the
normal procedure in parliament, in con-
nection with a Bill, is for each clause to
be taken separately when the Bill goes into
Committee. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee calls the No. 1 clause, and the mar-
ginal note, and it is then the free and
democratic right of any member of the
Committee to rise and discuss the clause,
or any part of it, and to exercise the abso-
lute and democratic right of moving any
amendment which he thinks desirable or
necessary to. any part of any clause.

That is the procedure which was laid
down hundreds of years ago, and which
has'been respected, and honoured, and car-
ried out ever since in any democratic Par-
liament worthy of the name; and this is
the system which the Premier and his col-
leagues are anxious to destroy on this; oc-
casion.

How did these procedures come into
existence?. I presume you. Mr. Speaker,
perhaps more than any other person in
this House, has read back through the his-
tory so that you could know fully the
causes, activities, sacrifices, and struggles
which led to the establishment of the
democratic British parliamentary system as
we have known-it in this State for a great
many years-up to this present moment.
You would know, Sir, that very great
struggles and sacrifices had to be incurred
to enable this system _of parliamentary
government to be established. You would
know many lives were lost in the struggle.

because those who did not want this sys-
tem of parliamentary government to be
established were so dictatorial, so cruel,
and so ruthless, that they did not hesi-
tate to have people shot, or killed by some
other method, when the masses of the
people, and those who were leading them
were trying to establish government by the
people, to sonmc extent, in those days.

It has remained, for this Government,
operating through the Premier of the State,
to come forward and move a motion of this
description, a motion which outrages par-
liamentary democracy, a motion which
tears to shreds the traditions of the Bri-
tish parliamentary system.

Why has the Government done this?
One would think that parliamentary gov-
ernnment as we know it was introduced for
the benefit of the present Premier; for the
benefit of the present Minister for Indus-
trial Development; for the benefit of the
present Minister for Labour; and not for
the benefit and protection of the people.

The Premier and his colleagues would be
wise to learn, if they are capable of learn-
ing, that Parliament exists for the protec-
tion of the people; not for the purpose of
allowing some ruthless, avaricious, outside
organisation to pressurise the Govern-
ment, and prevail upon that Government
to introduce a filthy, low-down, despicable
Bill, such as the one we have before us
in connection with the Arbitration Court,
and the Industrial Arbitration Act.

Mr. I. W. Manning. Poor Mr. Chifley!

Mr. HAWKE: So I warn the Premier
and his colleagues--those of them who
know what is being done; and they repre-
sent the minority of the Ministers, and
most certainly a minority of all members
on the Government side.

The Premier did not even know what
this motion meant when he gave notice of
it the other day; or he claims he did not.
Is not that an amazing situation? The
Premier comes into this House this after-
noon and pleads with members to over-
come Standing Orders in the matter to
enable him, before the motion is moved, to
alter the wording.

Mr. Brand: Only to clarify a point.

Mr. H AWKE: I will prove something
far different from that when I get on to
the subject in a moment. The Premier
says it was only to clarify a point. One
has only to read the early part of the
m'otion-and I will deal with it later-to
realise that much more than clarification
will be needed, because the motion as
worded in the initial part was a motion
to gag members of this House in the very
worst sense; because its objective was to
give one member of the House. out of 50
an absolute right to move certain things,

2802



[Thursday, 14 November, 1963.) 80

while denying the same tight to every
other member of the House. I will read
the first part of the motion, which states--

That so much of the Standing Orders
be suspended as is necessary to en-
able this House to hereby direct-

in other words to dictate-
that, in connection with the Industrial
Arbitration Act Amendment Bill (No.
2), the debates on the remaining
stages of the Bill shall be put with the
amendments set out hereunder-

and I read those amendments this after-
noon-

and with no other amendment or
debate,

What a low-down, dirty, despicable pro-
position that was to bring before Parlia-
ment!

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I must
draw your attention to Standing Order No.
131 which refers to imputing -improper
motives.

Mr. HAWKE: I have not imputed im-
proper motives, Mr. Speaker. I have des-
cribed the proposition as being low-down,
dirty, and despicable. I think that is per-
fectly in order. However, I can appreciate
that you, Sir, feel that there might have
been some direct imputation against some-
one;, but that was not intended-not at
this stage anyway.
[Interruption from the Gallery I

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearinan): Order!
I cannot allow any comments from the
gallery. All interjections are disorderly,
and I cannot allow comment of any des-
cription from the gallery. The Leader of
the Opposition may continue.

Mr. HAWKE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I want to know who wrote out this motion.

Mr. Heal: The Minister for Industrial
Development.-

Mr. J. Hegney: The Minister for Labour.
Mr. HAWKE: Obviously the Premier

did not think it out, or work it out, or
write it out. Who did? I think it is
essential we know who thought it out, who
worked it out, and who wrote it out. What
political villain devised the wording of this
motion: to give to one member of the
House and to one only, the right to move
amendments to this Bill when it Is in
Committee, while denying to any other
member any similar right?

I would think myself it would represent
an impossible breach of Standing Orders,
I could not imagine that anything of the
kind could possibly be accepted by a
Speaker; could possibly be put by him to
the House, because it outrages all the
Standing Orders. I suggest that in any
motion for the suspension, or - part sus-
pension, of Standing Orders, -the House
cannot create a situation wherein one
member is advantaged, while .49: other

members could be greatly disadvantaged.
One member could be given full rights to
move such amendments as he wishes to
move, while any other member In the
Committee will be given no right at all,
but be denied any such right.

We should demand to know the name
of the Minister responsible for working
out the wording of this motion, and for
putting such a diabolical proposition into
it. I never thought Ministers would ex-
hibit the great amount of shame which
at least one of them is exhibiting at the
moment. I never thought the guilty
Minister would have been ashamed to own
that he was the father of this proposi-
tion, that It was conceived by him and
that it was brought into existence by him.
I think we all can have a fair guess as to
who the father of it is. It would be more
interesting to know who the mother of It
was.

We know that the Minister and mem-
ber of this House to be favoured by this
motion, is the Minister for Labour. While
we might all agree with all the amend-
ments which the Minister for Labour pro-
poses to move, we will not agree, we will
never agree, to the Minister for Labour,
or any other member of the House. being
the only member given the right to move
amendments to this Bill, or any other Hill.

Let us consider the position of the
Opposition. Under this motion there is
to be no opposition; it is to be wiped
out; it is to be discarded. Parliament
House is to become, as it were, a German
Reichstag, with members on the other
side being the Parliamient. We are to go
out of existence for the time being, until
this diabolical situation is finalised to the
satisfaction of some of the Ministers, and
the satisfaction and delight of the ruth-
less minority of the employer section out-
side, which has pressurised the Govern-
ment into bringing this legislation to Par-
liament.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn, acting
on behalf of the Opposition in connection
with this Bill, has given it days, and
nights, and weeks of study.- I think it
has already been admitted by members--
even by those on the other side of the
House-that the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn is the best-informed member of
the 50 members of this House in relation
to industrial matters. He Is easily the
best Informed. On behalf of the Opposi-
Uion he has amendments placed on the
notice paper. They have been there for
days.

Mr. Graham: Even before those of the
Minister for Labour.

Mr. HAWKE: As the member for EMl-
catta indicates, the amendments of the
member for Mt. Hawthorn were on the
notice paper before the Miniter for
Labour was scared into putting some of
his amendments on the notice paper.
Scared into,-doing it!

2863



[ASSEMABLY.)

- The member for Mt. Hawthorn Put
amendments on the notice paper because
he believed they were essential to safe-
guard the welfare of the industrial workers
of this State, to safeguard the welfare of
the general community, to try to main-
tabn the reasonable degree of relationship
as between employers and employees
generally, and to try to maintain, as much
as It would be possible to do it under this
amending Bill, the great record of indus-
trial peace which has been built up in
Western Australia, through the years by
virtue of the operation of the very thing
which this Government Is determined to
destroy-n amely, the Arbitration Court
and the personnel associated with it.

Of course, it became obvious this after-
noon, when the Premier sought leave of
the House to alter the motion, that some
better sense had prevailed somewhere
within the ranks of the Li.beral Party.
Whether It was generated from within
some Li.beral Party Minister of the Gov-
ermnent or some private Liberal Party
member in the House, or whether It was
generated from outside Pariament, I do
not know; nor does It matter. The fact
remains that someone must have had
some negotiation with a representative of
the Government and must have indicated
that the Proposition in this motion to
deny everybody but one member of the
House or of the Committee the right to
move amendments was despicable and
dictatorial in the extreme. However, the
fact remains the person responsible for
drawing up this motion-the person re-
sponsible for choosing its wording-knew
what he was doing; knew what he was
trying to achieve.

So Is it not absurd to think the Premier
of the State would give notice of this
motion, as he did yesterday, without
knowing what the wording of It was;
without knowing what the wording was
Intended to achieve? No-one can tell me
that somebody handed to the Premier
when he came into Pariament House at
a quarter past tour yesterday afternoon,
or whatever time it was, a sheet of paper
with the wording of this motion upon it
and said, "When you get the first oppor-
tunity this afternoon, Dave, move that, or
give notice of your intention to move it."

Mr. W. Hegney: It is a wonder he
didn't pass It to Dad.

Mr. HAWKE: Obviously this motion
was prepared some time ago; and when
It was prepared, I have no doubt copies
were made available to the Premier, the
Minister for Industrial Development, the
Minister for Works, and possibly the Min-
ister for Health; but most certainly, I
should guess, not to any Country Party
Minister, because they are not directly or
primarily interested in the whole situa-
tion. Maybe there was a hurried emerg-
ency meeting of the Cabinet and the Pre-
mier or someone else read the opening
words of the motion and gave Some other

information about it and then said, "What
about it, bays?"; and the yes boys said.
"Yes; that is it." But no-one can tell
me, Mr, Speaker-not with any possibility
of convincing me-that the wording of
this motion, particularly the early word-
ing of It. was not closely studied by at
least three Ministers of the Government
before the Premier gave notice of it in
this House yesterday afternoon.

So there is no doubt whatever about
what the initial objective was. There is
no doubt about what the initial purpose
was--to give all the advantages of the
Standing Orders and of parliamentary
Procedure in relation to the moving of
amendments to a Bill to one member, and
only one member out of 50. and to deny
absolutely to any other member who
wanted to move amendments, including
the member for Mt. Hawthorn, any right
to move even one amendment.

The proposition in this motion is that
we go into Committee on the Bill; and
clauses 2 to 54 will be lumped together, if
necessary, to enable the whole of those
clauses to be dealt with and the amend-
ments of the Minister for Labour to be
also dealt with and to be put to a vote
before 9 p.m. o'clock on the 20th day of
November. I am sorry-before 11.45 p.m.
o'clock on Tuesday of next week.

Mr. Graham: One sitting day!
Mr. HAWKS: As far as we are aware,

there will be no debate on the Arbitration
Bill in Committee today; although if there
could be, we would willingly encompass the
opportunity of dealing with the Bill in
Committee. We are not afraid to deal
with it. We embrace the opportunity
whenever it is available to debate this
obnoxious, atrocious piece of legislation.

Mr. Fletcher: But not after midnight.
Mr. HAWKE: Yes, after midnight if

necessary.
Mr. Fletcher: But the public cannot

hear It then.
Mr. HAWKS: it does not matter whe-

ther the public hears it or not. If the
Government chooses to hold over the
commencement of the debate each sitting
day until the public has left, that is the
Government's business, even though
there may be no justification for the
course of action which it follows in that
regard. So clauses 2 to 54 inclusive must
be put to the vote-the whole of them-
all in one heap if necessary, with only
one having been debated, or perhaps all
of them having had no debate at all be-
fore .11.45 p.m. on Tuesday of next week.
What an appalling method for a Govern-
ment to adopt!

Of course, I can understand the an-
xiety of the Government to get shot of
this Bill-to get rid of it as quickly as
it possibly can. I have no doubt that when
the Bill gets to the other place-brackets:
Legislative Council-the Government will
put into operation similar measures to
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those which it has put into operation
here already and those which it is now
attempting to put into operation. The
Government does not want a Bill of this
kind going through Parliament for any
long period, because the longer this Bill
is in Parliament the more possibility there
is that the Government would be
influenced by public opinion to withdraw
it or abandon it: although, unfortunately.
I think the Government Is committed to
the interests which have Pressurized it
from outside this Parliament to the paint
of no return.

Mr. Graham: Is the member for Nar-
rogin going to move the gag? He is get-
ting instructions.

Mr, HAWKE: It is an appalling situa-
tion, Mr. Speaker, that this Parliament,
or any other Parliament claiming to he
British, claiming to be democratic, should
have imposed upon it by the vote of Gov-
ernment. members and Government sup-
porters in this House a proposition which
would force 53 clauses of this Bill through
Committee before a quarter to midnight
on Tuesday of next week. We do not
even know, at this stage, the time next
Tuesday when we will commence with this
Industrial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill.

Mr. Graham: Probably 11.30 p.m.
Mr. HAWKE: No-one knows; and Yet

members are being asked to vote on the
blind; to support and endorse a proposi-
tion which would allow a quantity of time
which no-one can indicate, which no-one
can mention, which no-one can estimate,
which no-one can even guess about with
any chance of being reasonably right.

Fifty-three clauses; and if the motion
remains as it is at present, in its early
part, then no debate, no other amend-
ment to thofse particular clauses or to
any one of them, except the amendments
proposed by the Minister for Works on
behalf of the Government. I ask mem-
bers on the other side to think about this
seriously. I certainly would ask the mem-
ber for Mt. Marshall, the member for Roe,
and the member for Avon Valley to think
about it. In fact, I would ask all the
Country Party members to think about
this, Ministers included.

We know that the Country Party, as
such, is not vitally interested, in a direct
sense, in industrial matters, in industrial
affairs, or in the deciding of wages and
salaries, hours o% labour, conditions of
employment, annual leave, and all the
rest of it, But indirectly-if not to some
extent directly-every primary producer
in the State is very greatly affected by
what happens in the industrial field.

I understand the Procedure which op-
erates generally, as between the coalition
parties In this Government. in connection
with approval or otherwise of a Bill which
the Government proposes to introduce
into Parliament, is briefly that a joint
meeting of members of both Parties is

held; and when necessary-unles a con-
clusion can be reached without It-a vote
is taken, and the majority at such a joint
meeting decide what Government Policy
shall be: decide whether a Bill is or is not
to be introduced into Parliament, What
a hopelessly weak position that puts Coun-
try Party members in!

The Liberal Party has the majority of
members, naturally, at these joint meet-
ings, and the Liberal Party can always
establish a majority vote for any proposi-
tion which It wants. If that does not seem
to provide the basis on which the Country
Party will sooner or later go out of exist-
ence in this State, then I cannot Imiagine
a more effective basis on which to bring
that about: because obviously the Coun-
try Party is merely a tag on the Liberal
Party-merely a tag-and I am doubtful
whether the Deputy Premier understands
the situation; and I certainly doubt
whether he understands sufficiently the
dangers inherent in it.

Could 1, by way of quick reference, take
our minds. back to the action of the Min-
ister for Works In connection with the
Forrestfleld water supply; when the Min-
ister for Works betrayed the Country
Party-crucified it-in the Darling Range
electorate-

Mr. Dunn: Rubbish!
Mr. HAWKE., -and when the Minister

for Works, who is the Minister in charge
of this Arbitration B3ill-

Mr. Davies: Where is he?
Mr. HAWKE: -was censured, or an

attempt was made to censure him, in this
House. He did not defend himself; and
the Premier did not defend him. The
Leader of the Country Party defended
him.

Mr. H. May: And how!i
Mr. HIAWKCE: Clauses 55 to 98 arc to be

finalised before 9 p.m. on Wednesday, the
20th November: and no-one can say-not
even the Premier, or the Minister for In-
dustrial Development, who can usually say
something to meet any situation; or even
the Minister in charge of the Bill-or has
the faintest Idea how much time will be
available to members of the Committee
next Wednesday before 9 p.m. in order
to enable clauses 55 to 98 to be considered:
including such amendments as the Pre-
fered member of the House-the Minister
for Works-will require to move in rela-
tion to any of those clauses which are
upon the notice paper in his name.

Some of these clauses are vital beyond
description; but it does not matter to this
Government that they are vital beyond
description. This Government does not
want them discussed; does not want them
debated. It wants to rush them through
with all the haste possible. So in regard
to this bracket of clauses, 55 to 98, if by
one minute to nine o'clock next Wednesday
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night only clauses 55 to 60 have been dealt
with-and some of the clauses subsequently
up to 98 are of tremendous importance to
-the industrial welfare and the industrial
.future of the State-the remainder are to
be put through in bulk. It will be bulk
handling-bulk handling of legislation!

I never imagined that would come to
Pass in any British democratic Parliament,
let alone in the Parliament of Western
Australia. I would advise members on
.the other side of the House that through
the years we have established in this Par-
liament reasonable standards; we have
established reasonable relationships in
matters outside of party Politics and hot
controversial issues such as this one. Those
standards and those relationships have
been established because there have been
reasonable opportunities given for Parlia-
ment to function as it should function; for
members to carry out those duties which
they believe it is their responsibility to
discharge.

I know that some members on the other
side who are not well informed about in-
dustrial matters feel that some members
of the Opposition have, during the debate,
talked for the sake of talking. That is pot
true. No member on this side has talked
for the sake of talking. If talking had been
our only objective, we could have talked
for hours on other propositions. We have
talked for hours, for days, and for nlights
upon this Industrial Arbitration Act
Amendment Bill because we desire to see
it receive the fate which it so richly de-
serves: and in doing so we have exercised
only those democratic and parliamentary
rights which have been won for us through
the centuries and which should not be put
In jeopardy.

Some of the members on the other side
often talk about the danger of com-
munism: the threat of communism: the
threat of communistic dictatorship. I
know, for instance, they use the ex-
pression for party political purposes, and
they are entitled to do that in the hurly-
burly of Party politics and electioneering:
but I warn members on the other side-
at least, the more seriously-minded of
them; the more farsighted of them-that
the sort of proposition the Premier
has moved this afternoon has within it the
.seeds of communism, the seeds of fascism.

I know the minister for Health has
studied some of Shakespeare's writings, and
I am sure he knows much more about the
Shylock play than I do. I am not having
a crack at the Minister, as the expression
on his face seems to indicate.

Mr. W. Hegney: Fluoride cracked him!

*Mr. Ross Hutchinson: Don't let the nose
tool you!

Mr. HAWKCE: I mention that merely to
.emphasise that Shylock was going to im-
prove on the example set by those who
were opposed to his business of usury. I

am not going to suggest that the members
of the Labor Party, when they become the
Government, will try to improve on -the
example which the Government of the day
has set in this matter. Far from it! But
I am suggesting this Government and the
members who support It on the Govern-
ment side of the House-if enough of them
-support -it on this issue-in establishing
some form of dictatorship in this Parlia-
ment in: dealing with this legislation, is
setting a shocking example to people out-
side! . -

It is giving a great lead to the Commut-nist-minded * and the Fascist-minded
people in* the community, because if it is
good and proper for the members of this
Government, and those who support it, to
wipe out the Opposition side of the House,
as it were, then it is good enough for the
people in the community, whose minds are
inclined to dictatorship and the extreme
Left or extreme Right, to feel that law
and order does not matter much after all,
and to feel that the actions of this Gov-
ernment in the enforcement of law, in the
attempted enforcement of law, and in the
administration of the manifold activities
of Government do not entitle it to the
respect which normally it should get.

We know-and I say tnis only in pass-
ing reference-this Government has shown
the greatest disrespect for some laws which
have not suited it. It has broken them
and refused to operate them. It did not
have the slightest respect or regard for
Parliament or for democratic Government,
or for the rights of the people in the com-
munity as a whole. Surely, if Parliament
passes a law-Parliament representing the
whole of the people-no Executive, no Gov-
ernment-even though it might be led by
men who have been boomed up by the
newspapers to such a height that they feel
they are Heaven-sent saviours in the com-
munity-has the right to disregard the
decisions of Parliament as expressed in
legislation.. Yet we have seen this Gov-
ernment do it on more than one occasion.
It is doing it now!

So I warn this Government that it can-
not set an example and follow a course
which disregards the law; which treats the
law with contempt; which circumscribes
the activities of men elected to Parliament
by the people, and not expect some un-
fortunate reactions throughout the com-
munity.

The next batch of amendments. Nos. 99
to 159 inclusive-6O or 61 of them-to-
gether with the amendments to be moved
by the Minister for Works, as set down
on the notice Paper, are to be before the
Committee until 11.30 p.m., Wednesday,
the 30th day of November. Nobody knows
for how long they will be before the Com-
mittee. No-*one -knows when -the H-ouse
will go into Committee on that day.- It
may u be - for hours, or it may be for
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minutes. The members of the House will
be in Committee on that big batch of
clauses, some of which are tremendously
important. Here again we see the deter-
mination of the Government, and the
greater determination of those outside who
are backing it in this matter, to ride
roughshod over the rights of members-
members elected by the people of this
State.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
I will leave the Chair until 4 p.m.

Mr. HAWKE: I take it for granted, Mr.
Speaker, I have the absolute right to re-
sume my speech upon the resumption of
the House?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): 'Yes.

Sitting suspended from 3.46 to 4.3 p.m.

Mr. HAWKE: Before the suspension for
afternoon tea-which we did not get; per-
haps you were fortunate enough to have
something laid on in the Speaker's room,
Mr. Speaker-I was speaking of the part
of the motion which deals with clauses 55
to 98 inclusive in bulk, and I had been
emphasising that all of those clauses would
have to be put to the vote at or before
nine o'clock next Wednesday and that no-
one at this stage could have any possible
idea as to the period of time which would
be available to members in the Commit-
tee to discuss the whole of those clauses
55 to 98.

It could be, as I said, we might by nine
O'clock on that night have dealt with only
five of the clauses in the bracket referred
to here, which would mean a considerable
number of the other amendments within
the proposed bracket would not be dealt
with-no discussion, no debate, nothing;
just the guillotine as it is called. In this
regard I would like to point out that even
if the Premier subsequently amended his
motion along the lines he suggested earlier
today, there would be no debate on amnend-
ments on the notice paper. They would
just be thrown into the Committee and a
vote taken, yes or no. That is not par-
liamentary in any shape or form. It is
not democratic in any sense of the word.
It is just plain bulldozing and busbrang-
Ing.

I was referring to the very bad example
which the Government was giving to the
community in bringing before Parliament
and moving this motion. I think it ap-
propriate to say that whilst we hear a lot
of talk about the dangers and menace of
communism, with a good deal of which I
agree, we do not hear very much-prac-
tically nothing at all-about the danger
and menace of Right-wing fascism, if I
might describe it that way; and there are
in this State of Western Australia. some
people like that.

Mr. Moir: There are in this Parliament.

Mr. Graham: Hear!I hear!

Mi. HAWKE: I will not go- that far at
present. I will- reserve my judgment on
that claim until a later stage-perhaps' a
later date.

Now, I suggest to members that this ex-
treme Right-wing element in this com-
munity is much more dangerous thda the
extreme Left-wing element, and 'I will, I
hope, be able to reason this proposition
so effectively as to convince even some of
the members on the other side, some of
whom I know are convinced already, these
being in the Country Party ranks.

This dangerous extreme Right-wing ele-
ment is the ruthless, avaricious group of
employers in Western Australia. We do not
hear much about them. We do not see
anything printed about them because ob-
viously they are men of great financial
standing-a very powerful financial influ-
ence. They control, for instance, a great
volume of advertising in a period of a
year, advertising which I should say would
run into hundreds of thousands of pounds
in value. I suppose that in the very nature
of things newspapers are not able safely to
carry on a campaign against this extreme
Right-wing element to the same extent
they can carry on a campaign against the
extreme Left-wing element, because the
extreme Left-wing element does not con-
trol any advertising worth while.

Now, it is this extreme Right-wing ele-
ment which wants this industrial arbitra-
tion Bill put through this Parliament-
forced through this Parliament in any
way, and under any conditions, no matter
how unfair, unjust. undemocratic, or brutal
it may be; and no matter how much the
rights of men are trampled underfoot by
it, or how much the welfare of the public
at large Is endangered by it. Those men
have no conscience. They worship only
pounds, shillings, and pence. When the
change to decimal currency comes to pass.
they will, like their counterparts in the
United States of America, become wor-
shippers of the almighty dollar. Their only
concern is for success in the sphere in
which they move. Personal success, busi-
ness success, and financial profits of an
ever-increasing volume-those are the gods
they worship.

IL am not saying that consciously they
have not any concern for the welfare of
"Bill Bowyangs", or the working class
families in this State. They do not think
about them: they are not interested in
them. Their time is taken up fully by their
pursuit of social standing in the com-
munity, by their anxiety to become more
and more successful In the business world,
and by their anxiety to put influence upon
Governments-State and Federal-in order
that the laws shall be altered in such a
way as to give ever-increasing advantages
to the groups they represent.

That is their Purpose in life, and their
success in the business world is measured
not necessarily so much by virtue of the
service they give to the community in
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the Production and distribution of goods
or in the production and distribution of
services, but in the progress of the busi-
ness with which they are actually associ-
ated. If their business concerns can go
from record profits this year to record
Prorits again nest year, and so on, all the
better. If they can so operate their busi-
ness undertakings to have bonus shares
issued to shareholders, thus making the
burden of dividends upon the company's
income heavier, then that is a mark of
success-and these men are tremendously
ambitious.

Some members in Governments like to
receive a smile from them; a sort of fishy
handshake; a patronising Pat On the back
-and there are at least two Ministers in
this Government who love to receive that
sort of treatment from the clique to which
I have made. reference.

Mr. Graham: The Minister for Railways,
and who else?

Mr. HAWKE: I suggest it is not the
business of members of Parliament to seek
to be patronized by those dangerous in-
dividuals. It is not the business of Min-
isters of the Crown to allow themselves to
be patronised by this sort of person. It is
not the business of members of a Govern-
ment or supporters of a Government to
put others under obligations to that type
of individual, because they are a danger
and a menace to community welfare and
to State progress.

I have said before, and it is well worth
repeating a million times if necessary-
although you would not allow me to do so
this afternoon, Mr. Speaker-that the
major reason why those in this outside
clique-and they do not number many-
of this extreme Right-wing element are
desperately anxious to see the Arbitration
Court in this State abolished is that
the court has, in effect, put a restraining
hand on their operations, and has denied
to them some measure of profits which
would otherwise be available, thereby
preventing the individuals from recording
the ever-increasing successes which they
thought they would have been able to
achieve.

What was the sin of the Arbitration
Court in this matter? What was the sin
of the President of the Arbitration Court,
Mr. Justice Nevile, in this matter, which
will bring upon his head the sentence of
death in so far as any activity of his in
the future in the arbitration field in
Western Australia is concerned should this
foul Bill now before us become law? He
conmmenced when he first became the
President of the Court to grant quarterly
cost-of-living adjustments to wages and
saaries. I think every member would be
aware that the court, every three months,
meets and takes into consideration the
movements in the cost of living during
the immediately preceding period of three
months, and the court has the power

under the Act to award, or to refuse to
award, such cost-of-living adjustments, as
the court thinks fit.

Mr. Nevile on every occasion, as far as
I can remember, has thought fit to grant
adjustments; and the industrial workers'
representative on the bench has also
thought fit to agree that the adjustments
should be granted. What is wrong with
that? What sin is in that, industrially,
politically, or otherwise? What danger
is there in it? What is wrong with it?
What does the granting of a quarterly
cost-of-living adjustment do? Following
an increase in the cost of living of 2s. a
week, or whatever it might be, all it does
in point of industrial justice and fair play
is to maintain wage and salary levels at
their previous effective basis. That is all
it does. It maintains the effective pur-
chasing power of the wage.

Obviously, if the cost of living goes up
and there is no Increase in wage and
salary levels, then wages and salaries to
that extent come down in their purchas-
in.- power. Mr. Nevile obviously thinks it
would be unfair and unreasonable and
unjust for wage and salary levels, in their
effective Purchasing Power, to come down
because in the previous period of three
months the cost of living had gone up;
and he equates the two. Surely that is
fair; surely it is reasonable; surely it is
just! What ruthless, fascist person In
this community would seek to condemn
that procedure and those decisions made
by Mr. Justice Nevile and supported by
the workers' representative on the Arbi-
tration Court bench? Is there anybody
on the Government side so miserable-

An Opposition Member: Evidently.
Mr. HlAWKRE: -who would condemn

that procedure; who would oppose it: who
would want it changed? If there is, let
him give an indication. Even the Minister
for Industrial Development is too wise to
hold up his right hand.

Mr. Grayden: Do you think it cannot
be improved?

Mr. HAWKE: Do I think what cannot
be improved?

Mr. Grayden: The arbitration-

Mr. HAWKE: Certainly, but not to the
same extent as the member for South
Perth could be improved; and, if he wishes,
I will have a talk to him privately after
the House rises to make some suggestions
for his consideration.

Mr. Grayden interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. HAWKE: You will remember, Mr.

Speaker the policy followed by the
Federal industrial tribunals in this matter.
Uip till some years ago, the Federal in-
dustrial tribunals were granting quarterly
cost-of-living adjustments. However, the
time came when Mr. Menzies had put
upon the court a number of judges, and
a majority of them suddenly decided that
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cost-of-living adjustments would not be
granted. I think I had better repeat that,
because it Is a mighty lesson for us here,
and especially for the wage and salary
earners in Western Australia. Would you
allow me to repeat that statement once,
Mr. Speaker? Thank you.

Up till several years ago, the Common-
wealth industrial tribunals were granting
quarterly cost-of-living adjustments. Then
the time came when the judges appointed
by Mr. Menzies and his colleagues to the
Federal industrial tribunals were so many
in number as to bring about a majority
decision in the Federal industrial tribunals
concerned not to grant quarterly cost-of-
living adjustments; and they have not
been granted since in the Federal sphere
as far as I am aware.

The industrial workers, and their
families, In Australia, have been deprived
of hundreds of millions of pounds in wages
and salaries as a result of those decisions
by the Federal tribunals; and, also as a
result, they have had their effective wages
and salaries reduced, because, with in-
creases in the cost of living, their wages
and salaries have not been able, from
quarter to quarter, to purchase the same
volume of commodities and services as
previously.

What was the justification offered to
the public of this State and of the other
States in regard to this matter in the
Federal sphere? The justification was
that the national income could not stand
the granting of quarterly cast-of-living
adjustments to the workers in Australia.
I am sure the member for Roe and the
member of Avon Valley have heard that
sort of talk before in relation to things
they have been trying to get done-the
national income could not stand It. Yet,
during all that time-right from the first
occasion on which a Federal tribunal re-
fused to grant the quarterly cost-of-living
adjustment until now-the Right-wing
fascist elements in the big business
world have been plundering the national
economy and have been taking from the
national income, daily, whatever they
Pleased and whatever they could get, and
as much as they could get.

Mr. Fletcher* And sending it overseas,

Mr. HAWKE: Obviously it does not
make sense, and it does not make fair
play, and it does not make industrial jus-
tice.

Mr. Kelly: Or peace.

Mr. 'HAWKE: The farmers' representa-
tives in this House-at least those on the
Government cross-benches--know that
farmers in Australia have been grievously
exploited by these big business elements
to whom I have made reference; have been
grossly exploited by them through the
years; and are being grossly exploited by
them today. Yet those are the elements.
as represented by their counterparts in

Western Australia, who want this indus-
trial arbitration Bill put upon the Statute
book; who want it bulldozed through the
House at the quickest possible speed; and
who have chosen the Premier to be their
bulldozer-driver. Well, he is having a
rocky run up to now. He has not got the
bulldozing machine very far yet!

Mr. Fletcher: He has not got a license.

Mr. HAWKE: So I submit that in rela-
tion to our consideration of this motion,
and in respect of our consideration of
the Bill subsequently, we have much more
to think about than a decision which a
joint meeting of the members of the Gov-
ernment parties might have made some
weeks ago when they could not possibly
have known what this Bill was really
about: when they could not possibly have
known the drastic provisions in it; could
not possibly have known their effects
and likely effects; could not possibly have
known the influence they would have on
the people most affected in this com-
munity; namely, the working people and
their dependants.

So I say there has been, and is, every
justification for the President of the In-
dustrial Arbitration Court of Western Aus-
tralia to have operated and continued in
operation a policy of granting quarterly
adjustments in wages and salaries; and
all honour to him for having done it. He
has had to suffer because of it; make no
mistake about it! These ruthless Right-
wing elements in the business world to
whom I have referred have no feeling. I
have no doubt they have snubbed Mr.
Justice Nevile on many occasions; treated
him with coldness and aloofness; and made
him know, until it has hurt him consider-
ably, I should imagine, that they regard
him as a menace.

I have no doubt that Mrs. Nevile, if I
may be excused for mentioning her name,
has been made to suffer in the same way
by some of the more ruthless social circles
in this city. Members in this House, on
both sides, who move around and keep
their eyes and ears open, and who are not
snobbish in their outlook, know what
goes on in these sorts of situations.

Now, is it not an awful reflection upon
these Right-wing elements to whom I have
referred, and on the Ministers in this
Government who are basically and pri-
marily responsible for what we have be-
fore us today, that a judge who in all
conscience and in all equity discharges
his duties and obligations to give what
he considers to be fair play and industrial
and economic justice to the working people
of Western Australia, and through them
to their families--is it not, I say, a terrible
reflection that those people in the busi-
ness world whom I have mentioned want
to destroy the institution over which he
presides with such great honour and such
great distinction and, at the same time.
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sweep him completely out of the indlus-
trial arbitration, field for all time? That
is what we are facing up to; that is what
every Minister in this Government has
to face up to; and it is what every mem-
ber on the other side, supporting the Gov-
ernment, has to face up to in connection
with the Bill, and the motion, too.

It is not enough to say, "The parties
have made these decisions; the Govern-
ment has made these decisions. We
thought at the time we made these dci-
sions they were the right decisions to be
:made. We thought we were doing some-
thing helpful and beneficial. We were
persuaded we were going to speed up the
processes of dealing with industrial dis-
putes, and speed up the processes of hear-
ing and deciding claims in relation to
wages and salaries, working conditions,
hours of labour, and all the rest of it." I
have no doubt there are several Ministers
in the Government who honestly and con-
scientiously, in their great innocence,
thought those things; and I have no doubt
many members who support the Govern-
ment thought the same things. But I
stress with all the power at my command
the facts to which I have already referred.
anid I say to all Ministers and all members
cn the other side that they are particip-ants in a conspiracy as vile as any which
has ever been put into any Parliament in
the world-apart from the dictatorship
companies.

What other sin did Mr. Justice Nevile
commit to bring upon his head the un-
justified wrath of these greedy avaricious
employers? I should say that these em-
ployers are small in number. They would
not represent 2 per cent, of the employers
in Western Australia, but they are
ambitious and ruthless. They get into
positions of leadership in their organisa-
tions. and they make the pace a cracker.
When they go after something they get
it most times; and when they have Min-
isters in the Government, such as some of
the Ministers in this Government, and
they want the Arbitration Court destroyed
and the President of the Arbitration Court
dismissed from the field of arbitration, it
is not easy to knock them back if one
wants to retain their friendship. Who
would want to retain their friendship
passes my comprehension-

Mr. Fletcher: only puppets.

Mr. HAWKE: -because friendship of
that type is not only not worth having: it
is dangerous to have. Those types of in-dividuals use a man as long as they can
use him to their advantage and benefit;
but as soon as the time passes when they
can no longer use him for their purposes
they wipe him out overnight. Should the
Government be defeated, as it will be at
the first possible opportunity the people
get to have a go at it-

Mr. Graham: Hear, hear!

Mr. HAWKE: -there are some Mini-
sters who would not receive the slightest
sort of a kind smile from those people;
although today they might be smiling at
them, congratulating them, and all the
rest of it. Talk about shaking hands with
a cobra, as the minister for Industrial De-
velopment told u~s on one occasion!

Ak few moments ago I asked what other
grievous sin-with inverted commas
around the word "sin"-the President
of the Arbitration Court had committed to
earn for himself the everlasting enmity
and bitterness of this group-this clique-
to whom I have referred. Apparently he
believes we live in days of organisa-
tion; apparent ly he realised that unless
people are organised in these days they
are down the drain. Even the farmers in
this State realised that lesson, although it
took them very many years to realise it.
Maybe Sir William Gunn will still be able
to pull the wool over their eyes and bully
them into paying their hard-earned money
into a fund that he will extravagantly
squander, much of it for his own. personal
benefit and advantage.

The other grievous sin the President of
the Court has committed has been to grant
preference of employment to trade
unionists. I think that as long as the Presi-
dent had gone along giving preference of
employment to the normal run of workers
-the tradesmen, the semi-tradesmen, and
the labourers-there might not have been
much development. I think even this
small, ruthless, minority group of em-
ployers might have stomached it, even
though in the process they would have suf-
fered a great deal of mental and nervous
indigestion. I think they might have
stomached it up to a certain point.

But then the president, with the support
of the workers' representative on the In-
dustrial Arbitration Court, awarded prefer-
ence of employment to the shop assistants'
union, and that was a bit hard to swallow
by those people to whom I have referred.
There are some shops in Perth-some
very good shops, too; and I am not criti-
cising them in any shape or form-where
trade unionism is still sort of looked upon
as it was 60, 80, or 100 years ago; where
it is not regarded as really respectable.

Then the president, a few weeks after-
wards, granted preference of employment
to the Clerks' Union, and with that he
signed his death warrant as President of
the Arbitration Court in Western Austra-
lia.

Even the more extreme Ministers of this
Government would not sack Mr. Justice
Nevile outright. They would not dare do
so; because that, of course, would develop
a real explosion throughout the com-
munity. So they had to devise ways and
means, devious and cunning-despicable
ways and means--of achieving the objec-
tive at which these people outside were
aiming-to get rid of Mr. Justice Nevile
from the field of arbitration. We all know,
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as a result of the introduction of the Bill.
and the major provisions in it, the course
decided upon is to abolish the court. In
the event of the court being abolished, of
course, Mr. Justice Nevile disappears com-
pletely from the field of industrial arbi-
tration in this State.

