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The Minister for Agriculture: Not in
the low places. The hon. member has
never seen them in low places.

Hon. G. Bennetts: I have seen them
there.

The Minister for Agriculture: They are
all on the high spots.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Even if they will
not stand a pressure equal to that taken
by steel pipes, they could still be used
in all the low Pressure areas on the
Great Southern and other water supply
schemes. The idea of using wooden pipes
was first introduced in 1932 and I under-
stand they are used a good deal in South
Africa-that is where the idea came from.
These pipes were used in Western Aus-
tralia, but considerable opposition came
from the water supply engineers. I do
not know whether that is the reason why
they have not been more widely used, but
the Government could give further con-
sideration to the question in an endeavour
to see if there is anything in the idea.

There is only one other small matter
I wish to discuss and this concerns the
Cattle Trespass Act. I think the last prin-
cipal amendments to the Act were Passed
in 1928. Upon looking at the schedule
we find that some of the penalties are
inadequate. I cannot quote the actual
figures because I have not the Act in
front of me, but let us take the case of
horses. If horses are impounded it costs
a good deal more to feed them, adver-
tise the fact that they are impounded,
and carry out all the requirements laid
down in the Act than it did in 1928.

Consequently road boards throughout
the State find themselves out of Pocket
if they pay a poundkeeper to impound
horses-that is the ordinary type of hack
or farm horse, which has a low value on
the present-day market. It is time the
Government gave consideration to amend-
ing the Act, particularly with regard to
the penalties prescribed in the schedule,
because road boards and other local auth-
orities cannot recover the cost of advertis-
ing and of feeding impounded animals.

Hon. 0. Bennetts: It costs 28s. for a
bag of chaff in Kalgoorlie.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: It costs 23s. in
Beverley.

The Minister for Agriculture: You
cannot force an owner to take his horse
out of the pound if he does not want to
pay the costs.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: If the name of
the owner is known, certain penalties are
provided under the Act, and that is my
reason for wanting to amend it. If we
increase the penalties, the local authori-
ties will get full remuneration for all costs
involved, instead of being forced to work
at a loss. I support the motion.

On motion by Hon. J. M. A. Cunning-
ham, debate adjourned.

House adjourned at 5.37 pi.

I!onxiotatiur Aimuirmblg
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION.

Mr. Butcher and Change of Seat in House.

Mr. BUTCHER: I am sure. Mr. Speaker,
it will cause you no surprise to see me ad-
dressing you frum this position in the
House. because last Friday I acquainted
you as to the probability of the step I
have now taken. Had I been elected to
this Parliament as an endorsed party
candidate, there would have been no other
course open to me but to resign my seat
and let the electors decide the issue once
more, but as I gained my seat as an un-
endorsed candidate, without the help of
the party machine, I feel that in moving
to the cross-benches occupied by in-
dependents, I am not offending against
the morals as it were, or against the
electors of Gascoyne. The reasons I have
taken this step are two in number. Firstly.
I disagree entirely with the principles of
the Bill to amend the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act.

Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. BUTCHER: I disagree because I
feel that the amendments proposed will
in no way do anything to improve the
harmonious relations which existed until
just recently between employer and em-
ployee in this State.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Hear, hear!

Mr. BUTCHER: On the contrary, I feel
that with this amending legislation, which
will bring our Act into line with that of
the Commonwealth. we shall go a great
distance towards putting back our good
relations to the level that we see existing
in the Eastern States. Furthermore, I am
convinced that the Bill will do nothing to
settle the metal trades strike, and I think
that view is also agreed with by "The West
Australian" according to its leading ar-
tidle in yesterday's issue. I think the
strike is the greatest issue which confronts
the Government today.

By the introduction of this legislation we
are doing nothing towards bringing about
a settlement: neither will it bring about
the settlement of any future strikes nor
prevent any future strikes. If people
tMink it will, I say to them that they know
nothing about the ordinary man's psychol-
ogy. Strikes will occur in the future, and
the amendment will do nothing to deter
men's decision to strike; rather will the
Bill do much to upset the friendly relations
which existed until just recently In indus-
trial circles in this State. I do not think
those relations were accidental. I think
they were brought about by two causes,
firstly, as a result of a sympathetic Arbi-
tration Court and secondly because trade
unionism in this State was in the hands
of the moderates.

Mr. SPEAKER: There is no reason to
say more than why you are changing your
seat.

Mr. BUTCHER: That is one reason
why I am changing My seat, and the other
is that when I was elected I received a
mandate from Gascoyne to assist in the
government of the country, and I thought
I would be called upon to make a contri-
bution towards legislation brought down.
I have resented the treatment in the past,
at not being informed of the contents of
measures before they were presented in
the House, and I have shown that by walk-
Ing across the Chamber; but I have found
that exceedingly difficult to carry out when
sitting on the opposite side.

I had taken the protest tremendously
further than in this House. and I thought
I had gained something by an assuarance
that all measures of major importance
would have a full day's discussion before
being presented so that we could reject
them, or otherwise. I find that this is the
first measure brought down in this new
session, and far from its getting a fuill day's
discussion, not a member knew a syllable
or word of it up to a couple of hours prior
to when we sat here last Tuesday, when
we were treated by the Minister con-
cerned to a short resume, which was more
like a ball-to-ball description of a foot-
ball game.

The Premier: And with which you
agreed.

Mr. BUTCHER: Yes, because no man
can follow a Bill of this nature when it
is simply read out and he can have no idea
of its meaning.

The Premier: You can sit over there.
Mr. BUTCHER: My reasons are being

presented to the House. It is not the first
time this sort of thing has happened, and
that is why I have changed my seat.

The Minister for Lands: Because you
could not run the Government.

QUESTIONS.

TRAM AND BUS SERVICES.
As to Revenue and Administrative Staff.

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister
representing the Minister for Transport:

What was the amount of revenue, the
number of passengers carried, and the
number of persons on the adminstrative
staff of the Government tramways, buses
and trolley-buses for each of the financial
years from 1946 to 1952 inclusive?

The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION re-
plied:.

Reventlc.1 Pawsngers' %I~n 1 ages 1Total
varried. Ovae stair. stff

1946 .... 521,093 62,521,093 go- 853 046
1047 .... 481,100 4861514,92 9 1 904 995
1Q48 .500,054 48,682,419 90 q4t 1,040
1940 580.539 43,115,581 102 055 1,057
1050 ... 15,568 43,075.00 110 880 9oo
101.. 674,110 42,201,458 10 ass 1.oot
1052 . .918,503 38,837,431 117 911 1,08
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Year 1946-During the war period.
Tramway services were maintained with
-a minimunm of staff, causing considerable
accumulation of annual and long service
]eave. mhe route milage operated over
being: rams (118) 36 miles; Trolley-buses
(40) 14 miles; omnibuses (19) 21 miles,
the services being heavily taxed day and
bnight due to return of troops and ab-
normal travel by the men.

Year 1947-Staff increase was due to
return of staff from war service, enabling
a start to be made on leave clearance.
Passenger decline was due to (a) resump-
tion of normal civilian life by many per-
sons', (b) entire suspension of electric
traction service due to Loco. Engine
Drivers' strike in November, 2940,

Year 1948-Staff increase due to intro-
duction of 40-hour working week.

Year 1949-Staff increase was sanc-
tioned to implement Government's three
year plan of clearance of annual and long
service leave accrued during war years
and to maintain new omnibus services.
Passenger decline was attributed to the
loss of 884 days trading due to power
station failures, Collie miners' strike, and
commencement of national coal strike.

Year 1950-Administrative staff increase
was due to the creation of the Tramway
Department, causing essential duties pre-
viously carried out by the Railway Com-
mission to be transferred to Tramways.
Reduction in wages staff was due to the
favourable position of leave clearance and
a reduction in "off" peak period services.
In that year there was a loss of business
on 324 days due to continuance of the
national coal strike and power station
f ailures.

Year 1951-Administrative staff was in-
creased by nine as follows:-By transfer
of four sub-foremen from the wages staff
to the salaried staff, by transfer from
State Electricity Commission of three sub-
station operators (salaried) due to the
Commission ceasing to service tramway
traction substations, by two Junior clerks
needed to cope with increased office work.

Decline in passenger traffic was due to-
(a) Vastly increased private motor

cars in use and the lifting of
petrol restrictions; and

(b) loss of some short distance pat-
ronage due to increased fares.

Year 1952-Administrative staff declined
by two, due to alterations in office system.

Wages staff increase was associated with
introduction of new services.

Passenger decline can be mainly attri-
buted to the increased use of private
motor vehicles.

During the years under review Depart-
mental services have been extended to
cover nine additional routes, increasing
the route milage operated over by 42
miles. Vehicles available for traffic have

increased by 78 in the same period and
staff needed to maintain and operate the
service has increased by 83. The increase
in vehicles is partly accounted for by sub-
stitution of buses for trains, which latter
carry more passengers. The increase in
revenue during the period is mainly due
to increased fares implemented from time
to time since August, 1948.

During years under review the number
of private passenger vehicles in the metro-
politan area has increased as follows:-

Year
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952

Motor Cars
19.2 14
20,522
21,968
24,259
28,529
32,966
37,873

Motor Cycles
... 4,295
* 5,290
... 5,445
-1 6,729
... 7,707

8,876
... 9,952

LICENSING COURT.
As to Alleged Attempted Bribery.

Mr. NIMMO asked the Attorney Gen-
eral:

In connection with recent allegations
that the chairman of the Licensing Court
had been offered a bribe in the matter of
an application for a publican's general
license at Safety Bay, can he assure the
House that the evidence of the C.L.B. re-
port reflects no indication that one, or
either, of the applicants offered a bribe
as distinct from the published statement
that there was insufficient evidence to
warrant prosecution?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL replied.
Yes.

GAS AND ELECTRICITY.
As to Increased Charges.

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister for
Works:

(1) Will he amplify his reply to my
questions on Tuesday, the 5th instant, in
relation to increased charges for gas and
electricity when he said "the increased
charges operated on accounts rendered
after the above dates"?

(2) Did any of the increased charges on
any of the dates on any of the accounts
operate retrospectively?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) All accounts operate retrospectively.

In the case of monthly accounts for one
month, and in the case of quarterly ac-
counts for one quarter.

COLLIE COAL.
As to Price.

Mr. GRAHAM asked the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Mines:

(1) What was the price of local coal
at the 31st December, 1951?
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(2) What is the price at present?
(3) Why?
The MINISTER FOR HOUSING re-

plied:
(1) Griffin Coai Mining Co. Ltd.-

(a) Private constumers, £:2 4s. 2d.
per ton.

(bi Government Depart-
wnents £2 4s. 2d. per ton.

Amalgamated Collieries of W.A. Ltd.
(a) Private consumers, £2 6s, 31d.

per ton.
(b) Government Departments-

The price has not yet been
finally ascertained but is ex-
pected to be about £2 4s. 9d.
per ton.

Western Collieries Ltd.-The price
has not yet been finally ascertained
but is expected to be about £2 4s. 9d.
per ton.

(2) Griffin Coal Mining Co. Ltd.-
(a) Private consumers, £4 18s. 10d.

per ton.
(b) Government Depart-

ments £4 l8s. 10d. per ton.
Amalgamated Collieries of W.A. Ltd.

(a) Private consumers, £3 16s. 81d.
per ton.

(b) Price is subject to finalisation
of new contract but £2 1s, 6d.
Is being paid tentatively.

Western Collieries Ltd.-12 1s. 6d.
tentatively, but is subject to
adjustment.

(3) Price increases are due to general
cost increases and the metal trades strike
which has reduced output at the Collie
field.

INDUSTRIAL CONDITIONS.
As to Employers' Application to Corn-

monweaith Court.
Mr. GRAHAM asked the Premier:
What attitude, if any, is his Govern-

ment adopting in relation to the applica-
*tion before the Commonwealth Arbitra-
tion Court for-

(a) reduced wages;
(b) longer working week;
(c) discard cost of living adjust-

ments to wages?
The PREMIER replied:
The Government has not taken any

action in this matter.

HOUSING.

ta) As to Damage to Austrian Pre-
fab Homes.

Mr. LAWRENCE asked the Minister for
Housing:

Has any one of the Austrian pre-fab-
ricated houses already erected been dam-
aged by white ants or the sires wasp?

The MINISTEa replied:
No. Not to my knowledge.

'b) As to Sale of Homes to Evicted
Families.

Hon. J. T. TONKIN asked the Ministe
for Housing:

(1) What are the present prices at whici
the State Housing Commission is makin
M2, M3, and 17B, expansible houses avail
able to evictees?

(2) What deposit is required in eaci
instance?

(3) What is the amount of weekly in
stainient required to be paid in each ease

(4) What are the sizes of M2, M3, an'
VIE houses, respectively?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Excluding land--

M2 ..
M3 ..
17B

£
... 1,33

1,38,
... 1.80

(2) Amount of deposit depends on ap
plicant's circumstances.

(3) Repayments are per calendar montJ
and depend on amount of deposit paic
Monthly repayments over a term of 2
years range from £7 sv. 3d. on M2 t
£9 l8s. 9d. on 1713

(4) Sizes are-

M 2 ... ..
M 3 ... ..
17 ....

SQ. fl
... 808

.... ... 824
780

(c) As to Two-unit Families and
Evictions.

Hon. J_ T. TONKIN asked the Ministe
for Housing:

(1) On what date was the last two-uni
evicted family which has been assisted b,
the State Housing Commission, providei
with accommodation?

(2) Where was this accommodatloi
given?

(3) What were the special circumstance
of the case which enabled the persons con
cerned to meet the Commission's require
ments and thus qualify for assistance
where all subsequent cases of evicted two
unit families have failed?

(4) How many families have beei
evicted following Court orders since Jul)
1951?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) The 4th August, 1952.
(2) At Rivervale.
(3) An aged couple with wife invalid.
(4) Since the 1st July, 1951, 666 order

for possession have been made by th
metropolitan Courts. Of this number, 51
warrants for ejectment have been execute(

24
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(d) As to Wilagee Park Rent Cohcessions.
etc.

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

(1) How many tenants of the Austrian
pre-fabricated houses at Willagee have
been granted a rent concession on account
of low family income, and are thus not
called upon to pay the £3 2s. per -week
which is standard for these dwellings?

(2) What is the lowest rent being
charged for the Austrian pre-fabricated
houses at Willagee and how many tenants
are on this lowest amount?

(3) Has the full amount of the Com-
monwealth subsidy of £300 for each im-
ported house been taken into considera-
tion when calculating the rent of the Aus-
tian pre-fabricated houses at Willagee?

(4) What is the actual difference in the
amount of the weekly rent of these houses
because of the subsidy?

(5) Is expense still being incurred in
connection with preventive measures
against sirex-wasp infestation of the com-
ponents of the Austrian pre-fabricated
houses?

(6) What is the weekly expenditure on
his treatment?

(7) What is the estimated additional ex-
enditure which will be necessary to corn-

glete the treatment of the houses in ques-
ion?

(8) Will he make available all papers
in connection with these houses?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) None. All tenants on being installed

are informed of rebate conditions. No ten-
ants from Willagee have applied for re-
bate of rent, which indicates the family
income must be at least £13 l8s. per week.

(2) £3 2s. per week. All tenants.
(3) Yes.
(4) 6s. 6d. per week.
(5) Yes.
(6) Approximately £880.
(7) Not possible to estimate at present

because of the vagaries of the weather,
and it is not known what further require-
ments may be made by the Commonwealth
quarantine authorities.

(8) As certain matters in connection
with this contract are under consideration
by the Crown Law Department, the papers
cannot be made available at present.

ARGENTINE ANT.
As to Campaign for Eradication

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister for
Health:

(1) What steps are being taken to make
an early start on the anti-ant campaign?

(2) Will there be an ample supply of
chlordane available for an effective and
comprehensive attack?

(3) In view of the fact that unless the
ant pest is completely eradicated, all the
States in the Commonwealth will be in-
vaded, will she make representations to
the Commonwealth Government for finan-
cial assistance towards the cost of eradica-
tion?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Equipment and materials are on

hand or have been ordered and expected
to arrive in time for an early start.

(2) The supply of chiordane on order is
sufficient for eradication treatment in
selected areas. Depending on the success
of this and the future availability of chior-
dane, the eradication will be extended.

(3) The Commonwealth Government
was approached on this matter in 1949. So
far we have had no indication that it
considers it other than a commitment of
the State. The Commonwealth has sup-
pied a large part of the research into
eradication methods. With more extensive
use of these methods and proof that they
are effective, the Commonwealth will again
be approached for financial assistance.

PRICE CONTROL.
As to Exemption of Potatoes.

Mr. HOAR asked the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Has he seen a report in "'The West
Australian" of the 23rd July, 1952, that a
recommendation that all States should
follow the example of New South Wales
in lifting price control on potatoes was
agreed to by the Agricultural Council?

(2) If so, was this report correct?
(3) Was Western Australia represented

at this council meeting?
(4) Is the State Government in favour

of retaining price control of potatoes in
this State?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes, but the decision was not unani-.

incus.
(3) Yes.
(4) Yes, at present.

HARBOTJRS.
As to Transit Shied, Eunbury.

Mr. GUTHRIE asked the Minister for
Works:

Can he inform the House when the
transit shed at Bunbury will be completed?

The MINISTER replied:
In the light of the present loan position,

It is the expressed wish of the Bunbury
Harbour Board that work on the extension
of the Bunbury jetty take priority over the
work of construction of the transit shed.
Therefore no date for completion of the
latter can be given.



[12 August, 1952.1 247

HEALTH.

As to Food Processing Substances.

Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister for
Health:
(1) Has she read the article published in
"The West Australian" of Tuesday, the
27th May. 1952, entitled "Danger of Some
Substances used to Process Food"?

(2) If so, did she notice a statement by
the Delaney Committee set up by the
United States Senate in 1949 to consider
the subject, that there are "704 substances
used in food; that 276 of them have not
been proved to be harmless and therefore
form a potential problem of public health"?

(3) Will she take immediate steps to
ascertain what these 276 substances are
comprised of, and if found to be dangerous,
take all necessary precautions to protect
the public health?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes.
(3) Yes. Inquiries have already been

made and a reply is awaited.

TRAFFIC.
As to Increased Penalties for Drunken

Driving.
Mr. NEEDHAM asked the Minister re-

presenting the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has his attention been drawn to

the alarming increase in convictons for
drunken driving?

(2) In view of the heavy toll of the
roads in death and injury in motor acci-
dents, will he bring down amending legis-
lation this session to tighten up the
traffic laws, including more drastic penal-
ties in fines or imprisonment or both so
as to give greater protection to life and
limb?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
Yes.
(2) The bon. member's request will re-

ceive consideration.

