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problem, the better will it be for the State
and for us all. Fven at this late hour, it is
possible for the Government at any rate to
cndeavour to balance their Budget by speeial
taxation, and alse to provide funds for the
employment of the unemployed by special
taxation.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenocom : And by
economies.
Hon, H. SEDDON: We understand we

are getting economies, at all events in Gov-
ernment expendiiure. Speeial taxation on
the lines I have suggested would help us
very materially, for it would serve to dis-
tribute the burden. Under present condi-
tions, we know, 80 per cent. of the com-
munity are escaping income taxation. Those
people, surely, should take their share of the
burden directly. Special taxation certainly
would be to the advantage of the State, for
it would help us to meet our difficulties, it
would give us a far better financial record,
and would solve for us the vital problem of
unemployment.

On motion by Hon, E. H. H. Hall, debate
adjonrned.

BILL--TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT
{(No. 2).

Received from the Assembly and read a
first time.

House adjourned at 545 pan.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.am., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS (3)—UNEMPLOYMENT.
Registration, Sustenance, ete,

Mr. PANTON asked the Minister for
Railways: 1, What is the number of unem-
ployed registered in Western Australia? 2,
How many of these ave receiving susten-
ance? 3, How many men employed by the
Glovernment on part time were on susten-
ance? 4, What is the average time worked
by the men on part time? 5, Are any of
the men on part time work included in the
reply to question No. 17

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: 1 to 5, As these guestions involve the
compilation of a return, if the honourable
member will give notice of motion for such
return, T shall treat it as formal.

XNational Park improvements,

Mr. PANTON asked the Minister for
Railways: What is the amount of money
expended to date in sustenance payment to
unemployed for improvements to National
Park?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: Men who are being provided for at
Blackboy unemployment camp have been
employed on various works, including
National Park, new camp at Hovea, fire-
wood, Greenmount deviation, ete, Separate
costs of each work cannot be obtained with-
out a great amount of work.
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Commonweulth Grant, Expenditure.

Hon, W. D, JOHANSOXN asked the Minis-
ter for Railways: Replying to questions re-
garding the expenditure of £32,000 received
trom the Commonwealth Government last
Christinas for relief of nnemployment, ans-
wered on the 14th May, the Minister stated
that portions of the grant were spent in the
Perth, Canning and Gireenmount Road Board
districts, 1, What was the amount spent in
cuch road board district? 2, What was the
nature of the work earried out in each road
buard district?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: 1 and 2, Perth Road Board, £4,500.
Reconstruction, Peninsula Road, leading to
Commonwealth Aerodrome, £1,500; improve-
ments to Maylandy State School groands,
£1,500; Government drainage, Maylands,
£1,500. Greenmount Read Board: Clearing
and forming deviation at the railway eross-
ing on the Midland Junction-Merredin Road
in the Greenmount Road Board distriet,
£2500. Canping: Clune Park Road, lead-
ing to Christian Brothers’ College, at Can-
nington, £3,363.

QUESTION—HOSPITAL FOR INSANE,
DIETARY.

Mr. SAMPSON asked the Chief Secre-
tary: 1, Will the Government forthwith re-
instate the dietary scale previously provided
at the Hospital for the Insane? 2, Does the
scale include occasional provision of fruit,
as was previously the practice? 3, If not,
will he take advantage of the present low
prices and supply fruit at frequent inter-
vals?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1,
The recent alteration in the dietary has been
revised so as to include almost the whole
of the previous dietary, 2, Neither the
present nor the previous dietary scales pro-
vided for the issue of fresh fruit. 3, So far
as is possible, without inerease to eost of
dietary, this suggestion will be favourably
considered.

QUESTION—PIGS CONDEMNED.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON asked the Min-
ister for Agriculture: 1, Do stock salesmen
deduct from sellers of pigs 13 per cent. as
compensation to purchasers for Government
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condemnation? 2, 1f so, how many pigs
have heen condemned during the past two
years? 3, What percentage of the total
slanghtered were condemned?

The MINJSTER FOR AGRICULTURE
veplied: 1, Yes. 2, In 1929 and 1930 the
nwnber of whole pigs condemned in the met-
ropolitan area was 210, and part careases
416. 3, Whole careases, .261 per cent.; part
caveases, 519 per cent.

QUESTION—WHEAT.
Federal Pool Payments.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON uacked the
Minister for Lands: 1, What is the total
amount received by the Government up to
date from undistributed funds of the Fed-
eral compulsory wheat pool administration
for deferred payments of wheat sales made
during its eontrol? 2, Do the Government
intend to pay this money over to the pro-
ducers? 3, If this is impracticable, what is
it proposed to do with such funds? 4, How
inuch more money is it estimated the Gov-
ernment will receive?

The MINISTER FOR LANDE replied:
1, £8,427 8s. 3d. 2, No. It wonuld be im-
practicable to attempt to do so. 3, Pay into
revenue. 4, It is not possible to say; it de-
pends on the result of the liquidation.

QUESTIONS (5)—BUNBURY HARBOUR
BOARD.

Batievies Rechurged.

Mr. WITHERS asked the Chief Secre-
try: Ts it a fact that batteries have been
recharged on the Bunhury Harbour Board
property; if so, by whose authority, and
what amount was charged in each case, and
what was the total amount received by the
hoard?

The CHIEF SECRETARY veplied: Yes,
for the Harbour and Light Depariment and

the Bunbury Harbour Board only. No
charge was made.

Sulvage Work.

Mr. WITHERS asked the Chief Secre-
tary: 1, Do the Bunbury Harhcur Board
operate similarly to the Fremantle Harbour
Trust in connection with the contracts for-
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salvage work done for ships in port? 2, If
g0, what was the amount received for each
of the following ships: ss. “Bradavon,”
ss. “Koolonga,” ss. “Ashburton,” and ss.
“Staniey”; and were the conditions of pay-
ment similar to those operating at Fre-
mantle?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1,
The Bunbury Harbour Board and the Fre-
mantle Harbour Trust ecarry oat salvage
works for ships in port when necessary. 2,
The amounts received in respeet of the fol-
lowing ships are as under: April, 1925,
8.5. “Bradavon,” £32 0s, 6d.; February,
1927, ss. “Koolonga,” £15 bs.; Auvgust,
1927 5.5, “Ashburton,” £10; June, 1928, s.s.
“Stanley,” £24. There is no special scale
of charges. With both the Bunbury Har-
bour Board and the Fremantle Harbour
Trust the principle is to charge the wages
that are paid, plus a reasonable charge for
use of cquipment and gear, and a small
margin to cover overhead ecosts.

Preference of Employment.

Mr. WITHERS asked the Chief Seere-
tary: Is it the policy of the present Govern-
ment to give preference to returned soldiers
and married men, and to have regard for
seniority, when retrenchments are being
made; if so, why was this practice departed
from in the case of men retrenched by the
Bunbury Harbour Board?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: Yes.
The Bunbury Harbour Board, however, are
an independent administrative cntity, and
as stch are not controlled by the Minister.

Weighbridge.

Mr. WITHERS asked the Chief Secre-
tary: Has any request been made by the
Bunbury Harbour Board during ike present
financial year for the provision of a weigh-
bridge on the wharf?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied :
Such a request was received from the Bun-
bury Harbour Board in June, 1929. The
request involved the transfer of a weigh-
bridge from Fremantle, and the sirengthen-
ing of the jetty at Bunbury, at an estimafed
cost of £1,000. As the Works Department
found it difficult fo provide the necesary
funds, and as the Bunbury Harbour Board
stated that the provision of the wreighbridge
was not imperatively necessary, the work
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has been deferred with an assurance fo the
board that it will he procerded with at the
first favourable opportunity.

Dredging.

Mr. WITHERS asked the Chief Seere-
tary: 1, Have any requests been made due-
ing the last 12 months for a dredge to cope
with the continual silting up of the Bun-
bury barbour? 2, If so, why were the re-
quests not complied with? 3, If such re-
quests were made and refused, were further
representations made by the board to have
this very necessary work continued as it was
done by the previous Government?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1,
Yes. 2, Owing to the very difficult f£1.2neial
position the Treasury could not find the
necessary funds. 3, In December, 1930, the
board expressed the view that further post-
ponement of the work would mean addi-
tional ontlay later.

BILLS (2)—FIRST READING.

1, Firearms and Guns.
2, State Manufactures Description.

BILL—TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT
{(No. 2).

Read a third time, and transmitted to the
Couneil.

BIL1~-HIRE-PURCHASE AGREE-
MENTS.

Report of Committee adopted.

PRIVILEGE—''DAILY. NEWS."'
Land and Homes, Lid., Advertisement.

Order of the Day read for the reswmption
of the debate, from the 28th May, on the
motion by Mr. Wells—

That the printer, BE. Selby Walker, of the
“*Daily News,?’ is guilty of contempt.

Question put, and a division taken with
the following result:—

Ayes .. .- . .9
Noes £2
Majority for 8
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AYES,

Mr. Angelo Mr. Marshall

Mr. Barpard Mr. Panton

Mr, Brown Mr. Parker

Mr. Corboy Mr. Patrick

Mr, Cunningham Mr. Piesse

Mr. Doney Mr. Richardson

Mr. Ferguson Mr. Senddan

Mr. Keenan Mr. Toesdale

Mr. Keanneally Mr. Thorn

Mr. Latham Mr. Wells

Mr. Lipndsay Mr, North

Mr. J. I, Mann (Teller.)
NoEs.

Mr. Collier Mr., Sampson

Mr. Jobnson Mr., Sleeman

Mr. Lamond Mr. Troy

Mr. H. W, Mann Mr, Walker

Mr. MeCallum Mr. Wansbrough

Mr. McLarty Mr. Willeock

Mr, Millington Mr. Wilson

Mr. Munsie (Teller.)

Question thus passed,

To Refer to Select Comnittee.

