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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

ASSENT TO BILL.

Message from the Lieut.-Governor received
and read nofifying assent to the Supply Bill
(No. 2), £1,600,000.

QUESTION—PUBLIC SERVICE,
SUPERANNUATION.

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Premier: 1,
Do the Government affirm the prineiple of
superannuation for public servants on a
contributory basis? 2, Is it the intention of
the Government fo introduce a Bill to pro-
vide for an equitable contributory scheme of
superannuation for public servants during
the present session of Parliament?

The PREMIER replied: Tt is not custom-
ary to announce Government policy through
the medium of a Parliamentary question.

QUESTION-—-PEARCE AERODROME,
BOILERS.

0il Fuel, or Coal and Weod.

Mr. LAMBERT gasked the Premier: In
view of the fact that the Federal Government
ate calling tenders for the installation of
oil-fired boilers at the new R.A. AT station,
Pearce aerodrome, and the fact that this
State possesses abundant supplies of native
fuel, which in cases of national emergency is
always available, will he make representa-
tions to the Federal Government for the sib-
stitution of coal or wood barning boilers?

The PREMIER replied: Yes,
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QUESTION—AEROPLANE FACTORY.

Mr. LAMBERT asked the Premier: As
the Federal Government coniemplate the
crection of a factory in Australia for the
manufacture of aeroplanes, and as this
State would, for economie and strategic rea-
sons, be a most suitable place for the erection
of sueh a factory, will he take measures to
persuade the FKFederal Government, both
dircetly and through the members of the
Federal Parliament representing this State,
to have such a factory ereeted on a suitable
site in this State?

The PREMIER replied: Yes.

QUESTION—TRACTORS FOR
LOG-HAULING.

Miss HOLMAN asked the Minister for
Railways: 1, Were tenders called in connee-
tion with the hauoling of logs by tractors, or
the installing of such tractors, at the No, 2
Railway Mill, Dwellinguap? 2, Was any
such tender accepted? 3, If so, was the
highest tender accepted? 4, Who was the
suecessfu] tenderer?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: 1, Yes. 2, No. All tenders were de-
clined and negotiations initiated. 3 and 4,
As a result of action taken, vide answer to
No. 2, arrangements were made with Messrs.
J. Brown & Son, Spalding & Moore, Owen
Jones, D, Johnson, and W. Frazier, to under-.
take the work.

BILLS (5)—FIRST READING.

1, Indusiries Assistance Act Continuance.

2, Mortgagees’ Righis Restriction Aect
Continuance.

Introduced by the Minister for Lands.

3, Dairy Indusiry Act Amendment,

4, Dairy Products Marketing Regulatiom
Act Amendment.
Introduced by the Minister for Agricul-
ture,
5, Agricultural
(No. 2).
Introduced by Mr. Patrick.

Bank Act Amendment

BILI--FACTORIES AND SHOPS
ACT AMENDMENT.

Read a third time, and transmitted to the
Couneil.
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BILL-FINANCIAL EMERGENCY TAX
(No. 2).

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. N. EEENAN (Nedlands) [4.37]:
I desire fo thank the Premier for his cour-
tesy in allowing me to have this debate ad-
journed from yesterday to to-day, and also
for his further courtesy in taking this Order
of the Day, at my request, before a preced-
ing Order. I can only assure the hon.
gentleman that I feel his courtesy deeply. I
hope an opportunity may arise when I shall
be able to show, by some reciprocity on my
part, that that expression of my appreeia-
tion is entirely sincere. The Bill i a titnlar
successor of a number of similar Bills which
have come down annually in the Parliaments
that preeceded this Parliament, since the year
1832 but the only similarity it has to the
measure of which it is to take the placeisa
similarity in Title. The first statute, passed
in 1232, was for the express purpose of re-
eouping to Consolidated Revenue the ex-
penditure whieh Consolidated Revenue had
suddenly been called upon to bear by reason
of the financial crisis, and which took the
form of unemployment relief and sustenance
and involved many hundreds of thousands
of pounds. That particnlar taxing measure
did not recoup revenue to the extent of the
money that was spent in those directions. It
only partially recouped revenue, for one
reason that it was nof in  operation during
the whole of the year, and for the second
reason that, being a new statute, it was not
enforeed with that accuracy which subse-
quently was attained. The faet is that the
whole of the revenue produced by the statute
was applied to relief of unemployment and,
of course, also to sustenance of labour.
But nowadays the position is entirely differ-
ent. Now this is a taxing measure whigh, it
is computed, will bring in approximately the
same amount as if the law on the statute
book were fo be the law under which the tax
is collested. In other words, it is estimated
that the amount to be received under the
Bill, if it becomes law, will be somewhat near
to £900,000 or £1,000,000. Of that large sum
only an infinitesimal and utterly negligible
amount ¢an he hoped for as an
additional exzpendifure in the way
of unemployment relief or sustenance.
In fact, the position nowadays is
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that this is a taxing measure pure and
simple, and of an income tax character.
Tt merely imposes an additional income tax,
without, however, the qualifications and
conditions for the protection of the tax-
payer which are to be found in the Income
Tax Assessment Act. This position has
been recognised in Sonth Australia, where
there is no special tax, but only an income
tax. The result is that taxation there is
uot only more logical, but also far more
eonsiderate to the taxpayer, becanse, natur-
ally, this legislation in South Australia is
only part and parcel of the general income
tax legislation, and includes all the provi-
sions of inecome tax legislation whieh give
relief to taxpayers. It may be interesting
to the House to know the position in which
Western Australia stands as compared with
the average for all Australian States hav-
ing spevial taxation under tbe head of
either finaneial emergeney tax or some simi-
lar head, except of course South Australia,
where no snch taxation as this is enaected,
That comparison will show that Western
Australia, in regard to taxation of this
character, stands out as being exception-
ally severe. Thus, in the ease of an income
of £600 per annum, the provisions pro-
posed in the present Bill—which by the
way are also, as far as that particular
amount of £600 is coneerned, the present
law—will impose on the Western Austra-
lian taxpayer a burden of 41 per cent. above
the average of all the Australian States.
In the case of an income of £700 annually,
the proposals of the present Bill wil] im-
pose a burden of 52 per cent. above the
average of all the Australian States,

The Premier: Taking inecome tax together
with this?

Hon. N. KEENAN: No; only the special
tax. I wish to proceed with fizures giving
comparisons of special taxes that have been
imposed in consequence of financial emer-
gency as distingnished from ordinary taxa-
which generally bears the name of incoma
tax. In the case of an income of £800 a
vear, the burden to be imposed on the tax-
payer under the proposals of the Bill will
be no less than 65 per cent. above the aver-
age of all the Australian States. In the
case of an income of £800 the burden im-
posed under the provisions of the Bill will
be 77 per cent. above the average of all
the Australian States. These examples T
have put before the House—a comparison
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of the burden imposed by special legisla-
tion in this State and in {he other Ausira-
lian States where special legislation is given
effect to—show that, in respect to those
amounts, that particular percentage of dif-
ference exists. But I may inform the House
that in the case of every income from £200
upwards, the rate of tax proposed in this
Bill is in excess of the average of all the
Australian States for corresponding in-
comes. It is, I suppose, a mere truism to
say that the heavier the burden of taxa-
tion the less there is left for the support
of industry. The taxpayer cannot pay away
income fo the Government on one hand and
keep it to support industrial enterprises on
the other hand. Therefore there is always
an extreme danger to be faced in imposing
any excessive burden of taxation because
if the matter be given proper consideration
it will be recognised that such a course
means the drying up of the well that feeds
the income tax. Unless industries are sue-
cessfully carried on it is obvious that there
will be far less wealth from which income
tax may be derived. So excessive taxation
is the most dangerous possible experiment,
especially in any young and developing
counfry. There is another consideration
whiech must be taken into account in con-
nection with taxation of an exeessive char-
acter, and that is that it means drawing
to an excessive extent on the resources of
the country; it means beggaring the re-
sources. I do uot propose on the vecasion
of this debate to gv into figures which I
have already on other oecasions submitted
to the House, and which I have submitted
on various occasions to the people of this
conntry. But even the present Minister for
T.ands, whoe was then Acting-Treasurer,
when introducing the Budget statement to
this House during the present session,
pointed ont that of a gross sum thaf was
in excess of anything received before by
way of income in this State, there was only
a very paltry amount left to meet all
ordinary Governmental expenditure. In
other words, that lesson brings home this
faet that we have aiready travelled a long
way on the road of extravagance, and a
lang way on the road of the exhaustion of
our resources. When the Loan Estimates
are brought down a more appropri-
ate oceasion will arise for an exam-
ination of that position on my part.
Therefore T do not propose to go further
to-night, other than to peint out the obvious
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. Ganger taut must arise if there is an attempt

to unpose a burden of taxation in excess of
what the resources of the country can
reasonably bear. I now furn to the proposal
to be found in the Bill. T agree with what
has alveady been said that whaiever Govern-
ment happens to be in power—whether this
Government or any other Government—they
musi be given moneys necessary to meet
the wants of the day, but there are two
conditions to be observed. The first is that
the moneys whieh will provide for that pur-
pose should be raised in the most equitable
manner possible, and secondly there should
be a eomplete assurance that the moneys
when raised will be spent judiciously, and to
the best advantage of the State. Dealing
with the first condition, namely, thai the
moneys required should be raised in the
most equitable manner, I noticed on exam-
inafion of the particulars in the Schedule
to this Bill—and I propose to draw the
attention of the House and ask members also
to notice those particulars—that comparing
the fignres and the proposals contained in
those figures with what is the existing law,
most extraordinary anomalies will be dis-
covered, anomalies past explanation so far
as any member of the House is concerned,
other than members of the Cabinet who, I
presume, have already diseussed the matter.
I proposs briefly fo compare the proposed
rates and the existing rates under the law
as it stands to-day in the case of several
different amouuts of income, beginning with
the class of persons with dependants. Those
in receipi of £4, £4 10s,, £5, £5 10s., £6 and
£6 10s. a week,' all stand, so fan es
this proposed measure is concernmed, pre-
ciscly as they stand under the existing law.
There is no change whatever in their posi-
tion. If the existing law can be said to give
any relief, at any rate it gives no relief
whatever to them, But a change—an entire
and extraordinary change — takes place
when the higher wages or salaries are
reached. Those in receipt of £7 a week
obtain a relief of 2d, in the pound as eom-
pared with the present law, as also do those
receiving £7 10s., £8, £8 10s, and £9. In
the case of those drawing £9 10s, £10, and
£10 10s. they also obtain a concession but
of only 1d. in the pound.  'What is the reason
for this favoured class? I have looked
through the report, and I find no mention
whatever of any reason for this extraordin-
arily favonred elass. Why should a man on
£468 obtain 2d. in the pound relief, whils
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a man on £234, exactly one half, obtains no
relief whatever? There must be some reason
why this class of taxpayer ranging as high
as £546 per annum is to get relief, while
those apparently far more in need of con-
sideration—if there is money to spend on
consideration—get none whatever.

The Premier: Thoy pay a very much
higher rate.

Hon. N. KEENAN: They have heen
reduced from the higher rate.

The Premier: But they still pay a much
higher rate,

Hon. N. KEENAN: I have just told the
Honse that eonsidering the Commonwealth
from end to end, and taking into account
the average of the Australian States, we
are all paying much higher rates in this
State. But that does not alter the eom-
parison. The whole list is very much
higher than the average of all the Ans-
tralian States.

The Premier: All the States have not
heen taken into consideration.

Hon. N. KEEENAN: The whole list has
been taken into consideration, where
special legislation exists.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: ‘You excluded
South Australia.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Hon. N. KEENAN: The tax on these in
receipt of £11, £11 10s., or £12 per week
remains a5 under the existing law. By the
way, that happens to be the Parliamentry
salary. If ig a useful faet to know that that
salary is absolutely untouched. Then comes
the class ranging from £12 10s. to £15 10s.
and over, and the taxpayers in that class
are all ecalled upon to bear a heavy
inerease. Al the different grades show a
diffevent increase. I said that the amount
it was estimated would be collected under
the new Bill would not vary very much
from what the existing seale produces. I
have made an endeavour to check that
statement, but I have found it impossible
to do so, because I could not get the neces-
sary malerials in the time at my disposal.
But accepting that as correct, taken
as a whole the Bill ean be described
as leaving all taxpayers just as they
were under the existing law, up to and
including those in receipt of £6 10s. a
week, and also in fhe case of the
three classes obtaining £11, €11 10s. and
£12, As  regards taxpayers befween
£7 and £10 10s. the Bill provides a
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considerable measure of relief by a
reduction of 2d. in the pound, in five cases
below the amount that is now chargeable on
that income by the existing law and one
penny in three cases, The loss of income
resulting therefrom is made good by the in-
crease of taxation on taxpayers receiving.
over £12. This class provides the where-
withal to enable relief fto be given to a
specially favoured class. Again I ask, What
is the reason for this speially selected class?
1 should like te¢ know whether it is the re-
sult of a deputation. We have heard of cer-
tain provisions of the Bill which were in-
serted a8 a consequence of a deputation. I
should Hke to know if this specially selected
class also is to he attributed to a deputation.
If so

The Premier: It is not so.

Ion. N. KEENAN: —it would be inter-
esting to know the names of the deputation.

The Premier: 1t is not so. So you need
not worry about that.