SIR ROSS McDONALD, Q.C.
As to Duties Performed for Government.

Mr. GRAHAM asked the Premier:
(1) To what boards, committees, com-

missions and other duties has Sir Ross
McDonald been appointed since ceasing
to be a member of Parliament?

(2) Does the Government consider him
better qualified to deal with such a diver-
sity of matters than anyone else in the
State?

The PREMIER replied:
(1) (a) A committee to consider statu-

tory and fixed salaries.

(b) A commiltee to report on Com-
monwealth-State ilnanclal relation..

(c) A committee to advise on transport
co-ordination.

(d) A committee to rcport on the pro-
jected employment of natives on mining
operations at Marble Bar.

(e) Royal Commission on kinder-
gartens.

In all cases except one, where a small
fee was paid, his services have been in
an honorary capacity.

(2) Sir Ross McDonald's knowledge and
experience eminently qualify him for the
inquiries he has undertaken.

KINDERGARTEN UNION OF W.A.
(a) As to Associations of Royal Commnis-

sioners.
Mr. GRAHAM asked the Minister for

Education:
(1) Has Sir Ross McDonald ever been

associated with the Kindergarten Union
of W.A.?

(2) If so. in what capacities, and for
what periods?

(3) Has Mr. Murray Little ever been
associated with the Kindergarten Union
of W.A.?

(4) If so. in what capacities, and for
what periods?

(5) What prompted him to appoint as
Royal Commissioners to investigate the
administration of the Kindergarten
Union, persons who have been associated
with that very body?

(6) Without reflecting on the integrity
of the persons concerned, does not this
step appear to be most extraordinary?

(7) Does he not consider that a great
degree of satisfaction would follow the
appointment of a person, or persons, en-
tirely remote from the kindergarten, and
remove any suspicion of partiality?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) Yes, I am informed he was a mem-

ber of the committee from 1912 to his
enlistment for World War 1.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) 1 am advised in the negative.
(4) Answered by (3).
(5). (6) and '7) Some acquaintance

with pre-school education is surely de-
sirable. Mr. Little has, of course, the
very considerable general experience and
knowledge acquired in his long associa-
tion with the Department of Education.

ii,) As to References in Annual Report.
Mr. GRAHAM (without notice) asked

the Minister for Education:
(1) Following on the Minister's replies,

would he be surprised to know that, ac-
cording to the annual report of the
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Kindergarten Union for 1946-47, Mr. BUILDING SUPPLIES.
Mu?ray Little's name appears as a mem-
ber of the Advisory Committee of the
Kindergarten Union and that the honor-
ary solicitors of the Kindergarten Union
were Robinson, Cox, McDonald and Louch?

(2) In view of the fact that both gentle-
men have been connected with the Kinder-
garten Union to a closer extent than the
Minister thought, should not consideration
be given to the appointment of persons to
the Royal Commission who have not been
in any way associated with the Kinder-
garten Union?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) and (2) I do not think it would be

desirable to appoint as Royal Commis-
sioners persons who have no knowledge of
the question of pre-school education. TUn-
less the hon. member is prepared to reflect
on the integrity of the gentlemen men-
tioned, whatever their association with the
Kindergarten Union may have been, he
must admit that experience in and know-
ledge of these matters is highly desirable,
because doubtless they will be faced with
much technical matter by representatives
of the union itself when giving evidence.

I was not aware-nor am I aware now,
though I accept the statement of the hon.
member for the time being-that Mr.
Murray Little was associated with the
Kindergarten Union as a member of the
Advisory Committee. Even if he had been
such a member, the association would be
so nebulous as to be of little importance.
Regarding Sir Ross McDonald, the fact
that in 1948 Robinson, Cox, McDonald &
Wheatley were honorary solicitors to the
Kindergarten Union does not suggest the
sort of association to which any reasonable
person could take exception. Honorary
solicitors are in the position of receiving
no remuneration for their services and,
at that time. Sir Ross McDonald was cer-
tainly not in active practice with the firm
and, at present, I understand, he has no
connection whatever with It. There-
fore I consider the hon. member's further
questions ill-timed and unwise.

(c) As to Appointment of Additional
Commissioner.

Mr. GRAHAM (without notice) asked
the Minister for Education:

Will he give serious consideration to the
appointment of a third Royal commis-
sioner to be drawn from the many hun-
dreds of people who have practical ex-
perience of kindergarten work, but have
not been directly associated with the
Kindergarten Union as an organisation?

The MINISTER replied:
It is not proposed to appoint another

Commissioner.

As to Government Purchase and Sale of
Asbestos Sheets.

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

(1) For what particular reason did the
State Housing Commission request the
Tender Board to purchase Italian "Sil-
vanit" flat cement asbestos sheets?

(2) If there was no specific reason,
what was the genera] idea behind the
purchase?

(3) What was the total number of Sft.
sheets and 6ft. sheets, respectively, which
were Purchased?

(4) On what date was the contract en-
tered into?

(5) What was the date of delivery of
the sheets at Fremantle?

(6) What caused the State Housing
Commission to attempt to dispose of the
sheets firstly, by tender, and secondly, by
sale at a discount?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) The Tender Board was requested to

invite tenders for supply from oversea
because of the then acute shortage of
Australian-made asbestos sheeting.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) 25,000 8 ft. sheets.

25,000 Oft. sheets.
(4) 10th February, 1950.
(5) Deliveries at Fremantle were June,

August and September, 1950.
(6) The supply of locally-produced as-

bestos sheeting had improved; there-
fore, it was decided to dispose of portion
of the stock.

LOAN FUNDS.
As to Borrowings and Commitments.
Hon. J. T. TONKIN asked the Premier:
(1) What is the total amount of loan

money for all Purposes which the Com-
monwealth Government has agreed to
provide for Western Australia for this
financial year?

(2) What was the amount of unex-
pended loan funds at the end of the last
financial year?

(3) At the 30th June last, what was
the total amount of this State's contrac-
tual commitments in connection with con-
tracts which could be deferred or avoided
only by the consent of the contractor or
by the Payment of compensation?

(4) What amount (if any) of the total
of contractual commitments already exist-
ing, may be paid for out of the loans to
be raised by the S.E.C. and the Rural and
Industries Bank?

(5) What amount of the total of con-
tractual commitments existing at the 30th
June last was in respect of contracts made
in connection with housing?
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The PREMIER replied:
(1) £18,510,000. including the sum of

£2,900,000 for Commonwealth-State Hous-
ing Agreement projects.

(2) £4,000,389, but this sum cannot be
used to supplement loan funds allocated
by the Loan Council for 1952-53. as an
equivalent amount is required to be on
hand at the 30th June, 1953.

(3) £19,628,000.
(4) £2,198,000.
(5) £4,438,000.

POLICE.
As to Attendance at Parliament House.

Mr. GRAHAM asked the Minister for
Police:

(1) How many members of the Police
Force were in attendance at Parliament
House on Tuesday last--

(a) uniformed;
(b) plain clothes;
(c) security?

(2) Who was responsible for the pres-
ence of this number of men?

(3) Did any member of the Government
request additional policing of Parliament
House?

(4) What was feared, or anticipated, to
warrant the increase of personnel?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) There were six police officers, of

which three were in uniform and three
in plain clothes.

(2) The Commissioner of Police.
(3) No.
(4) I am informed by the Commissioner

of Police that he had received information
as to the possibility of a disturbance.

SUPERPHOSPHATE MANUFACTURE.
As to Use of Oxalic Acid.

Mr. KELLY asked the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) From what carbo-hydrate materials
can oxalic acid be produced?

(2) Is our hardwood sawdust suitable
as a source of raw carbo-hydrate material
for the manufacture of oxalic acid on a
commercial or large-scale basis?

(3) Has the Government investigated
the possibility of manufacturing super. by
grinding raw rock phosphate with oxalic
acid and thereby entirely eliminating the
use of sulphur?

(4) If investigations on these lines have
been undertaken what conclusions were
reached?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
(1) From sugars, celluloses or with

much lower yields, from lignins.
(2) It could be so produced, but it is

most improbable that it would be profit-
able to do so.

(3) No investigations have been con-
ducted locally, but the Government is
aware that a soluble phosphate can be
produced by the action of oxalic acid on
round rock phosphate. The process offers

tio practical possibility of eliminating the
use of sulphur for the manufacture of
Phosphate fertilisers.

(4) The usual method of oxalic acid
manufacture requires large quantities of
caustic alkali and sulphuric acid. The
alternative method uses nitric acid.

As supplies of both acids needed are
short, it was concluded that the production
of oxalic acid for use in fertiliser manu-
facture is impracticable.

RAILWAYS.

As to Chord Line and South of River
Projects.

Mr. J. REGNEY asked the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Railways:

(1) Has he read the report appearing
in "The West Australian" newspaper
dated the 29th July, 1952, of a paper
read by the chairman of the Railway COM-
mission before the Perth Division of the
Institute of Engineers, wherein he is re-
ported as--

(a) stating that the proposed Bas-
sendean-Welshpool chord railway
line admirably fitted in With the
Kwlnana oil scheme;

(b) defining the route of the pro-
posed line south of the river?

(2) In view of the answers given to me
in Parliament on the 12th March, 1952,
under the heading-Railway Department
-Effect of Kwinana Oil Refinery-and the
statement of railway policy referred to
above, are the road boards and the people
vitally concerned to understand that the
Government has made a firm and final
decision on the proposal?

(3) If the Government has made a final
"decision" will it expedite the payment
of compensation to the property owners
on the route, and thus relieve them of
te worry and anxiety they are experienc-

ing?
The MINISTER FOR EDUCATION

replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) Answered by (2).

CO-ORDINATOR OF WORKS.
As to Return from Abroadi.

Mr. J. HEGNEY asked the Minister for
Works:

When is the Director of Public
Works, Mr. Dumas, expected to return
from oversea?

249



[ASSEMBLY.]

The MINISTER replied:
The precise date of Mr. Dumas' return

is not yet known, but it -is anticipated to
be the first week in October.

WATER SUPPLIES.

As to Increased Property Valuations.

Mr. STYANTS asked the Minister for
'Water Supply:.

Is it correct that for the ensuing year,
although the water rate in the metropoli-
tan area has not been increased, the valua-
tions on many properties have been in-
creased as much as 15 or 20 per cent.?

The MINISTER replied:

Yes.

There has been no general review of
-valuations by the Metropolitan Water
Supply, Sewerage and Drainage Depart-
.ment in respect of the current rating year.

Normal reviews, which progress through-
out each year, have occurred consequent
upon improvements, additions, etc., to
properties.

Variations of valuations by those muni-
Lcipalities whose valuations are adopted by
the department necessarily reflect any
increase or decrease.

I BRIDGES.

As to Construction Work, Nicholson-st.

Mr. GRIFFITH asked the Minister for
Works:

(1) Will he advise how long it is antici-
pated it will be before the construction of
the Nicholson-st. bridge is completed?

(2) Will he take into consideration that
.people who live on the Canning Vale side
of the bridge are suffering great incon-
venience due to the closure of the bridge?

(3) Will he endeavour to have the con-
struction of the bridge completed as soon
.as possible?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) Seven months from this date.
(2) Yes.
(3) Yes.

UNEM.PLOYMJENT.

(a) As to Public Works Retrenchments.

Mr. MAY (without notice) asked the
Premier;

(1) Has the Government any immediate
plan for the maintenance of new Austra-
lians now being retrenched from public
works?

(2) How does the Government propose
to feed and house these people once they
are thrown out of work?

The PREMIER replied:

(1) and (2) 1 have had no notice of
this question, but at this stage I can only
say that the Government is making every
effort to try to provide finance in order
that employment may be found for these
people.

(b) As to Provision for Dismissed
Men.

H-on. J. B. SLEEMAN (without notice)
asked the Minister for Works:

Does he remember admitting before he
left for Canberra that over 100 employees
had been discharged from harbour works
In this State and can he assure us, after
having visited the financial heads in Can-
berra, that these men will be re-employed?
If not, does the Government intend to
allow these men, who are mostly married.
to go without the necessaries of life?

The MINISTER replied:
I can only refer the hon. member to

the reply given by the Premier to the
member for Collie. The Government is
doing everything within its power and
within the loan moneys available to main-
tain men in employment.

(c) As to Deputation to Minister.
Mr. LAWRENCE (without notice) asked

the Attorney General:
(1) Did he try to slam the door in the

face of the secretary of the Docks and
Harbours Employees' Union at the Pre-
mier's Department yesterday and what
was the outcome of the battle for sup-
remacy?

(2) Did the Attorney General threaten
to call the police?

(3) Later, did he state to those present
that the Government wanted to help the
men because an election was approaching?

The Minister for Lands: You ought to
be in comic opera.

Mr. Graham: And the Minister ought
to be in the Claremont Asylum.

Mr. LAWRENCE:
(4) Did the Secretary for Labour later

state that he would be Prepared to meet
the three men only of the unemployed,
but not the president and secretary.

(5) Later, did he, after conferring with
Cabinet, decide to meet the unemployed,
plus the president and secretary?

(6) Does the Government yet realise
that the workers of Fremantle are going
to fight strongly for their rights to full
employment at award rates?
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The ATTORNEY GENERAL replied:
When I arrived to attend a Cabinet

meeting in the office of the Premier, I saw
a number of men standing in the entrance
and, out of courtesy. I asked them what
they were doing there. I did not know
who they were. They said they had come
to see Mr. Brand. I said it was unlikely
that he would be able to see them as he
would be attending a meeting of Cabinet.
They said they must see him. I asked
who they were, and Mr. Troy then intro-
duced himself and said they were a num-ber of men belonging to the union. I told
them that I would inform the Minister
for Works but, as there was no-one in
attendance at the private office. I asked
them to leave the entrance and went to
close the door, but that was prevented.
There was no question of calling in the
police. I do not know what took place
between them and Mr. Reeve or what
arrangement was made.

BILL-OATS MARKETING.
First Reading.

introduced by Mr. Ackland and read a
first time.

Second Reading.

MR, ACKLAND (Moore) [5.8J in mov-
Ing the second reading said: In the first
place, I should like to express my ap-
preciation of the action of members in
making it possible for me to introduce
this legislation before leaving for Canada.

Mr. May: The member for East Perth
cannot say that.

Mr. ACKLAND: I am not surprised
that the House granted the necessary
leave because it is entirely in keeping
with the practice of this Parliament. It
has become almost a tradition for mem-
bers to see fair play irrespective of their
party political associations.

I-on. J. B. Sleeman: members did not
show the same consideration to the mem-
ber for East Perth.

Mr. 'ACKLAND: The position of the
member for East Perth was somewhat
different, because he is not contemplat-
lag leaving the State in a few days.
I should like members to approach this
Bill with open minds. During the last
few months the daily Press has published
a volume of inspired and organised hos-
tility to this legislation, and all r ask of
members is that they should judge the
measure entirely on its merits and not be
influenced by the controversy that has
now extended over a considerable period.

Before explaining the provisions of the
Bill in detail. I should like to review the
general position of production in Australia,
and the responsibility or obligation of Aus-
typallan producers to assist in feeding a
hungry world. As ours is a primary pro-
ducing country. I am quite convinced

that we have fallen down on this obliga-
tion particularly when we recall that we
emerged from World War 11 absolutely
unscathed. We suffered no bombing; we
had our Organisation keyed up. and we
could have gone on producing and assist-
ing to feed those people who had suf-
fered so greatly.

We have the necessary land of reason-
able fertility, a very suitable climate and
a satisfactory rainfall generally in the
various States, but in Western Australia
these favourable conditions are even more
marked. Not only are many of our areas
not producing to anything like their capa-
city, but we also have many millions of
acres of suitable land, suitable particu-
larly for the production of oats, undevel-
oped at the present time.

The Policies Of successive Common-
wealth Governments may be responsible*
for lack of incentive to produce; at any
rate, growers have not been given an in-
centive to produce, but this Bill will give
an opportunity to this Parliament to pro-
vide incentives for growers to increase the
production of oats by many millions of
bushels a year.

While there is justification for some
complaints against Governments regarding
lack of incentive to primary Production,
the wheat growing industry, by its own
actions, has been partly responsible for
the ever-decreasing wheat acreages as
wheat growing is less attractive than other
avenues of production.

This Bill differs from any previous legis-
lation dealing with marketing schemes.
It provides for self-help on the part
of the growers; it asks for no out-
side assistance of any sort; it provides
for growers themselves to be given the
right to set up their own Organisation to
handle and dispose of their own produce,
and to have the benefit of the most
efficient and cheapest wheat-handling Or-
ganisation in existence in the whole of the
world today.

I repeat that this Hill asks for no con-
cessions from any Government or from
any section of the community. At the
same time it offers no concessions. it
seeks to stand firmly on its own feet but,
in doing so, it wiUl assure the grower that
he will receive world parity for his pro-
duce, and it will ensure that purchasers
will be able to buy oats irrespective of the
season of the year without being exploited
in any shape or form. The purchaser wi
pay the ruling price based on oversea
value.

Hon. E. Nulsen: If it were a voluntary
pool he would have the same opportunity,
would he not?

Mr- ACKLAND: I will come to the dif-
ference between the voluntary Pool and
my legislation in its right sequence, if
the hon. member will allow me. If this
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Bill becomes law, there will be a discon-
tinuance of inflated prices such as we so
often experience at various seasons of the
year. There is nothing artificial about it.
The price will be based purely and simply
on the value of the product at the time
it is sold.

I should like to dwell for a little while
on Australia's financial position, one which
I believe this Bill will help to rectify, par-
ticularly with reference to Western Aus-
tralia. In this State we have the land
and the climate, and we have the neces-
sary rainfall, over very many millions of
acres, suitable for this production. We
find that for the financial year ended June,
1951. Australia's income had dropped from
£982,000,000 to £676,000,000 to the end of
June, 1952. We find that instead of hav-
ing a surplus of £238,000,000. Australia had
a trade deficit of £378,000,000 over the
same period.

I am not going to suggest all the reasons
for that; but I say quite definitely that
the production of cereals has played its
part, and no unimportant part, in bringing
about that position. On a previous occa-
sion, when speaking in this House on the
wheat industry, I mentioned that in 1947-
48 Australia. bad a crop from 14.000,000
acres; but in 1951-52 that area had de-
creased to 10,200,000 acres, a decrease of
nearly 30 per cent. in five years. With
the exception of Queensland, every State
in the Commonwealth this year is grow-
ing less than it did even last year.

Mr. May: What Is the reason?

Mr. ACKLAND: The reason is the lack
of incentive that has operated, and my
wish is to provide an incentive. The rea-
son I am bringing this matter up is to
give an incentive to oat-growers by pro-
viding that they shall be left alone and
allowed to conduct their own business
without artificial concessions, and without
responsibility of Governments, and to ac-
cept the oversea value for their oats de-
livered on the local market or the oversea
market in the cheapest Possible way.