Why was the decision of Mr. Justice
Nevile to grant preference of employment
to unionists in the Clerks' Union so bitterly
resented by these people? The reason is
that most of them have offices in St.-
George's Terrace-very fine offices, too,
and being improved all the time. These
people regard those places as the citadels
of respectability--citadels of great respect-
ability-and they could not stomach the
thought of having members of a trade
union working in those citadels of respect-
alility. They felt that if they had to face up
to this situation the expenditure each year
on phenyle to disinfect the offices each
morning and night would run away with
much of their profits.

So Mr. Justice Nevile, by having decided
that compulsorily the clerks employed in
those offices would have to be members of
the Clerks' 'Union-Mr. Sawyer's union,
too, by the way-committed the last des-
perate offence against the respectability
of ruthless right-wing employerdom in
Western Australia. Undoubtedly the
orders went out to the more susceptible
Ministers in this Government to get to
work.

The minister for Works tries to tell us
that he and one officer of the Department
of Labour had been responsible for de-
veloping the provisions in this amending
Bill. Surely nobody swallowed that! Mem-
bers in this Rouse know the Minister for
Works well enough to know that not even
in a creation of monkeys, or ten years of
Sundays, could he produce a Bill of this
kind. We also know that he is most care-
less and irresponsible in what be says
about most things. I know there are some
members on the Government cross-benches
who agree with that; and I know they
would have nothing at all to say in this
House to defend him over the Forrestfield
wvater scheme or anything else. No! We
know where the essential features of this
Bill were developed, and where they were
worked out. The Minister for Works
might have been there, in a dark place, in
consultation with representatives of the
type of employer to whom I have paid a
fair amount of attention this afternoon.
He may have been there to say yes to
each proposition they rolled out to him.

Mr, Grahamn: Yes, sir!

Mr. HAWKE: He would have been there
to receive their patronising smiles and he
would have given that half-empty sort of
laugh back and pu~ffed away at his cigar.
He may have been there-I would not say
he was not at the conference-be-
cause they would need to have some Min-
ister of the Government there to receive
instructions as to what had to be done.

So this Bill has been prepared, in the
main, as the result of the initiative and
direction of the small, powerful group of
minority employers, and their representa-
tives, to whom I have referred. There can-
not be any possible shadow of doubt about
that. I know there are Ministers in this
Government who would not have had a bar
of this Bill if they had known enough about
it in time. I know there are members on
the Government cross-benches who would
not have had a bar of it had they known
enough about it in time.

The next group of amendments runs
from 99 to 159 inclusive-a real mouthful;
and, if you will excuse me for using the
term, Mr. Speaker, I would say there is a
complete bellyfull in this batch. The mo-
tion proposes that clauses 99 to 159 inclu-
sive-with, of course, the amendments of
the favoured one member of the 50, the
Minister for Works--shall be put as a
group. This huge batch of amendments,
some of them not important, some of them
semi-important, and some of them tre-
mendously important, have to be finalised
in Committee some time between 9 p.m. on
Wednesday, the 20th November, and 11.30
p.m. on Wednesday, the 20th November.
This does set a precise period of time dur-
ing which those clauses will be before the
Committee: and for 60 clauses to be dis-
cussed members of the Committee are to
be given 21 hours.

I Suggest in all reasonableness, in all
commnonsense, it would not be possible to
touch more than the fringes of the major
amendments in these clauses in 21 hours.
So, clearly, in this proposed situation, as
in each of the Prior situations where
Clauses are to be dealt with in bulk, several
members of the Committee will have no
opportunity to express their views--none
whatever. They will be denied an oppor-
tunity which should always be available
to them if they wish to exercise it. The
vitally important amendments in this
bracket would require far more than 21
hours for them to be adequately discussed.
So in this bracket, particularly, where
there is a precise period of time laid down,
the Government Proposes very severely to
prevent discussion and consideration: and
that, in my view, is a most despicable
thing politically to do.

Surely members on the Government side
have not closed their minds absolutely to
argument and to reason, and to disputa-
tion, in Connection with the major clauses
in this Bill! Surely those members do
not feel they are bound absolutely to close
their minds to anything and everything
which is said by members who would wish
to point out the weaknesses and dangers
of each of those clauses! Surely the bond
of loyalty, as a result of having agreed to
the introduction of the Bill some weeks
ago, is not so strong as to compel the mem-
bers concerned on the other side to go
ahead irrespective!
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I think very great time should be allowed
in Committee for the consideration of every.
clause which is of consequence, and
especially for the vitally important clauses.
Why, should not every argument which can
be put forward, within the Standing
Orders, to point out the weakness or dan-
ger of any clause be put forward? Why
should members who are here representing
electors be denied an opportunity to say
even a word in criticism or condemation
of -some clause, or portion of a clause in'a
Bill? Why should not they have the op-
portunity, if they wish to exercise it, of
moving that a clause be altered in some
degree, or have the opportunity of voting
against It? That opportunity is denied
members when clauses are put in bulk.

When these clauses are put in bulk, as
the motion proposes, members will not
even have the opportunity to vote against
specific clauses. The Chairman of Com-
mittees will, at 11.30 p.m., on Wednesday,
the 20th day of November, or whatever the
time and, date is, say, "Clauses 99 to 159
inclusive," and all members of the Com-
mittee will be able to do will be to say,
"Yes", if they want to say "Yes", or "No",
if they want to say "No".

What a shocking situation; what a dis-
gusting proposition to put .bef ore Parlia-
ment-a Parliament which claims to be
British and democratic! I should think the
men who fought, suffered, and died, to
develop this democratic British parlia-
mentary system would turn in their graves.
if that were possible, if they knew what is
proposed.

The bulk handling of wheat might be
all right, but the bulk handling of vital
clauses in the most vita] Bill introduced
into Parliament during the 30 years I have
been here, is not good. It is a desperate
and despicable proposition; and all mem-
bers of the House, after they have given
further consideration to it, should wipe this
motion out completely. I certainly hope
a majority of the members of this H-ouse
will do just that.

Another reason why this motion should
not be adopted, and why it should be
withdrawn, or unanimously defeated, is
that the Passing of it would enable this
proposed amending Bill to be pushed
through Parliament quickly; it would en-
able it to be pushed through another part
of Parliament quickly, and allow it to be
placed upon the Statute book, arid in due
course put into operation.

What is the practical. commonsense test
which members over there, and over here,
apply to any situation; to any system
which has been in operation and which is
still in operation? Surely the great test,
the safe test, is to come to know how the
system is operated, and how it is still
operating. If we apply that great corn-
monsense, Practical test to the industrial
Arbitration Court in Western Australia, we
can Come to only one conclusion: that

there is no arbitration system or concilia-
tion system in the world which has worked
better than the arbitration and concilia-
tion system of Western Australia.

I have no doubt the Premier and the
Minister for Industrial Development, when
they were overseas, told overseas poten-
tial investors that in Western Australia
we had an arbitration and conciliation
system which worked with great success;
which had established, maintained, and
was continuing to maintain, excellent em-
ployer-employee relationship throughout
the State; which had developed, main-
tained, and continued to maintain, an
amazing record of industrial peace in the
fields of industry in Western Australia. I
believe they said things of that kind. If
they did not, they left unsaid those things
which they certainly should have said.

If the sensible test, the safe test, and
the propier test to apply in our judgment
of a system which has been in operation
for 40 years or more-and which is still
in operation-is the test of the practical
results. that have been produced in the
comnmunity, then the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Court, and the industrial arbitration
systems as we know them, come out with
flying colours.

So in what degree of logic, or in what
variety of commionsense, or lack of it,
could the Government come forward and
advocate the abolition of this system which
has worked amazingly well throughout the
years, and which is still operating most
successfully? Who would be silly enough,
or futile enough, in his outlook to barter
this system with a view to gambling with
something else? No Minister of this Gov-
ernment, and no member on the Govern-
ment side, has been able to put forward
any reason which could be called a worth-
while reason for the proposal in this Bill
to abolish the Arbitration Court: to sack
a highly practical and greatly experienced
president of the court in the person of Mr.
Justice Nevile.

The only excuse I have heard trotted
out here is that there has been an accu-
mulation of claims and of business in the
court which has led to some delay at some
time or other. Yet the people who put up
this excuse follow it up by saying. "We
will abolish the court; the successful court
which has produced amazingly good re-
sults over 40 years. We will sack the presi-
dent, as it were;, push him right out of
the field of arbitration and conciliation;
and we will appoint four conciliation com-
missioners as against the one who now
operates."

Can you, Mr. Speaker, imagine a more
stupid way of approaching a situation
where there is an accumulation of business
before a court. from time to time: when
the simple solution, or the total solution,
of the problem-and a solution which is
available-is to appoint one, two, or three
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more conciliation commissioners under the
present system? Everybody in Western
Australia who knows the value of
arbitration and conciliation in relation to
industrial affairs would readily agree,
without the slightest complaint, to the
expenditure by the Government to pay the
salary of two, three, or four conciliation
commissioners instead of one.

Why is it the Government did not f ollow
the sensible, safe course, and retain in ex-
istence the arbitration system and the
highly experienced and practical President
of the Arbitration Court (Mr. Justice
Revile)? What Is wrong with that? That
would have overcome all the delay and
all the accumulation: it would have given
quicker decisions, and if, after a time, one
of the commissioners, or two of the com-
missioners appointed, became surplus, that
situation could surely have been met.

There is plenty of scope in Western
Australia for men of that type. They
need never be out of employment. They
could always be validly occupied in creat-
ing the best relationships possible in the
industrial field, or in some other field, for
that matter. There is plenty of room for
development of greater reasoning, of
greater understanding, and of better re-
lationships in this community between one
person and another, and as between one
group of people and another group of
people.

Men who have qualified successfully for
appointment as conciliation commissioners
would never be lost, even if the accumula-
tion of business before the court fell to
nothing. Men of that description could
be used valuably in whatever sphere they
were chosen to operate.

The Premier this afternoon, when deal-
ing with the motion, put up an extra-
ordinary exhibition in one direction. He
put into the witness box. Doctor Evatt as
an argument in favour of the Govern-
ment's Bill. Yet when Dr. Evatt was
active in politics he could not do a thing
-right, In the eyes and the views of the
Premier, and of other members of the
Ministry, everything Dr. Evatt did was
wrong; everything he said was wrong; he
was a menace; he was allowing the coun-
try to be run by this group, or by that
group; he was soft-hearted and soft-
headed-at least in the eyes of the Lib-
erals.

The Liberals could not condemn him
harshly enough. In the eyes of the Pre-
mier and his colleagues, Dr. Evatt was
utterly discredited. Yet this afternoon
when the Premier finds himself in atroc-
ious difficulties, I agree, the main witness
he puts into the box is Dr. Evatt. I should
hate to think that the time would ever
come in this House when I would have to
put into the witness box as my main wit-
ness Sir Robert Menuies. If I ever reached
that stage I would reckon I had the most
rotten case imaginable.

Mr. Bovel: And so you have,

Mr. HAWIKS: Not that I criticise or
condemn Sir Robert Menzies all1 the time;
there are occasions when I have agreed
with him-those occasions being when he
has made financial assistance available to
Western Australia to enable it to go ahead
with develdpmen~tal projects. I must say,
however, that that has not happened very
frequently.

So the Government has not a leg to
stand on in this situation; it has not a
logical argument with which to support
this motion, or the Bill. There must be
some members on that side of the House
who now feel the Government has taken
the wiong path in connection with this
Bill and this motion; they must feel the
shrewd alecks--this ruthless minority of
employers outside-have led the Minister
for Industrial Development, and the Min-
Ister for Labour particularly; right down
the garden path.

Even at this late stage I hope the Gov-
ernment will not only withdraw its motion,
but will withdraw the Bill itself. I know
that would be a tremendous decision for
any Government to have to make. mem-
bers of a Government-no matter what Its
political complexion-once they have made
a decision; once they have launched a
programme; and once they have brought
into Parliament a Bill to achieve certain
objectives, feel they must go on. Indi-
vidually, and collectively, they feel that to
retrace their steps, to withdraw their pro-
gramme, or their Bill, would be to show
great weakness, which would cause them
to lose reputation and standing in the
community. I think that happened to
some extent with the Government in con-
nection with its attempt to add sodium
fluoride to the State's drinking water
supplies. I am not having a shot at the
Minister for Health when I say that.
Obviously that Bill was introduced into
Parliament without adequate considera-
tion-

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: That is not so.
Mr. HAWE: -without any thought

of the feeling which would develop from
the community in opposition to It, especi-
ally on the compulsory basis.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: You just don't
know what you are talking about.

The SPE-AKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!

Mr. HAWKE: Mr. Speaker, if I may say
just one more sentence on that point be-
fore passing back to the motion I would
say this: The Government could have had
the sodium fluoride Bill on the Statute
book today if it had been prepared to
trust the people and see whether they
wanted it or not In the respective water
supply districts in the State.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: A referendum
does not answer the question.
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Mr. HAWKE: The Government would
not give'the people a-say; 'it wanted to
force fluoridated water down their throats
without* their having any say in the
matter.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson. You just wanted
to defeat the Bill.

Mr. HAWKE: Apparently the Govern-
ment did not want the Bill seriously.
either.

Mr, Ross Hutchinson: That'Is not so'.
Mr. HAWKE., I think the Government

would not be showing weakness, but
strength by not proceeding any further
with this motion-'and by withdrawing this
Bill to allow such further consideration
of it as might be thought desirable be-
fore the next session of Parliament.

One feature of the Government's
preparation of this Bill which de-
serves utterly.- to be condemned, is the
absolute refusal and failure of the Gov-
ernment to consult with anybody apart
fronm its few favoured friends in relation
to what should be done to alter the In-
dustrial Arbitration Act.

There 'was no consultation .with the
trade union movement. Surely that move-
ment wo 'uld be entitled- to be consulted!
There was no consultation with the
organised employers of the State: but I
have no doubt there was consultation
with a few favoured boys in the Employers
Federation. There was no consultation of
any kind with the President of the Court.
As I understand It, the first he knew of
this Bill was when it was introduced into
Parliament. What a shocking action on
the part of any Government! There was
no consultation with the workers' repre-
sentative on the Arbitration Court bench,
or with the employers' representative on
the Arbitration Court bench.

Surely if any Government is pro-
posing to amend or thinking about
amending in any serious direction the
Industrial Arbitration Act, which pro-
vides for the Arbitration Court, the very
first people with whom it would consult
would be the President of the Court, the
workers' representative on the court, and
the employers' representative on the court,
with the representatives of the trade
union movement, and quite as much with
employers on an open basis through the
employers' organisation, But there was
no consultation-none whatever.

These people with all their accumula-
tion of Practical experience in connection
with arbitration and conciliation, and in
the field of industry generally, and in
connection with employer and employee
relationships, were totally ignored. By
being ignored, they were grossly insulted,
because they could niot have been ignored
accidentally, it must have been a calculated
and deliberate act of ignoring them. Any
Government worth its salt, and any Min-
ister for Labour worth his -salt would
most certainly have consulted with them;

,would have obtained their views; would
have obtained their advice; and would
have brought their major views' and their
major advice to Parliament for considera-
tion by the members of this House.

It might be that the shrewd, calculating
Ministers in the Government--two of
themn-foresaw that In the event of con-
sultation with the president and with the
other people to whom I have referred, the
major suggestions and the major advice
received would have been unfavourable to
the Government's objectives, in which
event, of course, the 'Government would
have found itself in a very weak position.
That could have been a great thing really,
because had members of the Government
and supporters of the Government found
their proposals were flying in the face
of advice and suggestions from the Presi-
dent of the Court, from at least one of
the lay representatives on the court, from
the trade union movement, and from other
organisations and groups in the com-
munity, the Government might have been
dissuaded from ever allowing this Bill to
see the light of day-fromf bringing it into
this Parliament-in which event we would
not this afternoon have before us the
disgraceful motion which. the Premier
moved.

Most strongly I oppose this motion. I
think it appropriate and well 'within the
Standing Orders, I hope Mr. Speaker, for
me to refer to the amendments upon the
notice Paper in the name of the member
for Mt. Hawthorn to whose great indus-
trial knowledge I made reference .earlier,
because under the present terms of the
motion, these amendments of the mem-
ber for Mr. Hawthorn which he put upon
the notice paper in the name of the -total
members of the Opposition side and on
behalf of the whole of the trade union
movement of Western Australia will not
be before the Committee. Approval of the
Premier's motion in its Present form
would wipe them out of existence, as if
they had never been moved.

The main purpose of the amendments
upon the notice paper in the name of the
member for Mt. Hawthorn is to maintain
the Industrial Arbitration Court-to wipe
out of this Bill all reference to the aboli-
tion of the court; and surely, when mem-
bers of the House are in Committee
they should be allowed plenty of time to
argue and discuss that. I am still not
convinced in my own mind that every
member on the Government side will vote
for the abolition of the Industrial Arbi-
tration Court. I cannot bring myself to
believe they would wipe out with the stroke
of a pen, as it were, a system which has
proven itself beyond all possibility of argu-
ment to have made an amazingly good
contribution to employer -employee rela-
tionships in this State generally; and to
have conferred upon working people and
their families a fair degree of justice and
fair play.
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The member for Mt.* Hawthorn not only
proposes to delete a number of clauses
from the Hill; he proposes also to make
amendments to some other clauses and to
put in some new clauses altogether. I
think it would be helpful to members and
the House in considering the motion now
before us if I were to read the amend-
ments which he proposes; and I would
hope every member has before him a copy
of the notice paper so he can follow what
I say in relation to each specific amend-
ment.

The -amendments which the member for
Mt. Hawthorn did propose to move-did
intend to move in the exercise of what up
to now have been his absolute rights in
this House as a representative of the
People-commence on page 6 Of today's
business sheet, about three parts of the
way down in the second column of page
6. 1 am sorry there are not enough busi-
ness sheets available to give everyone pre-
sent a copy. The first amendment by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn has to do with
clause 12, subolause (6), page 11. lines
10, 11, and 12 of the Bill. He Proposes
to delete from that Part of the Bill a
proposal put into it by the Government
and the Employers Federation or its rep-
resentative to give any person who, in the
opinion of the court-not the Arbitration
Court-has sufficient interest in the dis-
allowance of a rule an opportunity to ap-
Ply for its disallowance. The first Part
of that section of the clause gives that
right to a member of the union; but the
Government in the next part of this clause
proposes to allow anybody to go along and
push his nose into the union's business
and approach the court and ask for one
of the rules of the union to be disallowed.

We can imagine, without exercising our
imagination very much, how that would
give a license, as it were, to some people
in this community, because there are
people in this community who hate the
trade unions; who hate everything asso-
ciated with them and about them: and
who would wipe them out of existence
overnight if they had the power to do so.
Therefore the member for Mt. Hawthorn
has every justification for proposing to
move to alter this particular Part of the
Bill.

Yet the Government's motion would not
even allow him to stand up and move his
amendment-would not even allow him to
stand up and exercise his right as a mem-
ber of the Parliament; as a representa-
tive of the people, democratically elected
in his district by a large majority of his
electors. What a shocking situation!
What a wicked set-up! What a denial of
democratic parliamentary government!
What a sweep back to the pre-union days,
to the pre-parliamentary days as we know
them? What a surrender to reactionary-
ism! What a snide attempt to cause the

unions all sorts of trouble and bother. be-
cause some disgruntled member in the
community opposed to unionism could go
along and protest about this rule, and
that rule, and some other rule!

Even if the Premier later on succeeds
in altering his motion, if it passes-which
Heaven forbid!l-all that could be done
in regard to these amendments by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn would be for
them t o be put to the Committee without
debate-no debate; no speech: not, even
one from the member for Mt. Hawthorn
in support of his amendment, in explana-
ti.on of it-nothing!

Mr. Court: Why couldn't he?
still speak to his amendment.

He can

Mr. J. Hegney: Autocratic rule!

Mr. HAWKE: I think had the Minister
for Industrial Development listened more
closely to the Premier this afternoon, he
would have found the member for Mt.
Hawthorn could not do so. We can argue
that at a later stage. Certainly, he would
not have any possibility of doing so under
-the motion as now worded-

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: You would not
agree to a change.

Mr. HAWKE: -and which, I have no
doubt, the Minister for Industrial Devel-
opment recommended very wordily to
Cabinet.

Mr. Court: That is your usual form, of
course.

Mr. HAWKE: I might not be much of a
mind-reader, but I am a hell of a good
face-reader. If you would permit me to
say so, Mr. Speaker, I do not get much
enjoyment or pleasure from reading the
face of the Minister for Industrial De-
velopment.

Mr. Court: Then you sit down and let
the member for Cottesloe speak instead.

Mr. HAWKE: The member for Cottesloe
and I get on very well indeed; it is only the
Minister for Health and myself who some-
times cross swords-is that not so?

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: It is pretty right.

Mr. HAWKE: If he took more notice of
my homely suggestions as to a remedy,
instead of taking notice of the member
for Wembley, he would improve much
more rapidly.

The next amendment proposed by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn is in connection
with clause 13 of the Bill. I think I am
in order in mentioning the number of
clauses, am I not?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I think
it is permissible under this motion.

Mr, HLAWKE: It must be, because the
motion refers to clauses by number, and
so on. The next amendment is in relation
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to clause 15 of the Bill; and it proposes
to delete some of the words in one of the
subclauses. The relevant subolause stat~s--

Any union referred to in subsection
(2) of this section or any employer
who employs or usually employs or is
likely to employ members of the appli-
cant society or any union of em-
ployers of which that employer is a
member or any association on which
that union of employers is represented,
.may, upon giving the Registrar and
the applicant society notice in the pre-
scribed form, be heard in objectioin
to the application.

This part of the Bill deals with applica-
tions to the industrial registrar for the
registration of societies and societies' rules.
The Government, in this Bill, proposes to
give employers or employers' organisations
the right to go before the registrar and
argue as to why a union's rule-not an
employer's rule-should not be approved
and should not be registered. Obviously,
there is a wealth of justification in the
amendment which the member for Mt.
Hawthorn proposes in that regard. At pre-
sent he will not be able to move his amend-
ment, let alone put up good and sufficient
reasons as to why his amendment should be
carried and become part of the Bill.

It is proposed to try to knock out com-
pletely clause 27 of the Hill. I am sure
members would wish to know briefly what
that part of the Bill is all about. It pro-
vides that no industrial association shall
be entitled to recommend the appointment
of a member of the court. In other words,
the legal right which the trade unions
have had through the years to nominate
a representative to the Arbitration Court
is to be wiped out completely; is to be de-
stroyed by the Government in this Bill.
In future, the trade unions will have no
right to knock out anybody as a concilia-
tion commissioner.

Legally, the Employers Federation will
not have any right either; but members
will have gathered from what I said about
the appointment by the Menzies Govern-
ment of judges to the Federal arbitration
tribunals, that the Employers Federation
will have plenty of direct say, should this
Bill become law, as to who the commis-
sioners will be. So there is every reason
why the member for Mt. Hawthorn should
be given his democratic right under Stand-
ing Orders to move this amendment; and
there is justification why all of the mem-
bers of the Committee-those on the Gov-
ernment side and those on the Opposition
side-should support the amendment and
give to the trade union movement some
say in this matter.

The next amendment has to do with
clause 31. This clause deals with some
complicated mechanism of the Industrial
Arbitration Act as it is now worded; and
the amendment which the member for Mt.
Hawthorn has proposed in that regard is

duie which should be considered very seri-
ousl1y by the members of the Committee
and, I would hope, be adopted by the Com-
mittee and put into the Bill.

The next amendment proposes to delete
clause 38 of the Bill. This part of the Bill
provides for the destruction-the abolition
--of the Industrial Arbitration Court as we
have known it through the years, as we
still know it, and as I certainly hope we
will know it for a good many years in the
future.

I could say a great deal indeed in sup-
port of the amendments to be proposed by
the member for Mt. Hawthorn. However,
In the course of my semi-long speech on
this motion I have already said sufficient to
convince most members on this side of the
H-ouse, and most members on the other
side of the House, that not only is there
no justification for abolishing the Arbitra-
tion Court, and no sense in any proposal
to abolish it, but were it abolished it would
prove to be an absolute tragedy for the
great majority of workers in Western Aus-
tralia, and the general public.

Section 45 of the principal Act is to be
repealed by clause 39 of the Bill. The
member for Mt. Hawthorn considers that
section 45 of the principal Act should re-
main In the Act, and should not be re-
pealed. He therefore proposes that clause
39 of the Bill should be wiped out.

In clause 56 he deals with the rights
proposed to be given by this Bill to the
commissioners to do certain things, and
the Prevention of them from doing other
things. If I read the appropriate por-
tion of clause 55 members will have a bet-
ter idea of what is proposed by the mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn. The clause reads
as follows--

Subject to this Act, the Commis-
sion has cognisance of and power to
inquire into any industrial matter or
industrial dispute

etc., etc., etc.,; and-
make an order or award-

(a) fixing the prices for work done
by, and the rates of wages
payable to workers

and so on: and-
(b) fixing the number of hours

and the times to be worked
in order to entitle those
workers to the wages so fixed:

I am sure no member on the Government
side knew what this was about when the
Bill was explained to the joint party meet-
ing. I doubt whether many Ministers knew
much about it, if anything about It, when
it was put up to Cabinet and explained and
approved for introduction to Parliament.
This proposed power would enable the five-
day working week to be spread over seven
days or six days. No conciliation commis-
sioner would be able to decide that the
five-day week must be worked in the five
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days consecutively. No Minister for
Labour-and Heaven forbid that the pre-
sent Minister should have that Power!-
would have the power to decide that the
five-day week as awarded should be worked
consecutively in five days.

No industrial registrar would have that
right or that power under the Bill as it
is now worded. It would be a power re-
siding absolutely at the discretion of the
individual employer. If it suited his con-
venience and his purposes to have men
working the five-day week spread over
seven days in the week, then that would
be the rule of the road and the law of
the land; and if any workers refused to
do it, they could be sacked, and presurn-
ably they could also be hauled before the
court for breaching some provision in
their award or in their agreement.

So the member for Mt. Hawthorn, quite
rightly, in his amendment proposes that
the commission shall fix the days as well
as the number of. hours during which
those hours are to be worked in any one
week. Surely nobody will oppose that!
Surely nobody on the other side would
want individual employers to have the
right to pick and choose, and to break up
the right of working men to have two days
off in sequence!

I cannot imagine anything which would
be more likely to break up family life,
in some of its features, than a proposition
of that kind. Yet under the motion moved
by the Premier-and presumably sup-
ported by all the other Ministers of the
Government-the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn would not be allowed to move his
amendment; and even if the motion is
amended along the lines suggested by the
Premier earlier-and we would not oppose
even that-I understand the member for
Mt. Hawthorn would not be allowed to
speak in support of his amendment or in
explanation of it. It would be put to
the Committee, bang, finish! And unless
members on the Government side-some
of them, at least-had sensible second
thoughts on the matter, the amendment
would go out of the window and down
the drain. I warn the members on the
other side of the House, in the most
friendly manner possible, that they had
better have second thoughts about many
of these propositions.

The next amendment has to do with the
same clause. It deals with certain things
which the commission is not given power
to do. The commission, in this part of
the Bill, would be prohibited by law, should
this Bill be put on the Statute book, from
doing certain things. The first one is
that the commission in the exercise of
the jurisdiction conferred on it by this
Act shall not by any order or award grant
preference of employment to members of
any union except as provided in another
section of the Act.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn proposes
to insert the words "refuse to" which
would make it read "refuse to grant pre-
ference of employment.". There could be
iomec room here for disagreement and
argument. I know members of the Liberal
Party, in particular, do not believe in pre-
ference to unionists being granted by
Statute. Some of them do not even be-
lieve in preference to unionists being
granted by the Arbitration Court in any
circumstances. That is mainly why this
Bill is before the House.

This amendment by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn could be open to a good deal
of argument. Is there any reason why
we should not have some amendments of
that character before the Committee? Is
there any reason for the Committee to
take on the colour and atmosphere of a
morgue, where there is only a dead body
lying in the Place, and where most people
are not speaking out of respect for the
dead? Because surely we will have a dead
body in Committee should this motion
be passed and the Hill go into Committee;
and it will be the dead body of the Arbi-
tration Court, together with the deceased
body, as it were-as far as industrial arbi-
tration in the State in the future is con-
cerned-of the existing President of the
Court (Mr. Justice Nevile).

The members of the Government might
think it is dignified procedure, but there
is nothing dignified about it. There is
nothing democratic, fair, reasonable, or
just about it! The more discussion, the
more disputation, and the more arguments
we have in this Place the better. Surely
that is what Parliaments are for! Par-
liaments are supposed to be deliberative
assemblies. Every member is supposed to
consider every subject that is brought be-
fore Parliament for discussion; that is,
before a Parliament based on British lines.
He is supposed to listen to everybody else
who has something to say on the pro-
position. He is supposed to obtain all the
information for and against it. Finally.
on behalf of the people he represents, he
is bound to make a decision and to vote
accordingly if the proposition before the
House goes to a division.

Nobody, by the wildest stretch of im-
agination, would think this Legislative
Assembly has been a deliberative Assembly
during the proceedings so far on this Bill,
and so far on this motion; although, up to
date, I suppose one could say the highest
and best objectives of a deliberative As-
sembly have so far been recognised and
carried out during the debate so far on
this motion. I say that because the
Premier had his say in moving the motion.
He put up such arguments as he could
muster in support of it, and now the
Leader of the Opposition is putting up
arguments and reasons why the motion
should be defeated. That is a deliberative
Assembly! That is open, frank, parlia-
mentary discussion of a proposition!
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Our University, Mr. Speaker, has, you
would well know, a motto: "Seek Wisdom".
That Is something we should think about
very seriously. I can recall many years
ago, when I was much younger in politics
than I am now, talking at a meeting one
evening on industrial arbitration-as far
as I can remember back-and someone at
question time asked me to give a defi-
nition of wisdom. I was stumped. I could
not give him one. I do not think many
people in the community could give much
of a definition of the term either In re-
lation to Its application to industrial
arbitration matters or in relation to the
motion now before the Chair.

But since those days I have thought
much about it; and in the present situa-
tion in which we now find ourselves in re-
lation to this Bill and this motion, I think
a fair definition might be that wisdom is
something which is based upon a careful
gathering together of all the material
available In relation to any particular sub-
jectr-Inclucting this Bill and tis motion
-a careful study of all the information
which can be gathered for and against,
and in between, and then the exercise of
such natural Judgments as we have been
given; and, of course, to the extent we
have been able to Improve those natural
judgments as a result of our activities,-
Public, Private, semi-private, and so on.

In other words, I am saying we
should try to look at every side of the
picture. Sometimes we hear people saying
that wisdom is looking at both sides of
the picture and making a sound judgment.
But some pictures have many sides; and
It is my view that unless an individual
knows both sides to argument he does not
know enough; and he cannot make a
sound judgment on any issue if he knows
only his own side. Those who know only
their own side make the worst decisions
and judgments.

Therefore, in trying to apply my defi-
nition of wisdom-for what it is worth-
to the situation with which we are now
confronted, I would say we would have to
lock at every angle of the situation; every
side of the picture, gathering together In
our mind all the arguments for and
against, and in between, and look at them
calmly, dispassionately, and sensibly, and
make a decision now, irrespective of
whether it clashes with or is in absolute
contradiction to some decision we made
a few weeks ago at some meeting where
we could not possibly know much about
the propositions which are now before us.
I hope every member of the House will try
to live up to that objective to the greatest
extent possible. None of, 100 per cent.,
can live up to it, but every one of us can
make a conscientious effort to do so.

Therefore, as I have said before, why
should we not have this controversial
amendment of the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn dealing with the granting of prefer-
ence to unionist? Why should we not
argue the issue out here and then arrive

at a decision? But the Goverrnent wants
to railroad' this amendment out, together
with the others proposed by the member
for Mt. Hawthorn! In the first place it
did not even want them to be considered;
it did not even want them to be before
the Committee; and now, as far as I can
understand, will only allow them to be put
by the Chairman to the Committee and
be voted on immediately without any dis-
eussion; without any debate; without, pre-
sumably, even the honourable member
being able to stand up and read the
terms of his amendment! There are some
other amendments to that clause; but I
think that if I dealt with all the amend-
ments proposed by the member for Mt.
Hawthorn to every clause I would take
more time than I had proposed initially
to take.

However, here is another amendment
which could be very controversial and
very debatable, especially, I should think,
fronm the point of view of members of the
Country Party. It is on page 30 of the
Bill. It is part of clause 36, and the
proposition is that the commission shall
not, by any order, any award, limit the
working hours of workers engaged in the
agricultural and pastoral industries.

The members of the Country Party may
feel that the commission should be given
the power proposed in the Bill. The mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn and the members on
this side of the House do not think the
commission should have that power. We
think the commission-if it is ever set up
-should have the power to limit working
hours of the workers in those industries
if the commission thinks it is right,
fair, and reasonable to do so. So the
member for Mt. Hawthorn, in relation to
this subject, wants to delete that part of
the Bill. There is another good contro-
versial isue. There Is another good sub-
ject upon which there could be reasonable
debate; maybe even lively debate. What
Is wrong with that?

What are we proposing to develop this
Parliament into under the procedures
which are proposed in this motion? Do
we just want to get our money easily?
Surely there is enough criticism of Par-
liament from time to time among mem-
bers of the public about what we do or
do not do in relation to the salary we get,
without our creating a situation deliber-
ately-on this Bill at least--which means
that controversial proposals will be rail-
roaded into a dead-end and not be allowed
to be discussed! How can we bring any
wisdom to the community when an ar-
rangement such as this is brought for-
ward by Parliament? How can we bring
any wisdom to the people if we are not
permitted to have lively, controversial, and
even bitter discussions perhaps on issues
such as this? 'How are we going to build
up knowledge? How are we going to
achieve wisdom if we are going to rail-
road this issue into a dead-end?
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Mr. Lewis: Would you say that the title
of the Bill was controversial?

Mr. HAWKE: Yes. I would say that
the title of the Bill was controversial; and
I am grateful to the Minister for Educa-
tion for his interjection. I have had very
little help from members on the other side
of the House.

Mr. Lewis: You surely did not get much
from those on that side.

Mr. HAWKE: I did not need any. I
can feel the help and the aid In the spirit
of those who are with me on this side of
the House.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman):* I would
like to draw the attention of the Leader
of the Opposition to the fact that I can-
not encourage him to have help from any
side of the House.

Mr. HAWEE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker,
I understand the situation perfectly, and
I thank you for your interjection. Surely
we are on the road to developing into a
poor, miserable-I will not use the word
that comes to mind I-soft bunch of par-
liamentarians, if we adopt this line of
procedure; if we tolerate a proposition of
this kind! What is wrong with standing
up to one another, face to face in this
House, and saying what we think about
each proposition, and especially about the
controversial propositions? What sort of
hopeless, morgue-like place would Parlia-
ment be if everything which came here
was non-controversial? If everybody be-
came a yes man or a no man as the
situation might demand?

Goodness me! In these days the com-
munity is lifeless and apathetic enough,
surely, in regard to these rnatters-except
when they are stirred up as on this ques-
tion by the drastic nature of the Govern-
ment's proposals! Surely the Minister f ,or
Health, for instance, knows that through-
out the community today-not only in
Western Australia but also In other States
of Australia-individual interest on the
part of the public on great, important
issues is weak enough and apathetic
enough! Surely he knows, as I think we
all know, that a great many people in the
community these days have their minds
on matters which do not matter very much
in the essential requirements of life and
living.

Surely he knows that a great many
people in the community find it difficult
to distinguish between the artificial and
the real, and are encouraged in that
direction to a great degree by a lot
of propaganda given to them through
the newspapers, over the radio, and
through television. Surely that is a
matter of great concern on the part
of us here in Parliament, who are sup-
posed to be leaders in the community!
Or did we get here on false pretences?
Or are we, after getting here, satisfied
to say, 'This is not a bad place to be in.
This is not a had profession to follow"?
Are we to say we will stand by; we will

avoid discussion and debate; and we 'will
avoid being controversial? Is that what
members want? If they do, and''get it,
then those people in the community who
are revolutionary inclined and dictatori-
ally inclined-on the extreme Left and on
the extreme Right-will have aid given to
their cause and to their ideologies)

I would rather a million times have
controversial issues brought forward in
this place and argued out extensively and
strongly, so that everyone on either -side
of the House could say frankly what he
thought, than be muzzled, gagged, and
guillotined, in regard to a vital Bill such
as this; and then have to go into the cor-
ridors and streets and say nasty things
wvhich we are capable of saying about
Parliament or about the members sup-
porting the Government; and to have the
same thing said by members opposite
about us.

I said earlier, when dealing with this
motion and the Bill, that there have been
established in Western Australia through
the years remarkably good relationships
in the parliamentary field. They were not
developed or sustained by a mealy-
mouthed avoidance of controversial issues.
This Parliament has had a mighty reputa-
tion in the past, but it was not built up by
the avoidance of argument or debate on
controversial issues. Such worth-while
reputation as was developed by this Parlia-
ment was developed because men were
prepared to come here and argue strenu-
ously in connection with controversial
questions, and to say frankly what they
thought. In the welter of discussion and
controversy in this House some good deci-
sions were finally made, so much so I
think it can be said truthfully, and with
some pride, that the general level of legis-
lation in this community placed upon the
Statute book over the years compares
favourably with legislation placed upon
the Statute books in other States of Aus-
tralia, and to a, large extent with that
put on the Statute books of other countries
of the world.

Are we to throw all that down the
drain? Are we to become a group of yes
men or no men, as the situation requires,
because we do not want to argue about
controversial issues, and because we do
not want to allot a few extra hours to
the debate on a drastically important is-
sue like the abolition of the Arbitration
Court in this State? Those thoughts de-
serve a great deal of serious and earnest
consideration by all members. I would be
disappointed, indeed, to find they did not
receive that consideration during the next
few hours.

The next amendment proposed by the
mnember for Mt. Hawthorn affects this
Portion of clause 57-

Where the Commission Inserts in
any award a provision granting pre-
ference of employment pursuant to
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subsection (1) of this section, the
Commission shall provide that for the
purposes of that provision a worker
who holds a certificate of exemption
issued and in force pursuant to section
sixty-one B. of this Act, shall be
deemed to be a member of the union,
or unions the members of which are
entitled to preference.