Hon, N, KEENAN': If it is not so, I
aceept the Premier's statement. But ome
thing is absolutely certain and that is that
the proposals contained in the Bill cannot
possibly be based on eapaeity to bear the
burden, gince those who are least able to bear
the burden are to be given no relief what-
ever. The figures T have quoted deal with
taxpayers who have dependants. I propose
to inform the House that, as regards tax-
payers without dependants, if the fipures
were examined, they would be found to give
exactly the same resulf. Again, we find a
favoured class between £7 and £10 10s. a
week, In the eircumstances I cannot agree
that the proposals in the Bill are egnitable,
or that the money to be raised under this
Bill could be deseribed as money raised in
the most equitable manner possible. So 1
turn to the second consideration, namely, that
there should be with & Bill of this character
a complete assuranee that the moneys raised
under it will be spent on some defined object
and with the best advantage to the country.
What assurance have we received as to how,
in what manner, or to what extent the moneys
raised by this tax will be spent? 1If is by no
means certain that any single portion of the
moneys raised by the tax will be spent on
unemployment or on sustenance, or for re-
lief connected with either sustenance or un-
employment. Ieaving that aside for a
moment, for what particular purpose is it
intended to use these moneys? T admit that
this answer counld be made—if it be an
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answer—that the moneys simply go into
Consolidated Revenue and meet charges on
Consolidated Revenne. That might be a
very good answer to offer for moneys col-
lected under a general measure of taxation,
bui this is a special measure, born of the
financial emergency, and justification of a
special impost must indicate a special need
for the impost. On that poini we have no
information whatever. In comparison with
the grossly inequitable proposals in the Bill,
in ecomparison with this extraordinarily fav-
oured class, for whiech no reason has been
given why they are so favoured, the faet of
the appropriation of the money raised be-
comes of minor importance. Giving the
Government a hlank eheque te spend the
money as they like, that question, in the
circumstances, does not really amount to a
matter of grave importance, because we are
not raising the money in any eguitable
manner. On examining the Bill, I find there
is no ground that appeals to me or that
would lead me to support the measure.
Although I am anxious to furnish the Gov-
ernment with means to carry on, although I
quite admit that, irrespective of the party
occupying the Treasury hench, the Govern-
ment have a right to ask for supplies, I can-
nat, having examined the measure, find that

1 can give it my support. Therefore I pro--

pose to vote against the second reading.

MR. HUGHES (East Perth) [54]: I
suppose we are dealing now with a Bill that
goes right to the hearts of the people.

Hon. C. @. Latham: To their pockets,
anvway.

Mr, HUGHES: On examination, it is
found to be an extraordinary Bill, innsmuch
as we would have expected from a Govern-
ment pretending to be a Labour Government
that, if any reduction was to he made in
taxation, the benefit would go to the man on
the bottom rung of the ladder. Instead of
that, we find, as the member for Nedlands has
pointed out, that the tax remissions will go
to a middie group, a group well able to pay.
This legislation was originally introduced to
provide additional relief for those people
who were unemployed. I propose to repeat
figures which I have used on many oceasions
because we ¢an rest assured that they will
not be diselosed to the general public by the
“West Anstralian.” I can repeat them
without any great fear of the news becoming
publiec. This form of taxation was intro-
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duced in 1933 for the specific purpose of
providing additional relief for the people
who were unemployed. Althongh it pro-
duced only £202,000, there was applied from
revenue that year for the relief of unem-
ployment a sum of £357,000. Thus, the Gov-
ernment of the day did give by way of re-
lief for unemployment every penny raised
by means of the wages tax plus £1556,000.

The Premier: And had a deficit of one-
and-a-half millions.

Mr. HUGHES: I have reminded the
House on & previous occasion that & mem-
her once said he did not eare whether the de-
fieit was a million so long as it was necessary
to feed and clothe the people. That would
have been all right if this legislation had
been introduced with the intenion of finane-
ing the deficit. I think there is something
commendable in the suggestion of the Pre-
mier that the deficit should be met. It
might be a very wholesome and salutary rule
to introduce into our public life that each
triennial period, just before the general elec-
tion, we should ealenlate the amount of the
accumulated deficit over the three years and
strike a speeial deficit redemption tax, under
which all should be levied aecording to their
capacity to pay. That would be a very
wholesome means of placing the responsi-
hility upon Ministers charged with the ex-
penditure of public funds. They would
have the opportunity to justify to the people
on the only occasion when the people had an
opportunity to hear an gecount of their
stewardship why the special impost had been
levied, I know of no way of arousing
public interest in the matter that would be
so effective as a proposal for a speecial im-
post., On ope oceasion we had some diffi-
culty in getting 8 good meeting of members
of a union of which I happened to be secre-
tary. We wanted a majority of members to
decide a certain question, and somebody hit
upon the idea of giving notice of motion to
the effect that at the next meeting a 10s.
levy should be struck on all members for
some purpose or other, and we had a bamper
attendance.

Mr. Sampson: Was the notice of motion
withdrawn ?

Mr. HUGHES : No, we did not want our
members to feel that we were merely flying
kites, but the result was not so successful as
we had hoped. The establishment of a flat
rate of wages tax was achieved under the
expedient of providing additional work for
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the relief of sustenance men, As I have
shown, in the first year every penny raised
by the {ax was applied to that purpose. In
the following year we had a change of Gov-
ernment, and the rates of tax were so altered
as to bring in more than double the money.
In that year the proceeds of the tax
amounted to £411,000.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Was that due to the
alteration of the tax or to the longer period
of collection?

Mr. HUGHES: The tax rate was altered,
and of course there was a longer period of
gollection. I think the period in the first
year was six months. BEill, the main factor
was the increase in the rate of tax. Strangely
enough, although fhe Government obtained
from the tax £411,000 for the relief of un-
employment there was applied in the relef
of unemployment from revenne that year
only £244,000. So the general revenue made
a clear profit of £167,000 out of the tax.
Surely in the next year, when this tax
levied for a special purpose was' pro-
ducing more money than was required for
that speeial purpose, we conld have expected
a reduction in the rates, in ovder to wipe out
the deficit. But the rates were not reduced,
and in the following year the tax produced
the enormous amount of £684,000. Although
the tax had been increased by 50 per cent.
in the previous year, the money contributed
from revenue for the relief of unemploy-
ment dwindled from £244,000 to £92,000. So
the revenue garnered £592,000 oui of the
wages tax in that year. In the next vear
tha tax prodonced the still higher amount of
£840,000.

Hon. W. . Johnson: Your eriticism shounld
be associated with the rise and fall in the
revenue deficieney.

M .. HUGHES: 1 shali come to that pre-
sentfy. Will the hon. member kindly re-
mind me in the event of my forgetting?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: You will forget it
without doubt.

Hon. C. G, Latham: Then you will not
forget to remind him,

Mr. HUGHES: Last financial year we
garnered from the pockets of the workers
£840,000 by means of this tax, and the Gov-
ermment distributed on the relief of unem-
ployment only £50,000. Althongh we pro-
vided for an expenditure of £63,000, the
Government preferred not to spend that
amount. There was an additional £13,000
available and yet dozens of people in Vie-
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toria Park were living on a shilling per day
per advlt. The member for Victoria Park
was apparently quite satisfied that that was
a proper standard of living for those people.

Mr. Raphael: Did not von pay the tax?

Mr. HUGHES : T was not earning enough
at the time,

Mr, Raphael: You said the workers paid
it

Mr. HUGHES : Unfortunately, I was not
then earning enough, but this year when I
am earning over the amounnt, I find myself in
the grade that is to pay at an increased rate.
I do not know whether that represents an
act of personal aggression by the Premier.

The Premier: No, it is also an act of ag-
gression against myself.

Mr. HUGHES: The Premicr might have
exempted me,

Mr. Raphael: By putting through a spe-
cial Act?

Mr. HUGHES: We garnered last
vear from the’ tax £800,000 for the
purpose, and we distributed in the re-
lief of unemployment a malier of
£60,000, I -would not 'mind garnering
that if all the money were applied to the
relief of unemployment, or to improving
the conditions of the unemployed. I refer
partiecularly to the unfortunate elass of eiti-
zen known as the ‘‘C’’ class worker who,
because of his disabilities, is not able to
earn under any relief work scheme, and is
compelled to keep himself and family on
1s. per head per day.

The Premier: How many ‘“C?’ class men
are there?

Mr. HUGHES: The Premier would be
surprised if he knew how many there were.
The Premier: Not gefting 1s. per day,

Mr. HUGHES: A man, his wife and two
children are receiving 28s. a week. These
people frequently cannot get work.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: They should be
helped under the Child Weifare Scheme.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. HUGHES: It would not matter how
they received the additional relief. I wish
T had an open sesame to the Premier’s Office
every iime a person came fo me with proof
that he was living on ls. per day, so that
T might pet the allowance doubled. These
people are in an unfortunate position, If
only they were sufficiently invalided to gef
a Commonwealth pension, they would ze-
ceive 19s5. a week. The Commoenwealth Gov-
ernment believe that 19s. is the minimum
on which an adult can live.
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Hon. C. G. Latham: We know that wages
have gone up about 5s. a week.

Mr. HUGHES: They have gone up
slightly. This tax was imposed for a pur-
pose, but it has beeome the main revenue-
producer. If we do not take the opportun-
ity to rid the statute-book of the tax, it
will remain there for years to come. It
is very easy to put a form of tazation on
the statute-book, but very difficult to get
1t off again. There is no justifieation for
a flat rate wages tax. Next to the sales
tax, it is the worst form of tazation known
to anyone who has any pretensions to eco-
nomi¢ knowledge. The only way to get
in taxation is by means of the income tax.
To show the type of inaceuracy with whieh
the Bill bristles, T would point out that a
man receiving £5 a week and having five
children to keep will pay at the rate of 54d.
in the pound, whereas the man earning £4
8 week with no children will pay at the
rate of 4d. in the pound. There is no com-
parison between the taxable eapacity of
the one case and the other. The man with
extra mouths fo feed and an extra £1 a
week i1s in a far worse position to pay
taxation than is the man on £4 2 week with
no children. In proper taxation measures
all the necessary adjustments are made to
provide allowances for the obligations of
the taxpayers, so that we arrive at the
figure where the taxable eapacity has been
properly adjusted in aecordance with obli-
gations. We allow so much a year under
the State Act off the income figure for each
¢hild, and under the Federal Act the same
thing is done. TUnder -this Bill, the man
receiving £4 a week and having a wife to
keep pays exactly the same rate of tax
as the man on £4 a week who is trying to
keep three or four children. I am sorry
some of my friends on the Opposition eross
bench have so readily forgotten the strug-
gles of the man on £4 a week. I knew some
of those gentlemen when they were poor.
They knew then what the struggle was to
keep a family on £4 a week. They are now
prepared to tax the man on £4 & week, and
when there is some relief of taxation they
give it to the man receiving £7 or £8 a
week. The tax provides one of the clever-
est pieces of political diplomacy that was
ever put over the State. I refer to the
exemption of the basic wage from the fin-
ancial emergeney tax. The workers were
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led to believe in 1933 that if the present:
Government were returned to power, they
would exempt the basic wage from the
wages tax.

The Premier: Wheo said that?

Mr. HUGHES: No one said it definitely;
that is where the eleverness comes in. This.
statement regarding the exemption of the
basic wage was put out to the worker. I
myself heard one candidate refer to it. I
would not hold the Premier and his col--
leagues responsible for everything that
every eandidate might hawve said through-
out the elections. That would not be fair.
The only inference to be drawn from the
election propaganda was that the basic
wage would be exempt from this tax. When
the Government eame back to power, they
provided that where the worker was receiv-
ing the basic wage only and no more, he was
exempt from the payment of this tax. The
moment he received over the basic wage he:
hecame taxable, not on the margin hetween
his income and the basic wage, but on the
whole of his income,

The Premier: No one said anything differ-
ent from that at any time.

Mr. HUGHES: The only inference to be
drawn from the propaganda was that the
basie wage was to be exempt. Workers in
thousands drew that inferemce. There are
workers on the goldfields who draw the in-
ference to-day that the basic wage there will
be exempt. Under the Bill it is proposed to
exempt the basic wage where the worker is
receiving no more than that. If we want to
give taxation remissions, we should absolutely
exempt the basie wage, and then start taxing
on the margin, so that the man receiving £5
a week would only be taxed on £1 8s. If the
hasic wage is basie, it is what we have set up
by law as the irreducible minimum on whick
a man, his wife and family can live in a
reasonable standard of comfort. It is fixed
by the Arbitration Court as the absolute
minimum. What is the use of setting up am
Arbitration Court te fix the basic wage, and
then reducing the basic wage by means of
taxation ?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Is that in the Bill¥

Mr. HUGHES: Yes. The Bill proposes
to exclnde from tazation any person receiv-
ing no more than the basic wage.

Hon. C. G, Latham: That does not apply
to single men.

Mr, HGGHES: I am speaking generally
of a man with dependants. 1 wenld nok
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differcutiate hetween married and single men.
We shonld not adopt a selfish atfitude
towards single men. We had our fling when
we were single, and now it is desired to make
single men the special subject of taxafion.
Single men have their obligations and their
future responsibilities. 1 would make no
differentiation in taxation in their case. If
they spend a few pounds foolishly when they
are single, the money goes into circulation,
and we might as well allow them to sow their
wild oats and be done. I take it from the
Bill that the basic wage as declared by the
Arbitration Court will be free from taxation
in the different localities. This means that
throughout the State, with two exeepted
areas, the basic wage will be £4 7s,, and any-
one reeeiving only that amount will be free
from the financial emergency tax. The ex-
cepted areas are the metropolitan area, where
the basic wage is £3 12s., and the South-West
land division where it is £3 135, 2 week. If
a man in the goldmining areas receives only
£1 7s. & week, I take it he will be free from
the finaneial emergency tax. I think there is
a cateh in it so far as the miners are eon-
cerned. In the mining award there are not
many people on the basic wage, Let me take
the “Indunstrial Gazette” of the 21st Decem-
ber, 1934. On page 233 there is a schednle

of the wages paid in the mining industry. I .

will take one case at random. Here is a man
whose wages amount to 13s, 84, a day; for
the margin of skill he' receives 3s. 4d., and,
a8 an industry allowance, he gets 2s., making
a total remuneration per shift of 19s.
Probably the lowest-paid men in the mining
industry are the mullockers, tirnckers,
shovellers and tool-carriers. They have a
margin of 6d. and an industry aillowance of
2s., making a total of 16s. 2d. per shift. If
we multiply 16s. 2d. by 5%, we get over £4
7s. a week, These men, with the 6d. margin
and the 25 industry allowance, are geiting
25. 6d. above the basic wage. It is possible
that the industry allowance may diminish
under certain conditions of the award, but
in no case can these men receive less than
Gd. above the basic wage. These are probably
the lowest-paid people in any number in the
mining industry. There is the case of the
conveyer-belbman who has no margin. He
receives 2s. industry allowance, making his
total 15s. 84. per shift. I can see no classifi-
cation in the award where there is both no
margin and no induostry allowanee. The Bill
therefore is not going to relieve men on the
castern goldfields from payment of the finan-
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cial emergency tax. This is the cateh in the
business.