New South Wales, the greatest producing
State in the Commonwealth and the State
which has greater potentialities than any
other State, has decreased its area far
more than any other. It looks as though
that State will not have sufficient this
year to meet its own requirements. I would
like to look at the matter from another
angle, which is very unflattering to our-
selves. During the decade 1931-1940,
North America-that is the United States
and Canada-supplied 40 per cent. of the
world's import food requirements. Yet
in 1950-51 those two countries alone sup-
plied 80 per cent. of those world imports:
and, if my information is correct, this year
they will be producing much nearer 90 per
cent. than 80 per cent. of those require-
ments. That has been brought about by
the incentive which has been given, more

particularly to the farmers in the United
States, compared with that given to farm-
ers anywhere else.

I think it would be well worth while for
members to read a speech which was made
by the American representative to the
International Wheat Agreement Confer-
ence held in London a little while ago.
I have no intention of doing so now, but
I would mention that he had something
of this kind to say: That although the
American farmer had sold his produce at
much below its value because of the im-
plications of the International Wheat
Agreement, the American public had sub-
scribed 600,000,000 dollars to make UP that
deficit and in consequence the production
in U.S.A. had increased.

Here, in a Period of little less than ten
years, because of wheat stabilisation and
because of the International Wheat Agree-
ment, the Producers of Australia have
dropped £308,000,000. The position is even
worse in Argentina. Argentina. which was
the largest producer in the world a few
years ago-that is, of foodstuffs in the
form of grain, both wheat and coarse
grain-is today producing insufficient to
feed her own people in Argentina. That
is rather a remarkable position but it has
been brought about because of the inter-
ference of Governments both in Australia
and in Argentina. I will admit, as I have
said before, that the Australian Govern-
ment is by no means wholly to blame for
the position in this country. It was oc-
casioned by Producers themselves looking
for an illusive security in asking for the
unsatisfactory stabilisation scheme.

Turning to oat-growing, the subject-mat-
ter of this Bill, it is strange that it has
never been attractive in Western Austra-
lia. Oats can be grown more cheaply and
on less fertile land than wheat. They can
be grown over a very much larger rain-
fall range. Yet oat-growing has never ex-
cited the interest of growers and they
have not desired to grow oats com-
mercially to any extent. That has been
to a great degree the responsibility of
the growers themselves. They have al-
lowed the oat trade to be dominated en-
tirely by the produce merchants, until the
last three or four years. I have been an
active farmer for 44 Years and could grow
oats more easily and more cheaply than
wheat. My experience is typical of that
of thousands of other farmers similarly
placed. While the position is as it is,
there is not likely to be any variation from
that attitude.

Mr. May: Do You agree that an in-
creased production of oats will decrease
the production of wheat?

Mr. ACKLAND: I do not. I will men-
tion that, too. I do not believe it for one
moment. I believe that the production of
oats can be increased wvithout decreas-
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ing the production of wheat in any shape
or form. But the production of oats
has been unattractive because there has
been no surety that the grower will get
a reasonable price for his product should
there be a surplus in Western Australia.
I have watched this market for more than
40 years without being the slightest bit
interested in it.

At the time of harvest, at the time of
delivery, prices have been uniformly low
over the years. Yet we find that when
the deliveries have been finished and when
people have no longer been in a position
to put a great quantity of oats on the
local market, prices have invariably risen
to the detriment of those people who have
had to buy them to feed their stock. This
Bill will be of even greater assistance in
my opinion to those people who purchase
oats to feed their stock than it will be
to the man who grows the oats. It is
interesting to know that two years ago,
in 1950, this country produced for mar-
ket 46,000.000 bushels of wheat. Last year
we produced 36,800,000. This year we
will be very lucky if we finish by pro-
ducing 30,000,000 bushels.

Mr. Grayden: Has not the season any-
thing to do with that?

Mr. ACKLAND: It is brought about en-
tirely because wheat-growing is no longer
attractive, because it has not been as re-
munerative as other forms of production.
We can very easily produce 50,000,000 to
60,000,000 bushels of wheat every year
and within a, few years we can produce
from 25,000,000 to 30,000,000 bushels of
oats without in any way affecting the pro-
duction of wheat, provided that the people
who grow it know that it is going to be
wvorth while.

Mr. Grayden: Given to Co-operative
Hulk Handling Ltd.!

Mr. ACKLAND: Leave Co-operative Hulk
Handling alone! I will come to that in
a moment. I have tried to point out
that this Bill will not in any way
prejudice any previous legislation we have
had. We ask the Government for no
guarantees. We ask for no home consump-
tion price. We ask that no concession
shall be given in any shape or form. The
concessions in the wheat industry have all
been the other way: and, as I have said,
although we ask for no concessions, we
give none, and I think that is something
well worth remembering. Under this legis-
lation the oat-growing industry will have
to stand entirely on its own feet. The
product will be sold at its world value at
ports and it will be sold locally at that
value. In that respect this legislation does
not resemble at all the legislation which
is on the statute book.

Mr. May: Can you give the House an
assurance that the oat-growers desire this
legislation?

Mr. ACKLAND: I will come to that
presently, also. I think I can give that
assurance as regards the great majority
of the growers, and that is the main
reason why I am introducing this Meas-
ure.. I wish to make oat-growing at-
tractive rot solely for the benefit of the
oat-growers but of the State and the
purchasers of oats also. I come now tc
another phase of this matter. I do not
know how many members have read the
Bill, but I can assure the House that it
is based almost entirely on legislation
passed by this Chamber in 1947-legisla-
tion that was amended to be operative
until 1956. The Bill has not been pro-
claimed. because it has not been neces-
sary to put it into operation, but if mem-
bers consult vol. 1 of "Hansard" for 1947,
they will find that when that measure
was introduced into this Chamber and
dealt with, it was carried without a divi-
son. I am referring there to the wheat
legislation upon which this measure is
based.

Mr. Grayden: What will You come tc
after this?

Mr. ACKLAND: In this Bill, the word
"oats ' has been substituted for the word
'wheat" in paragraph alter paragraph
and clause after clause, but there is this
variation: that whereas that other meas-
ure was a Government sponsored Hill and
one which provided for the Government to
take over certain financial responsibilities
and gave it powers of veto, this measure
does not do that but simply allows the
people who produce the commodity to
handle it themselves. It contains safe-
guards against anybody being exploited.
The growers will sell the oats at their
market value.

Mr. Griffith: From where will the
capital come to provide the facilities?

Mr. ACKLAND: I will deal with that
shortly. It will come from the Producers.
This is purely a self-help measure which,
as I say, contains provision to ensure
that no-one shall be exploited. Its main
provisions will-

(1) enable the growers' surplus oats
to be marketed in the ordinary
manner;

(2) prevent, irrespective of the quan-
tity of oats placed on the market,
gluts or shortages with conse-
quent depressed or inflated
prices;

(3) make provision that adequate
supplies shall be available at a
reasonable price to the feeders
of oats:

(4) ensure that the growers receive
the full oversea value for any ex-
portable surplus, and

(5) give an incentive to farmers to
increase their production of oats
by (a) the Prevention of ex-
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Ploitation by marketing regula-
tions, and (b) making provision
that oat-growers shall have the
same bulkhandling facilities as
those already enjoyed by the
wheatgrowers, with a consequent
reduction of cost in handling and
marketing oats.

I am of the opinion that those five rea-
sons for introducing the measure are full
and sufficient to encourage the House
to approach the matter from the angle
of what is good for the State and what
will benefit the farmer, the purchaser
and the State by making more freight
available to the railways and placing
greater spending power in the hands of
the people. I think the abuse that has
been hurled at this proposed legislation
has been unwarranted and malicious, and
I feel confident that it has been inspired.
It is only history repeating itself.

I well remember the time in the early
nineteen thirties when a movement was
made by the farmers themselves to intro-
duce into Western Australia a system for
the handling of wheat in bulk. We
then had exactly the same opposition
from exactly the same people. At that
time we were opposed by the flour millers,
the bag merchants and the produce
merchants, and also by a certain civil ser-
vant who has been active behind the
scenes on this occasion, as he was then.
On that previous occasion, he was most
anxious to have a Government-controlled
system which would have cost Western
Australia £5,000,000 instead or the
£500,000 that was the eventual cost of
the installation. He has never given up
his opposition, and it is the same today.

Mr. Orayden: To whom do you refer?

Mr. ACKLAND: I will tell the House
presently. Here we have arrayed against
this Bill "The West Australian" news-
paper, and its greatest knight has been
the finance editor. I am of the opinion
that he is one of two things. Either he
is absolutely incompetent to hold that
position on a newspaper, in view of the
information he has given the public, or
he has deliberately misinterpreted the
true position. There cannot be any other
explanation. There was a time when
"The West Australian" stood alone, of all
the newspapers in Australia, as being
absolutely fair and unbiassed. It was a
paper from which we in Western Aus-
tralia. could get accurate information, and
it realised its responsibility. Today it is
under different management and is an en-
tirely different paper from what it was. In
this instance, it is simply the tool of the
Chamber of Commerce and, more par-
ticularly. that section of the chamber
which is represented by the produce trade.
I will read two or three extracts from
articles that appeared in "The West Aus-
tralian" during the past few months. On

the 21st June last, under the heading
"Oat Pool Plan Clash Likely," the finance
editor said-

Despite the State Cabinet's decision
to the contrary, Mr. J. H. Ackland,
Country and Democratic League mem-
ber for Moore in the Legislative As-
sembly, has announced his intention
to introduce a private member's Bill
in the next session of the State Parl-
iament for the compulsory pooling of
oats. He bdlieves that with the sup-
port of the rank-and-file members of
the C.D.L. plus the support of Labour
members in both Houses, the Hill will
be passed despite opposition from the
Cabinet and the Liberal and Country
League. Mr. Ackland, who is a director
of Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd.-

That is quite true, but they emphasise it
over and over again in their articles-

-is stated to have the support of the
Farmers' Union Executive, but it is
known that this support is not general
among ordinary members of the union.
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. is
understood to have actively canvassed
for support of the measure. There are
sections of the farmers, however, who.
while favouring the bulk handling of
wheat, are not keen to see oats handled
by a compulsory pool, feeling that
they can do better with competition
between the merchants.

Trade View
Produce merchants who have en-

larged their trade in oats the last
two seasons are not anxious to see a
compulsory Pool which removes all
competition and which makes them
dependent upon Co-operative Hulk
Handling Ltd.

The Liberal and Country League is
opposed to any compulsory pooling
which has not been sanctioned by the
majority of the farmers.

That is one article on which I will speak
in a moment. I also have here an article
written by "Observer" in "The Western
Mail" of the 10th July, 1952 and, if my
information is correct, "Observer" is the
financial editor of "The West Australian."
I do not state that as a fact, but I am told
that it is correct, although I may be wrong.
This is what he says and it is headed-

The Great Oats Plot.
Oats have become an attractive crop

to many farmers in this State, oats,
therefore, are marked down for com-
pulsory acquisition by Co-operative
Hulk Handling Ltd. This company,
with the Wheat Pool of W.A., has per-
formed an excellent service in handling
wheat, but like many large organisa-
tions it is looking for fresh worlds to
conquer.
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Further down he says-
So anxious has Co-operative Bulk

Handling Ltd. become to force a com-
pulsory pool on the farming com-
munity that it has lost no opportunity
in helping the executive of the
Farmers' Union make up its mind on
the subject. Even more, one of its
directors-Mr. J. H. Ackland, member
for Moore in the Legislative Assembly
-in the face of joint party opposition
by the Liberal and Country League
and the Country and Democratic
League, has decided to introduce a Bill
into the next session of the State
Parliament.

Hon, J. B. Sleeman: I am surprised
that the hon. member supports such a
Government if that is true.

Mr. ACKLAND:, There is no truth in
that. I now come to my last reference
which appears in "The West Australian"
of the 20th May, 1952-

Chamber Opposes Oats Pool.
While a compulsory oats pool for

this State has been actively advocated
by the Farmers' Union, the proposal
is viewed with "strong disfavour" by
the Perth Chamber of Commerce.

The chamber has notified the
Premier (Mr. McLarty) to this effect,
and has asked the Government to
refrain from any legislative action
until the views of the growers and
other sections of the oats industry
have been ascertained.

The chamber argued that for many
years merchants have satisfactorily
marketed oats both locally and over-
seas-

The financial editor of "The West Aus-
tralian" is far better informed than I am
if he knows what the decision of Cabinet
was in this matter. I do not, and he is
entirely wrong when he says that the joint
parties forming 'this Government have
opposed such legislation. There has never
been a motion moved or put up at a joint
party meeting dealing with this matter
when I have been present. That is per-
fectly true no matter what the mumblings.
may be from members in the back bench.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: They are not a
very happy crowd over there.

Mr. ACKLAND: I do not know what the
Liberal and Country League has decided
on this matter-

Mr. May: But you have a fair idea.

Mr. ACKLAND: -but I do know that
letters have been sent to every member
of that Party instructing them what to
do. I want to say to the members of the
joint Government parties that no oppor-
tunity is ever lost to tell the people in the
country that they are the best representa-

tives for the farmers in the State. The
great majority of the farmers in the
country are in favour of this legislation.

T have here a leter from Mr. Rooke, the
secretary of the wheat section-and I
think it also includes the oats and barley
sections-of the Farmers' Union which
says that 68 per cent. of the branches
have already voted in favour of a com-
pulsory pool, and it sets out the names
of 20 branches which were opposed to it,
but only partially. Some wanted a refer-
endum before the legislation was intro-
duced. Frankly, so do I, and had it been
humanly possible there would have been
one.

What so many ill-formed people forget
is that we had a referendum in 1947. Its
purpose was for all registered wheat-
growers in Western Australia to decide
whether they wanted a commonwealth or
State stabilisation scheme. Although the
names of growers for the three previous
seasons appeared on that register there
wvere many errors because it was impos-
sible to ascertain the names of all the
owners of that wheat. We found that sons
had delivered wheat in their father's
names. We found that sharefarmers, be-
cause they had been financed by the
owners of the farms, had delivered the
wheat in the owners' names, and although
the people who prepared the roll adver-
tised in the Press and had copies of the
roll prominently displayed at all the wheat
receiving centres of the State, the roll,
when used was abused by many People be-
cause it was supposed to be incomplete as
all wheatgrowers' names did not appear.
Well, we do not know the names of all
the oat growers.

I did make an earnest endeavour to as-
certain a way by which we could conduct
a poll of growers before this legislation
was introduced. It is the fault of many
growers that we cannot. Like other sec-
tions of the community many have effec-
tively evaded taxation in selling their oats
under the present system. in this letter
from Mr. Rooke it goes on to say-

You know also that Ballidu have
since changed their opinion and I can
only assume that Mullewa, Mingenew.
and Three Springs are now satisfied.

I find that in every place I have been able
to go and where others who know the
contents of this Bill have been able to go,
the opposition has been completely wiped
out-

Mr. Kelly: What did you tell them about
bagged oats?

Mr. ACKLAND: -and under the pro-
visions of the Bill, at the very first oppor-
tunity, a referendum will be held among
all People who deliver oats.

Hon. E. Nulsen: You have not told us
why it is necessary to have a compulsory
pool as against a voluntary pool.
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Mr. ACKLAND: There are a number of
things I have not told hon. members yet.
I would rather fallow my own sequence
provided members do not object. The bad
bogey in this controversy-not in the Bill
-has been Co-operative Bulk Handling
Ltd. This company has been so success-
ful that the financial interests of Perth are
out to do it any damage they can. Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd. has been
the most wonderful institution the world
has ever seen in regard to the handling
of wheat; that is admitted in Argentina,
the United States of America, and Canada.
Those countries are using the methods
employed here at present.

In New South Wales there was put in
a most expensive installation which Cost
exactly 10 times the one we have in West-
ern Australia. It has never been as effec-
tive and both there and in Victoria, where
they have what they call the orthodox sys-
tem-though ours is considered unortho-
dox they are at present using our methods
to help, particularly in times of glut. I
mentioned earlier that there had been
a great discrepancy in prices as given by
the merchants and the prices on the
world market. I do not think any farmer
was very interested until the war years
when the Commonwealth Government ac-
quired the oats and supplied to the mar-
ket, or sent them oversea as the case may
be.

But 1947-48 was the last year when oats
were acquired and the price at that period
was 9s. 71d. on the oversea market, and
91 million bushels was sold to Aus-
tralian consumers at 4s. 3d. a bushel, re-
presenting a loss to the grower of
£2,630,000. The farmers began to weigh
that up. and when the next season started
there was no organisation to receive the
cats which were- coming on the market,
and we find that early in the year the
produce trade in Western Australia was
offering 3s. 6d. per bushel. It appeared
likely, as it proved to be true, that there
was going to be a good crop of oats and
the price immediately dropped to 3s. a
bushel.

The then Minister for Agriculture, the
Hon. G. B. Wood, at the request of the
Farmers' Union, introduced legislation to
provide for a voluntary oat pool in West-
ern Australia. I have the report of that
oat pool here and, although I do not in-
tend to read it all, there are one or two
items which I wish to mention. The fol-
lowing is from the report of the trustees
of 1948.

As you may be aware, the Western
Australian State Voluntary Oats Pool
was formed because the Common-
wealth Government. which had estab-
lished and controlled oats pools in the
three previous seasons, withdrew from
that activity in 1948. It was evident

that Western Australia would have a
considerable exportable surplus of oats
and that if this surplus had to be
dumped on the local market there
would be a slump in prices.

The State Minister for Agriculture
discussed the position with the
Farmers' Union following which the
Trustees of the Wheat Pool were
asked and agreed to conduct a State
Voluntary Oats Pool under the direc-
tion of the Minister for Agriculture.

Before this could be done and be-
fore finance could be obtained through
the Rural and industries Bank, it was
necessary for the Wheat Pool Act to
be amended, the necessary legisla-
tion passing through both State
Houses by Friday, 3rd December,
1948.

As I have said already, at that time the
price of oats had dropped to 3s. a bushel,
and we find that that pool returned
4s. 3.152d. and 5s. 3.5d. for the year. I
should now like to turn to the figures for
the 'year 1949-50. We find that No. 1 pool
of that year returned 7s, .13d. and Is; 6d.
I think it would be more Interesting to
members if I gave the siding prices, which
I should have done in the first place. The
average return at sidings was 6s. 6.33d.
and 6s. 6.86d.

Mr. Orayden: Whose figures are you
quoting?

Mr. ACKLAND: This was presented to
the Government and has to pass the
scrutiny of the Government auditor.

Mr. Grayden: Yes, but whose figures are
they?