The Minister for Works has also placed
an amendment on the notice paper in re-
lation to this clause. By having both of
these amendments placed before the Corn-
mittee, instead of only the amendment of
the Minister for Works, the objective be-
ing sought in relation to the provision in
that part of the Bill would be achieved.

Clause 58 of the Bill is another one on
which the member for Mt. Hawthorn
wishes to move an amendment. He wants
this clause to be deleted altogether, and
I am 100 per cent. with him. That is the
part of the Bill which proposes to exempt
from trade union membership what are
known as conscientious objectors. Ad-
mittedly, this proposition could be open to
some argument. Some member"- hope
only, a. few-might think that if a. worker
has.a religious objection to being a member
of a trade union, he should not have to join
it. This provision proposes that where a
person objects on the grounds of conscien-
tious belief, to being a member of a union
he must pay an amount equal to the union
contribution to the Industrial Registrar,
who, in turn, will be called upon to, pay
that sum to a charitable organisation.

All I say about the proposal by the
member for Mt. Hawthorn which seeks to
delete this part of the Bill is that any
person who, in his employment, derives
benefit and protection from a trade union
organisation in relation to Wages and sal-
aries, working conditions, hours of labour,
and so on, should make a6 contribution to
that union and should become a financial
member of it. If a person has conscien-
tious beliefs which are so strong then
he should seek employment in fields where
trade unionism does not operate, and there
are several such areas in the State at
the present time.

If a choice was offered to such a person,
in 99 instances out of 100 the conscien-
tious believer would prefer to remain in
the field of employment covered by a trade
union award or agreement, and to pay his
financial dues to the union regularly than
to go out to the non-trade union fleki!
where he would not be under any obliga-
tion to pay any money to a trade union.
That is the acid test to apply to that
Particular sort of person. So, undoubt-
edly, the member for Mt. Hawthorn would
have my very solid support on this ques-
tion.

Dealing a bit further with this matter,
I take your mind, Mr. Speaker, back
to several years ago when the present

Minister for Industrial Development, if my
memory serves me correctly, brought a
Proposition of that kind before this House.
He put up a great story as to why these
People should not have to pay financial
contributions to the trade unions. So pre-
sumably he has taken advantage of the
preparation of this Bill to get his idea
into it. Now, even the Government is pre-
pared to sacrifice this Part of the Bill, and
to agree to have it deleted. This is really
a great tribute to the beneficial effects
of second and third thoughts on an issue,
however many serious thoughts the Minis-
ter for Industrial Development might have
had in relation to the matter.

I thought I saw the member for East
Melville talking to you, Mr. Speaker, a
little while ago, floes the- member, for
East Melville want to make some informa-
tion available to the House?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!I

Mr. HAWE: If he does, I am prepared,
provided it will not prevent me from con-
tinuing my speech, to allow him to stand
up and, tell us all what the business is.

Mr. Graham: He is of the furtive type.

Mr. HAWKE: The next amendment
proposed by the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn deals with clause 88, which is found
on pages 37 and 38 of the Bill. This
clause proposes to establish a provision
in the law as follows:-

Where in the opinion of the Minis-
ter, the public interest is or is likely
to be adversely affected by any in-
dustrial dispute or by any award,
order, decision or determination of
the Court or the Commission, the
Crown may intervene in any pro-
ceedings before the Court or the Com-
mission as the case may be, and may
make such representations as may be
thought necessary to safeguard the
public interest.

This is obviously a very controversial pro-
position, and the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn wishes to knock it out of the Bill.
Some Ministers have very strange ideas
as to what constitutes the public interest.

Mr. Graham: You can say that again!

Mr. HAWE: Some Ministers have very
strange ideas as to who really constitute
the public, and as to the degree of im-
portance and merit of each individual
member of the public. I think it is true
and fair to say that ray views as to the
public interest would differ greatly, in
certain very important situations, from
the views of the Minister for Industrial
Development or the Minister for Labour.
My view of the public interest 'would be
along one line, but the view of those two
Ministers would be along a somewhat dif-
ferent line. We might not have exactly
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the opposite lines of thinking, but cer-
tainly our lines of thinking on any pro-
position in relation to the degree to which
the public interest might be affected,
would not be parallel.

I think that a Minister who belongs to
a political party should not be put into a
position under the law to make a decision
as to what he considers to be the public
interest and then go into the court to
try to influence the court or the commis-
sion on that subject, more especially as
the Minister for Labour, who is the Min-
ister concerned and referred to in this
part of the Bill, will be the Minister who
will recommend to the Government the
names of the persons who will be appointed
as additional commissioners, should this
Bill become law.

I think it would be hijhly undesirable
for such a Minister or, as I said before,
any Minister of the Labor Party, the Lib-
eral Party, or the Country Party, to be
given the legal right to make a decision
in which the public interest is involved
and in which the public interest Is likely
to be adversely affected, and thereby give
the Crown or the Government the right
to intervene in proceedings before the
court between the trade union and the
employer organisation concerned. I be-
lieve the more that Ministers of Govern-
ment keep out of that sort of situation, the
better.

If either party to a dispute, or to a
threatening dispute, wants to go to the
Minister, then such party can go to him
in his office and give him the respective
points of view, whereupon the Minister
can mediate to the greatest extent which
is within his power and ability. But I
think it would be a bad move and a very
disturbing one, which would not produce
good results on balance, if at all, for us
to put into a law a provision which would
give a Minister the right to decide
whether the public interest was likely to
be detrimentally affected and then to send
someone into the court to argue one way
or the other. That could create a lot of
ill feeling or a lot of further unrest and
disputation in the industrial field.

mhe next amendment by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn-or the next one with
which I wish to deal-concerns clause 84
on page 46. The member for Mt. Haw-
thorn wishes to have this clause of the
Bill wiped out. It proposes, in brief, to
exempt an employer from certain provi-
sions if, in the opinion of the commission
or commissioner, that should be done.
The member for Mt. Hawthorn-I would
say naturally-thinks it would be a very
bad procedure for one employer or more
than one employer to be exempted from
the conditions of an award or agreement,
because that sort of thing could easily
snowball once set in motion.

Those who were not exempted would
be able to argue that they were suffering
unfair competition, and all the rest of

it, and there would be further applications
to the commission for exemptions: and
once the commission bad granted exemp-
tion to one employer or a few, the com-
mission would be hard put to it to treat
other applicants, subsequently, in a dif-
ferent way. So I would agree this par-
ticular part of the Bill is loaded, even
though the thought which prompted the
inclusion of the provision in the Bill was
developed with the best of motives.

In relation to clause 99 on page 52, the
Minister and the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn had similar amendments to move
or each proposes to move the same amend-
ment: and that is to give an industrial
inspector, in addition to the Registrar,
an employer, union, or association, bound
by an award or an agreement, the legal
right to apply to an industrial magistrate
for an enforcement of that award or agree-
ment. The Bill as at present does not
propose to give an industrial inspector
any legal right or standing at all in such
a provision. As the Minister and the mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn both appear to
agree absolutely on that point, there is
not, of course, any great necessity for me
to continue to discuss It any further,

The next clause with which I wish to
deal is clause 106 on Page 55, and here the
honourable member proposes to move to
delete certain words in the early part of
the clause for the purpose of adding that
the secretary or other officer of the appro-
priate industrial union may exercise all the
powers and the duties of an ifidustrial
inspector. That proposition is, I think,
largely self-explanatory. it proposes to
give to the secretary of an industrial
union, or to any officer of that union,
provided it is the appropriate union, the
powers of an industrial inspector to en-
sure that awards and agreements are law-
fully enforced.

I know that some people think secre-
taries and officers of unions are busy-
bodies and that they go around all the
time trying to stir up strife and create
unrest. In 999 instances out of 1,000 that
is not true. I would hope every member
of the Hlouse would agree that once an
award is laid down by the court, or an
industrial agreement is given the court's
approval, everyone who believes In fair
play industrially would agree without any
qualification that the conditions of that
award or Industrial agreement should be
obeyed, recognsed and carried out.

Some members might think that em-
ployees are sometimes in a stronger posi-
tion than their employer. I admit there are
occasions when that situation develops; but
for the most part and time, employers are
naturally in the stronger position, parti-
cularly in a period when there is unem-
ployment, because employers-those who
are that way inclined; I know there are
not many of them-have the advantage in
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such- a situation of knowing that if -an em-
ployee wanited to kick up any fuss about
working longer hours than he should and
not being paid overtime, or about doing
some other things outside the award or
agreement and not getting any payment
for them, then that employee concerned,
especially if he is married with a family
of young children, has to think very seri-
ously as to the step he Is to take.

He has to think very seriously as to whe-
ther he Is going to risk losing his job by
putting up a protest or argument, or whe-
ther he is going to continue to work al-
though not getting the full protection of
the award or the agreement, thereby en-
suring he will receive regular wages each
week and be able, to the utmost limit pos-
sible financially, to meet the liabilities
which the family developed from time to
time in their living expenses. Thierefore,
undoubtedly this proposition of the meal-
hber for Mt. Hawthorn has everything to
commiend it.

This Government does not take much
interest in the enforcement of awards or
agreements or in the carrying out of the
provisions of the Factories and Shops Act.
instead of having more industrial factory
inspectors attached to the Factories and
Shops Department, this present Minister
for Labour has brought about a situation
where there are fewer of those inspectors.
Consequently the provisions of the Fac-
tories and Shops Act are not being en-
forced to the same extent they were pre-
viously, even though the population has in
creased and even though the number of
retail establishments, factories, and work-
shops has increased.

Therefore there is every necessity to
have steps taken and to provide in this
Bill for the greater enforcement and
greater supervision of these awards and
agreements in the future. Naturally, every
trade union secretary and every official of
a trade union is anxious to see his mem-
bers receive the utmost legal protection to
which they are entitled. The fact that oc-
casionally some trade union official here
or there, in an isolated instance, might
try to get more than he is entitled to get
for a member, does not cancel out the ab-
solute legal and moral right of members of
trade unions to obtain the maximum to
which they are entitled under the provi-
sions of an award or an agreement.

I am positive therefore, that the ac-
ceptance of this provision by the Com-
mittee and its inclusion in the Bill would
ensure in the future that all employers
or more employers would have to meet
fully the requirements of the industrial
awards and agreements; and why should
they not? After all is said and done, the
great majority of employers are fair and
reasonable. They do the right thing. They
honlour fully the awards or agreements.

Some go beyond them and pay more thdfl
the awards lay down; and they get good
results, too.

The few, mostly those who are a bit
greedy or hungry, who are that way in-
clined, try to make the worker accept less
than is Provided for in the award or
agreement. Surely we want to do nothing
to help the lastmentioned type of em-
ployer! Surely we want all the employers
to be on the same basis in regard to at
least meeting the requirements of the Act
or agreement which covers the particular
class of industry or occupation concerned.

Therefore I would hope, when a propo-
sition of that kind comes before the Com-
mittee, if the Government recedes from
the position it has so far taken up, there
would not be very much argument about
the merit of the proposition which would
then be put forward by the member for
Mt.' Hawthorn; and at this stage I would
like to congratulate him upon the great
amount of work and thought which he has
put into these amendments. He had to
take the job on when the Bill had received
practically no discussion in this place. -It
is true that he had some consultation with
leaders of the trade union movement, and
undoubtedly received from them some very
helpful suggestions and advice.

In clause 112 of the Bill, on page 159,
there arises again the right of the Minis-
ter to intervene where, in his opinion,
the public interest is likely to be ad-
versely affected by the decision, order, or
award against which an appeal has been
brought. I think that here again, as I
said on a similar proposition a few min-
utes ago, it would be very dangerous in-
deed for a Minister of the Government to
start poking his nose into that sort of
situation. One could imagine the reaction
of either the employer or employee if a
Minister or his representative barged along
and stated that he thought the public in-
terest. was likely to be detrimentally aff ect-
ed because of so and so or such and such,
and that he thought the commissioner or
commissioners should do this, that, or
something else. Clearly, the immediate
reaction of one or other of the two main
Parties involved would be such as possibly,
if not probably, greatly to worsen an al-
ready existing situation.

There are other amendments on the
notice paper in the name of the member
for Mt. Hawthorn. Time will not permit
me to deal with any more at the present
stage, more particularly as I have a fair
idea that I might have to go further
than usual this evening to get some fuel-
some food to eat and some tea or coffee
to drink-and I would like to be unselfish
in that respect, too. I would like to give
to every other member of the House-even
my political opponents on the other side-
an equal opportunity of being able to reach
whatever destination they have in mind so
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they might get food which has been pre-
pared -for them by men and women who
come under the provisions of this Act and
who receive awards and salaries, and work
under employment conditions laid down by
our -existing. court..
Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. HAWKE: before the House sus-
pended I was discussing some of the- more
important amendments on the notice paper
in the namne of the member for Mt.
Hawthorn. There are quite a few others.
One of .-them deals with the question of
apprentices. I would hope this proposition
would be dealt with in Committee and
dealt with exhaustively, because the ap-
prenticeship systemf in Western Australia
is very important, not only to individual
apprentices and their employers, but also
to industry generally and the welfare of
the general public. I think we would
be very foolish indeed to do anything which
is likely to be detrimental to appren-
tices;

-. Adjournment of Debate

*MR. TONKIN (Melville-Deputy Leader
of the Opposition) [7.34 p.mn.): I move-

That the debate be adjourned.
Motion put and a division taken with

the following result-

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Pletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr.' Hawke
Mr. Real
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson
Mr. Kelly

Mr. H3ov81!
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Orommelin
Mr. Duinn
Mr. Gayfer
Mr. Graydent
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Henn

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Evans

Ayesr-21
Mr. D. G. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldfield
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Seweill
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

(Tell

Noe"3f
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Naider
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Wild
Mr. WilliamEs
Mr. O'Ncii

Pairs
Noes

Mr. Runcimnan
Mr. Cornell

Majority against-2.
Motion (adjournment of debate) thus

negatived.

Debate ton motion) Resumed: Point of
Order

Mr. TONKIN: I wish to rise on a point
of order in connection with this motion.
Our Standing Orders provide that motions
may be moved to suspend Standing Orders.
We have no Standing Order which permits
a, motion to make a new Standing Order in
place of another. suspended.

This motion, in effect, suspends -several
Standing Orders. It suspends'Standing
Orders 119, 221, 122, 133, and 154. It is
quite competent for the Government. by
means of a motion on notice, to suspend
Standing Orders; but I submit that is- as
far as it can go. It cannot, at the same
time, create a new Standing Order without
the proposal having been submitted to the
&tanding Orders Committee and brought
forward in the proper way.

The Standing Order which the Govern-
ment proposes to establish is one which
would enable one member of the House to
move amendments and speak to them
whilst denying the right to every other
member. I do not know of any Standing
Order which could possibly be agreed to
by .the House or even introduced which
would make a distinction as between mem-
bers. The suspension of Standing Orders
applies to all members equally..

If in moving a motion to suspend Stand-
ing Orders the Government, at the same
time, provides that one member of the
Assembly shall, under a special order to
be made, have a right which no other
member has, I submit that that motion is
out of order, and I bring the matter to
your notice, Mr. Speaker.

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): My
understanding of this is that the motion
proposes to suspend so much of Standing
Orders as to enable certain things to be
done. I cannot anticipate the decision of
the House; but I think there is a 'prece-
dent in, connection with a motion of this
nature, although possibly not in these
words: A motion to suspend so much of
Standing Orders so as to enable certain
things to be done. In view of the fact
that there is a precedent for this, I rule
the motion to be in order,

* Dissent from Speaker's Ruling
Mr. TONKIN: I move-

That the House dissent from the
Speaker's ruling.

I do not agree that there is a precedent
for what the Governent is proposing to
do. The question of suspension of Stand-
ing Orders is provided for quite clearly in
Standing Orders. I am not quarrelling
with that. The Government has every
right to move to suspend Standing Orders:
but when a Standing Order is suspended,
the absence of that Standing Order leaves
every member in precisely the same posi-
tion and none with a privilege.

But hot content with that, the Govern-
inent proposes, by its motion, to take away
from a. member a right already-es'ablished.
because he has proposed amendments on
the notice paper, which the Standing
Orders permitted .him to plac-e there ;,anid
the motion will have retrospective effect
inasmuch as it denies him the' ffgbt' to
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move any of those amendments, which
he has given prior notice to the House of
his intention to move.

Whlst doing that, the motion of the
Government at the same time gives to
one person exclusively the right to move
amendments and to speak to them. I sub-
mit that no Standing Order could ever be
agreed to which conferred a benefit and a
privilege on one member to the exclusion
of everybody else. That is the very anti-
thesis of democratic Government.

I think it would have helped us in this
situation if, instead of Just making a
general statement that there were prece-
dents for what was being done, you had
stated, Sir, just one of those precedents.
The motion to suspend Standing Orders
to peinit the debate on the Estimates
being concluded at a certain timre does not
deny the right to a number of members,
but confers a right upon one or more to
go on with the discussion. Such a motion
has general application and is not a pre-
cedent for what is being done now.

I am not quarrelling at all with the right
of the Government to fix a timetable or
to suspend Standing Orders which other-
wise give members the right of discussion.
What I am disputing is the right of the
Government to create, for the time being,
a new Standing order which will have the
purpose of conferring a right and a privi-
lege on one member of the Assembly alone;
and I submit to you, Sir, that such a pro-
posal is distinctly out of order and there
Is no precedent for it.

I have thought over the various motions
-and there are very few of them-which
have been moved in this Parliament to en-
sure the passage of legislation or the pas-
sage of a motion within a certain time.
I do not dispute the right of the Govern-
mnent to fix such a timetable. It Is within
the Standing Orders for the Government
to do so. But I do most definitely say
that, having suspended certain Standing
Orders there is no power for the Govern-
ment to create, in place of the Standing
Orders suspended, the opportunity for one
person to exercise the rights already, taken
away from everybody.

If you. Mr. Speaker, look at the Stand-
ing Orders I have mentioned, you will
see what I mean. Take Standing Order
No. 199, first of all. It reads-

A member may speak to any Ques-
tion before the House, or upon a
Question or Amendment to be pro-
posed by himself, or upon a Question
of Order arising out of the debate, or
upon a Question of Privilege, but not
otherwise.

That Standing Order gives to the member
for Mt. Hawthorn, and every other mem-
ber in this House at the present time, the
right to move amendments and to speak to
those amendments to this Bill. That Is
the situation at the moment. The Gov-
ernament, proposes to suspend that Stand-
ing order and, in its place, to say, the only
member of this Assembly who has the right

to speak upon a question or amendment
to be proposed by himself, Is the Minister
for Labour, or some member of the Gov-
ermnent.

I submit to you, Sir, that that just can-
not be done. That is not within the ordi-
nary province or facility available to the
Government to transact its business. The
Standing Orders provide for the shorten-
Ing of debates by various ways, and the
Government has not hesitated to use some
of those ways. They are still available
to it. But I submit to you, Sir, that there
is nothing in the Constitution, and there
is nothing In the Standing orders, which
will permit the Government to deprive
every member of a right which he has
under the Standing Orders, and confer
that right upon one of its own members.
That is precisely what the motion is pro-
posing to do.

I would say that neither you, Mr.
Speaker, nor anybody else can find a pre-
cedent In this Parliament for that. There-
fore, the grounds upon which you ruled
against my point of order, in my opinion
do not exist and cannot exist, for the
simple reason that I cannot imagine any
Speaker or any Parliament would have
agreed to such a preposterous proposition
-and that is, that the Government can,
by suspending Standing Orders, deprive
every member of a right which is conferred
upon him by the Standing Orders, and
then give It to one special person to do
what everybody else is denied. I submit
that because the Premier's motion pro-
poses to do that it cannot properly be be-
fore the House, and should not be ac-
cepted. Therefore it is out of order.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I regret, Mr. Speaker,
that I must support the motion to dis-
agree with your ruling. I have been a
member of this Chamber for some time,
and although there are many Standing
Orders with which I am not familiar, I
do know there is a Standing Order which
gives every member the same rights: and
it is your duty to ensure that In the rules
of debate no member of this deliberative
Assembly is granted any favours, but all
are given the same rights and are treated
alike.

This diabolical resolution moved by the
Premier earlier today does not confer the
same right on every member of this As-
semably. Let us examine It for a moment
to see what it means. In actual fact, the
proposal of the Government is that al-
though I, as a member of this Assembly,
have had a number of amendments on the
notice paper-supplied firstly in type-
written form to the Minister for
Labour approximately a fortnight ago,
and printed on every notice paper
that has been Issued since-I will not
have the opportunity to move them. The
second reading of the Bill has been com-
pleted and it is now in the Committee
stage. 'What is the reason for the House
going into Committee? Is It not for the
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purpose of having a deliberative debate
and giving deliberative consideration to
the contents of the Bill? The overall pic-
ture is not discussed, as it is in the
second reading. The whole purpose of
going into Committee-and these rules of
debate have been handed down to us over
hundreds of years--is to discuss each Bill
clause by clause.

As Speaker, you Sir, and the Chairman
of Committees, occupy your respective
Chairs for the express purpose of allowing
members of this Assembly, who represent
the People of this State, to debate the
clauses of a Bill as it goes through Com-
mittee.

Mr. Burt: You didn't worry much about
that on Tuesday night.

Mr. W. HEGNEY:, In reply to the mem-
ber for Murchison I would say that what
happened on Tuesday night, or any other
night, was in conformity with the Stand-
ing Orders; otherwise the Speaker or the
Chairman of Committees would have
applied the Standing Orders. Everything
that has been done, as the member for
Murchison will realise as time goes by,
has been done in accordance with the
Standing Orders as interpreted by the
Speaker and the Chairman of Committees,
and adopted by a majority of the House.

Mr. Bovell: Then why don't you accept
his interpretation now?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: It is all right for
the vacillating member for Vasse to squeal.
Every time be speaks the words he uses
are of an asinine character. If he will
only keep silent for a few minutes I will
show him why we think the Speaker's
ruling should be disagreed with, much as
we regret it.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. W. HEONEY: What is the purport

of this motion? What does it mean, in
effect? It means that although the House
will become a Committee, and members
are entitled to discuss the Bill clause by
clause, and the Chairman is entitled, and
it is incumbent upon him to call each
clause, those entitlements will be taken
away. members will not be able to stand
up and say whether they agree or dis-
agree with various clauses, and they will
not have the opportunity to move any
amendments, even though that is the
function and the right of every member
in this Chamber.

This motion will abrogate that right:
it will have the effect of muzzling rme,
as the member for Mt. Hawthorn, as an
example, even though I have a number of
amendments on the notice paper. It will
have the effect of Preventing my moving
those amendments, even though it is my
right.

I quite agree with the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition that the Government
is entitled, although it may not some-
times be Justified, to move for the su.-

pension of Standing Orders. That has
been done, and nobody is quibbling about
it. That sort of thing has been done by
Governments throughout the years, and
been accepted for various reasons. But
this motion is the antithesis of democratic
principles because, in effect, the Govern-
ment says, "We have a majority and we
are entitled to move this motion." Whether
a Government has a majority of one or
twenty, it has no right to adopt that
attitude, because a motion such as this
stifles every member of the Opposition.
Surely as members of Her Majesty's Oppo-
sition we are entitled to move amend-
ments'I Yet the motion confers upon the
Minister for Labour, or one of his nom-
inees, the right to move a series of
amendments which he has on the notice
paper. He is to be the only member to
be given -the right to move any amend-
ments.

How unjustified is this motion! How
ridiculous it is! I ask you, Mr. Speaker,
in all sincerity, to have another look at
it to see what effects can be brought
about by the implementation of the
motion, if you persist with your ruling.

It could have this effect: At any time
between now and the end of the session
the Government could adopt the same
attitude and prevent any member of the
Opposition from moving any amendments
to any Bill. If the same motion were
moved with respect to other Bills, and
members of the Opposition had amend-
ments on the notice paper, the Govern-
ment could, if your ruling is correct, move
a similar sort of motion to the one that
has been moved today and it could stifle
any member of the Opposition and pre-
vent him from legitimately carrying out
his duty.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: The gag motion
does that.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: The gag motion does
what?

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: Stops any other
member from speaking.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: Members can see how
the Minister for Health sticks his neck
out. He says the gag motion has that
eff ect. I have just said what effect it
would have.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: I know.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: Is that democratic?
Does that bring this Chamber into the
category of a deliberative Assembly?

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: You just said the
Standing Orders provided for it.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. Tonkin: The gag motion does not

allow anybody to speak afterwards.
Mr. W. HEGNEY: I know the Minister

for Health sometimes interprets state-
ments correctly; but more often than not,

2825



2826 ASSEMBLY.)

apparently, he does not. I repeat: We are
not quibbling with the suspension of Stand-
ing Orders. That has been done on differ-
ent occasions, and nobody is quibbling
about it, But what I do take the strongest
exception to, as representative of the people
of Mt. Hawthorn, and as the spokesman for
the Opposition on this Bill, is the fact that
the Government has introduced a motion
which will have the effect of preventing any
member of the Opposition, and indeed any
member on the Government side, who may
wish to move an amnendment, from doing
so. Where is the justification for that?
This motion will rebound on the Govern-
ment. It is reprehensible; and I hope that
you, Sir, will give further consideration to
the question.

As the Deputy Leader of the opposition
has pointed out, certain Standing Orders
confer rights upon members, and the Min-
ister for Labour should not have any extra
rights beyond those which other members
in this Assembly enjoy. But this motion
will confer further rights on him, and take
rights away from other members. AS far
as I am concerned the suspension of Stand-
ing Orders is all right; but to suggest that
it is all right, and that the Government
is justified in moving a motion such as
this, and that it is in accordance with
parliamentary practice, is beyond my com-
prehension.

I will go so far as to say that if the
Government decided that clauses 2 to 54, 55
to 98, and 99 to 159 shall be dealt with
within certain limits, under the circum-
stances, although we do not agree with it,
we could have no quibble with it. But let
us have a look at what this motion says.
it States~

*That so much of the Standing Orders
be suspended as is necessary to enable
this House to hereby direct that, in
connection with the "Industrial Arbi-
tration Act Amendment Bill (No. 2),"
the debates on the remaining stages
of the Bill shall be put with the
amendments set out hereunder and
with no other amendment or debate,
as follows:-

Mr. Lewis: You would not agree to alter
that.

Mr. W. REGNEY: How any right-minded
member, or any reasonably-minded mem-
ber, can get up and justify that sort of a
motion, is beyond my comprehension. You,
Mr. Speaker, are the custodian of the
Standing Orders; and, even though you
have given your ruling, and have said there
is a precedent for this, I would like to
know what it was, and the date it took
-place; because this is the most diaboUcal
and insidious motion I have seen since I
have been- in this Chamber. I hope, Mr.
Speaker, that you will reconsider your de-
cision;. and,. if necessary, suspend the
House while you consider the points that
have' been' raised. - if you do, I am sure

you will come back with a decision in
favour of the Deputy Leader of the OP-
position.

Mr. Lewis: But what about--
Mr. W. HEGNEY: You get up and have

your own say. You have not got the guts!
Mr. COURT: If we accepted the pro-

position of the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position this House could be in an intoler-
able position.

Mr. Kelly: It is now.
Mr. COURT: The situation as I see

it is that the Standing Orders provide for
the suspension of Standing orders so that
in a particular situation the House can
deliberate as to bow it wants the pro-
ceedings conducted. If we have not got
that right we could get to the situation
that the House could bog down to the
position where it could not transact its
business. That position we have reached
in the last few days, where the lawful
business of the Government could not be
transacted because of the tactics of the
Opposition.

The member for Mt. Hawthorn used
most extravagant language; but I think
it is best we concentrate on the real busi-
ness before the Chair-namely, as to whe-
ther this motion is within the powers of
this House to adopt and act upon. If one
considers the simple wording of Standing
Order No. 415 one will see that it says-

When a motion for the suspension
of any Standing Order or Orders ap-
pears on the notice paper-

as this one did-
-such motion mnay be carried by. a
majority of voices.

This motion, assuming it is carried, will
not only suspend the Standing Order, but
will direct what will apply in place of any
Orders that are necessarily suspended.

Mr. Graham: That is the point made
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
You are writing in a new Standing Order.

Mr. COURT: But it is basic to the
powers of this Chamber that it will be
able to control its own affairs.

Mr. Tonkin: Give a precedent.
Mr. COURT: I was nearly going to

say control its own destiny; but thank
goodness the electors do that! But whilst,
this Parliament is a Parliament it has-the
right to determine how it will conduct its
affairs.

The simple facts are that if the motion
is successful Standing orders will have
been suspended so far as is necessary, and
in their place a direction will have been
fairly set out by a vote of the House as
to what will prevail. The member for
Mt. Hawthorn has implied, if he has not
said outright, that he, for Instance, would
be forbidden to debate any of the provi-
sions of the Bill in the Committee stage,
during the time and period envisaged. by
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this motion. That is completely incorrect.
He will be able to debate the actual
clauses.

Mr. W. Hegney: What clauses?
Mr. COURT: What is more, had the

request of the Premier been acceded to
today-and I hope an amendment will be
agreed to later in this debate-it would not
only be competent for the honourable
member, or any other member, to speak
to any Particular clause, but it would also
be competent for him to move amend-
ments to the several clauses before the
House in the time limits laid down.

Mr. Moir: That is not in the Premier's
motion.

Mr. COURT: The Premier could not do
more than he did today. The Opposition
made it clear that it would not agree to
his proposition: in other words it would
have to be a motion by the Government
at the appropriate time to make sure that
the objection which has been raised by
the Opposition could be removed beyond
any doubt.

Mr. W. Hegney: Read his amendment.

Mr. COURT: The proposed amendment
would enable any member of this House
not only to move an amendment during
the appropriate Committee stage, but also,
if it were carried by the House, for it to
be incorporated into the final Bill as it
leaves this Chamber.

Mr. W. Hegney: What is the amend-
ment?

Mr. COURT: If you were prepared to
let me mention the amendment, Mr.
Speaker. I could explain it. But the mat-
ter has been subject to very careful ex-
amination by the legal people to make sure
that it does what the Premier sought to
have done this afternoon; to make sure
that any member of the Opposition, or
of the Government, could move an amend-
ment in the Committee stage.

Mr. W. Hegney: And speak to it?
Mr. COURT: And speak to it; because

the member for Mt. Hawthorn has mis-
read this. If the amendment were carried
it would be incorporated in the final Bill.
Coming back to the motion disagreeing
with your ruling, Sir, the facts are that
once the appropriate Standing Orders are
suspended it means that the House can
direct what procedures will be followed
while those Standing Orders are sus-
pended. I submit the motion itself says
in clear terms that for a specific purpose,
arid for this Bill alone, this state of affairs
will exist. When this Bill has been dealt
with and its passage has been completed,
thle, powers that the House directs will be
vested in the hands of the Chairman of
Comnmittees, and in the hands of the
Speaker, will automatically lapse. I
oppose the motion .moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. -

Mr. GRAHAM: We have just heard
from, he who undoubtedly is the architect
of the skulduggery contained in this Bill;
he is the one who defined the attitude of
the Government and your ruling, Mr.
Speaker; not the Leader of the Govern-
ment; not the Minister for Labour. He
is the one who upset me in my living room
when his face appeared on the TV screen,
Instead of that of the Premier, or the
Minister concerned.

In other words he, the Minister for
Industrial Development, Is obviously the
nigger in the woodpile. He tries to use
words to avoid the point; and that is
something with which he is completely
familiar, and to which we are very much
accustomed.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
has said that whilst members have the
right to disagree, a Government has the
right to move for the suspension of Stand-
ing Orders, and to lay down a time-
table, if it feels so disposed, The right
to do that, whether it is morally correct
-and more particularly in relation to the
Bill we are considering-is another matter
altogether. The important thing is that
having done that, and if successful with
the motion, the Government goes further
and chooses to differentiate between in-
dividual members of Parliament, but the
Standing Orders do not, and should not
allow it.

This motion therefore seeks not only
to suspend Standing Orders and to lay
down a timetable, but it also undoes
everything which is basic to Standing
Orders. Here let me say that I am not
a little disappointed in that you, Mr.
Speaker, have chosen to adopt the course
you have. I was under the impression
that he who occupied the proud position
of speaker was there for the purpose of
protecting the rights of members of Par-
liament, because they make this Parlia-
ment; not of protecting a particular group
or, as in this case, a particular Individual.

Until the electors have decided other-
wise, each one of us, irrespective of which
side of the House he sits on, is respon-
sible to some thousands of electors;
and we have a right equal with anybody
else. If rights are to be denied then
those rights should be denied jointly and
severally; we should all be treated on the
same basis.

But this motion of the Government's
which you, Mr. Speaker, surprisingly sup-
port, is one that displays preferment to a
particular individual. That is what it
seeks to do. You, Sir, say you cannot
anticipate what the decision of the House
will be. What in the name of fortune
that has to do with it, I do not know.
If I move, for Instance, that the Speaker
immediately go and jump in the lake, it
might be suggested that nobody can take
exception, because the House has not de-
clared itself, and you, Sir, asM. Speaker,
are not in the position .toqnicpt the
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decision of the House, or its will. That
remark of yours has nothing to do with
this proposition.

But in the proud position which you
occupy, Sir, you have, I suggest with all
respect, a bounden duty to protect the
rights of all members of this Chamber:
and on such occasions as those rights are
taken froms them in certain circumstances.
then those rights shall be taken from all
members. The pathetic part about all
this is that they are so well trained and
disciplined on that side of the House, that
whatever a spokesman on the front bench
says they all follow- But the result of
that becomes placed 'on the permanent
record. It Would 'be possible for Labor.
when it becomes the Government-as It
will very shortly-to move the suspension
of Standing Orders to provide that no
member of Her Majesty's Opposition shall
be permitted to Participate in the measure
before the Chamber. Indeed it could move
that way with every piece of legislation
coming before this Assembly.

It is not likely that any Government
with any sense of responsibility will do
that. But this Government is doing that
very thing in respect of this Bill, in the
certain knowledge that it has the numbers
to get away with Its dirty work.

Mr. Court: What the Government is
doing is not new or novel in parliamentary
procedure.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Minister for Indus-
trial Development had his burst a few
moments ago, and he was not able to give
us an example of where this sort of thing
had been done in this Parliament.

Mr. Court: Not in this Parliament.
Mr. GRAHAM: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition pointed out that we could,
within the ambit of our Standing Orders,
do certain things. When certain of the
Standing Orders get in the way we can
suspend them; but we cannot write some-
thing else in, something new, just by a
resolution of the House, such as the
motion before us.

As the Deputy leader of the Opposition
says there is a proper procedure. There is
the Standing Orders Committee which in-
vestigates and makes a report, which is
the subject of a separate motion or
motions, before the recommendations are
written into this handbook-this bible-
which it is the duty and responsibility of
him who occupies the position of President,
or Speaker, to see are complied with. Here
is a new Standing Order coming in for
the purpose of this particular Bill, and
neither the Government, any member, nor
Indeed the majority of members, has the
right to do that, because there is a per-
fectly logical procedure laid down under
which our Standing orders can be
amended.

So it would appear that the Government
is absolutely desperate with regard to this
measure. I think that, to a degree, panic

has set in and so, irrespective of the
decencies of the situation, of public reac-
tion, or of Standing Orders, or anything
else, the Government is determined, come
hell or high water, that this legislation
Will go through.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The question before the Chair is that my
ruling be disagreed with.

Mr. GRAHAM; I was tracing what in my
opinion was the origin of this piece of leg-
islation, and the attitude of the Govern-
ment in connection with it, resulting in
this resolution coming before the House,
which resolution Is out of order in my
humble opinion.

That is why I am expressing my surprise
and disappointment that you, Sir, who
have shown considerable courage, and cer-
tainly authority, in clearing the public
galleries, and in silencing members, and
other things, should allow someone on
that side of the House-to wit the Pre-
mier-to get away with this sort of thing,
which denies not only myself, but every
other of the 48 members, the right to
express himself with regard to this mea-
sure. But the lucky one is the villain of
the piece-the Minister for Labour-be-
cause it is expressly provided that amend-
ments appearing on the notice paper in.
the name of the Mvinister for Works may
be Moved; but nobody else is permitted
to speak.

Therefore If I did not conform with
Standing Orders I would be speaking to
you, Sir, a little more directly and bluntly
about what I regard is your approach and
attitude to what should be the basic rights
of members of Parliament-in other words,
we sink or swim together.

If there are certain benefits, rights, and
privileges to be enjoyed, they are common
to every member, and when there is any
derogation of those rights of members then
that should apply equally to everybody-
and that is the basis of our Standing Rules
and Orders. Yet you, Sir, are allowing the
Premier to write in for the purposes of
this Bill, a new Standing order which com-
pletely abrogates the rights of members,
with one exception.

Unfortunately, whilst I am not saying
it because of the ruling given, it reflects
on the Chair, but you. Mr. Speaker, al-
lowed this in the first instance to be
moved; and secondly, when your atten-
tion was drawn to it by the Deputy leader
of the Opposition you persisted in a man-
ner which makes the going of the Govern-
ment quite easy but which is highly im-
proper from the point of view of the
rights of individual members.

Therefore, I think the Deputy leader
of the Opposition is quite right in mov-
ing to disagree with your ruling and I
sincerely hope and trust by some manner
or means the majority of members of this
Chamber will agree with him.
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Mr. GUTHRIE: The only motion be-
fore the Chair at the moment, Mr.
Speaker, despite what one might ima-
gine f rom listening to Opposition
members, is whether or not Your rul-
ing is correct. The objection as I under-
stand it taken by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition was to your ruling that
this Motion on the notice paper in the
name of the Premier is, in fact, not in
order: and the ground of objection by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was that
it deprives certain members from speaking.

First of all, let us examine the Stand-
ing Orders which enable this House to
suspend its own Standing Orders. They
are Standing Orders 414 and 415. Stand-
ing Order 414 reads as follows:-

In cases of urgent necessity, any
Standing Order or Orders of the
House may be suspended on Motion
duly made and seconded without
notice provided that such Motion has
the concurrence of an absolute major-
ity of the whole Members of the
Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Graham. Nobody is arguing about
,hat.

Mr. GUTHRIE: Lest me finish. That
only requires, of course, that where any
notice of motion is given, there must be
an absolute majority, but when one comes
to Standing Order 415, which is in the
same chapter and follows, one will note
that it reads as follows:-

When a Motion for the suspension
of any Standing Order or Orders ap-
pears on the Notice Paper, such
Motion may be carried by a majority
of voices.