The Premier: Did anyone say it would?

Mr. HUGHES: I have heard it suggested
it was going to relieve these people.

The Premier: Who suggested it%

Mr. HUGHES: There are fairies about.

The Minister for Employment: A case
of anto-suggestion,

The Premier: Like some of your other
statements, fairy tales.

Mr. HUGHES: The Premier said that
there wonld be less tax collected, but that
the higher rates would make it up.

The Premier: That is obvious,

Mr. HUGHES: It is not going to effect
any reduction in the case of these workers.
When we come to inecomes of £6 a week,
where the relief first comes in, we are
getting outside the sphere of industrial
workers. With the basic wage at £3 125. a
week, it would be necessary for a man to
receive £2 Bs. for margin for skill to bring
his wages up to £6 a week. There are
not many workers under any industrial
award who receive £2 8s. a week for margin
for skill. So the Bill still leaves the burden
on the backs of those least able to support
it. On the other hand, it affords relief to
those in receipt of the higher incomes. To
show the position, I will cite the man whe
received £7 a week in 1930 and still
receives that wage to-day. That individual
has, in effeet, had an increase in wages of
nearly 20 per cent. because, on the basis
of the Arbitration Court figures, it has been
laid down that in the metropolitan area
72s. will purchase in 1936 what 86s. counld
purchase in 1930. Therefore, that man’s
salary has been increased by at least 16 per
cent. in value to-day. Take the position
regarding members of Parliament who are
in reeceipt of £600 a year. We are really
receiving, approximately, £700 a year in
real money and purchasing power because
we can to-day buy with our £600 as much
as we could with £700 in 1930. Take an-
other simple instance. Consider the position
of the tramway man who in 1930 received
£4 18s. a week and to-day is geiting £4 4s,
That man is 14s. a week worse off but he is
told be is really not worse off because he
can purchase ‘as much fo-day with 72s. as
he could previously with 865, On top of
that, the tramway man is obliged to pay
1s. 4d. a week in financial emergency taxa-
tion, so that he is really 15s. 4d. a week



[11 Novemeer, 1936.]

worse off. On the other band, fake the
position of the secretary of the Tramway
Smployees’ Union who received £7 a week
in 1930, His wages were not reduced
because the tramway men do not believe in
the reduction of wages. As the secretary
still draws his £7 a week, his salary bas a
purchasing value of at least 16 per eent.
more, Consequently, he is in teceipt of an
amount in the vicinity of £8 a week. Prior
to the present Bill being introdueced, that
man had to pay taxation at the rate of 64.
or 7d. in the pound. When he paid that tax,
his total remuneration was much greater
than in 1930. When we are asked to give
relief from taxation it is to men who are
in reeeipt of considerably better wages and
salaries than they received in 1930. As a
matter of faet, it is a strange coincidence
thaft the people who will enjoy a redue-
fion in eonneetion with the finaneial emer-
geney tax cover the group in which will
be found the secretaries of industrial
unions.

The Premier: Oh, what next!

Mr. HUGHES: I venture to assgrt that
if we could get the particulars, they would
indicate that a reduciion will be enjoyed
by all the leaders of the industrial and
politieal labour movement.

Mr. Withers: And what percentage would
those few individunals represent?

Mr. HUGHES: It is not a matter of the
percentage, my friend; it is their power
that counts. :

The Premier: There iz no doubt about
it, you have an imagination!

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Have you experi-
enced their power?

Mr. HUGHES: No,

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The member
for East Perth will address the Chair,

Mr. HUGHES: I am sorry to say, too,
I am not the only one who will not parti-
cipate. When we consider the position of
the men in receipt of from £6 to £9 a week,
we will find that they secure relief from
this tax. There i5s no reason why they
should have that relief, and there is no
reason why this taxation, if it is fo be
levied, should cease at a rate of 1s. in the
pound. If we were to provide for inereased
rates up to 2s. 6d. in the pound, which
would be applied to men in receipt of £30
a week, no hardship would be imposed upon
those individnals, particularly when it is
remembered that their £30 per week has a

1733

considerably greater purchasing power than
formerly. If we were to levy a tax of €4
on such men, even then their position would
not revert relatively to that which they
enjoyed financially in 1930. It must be
borne in mind that under the Bill it may
appear that the man in reeceipt of £15 10s.
a week will be taxed at the rate of 1s. in
the pound. Before it can be defermined
what such & man will actually pay, we must
take into consideration the fact that, be-
fore his assessable taxation figure is ar-
rived at to caleulate the rate of both the
Federal and State taxation, he is allowed to
deduct the amount paid as financial emer-
geney taxation. By that deduetion, tha
taxpayer not only enjoys a lower rate on
the remainder of his income, but a lower
rate in other directions. If we consider
the position of the man in reeeipt of £15
10s. a week and work out the amount of
income tax he would have to pay if there
were no financial emergency tax, and then
calculate the amount of the Federal and
State income taxes with the financial emer-~
geney tax, it will be found that he secures
a rebate of the financial emergency tax be-
cause he pays so much less income tax. Simi-
larly with regard to the man in receipt of
£30 a week., If we take £4 from him by
way of financial emergeney tax, it means
that we also reduce his Federal income tax.
The more we take from him as financial
emergeney tax, the less income tax will the
individual have to pay.

The Premier: If you take £50 off the
individual, he would pay about 10s. less i
Federal taxation.

Mr. HUGHES: It would be more than
that.

The Premier: No; I have just worked ik
out.

Mr. HUGHES: Take the position of men
in receipt of £3,000 a year or more. The
Minister for Employment informed us the
other evening that the member for Ned-
lands (Hon. N. Keenan) receives a salary
of £6,000 a year.

Hon, W, D. Johnson: And you suggest
that was a good guess.

Mr. Stubbs: How could the
possibly know?

Mr. HUGHES: He said he had worked
it out at £6,000.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: But that was only
& guess.

Minister
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Mr. HUGHES: Just imagine that—£6,000
a year!

Mr, Sleeman: Do all the members of his
profession do as well?

Mr. HUGHES: I am sorry to say they
do not. As a matter of fact, it may npot
be known generally that any number of
trade union sceretaries, when they go to the
Arbitration Court to plead on behalf of
their unions, receive better brief fees than
many lawyers.

Government Members: Nonsense.

Mr. HUGHES : I have known of brief fees
paid to laymen in the Arbitration Court that
would make gentlemen like the member for
Nedlands twrn green with envy. The mem-
ber for Guildford-Midland (Hon. W. D:
Johnson) eould enlighten us regarding brief
fees.

Hon. W. D, Johnson: I have done work
in the Arbitration Courf for unions on many
occasions in an bonorary capacity.

Mr. HGGHES: I do not mind admitting
that the hon. member has acled on many
©oceasions in an honorary eapacity, but were
there no other occasions? e

Hon. W. D. Johnson: I bave drawn fees
at times.

Mr. HUGHES: And if members gener-
ally knew what they were, it would prob-
ably make legal practitioners wonder.

Bon. W. D. Johnson: T have not drawm
fees of that description.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! 1 think the
member for East Perth had better address
himself to the Chair.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: At any rate he is
an authority and he can speak.

Mr. HUGHES : T have never had an arbi-
tration case thai provided me with fees thet
were worth speaking about, but that was not
my fault. I do not see why any trades union
that desires to employ someone in the Arhi-
tration Court to fight for better wages and
improved conditions for them, should not pay
that man a decent wage and provide him
with decent conditions while he is doing the
Jjob.

Mr. Wilson : Then what are you complain-
ing about?

Mr., HUGHES: I am not ecomplaining
abont it.

Mr. Wilson: We thought you were.

Mr. HUGHES: One reason why we kept
lawyers out of the Industrial Arbitration
Court was to save costs. I doubt very much
if there has been any saving in costs.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr.. Sleeman: Do those advoeates take
juniors into court with them?

Mr. HUGHES: Yes.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The member for
East Perth is getting well away from the
Bill.

Mr. HUGHES: I do not desire to be dis-
courteous fto members opposite and not
answer their interjections. If they will ex-
cuse me, I will turn my attention once more
to the Bill. The existing provisions relat-
ing to the financial emergeney tax will con-
finue to operate until the 31lst December
next. It is reasonmable to assame that we
will receive by then half of the amount it
is estimated will be paid during the full
financial year. I believe the tax will pro-
duce a larger amount because payments have
been on the up-grade. When I raised the
question of applying the finaneial emergency
taxation payments exclusively to the relief
of unemployment, I was told that it did not
make any difference. The Minister for Em-
ployment and the Minister for Lands only
the other night said that it did not make any
difference whether the money eame from loan
funds or from revenue. They poinfed out
that the money was in two pockets and we
had only a certain amount to spend. T do
not agree that that is the position. Loan
funds have to be repaid; we promise to do
that. On the other hand, the money we re-
ceive from the taxpayers can be spent as we
like. If the finanecial dogma enunciated from
the Treasury Beneh is correet, then we do
not require this form of taxation, because
we are to get a grant of £1,000,000 from the
Loan Council.

The Premier: Who said so?

Mr. HUGHXES : That has been annonneced.

The Premier: T wish it were so.

Mr. HUGHES: Then we are getting a
loan.

The Premier: Not even that yet.

Mr. HUGHES: Well, it is on the cards
that we shall get a loan of £1,000,000,

Mr. Styants: That is different from a
grant.

Mr. HUGHES : Throughout the history of
Australia during the last 100 years, experi-
ence has shown that there is very little
difference,

The Premier: Unfortunately T do not
think we are to get even thag.

Mr. HUGHES : Weil, we shall get some-
thing from them,

Hon. W. ). Johnson: That iz hetter.
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Mr. HUGHES: We shall get something
because we are to have an election. 1f we
are to get £1,000,000 heeause there is to be
a Federal election, it would not he a had
thing if we had annunal elections under such
conditions. It is true, as the Minister for
Employment snggested, that it makes no
difference where the money comes from. We
shall have £300,000 with which to finance the
deficit and £700,000 will be left from the
Federal grant to provide for the relief of
drought stricken farmers. We do not know
whether we shall have to spend all that
amount in the latter direction. OFf course,
we have an estimate that +we are going ‘to
spend it. On a previous occasion we had
an  estimate that we were going to
spend £63,000 on the relief of the unem-
ployed, but we spent only £50,000. Tf we
throw out this Bill lock, stock and barrel, as
T hope we will, we shall not he dislocating
anything, beeause the Financial Emergency
Aet will run till the 31st December; and so
the Government can have until that date to
go into the question of raising additional
money by taxation. They can Teconsiruct
the income tax; they can bring down 2 new
system of income tax and get rid of all the
anomalies that lie under this tax, and bhring in
a form of taxation on an equitable basis. We
are in a happy position in the Xouse to-
night in that we can vote against this Bill
knowing that we will not -thus dislocate the
public service of the State in any way, be-
canse we give the Government n couple of
months in which to reconsider the whole
question of taxation and bring down a mea-
sure that will provide for the raising of
taxation in an equitable manner, adjusted
aceording to the eapacity of the taxpayer
to pay. If the Government do that they can
be assured of all members’ support. BEvery-
body knows that we have to raise taxation
to meet public requirements. All that weo
want is that the taxation shall be raised on
a fair and equitable basis. We shall be
giving the Government two months in which
to go into the question and bring down n
new measure before we take a penny piece
out of the publiec Treasury. T suggest that
this is the time; if we do not get rid of this
Act from the statute-book now, we may
never get it off, it may go on for ever. I do
not know of one working man in this country
who is in favour of this form of taxation,
nor do I know any business man with an
understanding of any system of taxation
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who does not agree that the whole of this
Bill is wrong. They all say it is not right
to put such a heavy burden on those on the
lower scale. Thevefore I propose to vote
against the Bill. T hope it will be thrown
out, so as to give the Government an oppor-
tunity to reconsider the position and bring
down a more cquitable taxing measure that
will get the required revenue and get it in a
fair and eguitable manner.

THE PREMIER (Hon. J. C. Willeoeck—
Geraldton—in reply) [5.47]: We have had
three extraordinary speeches on this Bill
from the Opposition. The [eader of the
Opposition made all sorts of different state-
ments, contradicting himself two or three
times, advocating different principles on
differcnt phases of the Bill; and then at the
end of his speech he said something entirely
different from what he had said in the begin-
ning. For instanec he said that the present
Act should he continued, and that he had no
objection to it. Then he proceeded to pull
the present Aet to pieces.

_Hon. C. G. Latham: No, the present Bill.

The PREMIER : No, the present Act. In
regard to the basic wage, he said we should
fix it at £3 1ds.

Hon, C. (. Latham: I said that that was
what it was last time.

The PREMIER: The hon. member, in
another part of his speech, said that the
basic wage earner has been paying this tax
for three years and had made no complaint
abont it,

Hon. C. G. Latham: On the goldfields he
has,

The PREMIER: Yes, but the hon, mem-
ber’s speech was a mass of inconsistencies.
He agrced that in the metropolitan area the
hasie wage should be exempt, but afterwards
he said it should be taxed.

Hon. C. G. Latham interjected.

The PREMIER: Of course if anybody
criticises the Leader of the Opposition he
flies off the handle, and like a snake with its
tail chopped off he proceeds to bite the rest
of his body.

Mr, Marshall: And then he ruus out and
drafts a no-confidence motion,

The PREMIER: It certainly is peculiar
that when the Leader of the Opposition is
under crificism he says one thing and then
says another thing. I have always endeav-
oured to give the hon. member none but fair
criticism of what he does, but I ecannot
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understand what he wants, for his statements
are so inconsistent.