Mr. ACKLAND: This was the report as
presented to the Minister for Agriculture-

Mr. Grayden: Whose report?
Mr. ACKLAND: -by the trustees of the

Wheat Pool. I should like to give the
House some information with reference to
the pool of 1950-51. During this period
we find the pool returned 8s. 2d. for No. 1
pool and 9s. 3d. for No. 2 for that season-
I propose to ask you, Mr. Speaker, to allow
me to have printed in "Hansard" a graph
of these two seasons, which will show the
House the weekly prices as quoted by the
merchants and the price on the realisation
of the pool for those seasons. We find for
this season, when the pool returned 8s. 2d.
and 9s. 3d. respectively, that the opening
price was 5s. In December it was 5s. 3d.
to 5s. 6d.; in early January it was 5s. 6d,
to 5s. 9d., at the end of January, when
the farmers had got rid of their oats, it
was 6s.: in February-March it was Os.:, in
April-May it was 6s. 6d, to 7s. as against
Os. 3d. and over Os. per bushel. I wonder
what the price would have been but for
the pool. The same position would have
eventuated as occurred in previous years
when the growers were entirely in the
hands of the merchants.
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Hon. E. Nulsen: The grower is in favour
of the pool.

Mr. ACKLAND: The pool for 195 1-52
4quoted is perhaps the most, Interesting of
the lot. At the request of the Farmners'
Union and of the trustees of the Wheat
Pool, Co-op. Bulk Handling was persuaded
to try out the handling of oats in bulk.
A trial was arranged and it was estimated
that there would be 400,000 bushels of oats
received under this scheme. Unfortunately,
however, publicity was given to the fact
that oats had been sold at 12s. 81d. f.o.b.
ports and immediately there was a clamour
by oat growers, who were shareholders in
Co-op Bulk Handling, that the company
should take their oats. The company was
compelled to take those oats although they
had made no provision for them at all.
Every shareholder in that company had an
equal right with every other shareholder;
every one of them holds one share valued
at 20s. Instead of getting 400,000 bushels,
1,575,000 were received and there was chaos
in many centres. For 20 years this com-
pany has operated and it has the proud
record of never having had any delay in
the receiving and handling of wheat at
receival points.

The position was that the farmers took
their oats Into the sidings at places such as
Mullewa and Northampton-and I under-
stand much the same thing applied in the
southern part of the State-arriving there
at seven o'clock in the morning, but it was
impossible to receive their oats, not because
of any fault on the part of the company
but simply because the company had not
been advised and in consequence had made
no arrangements to handle this produce,
which had to be loaded into trucks. The
company felt that it should not be placed
in that position again. Under the terms
of its charter, it is required to take delivery,
and it can do so if it knows exactly what
quantity of produce is coming forward.

I should like to read a letter written
in April last by one of the leading mer-
chants to the chairman of Co-Operative
Bulk Handling Ltd., Mr. W, Russell, as fol-
lows:-

Our talk around the wheat table
last Tuesday has left me feeling un-
happy. I know that the decision of
the Board of Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling Ltd., not to handle oats in bulk
other than for a compulsory pool, was
actuated by very sound motives. With
labour difficulties as they are, the ex-
pansion of your organisation to cope
with oats is no easy matter. Neverthe-
less, there is a matter of principle
which I always regarded as of first
importance to the bulk handling ven-
ture. It is that Co-operative Bulk
Handling Ltd. is purely a service
organisation for the economical hand-
ling of the farmers' wheat.

Please note that this service is on
behalf of farmers, not merchants, pools
or other organisations. This is a prin-
ciplc I thought Co-operative Bulk
Handling Ltd., valued very highly, and
it is disappointing to me to see it
departed from in favour of a compuls-
ory oat pool, however beneficial the
latter may be.

Farmers were encouraged to expect
an amplification of bulk handling to
include oats, and there could be no
objection to a limited quantity being
catered for, and the gradual extension
of the service, just as in the case of
wheat.

I have publicly praised the directors
and management of Co-operative Bulk
Handling Ltd., for the fact that they
have handled their monopoly wisely
and with initiative, and I am fearful
that the attitude towards the handling
of oats is a retreat from that fine
record of service.

There is no ill-feeling in this criti-
cism, and it is an expression solely of
my personal views..

I have read that letter largely to give
point to the reply made by Mr. Russell
to that gentleman. The reply stated-

I have received your letter of 17th
instant about the very vexed question
of the bulk handling of oats and quite
freely concede your right to criticise

To make my viewpoint clear, I will
briefly outline the position as I see it.

Under pressure from farmers, C.B.H.
commenced handling oats in bulk last
year. intending at first that this should
he in the nature of a trial. However,
when it became known that only a
few sidings were to receive oats, there
was a great clamour for much more
widespread receivals. The company,
under this pressure, ended up by tak-
ing in four cargoes.

To receive and handle this quantity
without a separate bin, and having
at the same time to deal with old
season's wheat, placed an almost In-
tolerable burden on our staff.

In my view, we should never have
gone beyond the trial stage, and it
may be better in the end if bulk hand-
ling of oats is discontinued until we
are in a position to receive it into a
separate storage. Men like Walsh.
Shanahan, Fitzpatrick and Crosse, who
had most of the direct responsibility.
however good they may be, must have
a breaking point, and we were asking
more than a fair thing from them.

I am convinced that chaos will re-
sult, if, during those few weeks when
the bulk oats must come in. other
buyers are in the field competing for
trucks and truck fittings.
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Later when the whole system is
established, if the farmers must have
other buyers in the field, then if it is
practicable, we may be able to revert
to your ideal of a purely service or-
ganisation..
.... I have thought a great deal about
the matter, but my opinion is un-
altered.

Maybe we can serve up the un-
palatable fact in nicer language, but
it still remains that unless there is
complete co-operation from all con-
cerned, bulk handling of oats will
have to be dropped for the time. This,
of course, will be quite serious ....

I was speaking just now about the dis-
crepancy in prices. A lot of capital has
been made out of this fact and several
farmers have written to the Press about
it. I believe I know the grain growing
farming community as well as do most
people and certainly far better than the
average man, and I have checked up
on most of those letters. One of them
was from an old gentleman at Kellerberrin
who, I am satisfied was expressing his
honest conviction. There is mare behind
the letters that were published in the
Press than appears on the surface.

One man has been very active in his
letter-writing-a man whose name has
stunk in the nostrils of the genuine wheat-
grower for many years, because of the
way in which he has abused the taking of
stock feed out of that organisation. I have
never been to a6 meeting where the con-
ditions of the wheat stabilisation scheme
have been discussed but this man's name
and his abuse of the organisation have
come up. I took it on myself to find out
what the position was with the man who
put a certain bushelage of wheat into a
bin and took out that quantity, and more,
after having put It in. I found that from
1946-47 to 1951-52 inclusive, the free-on-
board price for wheat was 9s. to 13s. 2d.
The stock breeder and the poultry grower
and the pig breeder, who have the right
to buy wheat from the organisation as
stock feed, paid from 4s, lid, to, late this
year, l0s. it was a difference of 5s. 10.99d.,
or almost 53. Ild, per bushel.

By making inquiries here and there
around the country I discovered that the
man I have in mind at present-and he
is not an exception; I can name several
of them-in the years when there was a
big difference between the stock feed price
of wheat and its oversea, value, took out
200 and 300 per cent. more wheat than he
put into the organisation.

Mr. May: How could he do that?
Mr. ACKLAND: Because he had every

right as a stock feeder. It is possible under
the stabilisation scheme to put wheat into
one chute of the bin and take it out again
after receiving the advantages of the aver-
age price.

Mr. May: What kind of stock?
Mr. ACKLAND: Only pigs and poultry..
Mr. May: Not sheep.
Mr. ACKLAND: I am glad the matter

of sheep has come up. In the Eastern
States the sheep breeders gave up growing
oats or barley or wheat because they could
buy stock feed so much cheaper, and in
one year they took out 30,000,000 bushels
of wheat to feed their sheep and other
stock. So the Australian Wheat Board,
under pressure from the Australian Wheat-
growers' Federation, made it impossible for
a sheep grower to take his wheat out of
that organisation unless he paid the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement price for it;
or, if he were a grower himself, unless he
surrendered his voucher and had it marked
down by the quantity of wheat he had
taken from the organisation.

Mr. May: They do that in any case.
Mr. ACKLAND: It was not done in the

case I am- speaking of to a pig or poultry
breeder.

Mr. May: It was done in any case.
Mr. ACKLAND: I know; and it was

done because growers asked that it be
done. Under this legislation, people like
the hon. member are treated very unfairly
compared with the pig raisers and the
poultrymen. The latter can put in 100
bushels or none and take out 1,000 or
100,000 bushels to feed stock. A great
many of those who have opposed this legis-
lation-those farmers whose names have
appeared in the Press, in some instances.
and others who have spoken to me, have
told me that they are against the legisla-
tion because they have been able to evade
taxation.

Hon. E. Nulsen: I do not believe that.
Mr. ACKLAND: It is a fact.
Hon. J. B. Sleeman: I did not think the

Taxation Department was so easy.
Mr. ACKLAND: A man told me that

he paid 5s. a bushel for oats worth 10s.,
for all that he used to feed stock this
year. He got them on condition that he
paid cash or gave an open cheque. A man
came to me the other day who brought
a truck load of oats to Perth. He took
them to one of the principal Produce mer-
chants in Perth and sold them to him, and
the produce merchant asked him to whom
he wanted the cheque made out. The
man said, "To myself, of course." The
merchant said, "Don't be a fool! We will
make an open cheque in anybody's name."
The man replied that he was not anxious
to evade taxation responsibilities and he
was told that that was how a great many
of the sales were being conducted today.

Mr. Grayden: How about some proof?
Mr. ACKLAND: I was at a meeting quite

recently when a man got UP and said he
was paying l5s. in the £ taxation, and he
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had not sold one bushel of oats this year
Other than on the black market. There
is another point I would like to make with
reference to the discrepancy between
prices. In the month of June I had two
friends in Perth and we were discussing
this legislation. I suggested to those two
gentlemen that they should ring up a firm
of produce merchants in Perth to find out
the price the firm was offering for oats
and at what price they would sell them.

The man who had oats for sale was
offered 8s. 6d. per bushel. He was told
that if the oats were delivered in good
bags, well sewn, that would be the price
he would get for them at the Perth depot.
Within a very short time the other gentle-
man rang up and said he wanted to buy
some oats. He was told they would cost
14s. 6d. a bushel and that if he wanted
seed oats he would have to pay i16s. I
have a docket here made out on the 16th
May for oats sold in Perth at 16s. per
bushel. We know that the firm must have
made 100 per cent. profit on them.
Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. ACKLAND: I do not intend to keep
the Rouse much longer. I had expected
to be able to finish before the tea suspen-
sion. When we rose for tea, I was men-
tioning the different prices paid by the
produce merchants and what they were
charging to people who purchased oats
from them; and that the reason they were
able to do business on those lines was
largely because some oat growers were
able to evade taxation if they received
payment for oats in cash.

Hon. E. Nulsen: You are not accusing
all the farmers of being dishonest?

Mr. ACKLAND: No, of course not. I
mentioned one man who refused to have
is payments in that way, and there are

many more. The man I spoke of told a
meeting of 80 people that he was paying
15s. in the El in taxation. Whilst there
was no oat Bill in existence, he was able
to sell his oats for cash and so make no
entry in his books. I am not an agent, nor
do I want this Bill to be an agent, for
the Taxation Department.

Mr. Kelly: You are making it tnat way,
though.

Mr. ACKLAND: I am conscious of this,
however, that all Governments, whether
Commonwealth or State, need a certain
revenue, and if a section of the people
evade their lawful tax obligations, then
taxation must be higher for those who do
meet them. So, although I do not wish
to be a tax agent, I am certainly not pre-
pared to be an accessory to people getting
away with this sort of thing. There are
two more points I wish to make. I have
been twitted several times about the bulk
handling Act and why a voluntary pool
could not continue. A voluntary pool can
continue. It can continue for bagged oats,
but there are two reasons why it cannot

continue for bulk oats-three, really. One
is that there are more than 10,000 share-
holders in the company who all have to be
treated on an equitable basis. When oat-
growing becomes attractive, we will find
hundreds, if not thousands, of oat growers
who are not shareholders in Bulk Hand-
ling.

Mr. Kelly: What do you propose to do
for the bagged oat grower?

Mr. ACKLAND: I will tell the hon. mem-
ber if he will only listen. His interjec-
tions are certainly making it necessary for
me to stay longer on my feet than other-
wise. I want to see all those people who
are growing oats adopt this method, but
that is a legal impossibility unless those
who deliver their oats to a wheat-owned
organisation come in on the same footing
as the wheatgrowers. Every shareholder
of the company has some obligations which
he has bought. He pays Od. for every
bushel of wheat that he puts into the in-
stallation. it stands to reason that the
people who do not grow oats-and many
shareholders do not--will strongly object
-and I think legally-unless the other
people come in on exactly the same footing
as they do. The Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling staff, and the directors too, will be
quite happy if this legislation is not passed.
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. is a ser-
vice organisation, and we want to extend
that service as far as possible. The service
is not rendered, whatever people may say,
for profit.

We have built up a great deal of sur-
plus revenue in the last few years, but
simply because we are working on an Aus-
tralian basis. Because the handling costs
are so high in Victoria and New South
Wales, we are making a profit which it
was never intended that the organisation
should make. Every man contributes 14,
a bushel to the fund when he delivers
his wheat, and when we know that the
State produces 30,000,000 to 40,000,000
bushels a year, we realise how the fund
has been built up: and the shareholder
gets no interest whatever on that money.
So the oat-grower must be asked to come
in on the same looting, or not come in
at all.

Talking about this bogey, do members
realise that the installation cost half a
million pounds, and that in no year since
it has been in existence has it saved less
than its capital value, and that during
the last four years. because of the price
of bags--if farmers had had to put their
wheat into jute containers-it would have
Cost them, in 1949-50, £1,375,000: in 1950-
51, £2,500,000; in 1951-52, £4,000,000, and
this year, with the price of bags which
has decreased very much, £2,150,000. So,
the installation, which cost half a million
pounds, has in four years saved the wheat-
grower £10,025,000, and we want the oat-
growers to have the same privilege.
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The question of oats delivered in bags
will come under this legislation, but the
receivers will have to pay the value of
the bag as well as the value of the oats
contained in the bag. It may be interest-
ing to know that last year the values were
these-

Sound super bags-23s. per dozen.
Super bags which needed sewing,

patching or rebagging,-l.7s. per
dozen.

Sound cornsacks-Sl1s. 6d. per dozen.
Cornsacks which needed repairing-

45s. 6d. per dozen.
New cornsacks (there are very few of

thesel-9s. per dozen.
I think it can safely be said that the oats
delivered in bags returned at least an
extra Is. for the bag to the grower com-
pared with the price received by those who
sold their oats through any other channel
and so we are anxious that those people
should have the benefit of this organisa-
tion and should make the same saving.
The organisation is purely and simply
a servant of the board. It is a common
carrier which will do a certain job for a
certain price, just as does any man who
carries articles from one place to another
and is paid for doing so.

Hon. E. Nulsen: Why will not the
farmers put their produce in voluntarily?

Mr. ACKLAND: If it were not the desire
to give the growers the benefit of bulk
handling and the legal difficulties involved
without legislation, there would be no
need for this Bill. It has been suggested
that the firms are willing to set up their
own bulk handling installations, but that
is a physical impossibility. This instal-
lation, which cost £500,000 before 1940,
would cost £3,000,000 today, if we could
get the materials-and particularly the
weighbridges.

Under instructions from the Government
the company was told, four years ago, to
put in several bulk-handling installations
away from the railway line. They will
not be completed till this year as it was
impossible to get the necessary weigh-
bridges. Although the shareholders of the
company own an installation that is worth
£3,000,000 today they cannot sell their
shares--there are 10,600 of them-for more
than £1 each. It is therefore an easy
mathematical problem to work out how
much the shares are really worth, but no
man can traffick in them. If he stops
delivering his produce for two years his
shares are bought back from him, and sold
to a farmer taking his place.

The Bill is divided into three parts and
has been prepared on exactly the same
lines as the wheat legislation which passed
this House without a division, except that
the finance will be found by the co-opera-
tive organisation itself. I do not know how
much it will need, but I think it will be
more than £ 1.000,000-

Mr. Griffith: Do you mean Co-operative
Bulk Handling Ltd.?

Mr. ACKLAND: No, they will put
nothing into it, but will be paid for the
services they render. Those people who are
interested as representing the financial
institutions hate the name of Co-operative
Bulk Handling Ltd., because it has done
a job they would not have attempted to
do and is working without profit and has
given good service throughout the whqle
of the period since its inception.

The money will be found by the trustees
of the voluntary wheat pool. I am not
at liberty to tell how much interest will be
paid on it, but if the Premier of Western
Australia could get as much money at as
low an interest rate as the company could
Put its hands on at any time he would
be on velvet. So high is the credit of the
company for the service it has rendered
over the years that the board would pay
less than half the interest that the Gov-
erment would pay for any money bor-
rowed, and it could easily get millions
more than it requires. That is the position
to which the co-operative movement has
been built up.

I am glad the Government did not in-
troduce this measure. I do not know that
it discussed the legislation in Cabinet,
though I suppose it did because the
finance editor of "The West Australian'
said so. I am glad that the joint parties
of the Government did not debate any
resolution on this matter and that there
has never been a resolution submitted
regarding it, so there is no truth in the
suggestion that the Government has op-
posed it. I do not say the same about
the L.CL.. as I do not know what goes on
in that organisation.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Nor does anyone
else.

Mr. ACKLAND:. if may information is
correct the members of that organisation
have received letters instructing them to
oppose the Bill. The measure has been
introduced with the idea of helping the
grower and the purchaser and of bringing
more revenue to the State. The hoard to
be appointed is only a temporary board in
the first instance, and is to consist of a
chairman who will be nominated by the
trustees of the Wheat Pool-the organisa-
tion that is to find the money-and four
members to be nominated in the first in-
stance by the Farmers' Union. As soon
as they have conducted their first year's
operations they will prepare a roll of those
who have patronised the pool and those
producers will decide of whom their di-
rectorate shall consist. When that direc-
torate has conducted its first year's op-
era tions there is provision made for a
referendum to decide whether they want
the legislation to continue or prefer to go
back to a state of chaos.
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I do not suggest for a moment that
there will not be a voluntary pool, because
there will bc for bagged oats. Under this
measure farmers will be able to sell their
seed oats, as between farmers, for seed
purposes, and beyond that they will
be able to enter into their own arrange-
ments with feeders of oats or others and
supply them without the oats passing
through the hands of the receiving agents.
The receiving agents will expect to be
rntified of the operations and payments
will be made through that organisation
so that an average price will be paid by
all people throughout the State who pur-
chase oats.