Mr. Graham: Nobody is disagreeing
with that.

Mr. GUTHRIE: No. The motion moved
by the Premier is that so much of the
Standing Orders be suspended as is neces-
sary to enable this Particular motion in
this Particular form to be given effect to
and that Standing Orders consequently be
suspended. Consequently, if there is any
Standing order, including Standing Order
No. 119, that prevents the House from car-
rying out the timetable in the motion, that
Standing Order will be swept aside-and
that is the privilege of the House. The
House has the privilege of sweeping aside
all Standing Orders, including Standing
Order No. 119.

Even presupposing I am wrong in that
contention-

Mr. Graham: Which You are.
Mr. GUTHlRIE: The member for Hal-

catta, says I am wrong. Where is there
anything in this motion that prevents any
member from speaking.

Mr. Graham: Try reading it.
Mr. GUTHRIE: It provides that clauses

2 to 54 shall be carried by a certain time-
Mr. W. HegneY: Read the start.

Mr. GIJTHRIE:-and that the Bill shall
be put with the amendments. That does
not prevent any member speaking on any
particular amendment. It does not pre-
vent any member from rising in his seat
and speaking when the Bill is called on.
The member for Balcatta, or the member
for Mt. Hawthorn shall be heard and are
entitled to be heard. It is true that the
member for Mt. Hawthorn may not be able
to move an amendment or a motion, but he
is not deprived of the right of standing in
his place and speaking; and Standing
Order No. 119 merely deals with the right
of a member to speak on any question.
Therefore, he is not deprived of his right.
However, as I said earlier, it is the privi-
lege of this House. if it wishes, to suspend
Standing Order No. 119: and I suggest the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition will have
to find a better Standing Order on which
to support his case that any member in
this House is deprived of moving any
amendment not contained in the motion
of the Premier.

Mr. Graham: What is meant by "no
amendment or debate"?

Mr. GUTHRIE: "No amendment or de-
bate" means that when it comes to the
time limit it must be passed. Up to that
time it can be debated and debated to the
fullest extent. However, when the time
limit is reached-when the guillotine falls
-the question must be put without fur-
ther debate. In any event, that does not
prevent every member, with the exception
of the Minister for Labour, from speaking
-a Position I will not accept. Even so,
it is within the privilege of this House to
suspend any Standing Order to deprive any
member of the right of speaking.

Let us examine another angle. There
is such a thing as the gag moved in this
House-comnmonly known as the gag. A
member gets up on his feet and says. "The
motion shall be now Put." That deprives
every other member-

Mr. Graham: Every member equally.

Mr. GUTHflRIE: -of the right to speak.
It does not apply equally as mentioned by
the member for Balcatta. That is some-
thing the opposition overlooks. I could
get up in this House and move a motion;
and having spoken on it, some other mem-
ber could get up immediately and move
the gag. That would have the effect of
what the Opposition claims is being
done in this case-that only I would have
the right to speak, and each of the other
48 members, excluding you, Mr. Speaker,
would be deprived of the right to speak.
That has been accepted. My motion can
be seconded without debate.

Apart from that, I would suggest that
the proper interpretation of Standing
Order No. 119 is not that which the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has sought to
put on it. It is not an order which simply
accords the right to speak: it lays down the
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occasions on which there can be speeches.
and the occasions when there shall not
be speeches; and if one looks at Standing
Order No, 120, to get the context, one
sees--

No member may speak twice to a
Question before the House..

And then Standing Order 119 reads--
A Member may speak to any Ques-

tion before the House, or upon 9L
Question or Amendment to be pro-
posed by himself, or upon a Question
of Order arising out of the debate,
or upon a Question of Privilege, but
not otherwise.

In other words, it lays down the subjects
on which there shall be speeches. It is not
a Standing Order into which one can
read the interpretation that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has put upon it.
Therefore, I suggest to you, Mr, Speaker,
with due respect, that your ruling was
quite correct and there is no infringement
of the privilege of the Parliament.

MR. BRADY (Swan): I feel the mem-
bers on the Government side are reading
into this what they want to read to satisfy
their own desires in regard to the motion
the Premier has moved. When the Minister
for Railways and the member for Subiaco
were speaking, members asked them to
read out the motion so that everybody
could hear it, including those poor mem-
bers who need to listen to this debate and
do not know what motion is before the
House. Apparently everybody on the Gov-
ernment side feels this motion is going
to allow debate, and yet it sets out defin-
itely that no debate will be Permitted. It
says-

The PREM1IER: To move, That so
much of the Standing Orders be asus-
pended as is necessary to enable this
House to hereby direct that, in con-
nection with the "Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act Amendment Bill (No. 2),"1 the
debates on the remaining stages of the
Bill shall be put with the amendments
set out hereunder and with no other
amendment or debate, as follows:-

Mr. Guthrie: You left a word out when
-you read that.

Mr. BRADY: You left all the words out.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!

I would point out to the member for Swan
that the motion moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is to disagree
with the Speaker's ruling on the ground
there is no precedent for what is proposed
-by the motion.

Mr. BRADY: I ant going to support the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition because
I do not know of any precedent for a simi-
lar type of motion. It not only goes on
to say one cannot do certain things, but
certain times are set. I have never known
that to appear before in a motion of this
description. members will be gagged. In
-all seriousness, members on the other side

of the House cannot honestly take their
salary next pay day if they are not going
to earn their money in this House. The
word "Parliament" means "parley", "to
discuss", "to decide".

Mr. Court: You earned your money in
the last few days.

Mr. BRADY: I want to know our posi-
tion and will ask you, Mr. Speaker, to give
a ruling when I finish as to what our posi-
tion will be if Standing orders are sus-
pended. Will the law of the jungle take
over? Or will it be Rafferty rules?; be-
cause it looks as though it will be every
member for himself.

Mr. Hall: It could be Northampton rules,
Mr. BRADY: Yes, it could. The Opposi-

tion is serious. The Opposition has a right,
as Her Majesty's Opposition, to point out
to the Government and to you, Mr.
Speaker, what the position is. We have,
as everybody has mentioned, a book of
rules on which to work, and it is known
as Standing Orders. As stated by the
member for Subiaco, in certain cases these
Standing orders can be suspended.

Mr. Rowberry: In emergency.
Mr. BRADY: In addition, of course, we

have the right to make Standing Orders
by virtue of the Constitution. This is an
important point; and section 34 of the
Constitution Act, on page 155 of the
Standing Rules and orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly of the Parliament of Wes-
tern Australia reads as follows:-

The Legislative Council and Legis-
lative Assembly, in their first sezssion,
and from time to time afterwards, as
there shall be occasion, shall each
adopt standing Rules and Orders,
joint as well as otherwise, for the
regulation and orderly conduct of
their proceedings and the despatch Of
business, and for the manner in which
the said Council and Assembly shall
be presided over in the absence of the
President or the Speaker, and for the
mode in which the said Council and
Assembly shall confer, correspond and
communicate with each other, and for
the passing, intituling, and number-
ing of Bills, and for the presentation
of the same to the Governor for Her
Majesty's assent; and all such Rules
and Orders shall by the said Council
and Assembly respectively be laid be-
for the Governor, and being by him
approved shall become binding and of
force.

In pusuance of the power laid down in
that portion of the Constitution Act, sec-
tion 34, members of Parliamet from time
to time, in their wisdom, have adopted
certain Standing Orders and we work on
them.

Whbat puzzles me is this: What is going
to happen if Standing Orders are sus-
pended? Will it be the law of the jungle?
Will it be that because the Government
has the numbers it has the final say? I
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am reminded-and I believe this to be so
-that the greatest number of people who
voted in the last election voted for Labor.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman); I do
not think that has anything to do with
the motion before the Chair.

Mr. BRADY: I am going to askc you, Sir,
for a ruling as a guide to what is going
to be the position if Standing Orders are
suspended-as to who takes over because
I am as good as any other member on
that side of the House-

Several members: Hear!I hear!

Mr. BRADY: -physically or any other
way. So I want to know what the posi-
tion is to be; and I would be glad to have
a ruling from you, Sir, so we will know
at this stage what our position is. I do
not want anybody to steal any advantage
by virtue of the fact that it is the Gov-
erment. I am as good as anybody on
the Government side and I am prepared
to show it in debate or physically. I would
like your ruling on this matter, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. HAWKE: Physically I am not very
anxious to participate in this debate, be-
cause apart from everything else I
had to speak at considerable length prior
to the tea adjournment to set out in
concise form and with commendable
brevity my ideas in opposition to the
motion in total.

I was very interested to listen to the
member for Subiaco. Listening to him,
and knowing the basis upon which you
gave your ruling. Sir, and the basis upon
which it was challenged, you could never
imagine that he had any training in law,
or even in the ordinary understanding of
words. When we tried to get him to read
the preamble to the motion-if we like to
call it that-or the first part of the
motion in full, he picked out a few words
here and there and argued from a very
partial reading of the part of the motion
in question, in such a way as to suit the
Preconceived decision which he had ar-
rived at in relation to his opposition to
the motion of disagreement as moved
by my colleague, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition.

When the member for Swan read the
wording of the first part of the motion,
the member for Subiaco accused him of
leaving out a word. I do not know what
was the word the member for Swan is
supposed to have left out. I did not notice
that he left out any word. I propose
to put that right by reading it all-

The PREMIER: To move, That so
much of the Standing Orders be sus-
pended as is necessary to enable this
House to hereby direct that, in con-
nection with the "Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act Amendment Bill (No. 2)," the
debates on the remaining stages of the
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Bill shall be put with the amend-
ments set out hereunder end with no
other amendment or debate, as fol-
low:-

Surely, if that means anything, it must
mean that in the Committee pro-
ceedings, in the event of this motion
being carried in this way, there can-
not be any debate at certain stages.
The member for Subiaco tried to lead us
to believe that the reference to no debate
would come into being only after the time
limit permitted had expired. Did you
ever hear such nonsense, Sir?

How could there possibly be any de-
bate after the total. period of the time
limit had expired? Because when the
time limit was due to expire, the Chair-
man would have to put the question,
would have to put the bulk clauses, and
would have to call upon the Committee
to vote Yes or No on those clauses in bulk;
that is, those which had not been decided
in the time limit, one by one.

Obviously, this part of the motion-and
it is a very vital part-is very much re-
lated to your ruling, Sir, and directly re-
lated to the challenge to the ruling -which
was put forward by my colleague. No-
body argues about the right of the Gov-
ernment or of anybody to move for the
suspension of Standing Orders. That is
fairly provided for in the rules. It has
happened before. I suppose every Gov-
ernment in this State at one time or
another, in special circumstances, has
moved for the suspension of Standing
Orders; has had the motion carried, and
has proceeded to do what it desired to
do with the Standing Orders being sus-
pended.

Mr. Graham: And usually with no ob-
jections either.

Mr. HAWKE: But this goes far beyond
that procedure. The carrying of this
motion with these words would mean that
not only are the Standing Orders sus-
pended to the extent necessary, but that
a new Standing Order is developed; a
Standing Order which in its very nature
and in its every feature is unfair, restric-
tive, and unjust to all except one member
of what would then be the Committee.

Is there any Standing Order in the book
of rules today which gives one member
a privilege and imposes penalty on the
other 49 members? Of course there is
niot. Each and every Standing Order
has equal application. There is no fav-
ouritism in any Standing Order to any
one member, and obviously there would
not he. No Parliament on earth worthy
of its name could possibly stand for a
proposition or a situation which gave
under its rules a special privilege to one
member and inflicted Punishment and
denial of opportunity to speak or to bring
for-ward amendments on all of the other
members in the House.
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That would be an impossible situation:
one which, surely, even members on the
other side would not want to support or
tolerate. Obviously, this motion, in the
wording I have read, if this motion be
carried in this form, would, beyond any
shadow of argument, give to the Minis-
ter for Works-or to someone operating
on his behalf-the opportunity to move
all of these amendments which are listed
on the notice paper in his name. He
would be the white-haired boy. He would
be the favoured member; and every other
member of the Committee would be de-
barred, prohibited.

Surely, on careful consideration of the
situation, you, Sir, could not support a
proposition of that kind; and I should
hope that the members of the Govern-
ment and its supporters, on careful con-
sideration, 'would not want to go on with
it.

The Premier earlier gave us to under-
stand that he and his colleagues did not
want to go on with a proposition of that
kind. Clearly they have realised the deep
injustice of it. Clearly they have realised
that It does, in fact, or would, in fact,
write a new Standing Order giving priority
and preference -absolutely to one member
out of 49: and by giving preference and
priority absolutely to one member out of
49, we inflict punishment and deprivation
upon all of the other members.

That is an untenable situation. It is in-
tolerable. It could not be justified or sub-
stantiated by anybody anywhere. None of
us can say, "Oh well, at some subsequent
stage if this motion is carried, the Pre-
mier will move to delete the objectionable
words, the objectionable provisions; and
if that amendment is moved and carried
unanimously it will mean that the mo-
tion 'wml be all right; that there will
be equal treatment for all within the time
limit set down In the motion." We cannot
anticipate that. We cannot anticipate that
the Premier will move any amendment.
We cannot anticipate that it would be car-
ried. We have to deal with the motion
as it is worded and as it stands: and the
objectionable portion of it, to which I have
referred, undoubtedly would establish a
new Standing Order totally, absolutely,
and monopolistically favourable to the
Minister for Works or to someone oper-
ating on his behalf: and would, at the same
time, prohibit-absolutely prohibit-other
members of the Committee from doing
anything In the way of moving amend-
ments or of discussing even the desirability
of moving amendments.

So I would hope, Sir, that you would
give very careful reconsideration to the
position; even to the extent, as someone
suggested earlier, of suspending the sitting
of the House for half an hour.

Mr. Graham: The member for East Mel-
ville is going to move the gag.

Mr. HAWKCE: I am sure, Sir, you have
given very careful consideration to the
wording of the first part of the Motion;
and I am satisfied you worked out how
you would interpret it, were you the Chair-
man of Committees. I have no doubt the
Chairman of Committees and the Deputy
Chairmen of Committees have looked very
carefully at the wording and worked out
how it would be interpreted; and not for
a single second could I imagine that it
could be interpreted in the manner that
was suggested by the member for Sublaco.

Mr. W. Hegney: He has gone out to get
legal advice.

Mr. HAWnE: Under his reasoning, no-
one would be prohibited from taking part
in the debate at any time during the time-
limit period on each set of clauses. Under
his reasoning any member of the Commit-
tee could get up whether or not he had
amendments on the notice paper, and as
long as the appropriate clause was before
the Committee he could move an amend-
ment, debate it and discuss it. I could
not agree with that interpretation by the
member for Subiaco and r strongly be-
lieve that you could not either, Sir. I am
sure the Chairman of Committees could
not.

If, as the member for Subiaco assured us,
the debate would be allowed and every-
body would be enabled to participate, then
why put these words in without debate?
Why put them in? They are related to
something. Why would the Premier be
willing and even anxious to knock them
out if they were all right; if they did not
interfere with the rights of members to
move, to discuss, to debate anything and
everything which arises in the Committee
stage?

Of course this part of the proposal in
the motion is restrictive and, in some cir-
cumstances, totally prohibitive of the
normal rights of members to discuss
amendments, to suggest amendments, to
move amendments. I think you will realise,
Sir, the seriousness of the situation; and
as it has to be decided upon the basis of
the actual wording of this motion as it now
stands, and not upon some possible change
in the wording of the motion which might
be effective later on, I feel that the mno-'
tion by the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion fer disagreement with your ruling,
Sir, is thoroughly justified, and I1 trust the
matter will from you receive some further
consideration.

Mr. JAMIESON; I, too, suggest that
further consideration must be given by
you. Sir, to this proposition, because if we
agreed with the interpretation of the
member for Sublaco-which does not ap-
pear to be in conformity with the last
part of the present preamble to this reso-
lution-we should want to know from you,
Sgir, in your determination, when you are
defending your ruling, whether or not you
have made such a decision.
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You have already indicated that we are
not entitled to anticipate what other de-
cisions the House might arrive at. We
have before us only what is on the notice
paper. That is pretty clear, even though
the legal member for Subiaco endeavoured
to somewhat confuse us on the issue by
implying that anybody, during the course
of the time-limit could move amendments
to the various clauses as they came before
the House. You, Sir, would have to give
us some clear interpretationi of that.

Of course, if that were in some way
advantageous to all members, then there
could be no full objection; but as it stands
at Present, there are plenty of objections.
One of the problems associated with this
is that we have nothing in our Standing
Orders which allows us to suspend Stand-
ing Orders for this purpose and give one
Particular member an open go.

As the motion, as it stands, does not
indicate how many Standing Orders wilt
be suspended to accommodate the proposi-
tion of the Premier, we would want to know
what law and order this Chamber will
have during the course of the time that
these Standing Orders are suspended.
Does it mean that the various other orders
of debate or orders relating to your con-
trol of this House become suspended,
which, of necessity, they might have to be
if this motion is carried?

However, one feature to which I would
like to draw your attention is that when
we have no precedent for matters such as
this we usually rely on the precedents
of the House of Commons, and, to that
extent, we rely on Erskine May's Parlia-
mentaryj Pratice; and in the 15th Edition,
on page 461, under the heading of 'Alloca-
tion of Time Orders", It is worth reading
this paragraph to you to make you clearly
acquainted with how the House of Com-
mons acts on such matters. This paragraph
reads as follows:-

As stated earlier, the allocation of
limited amounts of time to the stages
of bills, and occasionally other kinds
of business, forms no part of the gen-
eral procedure of the House, but Is
applied in each case to a particular
bill (or occasionally several bills
jointly) or other specified business by
a special order. Provision for the
stages of a financial resolution in con-
nection with a bill is sometimes in-
cluded in an order allotting time to
the stages of a bill, and in such a
case, if the committee on the financial
resolution is deemed to have been set
up, the K~ing's recommendation is
signified to the motion for allotting
time. Besides allotting time "Guillo-
tine" orders regularly contain a num-
ber of other provisions designed to
facilitate the transaction of the pro-
ceeding in respect of which these
powers are taken. In effect they pre-
scribe a special summary procedure

which, allowance being made for dif-
ferences appropriate to different cir-
cunstances, has in course of time as-
sumed a more or less standardized
form.

Under the heading of "Usual Provisions of
Allocation of Time Orders", the following
continues-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order]
What is the page?

Mr. JAMIESON: Page 462. This Pro-
vision continues-

The regular provisions may be set
out as follows. For a typical recent
example of such an order reference
may be made to the Ottawa Agreement
Hill, (Allocation of Time) Order (d).

Stages of Hill-An Allocation of
Time order is not usually moved until
after the second reading of a bill, and
often not until the rate of progress in
committee has provided an argument
for its necessity. The first provision
of such an order details the stages (or
remaining stages) of the bill (includ-
ing, if necessary, any related financial
resolution) to which it applies, and
allots in the form of a timetable a
certain number of days to each stage.
and in the case of the committee and
report stages sets out the hour on each
allotted day by which the proceedings
on specified portions of the Bill are
to be concluded.

The second reading of a bill has been
taken immediately after the order allo-
eating time to it has been made, and
has been ordered to be brought to a
conclusion at eleven o'clock that day
or at the expiration of four hours from
the commencement of the proceedings
thereon, whichever might be the later.

At that point a reference is quoted, Mr.
Speaker. Continuing-

Instructions to committees on Hills
have been excluded or the Speaker has
been directed to put the question
thereon after a brief speech from the
Member who moved the instruction
and from the Minister in charge of
the Hill or proceedings or instructions
have been included in one of the days
or part of one of the days allotted to
the Committee stage of the Hill.

There are various other references deal-
ing with this particular subject. What I
want to point out to you clearly is that in
no way does it give any instruction where-
by any member can be particularly privi-
leged in being the only person eligible to
move amendments during the course of a
debate in the Committee stages. All mem-
bers must have that right. There Is no
provision in Mayl setting out where there
is any precedent for a particular member.
be he Minister or any other member of
the House, to be allocated time for the
sole Purpose of Placing before the House
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his particular amendments while other
members of the same House of Parliament
are denied that privilege.

So it would appear to be very clear from
that reference that if a timetable is to be
applied, it may be applied if the order
is carried for its application, but it can-
not apply In respect of one particular
member's amendment. Those that are
listed, and even those that are not listed,
provided the member gets the claim of
the Chair at the time, must be accepted
and dealt with as the Bill proceeds; and if
time expires, that Is just too had. But to
allocate within the scope of this motion
the provision of the time being allocated
to amendments moved by one person is,
in my opinion, quite wrong, and we appear
to have no precedents In the annals of par-
liamentary procedure as we know them.
So, on that reasoning, it would appear that
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition' s ob-
jection to your ruling is quite in order;
and on reflection and review of this par-
ticular section In May's Parliamentary
Practice you may agree, Mr. Speaker, that
there is a great deal of justice in the argu-
ment being advanced in this ease; namely,
that no Particular member must be given
that privilege.

Even the member for Subiaco. put that
argument over because he stated, in effect,
that every member had that right. The
argument is-and is clearly stated-that
the provision contained in the last Para-
graph is-it is worth repeating-

The debates on the remaining stages
of the Bill shall be put with the
amendments set out hereunder and
with no other amendment or debate,
as follows:-

It goes on to list the particular amend-
ments to be moved by the Minister.

If the motion had set out other amend-
ments on the notice paper perhaps the ob-
jection would not have been as paramount
as it is on this occasion because you, Mr.
Speaker, would have had at least the con-
sidered view of members of the Opposi-
tion who had put notices on the notice
paper some time ago. So I would say that
in view of the position, and in view of
the experience of the House of Commons,
it will probably bring you to a decision
different from that which you previously
arrived at.

I would suggest that you take time to re-
examine the section I have quoted and re-
turn to the House with a considered opin-
ion on whether the proposed motion is in
fact in order or whether members other
than the Minister are entitled to move
their amendments when the time comes
to the particular stage where they are to
be moved or whether, on the other hand,
the motion is in order by excluding all
other amendments other than those to be
moved by the Minister for Labour when
the matter is being considered in Com-
mittee.

MR- I. W. MANNING: In support of
Your ruling, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
read to the House the paragraph follow-
ing that which the member for Beelo
concluded on. It reads as follows:-

On some occasions a number of
days have been allotted to the report
stage, but the distribution of the
various parts of the Bill among them
has been left to be determined subse-
quently by the House by means of a
motion. The manner in which the
motion should he made and the limit
of time allowed for it has been deter-
mined by the order of the House.

Mr. Jamieson:, That still does not give
any individual the right.

Mr. I. W. MANNING: It reads-
The manner in which the motion

should be made and the limit of time
allowed for it has been determined
by the order of the House.

On those grounds, and on the reasons
given by you, I suggest that your ruling
can be supported.

MR. GRAYDEN: I hope the House will
uphold your ruling, Sir, and the sooner
the better. I do not believe the Opposi-
tion has any real objection to the ruling
you have given. Its sole object in chal-
lenging your ruling is to stifle further any
opportunity that might be given to those
on this side of the House to reply to the
diatribe we have heard from the
Leader of the Opposition today, on the
motion moved by the Premier.

Mr. J. Hegney: Get back to the motion.
Mr. GRAYDEN: I am getting back to it.

I am simply saying that the whole object
of this motion before the H-ouse is to de-
lay further the debate on the motion
which the Premier has moved. Members
of the Opposition do not take any great
objection to the ruling you. have given,
and I think the statements I may make are
relevant to the motion before the Chair.
We listened for 31 hours to the
Leader of the Opposition, but no-one on
this side of the House has had any oppor-
tunity to reply to him.

The. SPEAKER (Mr. Hearrnan): You
must address Yourself to the motion.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The debate on your
ruling has gone on now since the tea sus-
pension; and again, we have not had the
Opportunity to reply to the Leader of the
Opposition. In those circumstances, the
Opposition is simply putting up an Aunt
Sally with the object of knocking it over.
The motion moved by the Premier reads
as follows:-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary to
enable this House to hereby direct
that, in connection with the "Indus-
trial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill
(No. 2)." the debates on the remain-
ing stages of the Bill shall be put with
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the amendments set out hereunder
and with no other amendments or de-
bate, as follows:-

Mr. W. Hegney: It does not include m13
amendments.

Mr. GRAYDEN: This motion, unfortu-
nately, can be read two ways.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
I must draw your attention to the motion
before the Chair. The question is: That
the motion by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in the following words be
agreed to:-

To disagree with the Speaker's rul-
ing on the grounds that there is no
precedent for what is proposed by the
motion.

The question to be decided is whether
being unprecedented, it is out of order.

Mr. GRAYDEN: That is the point I am
coming to. I have read the Premier's
motion to the H-ouse and I have empha-
sised It can be interpreted in two ways,
unfortunately.

The SPEAKER (Mr. H-earman): I can-
not connect your remarks with the motion.

Mr. ORAYDEPI: I am terribly sorry if
I appear to disregard the ruling you have
given, but what I am trying to do Is to
explain to you exactly what I have Ini
mind.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman) : Order!
Mr. GRAYDEN: I am having some diffi-

culty in doing so, because when I attempt
to so explain you rule me out of order.
In the circumstances, I will conclude, but
I express the hope that soon we will get
the opportunity of debating somne of the
statements made earlier by the Leader of
the Opposition.

Mr. HALL: In supporting the motion to
disagree with your ruling, I do so with
a great deal of regret, realising that you
have had a. serious and hard task in steer-
ing the motion through Its various stages.
I would like to point out that on the very
first day I entered the Chamber as a mem-
ber of Parliament, one of the first ques-
tions I asked the Clerk was: What is the
best knowledge I can acquire to steer me
on the right course through my political
career in the House? The Clerk forth-
with directed me to the Standing Orders
which, I believe, represent the bible of this
House, and the designation of legislation
in this State. The first thing he empha-
sised was to study the Standing Orders and
the Constitution Act. I find that with the
introduction of the motion of the Premier
members will be deprived of the right to
enter into the debate on this controversial
and hazardous piece of legislation.

In disagreeing with your ruling, Mr.
Speaker, and knowing you to be a fair-
minded man, I am sure you will review
your decision, and take a little time off
to give it more consideration. We cans
then come back with all faith in you,

and the matter can be put into its proper
perspective. We will then be allowed
to participate in the debate which will
bring forth democratic legislation. We are
entitled to enter into the debate, and with
the addition to, or subtraction of some
words from, your ruling, you will be able
to bring justice to the people.

Mr. TON=I: Mr. Speaker-
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I have

ruled previously that there Is no right of
reply.

Mr. TONKIN: You have not in this de-
bate, and I am claiming such right of
reply. If you rule against me, I shall move
to disagree with your ruling. This ques-
tion has to take priority over the other
motion, because if I can prove my point
then I am entitled to a right of reply. if
I cannot, and you take the first, decision,
then I shall have no opportunity of taking
advantage of the position. I can quote
ample precedents to show that I have a
right of reply.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
I think I had better clarify my position.
On the 9th July, 1959, I ruled that there
was no right of reply to a motion of this
nature, on the ground that it was a pro-
cedural motion and not a substantive
motion-a substantive motion being de-
fined as one of which notice was required.

I believe, and I am indebted to the De-
puty Leader of the opposition for this,
that he has since produced precedents to
show it has been the practice in this House
to allow the right of reply. I feel in this
case I should extend the Indulgence of the
House to the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition, but I would ask him to keep to the
motion. I amn reluctant to allow the debate
to go too wide; at the same time it is diffi-
cult for me in a position such as this to
restrict debate.

I would point out that the motion sub-
mitted by the Deputy Leader of thle Op-
position in writing reads-

Disagree with the Speaker's ruling
on the grounds that there is no pre-
cedent for what is proposed by the
motion.

In other words, It is a question of whether
or not it is out of order because it is
without precedent.

Mr. TONKIN: I thank you, Mr. Speaker.
if I might be permitted to say so, with
regard to the previous ruling you gave, I
think it is a case of to err is human, to
forgive divine. I think you made a mis-
take on that occasion, which anyone might
do In the circumstances; and it is no dis-
paragement of you to say that on that par-
ticular issue you might have made a mis-
take. To me you seem to have done so,
because I have been able, within the short
space of time available to me, to find two
examples-one In each House of Parlia.-
ment-where the right of reply was
granted in 1940. 1 have no doubt what-
ever that if I had more time for research
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I could find others. I thank you for grant-
ing me what other members have had in
Previous sessions of Parliament.

I also appreciate your desire to have the
debate restricted to the terms of the
motion which I moved, but I do not think
you would deny me the right to reply to
the remarks of the spokesman for the
Government, the Minister for Industrial
Development. In other words, if I am
not allowed to reply to the argument which
he has advanced, then the right of reply
is stultified, because the statements made
by the Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment would go unanswered, when I believe
I1 have a complete answer to them.

The reason why I moved that there was
no precedent for such a motion was that
I1 know from my reading over the years
there could not be a precedent. Your
refusal to uphold my point of order was
on the ground that there was precedent
for what was being done. If you are in
any doubt you can call for the Hansard
copy of your remarks. You will find that
one of the reasons you gave me for not
upholding my point of order was that
there was precedent for the motion which
was being moved.

I submit there is no such precedent, nor
could there be. The member for Beeloo, in
the quotation he quoted from Erskine May,
proved conclusively that the House of
Commons under no circumstances would
give a direction to the Committee in the
way the motion of the Premier seeks to do,
because there would be no precedent there,
and there is certainly no precedent here.
It is perfectly clear no precedent exists
for that Part of the motion of the Premier
which confers the right upon one member
to do something from which all other
members are excluded. I do not object at
all to the Government suspending the
Standing Orders; it can suspend the lot
if it likes, and have Rafferty rules.' Then
we would know where we were. I have
no objection to the Government suspend-
ing the Standing Orders, but I say it has
'no right to introduce in the place of the
suspended rules a rule which confers a
benefit on one individual.

The member for Subiaco showed he did
not understand the position at all, be-
cause he tried to draw an analogy between
the ordinary closure motion and this
motion. The ordinary closure motion op-
erates in this way: Up to the time it is
moved there is no distinction as between
members, and every member has the right
to get up and get the call from the
Speaker. After the closure is moved every
member loses his right, so all the way
through the members have equal rights.
But with regard to this motion the mem-
hers are not equal, because as soon as this
motion is moved it says in effect that no-
body but the Minister for Labour can
move amendments to the Bill.-

The position established in the House of
Commons is this: A certain amount of
time can be alHated to the various stages
of the Bill, and within that time it is
the right of every member of the Commit-
tee to exercise his right to say something
until the time expires. Then, according
to the timetable, no member has any
further right to speak, and the question
has to be put within that time,

But. the motion of the Premier says
that debate can take place for a certain
time, after which only one member will
be allowed to talk, to move amendments,
and to deal with the Bill; and that no
other member will have the opportunity
of doing anything or saying anything. I
say there is no precedent for that, for the
simple reason that this action is unjust,
unfair, undemocratic, and unparliament-
any-

Mr. Hawke: And unprincipled.

Mr. TONY-IN: -and that is why I gave
as my reason to you for dissenting from
your ruling that there was no precedent for
that part of the motion which seeks to es-
tablish a new Standing Order, and to
confer a benefit on one individual from
which all others are excluded.

Mr. Graham: I think the Speaker will
apologise to you in a moment!

Mr. TONKIN: If there is any doubt in
your mind, Mr. Speaker, about the ques-
tion, let me quote for you from page 462
of the 15th edition of May's Parliamentary
Practice, dealing with the methods of
curtailing a debate. It refers to the
stages of the Bill and states. "An alloca-
tion of time order is not usually moved un-
til the second reading of the Bill." That
is what has been done on this occasion.
It goes on further to say. "and often not
until the rate of progress in committee has
provided an argument for its necessity."
That is the situation here, and I do not
dispute that. It goes on -to state-

The first provision of such an order
entails the stages (or remaining
stages) of the bill (including, if neces-
sary any related financial resolutions)
to which it applies, and allots in the
form of a time table a certain number
of days to each stage, and in the case
of the committee and report stages
sets out the hour on each allotted day
by which the proceedings on specified
portions of the bill are to be con-
cluded.

Up to that stage the motion conforms with
practice. But May goes on to say-

The second reading of a bill has
been taken immediately after the
order allocating time to it has been
made, and has been ordered to be
brought to a conclusion at eleven
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o'clock that day or at the expiration of
four hours from the commencement
of the proceedings thereon, whichever
might be the later.

Instructions to committees on bills
have been excluded.

This is a motion which proposes to give
instructions to the Committee on this
Bill, in a way which deprives all members
of the Committee, except one, of the
rights which the Standing Orders confer.
Happily you, Mr. Speaker, can find no
precedent for that; and please God you
never will, because one of the things we
claim to be fundamental in a democracy
is the right of the Opposition to speak
without being stultified. If we permit a
motion which enables only the mouthpiece
of the Government to speak with regard to
amendments to the Bill, and makes the
members of the Opposition silent, then we
have a dictatorship in our midst, and not
a democracy.

That is why I say you cannot find any
precedent anywhere in Australia or Great
Britain for a motion which deprives mem-
bers of their right to move amendments
whilst there is time to move them, Under
a proper closure motion the only restric-
tion with regard to moving is that there
is no tine left to do so. But within the
time provided it is the inalienable right
of every member to catch the eye of the
chairman, and to put a proposal before
the Committee. A member can continue
to do that, Irrespective of which side of
the House he sits on, until the time set
for the completion of the debate has ex-
pired, after which no member has the
right to move or say anything.

For those reasons I submit to you. Mr.
Speaker, that the motion of the Premier
is not only out of order, but is out of
place, and under no circumstances should
he attempt to move it on a Bill of this
kind. I hope that in view of the argu-
ments submitted You. Mr. Speaker, will
give further consideration to the point
which I have raised, and not force us
to a division. You gave your ruling pre-
viously without hearing these arguments,
and it is understandable that you would
assume that the Premier had been well
advised and that his motion was in order.
But this is not the first time that motions
brought in by Governments have been
found to be out of order.

Whilst at first glance you would be
justified in upholding Your ruling on the
motion of the Premier, I submit that in
the light of arguments which have been
advanced there would be no loss of dignity
or prestige on your part if you were to
admit that the weight of argument was
against the decision which you gave, and
if you were to reverse that decision.

Question (dissent from Speaker's ruling)
put and a division taken with the follow-
ing result:-

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Bovell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gayfer
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Guthie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Heinn

Ayes
Mr. Curaen
Mr. Evans

Ayes-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Molt
Mr. Nortn
Mr. Oldileld
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. RowberrY
Mr. Seweli
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkdin
Mr. H. May

Noe&--23
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Hutchinson
Lewis
I. W. Manning
W. A. Manning
Mitchell

Nalder
Nlznmo
O'Connor
Wild
William
O'Neil

(toller)
Pairs

Noew
Mr. Crommelin
Mr. Runciman

Majority against-i.
Question thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MR. TONKIN (Melville-Deputy Leader

of the Opposition) [9.18 p.m.): I had
hoped to short-circuit the discussion on
this motion by having it ruled out of
order, but the House decided otherwise.
Therefore I must now advance my argu-
ments against the motion itself.

I never thought I would live to see
the day when any Government would in-
troduce a motion of this kind which would
take away from the members of Parlia-
ment-the duly elected representatives of
the People-that right which is conferred
upon them as members of Parliament to
express their point of view, and espe-
cially-if in Opposition-to expose the
weaknesses of the Government's Policy
and legislation from time to time. This
motion is aimed at depriving members of
the Opposition-no-one else-of their in-
alienable right to amend or oppose.

It has always been freely acknowledged
that the Standing Orders set out the rules
under which the Parliament in a demo-
cratic country can give attention to that
country's business. The Opposition In
the Parliament is regarded as occupying
a most important Place in the form of
government which democracies have. In
those countries where they have reached
the stage of wanting to liquidate the
opposition they proceed readily to dic-
tatorship and, of course, it is understand-
able why that would occur. The easiest
way by which a Person can get his own
way is 'to get rid of those who are
opposed to him. That has been the simple
method since the time of the Garden of
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Eden. If a person finds strong opposi-
tion to the line of action he wants to
follow, then he gets rid of his opponents.
He either locks them* up, like they do in
South Africa; shoots them, like they do
in some other countries; or stifles them,
as they are about to do in Western Auis-
tralia.

Mr. Hawke: That's it!
Mr. TONKIN: That is the form that

this sort of thinking takes. Now, we are
supposed to boast in this country about
our freedom, including freedom of speech.
I wonder whether you, Mr. Acting Speaker
(Mr. Crommelin), have seen this little
booklet, We Believe. It was not meant
for me or those of my party, but I be-
came Possessed of one, and it bears the
imprimnatur of the Liberal Party. Having
regard for the motion before the Chair, it
is very interesting to see how far the
motion fits in with the tenets which are
set out in this little booklet. No. 13
says-

WE BELIEVE IN THE GREAT
HUMAN FREEDOMS; to worship; to
think; to speak: to choose: to be
ambitious: to be independent; to be
industrious; to acquire skill; to seek
and earn reward.

Now, let us see how the Liberal Premier
applies that proposition, "We believe in
freedom to think." Well, so far as this
Bill is concerned, we can do all the think-
ing we like, but we are not allowed to talk
about it in Committee. Therefore the
thinking will be futile and fruitless.

"We believe in the freedom to speak."
That may be so, but not in this Parliament
-not in Committee-because the Premier
has moved a motion which will stop us
from speaking. It will prevent the mem-
bers of the Opposition from speaking to
the amendments they propose to move.

Now, You, Mr. Acting Speaker (Mr.
Crommelin) will find difficulty in trying
to reconcile this fanciful statement with
the actions of the Liberal Premier, I am
sure. "We believe in the freedom to
speak, the freedom to think, the freedom
to be independent." See how hollow that
is!

Now I would like members to listen to
this one which has direct application to
the motion and shows how hypocritical
it is-

WE BELIEVE IN THE INDI-
VIDUAL. We stand positively for the
free man, his initiative, individuality,
and acceptance of responsibility.

WE BELIEVE IN THE SPIRIT OF
THE VOLUNTEER. This does not
mean that we reject compulsion in
matters in which a uniform obedience
is needed by the community. But it
does mean that the greatest com-
munity efforts can be made only when
voluntary co-operation and self -
sacrifice come In aid of and lend
character to the performance of legal
duties.