Hon. C. G. Latham: 1 will put yon right
in the Committee stage,

The PREMIER.: That is the trouble, his
statements sre so inconsistent that one cannot
understand what he says. He said we should
continue the tax in its present form, but he
said afterwards that he did not see why we
should stop at a shilling instead of inereasing
the amount. What did he mean?

Hon. C. G, Latham: What I said was that
if you conld justify it I would agree. You
conld not have read my speech.

The PREMIER : No, but I heard it. Then
the hon. member said we should do as the
other States have dopme, and inerease the
rates. Buf at a later stage he said that our
taxation was so bigh that we were driving
capital out of the State. He cannot have it
both ways, and certainly I cannot understand
what he wants.

Hon, C. G. Latham: All right, I will make

if clear, and then we shall not have all these
notes put up.

The PREMIER : Does not the hon. mem-
ber put up notes? Does he think that I re-
gard him so lightly that I would not hother
to prepare a speech for him to econsider?
Abont the basic wage, he said it was im-
possible to find out whether the employer
could nnderstand where he had to adjust the
payment of the tax, since the amount was
£3 13s. in one part of the State, and £3 12s.
in another. As a matter of fact the basic
wage has been on those boundaries for the
last five or six years, yet we never had any
trouble in finding out what the wage was in
different districts. And if the employers
have been able to find out what the wage is,
it is easy to arrive ai the iax,

Hon, C. G. Latham: But the wage is
generally fixed af £3 12s.

The PREMIER: It is different in the
metropolitan area from what it is in the
South-West.

Hon. C. &. Latham: That does not affect
the fax. It is the £3 12s. that affects the tax.

The PREMIER: No one bothers to find
out whether it is going to be £3 12s. or £3
13s. No one has had any diffieulty in ascer-
taining where the workers of the metropoli-
tan area are in regard to the payment of
wages. If there is no difficulty in regard to
the paymeni of wages, there will be no difii-
culty about the payment of the fax. At
another stage the hon. member said thaf
single men should pay more than married
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men. In that ke was entirely out of agree-
ment with the member for East Perth.

Hon. C. G. Latham: That is not unusual.

The PREMIER: No. We set ouf to
graduate this tax on the incidence of the:
ineome tax.

Mr. ITughes: Under the income tax the
rate is the same for single peeple and mar-
ried people.

The PREMIER: Yes, the married man:
has so many exemptions that he is not pay-
ing as moeh tax as the single man. In-
deed he may be paying £3 less. The hon.
membor quoted the poor married man with
four children on £8 a week.

Mr. Hughes: No I said a married mum
on £4 a weck.

The PREMIER: As a matter of fact a.
married man with £8 a week and four
children does not pay income tax at nll.
The hon. member stressed the incidenee of

" this tax without any consideration of what

ineome tax means in regard to revenue.

Mx. Hughes: If vou were to get them
all on one basis voun could then adjust these
things.

The PREMIER: We catch with this tax
some of the people who get exemptions un-
der the income tax. I have looked through
taxation measures of all the States, and T
find httle difference in regard to the rates:
paid by the married man and the single
man, espeeially when we get on to higher
incomes. That is a principle adopted
right through Awstraliz, Sinee I have fin-
ished with the Leader of the Opposition,.
I will now take up another set of notes and
quote from them. These are in regard to
the Leader of the National Party. He says.
that the tax was over-assessed. Yes, it was:
over-assessed in the first place, but at that
stage there was a defieit of over £1,000,000.
No one ever knew that this tax was puobt
up for the purpose of relieving unemploy-
ment.

Hon. C. G. Latham: It was given that
name by your Auditor-General and other
experts.

The PREMIER : The member of the Gov-
ernment who introdueed it said it was not
for the purpose of relieving unemployment..
He would not aecept any amendment that
would bring the tax into that category.

Mr. Marshall: It was said to be mere-
expediency, even taken at its best.

The PREMIER: The member for Ned-
lands criticised the Bill in its £600 per year
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section. Bui the burden of the complaint
he made at election time was that the inei-
dence of the tax on people in receipt of
£300 was eatirely inequitable. That was
what he said then, and beeause we rectified
what he said was entirely inequitable, he
still eritieises ws, though not that aspect;
he woes up £200 or £300 a year and taltks
of the £600 received by members of Parlia-
ment.

Hon. 1. . Fergusou: There are a few
others besides members of Parliament.

Hon. W. I). Johnsou: You were one of
the deputation.

The PREMIER: Then the member for
East Perth selected the salaries of union
secretaries and said that those people went
to the Treasury to get relief.

My, Hughes: I never said that.

The PREMIER: The hon. member men-
tioned that Mr. Nash got £7 a week and
an additional 15s. becanse of the faet that
the cost of living bad gone down.

Hon. C. G. Latham: Is Nash the financial
adviser of the Government?

The PREMIER: Nash has nething what-
ever to do with the Government.

Hon. C . Latham: Except to ehange
the trams to trolley buses.

The PREMIER : He did not even do that:
The complaint the Leader of the Nationul
Party had, and which he continued te voice
ad naunseam, was that the man just over
the basic wage had to pay too heavy a
burden. When we agreed with him in that
regard and brought down a Bill whick had
the effect of gradvally inereasing the burden
instead ol steeply increasing it on those
able to pay, even then he was not satisfied.
It is hard to satisfy some people. We set
out to ge: what we considered an equitable
form of taxation, and if this form is wrong,
then all forms in Australia are wrong in
the aggregate.

Hon. C. G. Latham: Sonth Australia’s
system is very fair, surely.

The PREMIER: South Aunstralia s
altering its incidenee this year,

Hon. C. . Latham: Only because that
State has adopted the Federal Assessment
Act.

The PREMIER : I reiterate that we must
consider not one tax by itself but both,
and consider them in comparison with the
average tax paid throughout Australia. If
mernbers will eompare the taxes, they will
se¢ how closely the incidence of our ineome
tax and financial cmergency tax together
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agree with the average amount of tax paid
thronghout the Commonwealth. Vietoria
has always heen fthe lowest-taxed BState
because it is a very wealthy State and can
afford to have low taxation. The invest-
ments there are such as to make the people
so much better off, Then the hon, member
said something about the burden on in-
dustry. What industry has done, so far as
we are conecerned, is to put the burden of
finding work on io the Government. That
is what it has done. A number of men pre-
viously enployed by industries now eannot
be employed, and the indnstries hawve
handed them over to the (fovernment and
said, “Keep all these people.”” That is what
we have been doing for five or six yeaws
past. The Governiment of which the Leader
of the Opposition was a member had to
horrow more thau a million a vear for de-
ficit purposes. 1 do not blame them hecause
no Government could have found all the
money that was required at the time to bal-
ance the Budget. Money had to be borrowed
to enable the wheels to be kept moving. The
hon. member should have diseussed this tax

not by itself, but in conjunetion with
the income tax. Let me give him
some figures. On £400 ouv average is
£12 4s, and the average for Anstralia

is £12 9s. 6d. On £300 ocur average 1s £21
115, 104. and the Aunsbralian average is
£21 7s. 13d. On £600 our figures are
£29 17s. and the Australian average
£29 0s. 9d.

Mr. Hughes: The £500 men are 3s. below
the Australian average?

The PREMIER : Under the Bill the pay-
ment of hoth faxes will give £21 11s. 10d.
and the average for the Australian States
iz £21 7s. 11d., really 3s. 114. more than the
Australian average on an ineome of £500
a year. If the incidence of our taxation s
wrong, taking into consideration the income
tax as well, it means that the whole of the
Australinn States have made a mistake in
trying to zet an equitable system of taxa-
tion. We are closer to the average than
any of the other States. Queensland pays
more and Vietoria less, but we got close to
the average of the whole of Australia. The
hon. member salso referved to the people
who are getting £600 a vear. T wonder
whether he also thought that Ministers of
the Crown, about whom he had so much to
sav, a'sn waited on the Treasurer,

My, Hughes: There are many on sataries
lower than ours who are paying ls.
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The PREMIER: The whole question was
cousidered in the light of what the average
man would pay, whether that man be a mem-
ber of Parliament, a union secretary, or
anyone else. That was the system that was
followed and any innuendoes about mem-
bers of Parliament and union secretaries in-
fluencing the Government vegarding the rate
of tax are just nonsense. The member for
East Perth referred to the Government as
pretending to be a Labour Government. We
do not pretend but we are, in faect, a Lab-
our Government. The hon. member pre-
tended to be a Labour Radical.

Hon. C. . Latham: You have the repu-
tation of being a Conservative Government.

The PREMIER: Who called us that?
Some of the measures we have brought be-
fore the House this session have been termed
so radical that they must be booted out!

Hon. C. G. Latham: I think they are very
conservative, far too conservative for the
present day.,

The PREMIER: Too vadieal for the hon,
member to agree tof

Hon. C. G. Latham: The Factories and
Shops Aet Amendment Bill is one of them.

The PREMIER: Too conservative?

Hon. C. G. Latham: My word it is.

The PREMIER: Tt is too radical. Then
there is the Arbitration Aet Amendment
Bill and the Fair Renls Bill introduced by
the Minister for Justice, all foo radieal in
the opinion of members on the opposite side
of the House. What really happened with
regard fo this tax in comparison with the
tax when it was first introduced, and when
it was supposed fo he such a good tax?
When it was lirst introdnced, it was greater
than it is now on people below the basic
wage. It was 414d. then; it is 4d. now. A
single man had to pay on £52 a vear and a
married man on £104 a year. Then we re-
moved the burden from the sustenance
workers., Al] those on relief work and earn-
ing £2 and over came within the inci-
denee of the payment and we elaimed that
that was entirely wrong. That was why
the tax was altered.

Mr. Hughes: The whole taxing system is
wrong.

The PREMIER: We have reduced this
tax, not increased it, on people getling £4
a week. Those on £4 a week now pay 4d,
whereas before they paid 4%4d. Under the
Bill before us there will be a more equifable
spreading of the burden of the tax, and if
that is not going to prove fo be the case,
then I am a poor judge. The hon, member
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referred to what we had paid ouf in sus-
tenance. We paid only to assist those who
were on our hands.

Hon. C. G. Latham: But vou did not look
after the rest of the money; that was the
frouble.

The PREMIER: What thkis Government
said when in opposition was that we would
find work for the unemployed and we did
s0. There are not more than 500 people on
sustenance at the present time,

Mr. Hughes: Even 500 is a large num-
ber,

The PREMIER: That may be so, but
500 is very different from 15,000. Most of
these people are noew in receipt of wages
of £3 or £3 5s. a week, and before they were
all in receipt of sustenance payment amonnt-
ing to 21s. a week. They know the differ-
ence and appreciate it, even if the memther
for Rast Perth does not.

My. Marshall: They tell you so when you
speak to them.

The PREMIER: I do not wish to say
anything further, or L shall be entering on
another Budget disemssion. I have answered
the criticisms of members opposite, and have
given, I consider, justifiable reasons for the
alteration of the ineidenee of this tax.

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

Aves .- .- -- 22
Noes .- .- . 19
Majority for 3
AYHR
Mr. Coverler Mr. Raphael
Mr, Cros» Mr. Rodoreds
g Mr. Sleeman
Yiy Tawks Mr. F. C. L. Smitb
Mr. Hegney Alr. Siyants
Mr. Jobhnson Mr. Tonkln
Mr. Lambert Mr. Troy
Mr. Marshall vr. Willeock
Mr. Millington Mr. W-:sa
Mr. Needhatn {1[- g{!{hers
N Mr. il=on
Mr. Nulsen (Telier.)
NoOES.
Mr. Brockman Mr. Seward
Mrs. Cardell-Oliver Mr. Shearn
Mr, Fergason AMr. J. M. Smilb
Mr. Hill Mr. Stubbs
Mr. Hughes Mr. Thorn
Mr. Latham Mr. Warner
Mr. McLarty Mr. Wartc
Mr. North Mr. Welsh
Mr. Patrick Mr. Doney
Mr. Sampson (Teller.>
PAIRS.
AYHS. NOES.
Mr. Collier Mr. Keenan
Miss Holman Mr. Dioust
Mr. Munsie Mr., MeDonnld

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 1o 7.30 p.m.
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T Comantittee.

Mr. Sleeman in the Chair, the Premier in
charge of the Bill,

Clauses 1 to 3—agreed to.

Sehedule :

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : When the Premier
was replying he said that T bad put forward
a mass of contradictions on the seeond read-
ing, and that T really did not know what I
wanted.

The Premier: I said that I did not know
wlat you wanted, not that vou did not know.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: T said it had heen
the aceepted prineciple of Parliament to ex-
clnde the-basic wage from thig taxation, and
to provide for the cxclusion of the hasic
wage by fixing an exemption 2s, above the
amount of the hasic wage. At the time we
fixed that margin of 2s., the hasic wage was,
if T remember rightly, - £3 10s.; and so the
exemption was fixed at £3 12z, I want the
Premier to follow the same prineiple this
year by exeluding all incomes helow £3 14s.,
£3 125, being the metropolitan basic wage.
For the last three years that prineiple has
been adopted, hut the Bill departs from it
and sets up an entirely new standard. The
argument now submitfed by the Premier was
submitted by an Acting Treasurer two years
ago in dealing with an amendment by an-
other place. Where there are employees
whose pay is the basie wage, the matter is
easily understood and readily adjusted; but
the basic wage is inapplicable to many in-
dustries—the agricultural industry, for ex-
ample. Persons are employed in that in-
dustry without any award. It is with such
employees the tax collectors will have diffi-
culty. Therefore I move an amendment—

That in lines 1 and 2 of the first part of the
Schedule the words ‘“hasic inecome’’ he struck

out, and ‘¢ Ong hundred and ninety-two pounds?’?
inserted in licw.

Thus the exemption would be fixed at 2s.
ahove the present basic wage for the metro-
politan area. The amendment clears up any
misunderstanding between the Premier and
me as to what I do acinally want.