MR. NORTH (Claremont) [4.48]:. I
move—

That in view of the complaini made to the
House that an artiele published in the ‘‘ Daily
News’’ newspaper on the 28th May, 1931,
under the heading ‘‘Land and Homes; The
Other Side of the Question’’ containg state-
ments which are a breach of privilege, a com-
mittee of the House be appointed to inquire
(a) Whether the company, Land and Homes
(W.A.) Ltd, by its officer or officers caused the
article in question to be published, and (b)
Whether the said article insults a member on
account of his behaviour in Parliament?
Sueh committee to have power to call for
persons, papers and records, take evidenee on
oath, sit on days over which the House stands
adjourned, and report this day week.

MR, SAMPSON (Swan) [451]: I re-
gret that at the very moment when the
motion was submitted I was called out of
the Chamber to answer a telephone call.
The motion is & reasonable one, and should
have the support of the House. It is dis-
tinetly unfair that 2 newspaper publishing
an announcement over the name of a limited
company and for which there is absolutely
no vestige of editorial approval, should be
made to carry the burden of responsibility
for that nokice. As a printer, I may sug-
gest that the announcement was sent to the
Press at a very late hour. I am led to that
betief by the fact that, contained within
the notice, or advertisement as it really was,
are several typographical errors. Typo-
graphical errors in the “Daily News” are
by no means common, and se the presence
of such errors in that advertisement proves
to me that the matter reached the office of
the paper at a very late hour, which resnited
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in the sending of the matter to press with-
out full or careful revision.

The Minister for Mines: Would it not
be betfer to have the newspaper make that
statement hefore the proposed select com-
mittee?

Mr. SAMPSON: On the face of it, it
seems o me the statement is well justified.
Again, we had the other night the statement
by a member that the editor was sick. Coun-
sequently it would be ridienlous to expect
the puoblisher of a newspaper to check all
the advertisements. And imagine what the
“old man” would have to say to the pub-
lisher if the last-named insisted upon baving
the ‘“old man"” travelling back and forih
merely to check any matter that came in.
I will support the motion becanse, whether
this one be right or wrong, it is eertain that
the motion which has been carried is abso-
lutely wrong and would impose a very un-
fair burden on the paper which, by its writ-
ings end reports, editorial and otherwise,
does provide a good and reliable service to
the people of the State. I am sorry the pre-
vions motion was earried, but I will sup-
port that now before us. '

HON. W. D. JOHNSON (Guildford-
Midland) [4.55]: T submit that a motion
such as this should appear on the Notice
Paper or, alternatively, eopies of the motion
should be distributed amongst members. I
cannot follow the wording of the motion and
so0 I move—

That the dcbate he adjourned.

Mr. SPEAKER: To a later stage of this
sitting?

The Minister for Lands: To-morrow would
be better, for the motion woald then appear
on the Notice Paper.

HON. P, COLLIER (Boulder) [4.56]:
Shonld I be in order in opposing the motion
at this stage, in view of the motion for ad-
journment?

Mr. SPEAKER : Let us deal with the
motion for adjournment first.

Motion put and passed.

Hon, P. Collier: This is making a fares of
the whole thing.

Mr, Sampson: Will the adjournment be
to a later stage of this sitting ¥
~ Mr. SPEAKER: No, until the next sit-
ting.
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BILL—FARMERS’ DEBTS ADJUST-
MENT ACT AMENDMENT.

In Committee,

Mr. Richardson in the Chair; the Min-
ister for Lands in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 and 2—agreed to.
Clause 3—Amendment of Section 4:

Mr. PIESSE: This deals prineipally with
the cost of administering a farmer’s cstate.
I move an amendment—

That in line 7 of paragraph (b) “‘of’’ be
struck out and ‘'not exceeding '’ inserted in
lien,

A fee of £10 10s. is here provided, Fre-
quently when a fived amount is mentioned
it becomes the minimum. We should pre-
seribe that the amount of £10 10s. shall not
be exceeded.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
amendment is unnecessary; sufficient safe-
guards are already provided. The ten
guineas was inserted because a recewver
would be transacting the business of a
farmer for a longer period than that pro-
vided for in the Act. The clanse goes on
to provide that the receiver shall be entitled
to retain also such percentage, not exceed-
ing 3 per cent., of the proceeds as may be
allowed by resolution of the eredilors und
approved by the director. The ecreditors
will protect themselves and the director will
have the final say.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr, PIESSE: Many farmers who have to
seek protection have not the money to pay
the necessary railway fare. I myself have
‘provided fares for many farmers for the
purpose. There shonld be some limit.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: 1f the
hon. member reads the clanse carefully he
will find there ig ample provision and pro-
tection.

Mr. Marshall: There is a lot about the
creditor, but little about the debtor.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Credi-
tors will watch the interests of the farmer,
and 1 have purposely stipulated that the
approval of the director is necessary. If
there is need for a long and ecareful over-
sight of the farmer’s business, ten guineas
is not too moch. Probably a receiver would
not act for less. Under the Bankruptey
Act the charge would be much greater.

Clause put and passed.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Clavse 4—Amendment of Section 5:

Mr. DONEY: I move an amendment—

That the following provise be added to
Bubelause 2:~—'*' Provided also that where a
stay order is granted upon the application of
a creditor or creditors of a farmer, it shall be
incumbent upon the director so te inform the
furmer by telegram immediately.

The amendment would work no harm and,
in some eireumstanees, would be of deflaite
service. There have been occasions when
farmers bave been hrought under the pro-
visions of the Act without knmowledge of the
fact, have issued cheques, and have had the
mortification of baving the cheques stopped.
The proviso wonld obviate that.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: There
is no need for a definite instrnetion of the
kind. I shall bring the matter under the
notice of the director. If stay orders have
been issued without the knowledge of the
farmers concerned, I have not heard of it.

Mr. DONEY: T do not mind how th= end
is achieved, but I know there have been in-
stances, and some action is necessary. 1
aceept the Minister’s assnrance, and ask
leave to withdraw the amendment.

Mr. MARSHALL: I hope the amend-
ment will not be withdrawn., The Miuister
would bave no knowledge of an application
being granted and would be unaware of
whether the farmer was notified. The Minis-
ter personally does not administer the Aect.
The amendment might be amended by strik-
ing out the words “by telegram.”

Mr. DONEY: Perhaps the Minister will
explain to the hon. member how my rdesire
will be met.

Hon. P. Collier: He will give a general
instruction.

Myr. DONEY : I am quite satisfied with the
Minister’s assurance.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
Act requires that, when a stay order is
issued, notification shall be sent immediately
to the farmer and to all ereditors. It might
not reach a farmer any quicker if i3 were
sent by telegram as against letter.

Mr. Marshall: I am not concerned ahout
sending it by telegram.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: A
farmer will be notified immediately, I ean-
not understand that this has not already
been done. .

Mr. Marshall: You mav he responsible,
hut the poor wreteh of a farmer may have
no knowledge of the stay order.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS: When a
stay order is issued, the director gets into
touch with the farmer and the creditors
immediately. Most stay orders are issued at
the instigation of the farmers, not of the
creditors. I cannot believe that there is
any need to insert such a definite instruetion
in the Act,

Mr. MARSHALL: I move—
That the amendment be amended by strik-
ing out the words ‘‘hy telegram.’’

Some fasrmers might he informed as quickly
by letter or telephone message as by tele-
gram.

Amendment on amendment put and
passed.

Amendment, as amended, put and nega-
tived.

Clause put and pessed.

Clause 5—agreed to.

Clause 6—Amendment of Sections 3 and
7-

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move
an amendment—

That the following words be added:—¢‘Or
if the -director consents to his eontinuing in
Possession, *’

This will make the clause more clear.

Amendment put and passed; the eclause,
as amended, agreed fo.

Clause 7—agreed to.
Clause 83—Amendment of Seetion 10:

Mr. PIESSE: I hope the Minister will
see that some amendment is made to Sub-
clause 4, in order to prevent the possibility
of the largest creditor being able to block
the resolution of the meeting.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The rea-
son for this eclause is that if a creditor does
not turn up at the meeting, we bind him by
the resolution that is carvied.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 9—Amendment of Section 11:

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move
an amendment—

That after ‘‘ereditor’’ in line 21 the words,
‘‘and order another meeting of the farmer’s
creditora to be convened by the director and
held at such time and place as the direetor
shall determine’’ be added.
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Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 10-—agreed to.
Clause 11-—Amendment of Seetion 13:

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move
an amendment—

That the words ‘‘at the request of the
rarmer and'’ be struck out and the following
aubclauses be added:—

(2.) The owner of the machinery may, sub-
ject as hereinafter provided, at any time and
irgm time to time, make application to the
director for such conseni, and the director
shall aceeds to the application unlesy in hie
opinion it will be necessary to use the machi-
nery for the purpose of taking off or putting
in a crop on the farm during the current or
next ensuing season, in which c¢ase he may
retuse the application and the owner shall
thereupon become entitled to the rights here-
inafter defined,

(3.) The said owner shall, in such case as
aforesaid, have the right to prove against the
proceeds of the said crop when received for
an amount equal to the whole balance unpaid
and duc or to become due under the hire-
purchase agreoment (including irnterest ae-
crued due under the agreement on any aver-
due instalment at the date of the applica-
tion) if such amount does not exceed the sum
of fifteen pounds, but if it does exceed that
sum, he shall be entitled to prove for fifteen
poends or a sum equal to one quarter of the
said balance (including interest as aforesaid)
whicliever is the greater sum: provided that
in no case shall the said owner be entitled to
prave for more than seventy-five pounds.

(4.) No claim (not being a claim for fer-
tilisers or hags or twine supplied or for
money advanced to pay the price thereof or
to pay for the insurance of the farmer’s crops
or advanced pursuant to any resolution of the
ereditors with or without interest on any sum
so advanced at 2 rate not exeeeding current
bank rate) shall be payable out of the said
crop proceeds in priority to the ¢laim of the
owner of the said maechinery.