Now, that is a laugh, in view of the com-
pulsory clauses in this motion, and the
Bill with which the motion deals! What
a farce that is! What hypocrisy to give
out to the People that the liberal Party
believes in that and then in actual prac-
tice we find that we have here a motion
which will deprive the representatives of
at least half the people of any voice in
legislation which is of the greatest im-
portance to them!

This motion is aimed at upsetting the
Standing Orders which set out the rules
under which we carry on our debates. The
Government was not content with using
the Standing Orders as they are for the
purpose it has in mind. It wants to create
new Standing Orders-I say, quite with-
out any power to do so. Nevertheless by
a decision of this House it is being per-
mitted to do so.

Under the practice of Parliament, for
many years a certain procedure has been
set out for curtailing debates, and it is
understandable that any opposition would.
when the occasion demanded it, use to
the fullest extent, the rights and privileges
conferred upon it by Standing Orders;
and we made no secret of the fact that
we would exploit to the fullest possible
extent-but not beyond-the rights and
powers given to us as an Opposition under
the Standing Orders of Parliament. We
were entitled to do that. They are the
rules of the game, and what we said, in
effect, was that we would carry on this
fight in accordance with the rules of the
game and would not seek to go beyond
them.

Hut what does the Government do? It
said, "We will not fight you fairly on this
matter according to the rules of the game.
We will make some new rules for this
fight"-desplte the fact that no such rules
have been made anywhere else, so far as
I can find out, in British or Australian
Parliaments. Despite that, this Govern-
ment alters the rules of the game to give
it a decided advantage.

In my opinion, that is playing it pretty
low down. It presupposes that there could
be no possible merit in any amendment
moved from the opposition side. That is
a fine precedent to follow, is it not? If
it applies to this legislation, why would
it not apply to all legislation? Does it
give the Government at any time the
right to say that the Opposition can be
ignored so far as amending Bills are con-
cerned? Does it mean that the views
of the Opposition are not worth anything;
that the opposition has no right to inter-
fere with legislation brought down by the
Government? noes this mean that the
Government is going to make rules to
see that the opposition loses any rights
that it has? That is what has been done
in connection with this particular Bill.
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Mdr. Graham: Adolf Brand!

Mr. TONKIN: It could not possibly be
justified under any circumstances what-
ever. One would have thought that in an
endeavour to match the tactics of the
Opposition the Government would be
prepared to act fairly, and use such
powers as were available to it to enable
it to get this legislation through, if it was
so much bent on getting it through, as we
are in preventing it. That would have
caused the Government to have a look at
the practice in Great Britain; because.
happily, very few precedents can be found
in the Western Australian Parliament for
the action being taken in connection. with
this Bill. When I say very few prece-
dents, I am referring now to Lthe fixing of
time limits for closure. I say no prece-
dent whatever can be found for that part
of the motion which takes away from the
Opposition the right to use such time as
is available for the purpose of moving
amendments and speaking to those amend-
ments and confers a right absolutely on
a spokesman for the Government.

No precedent exists for that, so far as
I am aware, anywhere in the Queen's
dominions, One would have thought that
the advisers to the Government would
have gone to the best possible source to
find out what steps were available to it
to achieve the objective which it had in
mind, and that was to obtain as speedy a
passage for this Bill as it was possible to
get.

If it had done that it would have found
out that Erskine May sets out very clearly
the steps to be taken in closing debates,
and dealing with the obstruction of busi-
ness-and we make no secret of the fact
that we are out to obstruct the Govern-
ment in connection with this legislation.
We do not want it Passed; we do not think
it ought to be passed; we are of the opin-
ion It Is in the best interests of the State
of Western Australia that it should not be
passed; -and therefore we are justified in
using every method open to us, according
to the rules of the game, to achieve our
objective. Erskine May sets out the meth-
ods of curtailing a debate, and I quote
from page 454 of the Fifteenth Edition-

The principal methods available for
the curtailment of debate on particu-
lar items of business in the House of
Commons arc the following-

I should explain that it is parliamentary
practice, when our own Standing orders
are silent, then and then only, to go to
the Practice in the House of Commons, the
Mother of Parliaments. I do not think
that anybody will argue that our Standing
Orders in any way set out a position which
is analogous to the one with which we are
dealing. That being so we have no op-
tion but to refer to what has taken place

in the House of Commons in similar situa-
tions, and those situations have happened
hundreds of times all down the years. To
continue with this quotation-

(1) The closure of debate (of which
there are two principal forms (I)
the ordinary closure, (ii) closure
on the words of a clause).

(2) The selection of amendments.
(3) The allocation by orders of limits

of time for discussion.
Then it goes on to say that these methods
are described in detail and it proposes to
deal with them. The only one with which
we are concerned at the moment is the
one where a Bill is about to go into Corn-
nittee, and the closure is to take place on
the words of a clause. I quote from page
458-

An analogous, but wholly distinct,
power, is also conferred by 5.0. No. 29
(para. 3), whereby, subject to the dis-
cretion of the Chair, when a clause
is under consideration, a motion may
be made, which Must be decided forth-
svth-"That the question 'that (cer-
tain words of the clause) stand part of
the clause,' be now put," or "That the
question. 'that a clause stand part of
(or be added to) the Bill,' be now put."
These Motions, if the questions put
thereon are carried, override all power
of amendments to the words included
in their scope.

That power already exists in our own
Standing Orders. It is competent for any-
one, at any time when a Bill Is in Com-
mittee, to move that the question be put
or that the vote on the clause be taken.
That being so there was no need for any
special motion to deal with a situation like
this. To proceed-

The closure motions that certain
words should stand part of a clause,
or that a clause should stand part of
a Bill, apply to a schedule as to a
clause, and, though the Standing
Order appears to have been designed
only for use In Committee, have been
applied on consideration of a Bill,
though in a slightly different form.

On consideration of a Bill, a~s
amended, Closure has been moved ex-
tending to words beyond those of the
clause to which the last amendment
applied. If, after closure, the ques-
tion "That the words of the Bill to
the end of a clause stand part of the
Bill" be agreed to, on consideration of
a Bill as amended, amendments by
way of additions to the clause may be
moved.

These motions also can be made al-
though closure has not been previously
enforced during the consideration of
the clause; nor is it necessary that
closure should have been moved on
the question last proposed from the
Chair.
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Now we came to the one most appropriate
to the existing situation, because the
motion purports to fix time limits for
discussion on various stages of the Bill. I
quote from page 461-

Allocation of Time Orders
As stated earlier, the allocation of

limited amounts of time to the stages
of Bills, and occasionally other kinds
of business, forms no part of the
general procedure of the House, but is
applied in each case to a particular
-Bill (or occasionally several Bills
jointly) or other specified business by
a special order. Provision for the
:stages of a financial resolution in con-
:nection with a Bill is sometimes in-
ecluded. in an order allotting time to
the stages of a Bill, and in such a case
if the Committee on the financial re-
stolution is deemed to have been set
,up, the King's recommendation is sig-
raffled to the motion for allotting time.
Besides allotting time "guillotine
orders" regularly contain a number
of other provisions designed to facili-
tate the transaction of the proceedings
in respect of which these powers are
taken. in effect they prescribe a
special summary procedure, which.'allowance being made f or differences
appropriate to different circumstances,
has in course of time assumed a more
or less standardised form.

That is most important. The Mother of
Parliaments has been in operation much
longer than the Western Australian Par-
liament. Occasions for the use of closure
methods to end debates have arisen much
more frequently in Great Britain than they
have in Western Australia, and because of
the number of occasions which have oc-
curred in Great Britain, the method of
applying the closure has, according to Sir
Erskine May, assumed, more or less, a
standardised form.

The important aspect is that nowhere
in that standardised form can we find a
precedent for the Motion which the Pre-
mier has moved. I am referring to that
part of the motion which denies to the Op-
position the right to move amendments or
to speak to them, and give to the
mouthpiece of the Government a complete
monopoly of the right to move any amnend-
ments to the Bill. Nowhere in British
parliamentary practice-which, I repeat,
has assumed a more or less standardised
form-will be found a precedent for what
the Premier is seeking to do. one should
ask oneself: Why is that? Is it likely that
they have never been confronted with a
situation such as confronts this Govern-
ment? To me, the idea is ridiculous.

It must be assumed that many times the
Government has been in such a situation,
but never once has It adopted this method
of discriminating between members as to
their rights and privileges, arid for obvious
reasons. It is a denial of the basic rights
of democracy to stifle the opposition and
leave the Government free to say and do

what it likes without let or hindrance.
Why, that is the very commencement of
a dictatorship, bad laws, and bad govern-
ment!

If we proceed with this, after Erskine
May has stated that the H-ouse of Comn-
mons procedure has adopted a more or
less standardised form, there is then set
out the usual conditions of allocation of
time orders, and that is what we are deal-
ing with. I quote from page 462 of the
15th edition of May's Parliamentary Prac-
tice-

The regular provisions may be set
out as follows.

Mark the words "regular provisions", Mr.
Deputy Speaker. Continuing-

For a typical recent example of such
an order reference may be made to
the Ottawa Agreement Bill (Alloca-
tion of Time) Order.

Stages of Bill-An Allocation of
Time order is not usually moved until
after the second reading of a bill, anid
often not until the rate of progress in
committee has Provided an argument
for its necessity. The first provision
of such an order details the stages
(or remaining stages) of the bill (in-
cluding, if necessary, any related
financial resolution) to which it ap-
plies, and allots in the form of a time-
table a certain number of days to each
stage, and in the case of the com-
mittee and report stages sets out the
hour on each allotted day by which
the proceedings on specified portions
of the bill are to be concluded.

I1 have no quarrel with that part of the
Premier's motion which seeks to do that.
If the Government has in mind to curtail
the debate in that way it is in accord-
ance with the rules and it is the Govern-
ment's right to try to do it. I continue
to quote-

The second reading of a bill has
been taken immediately after the
order allocating time to it has been
made, and has been ordered to be
brought to a conclusion at eleven
o'clock that day or at the expiration
of four hours from the commence-
ment of the proceedings thereon,
whichever might be the later.

Now, this is the important thing, and one
which the Government has completely
disregarded and which, in my view, re-
lieves it completely of any justification
for the course of action it proposes to fol-
low. This next paragraph reads--

Instructions to cormmittees on bills
have been excluded or the Speaker
has been directed to put the question
thereon after a brief speech from the
Member who moved the instruction
and from the Minister in charge of the
bill, or proceedings on instructions
have been included in one of the days
or part of one of the days allotted to
the committee stage of the bill.
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*On some occasions a number of
days has been allotted to the report
stage, but the distribution of the vari-
ous parts of the bill among them has
been left, to be determined subse-
quently by the House by means of a
motion. The manner in which the
motion should be made and the limnit
of time allowed for it have been de-
termined by order of the House. The
business to be taken on certain of the
days allotted to the report stage of a
bill has also been changed by an order
of the House. One day has been
allotted to the report stage and the
third reading of a bill, and one day
ha~s been allotted to all the stages
aiter second reading. The time at
which the third reading of a bill
should be brought to a conclusion has
been changed by order of the Houase,
and a similar change has been made
in respect of the committee stage of
a bill.

But, Mr. Deputy Speaker, nowhere has it
been laid down by resolution of the House
that only certain members of the House
may move motions or talk on them.

Nowhere has it been set out that the
right to move amendments to Bills and
to discuss them within the time allowed
shall be restricted to the Government
alone and that is the reason for the
opposition that we have, in the main, to
this motion; namely, that it is unfair and
unjust in its application and quite with-
out precedent, and therefore should not
be considered by the House for any length
of time.

When my leader was speaking earlier to
express the wish that in this problem
which has arisen some room should be
found for wisdom, he said that earlier in
his career he found the greatest difficulty
in giving an explanation for wisdom: and
my mind went back many years ago to
when I was at school. I can remember
having to learn a piece of prose which was
called "Wisdom". Fortunately, I have been
blessed with a reasonably good memory,
and although it is well over 45 years since
I learned this piece of prose, I think I re-
member it quite well. Anyway, I wrote it
down from memory, and here it is--

Happy is the man that findeth wis-
dom, and the man that getteth under-
standing.

For the merchandise of it is better
than the merchandise of silver, and
the gain thereof than fine gold,

She is more precious than rubies:
and all the things thou canst desire
are not to be compared unto her.

Length of days is In her right hand;
and in her left hand riches and hon-
our.

I think that piece of prose is applicable
to this situation. If we can bring to bear
on this some wisdom and understanding
and fair dealing, wie could bring about an

improvement in the arbitration syFstem in
Western, Australia without upsetting the
great body of trade unionists in the way
this Government is proposing to do; be-
cause this legislation, nurtured in, secrecy,
has been flung into the Assembly without
reference to the persons who are to be
most affected by it.

The Premier made reference to the fact
that Dr. Evatt introduced legislation into
the Comnmonwealth Parliament, and that
this was based upon that legislation. What
the Premier did not say was that before
Dr. Evatt introduced his legislation into
the Commonwealth Parliament he had the
fullest consultations with the persons most
concerned. That is the big weakness in
the Government's position on this Bill. It
never consulted anybody belonging to the
trade union movement. So far as we
know it did not consult any members of
the Arbitration Court to ascertain wheth-
er its proposals were reasonable or un-
reasonable; or likely to be of benefit to
the Sate or not.

That suggests to me that the Govern-
ment was told to take. a certain line of
action by certain interested parties, and
it decided to take that line of action
irrespective of the effect upon the State
generally, and the great body of workers,
whose rights are being infringed by the
proposals in the Bill. To make matters
worse, we on this side of the Rouse, have
been deprived of any opportunity to
attempt to effect improvements to the
legislation.

So we have reached a stage where the
Government has said: "This is the Bill
which we brought here, and this is the
Bill which you are going to have, irre-
spective of any argument you might ad-
vance, or any ideas you might put forward,
We have made up our minds you are to
be stifled, and you will not be allowed to
debate the questions; you will not be able
to discuss the clauses, even though they
may be full of weaknesses and most un-
just. You sit there and watch us put
the Bill through in accordance with what
we want to do."

If I am any judge of the people of
Western Australia, they will not stand for
that sort of conduct. Just imagine what
chance the Government would have had
of being returned as the Government if it
had , at the last election, said to the
people, "We propose to amend the Arbi-
tration Act, and during the discussion in
Parliament we will take steps to see tin'
Opposition has no right to propose amend-
ments or to talk about them." Just what
chance would the Government have had
of occupying the Treasury bench had it
said that? None whatever.

The Government was completely silent
on that question. Not only was it silent
about the methods it would adopt to put
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the measure through, but silent about the
proposals to introduce it. We have heard
from time to time of Governments claim-
ing for the policy which they are Imple-
menting that they have a mandate for
doing so. I heard this Government claim
that in connection with the decimation
of the Public Works day-labour force. It
said, "We told the people at the elections
that we would dispose of the State instru-
mentalities, and therefore we have a man-
date to do it."

The Governent certainly has no man-
date to do this; it certainly has no
mandate to do it in this way, by stifling
the voice of the Opposition when the most
important stage of the Bill is under dis-
cussion. You would know, Sir that the
most valuable part of the discussion for a
member of Parliament in connection with
legislation is the Comunittee stage of a
Bill. If you are in any doubt as to that
you need only ask yourself: Why is it
that on the second reading debate a mem-
ber is restricted to one speech only;
whereas in Committee he can speak any
number of times? This is obviously
for the reason that it is desirable that
whilst a member has any worth-while
ideas to contribute towards the discussion
in the Committee stage, he should have
the opportunity to put those ideas for-
ward untrammelled by Standing Orders.

It is in the' Committee stage, very often.
that serious mistakes are prevented. In
the cut and thrust of debate, the inter-
change of ideas, and the clash of opinion
which takes place, we find there usually
emerges the appropriate course to follow.
That is why Standing Orders provide
ample opportunity for members in Com-
mittee to speak frequently as long as they
have ideas to contribute.

On the second reading of the Bill one
is just indicating one's attitude to the
proposals generally. It is in connection
with the clauses of the Bill, the things
that matter, where it is necessary to have
that clash of opinion, that interchange of
ideas from which we can expect wisdom,
and so get the best legislation in the in-
terests of the State.

But what is going to happen in con-
nection with this Bill; this most import-
ant legislation? There is to be no clash
of opinion on the clauses of the Bill at
all: there is to be no interchange of ideas,
because the Government has introduced a
motion which will stifle the Opposition.
So the only ideas will be the ideas which
were obtained by the Minister for Works on
'recent trips to the eastern States. How
on earth can we expect worth-while legis-
lation from a situation like that? It is the
very antithesis of democracy, and should
not be tolerated in this country. I have
here what I consider a very appropriate
statement which is germaine to this dis-
cussion. r quote a statement attributed

to President Truman in his message to
Congress on the MeCarran Bill. This is
what he had to say-

Once a government is committed to
the principle of silencing the voice of
opposition, it has only one way to go.
and that is down the path of increas-
ingly repressive measures, until it be-
comes a source of terror to all its citi-
zens and creates a country where
everyone lives in fear.

We must therefore be on our guard
against extremists who urge us to
adopt police-state measures. Such
persons advocate breaking down the
guarantees of the Bill of Rights in
order to get at the Communists. They
forget that if the Bill of Rights were to
be broken down all groups, even the
m ost conservative, would be in danger
from the arbitrary power of the Gov-
ernment.

This legislation is so broad and
vague in its terms as to endanger the
freedoms of speech., Press and assembly

I..This kind of legislation is un-
necessary, ineffective and dangerous.

Those words cannot more appropriately be
applied than to this motion and this legis-
lation. They were spoken by a President of
the United States of America. Every word
full of thought and wisdom, with regard to
a line of action which could ultimately
lead to disaster.

Where are we, when we pride ourselves
on improvement in education, and advance
in civilisation, and when we find a so-
called Government in a democratic coun-
try introducing a motion the only purpose
of which is to stifle the Opposition? The
only purpose of this motion which the
Premier has moved is to stifle the Opposi-
tion, and to prevent it from moving any
amendments to this Bill, or from making
any contribution with regard to the
amendments. Is it any wonder that we
say it is a travesty, and that we should
use everything within our Power to defeat
the Bill? But despite our strong desire
to frustrate the attempts of the Govern-
ment, it has to be admitted we are play-
ing the game according to the rules.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): The honourable member has an-
other three minutes.

Mr. TONKIN: That is more than the
Goverment can say. Nowhere in this
debate have we sought to go outside the
Standing Orders and the rules of debate.
We have exercised freely our rights and
Privileges granted to us by the laws of the
game, But that does not suit the Gov-
ernment. It introduces a, motion to sus-
Pend the Standing Orders, and to sub-
stitute Standing Orders of its own. I
repeat there is no precedent for such a
course. Ultimately the chickens will come
home to roost. I oppose the motion.
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MR. COURT (Nedlands-Minister for
industrial Development) [10.2 p.m.]: I
rise in support of this motion, and I want
to give notice now that when I conclude
I propose to move an amendment to give
effect to what the Premier foreshadowed,
and to demonstate that the Government
is in earnest in its desire that the motion
should mean what it was originally in-
tended to mean; namely, that members of
the Opposition will have the right, during
the prescribed times, to debate the clauses
in Committee, and also that if they are
successful in having any of their amend-
ments included and agreed to, these
amendments will form part of the Bill.

We have heard a most extraordinary
debate today. By far the best utterance
that has been made during the lengthy
debate on this Bill by the members op-
posite was the one made by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. He made it very
clear that the Government had certain
democratic rights and privileges as a Gov-
ernment. He also made it clear that the
Opposition had equal rights to do all it
could to frustrate the Government in this
debate, ]If we start from "taws" on that
basis, we would know what language we
were using on both sides of the House.
We would be able to get down to the
real problem that confronts the Govern-
ment and this Parliament. He was quite
frank in his attitude towards trying to
defeat this Bill, and we acknowledge it is
the right of the Opposition to do that.

However, the fact remains that we are
in a very peculiar situation, and any Gov-
ernment which is a responsible Govern-
mnent cannot allow the untenable situation
that has been developing to continue. It
was only because of that, and after great
patience, that the Government took the
action it has taken.

I want to comment briefly on the speech
made at great length by the Leader of
the Opposition. We in this Chamber are
used to the vitriolic attacks which he
makes not only on the Government as a
whole, but on individual members of the
Government. He used the most extravag-
ant words and phrases, such as vile, tyran-
nical, despicable, Fascist, to a point when
they had very little effect on those who
listened. It does not become the Leader of
the Opposition to indulge in these tactics.
What he thinks of the individuals person-
ally is of no moment when we are con-
sidering matters of tremendous import-
ance to this State. He referred to political
perfidy. I think that is intended to mean
Political treachery or a breach of faith.
I do not think that is a fair criticism of
this Government, because we have been
very patient, as I shall demonstrate before
I sit down, in trying to allow this Bill
to take the normal course through Par-
liament.

We were prepared to sit for days. hour
after hour, to hear carbon copies of
speeches churned out if there was any
prospect of reaching a decision in a rea-
sonable time.

Mr. Jamieson: What do you consider
is a reasonable time?

Mr. COURT: I shall come to what time
has been allowed up to date. The Gov-
ernment would have gone a long way, had
there been any prospect of the Opposition
at some point declaring, "We have had
our fling. We will allow a vote to be taken
on the Bil."

Mr. H. May: You think we should sit
like stuffed dummies!I

Mr. COURT: Not at all.
Mr. H. May: That is what you are

indicating.
Mir. COURT: What is the real position?
Mr. H. May:, Of course. What are you

grizzling about?
Mr. COURT: At some time a matter

before the Chair or the House has to be
brought to a vote.

Mr. H. May: That is what we are doing.
Mr. COURT: It is the objective of the

Opposition, declared publicly as well as
in this House, to do all it can to oppose
the Bill. I think the Opposition is only
reaping the harvest of its own tactics.
In fact, every minute which it is
spending in debating this motion is, of
necessity, time to come out of the time
prescribed for the various stages of the
Bill. The Premier has already agreed
that had this motion been passed in a
reasonable time, opportunity would be
given for immediate debate on the Com-
mittee stage of the Bill. That would have
increased the amount of time available
to the Opposition to set forth its Points
of view.

Mr. Rowberry: Intimidation!1

Mr. COURT: It has been implied and
claimed in the most forthright terms by
the Opposition that the Government is
doing- something new-something without
precedent. Of course that is completely
false. This Parliament is rather pecu-
liar, because it has not got the machinery
within its Standing Orders to enatle this
sort of thing to be done by a particular
motion which would put the question of
timetables to a vote, without its even being
debated.

Let us have a look at the Commonwealth
set-up. In Standing Order No. 92 of the
Commonwealth Parliament the guillotine
machinery is laid down.

Mr. Kelly: By experts with the guillo-
tine.

Mr. COURT: We are ali aware that the
Commonwealth Parliament has functioned
traditionally on that system, and it is
not peculiar to any particular party. Every
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time any Government uses this machinery
in the Commonwealth Parliament it is
played up in the Press as though it is a
new, novel, and heavy-handed method.
Members opposite are aware this machin-
ery is used by Country Party-Liberal Gov-
ernments and by Labor Governments year
in and year out. It is accepted as part
of the procedure of the Commonwealth
Government. That Standing Order
states-

(a) On the reading of a message
from the Governor-General recom-
mending an appropriation in con-
nexion with any bill, on the calling
on of a motion for leave to introduce
a bill or a notice of presentation, on
the consideration of any motion pre-
liminary to the introduction of a bill,
at any stage of a bill, or on the con-
sideration of Senate amendments or
requests for amendments to a bill, a
Minister may declare that the bill
is an urgent bill, and on such declara-
tion, the question "That the bill be
considered an urgent bill' shall be put
forthwith-no debate or amendment
being allowed-and on such question
being agreed to, a Minister may forth-
with, or at any time during any sit-
ting of the House or committee, but
not so as to interrupt a Member who
is addressing the House or committee,
move a motion or motions specifying
the time which shall be allotted to
all or any of the following:-

(i) The initial stages of the bill
(including any motion pre-
liminary to the introduction
of the bill) UP to, but not In-
clusive of, the second reading
of the bill:

(ii) The second reading of the
bill;

(iii) The committee stage of the
bill;

(iv) The remaining stages of the
bill;

{v) The consideration of Senate
amendments or requests for
amendments to the bill;

and the order with regard to the time
allotted to the committee stage of
the bill may, out of the time allotted,
apportion a certain time or times to
a particular clause or clauses, or to
any particular part or parts of the
bill.

The Standing order goes on and provides
for provisions in connection with tariff
resolutions. We then move on to Victoria.

Mr. Tankin: You haven't found an
example in the Commonwealth where they
have done the same as You are doing.
They haven't got one, I take it.

Mr. COURT: This lays down a proce-
dure under which a Minister, by a simple
expedient, can have a Bill declared an

urgent Bill-there is none of this long de-
bate we are having tonight-and it is
passed by the House. Presumably this can-
not be done unless it is declared an urgent
Bill; but from there on the timetable
system operates automatically.

Mr. W. Hegney: And any member is
allowed to move amendments.

Mr. COURT: And the Minister gets his
amendments in.

Mr. W. Hegney: But not with your
motion.

Mr. COURT: We go on and find what
the position is in Victoria.

34r. Hawke: Run away from it!
Mr. W. Hegney: He will not ike this.
Mr. COURT: The honourable member

is not going to like what I will come to
in a minute. Standing Order No. 78P was
approved on the 1st September. 1926, and
we find it is a similar provision to what
prevails in the Commonwealth Parliament.
We go on to Queensland and find a slightly
different set-up. I want to emphasise that
this was introduced by a Labor Govern-
mnent in Queensland in 1950. 1 emphasise
that because it has been there now for
some 13 years. I do not know what the
position in Queensland was before that.
It is headed, "Limitation of Time for Re-
port from Committees". If there were a
parliamentarians' union, I think it would
go for this as the one we should adopt,
because it very much limits the hours of
a sitting. Standing Order No. 249 reads
as follows'.-

When a Bill or Bills or other matter
(not being Estimates referred to Com-
mittee of Supply) has or have been
referred to a Committee of the Whole,
the House may at any time after pre-
vious Notice given, which Notice may
be given notwithstanding that the
House may have proceeded to the
Orders of the Day, order that the Bill
or Bills or other matter, or any clauses
or part thereof, shall be reported on
a Sitting Day or Sitting Days specified
in such order; and in any case the
Sill or Bills or other matter, or the
specified clauses or parts thereof, shall
be reported on or before the day or
days so appointed with such Amend-
ments, if any, as have been made in
the Committee.

At 11.30 o'clock a.m. of the Sitting
Day or Days specified by such order,
if the Speaker has not already left
the Chair for the consideration in
Committee of the Whole of the Bill, or
other matter, respecting which such
order has been so made, then whether
any Question shall be before the
House or not, the Speaker shall leave
the Chair, and the House shall there-
upon be resolved into a Committee of
the Whole for the consideration of
such Bill or other matter, as afore-
said; and at 5 o'clock p.m. the Chair-
man shall put forthwith every Ques-
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tion., to be decided without Amend-
ments or Debate, necessary to dispose
of the outstanding clauses of the Bill,
or other matter, or the clauses or parts
thereof specified in the order, and
shall thereupon leave the Chair and
report to the House.

Upon receiving such report, the
Speaker shall proceed to put forth-
with every Question, to be decided
without Amendment or Debate, neces-
sary for the confirmation by the House
of the action of the Committee as so
reported.

Mr. Janieson: It still does not restrict
it to one person.

Mr. COURT: Seep calm.
Mr. W.IHegney: You have only got three

more States to go!
Mr. COURT: New South Wales is a

Labor-Government State-
Mr. Fletcher: Hear, hear!
Mr. COURT: -and Standing order No.

l75A reads--
The carrying of the closure shall

only affect the last Question sub-
mitted to the House or Committee.

That was approved an the 19th June, 1895.
Standing Order No. 1153 reads as fol-
lows:-

Whenever the Premier, or a Minister
acting on his behalf, shall have inti-
mated verbally to the House, and in
writing to the Speaker, the Chairman
of Committees, and the Party Leaders.
on any sitting day, the determination
of the Ministry to deal with any par-
ticular business up to a certain stage
at a specified time at the next or a
subsequent sitting, the carrying of the
Question "That the Question be now
put" at the time so specified, or later
at the same sitting, shall be deemed to
be an instruction to the Speaker or the
Chairman of Committees to put to the
vote every Question necessary to give
effect to such determination without
permitting further debate or amend-
ment. A Member may be interrupted
in his speech by the motion "That the
Question be now put."

This is the critical thing-
Provided that after the carrying of

the closure, the Speaker or, in Com-
mittee, the Chairman of Committees
shall also put to the vote ..

I want to emphasise this point-
*... any amendments proposed by a

Minister,...
Not by a private member, but by a Mini-
ster-

. .,which amendments shall have been
printed or typewritten and circulated
at least two hours before the expira-
tion of the allotted time.

That does not give anyone in the Opposi-
tion a chance.

Mr. Jamnieson: That is after the apply-
ing of the closure.

Mr. COURT: AUl the Chairman does is
see these amendments have been circu-
lated by the Minister. Bear this in wind;
he does not have to do it the day before.
So long as the amendments have been
printed in typewritten form two hours
before the expiration of the allotted time,
they are then automatically put to the
vote by the Speaker or by the Chairman
and it is sudden death.

Mr. Jamieson: That is after the appli-
cation of the closure.

Mr. COURT: It goes on-
Standing Order 175 shall not apply

to any proceedings in respect of which
time has been allotted In pursuance
of the Standing Order.

That Standing Order was approved
on the 30th October, 1928. This goes back
a long time; and there is nothing new in
this system. Because this motion has
to be specific to deal with a situation,
it might appear in the minds of the Op-
position more harsh than it actually is,
because the Premier has already tried to
make it clear to the House to demonstrate
his sincerity of purpose in the matter that
he wanted the motion amended to provide
that during the permitted time the Op-
position members would not only be free
to debate the matter, but free to move
amendments. It is up to them.

Mr. Jamieson: Why was it not ink the
ctiginal motion?

Mr. COURT: I can explain that quite
simply. It was understood when the motion
was given to the Premier that it would
permit that; and the legal people are of
the opinion that it will. However, to re-
move any shadow of suspicion-

Several members Interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: -because the whole of this

matter is being approached by the Opposi-
tion in an atmosphere of suspicion-or
something sinister-I hope the amendment
I will move when I conclude will set out
in clear terms that those members of the
opposition who want to debate several
clauses and want to move amendments will
be quite free to do so: and if they can
get their amendments accepted, those
amendments will form part of the final
document.

Mr. Fletcher: A great chance we have.
Mr. COURT: The honourable member is

adopting a very defeatist attitude. How-
ever, that, of course, is up to him.

Mr. Fletcher: They will be gagged like
the others.

Mr. COURT: The Opposition has en-
deavoured to give the impression that the
Government has tried to bulldoze this
measure through. Let us examine the situ-
ation.
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Mr. Jamieson: Even the bank 'officers
now want you to--

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Ordet'!

Mr. COURT: If the Public knew more
about this they would say that the Gov-
ernment's only failure in the matter was
in being so patient with the Opposition,
allowing it to go on and on and on, giving
carbon copy speeches written somewhere
else. As one member on this side of the
House said earlier, someone wrote the first
one and gave instructions that it be re-
peated.

Mr. W. Hegney: The Minister's was
written by the Employers Federation.

The SPE-AKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The Opposition speakers were given a
reasonable hearing, and I think it is fair
enough that Government members should
be accorded the same courtesy.

Mr. COURT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The time that has been taken up to 6.29
am. on the 13th November is 28 hours
38 minutes. That is since the Bill was in-
troduced on the 24th October; and I think
anybody would say that is quite a lot
of talk. Just imagine a man setting out
to talk for 28 hours 38 minutes-and the
Leader of the Opposition has added his
modicum to the tally today with about
three hours odd. There were '72 Opposition
speeches taking 25 hours 22 minutes, and
nine Government speeches occupying one
hour 36 minutes. It certainly cannot be
said that the Government has hogged all
the time and made it difficult for the
Opposition. We stated our case and left
it to the Opposition to state its case
freely and as often as it liked for the
prearranged galleries it had here and on
which it tried to impress its sincerity.

Point of Order

Mr. H. MAY: I object to the statement
of the Minister that having these people
up here was a prearranged idea, because
it was not. He should be made to with-
draw the remark.

THE SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): What
words does the member for Collie desire
the Minister to withdraw?

Mr. H. MAY: Those dealing with the
prearrangement by the Opposition for
spectators to be present in the gallery.
It was nothing of the sort.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearrnan): Much
worse has been said about members of
the Government.

Mr. H. MAY: The members of the
Government have the same right to call
attention to such statements and ask for
their withdrawal. I do not think the
Minister is justified and-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The Minister for Industrial Development.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

Mr. COURT: I do not know whether
we have the same rules as in football, and
whether we get time on for interjections.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: The number of divisions

held was 20, and the time taken on those
divisions was one hour 40 minutes. I have
also had a schedule taken out as to those
who have contributed to this debate, the
amount of time they have spent on it, and
the number of times they have spoken.

Surely, if the Opposition decided it
wanted to make an impact during the
second reading, that is its business. I
would have thought, had I been in the
Position of members of the opposition
and was determined to bring about the
defeat of the Bill, or had desired to have
it amended, I would spend the time during
the Committee stage on debate, where the
effective work Is done. The Opposition
did not do that. The Opposition presented
all the frustrations and obstructions it
could possibly think of while the debate
on the second reading was taking Place,
during which time not a single amendment
can be made to the Bill.

Mr. Moir: It can be defeated, though.
Mr. COURT: Of course, that is so;

and the Opposition has had its oppor-
tunity there. However, it cannot be con-
sidered, by any stretch of the imagina-
tion, that the Government set out in any
way to frustrate the opposition in its
Purpose. It was the wish, expressed on
more than one occasion, that the Opposi-
tion should be given full and ample oppor-
tunity to debate this Bill.

We have bad a most extraordinary
experience since this Bill has been intro-
duced. Methods, previously not used in
the State of Western Australia. have been
employed by supporters of the Opposi-
tion, and-

Mr. Janmeson: And the Government!
Mr. COURT: -we find that for the

first time in our history there has been
an attempt to intimidate and threaten
members of Parliament. We have had
galleries here which have been full of folk
with the objective-a minority of them I
will admit--of trying to intimidate the
Government, and Government members.
For the first time in history, we have
had people gathering outside the front
doors, again trying to intimidate-

Mr. Jamieson: That is ridiculous!
Mr. COURT: -members of the Govern-

ment. Public utterances have been made
as well as Press statements, and paid ad-
vertisements have appeared in the Press.

Point of Order
Mr. JAMIESON: On a point of order,

the words uttered by the Minister for In-
dustrial Development are objectionable to
me. He stated that these people were
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here to intimidate members of Parliament.
I feel you should make him withdraw
these words, in due deference to the
numbers of people who have been here
for long hours-

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearm an): Order!
Mr. JAMIESON: -looking after their

own interests. Those are the words that
should be withdrawn.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
If members of the opposition want to re-
ceive protection from me, they will have
to obey the Chair, and not, when I call
for order, continue to speak. I have
endeavoured to be as considerate as I Can
be, but I think fair is lair. There have
been some pretty harsh things said on bath
sides of the House. As to the question of
whether these people did actually try to
intimidate members of the Government, it
is one of which I have no personal know-
ledge. A good deal depends, of course, on
the interpretation of "intimidation".

Mr. Jamieson: Make him justify his
statement.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I am
reluctant to ask the Minister to withdraw
his remarks, but I will do so on this
occasion because they could, perhaps, be
misconstrued. However, if the honourable
member will be satisfied as long as he
clarifies his statements, I will let it go at
that.

Mr. COURT: Whatever your wish is, I
naturally obey it, and if it is your desire.
Mr. Speaker, that I withdraw those words,
I will.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Very
well.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

Mr. COURT: I want to make it clear
that for the first time we have had an
unprecedented situation in Western Aus-
tralia when an Organisation, outside Par-
liament, has, through advertisements and
public statements, and in meetings, en-
deavoured to create the impression that it
will go to extreme lengths to bring about
the defeat of this Bill.

We know that many of the men who
have come here into the gallery have lost
pay to do so. We know they have been
brought up here when the notice paper
has made it very clear that there would be
no debate for several hours on the arbitra-
tion Hill, because some other business had
to be proceeded with. These men have
been induced to come up here by their
union bosses-in certain cases, the T.L.C.
-to come to sit here for hours.

It has been no fault of the Government
that this has occurred. It is the fault of
those organised meetings. There Is no
denying that meetings have been held to
stir up feelings. These meetings have been
advertised. I think there was one adver-
tised for 3 p.m. Yesterday, organised for

no other Purpose than to get the men
together, and, in effect, ask them to break
the law by indulging in a stoppage to
attend a protest meeting.

I do not think this is fair to the men,
because they are being used as pawns in
the battle for Power within the T.L.C. and
the A.IJ.P.

Mr. Hawke: Drivel!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: The Opposition is very

touchy. At your request, Mr. Speaker, we
on this side have endeavoured to remain
silent under extreme provocation.

Mr. Kelly: You have had no answers:
that's why you have kept quiet.

Mr. COURT: As soon as one starts to
tell them the facts of life, and a few home
truths, they get very touchy.

Several members interjected.
Mr. Hawke: C.C. dust!
Mr. COURT: Of course we are used to

the very low interjections of the Leader of
the Opposition.

Mr. Hawke: C.C. dust!
Mr. COURT: They ill become a man who

holds the position held by him.
Mr. Hawke: More 0.0. dust!
Mr. COURT: He does not seem to get

out of the Political gutter on those occa-
sions when things get a little tough.

Mr. Hawke: More Court dust!
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hlearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: I think it is most unfortun-

ate that the Leader of the Opposition
descends to such a low level, instead of
showing a more responsible attitude. Above
all, members of the Opposition had a re-
sponsibility to tell the truth to their sup-
porters, and make sure the men understood
exactly what was in the legislation.