The Premier: You said many people on
the basic wage had been payving this taxa-
tion,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: That is the ease on
the goldfields. The fixing of the exemption
at 2s. ahove the basie wage has obfained fov
three years,
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The PREMIER: I do not propose to ac-
ecept the amendment. The entire fabrie of
the Bill has been eonstructed on the under-
standing that we desire to exempt the man
on the hasic wage but not by the erude
method adopted previously of putting on 2s.,
waiting until the basi¢ wage has reached that
level, and then again raising the amount of
exemption. Moreover, that applies enly in
the metropolitan aren. If we state a figure
applying  to  the metropolitan area, we
shonld also state figures applying to the
goldfields and to the rmral distviets. There
is 10 reason why a metropolitan resident in
receipt of the basic wage shonld be exempt
while a goldfields resident reeciving the
amount of that metropolitan basie wage
shonld have to pay the tax, A prospector
getting £4 a week wonld be receiving less
than the goldfields hasic wage, and vet
would have to pay this taxation. Anomalies
must result unless the term “‘basic wage” is
used. A man on the goldfields receiving £4
a week might be 8s, under the goldfields
hasic wage and vet would be liable to this
tax. That prineciple is not good.

Hoon. C. G. Latham: It has been adopted
for three years, .

The PREMIER: Yes, with constant eom-
plaints regarding the anomalies created. A
man suffering from  tuberculosis or some
other complaint obliging him to live in a
warmer elimate goes to the goldfields, where
it eosts him, according to Arbitration Court
statisties, £4 7s. per week to live. Then, if
his inecome is only £4 a week, in addition te
suffering the disability of the high cost of

‘living on the goldfields he has to pay faxa-

tion under this measure. The principle of
exemption whieh is good in one part of the
State should be good in other parts. There
is 2 great deal of discontent on the goldfields
over this matter. It has to be borne in mind
that immediately the incomc exeeeds the
basiec wage, the whole of the income is sub-
ject to the incidence of this taxation. The
principle of the Act is that once people get
over the hasie wage the whole income comes
under the incidence of this taxation wherever
they live. Parliament delibevately set out
last year when they passed this tax to ex-
empt people on the basie wage or nnder.

Hon. C. G. Latham: In the mefropolitan
area.

The PREM1IER: Yes. We find now that
people on the basie wage whom Parliament
tried to exempt are subject to repayment of
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tax. So we have replaced money terms with
the words “hasie wage.” The wording of
this parvticular part of the schedule is to
give effect to what Parliament desived to
do last year, thalb is, to exempt the basic
wage. Using money terms we found that
the hasic wage was not exempt.

Mr, HUGHES : T agree with the Premier
on the question of the basic wage. Obvi-
ously if the basic wage is £4 7s. in  Kal-
goorlie and £3 12s. in Perth, both sams have
the same purghasing power. If the exemp-
tion were made on £3 12s. as the basic wage
we would be putting people in the higher
basie wage areas at an unfair disadvantage.
We could get over the diffienlty by deleting
the words proposed to he struck out, bnt in-
stend of having £192 inscrted as snggested
by the Leader of the Opposition we conlid
put in £260. We would thus have a start on
the basie wage., Tf we make it 2s. over the
hasic wage, the basic wage might overtake
us in 12 months. Bat if we make it £260
and exchzde from taxation all men under £5
a week, it is not likely the hasie wage will
overtake us before we have another session
of Parliament. T propose to support the
motion to delete the words “basie income”
and when I have an opportunity I propose
to move an amendment to the amendment
that “£260” be inserted instead of “£192.”

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The Premier talks
about wrong principles. The principle has
heen wrong for three years. Ib was infro-
dured by the Labour Government. Tt is not
our fault that the prineiple is wrong. What
I propose tn give will he of greater
atdvantage to the worker. At present the
metropolitan worker will be taxed immedi-
ately he gets any more than the hasie wage.
T 2 giving him a margin of 2s. abdve the
basic wage and T presume I will get the
support of those representing the metro-
politan area hecause I am making the con-
ditions for the workers much better. On
the sceond veading I pointed out that the
last Treasurer who introduced this measure
gave very serious thought to it and worked
it out on an aceceptable basis. The people
have become accustomed to that and kpow
all about it to-day, but now a new Trea-
surer eomes along with a new-fanged idea.
I am sure he will not get anything near
the vevenue he expeets from it, because it
will give opportunity for excuses. The Gov-
ernment want to tax the worker in the met-
ropolitan  area immediately he s in
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reeeipt of a penny over the basic
wage. They will take the penny. [
propose to see that fhe worker shall

get Zs. for himself over and above the
hasic wage hefore we tax him. 1 expect
mermbers on the Government eross-benchesz
to support me in this. The Bill will not
relieve all the men on the basic wage, he-
cause 98 per ecent. of the workers an fhe
goldtields have a margin of skill over amd
above the basie wage, and so the Bill dues
not offer them any advantage. Shop as-
sistants also have a margin of skill, and so
will not he affected. Not 2 per ecent. of the
wages men on the goldfields will get any
benefit from the Bill. As I propose to
amend this, I de not propose to exelude
the worker on a weekly wage, for I am
going to move the same amendment to the
second part of the Sehedule. Therefore it
must not be said that T want to give a
benefit to those on incomes alone.

Amendment pnt and negatived.

Mr. HUGHES: T move an amendment—

That ‘' fourpencu’’ wherever it appears ir
the Schedule he struck out and ‘‘twopence’’
inserted in lieu.
I do this tor the reason that we are giving
the man on £6, £7 or £8 per week a rebate
of 2d. in the pound on his tax. Surely,
then, we cannet refuse the same relative
advantage to those on £4 or £5 per week.
The Government are asking that a man
who paid 4d. in the pound previously shall
now have his tax reduced by 2d. in the
pound. If we reduee a man’s tax from
7d. te 5d. and from 8d. to 6d., it is clear
that we should have the same relative re-
hate right through, and at least placc a
man on a lower salary on on equality with
the man on a higher salary.

The PREMIER: To get a proper under-
standing of this, we require to go right back
to the beginning. TIn the beginning the fax
was 4%5d, all round. Subsequently it was
altered, increasing to 5d., 6d., 7d., 8d., and
fd. That was a very severe burden to people
an certain incomes, and as a result of ex-
perience we have found it would be more
equitable if we made these steps less steep.
Even now those people will be paying con-
siderably more than the original tax, so the
Leader of the Opposition eannot say that
they are getting their tax reduced. Aectoally
they are getting n rebate on a higher tax.
The lower-paid people will have their tax
redueed from 434d. to 4d., and so they will
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be getting some consideration from the Gov-
-evhment. This tax now is so arranged in
‘its ineidence as to enable us to get sufficient
‘money to carry on with. The amendment
moved by the member for Hast Perth would
-destroy the incidence altogether, We have
exempted everybody on the hasic wage. We
went to the country on that prineiple. Pre-
viously a man on £3 a week was paying 4%%d.
in the pound, which meant 1s. 1%4d. per
week. Now those people have been cxempied
and arve to pay nothing. People on £4 a
week had to pay 4%d. in the pound, or 1s.
6d. a week. Under this Bill they will pay
only 1s. 4d. Therefore they have received
consideration through the lowering of the
incidence of the tax. We are making the
tax more equifable, a course which experi-
enee indicates to be reasonable, The amend-
ment would upset the whole framework of
the Bill as well as the Budgef and all the
financinl arrangements that have been made.

Mr. HUGHES : The tax was 43d. in the
pound for a man getting £4 a week during
the very depth of the depression. There was
no virtue in the tax as introduced in the first
place. Labour members considered a flat rate
all wrong, and the graduations were in-
serted to make the tax more equitable and
more in aceordance with the taxpayers’
ability to pay. What has happened to de-
stroy that prineiple? The Premier said he
had acted in the light of experience. What
experience has there been to justify the
abandonment of a sound prineiple, that of
fixing the tax at a higher rate according
{o ability lo pay. Has any person paying
9d. on £8 per week proved that he was suf-
fering greater hardship than the man on £4
paying ls. 4d. per week? The man on £8
generally did not have his salary fixed by
the Arvhitration Court, and was not subject
to the basic wage reduction. There is proof
that he is much better off, even if we sllow
him to have £8 a week less 6s. tax. That
man was much better off than the worker
who suffered a rednection of 14s. or 15s. under
the basic wage. 1 cannot see how the Pre-
mier ean justify the statement that the tax
has operated more harshly on people receiv-
ing £6, £7 or 8 a week, than on those re-
ceiving £4 or £5 a week. We raised the
seale to make it more equitable Now we
are told it is not eqnitable. That statement
will not bear examination. A rebate should
be given to the men on £4 or £5 a week at
least equal to that given to those in the
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middle grade. This tax is a bad one with
nothing to eommend it.

The Premier: All taxes are bad.

Mr. HUGHOES: I do not agres with
that statement, Everyone realises that the
provision of public services necessitates
taxation. Under our system of accountancy
a good deal of confusion exists as to what
constitutes taxes. Many people regard
water rates as taxation instead of as pay-
ment for a specific commodity supplied.
In our returns we show the total railway
receipts and the total amount paid out.
The public would get a clearer view of pub-
lic finance if o profit and loss aceount were
issued in accordance with ordinary accoun-
taney practice showing only the difference
between revenne and expenditure.

The CHAIRMAN: Is the hon, member
connecting his remarks with the 4d.%

Mr. HUGIIES: There is a definite eon-
neetion. When a man complains of having
to pay £3,000 or £4,000 a year in taxation,
we envy him. He gets no sympathy. No
hardship is done him, becanse he has suffi-
cient left with which to buy all the things
that are good for him, as well a5 a lot of
others. When we take 1s. 4d. a week from
a man who is trying to rear a family on
£4 a week, we are taxing below the taxable
basis. Years ago members opposite defin-
ilely dectared that the minimum exemption
should be £56 a week. T think the member
for Boulder, in his youthful and radieal
days, put forward thai proposition, and we
thought him wonderful.

Hon. C. G. Latham: 8o he was.

Mr. HUGHES: Now [ am going to give
him an opportunity to vote for a rebate
of 24. for a man trying to rear a family
on £200 a year, and I hope the hon. mem-
ber will not be fonnd wanting.

Mr. DOUST: I desire to give notice of my
intention to move a further amendment.

The PREMIER: A person earning £500
a year was paying previously £2 5s. above
the average for the whole of Australia.
They felt they had legitimnate- reasons for
complaint and objected to paying that
much more than the awerage faxpayer in
other parts of the Commonwealth.

Hon. C. &. Latham: People on lower in-
comes are also paying more.

The PREMIER: No. This anomaly jus-
tifies our bringing the rate for people who
are on the middle amount of inecome down
to something like the Australian average.
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It puts right an injustice. It is a reason-
able thing to bring such people into line
with the Australian average, but that does
not mean we are going to bring everyone
down by 2d. in the pound.

Mr. HUGHES: I do not see what the
Australian average has to do with the mat-
ler. We ean upset the average at once by
abandoning all these rates and bringing in
some other rates. The authority to raise
money in this State belongs to this Par-
liament. We raise money by taxalion in
order to carry on the services of the coun-
try. How are we to raise this moncy and
provide alse that each citizen bears equit-
ably his portion of the burden? There may
be rebates of taxafion in the other States,
and the Australian average will he affected.
I do not see the force of the Premier’s
argument, The rate 1s lower in Victoria.
That State enjoys certain conditions, such
as the fact that a great proportion of its
borrowed money was raised on the Austra-
lian market and exchange upon it saved.
Such conditions are not applicable to Wes-
tern Australia. These things enabled Vie-
toria to have a lower rate of income tax
and a lower rate of special tax than we
have. There must, however, be some States
whieh have a higher rate than we have.
There is no virtue in our being on the
average.

The Premier: It is justification for the
alteration.

Mr. HUGHES: If we alter the rate
from 4d. to 2d., the Australian average will
at once he affected. There is no reason to
follow blindly the example of Vietoria, Tf
this tax does not bring in enough mouey,
we could have a special session of Parlia-
ment after December, and raise a further
s,

The PREMIER: The member for East
Perth advocates the raising of all taxation
hy means of the income tax.

Hon, €. G. Latham: That system doss
proyride for exemptions.

The PREMIER: It that principle were
followed, we should have to quadruple the
rates to get as mueh in revenne as we do
now from the emergency tax and the in-
come tax put together. People who are
only paying 3s. 4d. in the pownd to-day on
their ingcome taxation would, if the finan-
cial emergency tax were abolished, have to
pay 14s. in the pound. so that we might
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raise the monmey we now raise from both
these forms of taxation,
Amendment put and negatived.

Hon, €, G. LATHAM: The Treasurer's
argaments are not at all eonvineing. There

‘exists no reason for altering the flgures in

question. If the taxing is wrong, it has
heen wrong for years and years—in fact,
ever since Western Australia has had an
inecome tax, or ever sinee the member for
Boulder altered the incidence of the tax.
The-rate of tax under the Land and Income
Tax Act has been imposed for at least
seven years, probably for 10 or 11 years.
The member for Boulder reduced it at the
(ime the Commonwealth gave us a grant to
meet our necessities, In fairness to the
workers we ought to leave the taxes on
the higher incomes, from £312 upwards, as
they werc last year. The argument of the
member for East Perth is perfeetly sound.
There is no justifieation for the reduwetions
proposed by the Bill. If in order, I would
move the striking out of £338 and the
insertion of £312 in licu.

The CITATRMAN: The hon, member can
move to strike out £338. He would not be
in order in moving the insertion of £312,

bhecause (he cffect would be to increase
taxation.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Not on the people
generally.

The CHAIRMAN: The amendment

would bring more people under the taxation.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: That is exactly
what T want.

The CHAIRMAN: I am afraid T can-
not allow the hon. member to move that,

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: We ought to be
logiea! in our taxation. The Premier has
evaded the issue cvery time he has spoken.
Al he puts up is the contention that other
States, Queensland for example, have higher
rates. Against that we eould adduce the case
of Tasmania.

Mr. HUGHES: I move an amendment—

That in line 3 of subeolumn (b) of column
1 of the second part the word ¢ fourpence’’ he
struck out, with a view to the insertion of an-
other word.