(8.) In case an application is so refused as
aforesaid no further similar application shall
be made, except at the instance of the diree-
tor or pursuant to a resclution of the ecredi-
tors, until the relative crop has been taken
off or put in, as the ¢ase may be.

This is to obviate the trouble that originated
with the machinery merchants, and put the
whole business on a better basis. It was
agreed that this amendment shonld be moved
in fairness fo the machinery merchants, who
ghould have some recompense for the use of
their machinery,

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed {o.
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Clause 12—Insertion of new section after
Section 13:

On motions by Minister for Lands the fol-
lowing amendments were agreed to:—

Line 15—Strike out the words ‘‘at is”’ and
ijnsert in lieu thereof the words ‘‘as it.”’

Line 16—Ingert after the word ‘‘corn-
sacks’’ the words ‘‘or bags or twine.”’

Line 18—Insert after the word ‘‘pay’’ the
words ‘‘such price or to pay.’’

Line 19—Insert after the werd ‘‘erops’’
the words, ‘‘with or without interest on any
money so advanced at a rate not excceding
the current bank rate.’’

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move
a further amendment—

That to paragraph (b) the following pro-
viso be ndded:—'*Provided that nothing in
this paragraph shall prejudice the rights of
the grantee of any duly registered Dill of
sale.”’

Ii has been contended that the clause may
interfere with existing registered liens or
mortgages, but this amendment will make
it elear.

Amendment put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move
an amendment—

That in line 2 of Subelavse 2 the
“faggignment’’ be struck out.

Hon. M. F. Troy: Whyt

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Because
we are endeavouring to exclude wheat or-
ders, and ‘“‘assignment” might be taken as
covering a wheat order.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

word

New clause:
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move—

That a new eclause, to stand as Clause 11,
be inserted as follows:— .

€411, There is hereby inserted in the prin-
cipal Act, after section twelve there(_)f, a new
section as Tfollows:—Policies of insurance
protected. 12A. The property and iaterest
of any farmer in any poliey effected on Iis
own life shall, to the extent to whieh it is
protected against legal process under section
two of the Life Assurance Companies Amend-
ment Act, 1903, be unaffected by any stay
order or resolution of creditors under this
Aet.’’

The amendment will make it clear that life
insurance policies of farmers will be pro-
tected.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. J. C. Willeock: Who will pay the
premiums on a policy to keep it intact?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
farmers will make the necessary arrange-
ments.

Hon, M. F. TROY: Why should the sur-
render value of a life insurance policy be
exempted? Protection is being granted the
farmers because of their debts to other peo-
ple. If that is the policy, why should this
exemption be granted?

The Minister for Lands: Life insurance
policies are not assignable under any Aect;
therefore why make them so under the Bill?

Hon. M. . TROY : It does not appear fo
he reasonable.

The Minister for Lands: Bnt surely that
is fair.

Hon. M. F. TROY: It is a question of
payment of debts. One man may invest bis
savings in property or stock and if he geis
into diffeulties, those investments have to be
surrendered under the ordinary legal pro-
cess.

The Chief Secretary: That is not so.

Hon. M. F. TROY: Not if money is in-
vested in stoek?

The Minister for Lands: It would apply
to stock.

Hon. M. F. TROY: Yet if thal man were
to invest his money in a life insurance
policy, that security is to be deslt with on a
different basis.

The MINTSTER ¥OR LAXDS: Under
the Life Assuranee Companies Aci Amend-
ment Aet of 1905, provision is made
that “the property and inferest of the

assured in a policy effected upon his
own life shall not be liable 1o be
applied . . . . in payment of his debts by
any . ... proeess of any rcourt. and shail

not, in the event of bankruptey, pass to the
Official Receiver or the trustee or assignee
of his estate.” All that is sought by the
new ¢lause is fo place the farmer in the same
position, Why pass a Bill under which a
farmer will not have the protection that he
has under the Bankruptey Aect?

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I disagree en-
tirely with the views of the member for Mt.
Magnet, and support the clause. It would
be wrong to include any provision that might
give creditors an opportunity to attack the
equity in a life insurance policy,

The Minister for Lands: The prineiple is
already accepted in other legislation.
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Hon. W, D, JOHNSON: Of course it is.
The member for Mt. Magnet seeks to draw
a8 comparison between an ordinary invest-
ment and a life insurance poliey. Should a
man invest money in ordinary types of
securities, be hopes to secure a return dur-
ing the currency of his life; if he insures
his life, it is for the benefit of his wife and
family after his death. Unless the new
clause be agreed to, there is danger that the
equity in an insuranece policy will be
affected.

Hon. M, F. TROY: I do not propose to
oppose the clause allogether, but it appears
to me rather unfair legislation. If a man
were to place his money in the Savings Bank
and got into difficulties, he would have to
draw on his funds. For my part, I would
not insure myself for I do not think the in-
surance ecompanies have always been quite
fair.

New ¢lause put and passed.

New claose:

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move—

That a new clause, to stand as Clause 14,
Lo inserted as follows:—*‘Exemption {rom
stamp duty. 14. Therc is hereby inserted in
the principal Act, after section fourteen
thereof, a new sertion as follows:—14A. Any
power of attorney given by a farmer to a re-
c¢eiver or any pther person for the purposes
of this Act or to facilitate the carrying into
effeet of any resolution of creditors, shall he
exempt from stomp duty.’?

This will make the usual provision.

Hon. J. C. Willcoek: How much will it
cost?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : The
charge will vary according to the amount. I
think the Committee will agree to the new
clause.

Hon. M. F. Troy: Why should we?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : The
amount involved is small, We find money
from another source to assist the farmer,
and if we do not agree to the new clause, we
will simply ask him te pay £1 or so for re-
quiring him te do something in order that he
muy take advantage of the provisions of the
Bill.

Hon. M. F. TROY: Again we have more
class legistation. If an ordinary individual
gives & power of attorney to someone else, he
must pay the usnal stamp duty. Why should
the farmers be exempt? They are getting
distinet benefits under the Bill. The present
Parliament has been responsible for more
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class legislation than any other Parliament
during the past 20 years. We are giving
everything to others nowadays. The Gov-
ernment are even running round the country
offering the farmers 15s. if they will employ
a man. This is at a time when others are
walking about the country starving. This
wretched miserable Government at all times
consider their own supporters, but cannot
provide a shilling for the battlers who made
the State. A lot of people have never
tried to pay their debts. They have fine
homes and billiard tables. I know hundreds
of such people. I want to help those who
are really in need of consideration, those
who are triers.

The Minister for Lands: That is what we
are doing lere.

Hon. M. F. TROY: No. There are thou-
sands of good triers and there are very many
who have never tried in their lives. This
legislation will be the bridge over which they
will travel along the road to greater liabili-
ties. Now they need mnot pay stamp duty
which every other man in the ¢ommunity is
obliged to pay.

The Minister for Lands: There are many
who have been crippled by buying billiard
tables on the hire purchaze system.

The CHAIRMAN: We are not discussing
billiard tables,

Hon, M. F. TROY : Many farmers ave
using this legislation to tide them over. If
they had their duwe, they would be off the
land.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: T must dissociate
myself from the remarks of the member for
Mt. Magnet. Because he cannot get con-
sideration for the prospector whom he repre-
sents, he thinks other people should receive
no consideration. That is not fair, We want
to get the maximum eonsideration for people
whenever possible, provided the proposition
is a just one. We are dealing with farmers
who are in financial difficulties, men who
have to take advantage of the Farmers’
Debts Adjustment Aet. Various Acts have
been abused. I could relaie abuses under
the Mining Development Act, but single in-
stances of abuse of Government relief do
not justify the cessation of such help. When
abuse occurs, we must tighten up the law to
ensure that assistance is granted only to
genuine cases. There are farmers who
genuinely deserve help, not because they are
bad farmers, not becanse of their own acts,
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but because of cireumstances beyond their
control.

Hon. M. F. Troy: I gnarantee that every-
thing I have mentioned has happened.

Hon. W. ID. JOHNSON: Bu! the hon.
member, in obtaining instances of abuse,
must have passed over many genuine cases,
To show a fair balance, he should have
guoted the hundreds of cases in which the
Act has been of great service to the farmer.
If a man has a motor car or a billiard table,
or is able to pay his debts, he will not get
a stay order. He is subject to examination
by the director and has to run the gauntlet
of a meeting of ereditors, who can judge
of the fairness of his dealings. Ouly where
he ean satisfy the director and tle creditors
does he get the protection of the Act. We
should not saddle such a man with stamp
duty. I am surprised at the attijude of the
member for Mt. Magnet. Scores of times
I bhave assisted him fo get protection of
this kind for workers and for other indus-
tries. At no period in the State’s history
bave the men on the land needed greater
consideration that they do at present. I
commend the Government upon having in-
troduced this measure of protection and
assistance for worthy cases.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
measure will apply, not to the misfits, but
to the men whom the creditors feel they are
justified in carrying on, and they are not
the elass of farmer referred to by the mem-
ber for Mount Magnet. There may be one
or two of the kind he instanced.

Hon. M. F. Troy: There are many whom
the banks would not take back again.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: T re-
ferred to men who had been discharged
from the Aect. Perhaps some of them are
amongst those the hon. member has in mind.
I hope the hon. member will not press his
opposition.

New clanse put and passed.

Title—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments.

BILL—WORKERS' COMPENSATION,
In Commitlee.

Mr. Richardson in the Chair; the Min-
ister for Works in charge of the Bill,

Clause 1—agreed to.
Clause 2—Commencement :

[ASSEMBLY.]

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I move
an amendment—

That the word ' ‘September’? be struck out,
and ‘‘October’’ inserted in lien.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 3—Agreed to.
Clause 4—Interpretation:

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: I move an amend-
ment—

That in the definition of employer, after
ll(b)” illsel‘t ‘I'or (d).’l

I am submitiing this amendment in the
hope that the debate on this particular part
of Clause 4 may be postponed until a de-
cision is arrived at as to the dofinition of
“worker,” where I also desire to move an
amendment. I hope it will be possible to
do this.