Oats of under f.a.q. will be provided for
hi the same way as in the case of wheat
and an arbitrator is to be appointed by
the Department of Agriculture. It is not
necessary for me to say anything further
except that I am absolutely sincere in
bringing down the Bill. I have not intro-
duced it in any parochial spirit and I be-
lieve in all sincerity that it is in the in-
terests of the State and of the growers. I
believe it will ensure to the people who
purchase oats through the organisation
that they will not be exploited. The Bill
gives no concessions and asks for none
and so I leave it in the hands of the
House. I move:

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

On motion by the Minister for Lands.
debate adjourned.

COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION.
Council's Message.

Message from the Council received and
read notifying the personnel of sessional
committees appointed by that House.

BILL-STATE ELECTRICITY COMMIS-
SION ACT AMENDMENT.

Message.
Message from the Governor received

and read recommending appropriation for
the purposes of the Bill.

First Reading,
Bill introduced by the Minister for

Works and read a first time.
Second Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hon.
D. Brand-Greenough) [7.51] in moving
the second reading said: I appreciate the
approval that has been given for the early
introduction of this measure. It has been
introduced because the parent Act does
not provide approval or authority for the
Commission to borrow on the open mar-
ket in the usual way. The Bill is neces-
sary in order that Western Australia may
find a place among the many applications
being made throughout Australia for public
support for local government and other
loans.

The measure is a short one and amends
the principal Act by giving the Commis-
sion the right to borrow money on the
open market. This has become a normal
method of financing moneys for govern-
mental public utilities throughout the
Commonwealth. At the meeting before
last the Loan Council gave approval to
this State to raise a loan of £3,000,000
for the State Electricity Commission. It
wvas realised that because of the shortage
of loan money and in the interests of food
production, industry and the provision of
services, at least a sum of £3,000,000 was
required to enable the Commission to pro-
ceed with its programme. The commit-
ments of the State Electricity Commission,
at that time, were in the vicinity of
£2,000,000.

It is proposed to amend the Act by in-
cluding the necessary borrowing rights in
Section 45. A further amendment gives
the Commission the right to raise the
money by the sale of debentures and in-
scribed stock for purposes consistent with
the Commission's Powers. No loan can be
floated without the approval of the Min-
ister and the proposal submitted to him
must show the term and particulars, the
rate of interest, the purpose for which
the money is required and the manner
in which it is to be repaid.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It says "the
approval of the Governor" in the Bill.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I stand
corrected-finally with the approval of
the Governor.

The Minister for Education: In the
first place, with the approval of the ap-
propriate Minister.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Yes.
I-on. A. R. 0. Hawke: Only for the

purpose of submission.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I will

let the Leader of the Opposition argue
that out with the Deputy Premier. In
the first place, the approval of the Min-
ister concerned must be obtained anct
finally the approval of the Governor-in
Council. According to the evidence be-
fore us today it would appear that the
rate of interest will be about £4 10s. Od.
It is also proposed to give power to the
Commission to pay off one loan by the
raising of another, and a further amend-
ment provides that the loans are secured
upon the revenues of the Commission
and such loans are guaranteed by the
State.

There is a further provision in the Bill
that debentures and inscribed stock is-
sued by the Commission shall be trustee
securities and shall be a lawful invest-
ment of friendly society funds. I under-
stand that the provisions are in line with
those applying to loans raised by similar
organisations throughout the Common-
wealth. The rather lengthy schedule at-
tached to the Hill provides for the mach-
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inery, and sets out the most important
conditions to govern and regulate the is-
sue and handling of debentures and In-
scribed stock. I trust that the Bill will
be passed as soon as possible so that we
might make the necessary applications
before all the money available has been
borrowed by the various organisations
now advertising In our local newspapers.
I move-

That the Bill be now read a second
time.

On motion by Hon. E. Nulsen, debate
adjourned.

BILL-INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

In Committee.
Mr. Perkins in the Chair: the Attorney

General in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1-Short Title:

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: There
has been a printer's error in Subelause
(1) where the Act is cited as the "In-
dustrial Arbitration Act Amendment Bill.
1952". This should read "Industrial
Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 1952."
Therefore, I move an amendment-

That in line two of Subclause (1).
the word "Bill" be struck out and
the word "Act" inserted in lieu.

Amendment put and passed.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: In Sub-
clause (2) the Title of one of the Acts
passed in 1950 has been omitted and in
order to correct this I now move an
amendment-

That in line 6 of Subolause (2),
after the word "amended," the words
"by Act No. 20 of 1950 and" be in-
serted.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: It seems to
me the Bill contains a number of mis-
takes, some Intentional and some other-
wise. It is not very satisfactory when the
Attorney General in the first clause moves
an amendment to the first subclause, and
then follows it up with another in Sub-
clause (2) in order to rectify mistakes.
The Attorney General should bring down
a Bill that is up to the mark. I do
not know how many more mistakes he is
goingz to find and which he proposes to
rectify by amendment.

Mr. Lawrence: He is up to his old
form.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: The Bill seems
to me to be one full of mistakes, either
intentional or unintentional.

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

Clause 2-agreed to.
Clause 3-Section 6 amended:

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: This clause
aims at amending Section 6 in many
Particulars. One of the amendments deals
with the definition of the term "strike"
as existing in the Act. The proposed
new definition is as wide as the world.
If it became law it would allow all sorts
of things in industry to happen as be-
tween employer and employee to be legally
regarded as strikes, to be ruled as such
by the court and thereby allow it to in-
flict the new and extremely high penalties
which the Bill provides on any person or
any organisation that becomes Involved in
what will be a strike if the new definition
becomes law.

In view of the anxiety of the Govern-
ment to enlarge the definition of the word
"strike," I propose to move a similar
amendment to the proposed new definition
of the word "lock-out" as appearing in
the Act. That definition reads-

"Lock-out" includes any closing of
a place of employment or any suspen-
sion of work or any refusal by an
employer to continue to employ any
number of his workers with a view
to compel his workers or to aid an-
other employer in compelling his
workers to accept any terms or con-
ditions of employment, or with a view
to enforce compliance with the de-
demands made by any employer on
any workers.

I therefore move an amendment-
That a new paragraph be inserted

as follows:
(d) That all words after the

word "workers" in line 4 of
the interpretation of "Lock-
out" to the end of the inter-
pretation be struck out.

In other words, under the new definition,
whenever an employer closed his place of
employment or suspended any of his work-
ers or refused to continue to employ any
of his workers, he would, legally, have
committed a lock-out and would automa-
tically become liable to prosecution, con-
viction, if the case was proved against
him, and to the penalty which the Act,
when amended, would contain as punish-
ment against any employer responsible for
a lock-out.

The amendment I propose is severe. It
would place upon the employer a great
responsibility and would greatly lessen the
freedom which he now has to retrench
his employees, to sack them and do all
sorts of things with them. The Govern-
ment would also be brought within that
new definition, as it is an employer within
the Provisions of the Industrial Arbitra-
tion Act. Normally, I would not consider
moving an amendment of this description,
but as the Government. in the Bill, is
determined to use a principle of this kind
against workers In industry, then It is only
fair and reasonable that the same sort of
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Principle should be included in the pro-
Posed new law In order that similar treat-
ment may be meted out to employers as
the Government proposes to mete out to
employees.

If the amendment is carried, I will then
move to add at the end of the interpre-
tation of "Lock-out" the words, "Unless
and until in any particular case the Court
declares the particular closing of a place
of employment, or any suspension of work,
or any refusal by anl employer to continue
to employ any number of his workers not
to be a Lock-out." That would Introduce
into the definition of the term "lock-out"
the same principle as the Government
proposes to introduce in the definition of
the term "strike." They would then be
all placed upon the same basis and surely
that is a reasonable and proper thing to
do. If the Government, therefore, Is
genuine in what it is seeking to achieve in
its proposed new definition of the term
"Strike" and considers it just in its out-
look and attitude, it has no alternative
but to accept the amendment I have now
moved.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL; I admit
the definition of "strike" is a wide one,
but it Is only so because the definition in
the existing Act was taken advantage of.

Hon. E. Nulsen: It is a very severe one.
H-on. J. B. Sleeman: Employers take

advantage too by means of a lock-out.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Members

are aware that there was a strike recently,
which was not of an industrial nature, on
the F'remantle wharves.

Mr. Lawrence: Which one was that?
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: In connec-

tion with the Dockers' Union, and the In-
dustrial Magistrate fined a number of men
for taking part in that strike. The strike
caused a great deal of disorganisation in
Premantle.

Mr. Lawrence: Which strike was that?
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: One pro-

testing against certain penalties imposed
on a communist in the Eastern States.
The union concerned was led by a com-
munist, namely, Mr. Troy.

Mr. Lawrence: And he is not Secretary
of the Dockers' Union.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: He is sec-
retary of the union to which I am refer-
ring.

Mr. Lawrence: What is the name of
that union?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The Coas-
tal and Dock Workers' Union.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: You are wrong
again.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I think
every member knows the union to which
I refer.

Mr. Lawrence: All but you.

1101

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: After being
fined, the men took action and appealed
to the Full Court, and the court ruled that
under the existing definition they should
not have been penalised. It was known
that the strike had nothing to do with
Western Australia but related to a com-
munist of the Eastern States being pena-
lised.

Mr. Lawrence: Who was the communist
in the Eastern States?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Healy, I
think.

Mr. Lawrence: You think. You ought to
know.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Because of
that the Parliamentary Draftsman was in-
structed to draft a new definition to cover
a case such as this.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think the
Attorney General can explain this later
provision. He can only use it so far as
it deals with the amendment.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I think
the Leader of the Opposition also stated
the reason why he was moving his amend-
ment. There has been no difficulty in the
courts in interpreting lock-out and no
action in connection with a lock-out since
1913.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Why?
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Because

there has been no lock-out.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Because it has

been impossible to prove one.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: No. The

definition of lock-out is very wide as it is
now, and as the Leader of the Opposi-
tion said it would be impossible for the
Government itself to carry on under the
definition that is proposed by him.

Hon. A. S. 0. Hawke: I did not say that.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: You ad-

mnitted it was a wide definition.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: I did not say it

would be difficult for the Government to
carry on.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The Leader
of the Opposition must admit that it would.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Would what?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Be diffi-
cult for the Government to carry on.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: Certainly not.

mhe ATTORNEY GENERAL: It would,
because the Government could not dis-
pense with the services of any man unless
it was a lock-out.

Mr. Lawrence: The Government dis-
penses with plenty now.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The same
would apply to any other employee. it
would not be necessary for the Govern-

265
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ment or an employer to do so in com-
bination with another employer. if by
himself the employer dispensed with the
services of an employee, it would consti-
tute a lock-out. It is because the amend-
ment Is so unreasonable that I oppose it.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Leader of the Oppo-
aition has made a very reasonable request.
Summarised It applies the same yardstick
to employers as the Government seeks to
apply to workers. If the Attorney General
considers it too harsh on the employers--
and I concede it might be-then in fair-
ness he must admit that the proposed
definition of "strike" Is unfair to the
workers. I propose to quote a, legal view-
point on this matter, given by well-known
solicitors Joseph, Muir and Williams. It
Is as follows:-

It has always been considered that
a lock-out and a strike describe simi-
lar conduct from different points of
view. This would not be so if the
Bill became law. The old definition
of "lock-out" has been retained. An
employer may prevent a worker from
working for reasons, which are not
industrial and he can do so in com-
biniation with other employers and
his conduct would not amount to a.
lock-out. Identical conduct on a
worker's part would amount to a
strike.

I trust you will permit me to proceed
with the quotation, Mr. Chairman, be-
cause it is necessary to establish the
fairness of similar treatment in opposite
directions with regard to employers and
workers. Accordingly, it is inescapable
to make some reference to the definition
of "strike," and I quote another opinion
from the same solicitors--

The definition of "strike" has been
very materially altered and basic-
ally the reason for it is to overcome
Morrison's case. You will recall that
in Morrison's case the Full Court
held that a cessation of work by
workers acting in combination did
not amount to a strike unless the
cessation was for some industrial
reason. You will notice in the defini-
tion as contained in the Bill the
reason for the stoppage is quite im-
material, and furthermore, where-
as under the definition in the Act.
stoppage must take place by workers
acting in combination, under the new
definition it would be sufficient if a
worker was acting in combination
with a person who was not a worker.
Should a worker be offered a job in
an industry in which he is usually
employed, and should he, having dis-
cussed the matter with his wife,
agree not to take It. then that action
would constitute a strike as that word
is defined in the second subpara-
graph.

There can be no bias In such an interpre-
tation. It gives us a complete view of
what is sought in this proposal. The
Government is prepared to mete out most
unfair treatment to workers and not pro-
vide the same sort of treatment for em-
ployers. Either it is right in both cases
or Is wrong in both cases. If it is to
be an offence for a worker to leave his
employment, equally it should be an of-
fence for an employer to dismiss a worker.
On the ground of logic, the amendment
should be supported.

Mr. McCULLOCH: This measure will
affect not only the workers but also the
employers. In all my Industrial experi-
ence, the lock-out and the strike have
been related, and the amendment would
keep those two things In relation, just as
do the definitions in the existing Act.
Surely we should not legislate against one
party only! Suppose a mine on the
Golden Mile closed down because the
company was not making sufficient profit
and, at the same time, it was declaring a
dividend, would that constitute a lock-
out? Certainly it would, but unfortu-
nately the definition of a lock-out could
not be applied. The amendment merely
seeks to put the employees and the em-
ployers on a similar footing.

Mr. NEEDHAM: I support the amend-
ment. On the second reading, 1, with
other members of the Opposition, em-
phasised that the Bill is a lopsided
measure. It is class legislation. All the
responsibility is to be placed on the
worker and none on the employer. If
there is to be any equity in these pro-
posals, it is only right to require the em-
ployer as well as the worker to observe
the industrial laws. The amendment
would achieve that.

During the long discussion on this
measure, the Premier and the Attorney
General stressed the need for observing the
law. There is a certain law on the Com-
monwealth statute book that has not been
observed by a section of the community.
I refer to the maeasure brought down by
the Chifley Government proposing to give
an opportunity to all to receive the best
medical attention at little Cost to them-
selves. What happened? The medical
fraternity refused to obey the law, and,
though it has not been repealed, the
doctors still refuse to obey it. Has there
been any demand in the Press that they
should obey it? None at all! Yet here
the Giovernment brings in a Bill, which is
punitive in every way, and which, if it
becomes law, as I believe it will, must
pave the way for the destruction of in-
dustrial arbitration.

What would be the effect of this legis-
lation being rushed through without an
opportunity being given for a full con-
sideration of it? it will encourage that
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school of thought throughout the Com-
monwealth that desires to see arbitration
destroyed. There Is an element in this
community that is anxious to see the Arbi-
tration Court abolished and that section,
the communistic element-which in this
State is a very small one, I am glad to
say, but which is rampant in other parts
of the Commonwealth-will find joy in this
legislation, because they know It will bring
converts to their idea that arbitration, In-
stead of being conciliatory, is Punitive.

Because of that incontrovertible fact.
and because industrial arbitration is on its
trial and has reached a delicate stage in
its history, any Government, I care not
what its political belief may be, should be
extremely cautious when bringing in legis-
lation to amend our industrial laws. So
in order that this legislation might be
tempered in some way, repulsive as it is to
the workers of this country. I suggest that
the Attorney General and the Government
should accept the amendment moved by
the Leader of the Opposition and thus
place some responsibility on the employers
of this country and their associations, as
well as upon the trade union movement.

Mr. BRADY: I support the amendment
of the Leader of the Opposition because
the basis of arbitration is that both parties
shall have respect for the court and both
shall be agreed that justice will be done.
I do not see how the parties can go to
the court and be agreed that justice will
be served if the definition on the em-
ployers' side is circumscribed, and the one
on the unions' side is to be as wide as the
world. A definition of "lock-out" has ap-
peared in the Act and has been laid down
by several courts from time to time. I
intend to quote from Volume 5 of the re-
printed Acts of Parliament in order that
members will see how necessary it is that
the amendment should be carried. On page
13 of the Industrial Arbitration Act ap-
pearing in that volume is a definition of
"lock-out" and in a footnote it is stated-

A lock-Out is the converse of a strike
and what applies to one will apply to
the other mutatis mutandis. A strike
is the refusal by workers to continue
to work unless they be given more
wages or better conditions. A lock-out
Is the converse of a strike. The
gravamen of both the lock-out and
the strike is the intention to Coerce
the worker and the employer respec-
tively (See Buchanan v. Registrar of
Friendly Societies (1904) 6 W.A.L.R.
108. W.A. Supply Co. Ltd. v. Registrar
of Friendly Societies (1904) 6 W.A.L.R.
199. Potosi Consolidated Ltd. v. Regis-
trar of Friendly Societies (1905) 4
W.A.A.R. '7.)

So there have been three decisions in the
court. On page 14 there is a further in-
terpretation laid down in the case of
MeKennon v. Fraser as follows:-

The characteristics of the lock-out
are threefold-

(1) It is a continuing offence in-
volving previous existence and
continued existence of the
relationship of employer and
worker.

(2) There must be some act on
the part of the employer
which prevents the workman
from continuing his employ-
ment and establishing his
right to wages.

(3) The act of the employer must
relate to the terms and con-
ditions of the employment.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! There is too
much talking in the Chamber.

Mr. BRADY: Now we have the position.
on the Attorney General's own statement,
that so far as the workers are concerned
the Act is going to reserve the right to
charge them with striking if they indulge
in a stop-work meeting in regard to any
matter at all; but the court lays down
that for a lock-out it must refer to their
terms of employment and conditions of
work.

The whole basis of the amendments for
the rest of the night rests on this point.
if it Is to be agreed that the court is to
have one-way traffic, and that the law
will be against the workers from the out-
set, it will be equivalent to tellng the
workers to pull out from the Arbitration
Court and take some other means of get-
ting what they want. If it is desired to
invite the unions to adopt direct action,
to which they have been opposed for the
last 50 years, this is the way to tell them
how to do it. This Government is doing
by this Bill, in one week, what the Com-
munist Party has been trying to do in
Western Australia for 20 years: that is.
to show the workers that the Arbitration
Court is no good to them and that they are
wasting their time going to arbitration.