Mr. Jamieson: You didn't!
Mr. COURT: The fact remains that this

legislation is intended to be an extension
of the present arbitration system, and a
modernisation and improvement of it. The
day will come when the Opposition will
be in the embarrassing situation of having
to eat its words in regard to what it has
said about this legislation-

Mr. H. May: You hope!
Mr. COURT: -because this legislation

-and they know this in their own hearts-
is desirable for industrial peace and better
administration of arbitration in this State.

Mr. Jamieson: That's not true!
Mr. COURT: If not, someone has had a

change of heart. If that is so, why do not
members of the Opposition come out into
the open and say so? They should say
that what they believed in 1947 and 1953,
they do not believe now; that they have
changed their minds. They should state
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that they do not believe In the lay system
and that they want legalisms retained in
the system.

Mr. Graham: We want fairness!
Mr. COURT: It has always been my

understanding of the policy of members
of the Opposition that they wanted to get
legal People out of consideration of con-
ciliation and arbitration matters; and that
is just exactly what this Bill does.

Time after time the Secretary of the
T.L.C. has talked about the commissioners
having maximum powers to fine and pun-
ish; and we know they do not have this
power, not even for any offence in connec-
tion with a person or union that might
refuse to appear before them. They have
to be dealt with by the individual magis-
trate or court.

Mr. Rowberry: You didn't know that the
,other day!

Mr. COURT: We have always main-
tained that the commissioners have no
power to fine or punish. There is not a
single fine or penalty which has been In-
creased, and there is not a single new
penalty or fine created in addition to those
which already exist in the Act.

Mr. W. Hegney: Except what you stuck
in In 1952!

Mr. COURT: The provisions which went
in in 1952 were Sunday school stuff com-
pared with the provisions inserted by Chit-
ley when dealing with the extreme letft-
wing element and Communists, just after
the war. Therefore I suggest that the
member for Mt. Hawthorn, who knows
about this subject, refresh his memory as
to what was put in by Chifley when that
very disturbing situation arose which
nearly brought industry throughout the
whole of Australia to a complete stand-
still.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: It has been claimed by cer-

tain members of the T.L.C-in fact, I
think there has been a campaign in this
direction since the T.L.C. changed its tac-
tics on Sunday night-that the Premier
and I have been holding. out a bait to
overseas investors that if they come to
Western Australia we will see that wages
are reduced.

How silly can one get? Here is a com-
mission being established which has all
the powers to fix wages, leave conditions,
hours, and general conditions of work-
men; and it has all the powers that the
existing machinery has. It is being said
that we are doing this to honour a promise
to some overseas interests that wage costs
in Western Australia will be reduced. One
group of office workers have been told
that this Bill will be responsible for re-
ducing their wages by £6 a week. How
dishonest, how unfair, and how untrue can
-one get with these things?

That is the propaganda which is going
on at the present time. It can do nothing
of the kind. The powers which fix awards,
wages, and other conditions of employment
are vested in the hands of this commis-
sion.

A lot of play has been made on the qlues-
tion of the present President of the Court.
The opposition has dragged the name of
Mr. Justice Nevile into the politics of this
State, and not the Government. The Goy-
ermnent has never raised any criticism of
Mr. Justice Nevile at any time, and I defy
the Opposition to produce any criticism by
this Government of Mr. Justice Nevile.
The Opposition, for some reason of its
own, has felt that it might strike a re-
ceptive chord in the minds of the work
force if it referred to the fact that Mr.
Justice Nevile would no longer be Presi-
dent of the Industrial Arbitration Court
as it exists at the present time. It over-
locks the fact that under the proposed
legislation the new industrial appeal court
will have three judges, one of whom will
be the president, and two others will be
judges of the Supreme Court.

It is not the Government of the day, be
it Labor, Liberal, or Country Party, that
fixes the name of the person who will be
president of the court and the names of
the other two judges. It will be the Chief
Justice who will do that. Surely, if we
wanted to keep control of someone whom
we wanted to be president of the indus-
trial appeal court, we would have left it
in the hands of the Government I But it
is in the hands of the Chief .Jusinsc, and
he alone will nominate who wilt he the
president. I ask the Opposition, if it were
in the position of Chief Justice, who it
would nominate as president of this part,
ticular court? No doubt it would select
the man with the greatest experience in
this field, if he were available.

For the Leader of the Opposition to say
we are smashing down the industrial
arbitration system;, that we are banishing
Mr. Justice Nevile from the arbitration
scene, is so much poppycock. His experi-
ence is still available to the State if the
Chief Justice so decides: and he alone will
be the one to make that decision.

I want to be careful that I do not run
over my time.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearnian): The
Minister has another five minutes.

Mr. COURT: I wish to make this point:
That even after this motion is dealt with,
there is still quite a lapse of time before
the actual Committee stage under the
time programme has to be dealt with.
There is ample time for representations
to be made, if people feel they have a
genuine case. it was only today that the
T.J.C. saw the Minister for Labour for
the second time: and I should add that
in spite of references made in the Press
and over the air by Mr. Coleman to the
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eviECt that he wanted to see the Minister
for Labour, it was not until a quarter to
nine this morning that he made his re-
quest to the Minister; and the Minister
certainly could not be expected to see a
deputation of that kind without having a
request. He did say, however, that the
propositions put forward by the T.LC.
and the AW., will be considered by
Cabinet and the information passed on
to the appropriate body.

Before I conclude, I want to deal with
an amendment that I propose to move so
as to give effect to the promise the Pre-
mnier made that he would attempt to have
it incorporated in the motion.

Mr- Davies: Before you do that, will you
tell us why the Liberal Party does not
acknowledge the advertisements that ap-
Pear in the paper? They are authorised
by Ockerby.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: The Premier was most

anxious that there should be no mis-
understanding about this motion; that the
Opposition would have ample opportunity
within the time permitted to present its
case with respect to the amendments, to
move any of the amendments it had in
mind, and to make comments thereon
within the time limit laid down; and if
it so happened that it was successful
in having any of those amendments
adopted by the Committee, then they
would become part of the final Bill.

It was understood that the wording of
the motion, as it appeared on the notice
paper, would do just that. But as it ap-
pears to be open to some criticism, be-
cause of the very legalistic wording that
has been used, arrangements have been
made for a redraft of part of the intro-
ductory clause to this motion, so that it
will make it clear beyond any doubt that
the Opposition will be able to debate any
of the clauses as they arise during the
Committee stage within the time permit-
ted; and it will be able to move an
amendment, and if the amendment is
adopted it will form Part of the final Bill.

It is intended to remove any suspicion
i n the minds of the Opposition. If the
Opposition does not want us to do that,

it should say so. We are anxious that
the amendments that appear on the notice
paper in the name of the Minister for
Labour should be incorporated in the Hill.
If they are not, we will not be able to
honour the promise which the Minister
and the Government made to the trade
unions in respect of the Bill.

I should mention, by way of explana-
tion and in fairness to the mover of the
motion, that the form of the motion at
the Present time had, of necessity, to be
in a fairly restrictive form so as to make
certain that the Government did not fail
in its commitment to the unions in respect
of these amendments. We could have had

the ludicrous situation where the Opposi-
tion could have frustrated the Government
in meeting the promise made to the
unions; and, therefore, instructions were
given that the motion had to be Put for-
ward in Such a condition that beyond
doubt the NMister would be successful
with his amendments in order that the
promise given to the unions might be
honoured.

If members study the amendments they
wvill find that is exactly the situation.

Mr. Tonkin: Can the Minister say for
how long these Standing Orders are to be
suspended?

Mr. COURT: For the period of the de-
liberation of this Bill.

Mr. Tonkin: The motion doesn't say
that.

Mr, COURT: I cannot see how any
other interpretation can be put on it. It
says that so much of the Standing Orders
be suspended as is necessary to enable
this House to hereby direct that, inl con-
nection with the Industrial Arbitration
Act Amendment Bill (No. 2), the debates.
etc.. are concluded within this time limit.
At the end of the motion is says, "and that
this House do direct that the remaining
stages of the Industrial Arbitration Act
Amendment Bill (No. 2) be dealt with
accordingly."

Mr. Tonkin: I am telling you now, you
will find later on that you will have to re-
store Standing Orders.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
Mr. COURT: I will deal with that one

at a later stage. Our understanding and
intention is-and I say this without equi-
vocation-that this suspension is to deal
with this particular piece of legislation as
set out in the motion, and no other.

Mr. Tonkin: The motion does not say
that.

Amendment to Motion
Mr. COURT: I cannot see how it can be

any clearer. I move an amendment-
Lines 8 to 9-Delete the passage

commencing with the word "the"
where first appearing down to and in-
cluding the word "follow" and sub-
stitute the following passage:-

"the questions on the remain-
ing stages of the Bill shall be put
with any amendments previously
passed and also so many of the
amendments set out hereunder as
have not been Previously passed
before the relevant time set out
hereunder and without further de-
bate, as follows:-"

The intention there is to ensure that as
each of these phases is dealt with on the
Programme set out in the motion, any
amendments that have been agreed to by
the Committee up to that particular time,
including any of the Minister's, will auto-
matically be included, and any of the
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Minister's amendments which have not
been dealt with will, to give effect to the
Promise made to the unions, be auto-
matically dealt with at the time the vote
is taken on the time programme. I think
that gives full and fair effect to the in-
tention of the Premier when he tried to
have the motion amended in a formal way
before he introduced it earlier this after-
noon.

MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn)
f 10.41 P.m.]: I do not propose to oppose
the amendment, because from what I can
see it modifies the restrictive nature of the
motion moved by the Premier. To rue it
appears that the Minister for Industrial
D~evelopment has become the apologist for
the Government, and that includes the
Premier and the Minister for Labour.

Mr. Court: Not at all.
Mr. W. HEGNEY: He made a very

strong, but I think in the final analysis
feeble, attempt to Justify the attitude of
the Government in moving the motion that
appears on the notice paper. Earlier in
the sitting, the Leader of the Opposition,
and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
very effectively pointed out the entirely
unjust nature of the motion which is un-
precedented in the history of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia.

Mr. Graham: Or any other Parliament.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: Yes, or any other
Parliament. As far as I can see, all this
amendment does is enable other mem-
bers to move amendments within pre-
scribed limits. The motion as it appears
on the notice paper excluded all other
members and permitted only the Minister
for Labour to introduce his amendments.

Although I do not propose to oppose the
amendment, it certainly does not meet the
wishes of the Opposition, and I will take
the opportunity of saying now that in my
opinion the Government attempted to pre-
vent members on this side from moving
their amendments. As the member for Mt.
Hawthorn I was deputed by the Opposi-
tion, after consultation with the T1rades
and Labor Council, to place a number of
amendments on the notice paper- I have
approximately 32 amendments and there
is quite a lot of substance in them. They
represent the view point of the trade union
movement so far as amendments to this
Bill are concerned.

The Minister for Labour has 24 amend-
ments on the notice paper, but only four
of them have any substance, the rest are
consequential. I have a copy of a letter
the Minister for Labour wrote to the Sec-
retary of the Trades and Labor Council and
this is a precis of the amendments which
he proposes to introduce. The first one
deals with the -reference to existing -awards.
Existing awards, under this Bill, would not
come under the new Act, and the Minister
Proposes to delete that.

There are two clauses which deal with
preference to unionists. The way the Bill
is warded now, the commissioners, or the
commission in court sessions, would be able
to grant Preference to unionists only at
the commencement of employment or in
case of retrenchment. Apart from that no
Preference could be given to unionists
under the Bill as it stands. Today, and
for a period now, the Arbitration Court has
granted preference to unionists, and that
is one of the reasons why the Bill is before
US. it is one of the reasons why the
Arbitration Court is being abolished. The
Minister agreed to delete that provision.

Clause 13 refers to entitlement to mem-
bership of a union, and this vile clause
introduces a reference to the Crimes AcIt.
The Minister has also areed to delete that,
and he agreed to introduce a provision to
include industrial inspectors with regist-
rars. This will mean that industrial in-
spectors will have certain powers under the
arbitration Act. The Minister deleted this
from the Factories and Shops Act, and
factories and shops inspectors would have
had no power as industrial inspectors
under the arbitration Act; whereas pre-
viously factories and shops inspectors were
able to inspect factories, and time and
wages books, and, where any under pay-
ments were made In wages, factory in-
spectors had the powers of an industrial
inspector and could sue for breaches of
awards.

The only other provision the Minister
agreed to delete was in connection with the
rather reprehensible clause dealing with
unions responsibilities. When the matter
was pointed out to him, and he was shown
how unjust it would be, he could do nothing
else but agree to delete it; because under
this clause in the Bill unions could be fined
for the actions of one or more of their
members, even though the unions had no
control over the position or did not even
know a stoppage had occurred.

That is a precis of what the Minister
agreed to do after the Trades and Labor
Council had approached him on the first
occasion late in October or early in Novem-
ber. The minister really has only tour
amendments because the other 20 are con-
sequential.

The Position is that the motion as
amended will still restrict discussion on the
Bill. The way it will be worded, when the
amendment is agreed to, will remove the
most objectionable reference so far as the
Opposition is concerned; because the way
it appears on the notice paper the Minister
-but no other member-would have the
right to move any amendments. The
motion will still be restrictive, and I tell
the Government now that the Trades and
Labor Council expect all their amendments
to be considered by the Government, and
they expect the Government to give the
Committee tine to consider them.

The amendments proposed by the
Trades and Labor Council have a lot of
substance in them. They represent the



[Thursday, 14 November, 1953.] 85

opposition of the council, and the unions
of this State, to the inclusion of certain
provisions in the Bill. The Minister for
Industrial Development, in the course of
his remarks, indicated that the position
was being misrepresented by the trade
unions inasmuch as there would be an
expansion and a modification of the ari-
tration system. I notice that each time he
speaks he religiously refrains from saying
that the Arbitration Court will be extend-
ed. Our objection is that the Arbitration
Court will be abolished. The Minister for
Industrial Development and the Minister
for Labour pointed out that, so far as they
were concerned, they were following the
Queensland pattern, and they also referred
to what obtained in New South Wales.

I would like to put this point of view to
the Government, and I think I am ex-
pressing the viewpoint of the unions when
I say this: If there had been no industrial
arbitration or conciliation legislation to
date: if this were an original idea; if
this were the first time that such a major
Bill to deal with industrial problems had
been introduced to Parliament, the posi-
tion, I suggest, would be entirely different
to what it Is now. But let us look at the
true position. I have here the Acts of
1900 and 1912, and this is what the Act
of 1900, which is entitled The Industrial
and Conciliation Arbitration Act, says on
how the Industrial Arbitration Court is
constituted-

The Court of Arbitration
There shall be one Court of Arbitra-

tion for the whole Colony for the set-
tlement of industrial disputes pursu-
ant to this Act. The Court shall be a
Court of Record and have a seal which
shall be judicially noticed, and im-
pressions thereof shall be admitted in
evidence in all Courts of Judiacture
and for all purposes.

(1) The Court shall consist of three
members, to be appointed by the
Governor, one to be so appointed on
The recommendation of the councils,
or a majority of the councils of the
industrial associations of workers in
the Colony, and one to be so appointed
on the recommendation of the coun-
cils, or a majority of the councils of
the industrial associations of employ-
ers in the Colony:

That was the constitution of the court 63
years ago. We now come to the 1912 Act
and the same principle is continued. This
is the constitution of the court as set down
In the Act-

There shall be one Court of Arbitra-
tion for the whole State with the
Jurisdiction and authority conferred
by this Act.

The Court shall consist of three
members appointed by the Governor
One member shall be appointed on
the recommendation of the industrial
unions of employers and one on the

recommnendation of the industrial
unions of workers, as provided by sec-
tion forty-four, and the third member
shall be a person qualified to be ap-
pointed a judge of the Supreme Court,
appointed as hereinafter provided by
the Governor to act in that behalf.
Such third member shall be President
of the Court. The other members shall
be called ordinary members.

That was the provision in the 1912 Act.
Right from the commencement of the in-
dustrial and arbitration machinery in this
State. the Government of the day stood by
that court, and when there was an exten-
sion of the Industrial Arbitration Act in
1912 that principle was still retained,
and It was retained again in the amending
Act of 1925. Even when the Government
of the day, in 1952, introduced a number
of vicious penal clauses into the Act, it
did not interfere with the Constitution of
the Arbitration Court. Previous to that
the McLarty-Watts Government decided to
amend the Industrial Arbitration Act to
introduce a conciliation commissioner, and
that was done.

Ever since then, the court has acted,
I suggest, in a, fair and impartial manner;
and the reason why the Bill is before us,
and the reason why the motion to restrict
discussion on it before us is to prevent
our endeavours to have the Arbitration
Court retained. The Minister for Railways
.said there would be an opportunity for us
to discuss the amendment. One of our
amendments-and the main one-seeks the
retention of the Arbitration Court, but the
Government thinks otherwise. It has de-
cided that there shall be a certain time
limit on discussion on the clauses, and the
Minister is going to introduce his amend-
ments.

I repeat that the position is so serious,
and the result of this discussion is of such
far-reaching Importance, that we believE
ample time should be given to us to discuss
the amendments in Committee. The Min-
ister for Industrial Development already
pointed out in his speech-to which I will
reply-that. so far as the Government was
concerned, Government members spent
about 1* hours on debating the Bill, 1l
minutes of which was taken up by thE
Minister for Labour reading his speech
However, the Minister for Industrial De-
velopment did not say that although the
members of the opposition occupied in all
about 60 or 70 hours in debate-I think;
that is what he said-the Bill was only
introduced on the 24th October, and therE
are 159 clauses in it, and on his own ad-
mission it took the Minister nearly twc
years to compile all the information he re-
quired to frame the Bill. He said he hae
to visit Queensland and had made inquiries
following which he had been thinking what
should be in the Bill, and it took him thi
best part of two years to compile thE
measure.
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Yet, we, on this side of the House, have
been criticised because, from the 24th
October only, we have been trying to study
it, and trying to obtain from Government
members the reason why many amend-
ments have been included in the Bill.

Mr. Wild: And do you think that was
all I had to do in the past two years?

Mr. W. HECGNEY: Among other things,
the Minister introduced a Bill to establish
a Metropolitan board of works, and we
know it is anti-union.

Mr. Wild: Rot!
Mr. W. HEGNEY: When members of the

Opposition introduced an amendment for
the Purpose of having a representative of
the workers on the board, the Minister
strongly opposed it.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I think
you should get back to the motion.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I will, Sir. On account
of the far-reaching importance of the Bill,
we want ample opportunity to discuss it.
[ have here an extract from the daily news-
paper dated the 1st November, and on
page 4 there is an article headed, "HowNew Arbitration System Would Work."
Among other things the article had this to
say-

A new clause would restrict the
Power of the industrial Commission
to the fixing of working hours for em-
ployees-not the hours f or which an
industry may operate.

The Government has made no secret
of the fact that this is the result if
an award decision by Mr. Justice Nevile
last November which limited bread
baking hours to five days a week in
the metropolitan area and prevents
master bakers from working them-
selves on their own premises outside
the prescribed hours.

If an industry needed to work seven
days a week its employees could be
required to work on any of the seven
days.

That is one of the reasons why the Gov-
ernment desired to get rid of the Arbitra-
tion Court. I am using the words
"Arbitration Court" instead of the Minis-
ter's words, "arbitration system." He said
the Bill would extend the arbitration sys-
temn, but we consider it will do nothing of
the kind.

The Trades and Labor Council has sub-
mitted many amendments for the con-
sideration of Parliament. I do not know
the result of the deputation which waited
Dn the Minister for labour this afternoon.
We would be immensely interested in what
did transpire at that meeting, but it ap-
Dears we will have to wait to hear that
from the Minister himself. I would like to
mention in passing that the Minister for
[ndustrial Development also tried-whether
unconsciously or intentionally-to show

that in regard to the Bill, or the motion
Moved by the Premier, the same position
obtained in the other States. flue to form,
he read part of the Standing Orders in
four of the other States, but in no case
do the Standing Orders in those States face
up to the proposition that is before Us
this evening.

Mr. Court: New South Wales does.
Mr. W. HEGNEY:. New South Wales

may, to a certain extent.
Mr. Court:. it does.
Mr. W. HEGNEY: But as far the other

States are concerned, and as far as the
Commonwealth Parliament, of which the
Minister made a feature, is concerned,
that is not the position. Every member
is allowed to submit certain amendments.

After all is said and done, what are a
few days in the life of a Parliament, Par-
ticularly when dealing with a matter of
this nature? There are times when
smaller and less important Bills are
discussed for hours, particularly when
dealing with the amendment and the
subject matter of the Bills. This Bill
however, affects the majority of the
people in the State. It affects the Enm-
ployers Federation and the industrial
unions; and it also affects the employees
and individual employers. We want ample
opportunity to submit amendments to this
Parliament so that the members of the
Government will know the reasons for our
proposals.

What would happen if a labour Govern-
ment introduced an amendment which was
objectionable to the Employers Federation,
or to the majority of employers in this
State, without their having had a chance
to submit their proposals for considera-
tion; or without their spokesmen in Par-
liament being given the opportunity to
move certain amendments?

I propose with your indulgence, Mr.
Speaker to deal briefly with a few of
the other items which come within the
purview of the amendments, in order to
show there is not justification for this
rigid timetable-and there is no doubt It
will be rigid. We are not going to be
bluffed by the suggestion made by the
Minister for Industrial Development on
behalf of the Government. I have boy-
rilised a few of the objections which I
have on the notice paper, the first of
which is that we object to giving out-
siders, including employers, the power to
seek the disallowance of any rule of the
union. We also object to the appointment
of a proposed certifying solicitor to certify
as to the validity or correctness of certain
rules to be registered, because we believe
the Registrar of the Arbitration Court is
competent to deal with that aspect.

I will not go into the question of mem-
bership fully, because it was so objection-
able, and its terms were so reprehensible,
that the Minister was obliged, after the
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matter had been pointed out to him, to
withdraw it altogether. It has been
alleged by the Government that the pow-
ers of the commission will be on all fours
with those of the present Arbitration Court.
That will not be the case. I have challenged
the Minister for Industrial Development,
and the Minister for Labour on this mat-
ter. and I issue a further challenge now.
The Bill very definitely sets out that the
commission shall not be empowered to
stipulate the days on which work shall
be performed; and the Minister in the
final page of his speech says-

Under the Bill, the commission will
not have power to determine what
days in the week or how many days in
the week an industry may carry on
operations. It is the view of the Gov-
ernment that this is a matter which
should be regulated by the economic
requirements of the industry; or by
public demand; or, if some particular
evil exists, by the Parliament.

But he does not say what evil exists He
just throws it into the ring and expects us
to believe it. The Minister further said in
this speech-

The proper function of the arbi-
tration tribunal is to determine fair
and reasonable rates of paxy and con-
ditions of employment for the work
wich industry requires to be done.
The provision will not, of course,
affect the commission's power to re-
strict the number of days or hours
in any given Period on which a worker
may be required to work.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I am
sure you can relate this to the motion to
delete words.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: Certainly, Mr. Speak-
er, there is no argument about it at all,
because with the deletion of the words it
does not, as I say, give members of the
Opposition the opportunity to correctly
or adequately place their amendments on
the notice paper before the Committee.

Mr. Court: If the words are not taken
out, on your argument you will have less
opportunity.

Mr. W. ILEGNEY, The minister wlas not
here when I said it is a modification of
the most restricted nature of the Premier's
proposal, but that it certainly does not
meet our requirements. The present
court has granted a five-day week in
business and industry. The hours and
days are stipulated. But the court pro-
posed in the Bill will not have power to
do that. As I have said, there will be
every likelihood of industrial unrest in
connection with that matter.

There is another matter on which i[
would like to touch. The Minister seeks
power to intervene in any industrial dis-
pute or in any matter before the court,
,We consider that to be excessive poweYr
to repose in the hands of the Minister. it

is a most contentious matter. The Min-
ister will argue that a Minister acting
on behalf of the Crown should have power
and authority to intervene. But there is
Power there now for the Minister to inter-
vene in State industries, and continuous
power in matters that go to the Arbitra-
tion Court.

The Minister referred to factories and
shops inspectors. I said they would not
have the power under the Factories and
Shops Act to sue for breaches of awards.
The Minister proposes to introduce in-
dustrial inspectors into the Bill. That
may be all right as far as it goes, but there
is room for a sharp division of opinion
as to how the Bill should be worded.

I have a couple, of most Important
amendments, but I have an idea of the
attitude of the Minister, if this amend-
ment is carried. It could be that private
members on the Government side might
like the opportunity to hear the purport
of our amendments, The first point is
that the power of factories and shops in-
spectors has been lessened; the right of
entry of union officials is restricted, and
all we want is to have the provisions of
the New South Wales Act-which have
been mentioned quite a lot by members
opposite-written into the Bill. In effect
those Provisions provide that at all reason-
able times an accredited union official
shall have the right of entry and the right
to inspect work, and also to inspect time
and wages books and sue for breaches of
the ax; ard. Where a union official takes
the initiative and Places the matter before
the court and an employer is fined for a
breach of the award, the register, on the
instruction of the industrial magistrate, is
empowered to award any portion of the
fine to the particular union.

At the moment an award can be can-
celled if there is a stoppage of any kind.
We want. to bring about industrial peace,
and we suggest the removal of that clause;
and if there is a -stoppage the award, or
industrial agreement registered in court,
should continue to operate. Much has
been said about the commnon rule prin-
ciple, so I will not enlarge on that aspect.

I mention those amendments to show
that they are very comprehensive and
important to the industrial community, to
the trade union movement, to the em-
ployers, and to the interests of industrial
peace. They are so important that it may
not be practicable for all of those amend-
ments to be dealt with in the restricted
time allowed. I suggest the last thing any
member of this House would like to do
would be to take part in a division or
a vote when he did not know the subject
matter of the particular division or vote.

The Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment, acting on behalf of the Government,
previously referred to the fact that the
industrial appeal court was the only
authority which could impose fines, hut he

2853



2854 ASSEMBLY.]

has learned something since then. Al-
though the conciliation commissioners may
not directly impose fines, any person who
refuses to attend a compulsory conference
called by a conciliation commissioner can
be fined £100. But an industrial magis-
trate cannot only impose a fine for
breaches of an award or for arrears in
payment of wages, but also impose a fine
on an association of employers or on a
trade union of up to £500, and on an
individual of up to £50. There is provision
in the Bill which gives the right to the
magistrate in certain cases to exercise the
powers and jurisdiction of the court.

To say that the industrial appeal court
is tha only body which can impose fines
is in'correct, because the Bill provides
there is no appeal from the industrial ap-
peal court, so the name is wrong.

The Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment stated that the Labor Party was al-
ways trying to get away from legalism.
I suggest there is the minimum of legalism.
in the set-up of the Arbitration Court, be-
cause industrial boards can be appointed
-although they have not been used lately
-with a chairman, and a representative
of the employers and a representative of
the unions. Such boards can make awards,
and their decisions can be appealed
against. The Arbitration Court is em-
powered to hear such appeals, and its de-
cision is final. The conciliation commis-
sioner can grant an award, but there is
an- appeal to the Arbitration Court.
In the set-up proposed in the Bill there
can be appeal against the decision of a
single commissioner to the commission in
court session, which consists of the three
other commissioners, and their decision
can be appealed against to the industrial
appeal court. In regard to legalism, the
Present arbitration machinery is less cum-
bersome than that proposed in the Bill.

It would be appropriate for the Minister
for Labour to obtain the relevant judg-
ments and the case details in connection
with the non-payment of wages. Under
this legislation the magistrate is limited
to a period of 12 months, but I understand
from a recent decision of the court that
he can go back as far as six years. That
is a vital clause which needs attention.

The Bill proposes to abolish industrial
boards, and that is very wrong. If there
is any congestion, either the unions or the
employers can use industrial boards, which
in the past have proved to be quite atis-
factory. That aspect could also be given
further consideration.

The question of apprentices is dealt with
in the Bill. Now they are entitled to extra
training if they fall to pass an examina-
tion. It is provided in the Bill that if
extra training is required, and the failure
of the apprentice is not the fault of the
employer, then the employer is to be ab-
solved from further Payment. There is

room for the Minister to investigate this
matter. This Provision should be deleted
from the Bill.

This is Thursday night. I presume the
debate on this Bill will be resumed in
Committee on Tuesday next. The Minis-
ter has placed only four major amend-
ments on the notice Paper to meet the
wishes of the Trades and Labor Council
I have also made a precise of a number
of others which, from the trade unions
point of view, are very important. If this
timetable is to be adhered to there will
not be adequate time for the amendments
to be discussed, and that certainly is not
conducive to industrial harmony. The
trade unions of this State have submitted
their views by way of amendments to the
parliamentary Labor Party, and I have
been deputed to introduce them. If I
am not given the required time I shall take
the strongest objection, although the Gov-
ernment may be acting within its rights
in restricting the time.

This Act has not been amended to any
substantial extent in the last 11 Years, and
only a few consequential amendments have
been made. It affects not only a handful
of people here and there, but nearly all
the People of this State.

Mr. Wild: floes the honourable member
not realise if the debate on each of these
amendments were restricted to two or
three speakers from each side, instead of
20 or 30 from one side, they could all be
dealt with?

Mr. W. HEGNEY; No-one has suggested
there would be 20 or 30 speakers to deal
with each amendment; but why should
the number of members be restricted? The
very fact that the Bill is being considered
in Committee gives all members the right
to speak to the amendments.

Mr. Wild: Only if different arguments
are introduced. But so far the speeches
have been parrot fashion, and they have
been a waste of time.

Mr. W. HEONEY: I do not think so.

Mr. Wild: The honourable member knows
that.

Mr. W. HEUNEY: That has not been
the case. I have told the Minister this
before. Members of the Opposition have
not spoken for so long, and so of ten, for
the sake of speaking. They have not used
the language which they have used, be-
cause they liked to do so. They have not
been so strong in their opposition for the
sake of being obstinate. They have been
forthright, and will continue to be forth-
right, because they believe this Hill. which
wias compiled in secrecy and which has
for its purpose the destruction of the in-
dustrial Arbitration Court, should be op-
posed. We on this side will raise our voice
very strongly in protest against it, and we
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are entitled to do that. If the Govern-
ment wants to take advantage of its num-
bers to restrict the debate, that is its busi-
ness.

We want reasonable time to deal with all
the amendments, but I do not know whe-
ther the Minister or the Government will
agree to my amendments. I propose at this
stage to support the amendment to the
motion. If the motion, as amended, 'is
agreed to, I want to know whether the
amendments I have on the notice paper
will receive the same consideration as
those of the Minister for Labour. I sup-
port the amendment at this stage.

MR. FLETCHER (Fremantle) [11.20
p.m.]: I also support the amendment in
the hope-as was said by the member for
Mt. Hawthorn-that it will achieve the
purpose of giving this side of the House
an equal opportunity to put forward its
amendments. If the present amendment
to the motion is accepted, then the motion
would appear to read-

That so much of the Stand-
ing Orders be suspended as is
necessary to enable this House
to hereby direct that, in connec-
tion with the "Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act Amendment Bill (No. 2)",
the questions on the remaining stages
of the Bill shall be put with anly
amendments previously passed and
also so many of the amendments set
out hereunder as have not been pre-
viously passed before the relevant
times set out hereunder and without
further debate, as follows:-

As I said before, we have amendments that
are set out in today's Votes and Proceed-
ings. These amendments are vital to those
we represent. I am not trying, as was sug-
gested by the Minister, to emulate a parrot
and read what is alleged to have been
written or prepared by some other source.
I address this remark to the Minister for
Industrial Development. I am quite cap-
able of preparing my own ease for the
people I represent, the trade union move-
ment, even though what I have to say
may not be to the satisfaction of the
particular Minister.

However, the amendments of the mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn are deserving of
better treatment than they have up to
date received from the Government. He
represents more than just this side of the
House--he represents something like 70,000
people who are affiliated with the Trades
and Labor Council. If this amendment
to the motion will make it possible to have
our opinion heard, then it will at least
achieve something. I said the member for
Mt. Hawthorn represents many thousands
of people, and he should not be treated In
a cavalier manner. Opposition amend-
ments should be heard and debated and

either accepted or rejected. They should
be beard in the only place where we have
an opportunity to air them.

it is very significant that this Bill has
been debated in the dark hours. It may
be coincidence that it has been debated at
a time when many of those who come
here out of interest are not able to be here
to listen to the debate and hear the ease
submitted by members on this side of the
House on their behalf. I hope this amend-
ment is sincere in its purpose in giving us
an opportunity to make our case known.
The Minister went around AustraliaL to
justify the Government's behaviour. How-
ever, he did not satisfy me that the legis-
lation in some States is consistent with
what this Government is trying to bring
forward.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Heal-man): Will the
honourable member relate his remarks to
the amendment to strike out certain
words?

Mr. FLETCHER: Yes. I will attempt to
do that, Mr. Speaker; and in attempting
to do so I ask for some of the indulgence
you showed to the Minister who presented
this amendment. The debate, to some ex-
tent, has been one of a general nature;
and there are points of Lview I 'would like
to bring forward, so I will ask straight out
if I am justified in reading some corres-
pondence I have received that is relevant?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): So long
as it can be related to the motion to strike
out words. If it has a. general relation-
ship to the Bill, it will have to be read
during a later portion of the debate if
the amendment is carried.

Mr. F'LETCHER: I am so tired I could
give it away, but I feel I have a duty to
speak. I will read the correspondence at
some later date. However, as a respon-
sible member of this side of the House, it
is my duty to put forward arguments on
behalf of those I represent. Also, with
due deference to your ruling, I cannot
see where I am departing from the at-
titude taken by other members on this
side.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I think
I have been very lenient. I will concede
the point.

Mr. FLETCHER: With other speakers?

The SPEARER (Mr. Hearman): Yes.

Mr. FLETCHER: I ask for similar leni-
ency. As suggested, I am not speaking like
a parrot. I am merely indicating that I
have material I wish to bring forward and
ask your indulgence. If I get out of line,
bring me to order. There are issues rele-
vant to this Bill that do concern me, and I
think they should be amended. The mem-
ber for Mt. Hawthorn has read out some of
his objections to certain issues, and there
is one which does cause me concern and
which I would like to see amended,
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I assume I am not allowed to read from
the Bill; but it says, in effect, "to make
any order that the court deems necessary
for the purpose of preventing the improper
use or the needless dissipation or the im-
proper concealment of the funds or pro-
perty of a union." That is the sort of thing
I hope we will get a chance under this
amendment to bring forward, because we
are justified in taking exception to them.
That Is the sort of thing that the member
for Mt. Hawthorn desires to amend.

The significance to me is that it
mentions the purposes of preventing
improper use. After all, it is a union con-
cern: it is a union bank account. Does
that mean anything to the Minister? They
are union assets that are in jeopardy-
assets that have been compiled over a
period of years from union funds.

We, on this side, of the House, hope this
amendment will afford us an opportunity
to take exception to clauses like that in
the Bill, because it is our responsibility to
protect those unions that will be affected
by such clauses. I am dubious of
the pretence of benevolent paternalism in
which the Minister indulges in bringng
forward this amendment. He pretends he
is affording us time, when we know per-
fectly well we will run to a very tight
schedule; and that debate will, unfortu-
nately, be stifled: and that the Govern-
ment's amendments will take precedence
over those of the Opposition.

I am sure, in view of the Minister's
remarks when moving this amendment,
that you. Mr. Speaker, will give me an
opportunity to answer some of the im-
putations levelled-not the personal ones,
because they do not matter. We know
that sort of thing occurs between the
various sides here.

As I said in my earlier remarks, we
never brought the trade unionists here.
This Bill brought them in order that they
might express their opposition. Quite
frankly I do not know many of the trade
union people who have come here. I do
recognise some of them through the trade
union movement, and whilst I am address-
ing my remarks to you, Mr. Speaker, I hope
that the Minister for Industrial Develop-
ment is listening. I say quite frankly that
I do niot know many of those who have
come here. I have had to ask those in
the gallery and those who have been in
the car park outside who they are. I do
not know who they are. They are here
as a consequence of the Government's
Bill.

If this amendment will give us, on this
-side of the House, an opportunity to put
forward a case on behalf of the trade
unionists, then at least the Minister will
have done something to help. The Min-
ister argues that he believes this Bill is
good for the trade unionists. I think the
Minister will accept the fact that the
thousands of people who have been here

have a right to disagree with him. After
all, this is Western Australia, and we in
Western Australia have democratic rights.
You, Mr. Speaker, have pointed out to
those in the gallery that they have a per-
fect right to be there. I repeat, they
were not brought here by us, but by this
Bill and all that it implies in connection
with their material welfare.

I believe, quite frankly, that the mem-
bers of the Government are concerned
about the numbers who have come here.
They are so concerned1 fortunately, that
they have made some concessions, conces-
sions which certainly would not have been
made had it not been for those people who
have come here to protest.

As I see this amendment, it is another
concession. The amendment, which You
want me to stick to so closely, is a con-
cession which would not have been made,
I am sure, had those people not come
forward to express their opposition.

I submit that just as the Government
is able to look after the people it repre-
sents-that is, the employers and busi-
ness interests generally; and we accept its
right to represent them-we have the right
to represent the people for whom we feel
concern, and we expect the Government
to respect that right. I cannot under-
stand why the Government will not accept
our right to protect those people we rep-
resent.

The Minister, when speaking, gave us
the impression that the lion will lie down
with the lamb. Many trade unionists know
that the lamb, unfortunately, often lies
down inside the lion. That is the very
sort of thing that brings the trade union-
ists here to ensure that it does not hap-
pen.

The SPEAKER (M4r. Hearmani): The
honourable member must relate his re-
marks to the amendment.

Mr. Graham: Why?
Mr. FLETCHER: I relate it in this

way: The Minister appears to have made
some concession in moving this amend-
ment. I think he is aware--and would not
have moved it, had he not seen evidence
of the coalescence in the gallery-that all
wings of the industrial movement are
united in their opposition to this Bill.
They have come here with a common
purpose and cause-to express their op-
position. This Government has done more
to bring unionists together than Labor has
for some time. There have been divi-
sions within the trade union movement, but
at the moment there exists a coalescence
and I suspect that that is why this amend-
ment has been moved.