I shall not repeat the arguments in favour
of the amendment. The feeling of the Com-
nittee should be tested on it.

The PREMIER: I do not want to bave
an argument on this with the member for
East Perth. The Committee having decided
that 44d. shall be the rate for the smaller
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incomes, it would be against all principle
to say thai people receiving greater incomes
should pay a rate of only 3d. That would
be an absolute blunder.

Yo, W, D. Johnson: At that rate, when
£1,000 a year was reached, there would he
no taxation at all.

Mr, HUGITES: The Government have
started by giving iebates in Tespeet of
higher incomes. The Government propose
relief for those who do not want it badly.

Amendment put and negatived.

My. DOUST: T move an amendment—

That in line £ of subcolumn {(h) of column
1 of the sgecond part the word ‘f fourpenece’’ be
struck out, and ‘‘threepence’’ inserted in lieu,
The amendment does not convey what 1 had
in my mind, and therefore I propose to
give an explanation. If the amendment be
agreed fo, it is my intention to move that
the 5d. be struek out in the next line, and
4%d. inserted in lieu, and I propose to con-
tinue the graduation on the higher ineomes.

The CHAIRMAN: If the hon. member
desires to increase the taxation, he will not
be in order.

Mr. DOUST: Then I do not know that
there is anything at all to disenss. If we
cannot alter the gradation because it may
mean increasing taxation regarding certain
sections, why is such a measure hrooght be-
fore members for consideration at all¥

Hon. C. G. Latham: You will have to alter
the Constitution Aet if you want to do that.

The CHAIRMAN: I am bound by the
Standing Orders. The bon. member ean
move to reduce taxation as much as he likes,
but he cannot increase taxation,

Mr, DOUST: The actual results that
would follow the amendments I have in mind
might not increase the amount of tasation
derived, buf as it wounld increase taxation in
respeet of the people affected, I presume 1
will be out of order.

The CHAIRMAN: That is so. Do vou
prapose to go on with your amendment?

Mr. DOUST : No, what s the use of going
on with it% On second thoughts I will pro-
ceed with it. T my idea is acceptable to the
Treasurer, he ecan, of course, recommit the
whole Schedule in order to make the neces-
sary alterations regarding the higher incomes.
Conditions have improved throughout the
State, and if there is to be any reduection of
taxation, I hope the Premier will accept my
amendment,
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Hon. C. G. LATHAM : The Premier was
quite right when he said that if he did not
impose a fair rate on those reeeiving the
wages or salaries the hon. member desires to
alter, and imposed a higher rate of tax on
those in receipt of larger incomes, he would
get very little in return, because the great
hulk of the tax must come from those in the
groups such as that now under discussion.
We cndeavoured to exelude the worker by
giving him a margin of 2s. above the basic
wage, but the Government would not agree
to that. As the Committee decided to accept
the Treasurer's point of view, we must be
consistent, and I eannot suppert the amend-
ment in view of the Committee’s earlier
decision.

Amendment put and negatived.
Schedule put and passed.
Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment and the
report adopted.

BILL--FINANCIAL EMERGENCY TAX
ASSESSMENT ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. ¢. ¢, LATHAM (York) [8.37]:
The Bill is closely related to the taxing Bill
we have just taken through Committee, and
is one better considered in Committee than
at this stage. It deals with amendments to
the interpretation section of the parent Act,
in respeet of which there are one or two
matters to which I desire to drawn aften-
tion. The Bill fixes the accounting period
as that provided in connection with the
Dividend Duties Aet, 1902. That means
that if a company balances its books at any
time other than the 30th June, a distribu-
tion must he made to coincide with that
period. Tt also provides an interpretation
of “basic ineome” and ‘‘basiec wage.” It de-
fines “dependant,” and I wish to have some-
thing to say on that secorc. The Premier
has gone to a great deal of trouble to define
that word, but if he had adopted the defini-
tion appearing in the Land and Income Tax
Assessment Act, it would have been far bet-
ter because the definition in the Bill does not
provide for everything. To my mind, the
definition in the Land and Tneome Tax
Assessment Aect would have been suiable.
I contend that if a person elaims con
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Sideration on the score that he has to con-
tribute towards the support of dependants,
he should be compelled to contribute a sub-
stantial amount. At present I understand
that if any individual provides £1 for his
amother or mother-in-law, he is classed as a
person with dependants, Surely that is
wrong, The definition in the Land and In-
«come Tax Assessment Aet is as folows:—

‘' Dependant’’ means a relative of a taxpayer

by blood, marriage, or adoption towards whose
maintenance the taxpayer has contributed £26
during the year in which his taxable inecome
wag derived: Provided that o person shall not
be deemed g dependant unless his annual in-
-come, including any payment or nllowanee for
sustouunce, jis less than £100 nor unless he ro-
sides in the State.
To my mind that covers exzactly what we
should do. If a person who happens to be
a dependant is getting £200 or £300 from
-different relatives or contributors he is
exempt from the tax and placed in a very
much better position than the person mak-
ing the contribution to him. Consideration
should be given to that faet. As the parent
Act stands I understand that any person who
makes a contribution of £1 claims that he is
a person with dependants. That is surely
Wrong.

The Premier: That doesn’t work out in
practice,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I think it does.
The definition of the word “dependants” in
the Bill is very clumsy. It makes no pro-
vision for any person who contributes to an
adopted child, and quite a number of people
have adopted children. Single girls I know
have adopted a baby. There are bachelors
who have done so. I know of one bachelor
in this ecity who has two adopted boys, and
he is edueafing them. But there is no pro-
vision for him in the Bill. If we had taken
the definition from the Land and Income
Tax Assessment Act it would have been far
better. Provision is also made for the
exemption of ministers of religion. The Pre-
mier will have to put up pretty good reasons
why ministers of relizion should be exempt.
To my mind these exemptions are wrong in
principle. Why pick ont ministers of reli-
gion? Why not exempt police, or somebody
else?

Hon. P. D. Perguson: Why not members
uf Parliament?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : If there is any jus-
tification tor assisting ministers of religion
surely the soundest way would be to make
a contribution direct to their salaries. If

[ASSEMBLY.]

political stunts are needed, I know of no
better procedure than to give exemptions.
iizemptions are wrong in principle; they
are not sound and should not be given.
Surely there is some way by which we can
get oub of it, if it is desirable.

Mr. Patrick: Is that done in Victoria?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Of ecourse it is
not. May I address myself to the Commis-
sioner of Taxation’s returns. A perusal
of page B indicates that elergymen are better
off than many other people in the State.
Under the heading of income of clergymen
liable to tax we find that in 1933-34 the sum
was £225; in 1934-35, £228; and in 1935-36,
£321. Those figures represent the taxable
income after exemptions have been made for
families. T notice that the tax imposed in
1933-34 per taxpayer was £2.9, in 1934-35,
£3, and in 1935-36, £4.8. So their salaries
are increasing, yet we select them for spe-
cial exemption. I do not think there is any
justifieation for it. It is wrong to exclude
people like that. If anybody should be ex-
empt surely widows should be! Why pick
out ministers of religion? I am just as
anxious as anyone fo help the churches, but
this does not help the churches. This is
helping individuals most of whom have a
fixed stipend. There are some denomina-
tions in which the men get no salary at all,
so they will not be taxed. This prineiple
permits of political stunts, and so far as
taxation is concerned we should treat every
taxpayer alike. I want to know what argu-
ment the Premier has for exeluding ministers
of religion. The statement he made was
that big claims were made against them. If
there are any people in the country distriets
who have hig elaims made against them it is
the police. Those who are hard up seek the
local policeman, and he is generally the one
who has to put his hand in his pocket and
provide the individual soliciting help with a
couple of shillings.

Mr. Patrick: Members of Parliament are
handy foo.

Hon, C. G, LATHAM : Yes, when they are
in the city; and when they reside in the
country also. There is no justification for
excluding ministers of religion. If the
principle is right, of assisting these men, let
us find other means of making up their
stipends. There is another provision I
would like the Minister to explain. It is
proposed to make the person who pays the
salary or wage personally liable, as well as
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the employer, Does that mean that when
we send out a Public Works Department
paymaster who has nothing whatever to do
with the making up of the wages sheets, he
is to be personally liable if the tax has not
been deducted correctly?

The Premier: Yes,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Surely that is
wrong. Very often we find in the Public
Works Department

The Premier: They will not make mis-
takes.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : I thought the only
men or women who did not make mistakes
were the people who never did anything.
But they probably will make mistakes, and
to make a person responsible who has had
nothing fo do with the mistake made, is
surely wrong. The person who makes the
deduetions, and not the person who pays out
the money, should be responsible.

The Minister for Justice: Who iz respon-
sible now?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The employer is.

The Minister for Justice: He passes it ou
to the paymaster.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: He does not, If
we are going to adopt that principle, where
shall we be? The title of the Minister for
Justice does not sound quite all right, if
that is the principle he is going to adopt.

The Minister for Justice: I have held jobs
of that kind, and I have been responsible for
the mistakes,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Although ven
have had nothing to do with the making up
of the accounts?

The Minister for Justice: Yes,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: It is the first time
I have heard of such a thing. The Min-
ister looks 10 be a very much harder man
than that; he does not look as simple as
that, and I eannot believe that he ever
allowed anyone to put it over himi in the
manner stated.

The Minister for Justice: You would
soon put it over anyone you were employ-
ing if he made a mistake in your cash.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: But there would
not be a mistake in the cash; he wonld
have nothing to do with the making up of
the aecounts. He is handed a long wages
sheet and told ‘‘There is the money, po
out and pay it.”’ And he does so. The
aceountants of certain firms do all the
necessary work inside, and then hand out
the wages sheet and the money to the pay-

master in order that he might pay the men.
But under this it is proposed to make him
as well as $he employer liable.
The Minister for Justiee:
makes up the pay sheet is liable.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I do not mind
that. But it is provided here that the per-
son making the payments is to be liable;
that is the point. The Minister knows very
well that he ean go to many places where
he will find a girl paying the staff, althoagh
the girl has not made up the accounts. Now
I am going to ask the Premier another
question: Tn the matier of an income
spread over the year ending the 30th June,
1937, how does he propose to provide for
a man who has shorn his sheep and dis-
posed of his wool before the 31st Deeem-
ber, 1936% TIs he going to pay a tax of 1s,
or of 9d. in the pound?

The Premier: He will pay on his income.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Again, suppose a
person is shearing and has not sold his
wool but will sell it next year, although his
ineome was earned this year, because that
is when his shearing took place. All these
problems will be put up to the department.
Then suppose & man harvests his wheat and
earns his ineome in this half year, but does
not sell his wheat until the next half year?

The Premier: He will be assessed on the
income of the previous vear. However, I
will explain it when replying to the debate

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : T think that would
be much better. I notice that the 3lst
December, 1936, is mentioned, and also the
30th June, 1937. If it were a year hehind,
as the Premier snggests, it might be all
right, but I do not think that is what is
intended. TIf the Minister has any other
post besides his parliamentary profession,
he is allowed to the 30th June, when the
income is earned during the year. I know
a number of people who have only now had
their assessments for income carned last
vear. It ig very objectionable when one
gets iwo income-tax demands in the one
vear. I know that the present Premier had
quite a lot of surplus cash awaiting him at
the Taxation Department. That would be
worth while explaining. I suppose it was due
to rulings given by the Taxation Commis-
sioner, hut those rulings ought to he made
publie so that taxpayers might know what
the position really is. As I have pointed
out, this Bill ean be far hetter dealt with
in Committee, because it contains quite a

Whoever
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lot of ideas, while there is no prineiple at
stake except the prineiple of exempting
from taxation ministers of religion. 1 will
support the second reading.

MR. SAMPSON (Swan) [8.55]: There
will be general support for the Government's
sympathetic consideration of the clergymen,
‘bui I think i} is more a gesture than a benefit
1o the majority of eclergymen. Nowadays,
with sermons on the air and radioc serviees,
the churches do not enjoy the incomes they
onee enjoyed. I know that ministers of
many churches are in receipt of exceedingly
small salaries. The implication of the con-
sideration to be extended to clergymen is
that the Government are sympathetic towards
clergymen. I should like to know whether
any amount is to be paid to the chaplains or
clergymen who visit the Wooroloo Sana-
torium, or whether the amount that previ-
-ously was paid hag been entirely withdrawn.
Ti may he on the Estimates, but T eannot
find it there.

My, SPEAKER : The hon. member eannot
-discuss the Estimates on this Bill.

Mr, SAMPSON: No, but in considering
the Bill it would be helpful to see to what
extent the sympathy of the Government has
been extended. Again, there are the prisons
of the State. Thereis a prison at Roebourne,
although I do not know whether it is operat-
ing to-day, and there is the prison farm and
the Fremantie prison. T find that the chap-
lains of the State are due to receive £213.
That is not over-generons, and if it means
that the future of the prisoners is to be——

My. SPEAKER: I think the hon. member
had better discuss the Bill, not the chaplains
and the prisoners.

Mr. SAMPSON: I am connecting them
ap.

Mr. SPEAKER: Then much of the con-
nection is ont of order also,

Mr. Hegney interjected.

Mr. SAMPSON: My hon, friend is sym-
pathetic in regard to the need for improving
the conditions of chaplains in the gaol. I am
with him there, for I also have been in Fre-
mantle. Perhaps the Premier will give the
Honse a little information as to these mat-
ters. It does appear on the surface that
there is sympathy for the leaders of religion,
but in looking into it more closely we find
that the sympathy is more imaginary than
real

[ASSEMBLY.]

MR. NORTH (Claremont) [8.59]: I de-
sire to support the measure, and also the re-
marks of the Leader of the Opposition much
more warmly than usual, because he enunci-
ated a very important principle which I trust
will have more support in the future
than it has had in the past. On the question
of assisting ministers of religion, he said it
should be done, not by means of exempting
them from taxation, but by means of a
subsidy,

Mr, Sampson: Some of them are on the
basic wage.