The CHAIRMAN: Arrangemenis may
perbaps be made to reecommit the clause
after the Bill has been dealt with. It is
not possible to postpone consideration of a
part of the clause and then go back over
something that has already been passed.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: Will the Minister
undertake to recommit this clause?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I know
the hon. member’s intention is to amend the
definition of “worker” by increasing the
amount which defines him as a worker from
£400 to £300. I am not prepared to agree
to such an amendment, but, if the hon.
member’s amendment is carried, I will re-
commit the claunse.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: On that under-
standing I will withdraw my amendment
meanwhile,

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Hon, A. McCALLUM : I move an amend-
ment—
That in the definition of ‘‘worker’’ the

word ‘'four'’ be struck out and *‘five’’ in-
gserted in lieu.

This definition deals with the income a man
may have earned for the 12 months preced-
ing an accident. As things are, only if he
is earning £400 or less does he benefit from
the provisions of the Act. I would point
out that there are pieceworkers in the fim-
ber industry, the mining industry and the
printing industry, and other workers who
may sometimes earn over £400 in a year.
When the port of Fremantle is busy, those
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engaged on the wharf, by working long
hours, may also earn over £400 in a year.
Members opposite are always wanting men
to work, but if they work harder than ever
and earn more ihan the amount stipulated
in the Act, they will be deprived of any
compensation under it. I am not asking
for anything outrageous. I cannot see why
a man drawing £400 should be covered and
one receiving £500 shonld be debarred. The
correet thing would be to cover the worker
irrespective of his earnings. If he meets
with an acecident in his industry, he should
he compensated on the basis of wlat he bas
carned in the preceding 12 months. I hope
the amendment will be agreed to.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If that
is the hon. member’s argument, why have
any limit whatever? T agree that some men
earning over £400 could be classed as work-
ers, but they are covered under the employ-
erg’ liability, and at a lower rate than they
would be covered under the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aect, The Act which this Bill
seeks to amend has been in operation for
five years, and the £400 has stood for the
whole of that time., Nowadays this amount
will cover a great many men who have not
been covered for the past four vesrs. The
Government are of opinion that the amoung
should not be altered, and I therefore can-
not agree to the amendment.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK: We are living
in peculiar times, and do not know what
will happen to our curreney. There may
be inflation at any time. If that eame
about, quite a number of people would be
put outside the Act altogether. We do not
want the worker to be affected merely be-
cause there is a change in the value of
money. When men are taking risks in the
industries in which they are engaged, those
industries should be prepared to provide
eompensation for injury or death.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. KENNEALLY : There is no just rea-
son for excluding from compensation any
worker in industry. The amount required
for insurance need not increase because of
the amendment. Provision exists already
for insuring persons receiving above the ex-
isting maximum. The intention of the Bill
is to constitute a fuod covering not only
workers' compensation, but also employers’
liability and Common Law liability. People
in receipt of a salary ususlly live fairly
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well up 6o it; and those injured in industry,
whether receiving bhigh pay or low pay,
should he covered against accident.

Mr. MARSHALIL: I support the amend-
ment, Industry should carry its own dere-
licts. This question should loug ago have
rectived more consideration. Men, women
and echildren who in seeking their livelibood
betome incapacitated, should not he made
responsible for healing themselves of injur-
ies received in the course of their employ-
ment. With the £400 limitation, of two men
working side by side in a mine, one might
be protected and the other not. A man
working on a machine at Wilana would not
receive compensation if he were injured,
while an unskilled labourer alongside him
would be compensated if he met with an
accident. The same thing would apply to
their respective dependants in case of a fatal
accident, Men will not work on tribute or
under contract if they are to be deprived
of protection. Hon. members opposite eon-
stantly urge piecework, and to some extent
that beiief has gained ground among em-
ployees. At Wiluna, for instance, work is
mainly under contract. The Minister will
contend that such workers showld insure
themselves.  However, this Bill deals not
with the right of a man {o insure himself,
but with the right of industry to carry the
whole burden of its derelicts. Even £500 a
year is only about £9 10s. 2 week. A man
might be earning at the rate of less than
£400 annually for eight or nine months of
the year, and by working on contract for
the remainder of the year might be in re-
ceipt of more than £400 and thus find him-
self deprived of the henefits of this measure.
Timber hewing iz particularly dangerous
work, and hewers are mostly on piece work.
The burden of insurance under the amend-
ment will not be greater than it has been in
the past, because wages have a dowanward
trend and cousequently premiums will be
less, A maximum of £500 would promote
smooth working. A worker earning £500
might have domestie responsibilities reduec-
ing_his effective income below that of a man
earning, say, £400, and in case of a fatal
accident the family of the former would not
receive compensation while that of the latter
would. The amendment will obviate anom-
alies that are bound to arise under the Bill
as it stands, particularly where prospectors
and tributers are concerned.



3204

Mr. H. W. MANN: The definition of
“worker” emphasises a matter that has been
exercising my mind for some time. I have
diseussed with the Minister for Mines and
with members representing mining constii-
uencies, the position of certain miners who
had been foreced out of the industry. In
one instance, two of the men were members
of a contract party formed fo expedite the
sinking of the shaft at Wiluna. One man
had been out of the industry for three or
four years and had been called up by the
under-manager to form a team to force
on the sinking of the shaft more speedily.
One of the men this individual called to his
assistance had also been out of the industry
for some years. The team was arranged and
the men, in finishing the work, earned up
to £12 a week per man. When the job was
finished, the man who had arranged the feam
was offered a position of shift boss in the
mine but he failed to pass the bacteriological
test. While those men were earning £12
per week, they were outside the scope of this
legislation. They were genuine workers
called from the agricultural industry back
to the mining industry. Having in mind
such instances, the Minister should consider
the amendment seriously. If he does not
agree to the amendment, how can the mea
I have referred to be protected? Does it
mean that such men must slow down so as to
earn under a certain amount, or must they
accept a confract price that will enable
them to earn less than the amount stated in
the Bill?

Mr. Marshall: It means they will not take
the work on.

Mr. H W. MANN: I regard the amend-
ment as equitable.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I am
surprised {60 hear some members say that
I seek to deprive the workers of some
benefit they now possess, The Workers’
Compensation Act has been in operation
since 1924 and the provision regarding £400
appears in that Act. I am including the
same amount in the Bill, so how ean I he
accused of depriving the workers of some-
thing they already have? .

Mr. Panton: The provision regardin
£400 was not in the Bill introduced by the
member for South Fremantle.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I did
not say so; I said it was included in the Aect.
When it is & question of collecting the con-

tributions or premiums, we will have to fix

[ASSEMBLY.]

the amounts on the wages paid. If a man
earned £800, twice as much would vave to
be paid as in the case of & man earning
£100, but they would be entitled to the same
bepefits. 1 introduced the Bill to reduee
the burden on industry. To-day the E4U0
agreed to wken the Act was passed in 1924
is worth £456, because of the reduced cost of
lving. If we are to compare the Aect of
1924 with the Bill of 1931, the comparison
must be, on the point at issue, betwesn £400
and £456, Of course, if we did agree to
the amendment, it might mean that we would
collect heavier preminms from those draw-
ing the higher wages and be able to reduce
the premiums paid by those in receipt of
Jower wages, but I do not want to do any-
thing that will inerease the burden on in-
dustry.

Hon, A. MeCALLUM: The only argument
advanced by the Minister against the amencé-
ment is that because it has been so, it must
continue to be. The Minister aetually asks
the Committee to reverse their decision of
1924, We agreed to £500, bui when it came
to a conference with the managers repre-
senting the Legislative Council, we had to
ecompromise on £400 in order to get vertain
other provisions agreed to. Thus the Min-
ister is aetnally asking the Committee to
go back on its previons decision to the
extent of £100 a year. In some earlier re-
marks he made, the Minister suggested that
the workers in receipt of more than £400
could be eovered by the Employers’' Lia-
bility Aet, but that is not so. The latter
Act deals with totally different matters. It
is seldom that a worker will take the risk
of fighting & case under the Employers
Liability Act, the provisions of which are
most treacherous, and not ome in a score
of workers who have teken action have heen
successful under that Act. If the Minister's
arguments were sound, there would be no
necessity for the Workers' Compensation
Act where those workers were concerned. I
know of many instances in which, owing to
their generosity, companies have agreed to
apply the provisions of the Workers' Com-
pensation Aet to men in reeeipt of more than
the specified wage. Then, again, why should
a man be deprived of the benefits of the
Act merely hecause of spedial circumstances
in an industry? A tributer may work for
three or four years without striking any-
thing rich. Then in one year he may make
a decent find. Should he meet with an acei-
dent in that year, he will be regarded as
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outside the scope of this measure. The
timber industry fluctnates. When big orders
are received, men work from daylight to
dark and draw a large cheque. When the
contract is cut out, it may be years before
they have the opportunity to get such work
again. Should any one of those men meet
with an accident when working at greai
pressure, he would not be entitled to the
benefits of the Workers’ Compensution Act.
Will the Bill give encouragement to the
principle of payment by results, which is
said to lead to a greater output with de-
creased cost of production? It will have
a discouraging effect, TFrom that point of
view, £400 is too low., In the Eastern Statea
some of the Acts include more than £400.