The Minister has had to take cognisance
of their presence and has therefore intro-
duced the amendment. Men cannot be
dragged away from work on their present
inadequate wage, but the Government's
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Bill has been sucessfui in doing this. Mili-
tant and non-militant have come here to
express their opposition. The Govern-
ment has brought about some reconcilia-
tion among the very divergent sections of
the movement.

However, I am pleased about the
amendment, because I have been here
since 1959 and I was beginning to despair
about the Government's behaviour in re-
lation to democracy. In regard to this
Bill I hope this amendment, which Is
some concession to democracy, will afford
us reasonable opportunity-reasonable, I
say-of bringing forward the amendments
on the notice paper sponsored on our be-
half and on behalf of the trade unions
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn.

As I say, I have never previously seen
tactics like this. I support the amendment,
with reservations, in the hope that it will
afford an opportunity for this side of the
House to bring forward our opposition to
various clauses in the Hill which the
trade unions do not like. I do not like,
and the Party does not like.

MR. BRADY (Swan) [11.37 p.m.]: I
am opposed to the amendment moved by
the Minister, and I am opposed to the
motion moved by the Premier. Even with
the words which the Minister intends to
include in the motion. I still feel It is
not clear. Let me read the beginning of
the motion, as follows:-

That so much of the Standing
Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable this House to hereby direct
that.

Now, to me, those are the words which
should be clarified. What do they mean?
As I said earlier this evening, if so much
of the Standing Orders is suspended, what
Standing Orders are suspended? What
are we going to work on? Who is going
to decide that this Standing Order should
apply or that Standing Order should
apply? I think that the motion should
have been worded something like this-

That Standing Orders Nos. so-and-
so be suspended until such time as
this position is cleared up.

Therefore I cannot support the motion
as it is, and I am opposed to the amend-
ment. I feel that neither the motion nor
the amendment is getting us anywhere.
I believe there should be a full and proper
debate on the matters before the House
and that the amendment proposed by the
Minister Is not going to enable us to
achieve this.

The amendments to the Bill, proposed
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn and the
Minister, should be properly considered,
and all members who feel they can im-
prove the Bill by the deletion or substi-
tution of words should be entitled to
attempt to do so in the Committee stage.

However, if Standing Orders are sus-
pended-either Part of them or the whole
of them-without naming the particular
Standing Orders suspended-I think we
are in a very difficult position. Conse-
quently I do not believe that either the
motion or the amendment should be
accepted. I, like other members on this
side of the House, could speak at length
in regard to the amendments that the
Minister has on the notice paper, and I
could speak at length in regard to the
amendments that the member for Mt.
Hawthorn has on the notice paper. Whrat
I regret is that the members on the Gov-
ernment side appear to be trying to mis-
lead us in regard to what is the intention
of the Government in connection with the
Bill. In my opinion-and I have had
some experience with the Arbitration
Court-it is definitely going to go over-
board in favour of a system which will
not improve arbitration. It will only drag
it out in such a way that the workers will
be worse off than they are under the
present system of arbitration.

We all know that when the present
Arbitration Court makes a decision in re-
gard to an industrial dispute-even when
it moves of its own volition or when it
moves as a consequence of the concilia-
tion commissioner making a recommenda-
tion-its decision is final. But in this
particular set-up, which the Government
is endeavouring to get through by having
these motions and amendments, the Arbi-
tration Court will not be able to have a
final say It will go from a conciliation
commissioner to a committee consisting of
three conciliation commissioners to hear
appeals from one conciliation commis-
sioner. The whole thing will be dragged
out.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Is this
related to the words to be struck out?

Mr. BRADY: Probably I am not
exactly on the amendment; and with due
respect to you, Sir, I will get back to it.
The amendment proposed by the Minister
for Industrial Development will not help
the position. He has not set out in his
amendment what is intended by the first
part of the motion, which refers to the
suspension of "so much of the Standing
Orders as is necessary." Those words are
ambiguous, and If the amendment is going
to be accepted, it should have some refer-
ence to certain Standing Orders being
suspended. In its present form some
members could get up feeling that a par-
ticular Standing Order is not suspended
and they could speak along certain lines.
But other members might probably be
sand-bagged and told that they were not
speaking in accordance with the resolu-
tion carried by the House.

To some extent the Minister, on behalf
of the Government, has relented in re-
gard to the way the motion was formerly
before us. There appears to have been
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a change of heart on the part of the Gov-
ernment, and to that extent we should
probably be grateful. The Government is
apparently prepared to hear some amend-
ments and some debate from this side of
the House. If I am faced with a choice
of accepting the amendment as moved by
the Minister for Industrial Development,
or the motion moved by the Premier,
naturally I will accept the amendment
moved by the Minister, because there is
an old saying that half a loaf is better
than no loaf at all; and we might get half
a loaf in the amendment proposed by the
Minister.

If the Government persists in trying to
get through the amendments to the Act It
will only bring about dire and very bad re-
lationships between master and servant
and between employer and employee. That
position has already been brought about at
this early stage in half a dozen establish-
ments in the metropolitan area, and some
of them have been in my own electorate.
I am curtailed by the motion and I am
curtailed by the amendment in my efforts
to speak on behalf of the employees who
have appealed to me as to what they
should do, because they are getting black
looks; they are being put on the black list;
and they are being dubbed agitators by
their employers.

This afternoon I saw approximately 200
men. I looked around the House and I
recognised only two of them. During the
tea suspension the men told me that they
were employees from the Midland Abat-
toir. We 'were debating that establishment
a few nights ago. It is no good the Gov-
ernment saying that we are calling out
these men; that we are inducing them to
come out. As I have said, I did not know
them until I saw them this afternoon in
the gallery.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): I do
not think that has anything to do with
the motion to strike out words.

Mr. BRADY: Those men asked me
whether I was going to protect their In-
terests. But my protection is cut in half.
I am Prepared to accept half a loaf at
this stage rather than have no loaf at all.
Under the motion which is before the
House, we will not have any say at all.
The only one who is going to have a say
will be the Minister. We on this side of
the House want some say; and while we
may not be successful in convincing the
Government, under the amendment moved
by the Minister for industrial Develop-
ment wie may be able to convince the Goy-
ernent that some of its proposals are
diabolical, having regard for the arbftra-
tion system which has existed in Western
Australia for the last 60 years.

If we can do that, then we will have
achieved something. I, like other mem-
bers of the opposition, am prepared to
accept the Minister's amendment rather
than the Premier's motion. But I still
feel-and I believe I will have more to

say about this--that I want to know what
Standing orders are goinag to be sus-
pended under the words, "That so much
of the Standing Orders be suspended". I
want to know what those words mean. I
want to know what part of Standing
Orders are suspended; what can be de-
bated; and at what stage can we challenge
various parts of the Bill.

I am reluctant to accept the Minister's
amendment, but I will accept It as being
better than the Premier's motion. The
amendment does not clear up the position,
and it will still muzsle the Opposition. The
position should be clarified before we pro-
ceed any further. I would like to know,
from either the Minister; the Premier: or
yourself, Sir, which Standing Orders are
suspended in this proposition. I reluct-
antly support the Minister's amendment
in preference to the Premier's motion as
originally moved.

Amendment put and passed.

Motion, as Amended
MRt. JAMIESON (Beeloo) (11.52 P.M.]:

I still feel that the motion as amended
leaves a lot to be desired. The Govern-
ment has no mandate and no justification
or reason for moving a motion such as
this. Earlier this afternoon wie beard a
discourse by the Minister for Industrial
Development regarding moves which he
claims the Opposition is associated with
in seeing that the galleries are crowded.
and so on. But he has still never clearly
explained why the Government has found
it necessary to bring this legislation for-
ward. If the Bill is so important why not
extend the life of Parliament for several
more weeks? Why be worried about the
time involved? If it is imiportant it should
be given adequate consideration.

It certainly is an Important matter, and
many people are taking strong exception
to it. Statements are being made not only
by those on this side, but also by people
from the Government side of the House.
A lot of people have taken umbrage at
the proposals, as the Minister will find
when he gets his mail in the next few days.
Thbey have taken exception to what he has
said this evening. Even some of his own
electors, he may be surprised to know, have
taken exception to what he has said. But
he will go on his merry way because he
cannot be convinced that anything Is
wrong. He believes that everything he
puts forward is right; but the proposals
in this Bill provide no justice whatever, in
any shape or form.

If the people of this State do not want
the proposals outlined in this Bill they
are entitled to show their resentment
against it, whether it be by their presence
in the gallery or displays outside, or by
any other means. It is certainly their
right to do that, in any way they like, and
the Government has no right to move a
closure motion such as it has done. it
appears that we are reaching the stage
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where those questions that are not
negotiated outside prior to being intro-
duced will be foisted upon us and a closure
motion will be moved and no debate will
be allowed. That is neither lair nor
reasonable.

The people who are concerned with these
matters should be, and often are, consulted;
and I do not see why that procedure was
not followed on this occasion. One of
the worst features in regard to this matter
is the fact that the parties directly affected
by it were not consulted. As the Minister
knows now, because he has had legal
advice, the Bill itself is badly drafted, and
there are some clauses in it which will
prove a bonanza for the legal profession
for years to come-that is, if the Bill
passes in its present form.

Where the need for the Hill1 comes from
I do not know, but if the Premier thinks
it is a desirable piece of legislation let him
be honest and approach the electors in
regard to it. If he has nothing to be afraid
of let the electors say what they think
about it. If he thinks it Is a good Hill he
should not be afraid to ask the Gov-
ernor to prorogue Parliament to give the
people an opportunity to say what they
think about it.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): The
honourable member must relate his re-
marks to the motion.

Mr. JAMIESON: With all due deference
to you. Mr. Speaker. I am relating my
remarks to the motion, because the matter
before us deals with the closure of the
debate on the Bill in question. I am
stating a case as to why I feel the matter
should not be approached in this way. if
the Government wants to close off the
debate quickly let it close Parliament down
and go to the people and get a mandate
for its actions.

Mr. Graham. They are chicken.

Mr. JAMIESON: The Government has
no mandate, and there is no justice in its
proposal. When we were in Government
we used to hear various eloquent speakers,
such as you, Mr. Speaker, and other
members on that side, saying that we had
no mandate to do various things which we
introduced from time to time; and I fail to
see why, with such an important matter
as this is, which affects everybody in the
community, the Government does not go
to the people to ensure that it has a
mandate. The Government has a duty to
go to the people, and it should not be
frightened to do so if it is confident that
the people will support this proposition.
All we have had so far, In defence of this
Hill, are a few speeches from members
opposite trying to justify the rough form
of justice associated with the proposed
move.

This closure motion is unique in this
Parliament, and no doubt by it we have
established a precedent. I hope the motion

as amended will be defeated, but unfortun-
ately we have not got sufficient numbers
to do that. However, even at this late
stage, we can hope that some mem-
bers on the Government side will see that
justice is done and sanity will return to
the parliamentary system in Western Aus-
tralia. I hope some of my colleagues who
have yet to discuss the matter will be able
to convince members on the other side to
come over and support us in our move to
have this proposed gag motion defeated.

MIR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) [11.59
p.m.]: Whilst the motion as amended may
be more acceptable, it still contains many
elements that could be bettered. First
of all I would like to comment on the re-
marks that have been made tonight by the
Minister for Industrial Development when
speaking to the motion. He said that this
Hill was something we should support be-
cause the same principle was introduced
by a Labor Government in the Federal
sphere in 1947. While he did quote-and
we have heard it from him quite often-
the opening paragraph of the Attorney-
General's speech on that occasion, he did
not point out that this matter had re-
ceived the consideration of all parties con-
cerned-that is, employers and employees
-before the Government moved on it.
That is one very good reason why we
should not apply the guillotine motion on
this occasion, because all the parties con-
cerned have not been consulted. At no
time has any member of the Government
tried to show the House that in regard
to this measure the Minister approached
all the parties concerned.

If the Government is going to say that
we should support the measure that has
been introduced to this House because of
a similar measure that was brought into
the Commonwealth House by a Govern-
ment of the same colour, surely it must ex-
tend the same courtesies to the same
parties concerned as the Commonwealth
Parliament did on that occasion. However.
that has not been done: and because it
has not been done this is a very good
reason why a motion of this kind should
be opposed.

Secondly. I would mention that the Gov-
ernment did not say that the Opposition
in the Commonwealth sphere on that oc-
easion-which was of the same political
colour as this Government is--quite
violently opposed the legislation that was
brought down. I would like to quote a
statement made by the Leader of the Op-
position at that time-Mr. Menzies as he
then was, and who is now Sir Robert
Menzies-when he said-

It may very well be-and I think
there is a very great deal of substance
in this-that the right way to produce
expedition is not to destroy the nor-
mal arbitral power of the judges but
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to have more judges, to have more of
the people who can get on with the
job.

That is what we have been asking; namely,
that the Government should appoint more
conciliation commissioners. There are
many more comments here, but another
one I want to read which was also made
by Mr. Menzies as he then was, is as fol-
lows:-

In actual substance, this measure is
primarily designed to destroy the
jurisdiction of the Arbitration Court,
and substitute for it a system of indus-
trial control by persons possessing Un-
stated qualifications, and enjoying an
almost unfettered discretion.

There is something the Government
could have rightly brought to our notice,'as did an eminently legal man such as Sir
Robert Menzies who would, no doubt, have
some good knowledge of the ramifications
of the Arbitration Court. It is on that
point that we are worried now; namely,
that the principal Arbitration Court judge
(Mr. Justice Nevile) will be removed from
his prime function of arbitrating in West-
ern Australia.

The other point I want to make, briefly,
is the timetabling of the debate on the
various clauses. Whilst we cannot work
out a very definite timetable because we
do not have a starting time on many of
the clauses, but only a finishing time, we
do know that in that section of clauses
from 99 to 159 inclusive we would have
finished the previous section by 9 o'clock
on the 20th November, 1963, and then we
have to deal with 99 to 159 by 11.30
o'clock on the same day. So that leaves
61 clauses to be dealt with in 2j hours.
You will appreciate, Sir-

Mr. Burt: You could start now.

Mr. DAVIES: You will appreciate, Sir,
that many of the 61 clauses would be
machinery clauses and would not require
debate. So the only basis upon which
we can work out a timetable is the num-
ber of amendments which appear on the
notice paper, and included in those 61
clauses there are nine Government amend-ments and seven amendments from the
Opposition side, making a total of 16 in
all. So if we discuss only those amend-
ments-O of them in 214 hours--I think
it works out at 9.375 minutes each; and if
we divide on each of them-and they are
all contentious--the Minister for Indus-
trial Development with the statistics he
quoted tonight has indicated that a divi-
sion will take five minutes, because he said
that there were 20 divisions in 1 hour 40
minutes. Therefore, if a division takes
five minutes and we have only 9.375
minutes for each amendment, it will mean
that there will be only 4.375 minutes left
for actual discussion. Is that fair?

I do not think, even if we did start dis-
cussing them in Committee now-as one
member has suggested by interjection-
we would have sufficient time; and I am
quite certain that, although I am prepared
to discuss them now, pressure would be
brought to bear on the Government to
adjourn the House when the debate on
this motion is concluded, so we will not
hear any discussion on the Bill tonight.

Mr. floss Hutchinson: If you are agree-
able the Premier will go into Committee
now.

Mr. DAVIES: Will the Minister give me
that undertaking?

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: I cannot; but the
Premier will.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Order!
The honourable member will address the
Chair.

Mr. DAVIES: I am sorry, Sir, but I
thought we had a new leader on the Gov-
ernment side of the House.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: The Premier said
earlier he would be prepared to take the
Bill into Committee.

Mr. DAVIES: We will take a shade of
odds on it at this stage, and the Minister
for Health, I believe, is a betting man
occasionally-with no disrespect to the
Minister-but the point is that on those
61 clauses, if we divide on every one of
them, it would leave only less than five
minutes to discuss each amendment. So
I think the timetable needs extending con-
siderably. and it is indeed severe because
included in that section of clauses from
99 to 159 there is a clause which I be-
lieve is the very core of the Bill. That
is clause 125, which seeks to repeal section
137 and replace it with a new section 137.

As I have said, this is one of the main
clauses of the Bill, and surely it would
require at least a couple of hours of de-
bate. Of course, there are several other
clauses in the Hill which, in themselves,
regardless of whether we were trying to
introduce delaying tactics, would require.
in all fairness, at least seven hours' de-
bate. For, that reason I feel the motion,
as moDved and amended, still needs further
amending.

We have had no guarantee, of course,
when we will start discussing this Bill.
We have no guarantee whether It will be
No. 1 on the notice paper on Tuesday.

Mr. Brand: Yes, it will.

Mr. DAVIES: The Leader of the Gov-
ernment has returned to the House.

Mr. Craig: He has never been out of
the place.

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): Let
me inform the honourable member that
neither the Premier nor the Minister is
in his seat.
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Mr. DAVIES: I am glad you have
drawn my attention to that fact, Mr.
Speaker. The Premier was also hiding be-
hind a heap) of books, so I think I can be
excused for not noticing that he was in
the Chamber. However, I am accepting
the Premier's assurance that the Bill will
be No. 1 on the notice paper on Tuesday.
Will I still be able to rely on that assur-
ance in view of the fact that the Premier
was not in his seat, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER (Mr. Hearman): That
is a matter for you to decide.

Mr. Brand: It will be No. 1 on the
Orders of the Day.

Mr. DAVIES: Now that the Premier has
stated that officially from his seat I Will
accept the assurance that the Bill will be
in that Position on the notice paper, and
I am delighted to hear it. This means that
the Premier will be prepared to sit for long
hours on Tuesday and Wednesday so that
we can have discussion on the important
clauses that will be brought before us. I
have had a number of them marked for
some considerable time, and the more I
study them the more confused I get be-
cause of the drafting of the Bill.

I honestly think that It would have been
better, and more honest of the Govern-
ment had it repealed the whole of the
Industrial Arbitration Act, and brought
down a new Bill. This is most confusing
for anyone with as little experience as I
have of reading Bills. I find it most diffi-
cult to follow through. Had the Govern-
ment used a different psychology, and be-
lieved what it has been telling us in the
House, the proper thing to have done would
be to repeal the Industrial Arbitration
Act. I feel the timetabling is far too
severe; and because I think the measure
is so important that it must have the
maximum discussion, I will oppose the
motion in its present form, particularly
because of its timetable.

MR. MOIR. (Boulder-Eyre) [12.1 a.m.]:
I oppose the motion in its present
form. In my opinion, it is too re-
strictive altogether for such an impor-
tant measure. We find quite a long list of
amendments placed on the notice paper
in the name of the Premier-amendments
which are to be moved to this Bill. No
doubt they will require some discussion
and expression of opinion. The amend-
ment that has been agreed to is only a
token amendment to the Opposition, and
to the very large number of people who
are concerned with the measure.

The Government has realised it has
made a mistake, and that it is open to
very severe criticism because of the orig-
inal form in which it moved its motion.
Even as it is amended, the motion is far
from adequate. It must be remembered
that the amendments placed on the notice
paper by the member for Mt. Hawthorn
were not conjured up by a few people.

They represent the views of the people
who axe vitally concerned with this Bill;
they represent the views of industry, and
of the workers of this State.

In the schedule set out there is in-
adequate time allowed, even for a partial
discussion of the proposals, We are wit-
nessing an attempt by the Government to
bulldoze this legislation through the House
and on to the people without prior warn-
Ing being given. It has been mentioned
that this legislation has been under dis-
cussion for a long time. The other night
the Minister informed the House that h&
has been working on this legislation, and
the ideas it embodies, for some two years;
and that, prior to that, his predecessor had
given a lot of time to investigation along
the same lines.

In that time we have had a State gen-
eral election, and had this Government
been honest it could have disclosed its
intentions to the electors. But, of course,
the Government has been very silent on
this point. There was no mention what-
ever of this matter at the State elections
and, consequently, the Government can-
not claim it has a mandate from the
people to place this legislation on the
Statute book.

I doubt very much whether members on
the Government side-those who sit be-
hind the Government, and on whom the
Government depends for its majority-
realise the great seriousness of this legis-
lation. I am sure they do not know exactly
what it means and what it could do.
Neither do they realise the very strong
exception that is taken to it by the people
who will be affected by it. Not only has
strong exception been taken to the legis-
lation itself, but also to the very furtive
manner in which it has been brought for-
ward. It has been brought forward in most
suspicious circumstances.

The people cannot be blamed for hav-
ing very grave doubts about this type of
legislation, particularly When one con-
siders the circumstances surrounding it.
The Government shows a complete lack
of appreciation of the action of the people
concerned if it finds something sinister
in the fact that large numbers of workers
have come to Parliament House, have
stayed here, and have been present to
listen to the debate when it has been
brought on.

We had the spectacle of the Minister for
Industrial Development, here tonight,
attributing some very sinister motive to
the presence of the people in the gallery,
I would point out that It is not unusual
for People to attend in the gallery when
Ells in which they are deeply Interested
are being debated in this House. In that
respect I could mention the Bill which
fortunately was defeated in another place,
and which made provision for the addi-
tion of fluoride to the water supply. We
saw quite a large number of people In
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the gallery listening to the debate, but I
never heard anyone suggest there was any-
thing sinister in the fact that they were
there.

We all remember a few years ago that
there was discussion in this Chamber re-
lating to King's Park, when again large
numbers of people attended in the gallery
and sat for many long hours listening to
the debate. I did not consider, nor do I
recall that anybody else in the House con-
sidered, the presence of those people as
being sinister or intimidatory. Another
measure which comes to mind is one affect-
ing the rights of our native people who
should be citizens but who are not. People
attended in the gallery in large numbers,
and again I did not hear any responsible
person alluding to their presence as sinis-
ter or intinlidatory.

It is quite obvious that the time limit
allowed on this motion is inadequate. In
the first phase of the motion, 'which deals
with various amendments to be discussed
and passed by 11.45 p.m. O'clock on Tues-
day, the 19th November, 1963, no indica-
tion is given as to when the debate
will commence. There is no guaran-
tee that the debate will commence at
ID p.m., 10.30 p.m., or 11 p.m. Not one
member of the Government has told us
when the debate will commence.

We may find that the notice paper for
that day contains other measures prior
to this Bill1. They might be measures which
members on this side desired to debate,
and to submit amendments on. but they
would be doing so knowing that the time
would be curtailed for the discussion on
the Industrial Arbitration Bill. To my
mind that is intimidation, because the
Government is holding the gun over the
heads of members and saying, "if you are
prepared to take up the time on other
measures there will be so~ much less time
for you to discuss the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Bill on that day."

Amendment to Motion, as Amended

I therefore move an amendment-
That the passage 11145 p.m. o'clock"

in the division "Clauses 2-54 inclusive"
be deleted.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: With a view to
inserting other words?

Mr. Tonkin: Let us get the words out
first.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: I wondered if he
could foreshadow other words.

Mr. MOIR: I have moved that the words
be deleted.

IVR. BRAND (Greenough-Premier)
(12.23 a.mi.l: A lot of thought has been
given to the programme and schedule set
out in the motion, on the timing of the
various stages. We do not propose to
waste any more time In discussing It.

MR. JAMILESON (Beeloo) (12.24 am.]:
I support the amendment, because the
timetable set out in the motion is
restrictive. There is every justification
for moving the amendment, and it will
provide a test for members to show
whether they agree with the timetable.
If the amendment is agreed to the Gov-
ernment will have to take notice. it has
been the intention of those on this side
right throughout the debate to knock out
the whole of the proposition in the motion.

Mr. Brand: We are under no illusion
about that.

Mr. JAMIESON: I am glad the Premier
is learning. Prom the way the Premier
spoke a few moments ago he seemed to
have an idea that we would have to ac-
cept his proposition and timing. I say
this amendment is a most important one,
and we would not be justifying our earlier
stand if we did not support it. It has
been moved to show the sincerity of mem-
bers of the Opposition in trying to elimi-
nate these set timings. I do not know
that any more need be said by me.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Croin-
india): I would like to point out to the
member for Boulder-Eyre that the dele-
tion of the words, '"11.45 pin. o'clock"
would be quite meaningless unless he in-
tends to add some other words.

Mr. Moir: There might be other amend-
ments.

MR. J. HEGNEY (Belmont) [12.26
a.m.] I Propose to support the amendment,
because that is the correct thing to do
in regard to a Bill of this kind, which
we have been discussing since yesterday
afternoon. This is a. very important Bill,
and there is no question but that it has
caused agitation in this State far and wide,
particularly among the workers who are
the mainsprings of industry. They are
very disturbed about the proposals In the
Bill.

The time allotted to the discussion of the
clauses, to be concluded before 11.45 p.m.
O'clock on Tuesday next, is not sufficient
to enable a full discussion of the merits
and demerits of the Bill to take place. If
the amendment is agreed to, I hope that
much more time will be given to the Com-
mittee for the consideration of the clauses.

A similar motion to this was moved in
the House in 1949, when a time restric-
tion was brought in for the debate on the
Estimates. The Government at that time
was successful in restricting the discus-
sion. I remember the then member for
Avon being very critical of the Govern-
ment, but on this occasion not one mem-
ber opposite has been critical of the Goy-
ernnment for attempting to limit the time
of the debate.

This is unquestionably a most important
Bill, as has been indicated by the large
attendances in the gallery. It has been
said that the people have been induced.
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to come here, but so far as I am concerned
I have not induced anyone to do so. I
maintain they have come here because of
their keen interest In the Bill, and in what
is taking place in this House. That is a
very healthy sign, and I have no doubt
that very many more people will attend
next week if more time is made available
for the consideration of the clauses. The
amendment will give the people a greater
opportunity to hear the discussion of this
Bill in Committee. I reiterate that if the
tight schedule is adhered to then the full
merits or demerits of the clauses will not
be debated. There is no reason at all for
this motion, and time is not that urgent
that another week or so cannot be allotted
for debate. I support the amendment,
which is a good one.

MR. GRAHAM (Balcatta) 1 12.30 a.m.]:
I support the amendment which has been
moved, This is a bad motion which is
before the House, and an attempt is being
made to improve it a little. I say quite
frankly I have never seen the Premier look
so uncomfortable and ill at ease as he was
yesterday afternoon when giving notice of
this motion which, I am certain, must be
repugnant to him. The Premier is not
what r would call a bad man, but I think
he is a simple man. I think he has been
pressurised.

Mr. Nalder: You want to look at your-
self in a mirror right now.

Mr. GRAHAM: I am looking at some-
body now whom I described last time I
talked about him. I drew a parallel and
said there was no difference between him
and the Alsatian dog in a Bill which he
himself introduced. I let it go there. The
Premier obviously has been led, or pushed
by certain people; and it is significant that
the Minister for Labour at every oppor-
tunity is to be found about and outside
the building having discussions with the
Employers Federation: but it is possible for
the workers only to make an appointment
to see him and then get practically no-
where. In other words, the Government
is lending itself to certain outside interests.
This Government is doing the bidding of
certain people and unquestionably is ac-
cepting-and I have no doubt has been
promised-certain rewards, because elec-
tioneering is getting increasingly expen-
sive since television came into the picture.

Mr. Brand: You are a corker! There
Is no doubt about you!

Mr. GRAHAM: Perhaps the Premier
would like a few details in connection with
them.

Mr. Brand: Give them.
Mr. GRAHAM: I made a charge the

other evening against the Minister for
Labour, after he had denied, in reply to
questions, that he had had consultations
with the Employers Federation before this
Bill was drafted. I challenged him and he
would not deny it, because I informed him

11021

I had evidence to establish the fact. I
know he did have discussions with repre-
sentatives of the Employers Federation
and that is why I said I felt the Minister
for Labour was making a second Profumo
of himself; and I do not think that is a
particularly delightful state of affairs.

Mr. Brand: There might be a few Pro-
fumos around here.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Premier himself
may indulge in certain activities of that
gentleman named Profumo-activities con-
ducted outside of the Parliament, but I do
not know anything about that. It is ob-
vious this move on the part of the Govern-
ment is a panic one because of develop-
menits. I do not know whether the Pre-
mier is aware of this, but he should read of
it in tomorrow morning's paper. The Bank
Officers' Association has carried a resolu-
tion calling on the Government to with-
draw this legislation. I do not know
whether the Minister for Labour or the
Minister for industrial Development would
say that they had. been influenced by Com-
munists or people of that ilk, or fomented
into this state of mind by Labor members
of Parliament.

When we have, as I have already said,
the Bank officers' Association, the Nurses
Association, the Civil Service Association,
and the State Council of the Clerks' Union,
objecting, I think we must admit that
these are people who are in no way assoc-
iated with the Australian Labor Party.
They are in no way associated with tb
Trades and Labor Council; but it is obvious
as the days go by, that more and more
people of, shall we say the more educated
section of the community-people who
nominally and normally unfortunately in
pretty fair percentage align themselves
with the Liberal Party-are raising their
voices in opposition: and the Government,
of course, can see the writing on the wall.

The writing is definitely on the wall, be-
cause the more time that is spent in dis-
cussing this Bill, the more and mnore sec-
tions there are that are becoming perturbed
at the effects the measure will have upon
them.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: I think you are
whistling for a wind.

Mr. GRAHAM; I have stated what is a
fact; and, as the Minister for Health would
know, a few short years ago the Bank
Officers' Association, with the exception
I think of one individual, was out after
the throat of the late Mr. Chifley and was
successful in bringing about his demise, or
the demise of his Government. That is the
type of people they are; and yet only a
few short hours ago they carried a resolu-
tion condemning this legislation and asking
the Government to lay it aside. So it is
a fact that they-apart from what we usu-
ally refer to as the workers in the broader
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sense, the blue shirt workers--are object-
ing, but they have not been fomented into
activity by their leaders, of whom there
are still one or two in the gallery.

At the moment the unions are finding it
increasingly difficult to restrain the work-
ers from downing their tools. They want
to take more precipitate action. So it is
the leadership of the industrial men that
up to date has been successful in holding
these people back. Whether that will be
possible all the way through the passage
of this Hill, I do not know; but it gives
weight to my thoughts in the matter that
the Government is reaching the stage of
becoming panic stricken and has accord-
ingly laid down this tight schedule, be-
cause every day added is dangerous.

It has been said, and of course it is
perfectly true, that the Government has
no authority-no mandate-to introduce
this damaging legislation. There is no
crisis in the State warranting the intro-
duction of such legislation. However,
there is a crisis developing because it has
been introduced; and I suggest the proper
course would be for action to be taken-
if the Government is so confident of it-
self-by the Government which will result
in not only this Bill, but the action of the
Government in this motion, being sub-
mitted to the people so that the electors
can express themselves on this most con-
troversial measure.

I have had a look at the Constitution
and I think it warrants something being
done; and consideration will be given to
it. Section 3 of the Constitution Act says,
inter alia-

It shall be lawful for the Governor
- to dissolve the Legislative As-

sembly by Proclamation or otherwise
whenever he shall think fit.

Here we have the action of a swell-headed
irresponsible Government racing in where
angels fear to tread, bringing forward
extreme legislation that is causing agita-
tion in every section of the community
without any warrant whatsoever; without
there having been any indication to the
electors of its intentions to do this damn-
able thing. The Government has done
this without conferring with those who
are experts in arbitration. There has
not been any word with them, or with
those who are directly affected in great
numbers-more than 100,000; in other
words, the workers in the broadest sense
of the definition. There has been no
consultation with them whatsoever. This
secret of the Minister for Labour was
just spewed up and left in the Chamber;
and now we find the Premier has intro-
duced a resolution to forbid to all prac-
tical purpose members, not only of the
Opposition side of the House, but the
Government side as well, from giving
proper attention to the important and
obnoxious clauses in this Bill.

I know the Premier has said that too
much time was wasted. Just look what
happened on clause 1. If the Premier
felt that that was so. he had a remedy
available to him and could have taken
the action he thought was proper many
hours before action was taken. But
surely it is grossly unfair of him and
suggests he has no proper sense of re-
sponsibility, when we are approaching the
important machinery of the Hill, that he
will allow only a limited time for dis-
cussion.

Surely the position is not answered by
the Minister for Labour introducing his
amendments! Judging by his utterances
when he Introduced the Bill-a short
quarter of an hour to explain the reasons
and all the ramifications of it-he will
Probably take about five seconds to move
his amendments. In other words, he will
tell us nothing about them, and certainly
give no member of the Opposition an
opportunity of expressing a viewpoint.

We must remember, after all, that the
Opposition does represent approximately
50 Per cent, of the people of Western Aus-
tralia, as registered at the last election.
but which will be close to 55 per cent. at
the next election, whenever that will be
-and the sooner the better. Why, what
this Government Is doing under this
resolution in respect of this all-important
matter is something which is of far
greater magnitude than the action for
which a gentleman some time ago was
burned at the stake. I am referring, of
course, to Guy Fawkes. However, appar-
ently today the only thing that matters
is the number on the floor of the House,
and this Government is going to all sorts
of excesses, taking advantage of that
Particular fact.

No concern has been expressed by the
Government, in any Particular whatever,
in respect of the workers; and the workers
are the biggest single group of people
in the whole of the community, and with
their families comprise upwards of 50 per
cent. of the People of Western Australia.
Of course, the members Opposite show all
the concern in the world when there is
a crisis. When our country is threatened
in time of war, too much cannot be done.
The services of these people are called
upon, and they are expected to rally.
Indeed, they do. However, now the danger
has Passed, the workers are Put in their
proper perspective, according to the
Liberal outlook-merely parts of machines
or tenders of machines, Incidental to the
Production of Profits, and more profits,
and still more profits.

That is the only part the workers play,
and accordingly legislation is introduced
to put workers in their place according
to the whim of this Government. There
is the saving grace, of course, that in due
time the workers will be able to put this
Government in its place. However, we
have such an undemocratic system In
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Western Australia that even If this Gov-
ernment receives its deserts-as I believe
it will-and it is sent packing at the next
election, there is still that antithesis of
democracy at the other end of this build-
ing, and accordingly it would be, as I
suggest, well nigh impossible for a Labor
Government-however great its majority
in the Legislative Assembly-to be able to
repair the damage; in other words, repeal
this legislation. That is the sort of
democracy of those who constitute the
Government and those who support it at
the present time. That appropriate
yellow-coloured booklet from which the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition quoted
this evening, having the title "We
Believe", contains all sorts of high-sound-
ing and fine principles, but each one of
them Is conveniently forgotten when there
are certain propositions before this H-ouse.
All that happens is that the minions who
sit opposite us faithfully serve the in-
terests who appoint them, finance them,
and reward tnem.

Therefore, all I can say in conclusion is
that I hope some word of mine can assist
the cause in making members of the Gov-
ernment come to their senses; in other
words come down to earth and appreciate
that this, the most important piece of
legislation during the lifetime of this Par-
liament-indeed many Parliaments before
this-is worthy of more consideration than
that which is proposed; in other words at
11.45 p.m. next Tuesday, a total of 53
clauses must be debated and disposed of, no
matter how important the issues may be In
any one of them. When the clock says 11.45,
that is it, even if it is possible for some
member of this House to point out that
an amendment Is blatantly wrong and, In
fact, is doing the very opposite to that
which even the Government intends.
At that stage it is too late to do
anything about it, and the clauses will
have to be passed even by those on the
other side of the House who are sleeping
at this moment, and others who could not
care less. We could finish up with a
hotchpotch piece of legislation which is
unsatisfactory to everyone.

The important thing is that the Govern-
ment gets out from under. It is able to run
for cover, and that is, of course, the reason
for the motion that we are debating. I
only wish that the private members on
the other side were not bound; that they
had not been threatened in connection
with this matter as they have been; and
that they could vote in accordance with
their consciences. If that were the case
the amendment moved by my colleague,
the member for Boulder-Eyre, would be
carried by a considerable majority. I still
express the wish and hope that at least
some who sit behind the Government will
be aware of their responsibility and vote
accordingly.

MR. GRAYDEN (South Perth) [12.46
amn.]: I have no real reason for
speaking at this juncture-

Mr. Hawke: You never have.

Mr. GRAYDEN: -but I do so to take
the opportunity of expressing a few
thoughts, at the same time taking into
consideration the amendment which has
been moved to the Premier's motion.

I have listened with amasement and
horror to some of the statements made
by those in Opposition, since we met this
af ternoon.

Mr. Graham: I thought you had been
in the bar most of the time.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I ask the member for
Daloatta to withdraw that statement or
come outside. He has not the courage to
come outside.

Mr. I. W. Manning: Make him with-
draw it.

Point o1 Order
Mr. GRAYDEN: Mr. Acting Speaker,

I ask that the member for Balcatta with-
draw that statement.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): The member for Balcatta has
been asked by the member for South Perth
to withdraw the statement that he, the
member for South Perth, has been in the
bar most of the afternoon.

Mr. GRAHAM: I think my exact words
were that I thought he had spent half his
time in the bar. Is that offensive to the
member for South Perth?

Mr. GRAYDEN: That is highly offen-
sive to me and I ask that it be withdrawn
in its entirety.

Mr. GRAHAM: I thought the member
for South Perth was going to amend "half
the time' and make it "three-quarters of
the time."~

Mr. GRAYDEN: Is that statement to
be withdrawn or not? it is highly offen-
sive to me and I ask that it be withdrawn.

Mr. GRAHAM: You ask me to, Sir?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-

melin): Yes.
Mr. GRAHAM: I defer to your wishes

and withdraw.

Debate (on amendment to motion as
amended) Resumed

Mr. GRAYDEN: I am glad the member
for Balcatta has withdrawn his statement
and if he likes to repeat it outside he is
welcome to do so. While we are on the
subject, I might take the opportunity of
saying I -am -absolutely disgusted with the
actions of the members of the Opposition
in respect of what has taken place in re-
gard to the staff of Parliament House.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): Order! The member for South
Perth must speak to or against the amend-
ment which is that certain words be struck
out.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I am certainly going
to confine myself to the amendment and
I was going to relate even those remarks
to it. However, I will resume the theme
I was originally going to develop, and that
is that I have listened with horror to some
of the statements made in respect of this
particular amendment, and other state-
ments made earlier today by members of
the Opposition. There have been state-
ments which have been completely and
utterly untrue, and I despair of what is
going to happen to our democracy if we
are to have statements of that kind
emanating from the Opposition. It would
appear to me that there is not a truth-
ful member of the Opposition in this
House. Certainly there are no truthful
members among those who have addressed
this House tonight.