Mr. NORTH: In that remark the Leader
of the Opposition touched a very important
prineiple. It appears to me the only solu-
tion of many of our problems to those who
do not believe in socialism wounld be the
general introduetion of the prineiple of the
subsidy. What a magic word it is! Wher-
ever we travel through the world, in trains
or by other means, and wherever we stay, at
hotels or clsewhere, we hear the word *sub-
sidy.”

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! I do not think
there is anything about subsidy in this Bill.

Mr. NORTH: No, but it was suggested
by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. SPEAKER: I hope the hon, member
is not going to make a speech on that
suggestion. .

Mr. NORTH: The proposal to grant
relief to ministers of religion is quite a
good gesture on the part of the Government,
but if relief could be granted by way of
subsidy, I should prefer it. Is that ount of
order, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. SPEAKER.: The hon. member must
speak to the Bill

Mr. NORTH: I am pleased that the
Government have seen fit to make this ges-
ture and help the church and the officers
of the church in their very difficnlt mission.
They are irying to introduce a system of
living that is in absolute conflict with con-
ditions prevailing in the economic world,
This assistance is being offered at a time
when, nnless the economie system is
straightened out and drastically improved,
the work of the churches will become almost
hopeless. t !

Mr. Marshall: This measure will not
release you from making your ordinary
contributions to the chureh.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.
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In Commiltec.

Mz, Hegney in the Chair; the Premier in
charge of the Bill,

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clause 2—Amendment of Seetion 2:

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: T have cadeav-
oured to frame amendments Dbut bave
met with diffieultics. One amendment pro-
posed to include “adepted son or daughter”
in the definition of “dependant.”” Practieally
all blood relations arce included.

The Premier: If a child were adopted by
deed poll, it would have ali the legal rights.

Hon. C. G, LATHAM: Then I should like
to, know what the Premier considers is
mainfenance regularly contributed. Would
he consider £1 a vear sufficient?

The Premier: No.

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: Then we should
insert a minimum of, say, £20.

-The Premier: Two people might be pay-
ing £20 each.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: A person who
hands his mother £1 now and again, say,
at Christmas time, should not be eonsidered
to he regularly contributing, If a depend-
ant receives £100, or £78 under the measure
just dealt with, he should be compelled to
pay taxation the smne as anyone else. I hope
the Premier will look into this gquestion. If
anomalies exist, they should be corrected.
The Commissioner of Taxation cannot pos-
sibly tell who 1s a dependant. Even thc
word “substantially” is not used to qualify
“contributed.”

The PREMIER: If a person oceasionally
gave his mother a pound, the recipient eould
not be regarded as a dependant. “Depend-
ant” realiy means what it implies—depend-
ent on ancther, Two sons might be giving
their mother 155 or £1 a week and they
would be entitled to relief, but there must
be real dependence. Proof would have to
e given that the recipient was actually
dependent. The supposititious case instanced
by the Leader of ihe Opposition is no*
likely to oceur.

Hon. C. G. Latham: If you ask the Com-
missioner to consider the matter and adjust
it in another place, T shall be satisfied. I
know that what T say is right.

Mr. Matshall: How do vou know?

Hon. C. G. Latham; Because I remember
what happened under the hospital tax.

l62]
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The PREMIER : T will undertake to have
inquiries wade and, if neeessary, have an
amendment moved in another place.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 3—Amendment of Section 4 of the
principal Aet:

Hon. €. . LATHAM: This is a clause
that might well be discussed. We should
deal with the apportionment of the tax be-
tween the old rate and the new rate.

Hon, P. D. PERGUSON: I am con-
cerned about the innovation which exempts
ministers of religion. I disagree with the
Leader of the Opposition that everyone in
distress goes to the loeal constable for re-
lief. My experience is that they go to the
local clergyman, who in many instances has
rendered great service and saved consider-
ahle expenditure to the State. I wish to
provide that nof all the clergy shall be
exempt but only those who are in receipt
of a moderate income. With that object
in view, I move an amendment—

That at the end of subparagraph (ii) of para-
graph (f), the following proviso he inserted:—
“Provided that if the total income, salary, and
wages under subparagraphs (1) and (i) Te-
ceived by any such minister of religion exceed
the sum of £300, the said exemption shall cease
to apply.*?

The sum of £300 a year will cover praetic-
ally all the working elergy in Western Aus-
tralia. It will not include high dignitaries
who may he in rceeipt of £1,000 a year. 1
fully recognise the value of the serviees ren-
dered by ministers of religion, but fail to
see why any elergyman who is well oft should
be exenipt.

Myr. THORN: In most country towns the
local constable i3 the man who dispenses
charity, in the form of rations. T do mot
see why the clergy should be exempt. This
looks like funther kite-fiying on the part of
the Government.

The Premier: Youn do not agree with the
memhber for Irwin-Moore?

My, THORN: On this side of the Cham-
her we have opinions of our own. It is not
to he supposed that all members of the clergy
ave extremely charitable men. T think more
claims are made upon my salary thar upen
the stipends of many winisters of religion.
We may vet expeet to have members of Par-
lisment moving for exemption in the case
of members of the police force.

Hon. C. G. Latham: Who are just as much
entitied fo it
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Mr. THORXN: I do not know what the
Government are fishing for, but they are
after something. If we are to give exemp-
tions, let them be given to men on the lowey
rungs of the ladder.

Mr. WATTS: I should like to see the
amendment of the member for Irwin-Moore
amended by inscrting ‘“£400” in len of
“£300.” The former is a reasonable figure,
There ave two ways in which the clergy can
be taxed, either through their stipends or
their private resources. I understand the
average stipend of a couniry elergyman is
a little over £300 per annum. Parsons are
frequently called vupon to assist cases of dis-
tress. That happens often in my own dis-
triet.

Mr. Thorn: My experience is that people
come {0 me.

Mr. WATTS: The clergy are therefore
entitled to some consideration. Ministers
of religion have Dbeen given special
consideration under other  Aets, so
that the principle is not a new one
Tt seems to me reasonable that that con-
sideration should be extended in this legis-
lation. At the same time, the provision as
it stands, placing no limit on the amount
of stipend and income received from out-
side by a minister of religion, should nof
be accepted. I move an amendment on the
amendment—

That the word ‘‘three’’ in the amendment
be struck out, and ‘‘four’? inserted in lien,

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

The PREMIER : I move an amendment—

That in propesed paragraph (e), after the
word ‘'person,’’ in line 3, there be inserted
““with dependants.’?

Otherwise any person, single man or single
woman, receiving less than the basie wage
would be exempt.

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

Clauses 4, 5—agreed to.

Clause 6-——Amendment of Section 9 of the
prineipal Act:

Hon. C, G, LATHAM: I move an amend-
ment—

That in paragraph (a) the words ‘“he and,”’
in lines 4 and 35, he skruck out.
The amendment absolves from responsibility
under this provision any person having no
responsibility for the payment of =alarvies
or wages.

{ASSEMBLY.]

The PREMIER: The position is diffienlt
to deal with. The employer employs a
manager or accountant or paymaster to
make out the salary and wages sheets and
to apply the deductions, and the employer
in good faith expecis the employee to do
what he pays him to do. The employee
makes a mistake, perhaps deliberately con-
niving with some workman not to deduct
the proper amount of tax—this without th»
employer’s knowledge and entirvely against
his wishes. It scems wrong that the em-
plover should be fined and made to pay
tax hecause of the omission made by a man
whom he is probably paying a good salary
to do the work. Practically in all cases
where the employer is liable, he would Le
the person selected by the Commissioner
of Taxation for prosecntion; but if some
othey person is unquestionably Dblame-
worthy, the Commissioner of Taxation ean
sue that other person for having failed to
perform the duty placed on him by the
parent Act. The aceountant prepares the
wages sheet, and passes it fo the paymaster
to go out and pay the workers. Then it is
hard to know whe is to be held blame-
worthy for not colleeting the tax. That,
however, iz a duty cast on the employer by
the parent Aect.

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: But it is not right
for the Commissioner to colleet from hoth
of the men.

The PREMIER: The Commissioner does
not do so, as the hon. member will see if he
reads to the end of the clavse. When the
unpaid tax is recovered from the emplover,
nobody else is asked to pay it again.
The Leader of the Opposition mentioned this
matter to me vesterday. T went info it care-

fully and consulted the Parliamentary
Praftsman. 1 can assure the hon. member

the position is as I have indicated.

Hon. C. . LATHAM: I understand that,
in aceordance with common law, the em-
ployer is responsible for any aet of his
employee. This provision in the Bill is
intended to prptect the employer against the
dishonest employee. Surely it is for the
person owning the business to see that his
employee does his job, not Parliament. T do
not think it is fair to ask Parliament to legis-
Inte to protect a carcless employer or his
manager.

The PREMIER : Tt is awkward to fix the
responhsibility on the proper person. We
have to trust to the Commissioner of Taxa-

-
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tion to determine the individual to be
prosecuted.

Hon, €. G. Latham: He would certainly
select the employer,

The PREMIEHR: The Leader of the
Opposition has a farm. He may be in town
when shearing operations have to he under-
taken. He would naturally instruct someone
to pay those men, and he would forward a
chenue to cover the amount that would he
involved. It would be rather rotten in those
circumstances if the hon. member were to he
summeoned for not carrving out the provisions
of the Act when lie actually had instrusted
someone to do so, and that person had de-
liherately disoheyed his orders.

Hon. P. . Ferguson: As the proposed
subsection reads, he conld he summoned,

The PREMIER : That may be so, hut only
one fax could be collected.

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: If the word “or”
appeared after “and,”’ wlhieh the Leader of
the Opposition proposes to strike out, it
would then specifically provide that one or
the other ecould he prosecuted.

The PREMIER: I am prepared to aceept
an amendment on those lines to make it still
more clear,

Hon. C. G. Latham; Next von will be in-
troducing legislation to protect an emplover
against someone who swindles hin,

The PREMIER: That principle does
apply. TFor instance, if three or four wmen
enter & hotel and one happens to be drunk
or under 21 years of age, and the barman or
harmaid, in response to a eall for four pots
of beer, supplies the liquor, after which a
policeman appears on the scene, the employee
wonid be prosecuted, not the licensee.

Amendment put and negatived,
Hon., P. D. FERGUSON: T move—

That after the word ‘‘and’’ in line 3 of
proposed new paragraph at the end of Subsec-
tion 1 the word ‘¢ /or’’ be inserted.

Amendment put and passed; the elaunse,
as amended, agreed to,

Clauses 7 and S—agreed to.
Title—agreed to,
Bill reported with amendments.

BILL—TFAIR RENTS.
In Committee,
Mr. Hegney in the Chair; the Minister
for Justice in charge of the Bill.
Clauses 1 to 7—agreed to.
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Clanse 8—Basis of determination of fair
rent:

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: In line 6 of Sub-
clause 1 oceur the words, “and the land oe-
cupicd therewitl.” Sometimes half-acre or
oven acre bloeks of land are sold on whiel
houses are crected. Do the words quoted
refer to the whole of the land? I think the
arca should be limited.

The Minister for Justice: Obviously the
meaning is that portion of the land oceupied
by the dwelling house.

Mr. NORTH: Subclause 2 provides that
“the court shall determine the fair rent at
a rate of not less than 1} per centum above
the rate of interest which is for the time
baing eharged upon overdrafts by the Com-
monwealth Bank of Australia on the capital
value of the dwelling house determined as
aforesaid, plug the following”:—There fol-
low four paragraphs. Paragraph (e) is “‘in-
surance on any buildings.” Does that in-
elude insuranee for toss of rent?

The MINISTER POR JUSTICE: Tt in-
cludes insurance for any purpose whatever,
including insurance for loss of rent.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 9 to 20—agreed to.

Schedule, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment and the
report adopted.

BILL—INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
ACT AMENDMENT.
In Commitiee.

Resumed from the 10th November, Mr.
Sleeman in the Chair; the Minister for Em-
ployment in charge of the Bill.

Clause 2—Amendment of Scction 4 of
the principal Act {partly considered) :

The CHALRMAN: When progress was
veported last night, the member for Ned-
fands had moved an amendment “that in
line 12 the words ‘or substantially’ be struek
ont.”

Mr. NORTH : This deals with canvassers
for insuranee and includes part-time
workersz, In Queensland they have had
practieal expericnce of attempting to bring
in a elause of this sort. The effect has been
verv unsatisfactory, being damaging to
business and disastrous to many men who
previously had been able to earn a living.
A number of braneh houses had to he closed.
It was not found practieable there to appoint
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part-time agents working on a weekly basis,
ner to give general agency work fo men on
part-time. So one-third of those previously
employed have lost their employment. That
sitmation is worth investigation by the
Minister. If he ean see his way clear to
having these words “or substantially” de-
leted, it will be much more satisfactory,

Mr. WATTS: The point seems to be
whether n canvasser is fully engaged in the
canvassing industry, or whethier he bas only
a part-time job. If he has a part-time job,
he is not engaged in the industry and so
should be removed from the Bill. What the
mover of the amendment intends is that if
o man’s canvassing efforts are wholly de-
voted to the eanvassing industry, he should
be subject to the Bill, which is quite
reasonable. Tt is not & cquestion of his
being substantially concerned in the busi-
ness of one company, but of his being wholly
concerned "in the bunsiness of eanvassing. I
know of a man who eanvasses for a life
insurance company, but part of his time has
to be put in on an auvctioneer’s country sales,
and in other ways. To bring in such a man
as that, who might be elassed as substan-
tially devoted to the interests of one com-
pany—he works for only the one company
—uuder the Arbitration Gowt award would
be going too far. I hope the Committee
will accept the amendment, which, as the
Notice Paper shows, is to be followed by
another to strike oul the words “interests
of one company or sociefy” and insert the
words “industry of canvassing.”