If the Attorney General insists that the
definition of "strike" is to be amended so
that the workers can be charged with in-
dulging in a strike when they stop work
for any reason, and at the same time Is
going to leave the employers in the posi-
tion they are in at present, that is not
justice. I do not suppose there is one
member on the other side of this Chamber
who does not say he stands for social
justice. But there will be no social justice
if this is the way the Arbitration Court
is going to work, and the workers will be
within their rights in accepting the state-
ment of the Communist Party that arbi-
tration is simply the employers' tool.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I support the amend-
ment and I suggest to the members on the
Government side that they would be very
unfair if they refused to accept it. The
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Attorney General clouded the issue some-
what when he mentioned that this pro-
vision is only to handle political strikes.
I do not know what he means by a politi-
cal strike. Before I describe what I think
he means, I would draw a parallel here
on his own statement that It would be easy
for the big employer who does not hold
the same political opinions as the workers
to take advantage of this lock-out pro-
vision. He stated that it was in 1913
that the last known lock-out occurred.
I disagree, because there are lock-outs
every day of the week, so far as the em-
ployers are concerned. If the Government
had stood firm to its promise it would not
have locked out 118 men from the union
to which the Attorney General tried to re-
fer tonight.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: Let them starve as
far as they are concerned!

Mr. LAWRENCE: I suggest that is a
lock-out.

The Minister for Works: They are a long
way from starving.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I would like the Min-
later to look at the state of the finances
of these people.

Mr. Graham: He would not know or
care.

The Minister for Works: You speak for
yourself.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Does the Attorney
General maintain that because a person's
feelings are outraged by some judicial act
or the act of a private individual, he is
not entitled to do something about it? To-
day the worker is not of the same opinion
as he was 20 years ago when he was
more or less disorganised. The trade
unions are organised today, and are pre-
pared to fight strongly for their inherent
rights.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I am afraid
this line of argument is more suited to later
provisions in the Bill. The hon. member
must relate his remarks to the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney General
referred to this and gave it as the reason
for his amendment to the word "strike,"
and his failure to amend the word "lock-
out".

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is
entitled to refer to it, but must use it as
an argument to support or deny the amend-
ment moved by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I bow to your decision,
Sir. The differentiation shown by this
clause means that the amicable relations
that have existed between the employer
and the employee are endangered to a
large degree, because the Government has
taken the attitude that it is going to sup-
port the employer against the employee
to the latter's detriment. There is nothing
in the present definition of a lock-out to

suggest a limitation of work. In the Bill,
if a worker shows that he is limiting his
work, he can be heavily penalised because
he is on strike, but the employer under the
present definition of lock-out, can limit the
amount of work an employee may do with-
out action being taken against him. I
appeal to members on the Government side
to support the amendment.

Mr. BUTCHER: I cannot help but feel
that the inclusion of the amendment will
go a long way towards neutralising the
fears I had of the repercussions the Bill
would cause. I can see the gravest danger.
In the past the unions have been ruled
by moderate executives. But the Bill will
give the militants, who are in almost every
union, and who were there long before they
were called communists, all the ammuni-
tion they require to blast the moderate
executives out of their positions so that
they may be filled by the extremists. That
is one of my objections to the Bill.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: The attitude of
the Government in opposing my amend-
ment provides abundant justification. if it
did not exist Previously, for the almost un-
precedented action of the member for Gas-
coyne in permanently leaving the Govern-
ment side of the House to take a position
on this side. The Attorney General told
us, as if it were an overpowering and con-
clusive argument in favour of the existing
term "lock-out", that no prosecution
against an employer for a lock-out had
taken place since 1913. I am not in a Posi-
tion to say whether that is so. but I can
say that it would be practically impossible.
on the basis of that definition, to launch
a successful Prosecution against an em-
ployer: and the Attorney General knows
that as a result of his legal training and
experience in industry.

Does the Attorney General think that
any employer these days is stupid enough
to base a lock-out of his employees on
grounds which would come within the
definition of the term as it appears in the
Act? There are no stupid employers to-
day; they are all wideawake; they know
every trick in the game, as it were; they
are well organised; and they have avail-
able to them all the time the best possible
legal advice. So, when they want to do
something which, in effect, and morally is
a lock-out, they do it in such a way as to
place themselves completely outside the
definition of the term in the Act. They get
rid of men on the ground that trade has
fallen off or that taxation is too high-

The Attorney General: You made no
effort to alter the definition.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: -but not
on the ground that they are trying to
enforce any demand on their men in re-
gard to wages, working hours or general
conditions of employment. For all prac-
tical purposes the existing definition of
the term in the Act is a dead letter, yet
the Government now tries to extend the
definition of the term "strike" to make
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it world-wide. When we, on this side
of the Chamber, ask the Government to
make the definition of "lock-out' rea-
sonably effective, the Attornecy-General
and the Government will have none of
it.

In opposing my amendment the Gov-
ernment has provided the member for
Gascoyne with overwhelming justification
for the action he took this afternoon in
the House. Although there are few In-
dustrial workers in his electorate he has
sufficient industrial experience to know
what is right and just treatment to mete
out to both employer and employee by
way of legislation. The Government,
through lack of industrial knowledge and
experience, or because of an overwhelm-
ing anxiety to load the Act against the
workers and their unions, wishes to Place
in the legislation a most repressive and
unjust definition of "strike" while al-
lowing to remain unaltered the dead let-
ter definition of "lock-out".

Mr. May: The Government is under
a pressure group.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKCE: We have
heard at times of members of the Labour
Party being class conscious and preach-
ing class warfare. I admit that that may
be so at times, but here we have a Gov-
ernment which, together with its sup-
Porters, would practise class warfare
through the agency of legislation such as
that now before us. The Government
either believes in industrial justice to both
employer and worker or thinks, in a one-
eyed way, that our industrial legislation
should be heavily loaded against one side
in the industrial field.

Mr. Manning: And that is the striking
section.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Unfortunately
the hon. member who interjected has no
knowledge of the situation. Is it fair
to propose a wide-open definition of the
term "strike" while allowing to remain
as it is in the Act the existing definition
of "lock-out"? The Attorney General
knows that under the present definition
one cannot prove a lock-out against an
employer as he has so many methods by
which he can close or partially close down
his industry. He has so many reasons
and excuses that in no case would he
be silly enough to initiate a lock-out in
a way that would bring him within the
terms of the present definition. I appeal
to the Attorney General, his colleagues
in the Ministry and their supporters, to
be reasonable. If they will not agree to
altering the definition of "lock-out" they
have no claim on members to support an
alteration of the definition of "strike".
They cannot put the boots into the
workers and let the employers escape en-
tirely.

If workers are to be put in a Position
where they can be judged guilty of strik-
ing if only two refuse to accept any em-
ployment offered to them in their usual

industry, surely the employers must be
made guilty of a somewhat similar of-
fence should they refuse any longer to
offer employment to any number of their
employees. In each case the principle
is the same and the same legal treat-
ment should be provided. If the Govern-
ment desires to penalise the workers and
allow the employers to go scot-free as
they have-in regard to lock-outs-since
the Act came into force, it will play into
the hands of the communists and give
them a great argument to place before
trade unionists.

There is no doubt the communists de-
sire to wreck the arbitration system-as
they desire to wreck every well-balanced
system in our community-but they have
been able to make no impression on the
general body of trade unionists in this
State up to date. If the Government is
going to persist in keeping this Bill In
its present lopsided form, as regards the
definition of "strike" and "lock-out", the
general body of trade unionists might
easily respond to the propaganda of the
communists in regard to wiping out the
Arbitration Court altogether, insofar as
any approach to it by the workers in
future is concerned.

In Its present form the Bill could
easily take us back to the industrial
jungle-about which the Attorney Gen-
eral expressed some fear when speaking to
the House one morning last week. He and
members of the Government should be
practical and should accept my amend-
ment or indicate that because they are
unable to do so they will agree to delete
from the Bill the new definition of the
term "strike".

Mr. J. HEGNEY: I propose to support
the amendment because over the years
we have been told that Western Australia
has enjoyed a period of industrial peace.
The Attorney General, in expressing his
opposition to the amendment, said that
it was not justified because no lock-out
had taken place since 1913. Prior to the
engineers' strike, everybody was singing
the praises of the workers in the State
and yet, because one dispute has occurred,
we have this repressive and punitive legis-
lation brought down. It is a most lopsided
and one-sided measure and, if it is to
be repressive, then it should be applicable
to both sides-the employees and em-
ployers.

If the amendment is agreed to. we will
find it possible to prove many lock-outs
because employers will have to indicate
why they have sacked certain employees.
Lock-outs have frequently been practised
in this country, although during the last
few years, because we have had full em-
ployment, this has not occurred. At one
time I had the experience of working in
an engineering firm and, although they
wanted to put me off, they found it diffi-
cult because somebody else had started
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work at the firm after me. So, to get
rid of me, they put the two of us out
of work. Within a week the other chap
returned to the firm and was put to work.
I went back to see if I could get employ-
ment, but I was told by the employer,
the late Mr. Poynton. "Hegney, you have
not put in an application for employ-
ment." Consequently I could not get
work with the firm and that sort of thing
frequently happens in this State. Good
tradesmen and unionists are refused em-
ployment because they are what might be
termed "militant industrialists" who
stand up for the rights of workers.

This measure, although it has been
brought before Parliament for the purpose
of trying to settle an industrial dispute.
will have no effect upon the strike. The
term "strike" becomes all-embracing and
therefore the same term should apply to
the employers. The Attorney General has
given no valid reason why he should object
to the amendment, especially in view of
the revolutionary nature of the Bill. So
I hope that members will agree to It. I
will be most interested to hear from the
member for Canning and the member for
Maylands. They are Government sup-
porters and represent large numbers of
workers. The member for Maylands, at
a recent by-election, hoodwinked many
of the workers In his electorate and he,
at least, should support this amendment.
I invite both those members to tell the
Chamber what they think of the measure
and this amendment in particular, so that
they can justify their attitude to the work-
ers they represent, or misrepresent.

Hon. E. NULSEN: I do not want to miss
this opportunity to say a few words on
the amendment because what is good for
the goose is good for the gander. If the
Attorney General is just and impartial
he will see that the workers get justice
In the same way as the employers. If
the Government does not agree to the
amendment, the measure will be com-
pletely one-sided. Surely the Attorney
General would not say that this legisla-
tion has been brought down only to deal
with the workers? If he agrees to the
amendment, it will prove that he is fair,
but if he does not, it will mean that the
legislation has been brought down only for
the purpose of subduing the workers.

The workers of this State have been
tolerant and reasonable for the Past ten
years. The Government now proposes to
say to them, "If you move in any direc-
tion, we will deal with you." That seems
to be the purpose of the Bill. I hope the
Attorney General and his Government will
think for themselves and admit that the
Leader of the Opposition merely wants to
be just, impartial and to ensure that all
the people of the State are treated as
fairly as possible. However, If he Insists
on the worker being exploited, he can
then expect only trouble. This legislation

provides an excellent opportunity for the
communists to infiltrate and do things to
the arbitration system of Australia. They
can say to the worker, "What goal have
You reached, and what have you done?
There is only conciliation for the employer.
the big business people, the big companies,
but none for the worker." I therefore
hope that the Attorney General will fur-
ther consider the matter and not insist
on bringing in conscription of the worker
so that the Government may tell him
where he can get off if he offends the boss.

Mr. JOHNSON: I believe that the
worker requires further support in his
differences with the employer. I .realise.
with the Attorney General, that the em-
ployer's hand requires strengthening. In
the definition of the term "strike" he has
used no words with which I agree, but I
consider that the proposed amendment to
the interpretation of the term "lock-out"
is fair and reasonable. The amendment
proposed by the Bill and that by the
Leader of the Opposition to the framework
are identical if the word 'employer" is
transposed with 'worker." That is only
fair. The Attorney General has been the
only speaker on the Government side of
the House and therefore we cannot define
what is in the Government's mind, unless
that is the only mind the Government has.

As the term has been defined, it can
only be interpreted to mean that the em-
ployer can do no wrong, but the employers
do apply pressure to their employees fbr
other than industrial reasons. It was
because pressure was applied to me in my
employment that I have become the mem-
ber for Leederville. It may be remembered
that some time ago there was political
controversy in the industry in which I
was employed. I became subject to Pres-
sure by my employer, and I was not the
only one. That controversy affected not
only this State but also other parts of the
Commonwealth. As a result of it, members
have been elected to the Labour Party
benches not only in the Commonwealth
sphere but also in the State spheres.

The CHAIRMAN: I hope the hon. mem-
ber intends to connect his remarks with
the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON: Therefore, the Attorney
General's contention that there is no need
to amend the interpretation of the term
"lock-out" is false. I feel sure that the
Attorney General, being a fair man-

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: His complexion
is fair.

Mr. JOHNSON: -will realise that be-
cause he is so uninformed on this prob-
lem, he should not take it for granted
that there is none. I would not agree that
the definition of the word "strike" is the
correct one, the good one or the sound
one. Therefore, if that is to be amended.
as I trust it will be, I shall be quite agree-
able to a similar amendment to the word
"lock-out." The principle involved is that
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what is sauce for the goose is sauce for
the gander. In the past, the Arbitration
Court has been likened to an umpire at
a football match, and I have been inclined
to think that the umpire was on the one
side.

Mr. Yates: It would not be West Perth,
would It?

Mr. JOHNSON: I feel I am one-eyed as
to that. It should be obvious to all that
the law should not be one-eyed. Perhaps
I might suggest to the Attorney General
that he agree to drop the proposed new
definition of the word "strike" and the
term "lock-out," so that we can adopt
some amendment that will be applicable to
both employer and employee. He assures
the Committee that there is necessity to
amend the word "strike," although I do
not see it. but I am sure that every mem-
ber is certain that if it is to apply to the
worker then the same restriction should
apply to the employer. Democracy is
based on the principle that all people are
equal before the law. If the law is to
make unfair distinctions between employer
and employee, then we must delete the
word "democracy" from our form of gov-
ernment.

Mr. McCULLOCH: The Attorney General
said there were no lock outs since 1913.
but I want to convince members on the
Government side how lopsided the position
is. There Is no necessity to go back to
1913. We have only to cast our minds
back a few weeks. Every member knows
that the Employers' Federation rang up
several employers instructing them to put
their men off. The member for Maylands
knows that as well as I do.

Hon. J. B. Sleernan: He would not admit
it.

Mr. McCIJLLOCH: Men were put off
notwithstanding the fact that there was
plenty of work on the job.

The Minister for Lands: Were they
strikers?

Mr. McCULLOCH: It does not matter
what they were.

Mr. Griffith: Of course it matters.
Mr. McCtJLLOCH: After these men were

Put off others from Southern Europe were
employed in their Place. One of these
eight men happened to be a boilermaker,
but had left boilermaking for some time.

The Minister for Lands: Are you certain
of that?

Mr. McCULLOCH: Perfectly certain. I
know the man personally. That road board
has been advertising for men on several
occasions. That was a lock out. If the
proposed amendment is carried a lock out
would include any closing of a place of
employment or any suspension of work
or any refusal by an employer to continue
to employ any number of his workers.
What is good for the employee should be
good for the employer. In some cases

men have been put off due to victimisation
which is very difficult to prove: it has not
been proved in Western Australia over the
last 25 years.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: It is remarkable
that the Government has not attempted
to Put up an argument against this amend-
ment.

Mr. Brady: It has none.
Hon. J. B. Sleeman: It is acting under

instructions.
Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: It is true the

Attorney General spoke after I did, but
what he said had no logical relationship to
the amendment. He merely endeavoured
to justify the new definition of strike. He
dismissed my amendment airily by sug-
gesting that there was no need to amend
the Interpretation of lock out because no
lock out had occurred in this State since
1913.

The Attorney General: Why did not you
do something when you were In the Gov-
ernment?

I-on. A. R. G. HAWKE: Because the de-
finitions of "lock out" and "strike" as they
now exist under the Act were reasonably
Parallel and comparable; they were fair
to both sides. Why does not the Attorney
General try to justify the Government's
opposition to this amendment? Why do
not the supporters of the Government try
to Justify their attitude to it?

The Attorney General: I have. I have
stated quite clearly that it would not be
feasible in any way. The Government
would be immediately embarrassed; any
Government would.

Mr. May: You are quite used to that, are
You not?

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: It is true the
Attorney General pleaded that if this
amendment were accepted, the Govern-
ment's Position would be made difficult.

The Attorney General: Or that of any
other employer.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Or any other
employer's Position would be made diffi-
cult.

The Attorney General: Not difficult, but
impossible.

I-on. A. R. G. HAWKE: Let us concede
every single Point to the Attorney General.
Let us admit all he wants us to admit for
the time being in the hope that he and
other members of the Government-as well
as the supporters of the Government-will
justify their opposition to this amendment:
not that It can be justified. The Attorney
General is concerned about the Govern-
ment's and the employer's position if my
amendment becomes law. Yet he has not
one stirring of conscience or one second's
consideration of the impossible Position of
hundreds of thousands of workers in this
State if the definition of "strike" is
Carried.
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The Attorney General: You know it Is
aimed only at the communists.

H-on. A. Rt. 0. HAWKE: The Attorney
General cannot side track me by waving
a red flag. That might be all right when
he Is speaking to his electors in Mt. Law-
Iey. In this Chamber he has to Justify
himself by logical argument on the ques-
tion before the Committee. By way of
illustration may I read what the Govern-
ment proposes to do to workers by this
Bill? If a worker refuses to offer for em-
ployment or neglects to offer or refuses
to accept or neglects to accept employment
in the industry in which he is usually
engaged, and when doing that he
acts in combination or under a com-
mon understanding with another worker
or person, he will be on strike ac-
cording to the definition of the Bill.
The Attorney General cannot deny that.
All he can do is to sit dumb because my
interpretation cannot successfully be
denied.

I stated at the Capitol Theatre last Sun-day that this Bill, in relation to lock outs
and strikes, would place in the hands of
employers the legal right to regiment and
conscript labour, and so it would. If the
Attorney General can produce any Ljusti-
fication for his opposition to my amend-
ment, he should do so. Failing that, he
should say, "Because we are not able or
willing to apply the same principle to em-
ployers as we propose to apply to in-
dividual workers, we agree not to go any
further with the proposed new definition
of 'strike' contained in the Bill."

Mr. MAY: I support the amendment,
the object of which is to be perfectly fair
to both employer and employee. I have
noticed in some of our courts a figure re-
presenting Justice holding the scales with
equal poise and I suggest that, if the At-
torney General does not accept the amend-
ment, he should have that figure removed
from the courts.

Hion. A. R. 0. Hawke: or commit
suicide'

Mr. MAY: No, I would not suggest that.
The amendment merely asks for equal
justice for both sides. Why should the
Attorney General be scared of what the
employers' organisatlons might say? Many
of the benches on the Government side
are empty. Those members have been out
of the Chamber while we have been dis-
cussing the amendment. Shortly a divi-
sion will be taken and they will vote
against the amendment without knowing
anything about it.