The Minister for Works: Two include
smaller amounts.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: In the outbnei
parts of the State wages are generally
higher than in the cities in the Eastern
States. Does the Minister suggest that we
should allow a man in Sydney to earn £150
more than our workers, and yet have the
benefit of similar legislation there? Com-
pare the position of the waterside worlers
in Sydney with those working here. It
means that the lumper in Sydoey can enrn
£3 a week more than a lumper at Fremantls
or other ports heve, and still get the benc-
fit of the Workers’ Compensation Aet.
And it applies to the waterfront even as
far north as Wyndham. There is neither
equity nor justice in that, The Minister said
it would advantage the fund. If he gets his
way in this, it will permit him to lower the
rates. Whichever way we view if, the £500
will be an advantage. In 1924 I firied to
get the limit up to £500. This House ap-
proved, but another place would not agree,
and so we had to compromise. All the facts
and all the evidence are in favour of the
amendment. Merely becanse another place
forced on us the £400 limit, is no reason why
the Minister should endeavour to maintain
that amount. The Minister, later in the Bill,
reduces the henefits contained in the old Aet,
and so he could well give us this. All the
mining companies in Collie have said that
the £400 limitation should not apply. They
run their own fund, make an agreement
with the unions, and pay. There is no rea-
son why the coal miners of Collie should be
outside this law. Why should this figure he
fixed to debar that industry from participa-
tion in workers’ compensation? Indeed,
there could be no limit whatever to the
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wage earned by a worker under the Work-
ers’ Compensatioi Aet. I appeal to the
Minister either to give his supporters a free
band in this issue, or alternafively to realise
that the case he has put up cannot stand
examination, that the logie is with us. If
we were aiming at a limit of £1,000, there
might be some reason for the Minister’s
opposition; but surely even he can see that
& limit of £500 is not too high. With the
provision of the State fund, the Minister
has a stronger case than we had with which
to face another place with the proposal for
£500.

The Minister for Works: I will make a
compromise. I will give you this, and you
will give us the rest of the Bill.

Hon, A. McCALLUM: If I were to take
the amendments of which the Minister has
given notice, I would conclude that we are
not likely to get much from him. He is
vesisting this, and T am afraid he is going
to resist all our proposed amendments. On
the strength of his treatment of the Second
Schednle and other provisions of the Aet,
he is in a position to bargain with another
place for this proposed inerease of the wage
limit. Altogether he is in a better position
to get that £500 from another place than we
were, Surely we ave asking bnt very little,
after all.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I have
had some experience of the Workers’ Com-
pensation Act since I have heen a Minister,
and I know that when it comes to a question
of bow much per annum the worker is earn-
ing, the legal fraternity go back three years
in order to determine the amount. Also, I
find the lumpers are insured at the rate of
£7 per week. However, I agree there is a
lot in the arguments of members opposite.
For instance, in the Eastern States the limit
is higher than £400. In Queensland it is
£520.

Mr. Kenneally: In some places outside of
Australia there is no limit.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I do
not know of them. My only reason for op-
posing this amendmen{ is that it adds a
further burden on industry. However, to
show my reasonableness, I will accept the
amendment.

Hon. M. F. Troy: That will save a lot of
talking.

Amendment put and passed.
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Hon. A, MeCALLUM: I move an amend-
meni— ‘

That in line 2 of the definition of ‘* worker’’
after **year™' the worus ‘‘ (exclusive of pay-
ments lor overtume and other special pay-
ments aud allowances)’’ be inserted.

In a great many instances to-day these
special payments and allowances are not
counted in as part of the wage. However,
that is not the law.

The Minister for Works: You have the
extra £100 now.

Hon. A, MeCALLUM: But this may be
for overtime, or by way of distriet allow-
ance, or as a special bonus for skill or in-
vention.

Mr. H. W. Mann: You are going to kill
the case I put up, of the contractor earning
more.

Hon. A, McCALLUM: No, this is merely
providing that if a man is paid for overtime
or gets a district allowance or some special
payment, if is not to be counted in his
yearly wages,

The Minister for Works:
must be.

Hon, A. McCALLUM: No, in a great
nmany instanees now it is not counted in,
If a man works mueh overtime in one year
and little in the next year, why should that
make the difference between his being en-
titled to compensation or otherwise? If a
man works in Kalgoorlie or on the Muvehi-
son and receives a district allowance, why
should the receipt of the distriet allowance
put him outside the law? He receives the
district allowance or speeial payment for
some sacrifice or discomfort endured. A
man working on drainage might receive
‘“wet” pay, but in undertaking that work
he incurs great risk. Because of the risk
he is granted extra pay, but he should not
be put outside the compensation law. Othe:-
wise, what the worker is given in one way
is taken from him in another way.

My H. W. MANN: I cannot support the
amendment. A man might be engaged on
shearing in the North for five or six manths,
and while engaged would be earning more
than the amount stated in the definition. If
he then accepted a position in the south
for the rest of the year at lower pay, the
member for Bouth Fremantle wonld evi-
dently have those earnings ignored.

Hon. A. McCallum: The clause says “a
year” The practice is to count back from
the time of the aeceident.

Of course it

[ASSIKMBLY.]

Mr. H. W. MANN: -Compensation should
be paid on the earnings received in the
lower paid job.

Hon. A. MeCallum: That is what is done.

Mr. H W. MANN: A man goes to the
Wyndham Meat Woarks for four or iive
months and for working in that trying eli-
mate receives a high rate of pay. Return-
ing south, he eomes under the southern
award. Does the member for South Fre-
mantle suggest that his earnings in the North
should be averaged?

Hon. A. McCallum: You have got hold
of the wrong end of the stick. We are con-
sidering whether the man should come with-
in the provisions of workers' compensation,
not the basis on which eompensation should
be assessed.

Mr. H. W. MANN: If the hon. member
is not seeking to make that point, I have
nothing more to say.

Mr, KENNEALLY: The question is
whether overtime and speeial payments
should be considered in this or other clauses
of the Bill. When it comes to assessing
eompensation for an accident, the Minister
provides that overtime shall not be consid-
ered. What earthly reason is there, then,
for including overtime in the definition of
a worker?

Hon. 8. W, Munsie: Overtime should nat
be considered in determining whether a
worker comes under the Act.

Myr. KENNEALLY: The member for
Perth must favour the amendment. A man
goes North and works under harsh condi-
tions and receives additional pay for it.
The object of the amendment is to make
clear that the extra pay is given for the
harsh conditions, and shall not affect the
worker’s eligibility for compensation.

The Minister for Works: Then I think we
should have made the amount £400.

Mr. KENNEALLY: T could understanit
overtime heing included or exeluded in hoth
instances, but the Bijll in its present form
would inclnde overtime under the definition,
and exclude it when ealevlating compensa-
tion. The Minister cannot have it bhoth
wavs. He should be eonsistent and exclude
overtime in hoth instances. It cannot he
argued that the exelusion of overtime would
inerease the eost of workers’ compensation
to industry. The Bill provides that when
the commissioners are assessing the rate,
they shall eonsider, among other things, the
amount of money in hand from the previons
year, the amount of revenue likely to he re-
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ceived, and the probable liability for the
ensning year. If the amendment is passed,
there will be no disability to industry, be-
cause the commissioners will consider the
surplus in the fund and reduce the rate
acecordingly.

Mr. SAMPSON: I cannot agree with the
member for East Perth that the Minister
wants it both weys. 1f a worker is entitled
to claim compensation for an accident sus-
tained while working overtime, his over-
time earnings should be taken info consid-
eration when determining who is to come
within the definition of worker, Otherwise
no consideration is given to the em-
ployer when a man’s earnings exeeed £500.
Since compensation is provided for that,
and since it is asked that it shall not be
counted in the £500, I submit it is not an
equitable proposition. We should have the
one point or the other. In the amendment
it is suggested that both shall be approved.
Tn the case of overtime there is some jus-
tification for compensation being paid. If
a man receives cver £500 he gets no com-
pensation,

Hon. A. McCallum: Overtime does not
enter into the question.

Mr. SAMPSON: The amendu:went is not
equitable.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I have
already agreed to raise the amount from
£400 to £500. Now members want to go
further. I would point out that the dis-
triet allowance is given to certain Govern-
ment officials in Kalgoorlie. I do not know
that the amendment is contained in any
other Act in the world. I have mel mem-
bers opposite balf-way, but they do not
seem prepared to meet me in any way. The
provision they now ask for was not con-
tained in the Bill they brought down. When
wages are taken into consideration they are
usually taken on the three-years i>asis in the
case of fributers or contractors, Even the
schedule makes that provision. Now that
we have gone to £300 we have gone far
enough.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: It is not a ques-
tion of a man receiving £500 leing outside
the Act. but a question whether he should
be outside the Act if he has worked a lot
of overtime and receives extra pay, or has
performed special services for which he has
heen paid. Extra remuneration for work
of that kind should not deprive a man of
compensation. The member for Swan is
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erguing from the wrong point of view, If
a man is injured while he is working over-
time, his eompensation would not be based
on his overtime rates.

Mr. Sampson: Tbe employer pays ae-
cording to the wages the injured man is re-
ceiving.

Hon. A. McCALLUM: The employer
pays according to the amounts appearing
on the wages sheet.

Mr, Panton: Sometimes.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: We want either
the overtime ecounted in both cases, or cut
out in hoth cases.

The Minister for Works: The employer
pays the premium, not the worker.

Hon. A. McCALLUM: The worker pays
more preminm than the employer. From the
moment the worker ceases work, following
on an accident, he is paying ouat half his
wages. He pays out in a fortnight more
than an employer pays in a year.

The Minister for Works: That does nof
affect this clause.

Hon, A. MeCALLUM: In the majority
of cases the worker pays 50 times more
than the employer does. The smendment
deals with people who are working under
abnormal conditions. It is not a question
of the annual wage that the man is get-
ting, but of not calculating in that annual
wage remuneration that is paid for special
disabilities and speecial handicaps. If the
Minister is immovable on this point he
must have the overtime rates cut out of a
later clause.