Mr. NEEDHAM: I hope the amendment
will not be agreed to. The member for
Katanning spoke of part-time work. The
Aet provides for part-time workers engaged
in many industries, and such men appear in
many awards. The clanse provides for a
man wlo is only part of the day engaged
in eanvassing. We have other industries
under the provisions of the arbitration law
in which men do not put in the whole of
one day for any particnlar company, bat
sometimes are engaged by various eompanies
in one day. Surely we should not deprive
those men of the protection of the arhitra-
tion law! An atfempt is now being made to
deprive insurance canvassers of that protee-
tion., Théese men have been deprived of the
protection of the arbitration law for many
years. [ remember, i4 years ago, these
men went on strike in order fo get hetter
wages, but they could not he included in the
arbitration law under the definition of
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“workers.” The Bill endeavours to give them
long-delayed justice, but this amendment
and the next suceeeding one, referred to by
the member for Katanning, will destroy the
henefit they otherwise would get. The
original intention of the mover of the
amendment was to see that men engaged in
insurance canvassing should not be inclnded.
At the last moment, however, he abandoned
that intention and has now beaten a retreat,
leaving this amendment with us. The clause
iz a legitimate attempt fo provide long-
deferred protection for these canvassers.

My. WATTS: At the time the hom.
member refers to, when the insuranee can-
vassers were struggling for better eondi-
tions, I was sympathetic with their efforts,
and I nnderstand that they did sueceed in
those efforts. The mover of the amendment is
not desirous of preventing insurance eanvas-
sers from obtaiming such benefits ag there
may be under, the Industrial Arbitration Act.
Neither am I. But there are cases, such
as T have mentioned, in which to bring the
men under the Arbitration Aet wonld be
to do the part-time eanvassers no good at
all, It is reasonable to allow that the man
wholly engaged in the canvassing industry
is the one worth looking after. A man
whose livelihood definitely is concerned
with eanvassing for life and other forms
of insurance needs protection, not the other
class of eanvasser who does it as a side-
line.

The MINISTER FVOR EMPLOYMENT:
I replied to this amendment at 2 previons
sitting. All T have to add is that there
must be some provision for the canvasser
whe is not devoting all his services to can-
vassing, but is substantially devoting them
to canvassing for insurance. It will be
diffieult enough to cheek up on the propo-
sal in the Bill, buf if we aecepted the
amendment that has been indicated to make
the services apply to the industry of can-
vagsing, as against assoeiating them with
one soeiety or company, the task of check-
ing up would be impossible. The deletion
of the words wonld limit the protection to
those men devoting the whole of their time
to insurance canvassing.

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

Ayes 17
Noes 22
AMajority against 5
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Ayza,
Mr. Boyle Mr. Sampson
Mrs, Cardell-Oliver Mr. Seward
Mr, Doust Mr, Shearn
Mr, Ferguson . Mr. J, M. Smith
Mr. Hill Mr. Thors
Mr. Latham Mr, Warner

Mr. McLarty
Mr. Nerth
Mr. Patrick

Mr. Watts
Mr. Welsh
AMr. Doney
(Teilcr.)

Noss,

Mr. Coverley Mr., Raphael

Mr. Crosa Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Fox vr. I Q. L. Smith
Mr. Hawke Mr. Styants

Mr. Jegney Mr. Topklin

Mr. Jonoson Mr. Troy

Mr. Lambert Mre. Willcock

Mr. Marshall Mr., Wise

Mr, Millington
Mr. Needham

Mr., Withers
Mr. Wilson

Mr, Nulsen (Teller.}
Pargs.
AvEes, Nokes.
Mre. Keenan sr. Collier
Mr. Stubbs Miss flelman

Mr. McDonald Mr. Munsie

Amendment thus negatived.

" The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
1 move an amendment—

That in subparagraph (iii) of paragraph
(b), after the word *“that,’’ in line 7, there
be inserted ‘‘in respect of subparagraphs (ii)
and (jii}.*’

Amendment put and passed,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : I move an amend-
ment—

That in paragraph (b) thc words ‘‘either

nothing or of small acecount,”’ in line 38, be
struck ount, with a view to the insertion of an-
other word.
If this amendment is carried, 1 propose to
move the insertion of the word “fictitious.”
Frequently a partnership exists where one
man puls very little eapital inta the concern,
perhaps ouly providing his labour and
sharing the profits. The paragraph as it
stands would make that man not a partner,
but » worker. Substantial reasons should he
shown for breaking up a partnership.

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
T certainly oppose the amendment. Af a
previous stage of the debate 1t was explained
how the practice of forming partnerships
had grown at an alarming rate in recent
vears, It was also explained that many of
these partnerships were really hogus, being
Torced upon employees by employers desirous
of evading awards or industrial agreements.
Therefore, it 15 highly necessary that the
proposal in the Bill shonld not he weakened
in the manner suggested hy the amendment.
The words proposed to be struck out really
proteet the genuine partner who, for some
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reason, has net a large holding in the part-
nership,

Hon, C. (. LATHAM: The provision has
reference to the capital invested, If the
words “of small aceount” are retained, what
will they mean? What does the Minister con-
sider “of small aceount”? What he counsiders
to be of small acconnt, no deubt a magistrate
would regard similarly. There would be
sommething for the magistrate to give con-
sideration to if the amendment were carried.

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
The proposal is to insert in place of the
words to be struek out, the word “fictitious,”
which means something that dees not exist,
If o man had two shillings in g partnership
he would he legally considered a genuine
partner, as his holding would not be fietitious,
However small a holding, it would not be
Retitious, because it wonld be something that
existed. 1 ask the Committee not to aceept
the amendment.

Mr. WATTS: I disagree with tho defini-
tion of “fictitious,” as presented hy the
Minister. I have a dictionary that gives the
meaning of “fictitious” as “unreal, counter
feit, or mnot genuine.” There are many
partnerships entered info in which one
parier has a small finaneial interest, hut his
services are of great value to the coneern,
That partnership is bona fide and not ficti-
fious. The inclusion of ‘““fictitions” would
certainly cover instances where the pariner-
ship iz entered into in a manner that is not
hona fide. The provision goes a little too
far. I aceept the Minister’s assurance that
there are such instances as that to which he
referred i which workers have had to sub-
mit to compulsion. 1 do not know how that
compulsion could he exercised, ‘but T accept
the Miuister's statement that that position
has arisen, It is dubious as te what use
will be made of the words “of small aceonnt.”
Later on there is another amendment to in-
sert the words “sham partner” 1 think the
Minister, if he were to consider these pro-
posals, would agree that they really eover
what he intends. As the provision reads
now, injustice may he done to people who
have acted bona fide.

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
While I desire to express my deep apprecia-
tion of the very clever and involved suppeort
given by the member for Katanning to the
amendment, T claim his definition of “feti-
tious” provides abundant justifieation for
that which I subwmitied. Tf the actual hold-
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ing in the partnership is unreal, then the
partnership is not real. If it is eounterfeit,
it is not real, not genuine, and therefore does
not exist. The proposels to insert “ficti-
tious” and “sham partner” are dangerous,
and would leave the position almost entirely
as it is at present, and would provide no
protection at all against the incrensing tend-
oncy to foree sham partnerships upon the
workers for the purpose of evading the
terms of an industrial award or agrecment.

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

Ayes 17
Noes 22
Majority against .. .. D
AYEB.
Mr. Boyle Mr. Beward
Mrs, Cardell-Qliver Mr. Shearn
Mr. Ferguson Mr. J. M. Swmith
Mr. Hil Mr. Thorn
Mr. Latham Mr. Waroer
Mr. McLarty Mr, Watws
Mr. North Mr. Welsh
Mr. Patrick Mr. Doney
Mr, Sampson (Teller.)
Noks.
Mr. Coverley Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Crosas Mr. Raphael
Mr. Doust Mr. Rodoreds
Mr. Fox Mr. F.C. L. Smith
Mr. Hawke Mr, Styants
Mr. Hegney Mr, Tonkin
Mr, Johnson Mr. Troy
Mr. Lambert Mr. Willcock
Mr, Marghall Mr. Wise
Mr, Millington Mr. Withers
Mr. Needham Mr. Wilton
(Teller.}
PAIRS,
AveB. NOeES.
Mr. Keenan Mr. Collier
Mr. Btubbs Miz« Hoimab
Mr. McDonald Mr. Munsle

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I move—

That progress be reported.

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

Ayes - - .- .. 16
Noes .- .- e .. 23
—_
Majority against .. .. 6
AYES.
Mr. Boylg Mz, Sampson
Mrs. Cardell-Oliver Mr. SBeward
Mr. Fergusom “] Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr. Hill Mr. Thora
Mr. Latham Mr. Warner
Mr. McLarty Mr. Watts
Mr. Nerth Mr. Welsh
Mr Pairick Me. Doney

(Teller.)
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NOES,

Mr. Coverley Mr. Nulsen

Mr. Cross 81r, HuDhael

Mr. Doust Mr. Rodoreda

Mr. Fox Mr. F. €. L. sSmith

Mr. Hawke Mr. Styants

Mr, Hegney Mr. Teonkin

Mr. Johnson Mr, Tro¥

Mr. Lambert Mpr. Wlllcock

Mr, Marshall Mr. Wise

Mr, Millington Mr. Withers

Mr. Neadham Mr, Wilson

(Teller.)
Palsa,
AYEA, NOoEs.
Mr. Keenan Mr. Collier
Mr. Stubbs Miss Holman

Mr. McDonald Mr, Munsie

Motion thus negatived.

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: I move an amend-
ment—

That in lines 41 and 42 of paragraph (b)
the words ‘‘substantially an employee of one
or more partners'’ he struck out with u view
to inserting the words ‘‘a sham partner’’ in
Tiew.

The whole of this pavagraph throws the re-
sponsibility on a partner to prove that he
is not an employee, but we are hedging it
in so much that it will be difficnlt to prove.
This class of legislation is brought down
cvery session and we never seem to be able
to satisfy either side, the employer or the
employec. It is about time we had a thor-
ongh overhaul of sueh legislation, partieu-
larly that dealing with partnerships. The
Bill should have heen referred to a select
committee. [f that had been done we would
have got something aceeptable to hoth sides.
T hope the Minister will accept the amend-
ment. We are not attempting to hold up his
tegislation; we are asking him to aceept
smendments that will be in the best inter-
ests of all coneerned. The Minister repre-
sents the workers’ side, but no legislation
¢an bhe suceessful unless there is representa-
tion from hoth sides. The members on this
side of the Housa view it from an unbiassed
standpoint, because we represent neither see-
tion. We want to see lagislation put through
which is fair both to employer and employee.
But this is not fair. A person will legiti-
mately enter into a partnerchip, and then
the matter will be referred by an inspector
under the Factories and Shops Act to the
court and he may be proved to be a worker
under the Industrial Arbitration Aet. This
class of legislation is going to keep a man
always a worker; the progressive man wants
to get on and do something better,

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT :

Whatever may be said of some clauses, this
partienlar clause is desired not only by in-



dustrial workers, but by a large number of
employers.

Hon. C. @. Latham: Would this have any-
thing to do with baking?

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
Yes.

Mon. C. G. Latham: T thought it might
when T saw the member for Guildford-Mid-
land ahont it & little while ago,

The MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT:
As a matter of faet the baking industry s
one in which a great number of workers
have heen forced into partnership, not with
a view to giving them any intevest in the
business, to assist them to move from the
ranks of ovdinary workers to the ranks of
employers, but to deprive them of a portion
of the wages they are entitled to, and fo
foree upon them industrial eonditions
they wonld he protected against if an award
or an agreement were covering them.
So T assure all members of the Comnmittee
that this is a proposal desired not only by
the workers in industry, bat also by a great
majority of the employers, and by those
employers in genuine partnerships. It mnst
be clear to all that unfair partnerships
create unfair trading conditions and give
an unfair trading advantage to those em-
plovers who are sulficiently unfair to force
this type of partnership into existence. So
T have no intention of aceepting the amend-
ment moved by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition.

Mr. SAMPSON: Some consideration
should be given to those business men who,
anxious to acknowledge faithful serviece on
the part of an employee, have handed that
man a partnership, not a parénership to
the extent of 50 per eent. of ownership,
but still a partnership. T question whether
the Minister is justified in sugpesting that
where what appears to he a partnership
exists, that partnership has been estah-
lished for the purpose of doing something
of a sinister nature in the industry. Where
a parvtnership appears o exist there is pro-
tection in regavd to the trading affairs of
that coneern. It is wrong to state that
those partnerships in many eases aet in a
way derogatory to the true progress of the
industry.

Hon. €. G, LATHAM: I have now been
advised by the Minister that this provi-
sion applies more particularly o bakers.
T know there are genuine partnerships in
that industry. Personally T am acqnainted
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with two men, one of whom bakes the bread
while the other delivers it. That is a
genuine partnership. This provision seems
to be a subterfuge to bring in what we have
already thrown out by other legislation.
The Government side of the Iouse ought
not to eneourage the keeping down of any
man, unless they expect thus to get that
man to vote for them. I still hope the Min~
ister will agree to the amendment,

Amendment put, and a division iaken
with the following result:—

Ayes 15
Noes 21
Majority agaiust G
AYES.
Mr. Boyle Mr. Sampson
Mrs. Cardell-Qliver Mr, Seward
Mr. Ferguron Mr. J. M. 8mith
Mr. Hill Mr, Warner
Mr. Latham Mr. Walts
Mr, McLarty Mr. Welsh
Mr. North Mr. Doney
Mr. Patrick {Teller)
NoEs,
Mr. Coverley Mr. Raphael
Mr. Doust Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Fox Mr. F. C. L. Smith
Mr, Hawke Mr. Styants
Mr. Hegney Mr, Tonkin
Mr, Johnson Mr. Troy
Mr, Lambert Mr. Willeock
Mr. Marshall Mr. Wige
Mr. Mlllingtea Mr. Withers
Mr. Nesdham Mr. Cross
Afr. Nulsen {Teller.)
PAIRS.
AYES. Nozs.
Mr. Kernan Mr. Collisr
Mre. Stubbs Mizs Holman
Mr. MeDonald Mr Munsia
Mr. Thorn Mr., Wiisen

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Progress reported.

BILL—JUSTICES ACT AMENDMENT.
Returned from the Coonecil withont
amendment.

House adjourned at 11 p.m.