Points of Order
Mr. J. HEGNEY: That statement is

offensive to me, and I would ask the hon-
curable member to withdraw it. I give
way to no-one in speaking the truth, and
I ask that the statement be withdrawn.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): The member for Belmont has
asked the member for South Perth to
withdraw the statement that there are no
truthful members on the Opposition
benches in this House. I would ask the
honourable member to withdraw that
statement.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I will withdraw that
statement.

Mr. H. MAY: On a point of order, Mr.
Acting Speaker. I also ask that the mem-
ber for South Perth withdraw that state-
ment.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): The member for South Perth has
withdrawn his statement on behalf of all
members of the Opposition.

Debate (on amendment to motion, as
amended) Resumed

Mr. GRAYDEN: All sorts of statements
have been made today in respect of this
Particular amendment and many of those
statements have been completely untrue.
Because they have been untrue, I made the
statement that it would appear to me that
among those who have spoken there were
no truthful members on the side of the
Opposition.

We have listened to lie after lie. It
appals me-

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Croui-
melin): Order! I would suggest to the
member for South Perth that I do not
like the words "lie" or "liar" being used
in this House.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Again, I must abide by
Your wishes, Mr. Acting Speaker. Will
you allow me, Sir, to establish or prove
what I have been saying?

Mr. Rowberry: Be objective, if you can-
not be less than objectionable.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I repeat that we have
heard statement after statement which
have been completely untrue. We have
heard statements which have appeared in
various Labor papers of late. The state-
ments which have appeared in those
papers have expressed the same senti-
ments, and again they have been com-
pletely untrue. Only this month there was
an article in The Western Sun headed,
"Savage Blow At Workers." It went on to
say that the Brand-Court Government was
attempting to destroy the Western Aus-
tralian arbitration system and corrupt the
administration of justice. We have heard
that statement again tonight by members
of the Opposition. It is, of course, com-
pletely untrue.

Unfortunately, I have not got a Hansard
pull of some of the statements which have
been made tonight. We will have an
opportunity tomorrow of obtaining a pull
of the various speeches and we will be able
to quote the remarks which have been
made.

Point of Order
Mr. H. MAY: on a point of Order, Mr.

Acting Speaker, what the honourable mem-
ber is saying has nothing to do with the
amendment to the motion.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): I will decide that as the honour-
able member proceeds.

Debate (on amendment to motion, as
amended) Resumed

Mr. GRAYDEN: I am simply quoting
from The Western Sun. The statements
which appeared in this paper are similar
to those which have been mentioned to-
night by members of the Opposition. I
have already said that I have not got a
report of the speeches, and I am therefore
unable to quote them. The Western Sun
is the official organ of the Labor Party in
Western Australia, and the statements
which have appeared in it are quite untrue.
The article went on to say that the arbitra-
tion legislation would create a four-man
industrial commission of ministerial ap-
pointees, three of them mere Government
ciphers. They would have maximum
powers to fine and penalise workers and
unions, and extremely limited Powers to
advance or protect wages and conditions.
That statement has been made by members
of the Opposition this afternoon and again
tonight. The statement has been made
that an industrial arbitration commission
will be set up to have the maximum powers
to penalise workers and unions. That
statement appeared in black and white in
The Western Sun, and it is completely and
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utterly untrue. Not only are such state-
ments made by the Opposition in this
House, but they are published in The
Western Sun, which is the official organ
of the Labor Party in Western Australia.

Point of Order

Mr. OLDFIELD: On a Point of Order,
Mr. Acting Speaker, I would like to direct
your attention to Standing Order No. 141,
dealing with tedious repetition.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): Order!

flebate (on amendment to motion, as
amended) Resumed

Mr. GRAYDEN: The Labor Party in
Western Australia disseminates this sort of
rubbish among the workers, and naturally
the workers are incensed at the action of
the Government in trying to amend the
industrial legislation in this State. Most of
the People who come here have not got
the faintest idea of what is involved in
the amendments to the industrial legisla-
tion.

[Interruption from Gallery]
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-

rnelin): Order!
Mr. ORAYDEN: They have not had an

opportunity of studying what is entailed
in the proposed amendments.

Mr. Hawke: There is one chap in the
gallery who is prepared to go outside with
you!

Mr. GRAYDEN: The Opposition has
tried to say that the amendments to the
industrial arbitration legislation are das-
tardly in the extreme; yet we know per-
fectly well that this legislation is already
in existence in other parts of Australia.
We know that it is in existence in Queens-
land, and in the Commonwealth sphere.

Mr. Graham: The workers in Queensland
liked it so much that thousands of them
went out on strike.

Mr. GRAYDEN: In 1947 the Chifley
Government introduced legislation that
was almost parallel with this legislation.

Mr. Graham: Not it didn't.
Mr. GRAYDEN: It was parallel in that

the Chifley legislation introduced a system
of arbitration through commissions; and
that is exactly what is intended in this
legislation. What does this legislation do?

Mr. W. Hegney: It abolishes the Arbi-
tration Court.

Mr. GRAYDEN: It does not abolish the
Arbitration Court. It improves the indus-
trial legislation which exists in Western
Australia. In 1947 the Commonwealth
Government felt obliged to effect some re-
forms which this Government is trying
to effect at the present time; and yet
members of the Opposition come here and

say that it is horrible legislation and that
it is a threat to the workers of Western
Australia, when its own ilk in Canberra
introduced similar legislation in 1947.

What would happen if, for instance, the
late Mr. Chifley, or the late Dr. Evatt, or
those Labor members who sat in the Com-
monwealth Parliament and comprised the
Government in 1947, were in this Parlia-
ment tonight? They would be supporting
this proposition. What a remarkable
state of affairs! If it was good enough
for the Commonwealth members of the
Labor Party, why is it not good enough
for the members of the Labor Party in
Western Australia? I suggest that we
would find the answer in this morning's
issue of The West Australian. There was
an article written by the Leader of the
Opposition.

Mr. Graham: That was yesterday.
Mr. GRAYDEN: Yes: it was yesterday's

issue of The West Australian. The article
finished up with this comment-

Many People who have not sup-
ported the Australian Labor Party at
all in the past or for many years are
determined to work and vote against
the candidates put forward by the
Liberal Party at elections in the
future, including the Federal election
for the House of Representatives
which is to take place in the very near
future.

Mr. Graham: Hear, hear!
Mr. GRAYDEN: There, I suggest, we

have the reason for the Opposition's objec-
tion to the motion moved by the Premier.
There we have the reason for the amend-
ment to the amendment which has been
moved, I understand, by the member for
Boulder-Eyre. We have the Labor Party
in Western Australia taking umbrage at
this legislation for nothing but political
reasons.

Mr. Toms: Boloneyr
Mr. GRAYDEN: When one talks to any

union representatives or secretaries, and
asks them straight-out what their objec-
tions to this legislation are they cannot
give a straight-out answer, because they
have no real objection to it.

Mr. Jam-ieson: How many union secre-
taries have you talked to?

Mr. GRAYDEN: They cannot have any
objections to it because a Labor Govern-
ment in the Federal sphere introduced
parallel legislation.

Mr. Graham: When did you last have
a talk with a union secretary?

Mr. GRAYDEN: I had a talk with one
last night, as a matter of fact.

Mr. Hawke: I bet he told you off pro-
perly.

Mr. GRAYDEN: It is extraordinary to
me that members of the Opposition can
come into this House and make the type
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of statement they have been making on
a measure which sets out to do something
that their own supporters put into effect
in another part of Australia. It has been
working successfully for many years In
the Commonwealth sphere. Yet to listen
to members of the Opposition one would
think this was a completely new departure
in regard to arbitration; that it was some-
thing which was being forced upon the
workers of Western Australia by Right-
wing Tories, or Fascists, as members appo-
site are so prone to describe some people.

Mr. Jamieson: Would you be prepared
to debate this Bill with some trade union
leaders in your own electorate?

Mr. GRAYDEN: I certainly would be
prepared to debate that particular sub-
ject.

Mr. Toms: Why don't you do it then?
Mr. Jamieson: It should be worth re-

membering what Menzies said about the
legislation when it was introduced.

Mr. GRAYDEN: It would be interest-
ing to read what Dr. Evatt had to sa
about it when the legislation was intro-
duced by a Labor Government in 1947.
In view of the fact that it has been
raised-

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Groin-
melin): Order! I have been fairly lenient
with the member for South Perth, but I
want him to restrict his remarks to the
argument that the words to be struck
out should not be struck out.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I agree, Mr. Acting
Speaker, that you have been very lenient.

Mr. Oldfield: That's the understatement
of the year.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I said, when I got up
to speak, that I had no real reason for
doing so.

Mr. Oldfield: That's a greater under-
statement.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I was extremely in-
censed at some of the untrue statements
which have been made during this de-
bate, and I felt obliged to get up and
express my disapproval of them. I only
wish I had listened to the member for
Boulder-Eyre when he moved the amend-
ment.

Mr. Rowberry: Where were you?
Mr. Toms: You were in your seat all the

time.
Mr. GRAYDEN: I only wish I had

listened to it. but I was in the corridor.
It is an intolerable state of affairs that
the House should be forced to listen to
the sort of rubbish that we have had, not
only on this amendment but also on other
aspects of the Sill. I only regret that
members opposite have chosen to take up
the tine of Parliament in the way they
have done. Had they not adopted this
filibustering business, and had they chosen
to get on to a discussion of the clauses of

the Bill, we could have had a debate which
might have resulted in the legislation
being improved. Unfortunately, we have
had no opportunity to debate the various
clauses of the Bill. The Leader of the
Opposition spoke for three hours this
afternoon-

Mr. Graham: Vote with us, then.

Mr. GRAYDEN: -and we have had
points of order and amendment after
amendment. All of that sort of thing is
time- consuming,

Mr. Hawke: Eleven forty-five!

Mr. GRAYDEN: The Premier has set
out to impose a time limit on this debate
because hie wants the first portion of it
to end at 11.45 p.m. on Tuesday, the 19th
November. When he moved the original
motion he made it quite clear that he was
prepared to get straight on to the debate
on the Bill; but, instead of debating it, we
have wasted the whole day and not touch-
ed one clause. We are now into Friday,
and we have still not debated a clause.
That state of affairs has been brought
about by stalling on the part of the
Opposition. Members opposite are stall-
ing and at the same time trying to say
that the Government is denying them an
opportunity to speak on the clauses. What
hypocrisy!

Mr. Tons:- You ought to know all about
that.

Mr. GRAYDEN: As far as I am con-
cerned, that is hypocrisy in the extreme.
Opposition members say that the Govern-
ment is not giving them an opportunity
to debate the clauses; yet they spend the
whole of Thursday on points of order
and other time-consuming devices. Hav-
ing wasted the whole of Thursday and a
certain portion of Friday, members oppo-
site want to alter the time limit which
has been set by the Premier. In those
circumstances I think we should definitely
reject the amendment. They have had
plenty of time to consider the legislation.
It was introduced on the 23rd of last
month.

Mr. W. Hegney: No it wasn't?

Mr. ORAYDEN: The first reading was
on the 23rd of last month, and the second
reading was moved on the 24th, At the
request of the member for Mt. Haw-
thorn the debate was adjourned for one
week in order that he could distribute
copies of the Bill to various unions and
so that the Labor Party could have a
close look at it. Subsequently the second
reading debate took place; and, from
memory, the debate has lasted 25 hours or
more. The actual figures were quoted by
the Minister for Industrial Development
earlier this evening. The Opposition has
had ample time to consider every aspect
of the matter.

Mr. Hawke: Eleven forty-five!I
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Mr. ORAYDEN: The Opposition has
wasted opportunities to debate clauses in
the Bill.

Mr. Graham: I bet you're dry!
Mr. GRAYDEN: Also there will still be

a lot of time on Tuesday next. Members
opposite are wasting the time of Parlia-
ment. and yet they come here criticising
the Government, and saying the Govern-
ment is denying them an opportunity of
speaking to the Bill. I think it is rank
hypocrisy. How could anyone believe a
member who will get up and speak in
that fashion and make the statements and
accusations to which I referred earlier?
One knows there is not an element of truth
in the accusations or statements. if
people do that on one issue, how can one
trust them on other issues? One could
not possibly do so. That is the situation
with which we are faced in this House.

I am horrified to think that we have
people in this Parliament who will make
statements well knowing that they are
completely false. In the circumstances, I
hope the House will reject the amendment,
and as soon as possible get down to seri.-
ous consideration of the clauses of the
Bill. I can understand why the members
of the Opposition over the past few weeks
have arranged for union members to crowd
the public gallery of this House to listen
to the debates on the Bill.

Mr. Hawke: At 11.45 p.m.!
Mr. GRAYDEN: I can also well under-

stand those men being disgusted with what
has taken place, because they have been
in the gallery for hour after hour and
denied the opportunity to listen to the
debate on the Bill before the House at the
moment simply because the members of
the Opposition have chosen to hinder the
debate on it. Judging from their actions.
the members of the opposition are
obviously frightened to give the supporters
of the Government an opportunity to
discuss the Bill, because when supporters
of the Government get that opportunity
they can, of course, outline the true
position in regard to the measure. 'They
can emphasise that the Bill will not ad-
versely affect the working men and women
of Western Australia; but, on the contrary,
it will benefit them.

Mr. Davies: Do You believe that?

Mr. GRAYDEN: Of course I do; and
obviously many members of the labor
Party believe it also, otherwise the
Chifiley-Evatt Government would never
have introduced parallel legislation in
1947. But it did because it felt it was
something that was highly desirable.

Mr. Toms: You were over there in 1947.
were you not?

Mr. GRAYDEN: If the Deputy Speaker
had permitted me I would have read the
speech which Dr. Evatt made in 1947.

Mr. Brady: He did not abolish the Arbi-
tration Court. Why do you mislead the
House?

Mr. GRAYDEN: He did not what?
Mr. Brady: He did not abolish the Arbi-

tration Court.
Mr. GRAYDEN: He was doing exactly

what this Government is doing. He intro-
duced amending legislation in respect of
the arbitration machinery.

Mr. Brady: He did nothing of the sort.
Mr. GRAYDEN: Hle did exactly that.
Mr. Brady: Read out the relevant por-

tion of his speech.
Mr. GRAYDEN: I Wish I could read his

speech but I am not permitted to do so.
Mr. Brady: I will read it to the House

as soon as you sit down.
Mr. GRAYDEN: The Acting Speaker

has ruled that I am not permitted to read
it. When we are debating the clauses
wve will see what the legislation sought to
do and I will be able to read Dr. Evatt's
speech, and we will then see how wrong
the member for Swan is. The Government
of that day altered the arbitration machin-
ery, and the Chifiley-Evatt Government
abolished the Arbitration Court.

Mr. Brady: It did not.
Mr. ORAYDEN: It did exactly that, and

in its place it set up arbitration machinery
similar to what is sought in this Bill.

Mr. Brady: The Arbitration Court is still
in existence today. What are you talking
about?

Mr. GRAYDEN: Obviously, the member
for Swan does not know much about the
position: and after listening to the mem-
hers of the Opposition, it would appear
to me that there are many of them who
do not know what the true position is in
regard to this legislation, because if they
did they would not make the statements
to which I have referred earlier. Their
own union secretaries would not be pub-
It.shing in their own official newspaper
statements to which I also referred earlier,
such as-

Acting on the instructions of the
Employers Federation, the Govern-
ment has introduced industrial legis-
lation designed to:

create a four-man industrial
commission of Ministerial ap-
pointees-three of them mere
Government ciphers. They will
have maximum powers to fine and
penalise workers and unions, and
extremely limited powers to ad-
vance or Protect wages and con-
ditions.

I have a copy of the Bill In front of
mec together with the proposed amend-
ments, and included in the Bill is clause
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69 which sets out the powers of the indus-
trial commission. I will not read the
clause; because, obviously, you, Sir, would
not allow mae to do so, However, I challenge
any member of the opposition to check
through the powers listed and find any
power which the commissioners will have
to penalise workers and unions. He will
be unable to do so;- and therefore the
statements made by the members of the
Opposition are completely and utterly un-
true.

Mr. H. May: You are spoiling a good
speech!

Mr. Davies: The commissioners will still
have that power..

Mr. GRAYDEN: Is the member f or Vic-
toria Park saying that the commissioners
will have power to fine?

Mr. Davies: The power wvill be trans-
ferred from one court to the other.

Mr. GRAYDEN: Is the statement pub-
lished in Thre Western Sun correct? That
statement has been published in the offi-
cial organ of the Labor Party and the
newspaper has been distributed among the
working men and women of Western Aus-
tralia.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom-
melin): Order! I am asking the member
for South Perth for the last time to
confine his remarks on the question of
why the words "11.45 p.m. o'clock" should
not be struck out.

Mr. GRAYDEN: I will certainly do that,
if you so request, Mr. Acting Speaker.
I believe that those words should not be
struck out of the motion because we have
had ample time to debate this legisla-
tion. Obviously, the members of the
Opposition do not want any more time to
debate it: otherwise they would not be
wasting the time of the House on amend-
ments to the motion before the Chair and
on points of order they have raised dur-
ing the last few hours. That is a pretty
good reason why we should not amend
the motion in the way the member for
Boulder-Eyre desires. If the members of
the Opposition wanted more time, surely
it is logical to assume they would take
every opportunity to discuss the clauses
in the Bill and to try to have clauses
amended, and, by logical argument, try
to convince the Government of the desira-
bility of amending the clauses.

'However, the members of the Opposition
are not anxious to deal with the clauses.
Indeed, they are doing everything pos-
sible not to get on with the discussion
on the clauses. They have been talking
all day on points of order and amend-
ments. They have been studiously keep-
ing off the clauses. Why? It is because
the members and supporters of the Gov-
ernment desire the opportunity to debate
the Bill. When the supporters of the
Government debate the Bill they will have

the opportunity to point out to the
members of the Labor Party how wrong
they are in respect of many of the state-
ments they have made. For those reasons
I feel we should reject the amendment out
of hand; and that, as soon as possible, we
should get down to serious consideration
of the clauses in the Bill.

[MR. W. HEGNEY (Mt. Hawthorn) [1.19
am.]: Briefly, I would like to support
the amendment moved by the member
for Boulder-Eyre; and unlike the previ-
ous speaker, who departed slightly from
the Standing Orders, I hope to keep
rigidly within them as usual, I would
like to say, first of all, that the reason for
my supporting the amendment is that the
motion, as amended, in the main restricts
the debate on the question. it is in line
with the Government's attitude ever since
the Bill was introduced. As a matter of
fact the Minister indicated that very few
members of the Government, and certainly
no private member, knew the contents of
the Bill until it was introduced on the
24th October.

There should be no time limit on a Bill
of this nature, because after representa-
tions were made to him, some time back,
by the Trades and Labour Council, the
Minister agreed to have certain obnoxious
clauses withdrawn. Yesterday the Trades
and Labor Council met the Minister again
and put up further proposals to him. I
have a good idea what they were. I men-
tioned some of thenm earlier when speak-
ing to the previous amendment. it may
be that after due consideration the Minis-
ter will feel he should recommend to his
Government that further clauses be with-
drawn. Why the haste? It has been said
previously that the members of the Op-
position have spent many hours in debat-
ing the Bill. It has also been mentioned,
and the Minister himself said, that it took
about 18 months to two years to have the
Bill compiled. That is the time it took
the Minister to prepare the Bill.

The member for South Perth said I had
obtained copies of the Bill and supplied
them to the members of the Trades and
Labour Council. I did do so, and I dis-
cussed the contents of the Bill with them:
and they are very disturbed with its pro-
visions. On more than one occasion the
Minister for Industrial Development has
said that the Bill does not destroy the
arbitration machinery. Nobody denies
there will be arbitration machinery if the
Bill passes. What we say, and what we
will continue to say, is that the Bill will
result In the total destruction of the Arbi-
tration Court, There Is a difference.

At no stage has it been shown by any
member of the Government that the Arbi-
tration Court has been a failure. On the
contrary, from all quarters--from em-
ployers and from the unions-we have
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been told that the present constitution of
the court in Western Australia is ideal
for Western Australian conditions. It is
the envy of the other States and countries;
as the secretary of the Clerks Union and
the Salaried Officers' Association men-
tioned.

The secretary of the Clerks' Union said
the Bill should be withdrawn temporarily;
that it was introduced in secrecy and in
a furtive manner; that it was objectionable
and obnoxious to the Clerks' Union, and
that they would need legal advice on some
of the clauses. Because a few of the
clauses were withdrawn by the Minister
the same secretary said that everything
was all right. He completely reversed his
opinion.

That is why we are anxious there should
be no time limit. We have said, and we
repeat, that we want the Bill withdrawn,
or the Present Arbitration Court retained;
and if there is to be any side issue or
amendment there is room for debate. One
of the amendments I have on the notice
paper seeks the retention of the Arbitra-
tion Court. The Minister for Industrial
Development tried to tell the House that
the Government said nothing to the Presi-
dent of the Arbitration Court. But it
offered him one of the worst insults that
a Government could offer a Supreme Court
Judge.

It has not been denied, and no Minister
can deny, that the President of the
*Arbitration Court and its lay members did
not know of the provisions of the Bil until
it was introduced by the Minister. Is that
the action of a Government which is
anxious to streamline industrial machin-
ery? Why did the Minister go to Queens-
land for ideas, when he could have got
good advice from the judge of the Arbi-
tration Court and Its lay members over
here?

When the Premier Introduced his motion
he made one of the greatest blunders ever
made. His was a Hitlerite attitude which
would have Prevented any member, other
than the Minister for Labour, introducing
amendments.

Mr, Brand: Don't talk rot I
Mr. W. HEGNEY: He specially categor-

Ised his own amendments in the motion,
and left out my amendments on behalf
of the trade union movement. But, after
the speech made by the Leader of the
Opposition, the members of the Govern-
ment put their heads together, and de-
cided to tone down the motion, in order
to make it less objectionable.

Mr. Brand: That was decided upon
before the Leader of the Opposition had
said anything at all.

Mr. W. HEGNEY: The Minister for In-
dustrial Development said that the services
of the judge of the Arbitration Court
would still be available, but not as the
President of the Arbitration Court. That

[1031

is not what he meant. His services may
be available as a judge of the Supreme
Court, and he would be qualified to sit on
the industrial appeal court.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. Crom,
melin): Order!I I ask the member for Mt.
Hawthorn, as I asked the member for
South Perth, to develop an argument as
to why these words should be struck out.

Mr. W. HEONEY: I am leading up to
the point-the restriction of the time
to 11.45 p.m. This Bill Is so important
and we have so many amendments on the
notice paper, that it would be illogical, if
not impossible, for members of the Com-
mittee to give adequate consideration to
all the amendments I have on the notice
paper.

I am concerned with industrial harmony
and peace in this State; and if we are not
given adequate opportunity, and if there
are to be restrictions and time limits, it
will certainly not create a harmonious
atmosphere in this State. The Minister
for Labour gave no adequate reason as to
why the present court should be abolished:
nor did he show that the Present system
was outmoded, or that it did not meet the
present-day requirements.

Mr. Lewis: What has that to do with
11.45?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: There might have
been some justification for introducing the
measure had the Minister made out such
a case. We take strong exception to the
Government's proposal to abolish the
Arbitration Court. The Government should
reconsider this matter; and if the Premier
were to temporarily withdraw the Bill, and
have regard for the Interests of the com-
munity, and for the arguments put up
against the provisions of the Bill, and the
Interests of the trade union movement, and
those of the employers, he would, I suggest,
be acting wisely, and would not have
to retract at a later date. I hope the
motion will be defeated; because, as the
member for Victoria Park pointed out,
there are over 50 amendments on the
notice paper, of which a number are in
the name of the Minister, and some of
them may not be controversial. I said
earlier that on behalf of the trade unions
I had put forward some important amend-
ments.

Mr. Lewis: Are you supporting this Bill?

Mr. W. HEGNEY: I have got the im-
pression that the Minister and his leader
have been nobbled by the Liberal Party,
and the Minister in turn nobbled the pri-
vate section of his party. It is time he
stood on his own feet and refused to ac-
cept the advice of the Liberal section. If
he were to take my advice he would be a
good Minister. I want to keep within the
Standing Orders.
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Mr. Lewis: You said you were going -to
oppose the amendment.

Mr. W. HECINEY: The Minister- lsa day
behind,

*Mr. Lewis: You have Just woke UP.
Mr. W. HEGNEY: That is better than

being asleep all the time. The Govern-
ment would be well advised to withdraw
this Bill and give it further consideration.
We have only had from the 24th October
-a period of about three weeks-to con-
sider a Bill-an important Bill with 159
clauses.

Mr. Brand: But only five major clauses.
Mr. W. HEGNEY: Many of the provi-

sions in the Bill strike at the. heart of
the industrial set-up in this State, and
they will accentuate the problems if they
persist in their attitude. I hope the
amendment to strike out the words "11.45
P.m. o'clock" will be carried, if not now
then by 3 am. or 4 a.

MR. WILD (Dale-Minister for Labour)
[1.32 a.nm.]: The time has come when
much of the heat engendered in this
debate should be dampened, if we are to
get anywhere. Many hours have been
spent by Opposition members -talking in
circles, and repeating the same things
over and over again.

We have to face up to the fact that the
Government has set a timetable for de-
bating this piece of legislation. For the
first section a little over five hours have
been allotted for the consideration of
clauses 2 to 54. When we consider those
clauses with the amendments submitted
by the member for Mt. Hawthorn, we find
there are only four major clauses, the rest
being consequential, Of those jour, only
one is the core of the Bill, and it relates
to the setting up of a commission or a,
court.

Following the deputation from the
Trades and Labor Council about a week
ago, two of the main objections are to be
met, and there is no need to debate the
two important clauses in question. The
only important ones are those relating to
the commission, the certifying solicitor,
and the restriction on the five-day week.
Five hours have been allotted to debate
those three points. Besides the two clauses
'which the Government has agreed to de-
lete, because they were the bone of con-
tention, there will be 46 or 47 consequential
clauses to be dealt with.

As is done in other Parliaments, two or
three speakers on the Government side
and the same number from the Opposi-
tion could debate the important clauses,
and time could be saved. This is not an
occasion when a. speaker is allowed 45
minutes;, he will be allowed only 15 min-
utes. The time allotted will be quite
adequate if we can only keep the heat
out of this debate.

Quite frankly, I do not think that we
have stood up to our obligations as mem-
bers of Parliament. I accept my blame
together with the 49 other members in
this House. As I indicated to the deputa-
tion which waited on me, all the Govern-
ment wants to do is the right thing by
the employer and employee, to give a fair
hearing and a fair answer to representa-
tions made by both the employers and the
unions.

Let us be sincere and get down to the.
major clauses in the Bill, and debate the
tour contentious ones. I do not intend
to go into the pros and cons of the Bill,
because they have been generalised by the
Opposition. On Tuesday, clauses 2 to 54
will be dealt with, but in that number
only three are of major consequence. For
those reasons I oppose the amendment.

MR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) [1.37
am.]: I support the amendment. We
have been chided this evening for wasting
time which could be more profitably used.
We have been given to understand that
had we not been debating this motion we
would have been talking on the Industrial
Arbitration Bill. That is completely untrue,
because if we look at the notice paper we
will find that the item is No. 6, and the
five Prior Items will be dealt with first.

Mr. Ross Hutchinson: The Premier
said he would bring the Industrial Arbi-
tration Act Amendment Bill forward if
the motion were agreed to.

Mr. DAVIES: I did not hear that. The
tactics of the Government were to keep
the Industrial Arbitration Bill down on
the notice paper until such time as the
gallery was empty.

Mr. Brand: That has not been done
at all.

Mr. DAVIES: If the Government did
give an undertaking I was not in the
House to hear It. so I shall not pursue
that line of argument. The Premier did
say that careful consideration had been
given to the allocation of times to discuss
the various clauses. I cannot believe that.
The clauses have been divided roughly
into three parts in the timetable: clauses
2 to 54, clauses 55 to 98, and clauses 99
to 159.

That looks as if the Government has
said, "The easiest way is to chop It up
into three equal portions", and that is
what it has done. But having chopped It
Into three equal portions, the Government
did not provide equal time for the various
sections. Depending on what time we
start on Tuesday there will be approxi-
mately 5 hours--I wish the Minister for
Labour would not chew in the Rouse; it
makes me very hungry-for the considera-
tion of clauses 2 to 54. We have until
9 o'clock on Wednesday-again depending
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on when we start-to consider clauses 55
to 98. If we started at 4.30 p.m., we would
only have 4J hours; and we will be down
to about 3 hours on Wednesday to consider
the last section-clauses 99 to 159.

This may be the easy way out, but it
certainly does not indicate a very intelli-
gent way of tackling the problem, because
the clauses themselves do not finish up
In any particular section of the Bill.
Clause 54, for instance, in the section of
the motion under discussion at the present
time, does not complete any part of the
Bill. As a matter of fact, it deals with
officers of the commission, and then goes
on to certifying solicitors. Surely the
Government could have divided up the
various parts of the Bill into, say, parts
I and UI: then III to VIII; and the balance
left over: but, as I stated earlier, the Min-
Ister said that there are only three or
four contentious clauses. That is not so.

I have indicated already that I have
spent a considerable number of hours
looking at the measure and there are
many points I want cleared for my own
satisfaction and for the satisfaction of
many of the trade unionists. Even if it
is just a matter of asking a question and
getting a reply and no debate takes place,
that will take a great deal of time. I have
many clauses marked, because I cannot
see the reasons for amending various
sections of the Act. Therefore I want to
clear these matters up in my own mind
for my own satisfaction-and that is
something I think every member of the
H-ouse Is entitled to do.

Therefore, the only thing to do is to
Wipe out from the motion the figures,
"11.45" so that a more suitable arrange-
ment can be arrived at. What the
Minister said is perfectly right-we would
probably get through much quicker if
there were less heat in the debate; but
we cannot help getting heated over the
measure because it is so wide in its
ramifications; and I feel the Minister
himself should remember that it is not
only the four points maintained by him
that are contentious; there are many other
points. While they may not be so con-
tentious, they require clarification, and
the amount of time allotted and the
method of allotting the time Is neither
fair nor Just.

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

Ayes-22

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davisa
Mr. Pletcher
Mr. Grahamn
Mr, Hall
Mr. Hawks
Mr, Hesl
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Negney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. G. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldileld
Mr. Ehatigan
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Tome
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

mr. B~oyd]
Mr.' Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gay-fer
Mr. Urayden
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Henn

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mr. Evans

Noes-fl3
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. WId
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil *

(Tellfr
Pairs

Noes
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Hearman

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.

Amendment to Motion, as Amended

MR. GRAHAM (Balcatta) 11.48 am.]'
I move an amendment-

That the passage. "9 p.m. o'clock"
in the division "clauses 55-98 inclusive"
be deleted.

It is obvious that the Government is ada-
mant and does not intend to depart from
the schedule it has laid down, notwith-
standing the opposition expressed from
this side of the House. However, I feel
we who are objecting would be remiss If
we did not test the feeling of the House in
these three places where there are time
limits sought to be imposed.

What I might have said now, I said on
the previous amendment. Accordingly,
without any further words, I move the
amendment previously outlined.

MR. JAMA[ESON (Beeloo) [1.50 a.]:1
I think we should have some intimation
from the Premier as to exactly when the
matter will be brought up on Wednesday.
I know we have been given an assurance
already on the Tuesday issue, but It could
conceivably be that this particular group
will be brought on at 8.50 to be dealt with
when the time by which they must be put
through is 9 p.m. Therefore there should
be some clear undertaking given to the
House as to when it is intended to deal
with this particular set.

If this assurance is not given then the
Opposition cannot be blamed for wanting
to know just when the amendment will be
dealt with. We must know because we
do not want to be involved in any undue
hurly-burly in connection with that par-
ticular set.

With regard to the next part of the
evening-from 9 p.m. to 11.30 p.m.-it
would be unreasonable that the Govern-
ment would depart from the debate and
then come back to it later on. However,
an assurance must certainly be given at
this stage as to when the discussion will
take place in regard to this Bill on Wed-
nesday.

AIR. BRAND (Greenough-Premier)
11.52 a.m.]: Yes; I think that is fair

(Teller) enough. To the extent that I can give
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an undertaking at this point at time, the
amendment to the arbitration Act would
be No. 1 on the notice Paper.

Amendment put and a division
with the following result:-

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Pletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Begney
Mr. Jansieson

Mr. Boyd!l
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gafer
Mr. Grayden
Mr. authrie
Mr. Hart
fly. Benn

Ayes
Mr. Currn
Mr. Evans

taken

Ayes-fl
Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldield
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowbierry
Mr. Seweli
Mr. Toms,
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Hi. bray

(Teller
Noea-23

Mr. Hlutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Ninmoe
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. Owien

(Teller)

Pait"
Noes

Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Eesjman

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.

Mr. Boven
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Canter
Mr. Croydon
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Hann

Ayes
Mr. Curran
Mar. Evans

Noes-23
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr'
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Hutchinlson
Lewis
I. W. Manning
Mitchell
Nalder
Nicorno
O'Connor
Runctman
Wild
William~s

O'el (Tre,

Pain
Now

Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. Hearman

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion, as amended)
Resumed

MRt. D. G. MAY (Canning) [2 aa.l.: It
is necessary to complete the cycle so that
we can debate the matter fully.

Amendiment to Motion, as Amended

I move an amendment-
That the passage "11.45 pilm.

o'clock" in the division "Clauses 99 to
159 inclusive" be deleted.

Amendment put and a division taken
with the following result-

[Debate (on motion as amended)
Resumed)

MR. TOMS (Bayswater) (1.58 a.m.]:
Because the Opposition feels so keenly as
to the limitation allowed for the discussion
on the amendments on the notice paper.
and although it is appreciated that the
Premier has indicated that the Item will
be discussed early on the Wednesday as
well. I still believe there should be sufficient
time given to discuss the important amend-
ments listed on the notice paper in the
name of the Minister and the member for
Mt. Hawthorn.

Amendment to Motion, as Amended

Therefore, I move the following amend-
ment:-

That the passage "11.30 pm.
o'clock" In the division "Clauses 99 to
159 inclusive" be deleted.

Amendment put and a division taken
with the following resut:-

Ayes-22
Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Pletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegeyl
Mr. Jamileson

Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldileld
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowberryr
Mr. Seell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawko

Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Heaney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr. Haveln
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gafer
Mr. Urayder,
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hart
Dr. Henn,

Ayes
Mr. Outran
Mr. Evans

Ayes-22
Mr. Kelly
Mr. Di. G. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldfteld
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowberry
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. B. May (elr

Noes-23.
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmo
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williams
Mr. O'Neil

(Teller)

Pairs
Noas

Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr- Hearman

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on moction as amended)
Resumed

MR. J1. HEGNEY (Belmont) [2.5 pmJ:
To keen the record straight and to bring
to the notice of the Government the need

(Tetter)i for more time for discussion on this Bill.
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I propose to move an amendment in con-
nection with the time stated f or the third
reading stage of the Bill. The third read-
ig stage of the Bill is so important that

it will require more discussion than time
is allowed for in the motion. There is con-
siderable interest in this legislation all over
the State. After the Bill has gone through
the Committee stage there should be rea-
sonable time to discuss the measure. It
will be interesting to hear what members
on the other side of the House have to say
on the measure in the third reading stage;
and I am certain that members on this
side of the House will want to take the
Opportunity of discussing the Hill further.

I have no doubt that next week the gal-
lery .wlll be full, and that People will take
the opportunity of listening to the keel3
debate on the merits and demerits of the
Bill.

Amendment to Motion, as Amended

I move an amendment-

That the passage "1.30 a.m. o'clock"
under the heading "In the House" be
deleted.

MR. DAVIES (Victoria Park) [2.8 an.]:
I do not think the amendment is unrea-
sonable. 'By 11.45 p.m. on the 20th
November we will have discussed on that
day over 100 clauses of the Bill. I am sure
the Minister would not tfiink it unreason-
able that we should have the rest of the
evening, or until we sit, perhaps, the next
day, to consider the arguments that have
been and will have been advanced to see
whether there have been any mistakes or
whether it is necessary to make any
corrections. The method by which the
Government proposes to deal with the re-
maining clauses is disgustingly swift; and
it is only reasonable that we should have
those few hours in which to get our
thoughts together after having dealt with
over 100 clauses in the third reading stage,
if the Bill reaches that stage.

Amendment Put and a division taken

with the following result:-

Mr. Blickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davie
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Grahama
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawke
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegnoy
Mr. WY. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Kelly
D. 0. May
Moir
Norton
Oldfieid
Rhatigan
flowberry
Sewell
Toms
Ton kin
H. May

Mr. novell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. Gayfer
Mr. Graydon
Mr. Guthie,
Mr. Hart
Dr. Henn

Ayes
Mr. Curren
Mr. Evans

moup-fl
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. leWIS
M. I. W. Manning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nelder
Mr. Nina
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Ruatiman
Mr. Wild
Mr. Williamis
Mr. O'Neil

Pain,
(Teller)

NoOs
Mr. W. A. manning
Mr. Crominellil

Majority against-i.
Amendment thus negatived.
Motion, as amended, put and a division

taken with the following result:-
Ayes-23

Mr. Bovell
Mr. Brand
Mr. Burt
Mr. Cornell
Mr. court
Mr. Craig
Mr. Dunn
Mr. (layfer
Mr. Graydea,
Mr. Outhrie
Mr. Rart
Dr. Honn

Mr. Bickerton
Mr. Brady
Mr. Davies
Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Hall
Mr. Hawko
Mr. Heal
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Jamieson

Ayes
Aft. W. A. Manning
Mr- Crommelln

Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Lewis
Mr. 1. W. Meaning
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Nimmio
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. Bunelman
Mr. wild
Mr. Willams
Mr. O'N~eil

(Teln"r
Noa-2

Mr. Kelly
Mr. D. 0. May
Mr. Moir
Mr. Norton
Mr. Oldfield
Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Rowbeon?
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Toms
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. H. May

(Tallsr

Noes
Mr. Curren
Mr. Evans

Majority for-i.
Motion, as amended, thus passed.

POLICE ACT AMENDMENT BIILL
Returned

Bill returned from the Council without
amendment.

TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(No. 3)

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by
Mr. Craig (Minister for Police), and trans-
mitted to the Council.

(Teller ) House adjourned at 2.17 a.m. (Friday)