Mr. MARSHALL: The Government are
evidently under the impressien that fthis,
amendment will be advantageous to the em-
ployee only, whereas it will be detrimental
to employers if the Minister does not accept
it. Let me instance the case of certificated
engine-drivers on the goldfields. If ene of
these becomes ill, his place has to be taken
by a eolleague because it is impossible to
pick up such a skilled man at shert notice.
In order to cope with the situation one of
the other certificated engine-drivers on the
mine may have to work a good deul of over-
time, and thus add to his annua! income.
At the same time by his doing thiz the em-
ployer will save the expense of sending per-
haps a long distance for a man to take the
place of the engine-driver, who may harve
to he away for two or three months, Hence
the employer would become hostile to the



3208

worker for forcing upon him thas unneees-
sary expenditare. Yet the Minister wishes
to penalise the worker who works overtime
to suit the employer, not to snit himself.
If the Minister will not accept the amend-
ment, the question arises whether it will not
be hetter for the skilled worker, instead of
remaining on the goldfields or in the coun-
try, to come to the eity to work. The pur-
chasing power of the sovereign in Kal-
goorlie and on the outer fields is certainly
no greater than it was 12 montls ago. On
the contrary, the eost of living on the gold-
fields has incressed instead of having de-
creased. The fact was acknowledged in the
attitade of the Chamber of Mines when re-
fusing to take advantage of n reduction in
wages. An extra 1s. or 1s. 8d. on the gold-
fields is eaten up by the higher cost of liv-
mmg.  Yet that difference in nominal pay
might mean the worker’s exciusion from
compensation. Thus the tendency of op-
position to the amendment will be to con-
centrate skilled vorkers in the city. Mine
managers do not {desire the Minister to do
what he proposes. The mining industry to-
day is hungry for skilled men. Relieving
hands are men highly skilled in all branches
of mining, and from time to time employed
in various branches. Yet the Minister would
include their additional payment in caleu-
lating whether they should eome under this
legislation. Mining to-day suffers from lack
of skilled miners. Men do not care about
remaining in the industry, and their sons
are shunning it as too dangervus. Never-
theless the Minister is accentuating the ten-
dency to desert the mining industry for
work in the eity.

Hon. 8. W. MUNSIE: I fail to under-
stand the Minister’s antagxoni-m to the
amendment. If any distriet allowance or
overtime brings s worker above the maxi-
mun fixed, he is to he regarded as outside
this legislation. Such cases would be few;
but there are numerous instances where a
worker earns, say, £20 overtime or district
allowance, with the resnlt that his earnings
exceed £400 a vear, If a man’s averape
wages are £200 a year, he cannot receive
more than £2 per week compensation. Over-
time is not to be included so as te increase
his half pay. TYet this provision declares
that the man receiving above the maximum
by reason of district allowance or overtime
is to be ontside the benefits of workers’
compensation. Overtime or distriet allow-
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ance is ineluded in the one case, and ex-
cluded in the other. I am not blaming the
Minister; the Aet as it stands is unfair,

Hon. A. McCALLUM: The Minister has
said that we did not attempt to remedy this
defect in the existing Aet, but against that
eontention L have to point out that our Aet
made no mention whatever of overtime. The
Minister includes overtime in one ease, bui
excludes it in the other. The Bill provides
that overtime is not to be included for the
purpose of ecalculating the weekly allow-
ance,

The Minister for Works: That has been
so for six years.

Hon. A, McCALLUM: I repeat, our Act
did not mention overtime at all. There is
no ineonsistency in my argument for the
exclusion of overtime from this clanse. The
Minister’s attitude is wholly inconsistent, as
he includes overtime in one provision and
exeludes it from another. If overtime is
nat to be mentioned here, the Minister can-
not object to its being excluded elsewhere.
Overtime is not normnal income in the form
of weckly earnings. If it is not to be in-
cluded in the one place, it should not be
included elsewhere.

Mr. KENNEALLY: Does the Minister
propose, if the definition is agreed to in
its present form, to strike oui the reference
to overtime in the schedule? If he does, he
will save a lot of argwment. The Bill re-
yuires it both ways.

The Minister for Works:
the Act.

Mr. KENNEALLY: That is so. But
surely it is not the intention of the Minister
to have it both ways. The member for
South Fremantle endeavoured to rectify the
position six years ago by not mentioning
overtime at all. Reference to overtime was
included in spite of the desires of members
of this Chamber. If we are to use the pay-
ment of overtime to exclude men from the
benefits of the Aect, we should be consistent.
The Minister has quoted figures to show that
Western Australia is by no means the most
liberal in workers’ compensation legislation.

And so does

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

Ayes
Noes

Majority against

| o] 8
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AYES,
Mr. Corboy Mr. Panion
Mr, Cunningham Mr. Raphael
Mr. Hegoey Mr. Sleeman
br. Jobnson Mr. Troy
Mr. Kenneally Mr. Walker
Mr. Lamond Mr. Wansbrough
Mr. Morshall Mr. Willecock
Mr. MeCallum Mr. Wilson
Mr. Munsie Mr. Withers
(Teller.)
Noes.
Mr. Apgelo Mr. McLarty
Mr. Barpard Mr. Parker
Mr. Brown Mr. Patrick
Mr. Dounoy Mr. Piense
Mr. Ferguson Mr. Sampson
Mer. Qrifithg Mr, Scaddan
Mr, Keenan Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. Latham Mr. Thorn
Mr. Lindaay Mr. Wells
Mr. H. W. Mann Mr, North
! (Teller.)
PaIRg
AVES. NOES.
Mr. Collier Sir James Mitchell
Mi. Coverley Mr, Davy
Mr. Lutey Mr. Teesdala
dilz< Holman Mr., J. I, Mann
Mr, Miltington Mr. J. M. Smith

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. A, MeCALLUM: I move an amend-
ment—

That in lines 3, G and 7 of the definition of
““warker’’ the words ‘““or a member of the

emplover's family dwelling in his house'” be
struck out.

These words appear in most workers’ eom-
pensation legislation throughont the world.
If a member of a family works for his
parent but lives in the parents’ home, he is
exeluded from the benefits of that legisla-
tion. I do not know why this provision has
been accepted, or why it has not been re-
viewed long since. I am aware that specious
arguments have been advanced in sapport
of the provision, but I know of a number
of instances, particularly in the farming
and dairying districts, where it has proved
most illogical and unjust. Many farmers
would prefer to employ their sons on their
properties, because they know they will work
better and take greater interest in the oper-
ations. If such a lad lives in the paternal
home, he can receive no benefits in the event
of an accident, even though his parent may
have paid the premiums. I know of an in-
stance in which that happened, and the
parent was not even able to get a refund of
the preminms paid. In my electorate, a
dairyman died and a married son carried on
the farm on behalf of his mother, with whon
he resided. He was killed, but becanse he
lived in the hounse with his mother, it wac
found that he was not covered by the Act.
There may be some justification for such
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a provision in legislation operating in older
conntries of the world, but such justifica-
tion does not arise in a country like West-
ern Australia. T ean see no logieal reason
why a lad who is employed by his father
and lives at home, should not be compen-
sated in the event of an accident. Farwers’
sons are generally employed by their parerts
on machinery and the more risky jobs. Be-
cause they live with their parents, they ave
outside the workers’ eompensation Iaw. We
should encourage the sons of farmers rather
fhan handieap them in this way. This pro-
vision will affeet the people of the agrienl-
tural distriets, more than those residing in
the city.

Mr. PARKER: There seems to be a mis-
understanding as to the Workers’ Compen-
sation Act. People who have met with acei-
dents come into my office, and all seem to
have the idea that workers’ compensation
is an aecident policy in the ordinary accept-
ance of the term, But the real principle of
the Workers’ Compensation Aect is that the
emplover is personally responsible for any
injury suffered hy a worker in his employ.
Obviously the Legislature does not desire
that a parent should be under any legal obli-
gation to a member of his family for any
accident that happens to him whilst he is
assisting the parent. It is taken that the
father naturally would look after his child-
ren.

Mr, Kenneally: If the child is a married
man, where does that argument come in?

Mr, PARKER: Under the Aet, the obliga-
tion is on the emplover to protect his em-
ployees, and inferentially the Legislature has
said that it is not going to taeke away the
obligation of a father to his child. In the ’
circnmstances related by the member for
South Fremantle the children would be far
hetter covered by an accident policy with an
insuranee company, for that would go
farther than the Workers Compensation Aet
in that it would cover any accident at all.
The Workers’ Compensation Aet has noth-
ing to do with insurance, althongh it has
beeome very much involved with insurance,
for every employer with any sense covers
himself by an accident policy. Still, many
workers who suffer injury cannot get eom-
peitsation because their employer, a man of
straw, has not insared under the Aect.

My, Kenneally: But the Bill makes the
State responsible.
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Mr. PARKER: Yes, under the Bill in-
suranee is compulsory. It has been said that
sometimes premiums are paid for men who,
under the Act, are not eligible for workers’
compensation. Of course, some insurance
companies, not reputable companies, will
take any premiums that are offered to them.
Yet they have no right to take them, and the
employer should not pay premiums, except
for men eligible for compensation. How-
ever, I have given the reason why the chil-
dren of employers are not eligible for com-
pensation under the Bill.

Mr. EENNEALLY: The hon. member
said that any sensible employer would
take out an aecident insurance policy. Also
he said that some injured workers could not
receive compensation because their employers
had not insured. Buf the Bill casts the bur-
den of responsibility on a board to be estab-
lished, and so the employer who is a man
of straw disappears and the State becomes
responsible for all cases of injury. The
hon. member says we should be careful about
casting any legal responsibility on a father
for the child’s accident. But the point is
that if a member of the employer's family
working for the employer lives away from
his father’s house, he is entitled to compen-
sation, whereas if he lives in his father’s
kouse he is not so entitled. Why should we
make the question depend upon whether or
not be lives in his father’s house? Is there
any logical reason for it? And suppose
a married son, working for his father, lives
with his wife and family in his father’s
house: why should he not be entitled to com-
pensation in the event of injury? The father
" might not have the means to maintain his
son’s family in the event of that son being
disabled, which is all the greater reason why
the son should be under the Act. The words
proposed to be struck out are “or a member
of the employer’s family dwelling in his
house.” The learned member for Nerth-
East Fremantle, expatiating upon the nat-
ural obligation of a father towards his child,
did not give us a definition of those words
“member of the employer’s family.” Aet-
ually the definition includes a large number
of persons, some of them only distantly re-
lated to the employer. So the argument that
it is undesirable to east on a father a legal
responsibility for his son’s injury does not
hold water, for the provision affects quite a
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large number of people related to the em-
ployer.