Mr. Hutchinson: What new point have
you advanced?

Mr. MAY: It would be most unfair to
apply such an all-embracing definition to
cover "strike" as against the definition of
"lock out." If the amendment is de-
feated. it will have a serious effect on the

minds of the workers, Government memi-
hers frequently refer to communist influ-
ence in the Labour Party. it Is legisla-
tion of this sort that makes communists,
a fact that the Attorney General should
bear in mind.

Mr. GRAHAM: A gratuitous insult is
being offered to the Opposition by the
silence of the Attorney General and his
supporters.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: They cannot trust
themselves to speak.

Mr. GRAHAM: The Attorney General
evidently realises the justice of the amend-
ment and cannot reply to it. Earlier in
the evening I quoted a legal opinion. The
man who gave that advice was Mr. Burt
and, if I am correctly informed, the Gov-
ernment was so impressed with his ability
and knowledge of industrial matters that
the extensive annotations appended to the
reprint of the Industrial Arbitration Act
were supplied by that gentleman. I have
quoted an opinion by him, pointing out the
fallacy and weakness of the Government's
proposal, and the Attorney General makes
no comment on it. Here is a passage
from Mr. Burt's opinion:-

It has always been considered that
a lock out and a strike describe simi-
lar conduct from different points of
view. This would not be so if the Bill
became law. The old definition of
"lock out" has been retained. An
employer may prevent a worker from
working for reasons which are not in-
dustrial, and he can do so in com-
bination with other employers and his
conduct would not amount to a lock
out. Identical conduct on a worker's
part would amount to a strike.

That is the opinion of one who presum-
ably is the outstanding legal man on in-
dustrial matters. I am paying the Gov-
emnent a compliment when I say that
because it has accepted very many pages
of his annotations attached to the Indus-
trial Arbitration Act. Surely that gentle-
man, Mr. F. Burt, is worthy of some reply
or comment, even if the Attorney General
thinks that individual private members of
this Chamber are not worthy of any con-
sideration.

This is no longer to be an industrial
arbitration Act, notwithstanding Its Title.
It will in future be an employers' Act, and
the whole tenor of the legislation, if the
amendments embodied in this Bill are
given effect, will be to load the dice irrev-
ocably against the workers. The people
of Western Australia can thank the poli-
tical Labour Party of Western Australia
and the A.L.P. Disputes Committee for
their good offices and mediation, which
have been responsible for averting an un-
told number of industrial disputes and
strikes, and for settling a great number
of them, far more than any constituted
authority and far more than any Govern-
ment.
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The effect of this legislation, if we can-
not have some balance between the two
sides, will be that the goodwill of the
Labour movement in its various compon-
ents will be lost to the people of this State.
We will not for one moment tolerate a
lopsided arrangement such as is contem-
plated in this Bill; and whereas we stand
firmly in support of the principle of arbi-
tration-I can speak only for myself in
this matter-I would be solidly behind
any group of workers if they took action
in defiance of a most unfair piece of legis-
lation such as that now contemplated.

If it is intended that something extreme
and outrageous should be done and action
should be taken against the workers of
this State, then in order that there shall
be at least some semblance of impar-
tiality and fairness in the Industrial Arbi-
tration Act, there should be a correspond-
ig provision to deal with employers who,
in the opposite direction, commit an iden-
tical offence. I detected a little earlier,
or imagined I did, that a certain message
was passed along the front bench on the
other side of this Chamber, advising the
Attorney General to remain mum.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: Mum or dumb?

Mr. GRAHAM: I wanted a departure
from his usual form. Accordingly he was
to reduce his speaking to a minimum lest
he should incite or inspire additional
members from this side to contribute their
point of view. That might be all right as a
general principle; but surely as respon-
sible members of this Committee, elected
by some thousands of people, our submis-
sions are worthy of some consideration.
The Attorney General is fully aware of
the injustice of the proposition as it now
stands and of the fairness and reasonable-
ness of the Opposition Leader's point of
view. Surely there is a sense of justice
amongst some of the younger members
who support the Government! In the case
of the Attorney General, I suppose that
life-long experience and association with
Tory interests and points of view would
make his mind impregnable to any rea-
sonable suggestion.

But the younger ilk, whilst they travel
under the banner of Toryism, surely have
not left behind the principles for which
any believer in democracy should stand!
I challenge any single one of them to
show that there is an atom of fairness in
a proposition which will allow a working
man to be proceeded against if he con-
sults with his wife and decides to leave
his employment. That is the opinion of
Mr. Hurt. Such a man renders himself
liable to a fine of £100. Is it fair that
.that should apply when, on the other
hand, an employer can dismiss one, ten
or 1,000 of his employees, if he engages
so many, and yet in no way incur the
displeasure of this legislation? Surely

some of the younger so-called Liberal
members will not tolerate an unfair situa-
tion such as that.

Certain members can be taken so far
and then they revolt; and a Proposition
such as this apparently goes too far to be
accepted by the member for Gascoyne.
It is, from a political point of view, a
happy circumstance that he is transfer-
ring to this side of the Chamber; but I
compliment him and applaud him for his
courage and honesty and only wish that
it would be emulated by a few other mem-
bers who occupy seats on the other side.
I feel certain that they are Just as con-
vinced as I of the iniquitous proposal con-
tained in the clause we are discussing,
but they prefer Political expediency to
high principles. Accordingly they care
not one Jot that injustice is meted out
to the workers of this community, so long
as they are loyal to their political leaders
or to certain financial interests outside.

The proof of that-and this is perhaps
becoming a hobby-horse with me-is that
there are a greater number of representa-
tives of employers' interests in the Chamber
tonight, and I wonder if arrangements have
been made for additional squads of police
to be here lest they do something untoward,
as apparently the workers are suspected
of being likely to do. in every act of this
Government we find discrimination against
the workers. It is all very well to talk
about communists singing hymns of hate
and stirring up class trouble and class
distinctions.

The Minister for Works: Do they not?
Mr. GRAHAM: Of course they do! But

here we have in a political document by
the Government that very thing. Then we
have action taken in the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition to place
some balance in the scheme of things, but
we are affronted by the Attorney General
who refuses so much as to make a com-
ment on any of our remarks, Particularly
those referring to the opinions of one who
is regarded as an expert in industrial mat-
ters. I do not know whether it is the
intention of the Attorney General to con-
tinue in this strain all night. If it is, I can
assure him of my contribution to ensure
that he will still be here far beyond break-
fast tomorrow morning.

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

Ayes 
*Noes ..

Majority fa

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Brady
Butcher
Graham
Guthie
Hawke
J. Hegney
Hoar
Johnson
Lawrence
may

... ... 20

Ayes.
Mr. McCulloch
Mr. Moir
Mr. Needham
Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Read
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Siceman
Mr. Styanto
Mr. Kelly
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Noes.
Mr. Mann
Mr. Manning
Mr. Nalder
Mr. North
Mr. Owen
Mr, Thorn
Mr. Watts
Mr. Wild
Mr. Yates
Mr. Borell

(Teller.)

pairs.
Ayes. Noes.

Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Ninnio
Mr. Marshall Mr. Totterdell
Mr. Rodoreda Dames F. CardelL-Oliver
'Mr. Coverley Mr. Oldifeld
Mr. Tonkin Mr. MeLarty

Amendment thus negatived.
Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I move an

amendment-
That paragraph (e) be struck out.

This paragraph contains the new definition
of the term "strike". It is divided into two
parts. We know the Government has just
refused to allow the definition of the term
"lock-out" to be altered. It is to be re-
tained in the Act as it has been for many
years, which means that a lock-out can
never be proved against the employers.
That part of the Act will continue to be a
dead letter. However, if this portion of
the clause is allowed to remain, the new
definition of the term "strike" will be so
wide as to give to employers powers which
they never imagined, until the Bill was in-
troduced or until they gave their instruc-
tions to the Government about what
should go into the Bill, would ever become
the law of the State.

Not only will a cessation of work on the
part of the workers be a strike, but so
will any limitation of work by them. I
would like to know from the Attorney
General the legal interpretation of the
term "limitation of work" in the first part
of the definition in the Bill. Evidently it
is to be at the discretion of the employer
to say whether a worker is engaging in
a limitation of work, We recently had in
the City of Perth what is known as a
regulation strike by Government bus
drivers. They decided to observe the regu-
lations, which had the force of law, of
course, as made by the Government, in
regard to the number of passengers who
could be carried in passenger omnibuses.
That probably was a limitation of work.
At least it was a limitation of the number
of passengers who could be carried on a
bus, and so it made the work of the bus
drivers that much easier.

We can imagine all sorts of situations
developing if the limitation of work by
workers is to be regarded as a strike, and if
the law is to declare it as such whenever
an employer agrees to take action for the
purpose of having workers punished under
this proposed new definition. I suppose if
we asked any two lawyers to define the
term "limitation of work," as it appears
here, one would disagree with the other.
The definition appears to establish a sltua-

-Mr. Abbott
Mr. Ackland
Mr. Brand
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Doney
Mr. Orayden
Mr. Griffith
Mr. Hearman
Mr. Hill
Mr. Hutchinson

tion which could not Possibly be inter-
preted with any commonsense, or con-
sistency. After all, who is to be the judge
of whether a worker is doing what might
be regarded as the right amount of work
in a particular hour, day or week?

The Minister for Lands: Would not a
ban on overtime be a limitation of work?

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I could not say.
I am asking the Attorney General to give
an interpretation of what it might be. If
the attitude of the Minister for Labour
is well based, are the workers to be ex-
pected to work unlimited overtime at the
pleasure of their employers?

The Minister for Lands: The overtime
that they shall work is laid down.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: In some awards
only. This part of the clause could be
used viciously to punish workers who were
doing what they considered a reasonable
day's work. They could be charged with
having staged a strike, or something in
the nature of a strike for not doing all
the work the employer thought they
should in a given period. Under the second
phase of the definition, a worker would
legally have committed a strike or some-
thing in the nature of a strike if he re-
fused to accept employment offered to
him in the industry in which he was
usually employed, and would be held guilty
of the same offence if he refused to offer
for or accept employment in that indus-
try, provided he acted in combination or
in common understanding with at least
one other worker or person.

We know that workers often desire to
move about in the industry in which they
are usually employed. They like to exer-
cise their own discretion, personal freedom
and liberty. If an employee refuses to ac-
cept or fails to offer for employment in
the industry in which he is usually em-
ployed, together with one or more of his
fellow workers--because of natural desires
and legitimate reasons--he will auto-
matically, under this provision, have
broken the industrial law and committed
a strike, or something in the nature of a
strike, rendering himself liable to prosecu-
tion and the infliction of the savage
financial and other penalties contained in
the measure.

I ask the Attorney General to allow his
mind to dwell on the goidmining industry,
the pastoral industry, or any of the other
industries that are widespread throughout
the State. Every day in the week-or cer-
tainly every week in the year-workers in
some of those industries refuse to accept
the employment offered them, and they are
entitled to do so at present, but under
this proposed law the employers would be
given tremendous power over the workers
and weapons that could be used with the
greatest possible economic effect to con-
script labour and make men work in places
or under conditions not acceptable to
them.
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The proposal contained in the second
phase of the definition is outrageous, and
its nature is heavily underlined by the fact
that a few moments, ago Ministers of the
Government and their supporters voted
woidly against our endeavour to bring the
definition of "lock-out" In the Act into
line with the definition contained in the
Bill with regard to "strike." When the
member for Collie suggested it would be
equal justice to bring the definition of the
term "lock-out" into line with the defini-
tion of "strike" in the Bill, I said it
would be more correct to say it would
be equal injustice, and so it would. I1 did
not move my amendment because I
thought It was just, reasonable or com-
pletely practical, but because the Govern-
ment was trying to impose this outrageous
proposition on the workers of the State.
I thought if it was good enough for the
Government to do that to the workers,
it was good enough for this Committee
to do the same thing to the employers.

Having defeated that amendment, the
Government has now no skerricc of justi-
fication for trying to fasten this iniquitous
Proposition on the workers, and it will be
doing an utterly discreditable thing-as
will also its supporters in this House-if.
leaving the definition of "lock-out" as it
is in the Act, it now fastens this wicked
proposition on the shoulders of the work-
ers. That would be class legislation of a
most vicious character, which would ex-
pose every Minister and supporter of the
Government to outright condemnation by
every citizen who believes in fair dealing
and even justice.

There are thousands of people in the
State that are without party politics but
have a deep sense of justice and a
strong feeling in favour of equal treat-
ment for all sections of the community.
They do not believe the workers should
have shackles put on them and the whip
applied to them while the employers in
the same situation are allowed to go scot
free. The majority of the people of the
State favour a reasonable measure of
equal justice for all concerned. We have
heard too often the protestations of Lib-
eral Party members as to how they and
their party believe in fair play, fair deal-
ing, equal justice, personal ilberty, freedom
and all that sort of claptrap.

Tonight we are applying the acid test to
those members of the Liberal Party. We
are testing them out on the 'basis of what
is to be the practical application of the
law. We are testing them out as to
whether their protestations, to which I
have referred, have any depth at all, to
ascertain whether the talk they indulge in
at election and other times is, as it were,
so much bird-lime. How can the Attorney
General justify this proposition? How can
he justify it in the face of the fact that
he voted against our proposition with re-
gard to the term "lock-out." There is
not a shred of justification to be gathered

from anywhere regarding the second por-
tion of the proposed definition. I would
like to know whose idea this is. I refuse
to believe It is the idea of the Attorney
General.

Mr. J. Hegney: Perhaps it is the idea
of the Minister for Labour.

H-on. A. R. G. HAWKE: The wording
of it may be that of the Attorney General
or of his advisers in the Crown Law De-
partment, but I want to know whose Idea
It is. Looking at the clause, one could
justifiably conclude that the idea had been
given to the Government by the most re-
actionary employers in Australia and,
thank goodness, there are not many of
them. Unfortunately, there are in West-
ern Australia some very reactionary em-
ployers just as there are, unfortunately,
in this State some communists-and they
are equally dangerous to the rest of the
community.

Therefore I have moved my amendment
and, in view of their attitude regarding
our attempt to bring the definition of
"lock-out" into line with what is proposed
with respect to the term "strike," I expect
members on the Government side of the
House to support the amendment. If they
do not support us in our endeavour to
wipe out this proposition, they expose
themselves as hypocritical in the extreme
in their approach to the problem.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
Leader of the opposition has made a great
song and dance. He quoted all sorts of
examples from here and there and voiced
all sorts of fears. If we examine this
provision calmly, we will see that it does
nothing more than support firmly the
principles of arbitration and the Arbitra-
tion Court. It has been said by many
members of Parliament in both State and
Federal spheres and from both sides of
the Houses, that the responsibilities of the
Arbitration Court have changed over the
years. Whereas in the early days its main
duty was to ensure that no rapacious em-
ployer unduly oppressed his employees and
failed to do the fair thing, I say emphatic-
ally that today its main duty is to act as
an arbitrator between the citizens and the
very powerful unions that have been built
up and, with equal justice, I may include
the Powerful employers' organisations,
Having pledged our faith to arbitration,
surely we must leave it to the Arbitration
Court to say whether there existed a strike.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: Or a lock-out.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: That 13

exactly what the Bill seeks to do. It em-
powers the court to deal with refusal to
work, limitation of work, go-slow tactics
and all those steps that are set out in
communist literature as means of attack-
ing the rights of Australian citizens and
of the unions as well. These People do
riot come out in the open like good union-
ists, but they indulge in white-ant tactics
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-that are effective. Look what happened
in the metal trades strike where the or-
ganisation is controlled by a council of
three, two of whom are communists!

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: That is not true.
'The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes, it is.

Rowe and Wilson are communists.
Hon. A. R, 0. Hawke: That council does

not have any say.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL; it does,

because it is the chief council of the union.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: That is not true.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It can sus-

pend any officer of the organisation.
Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: That is not true.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL; I say it is
true. In some respects, the proposed de-
finition is less severe than the old one.

Mr. Lawrence: You funny man!
Several members interjected.

The CHAIRMAN:, Order!
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The old

one was a finite definition, and the court
bad no discretion to say whether or not
there was a strike. Under the new defini-
tion any action by workers that can be
justified may be declared by the court not
to be a strike. Thus the whole situation
rests with the court. The argument raised
by the Leader of the Opposition amounted
to nothing at all, but merely a technical
discussion, whereas we say we want to
avoid that sort of thing. All we want is
for the court to do justice. It did not
have that authority before, but it will by
the Bill. I admit that its scope is wide but
the whole question of whether it is a strike
or not is to be left in the hands of the
Arbitration Court.

Mr. Kelly: You are not very convincing.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: But it is
factual.

Mr. Kelly: Do you believe it?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes. Any
conduct by workers, or anyone else, can
be declared, by the Arbitration Court, not
to be a strike. Surely we must pin our
faith to the court and not to the law of
the jungle. In these days, at a time when
the communists are attempting world
domination, we have to pin our faith to
some judicial organisation and what could
be better than the Arbitration Court? We
have all adopted arbitration and we must
not hem in the court but give it wide
powers of discretion.

Hon. E. Nulsen: Then why not include
a lock-out?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: For that
reason I1 say that this definition is not
unreasonable; it is, in some respects, more
reasonable than the old definition, and I
cannot agree to the amendment that has
been moved.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: The Attorney
General is a remarkable person.

The Attorney General: It is the first
time you have ever said that.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: Out of con-
sideration for the Attorney General's f eel-
ings, I will not elaborate on my statement.

The Attorney General: Do not let us
go back to the old argument.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: The Attorney
General eloquently asks us, "Where are we
going if we do not trust the Arbitration
Court?" Yet in the division which took
place a few moments ago he voted against
trusting the Arbitration Court. Why did he
do that? Simply because the proposal we
voted upon had application to the em-
ployers of Western Australia and the
Attorney General, being a representative
of the employers in this Chamber and
in Cabinet, did not want the employers
to have to be called upon to go before
the Arbitration Court to prove that in
retrench ing, dismissing or refusing to
employ men, they had done something
in the nature of a lock-out. The At-
torney General did not want the em-
ployers to have to suffer that indignity,
to have to suffer that loss of financial re-
sources, and so he voted against trusting
the court on the question of a lock-out.

But when it comes to the workers, the
Attorney General does a complete somer-
sault. He tells us that the definition of
the term "strike" in this Bill is very
wide. He admits that but he tries to pre-
vail upon us to accept this almost limit-
less definition of the term "strike" by
saying to us, "But the Arbitration Court
will be capable of being approached and
the court will have the Power to say
whether, in fact or in law, something
which has been held to be a strike or in
the nature of a strike, is one." Because
of that he asks us to allow this part of
the Bill to remain. What sort of attitude
is that? The Attorney General is prov-
ing himself to be class-conscious far
and away beyond any class -consciousness
I have seen exhibited by any communist.
The Attorney General is class-conscious
in a most practical way. He wages class
warfare through legislation of this kind.