Mr. Parker: If the employer’s wife met
with an accident in the kitchen, she could
only bring an action against the employer.

Mr. KENNEALLY: But she would not
be an employee.

Mr. Parker: Of course she would be,
when cooking for all hands on the farm.

Mr. KENNEALLY : Then the hon. mem-
ber who nade so pathetic an appeal to have
the employer’s son excluded from the Aet
is now appealing to have the employer’s
wife included. Are we to legislate that a
stranger shall have eompensation, but that
the most distant relative of the employer,
if living in the employer’s house, shall not
be so entitled? As I have said on another
measure, we shall not get a perfect Bill until
we provide that all in industry shall be
eligible for compensation. I hope the
amendment will be earried.

Mr. MARSHALL: There are probably
hundreds of electors in the North-East Fre-
mantle district desirous of insuring their
children who, though insured, are not en-
titled to compensation.

Mr. Parker: Surely such an employer
would take out an accident poliey.

Mr. MARSHALL: Why should the em-
ployer’s son, daughter or other relative he
treated differently from any other em-
ployee? Two sons might be employed in
the father’s factory, one living in the home,
the other living next-door becaunse there was
not room for him in the home. One would
not be entitled to compensation and the
other would be.

Mr. Parker: The employer eould get bet-
ter benefits under an accident poliey for the
son living under his roof.

Mr. MARSHALL: I am not speaking of
accident insurance.

Mr. Parker: The employer would not have
to pay under this measure for a member of
the family,

Mr. MARSHALL: But why should he
not? A pastoralist has a homestead and
possibly branch homesteads. If a son were
living at the homestead he would not be en-
titled to compensation, while a son living
at one of the branech homesteads would be.
Why should they be treated differently? Tke
member for North-East Fremantle would
place the children of an employer dwelling
in his house on the same footing as an abor-
iginal. I support the amendment.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
real object 15 to lessen the cost to industry
and retain the benefits under workers’ com-
pensation. To insure every child of an em-
pleyer, even a boy going to school and re-
¢eiving Bs. a week for bringing in the
ecows——

Mr. Kenneally: Or the grandmother,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes,
the grandmother engaged in washing up
dishes, or other relative employed in the
business would mean enormously inereased
cost. The idea of making eligible for com-
pensation the children of employers living
away from bome was to provide for mar-
ried members of the family.

Mr. Kenneally: This does not do it.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: It does.

Hon. A. MeCallum: An unmarried son
might be living away from home.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Tt is
diffienlt to draw a line between those whom
we desire to Dbenefit and those residing in
the home of the pavent. If members appre-
ciated the desire to give the fullest possible
henefits to workers injured in industry and
also to relieve industry as much as possible,
they wounld approve of the definition. T
believe there is something in the Bill that
does ecommend itself to members of the Op-
position.

Hon. A, MeCallum: Only one thing.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Then
let us get to it.

Mr. Panton: The Chamber of Commerce
want to get to that one.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Similar
legislation is in existence in many parts
of the world.

Mr. Panton: Why not alter the definition
of “worker”?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: There is
no demand for the alteration.

Mr. Panton: There is no demand for the
Bill.

Mr. Marshall: You would not put your
grandparents on 2 ievel with an aboriginal,
as this Bill does?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I ecan-
not answer for the hon. member.

Mr. Marshall: T am asking you a ques-
tion.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: And T
am not answering it. The amendment wounld
impose a hardship on industry that does not
now exist.

Hon. S§. W. MUNSIE: I support the
amendment. Six or eight months after the

a1t

1924 measure was passed, & man sub-con-
tracted to hew sleepers, and employed his
son. He insured himself and his son under
ithe Workers’ Compensation Aet. The son
had been living in another towm, but when
the contract was taken, he went to live with
his father. The boy met with a severe acei-
dent, and hecaunse he was living in his
father’s house, he received no compensation.

Mr. Parker: His complaint was against
the insnranee policy, not against the Act,

Hon. 8. W. MUNSIE: The father be-
lieved that he had covered his son against
aceident.

Mr., Kenneally: And the ground taken
was nnder the Act.

Hon. 8. W. MUNSIE: The insurance
company nceepted the preminm. Tt is
wrong to do something for the Denefit of
the workers that tends to drive the sons and
danghters from the home.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: A
easual worker is defined as one who is em-
ploved say for half a day, and is not likely
to he employed by the same person again.
In many homes the soms or daughters are
given half-a-crown a week by their parents
for some household duties they earry out.
It is also provided that the board and lodg-
ing a person on a low wage receives shall
he reckoned as worth up to a maximum of
30s. a week. The amendment means that
the son or daughter employed to do a litile
work in the house at half-a-ecrown a week
would have to he insurved on the hasis of
that payment plus the value of the board
and lodging. T admit 1 used to think that
some such provision as that desired should
be made, but I cannot find any other Act
containing it, and I do fear that if it were
emhodied in our legislation it would cause
a great deal of trouble to many fathers and
ptove most unpopular.

Mr. MARSHALL: The JMinister for
Works says that parents would be com-
pelled to insure their children if this amend-
ment were agreed to. The Aet as it is
compels them to do this if they employ
their children in the industry in which they
themselfes are engaged. The only differ-
ence between the Act and the amendment is
that the latter would bring under the Act
members of the employer’s family who were
living under his roof. The Minister is too
parochial and narrow in his ontlook. He is
watehing chiefly the interests of the farmer.
He must remember that farmers employ
only a small fraction of the lahour em-
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ploved in other industries. In those other
industries numbers of fathers employ their
own children to help them in their enter-
prises. If any of those children are in-
Jjured, although they are living under their
parents’ roofs, they should get compensa-
tion, and that is the object of the amend-
ment.

Mr. WITHERS: If the son of a con-
tractor is working with his father, while liv-
ing under his father’s roof, he gets no com-
pensation if he receives an injury in the
course of his work., Thai is most unfair.
If the amendment is not agreed to, the Bill
may have a tendency to force children to
leave the paternal roof sconer than they
should, for fear of meeting with an accident
and getting no compensation for it. I can-
not see why the Government are so per-
sistent about retaining these words in the
Bill.

[Mr. Angelo took the Chasr.]

Hon. M. F. TROY: It is very desirable to
encourage members of a family to have a
common interest and to be prepared to make
a common sacrifice. As a rule the members
of a family on a farm are all partners, and
that always ought to be the understanding.
I do not like to see the head of a family
called upon to provide compensation for the
children. In this country the young man
of 20, who has been brought up on his
father's farm is himself a competent farmer,
and very frequently his work on the farm
obviates the necessity for the employment
of outside labour. The young man often
gets no wages, and therefore would not come
under the Workers' Compenszation Act. In
such cases he would probably receive an
allowance, or his father may give him some-
thing in kind. The danger the Minister
thinks he foresees is not likely to ecome about.
If T had sons and were employing them, I
would insure them under the Workers' Com-
pensation Act. TIn the case of most farmers
and other employers on the land, premiums
are based on the total wages paid for the
year. If the son is a young man, it is a
relief to the father to know that in the event
of the son’s meeting with an accident he will
he dependent, not on the home, but on an
insurance company, Should the son meet
with a serious accident entitling him to £750
compensation, there would be a substantial
provision for bim instead of his being a bur-
den on the home. The case might be met
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by an age limit, say of 17 or 18 years. On
this being reached, speaking personally, L
certainly would insure youths. If an age
limit eould be agreed upon, a compromise
might be reached,

Mr, MILLINGTON: The Minister is par-
ticularly desirous that a liability shall not
be imposed in this case, but he must be care-
ful that in refraining from imposing the lia-
bility he does not deny the father the priv-
ilege of taking advantage of this measure.
[t is an advantage to have a son insured
when he meets with an aceident. Similarly,
insurance in a sick and aecident fund repre-
sents a reserve, Workers’' compensation is
sound business for the community as a
whole. It is a liability, but a worth-while
liability. Objection to the amendment could
be overcome on the lines suggested by the
member for M¢, Magnet. I know the Minister
is particularly concerned about the farming
industry, but here he denies the farmer the
advantages of this measure. Farmers be-
lieve in insurance and the building-up of
reserves, and they will blame the Minister
for what he proposes.

The Minister for Works: Farmers can
take out accident insurance policies.

Mr. Kenneally: If that is the argument,
why have workers’ compensation at all?

Mr. MILLINGTON: This represents the
best form of insurance for workers. The
in¢lusion of the householder will improve
the Bill. If the Mipister ecannot accept the
amendment, I urge him to give further eon-
sideration to the pogition with a view to
submitting an amendment more in keeping
with his ideas. He has indicated that he is
not quite satisfled with the definition as it
stands.

Hon. A. MeCALLUM: I am aware that
the point raised by the member for North-
East Fremantle represents the main argu-
ment in favour of the inclusion of the
words, namely, that it would involve litiga-
tion as between father and child. That is
not what happens because the action is with
the insurance ecompany, although the parent
may appear as the nominal defendant. We
know that the insurance companies have
forced parents to take certain actions under
the Workers’ Compensation Act. Whatever
force there might be in that arpument as
applied to operations under the parent Aet,
it is lost under the provisions of the Bill,
because there can now be no question of legal
action hetween father and son or between
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employer and employee, The only legal
action that can be taken now is against the
commission that is to be set up. The Minis-
ter, to be logical, must see that the objection
referred to by the member for North-East
Fremantle has been set aside. The worker
will not be in a position to sne his employer
but merely the commission. It is no good
arguing that a father should take out a
separate insurance policy to eover his son,
because that is not done. A parent should
not be asked to do so, and he should not ha
asked to provide separate cover merely be-
cause his son lives at home. Take the posi-
tion in the agriemltural industry. One son
may live in his parent’s house, while another
son may live in a house situated on another
part of the same property. The former son
is excluded, while the other son is covered
by the workers’ compensation legislation. Is
that logieal? One of the largest factories in
the State, which has almost a menopoly in
the production of certain lines, was built up
by a father and his two sons. The latter
married and lived at home with the parents.
The father has since died and the sons have
enrried on the business. Because they live
at home, they are not covered by this legis-
lation. Where is the sense in that position?
The suggestion that the inclusion of t!ese
words will avoid unpleasant frietion in fami-
lies owing to litigation does not bear exam-
ination, This particular provision probably
owes its birth to the conditions that obtained
long before workers’ compensation was made
compulsory generally. Now the Minister
has altered the whole fabric of the legisla-
tion, there is no fear of domestic unpleasaut-
ness because workers earning less that the

specified amount will look to the commission,

and not to their employers, for compen-
sation. The Bill takes away the responsi-
bility for compensation from the employers,
As to the ease I first cited, can the Minister
satisfv the Cowmmittee that there is any
justification for refusing the protection of
the Act to a son ecarrying on business for
his mother? Can any argument be ad-
vanced for refusing that son the benefit of
the Aet? In many instances parents think
their children are covered by the Aect, as
indeed they would be if they lived under a
roof other than that of their parents. 1
know of numerous eases in the wheat belt
where the sons of farmers bave been in-
Jjured while working for their parents, and
until that time the parents thought those
[114]
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sons were covered by the Aect. Agsain, to
say that because the wife of the farmer
cocks meals for all hands on the farm she
is an employee of the farmer, reminds me
of a contention put up by a lady member
we once had, that in such circumstances the
wife would be subjeet to Arbitration Court
conditions. Of course that is not so, for
first the relationship between the employer
and the employee would have to be estab-
lished. The Minister bas drafted the Bill
in a manner that gets away from the very
foundation of the argument advanced by
the member for North-East Fremantle. The
old familiar position will have gone if the
Bill becomes law, for ther no legal aetion
will lie as between the employer and his
son working for him; the action, if any,
will lie against the proposed commission.
So where is the necessity for keeping this
provision in the Bill?

Mr. Piesse: Do yom not think we should
reduee the cost before we extend the lia-
bilitv? In South Anstralia it costs only
15 per cent.

Hon. A, McCALLUM: The Minister very
properly is seeking to reduee the cost.
TUnder the new system there will not be 60
or more insurance companies with their
overhead charges. To that extent T am
going to help the Minister to get his new
idea through, for it is am improvement on
ours. I do not want any increase in
charges.

Mr. Piesse: I eannot see how the industry
can afford to pay all this eompensation.

Hon. A. McCALLUM: Perhaps the hon.
member will tell us how the average farmer
ean afford to keep a son who has lost a leg
or an arm. There is the farmer saddled
with his erippled son. Would it not be far
better if compensation were payable for the
injury? It would have been much safer
for the farmer to have paid insurance
premiums. I appeal to the Minister to be
reasonable and to give members of the em-
ployer’s family living at home the benefit
of this insurance.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The Minister for
Lands should realise that the definition
makes no reference to married or unmarried
children. The member for Katanping has
repeatedly asked how the farmers ecan
afford to pay the insuranece preminm.

Mr. Piesse: There are hundreds of farm-

ers who cannot afford to pay the present
rate.
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Mr. KENNBEALLY: This Bill proposes
to reduce the rate constderably.

{Mr. Richardson took the Chair.]

Mr. Piesse: Bring it down to 15s., the
rate that operates in South Australia.

Mr. RKENNFALLY: We want the assist-
ance of the hon. member to bring it down.
The question is not whether the farmer can
afford to pay the premium but whether ke
can afford not to pay it. A son living and
working on his father’s farm might be
killed, and if he were a married man with
a family, the father would have to keep the
dependants. Is it better for the farmer to
take that risk or to be able to insure? The
definition, as printed, wonld inflicti an in-
justice on the farmer.

Mr. Piesse: But the rate is prohibitive.

Mr. KENNEALLY: If the canvassing
eosts of the numerous companies wera
eliminated the rate could be reduced. The
operating expenses of the companies over
four years represented 38 per cent., whereas
those of the State Insurance Office were 2.5
per cent. I is well to remember also that
the measure applies to industries other than
farming. Members should not support a
provision that will exclude any person from
the benefits of compensation simply because
he is a relative of the employer and living
in his dwelling. It would be better to over-
come the difficulty by providing sn ex-
emption for children up to a certain age.
All those engaged in industry within the
£500 limit should be brought within the
seope of the Act.

Mr. SLEEMAN: The Minister has ad-

vanced no logical reason for the inclusion.

of these words. He admits we have brought
forward many arguments in favour of the
amendment.

The Minister for Works: That is the worst
of being so fair,

Mr. SLEEMAN: He argues that a father
would have to insure his son who might be
receiving 2s. 6d. a week for chopping the
wood. The only people who would be cov-
ered would be those who were engaged in
the employer’s business. The grandmother
who was washing up the dishes would not
be included. I know of many cases where
boys are driving their father’s trucks, but
in the event of an acrident they receive no
compensation if they are dwelling under the
home roof.

[ASSEMBLY.]

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

Ayes 18
Noes 18
A tie 0
AYES.

Mr. Corboy Mr. Munsie

Mr. Quaningham Mr. Panton

Mr. Hegney Mr. Raphael

Mr, Johnsen Mr, Sleeman

Mr. Kenneally Mr. Troy

Mr. Lamond Mr. Wansbrough

Mr. Marshall Mr. Willeock

Mr, McCallum Mr. Withers

Mr., Millington Mr. Wilson

(Teller.)
Noga,

Mr. Angelo Mr. McLarty

Mr, Barpard Mr. Parker

Mr, Brown Mr, Patrick

Mr, Doney Mr. Piegse

Mr, Ferguson Mr, Sampson

Mr. Grifiithg Mr. J. M. Smith

Mr. Keenan Mr. Thorn

Mr, Latham Mr. Wells

Mr., Lindsay Mr. North

{Toiler.)

The CHAIRMAN : I give my casting vote
with the noes.

PAIRS.
AYES, Nogs.
Mr, Collier 8ir James Mitchell
Mr. Coverley Mr. Davy
Mr, Lutey Mr. Teegdale
Miss Holman Mr. J. I, Mann
Mr, Walker Mr. J. H. Smith

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. M. F. TROY: T move an amend-
ment—
That after the word ‘‘house’’ the words

““who is under the age of 18 years'’ be in-
serted.

This amendment will remove the objections
of members opposite, who do not want the
head of the house to be held responsible for
compensation for his children who may be
engaged in some casual service in the home,
I do not like legislation which interferes
between parents and their children. When
a boy reaches the age of 18 he becomes a
man, and does the work of a man. It is an
advantage to the farmer to have his son
insured under the Workers’ Compensation
Aect, so that if the son meets with an acci-
dent there shall be provision for him instead
of his being a burden on the family. Insur-
ance against accident is very rarely resorted
to by farmers, largely on account of pro-
crastination. Under the Workers’ Compen-
sation Act the farmer would be compelled
to insure. There have been instances of
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farmers’ sons who have had their limbs eut
off by the binder. In such a case the hoy
becomes a burden on the father, who fre-
quently has not the means to provide for
him.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I op-
pose the amendment. We had better leave
things as they are.

Hon. A. MeCallum: Yes, drop the Bill
and leave things as they are.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
amendment would afford opporfunities for
exploiting the fund. The employer who
was a father would be disposed to use
the fund at every possible opportunity.
He would bhave a personal interest in the
fund though his son. He would not have
such a personal interest through a stranger.
The member for South Fremantle did not
include a provision similar to this in his
Bill.

Mr. SLEEMAN: I support the amend-
ment as being all that is likely to be got
from the Minister. If that hon. gentleman
were really content to leave things as they
are, he would get on very well indeed with
this side of the Chamber.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 10.57 p.m,

Aegislative Council,
Wednesday, 3rd June 1931,
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIQN—SECESSION, ENGLISH
LEGISLATION.

Hon. V. HAMERSLEY asked the Min-
ister for Country Water Supplies: 1, Have
the Government (a)} protested, or (b) will

3215

the Government protest against the inclu-
sion, in the contemplated Act of Westmin-
ster, of sueh provisions as may make it
more difficult for Western Australia to
secede from the Federation, and/or pre-
judice the States respecting such sovereign
rights (sovereign subject to the Imperial
Parliament), as they now possess? 2, If the
answer to (a) is in the affirmative, will the
Government advise Parliament of the terms
of the protestation? 3, If the answer to
{b) is in the negative, will the Government
give Parliament their reasons for not lodg-
ing a protest? 4, Will the Government
give an assurance that, if Parliament ap-
proves of a referendum on secession, there
wili be no delay in seeking the opinion of
the electors?

The MINISTER FOR COUNTRY
WATER SUPPLIES replied: 1, Yes. 2,
It is not usnal to disclose correspondence of
this natore. 3, Answered by No. 1. 4, The
matter will be considered.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

On motion by Hon. J. Nicholson, leave of
absence for six consecutive sittings granted
to Hon. A. Lovekin (Metropolitan) on the
ground of ill-health.

MOTION—STOCK REGULATIONS,
KIMBERLEY CATTLE.

To Inguire by Royal Commission,

HON. G W, MILES (North) [435]: I
move—

That an Honorarv Royal Commission be
appointed to investigate the administration
and application of the regnlations under the
Stock Diseases Act, 1895, as gazetted on the
11th October, 1929, particularly as they re-
late to the restrietion of the movement of
eattle from the Kimberley distriet.

I have not much more to urge in support
of the motion than was said by Mr. Holmes
on the 27th May last when he moved a
motion, the object of which was to secure
the taking of drastic steps to reduce the
cost of primary produetion. I assure the
House that there is no desire on the part
of the West Kimberley growers or of the
pastoralists generally fo interfere with the
stock in clean areas, nor yet with the dairy-
ing industry in the South-West. The regu-
lations referred fo in the motion wers