In effect, he says it is good enough to
grind the workers down into the dust
by repressive law, but it is not good
enough to give the same medicine to
the employers. If the Attorney General
wants to use up some more of his elo-
quence, let him justify his present at-
titude on this amendment. Let him tell
us why he was not prepared to trust the
Arbitration Court on the previous amend-
ment. We all know that Individual
workers are at a great disadvantage under
the law at any time when cumnpared with
individual employers. The individual
worker, or two of them as It would be
under the new definition of the term
"strike," would be at a great disadvant-
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age in regard to an alleged offence as
compared With an individual employer.
'rho Attorney General spoke against an
alteration to the definition of the term
"loek-ouL"- He voted against it and
dragged all his supporters into voting
against it. Yet he now offers some sooth-
ing syrup, as it were, by telling us that
we should agree to the Proposed new
definition of the term "strike" because
we Should trust the Arbitration Court.
We are not new to this sort of thing.

Of course, the Attorney General knows
in his own mind that he cannot expect
to take anybody in by slick practices of
that description. He cannot vote against
a principle which is to apply to the em-
ployers and, in the next moment, vote
for the same principle when it is to apply
to the workers. It is a pity the Attorney
General could not see himself as others
see him. Fancy adopting the attitude he did
in connection with our amendment to the
term "lock-out" and then having the hide,
the colossal effrontery, to stand up in his
place and justify this principle, which
is to apply only to the workers of West-
ern Australia! Surely the Attorney Gen-
eral has plumbed new depths of political
hypocrisy by adopting his present at-
titude. Perhaps not wilfully, the At-
torney General led most members to be-
lieve that when a worker does something
which breaches the new definition of the
term "strike," the circumstances must
automatically be considered by the Arbi-
tration Court, and a decision made before
anything can be done to him. That would
not, necessarily, be the procedure at all
because this part of the Bill specifies that
any worker who does any one of the
things set out does something in the
nature of a strike, commits a breach of
the law and has therefore exposed him-
self to prosecution and the imposition of
all the necessary penalties. This merely
gives the Arbitration Court discretion to
declare, in some circumstances, some-
thing not to be in the nature of a strike.

The Attorney General:: That is cor-
rect.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: I have pointed
out how workers are at a disadvantage in
a situation such as this. They have not
the financial resources to defend them-
selves in such a case as compared with
the employers. It may be thought that
where one or six workers are prosecuted
under this provision they would obtain
all the financial assistance they might
require from their union. But there could
be no certainty of that. The circum-
stances might be beyond the union's con-
trol and the actions taken by the workers
might not be regarded by the officers of
the union to be within the ambit of the
union's obligations. Consequently, in-
dividual workers concerned would be left
to battle it out the best way they could.

The Attorney General: It is very un-
likely that the union would adopt that
attitude.

Hon. A. R. G. HAWKE: How can we
be sure when prosecutions will be
launched against workers under the pro-
posed new definition of "strike"? They
could be launched against them in all
kinds Of circumstances. There could
be so many cases occurring under the pro-
Posed law as to make it impossible for a
union, especially a small one, to finance
all the cases brought before the court.
There is no doubt that this proposal, es-
pecially the second Part, is outrageous. it
has been made all the more so by the
attitude of the Attorney General and his
supporters to the proposed amendment
to the term "lock-out." It would be in-
justice of the worst Possible kind if we
passed this imposition on to the workers
and refused to do anything to make the
term "lock-out"- in the principal Act ef-
fective to any degree. There is only
one decent thing for the Attorney General
to do and that is to delete this proposed
new definition of the word "strike" from
the Bill.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: I hope the Com-
mittee will accept the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition. The
Attorney General is trying to wriggle out
of it by saying that the section in the Act
is much more severe than the clause in
the Bill. I would therefore say, "Let us
have the section, because we are not pre-
pared to put up with the clause,

It is one of the worst in the Bill, which
is the most abortive Piece of legislation I
have ever seen. If anything is to breed
communism, this will. Anything can be
a strike under this definition. The worker
has o.,ly to make some limitation and has
only toi refuse to accept an offer of employ-
ment to commit a breach under this pro-
Posed new term.

No one needs to declare it a strike
because it becomes one immediately, and
until such time as the Arbitration Court
declares it is not a strike, the worker is
guilty of striking. It is ridiculous. It is
a Pity that the trade unions did not know
that this clause was in the Binl-and nine-
tenths of them still do not know-because
if they did there would not be a mere
sprinkling of people in the gallery tonight.
It would be overflowing with them in order
to show their protest against this clause.
I hope the Attorney General will agree to
withdraw the amendment and let us revert
to the old section in the Act.

Mr. STYANTS: The Attorney General
has told us. and evidently expects us to
believe, that this portion of the Bill was
brought down because of a strike which
is current at Present and which he asserts
is communist led. That is not a fact be-
cause the Government had the clause in
the Bill which it proposed to bring downi
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during the last session of Parliament. This
came about because of instances that oc-
curred at Fremantle and the East Perth
loco running sheds when certain men, at
both places, absented themselves from work
and were charged under the Industrial
Arbitration Act for taking part in some-
thing in the nature of a strike.

The case went before the Pull Court of
this State which decided that Under the
provisions of this section the action taken
by the men did not constitute a strike.
Therefore in order to circumvent the exis-
ting definition of the term "strike" the
Government had an amendment prepared
for the consideration of Parliament last
year. So it is of no use the Attorney
General telling us that it has now been
brought forward because of the current
strike which has been in progress for some
months. In my opinion the proposed
definition of the term "strike" Is the most
ridiculous that was ever attempted to be
put on the statute book.

Same of the most ridiculous situations
that can be created under it would astonish
members. I propose to outline some of
the situations that could arise if this pro-
vision reaches the statute book. The
industry in which I worked for 24 years,
namely, on the locomotives in the State
railways, is notorious for working its men
on occasions for long hours. Even now
they are frequently rostered to work shifts
in excess of ten hours. Dlue to late run-
ning, this often resolves itself into working
12 hours a day. On many occasions I
have left Kalgoorlie on Saturday or Sun-
day night at 9 or 10 o'clock with the
temperature at 110 degrees in the shade
and have worked to Southern Cross for a
period of 12 hours. I have left Southern
Cross. and worked all night without any
sleep due to the heat; and this has gone
on for a couple of weeks. ..

We will assume that men go from
Kalgoorlie to Yellowdine and decide at
Vellowdine to sign off because they think
they have worked far in excess of what
they consider fair. Under the provisions
of the Bill these men are participating in
a strike, being in collusion with each
other. Under this provision the onus is on
them to prove that they are not on strike
because, according to the Bill, they are
considered to be on strike until such time
as the Arbitration Court declares otherwise.
It is a negation of the principle of the
onus of proof being upon the accuser.

Both in the coalmines and in the gold-
mines I have seen men working under
deplorable conditions: sometimes in hot
places, sometimes in particularly wet
places. I have seen goldminers saturated
to the skin with the water containing 25
per cent, salt and I have seen them wet
through in the coalmines. If these men
decide that conditions are unfair, and two
of them are not prepared to accept these
conditions, according to this Bill they will

be on strike. There is no exaggeration in
what I say at all. The Provision the
Attorney General wants us to agree to says
that if two persons refuse to continue
their employment or refuse to accept
employment they participate in a strike.

As another example, let us take the
Position of timberworkers who often work
in Pairs. Some members will recall that
I was the chairman of an Honorary Royal
Commission appointed some years ago to
inquire into better housing conditions for
timberworkers in this State. Some of the
housing conditions were deplorable in the
extreme. On more than one occasion these
men were working in bush camps miles
away from civilisation and living in camps
9ft. by Oft. The accommodation was
neither lined nor ceiled and in this they
had to cook their meals, eat them, sleep
and dry their wet clothing when they
came in saturated to the skin. Not even
a tinful of hot water was provided for
ablution purposes when they arrived back
from work.

But if a pair of fallers decided these
conditions were not acceptable to them
and passed on to another portion of the
industry, under the Bill they not only
would have committed an offence for par-
ticipating in something of the nature of
a strike but if they went to another mill
and asked for and were offered work
there but refused it, feeling that the con-
ditions of pay, etc. were not quite fair,
they would commit a further offence under
these provisions. That is what the At-
torney General wants us to include in
the Act.

There is nothing fantastic about it as
was suggested by "The West Australian",
when that paper said that the examples
mentioned by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion were fantastic. If the Attorney Gen-
eral does consider the contention put for-
ward fantastic, let him tell us what there
is fantastic about it; let him show where
I am wrong in my reasoning, and I will
be prepared to alter my attitude.

Hon. A. Rt. 0. Hawke: The Attorney
General knows that you are right.

Mr. STYANTS: The Bill does not in-
terfere with the employer's right to hire
and fire, but it denies the worker the
right to accept employment offered to him
in the industry in which he is employed,
and he is also denied the right to leave
cne employment and go to some other
portion of the industry. Then the Attor-
ney General wonders why we take ex-
ception to this provision!I If he wants to
tighten up the provisions, including the
definition of strike, let him do it in a
reasonable way; a way which cannot be
violated and which is not so ridiculous
as this,

Two men might be looking for employ-
ment, and if offered work in a branch of
an industry where they were usually en-
gaged and they decided that the accom-
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modation, wages or conditions of labour
were not suitable and refused it, they
would be committing an offence. The
fundamental principle of British justice
that a person is deemed to be innocent
until proved guilty would be set aside com-
pletely under this proposal. Immediately
men exercised an inherent right to say
they would not accept work under certain
conditions, they would be regarded as act-
ing in collusion and committing an of-
fence. Then the court would have to make
an investigation to determine whether a
strike in fact did exist, and the two men
would be subject to an inquisition to as-
certain why they had refused employ-
ment. If some reasonable proposition were
submitted to alter the definition of
'strike", I would give it serious considera-
tion, but this Proposal is so ludicrous and
unjust that I would not think of support-
ing it.

Mr. MOIR: I did not hear the Attorney
General utter one word to convince me
that the provision contains any justice. In
the view of Government supporters, it is
evidently Quite right to impose something
of this vicious nature on the workers. I
feel sure that those members do not ap-
preciate the full implications of the pro-
posal, and I doubt whether the Attorney
General does.

In the goldmining industry, a large
number of men work under a system of
payment by results, with a guaranteed
minimum wage. For years the court has
refused to arbitrate on the price to be
paid for piecework, and provision is made
in the mining award for agreements to be
concluded between employer and employee
as to the rates of pay for certain classes
of work. When a job of this sort is avail-
able, the employer usually offers a cer-
tain price, which can be accepted or re-
jected by the employee. Sometimes an
agreement is reached, sometimes not, but
the employee has the right to refuse the
job and seek other work.

Under this proposal, employees will no
longer have the right to say that the price
offered is insufficient and that they would
prefer to work on a wages basis. If em-
ployees adopted that attitude, they would
be regarded as being on strike and would
be liable to the penalties prescribed. That
would be the position until the case was
taken to the court on behalf of the
workers, and I do not suppose the court
would set aside other important work to
decide whether Jones and Smith on the
Lake View and Star Mine had been on
strike. I doubt whether a Pay period
passes in the goldmining industry when
there is not some difference of opinion as
to the price to be paid for certain work.

Another Provision deals with refusal to
work, acting under a common under-
standing with another worker or person.
Mining is a very dangerous occupation.
Workers in the industry accept the risks,

though they do not expose themselves to
unnecessary risks. Two men might decide
that they do not wish to continue work-
ing in a certain place, and might ask for
a move to another part. In the event of
the employer's refusing their request, and
the employees' deciding not to work there
any longer, they would be deemed guilty
of striking. Did anybody ever hear of a
more vicious proposal?

H-on. A. R. 0. Hawke: No.
Mr. MOTH: If they have any industrial

legislation in Russia, I would expect to
find in it a provision similar to this one,
or perhaps not as bad.

Mr. May: It would not be as bad, surely!

Mr. MOIR: This is the sort of thing
one would have expected of Hitler's Ger-
many or Mussolini's Italy. The members
of the Government have had no industrial
experience and no industrial knowledge
at all. That is evident when they bring
down a vicious--I was going to say rot-
ten-Hill like this. I commend the mem-
ber for Gascoyne for the principle he has
shown and for having the courage to stand
up for his convictions. I can well under-
stand any man who has had a knowledge
of industrial affairs-and the member for
Gascoyne has been a mine manager and
knows the reference this would have to
workers in the goldmining industry-tak-
ing such a stand. I do not wonder he
could not stomach the Provisions of the
Bill.

No members opposite have been game
to get up and try to justify this provision,
because they know they cannot do so.
Half of them have been absent from the
Chamber while this debate has been tak-
ing place. I suppose they are the people
who have consciences which they do not
wish to have pricked,

The Premier: There are a fair number
of empty seats on your side, are there
not?

Mr. MOIR: There may be. Members
on this side have been here debating this
Bill and are entitled to go out for a little
rest.

Mr. J. Hegney: The Premier has been
absent all night.

The Premier: You know why.

Mr. MOTH: The Attorney General has
spoken about the communists. As one of
the industrialists and a well-known
leader, who has fought the communists
for years, I say to the Attorney General
that this is the finest weapon ever handed
to them. It would not be possible to pro-
vide them with a better one if a man
sat down and thought it over for a
month. Already union leaders are be-
ing hit with this. I was at Kal-
goorlie for the week-end and the com-
munists are busy already tearing to pieces
union officials up there and saying, "This
is where you get with the type of union
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official you have-the fellow who wishes
to settle disputes by peaceful means."
That is the sort of thing the union officials
are getting and will continue to get. The
ironical part of it is that when people
advocate industrial trouble because of
legislation of this kind, those like myself,
who have always looked on these men
as decent industrialists, are Inclined to tell
them, "Go for Your life!'

What is the good of the worker trying
to be decent and law-abiding when he is
going to get something like this put over
him? It is absolutely fantastic that we
in Western Australia should ever see legis-
lation like this. I can only come to the
conclusion that it has been brought for-
ward through sheer stupidity. I cannot
believe for one moment that it is the Gov-
ernment's intention deliberately to bring
about trouble or undermine union officials
who try to conduct their unions on a
decent basis, having due regard to the law
of the land. I appeal to the Government
at this late stage to do something about
the clause.

Mr. NEEDHAM: I am afraid that no
matter bow strongly we plead for justice
in this measure our pleading will be in
vain. The definition of "strike" in the
Act sets out that it-

includes any cessation of work or re-
fusal to work by any number of work-
ers acting in combination or under
a common understanding with a view
to compel their employer or to aid
any other workers in compelling their
employer to agree to or accept any
terms or conditions of employment
or with a view to enforce compliance
with any demands made by any work-
ers on any employer.

The amendment provides that two
workers can be guilty of promoting a
strike. It also provides not only for a
cessation of work, but also for a limita-
tion of work. But there is no definition
of the word "limitation." When the
original definition of "strike" is compared
with this proposal, it can be seen how
drastic and tyrannical the suggestion is.

The principal Act has been in existence
since 1912 and has been tested for 30 years.
During that time this State has set an
example to Australia in the matter of
industrial Peace, and that has been brought
about by the vigilance of the Disputes
Committee of the A.LP., which has always
been mainly instrumental in preserving
friendly relations between employers and
employees. But now it is proposed that if
two men find that they are not being paid
sufficiently for their work or their con-
ditions of employment are not healthy or
congenial and they determine to cease
work, there is a strike.

No matter what definition is given to the
word 'strike', the worker will never yield
his right to strike. It is the last weapon

he has with which to protect his manhood
and rights of citizenship. We attempted
this evening to do something which would
inject into the measure a semblance of
justice by amending the definition of the
term "lock-out", but we were not succesf ul.
The employer can go on defying this law
without penalty. Recently producers in the
country threatened to stop production.

Tbe CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
cannot discuss something which the Com-
mittee has already decided, except in pass-
ing reference to the question before the
Chair.

Mr. NfEEDHAM: I do Aot intend to come
into conflict with your ruling, Mr. Chair-
man. A strike has to deal with a man and
his work. He has a right to get the best
conditions Possible for his labour. Surely
I am in order In referring to similar cases
where people refused to produce certain
goods without receiving higher prices!
When materials are scarce they are often
withheld until higher prices are available.
What is that called? In a certain sense,
that would amount to an employer defy-
ing this law, but without penalty. We
know that during recent times, when goods
were scarce, the "under-the-counter" sys-
tem operated until a higher price was
granted, and as soon as it was, the goods
became available.

The more we examine the measure the
more we come to the conclusion that it is
tyrannical, outrageous and vindictive. I
hope the Leader of the Opposition will
succeed in his amendment. To my mind
it is the gravamen of the whole measure;
it is the keystone of the very dangerous
arch which the Attorney General is en-
deavouring to erect. The day is not far
distant when this Government will regret
handing over to the communist section of
the State this splendid opportunity to con-
tinue its fight against arbitration.

Mr. BRADY: I join with other Opposi-
tion members in their protest against the
inclusion of this definition. I had 20 years'
experience as secretary of four or five
industrial unions. This is a dragnet defin-
ition to bring every kind of stoppage or
strike within the ambit of the court and
so make men criminals when they are only
fighting for justice. It is on record that
many strikes have been Justified by courts.
commissioners and boards of reference.

It is common practice on the wharf for
stoppages to be held in order that the men
might get before a board of reference. That
is the recognised usage and custom of the
industry and the men have a right to con-
tinue that way. But under this definition
the men will leave themselves open as
Individuals and the union as a union if
they continue with that system. Just before
I took over the Midland Railway Union In
1929, the men had been on strike for some
weeks because the general manager of the
company, the late Mr. J. J. Poynton,
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refused their claim to long service leave.
The position was that the Government had
granted long service leave to the Govern-
ment employees, and the Midland Railway
workers had always operated under idcn-
tical conditions, but the company would
not give it to them. They went to the
court to seek redress.

But the Arbitration Court cannot deal
with quite a number of matters because
they are outside its jurisdiction, and this
was one of them. The court said it could
not interfere. The men were faced with the
position that they had to go on strike in
order to get some redress. More recently
the loco. men who took the trains through
the Swan View tunnel protested time and
again that the tunnel was dangerous. They
had stopwork meetings to force the Com-
missioner's hand, but they still got no
redress. They worked on, and what hap-
pened? During the war a train was being
taken through the tunnel and the driver
and fireman collapsed, with the result that
the train got away and there was a record
smash. It was then decided to go around
the tunnel.

The boards of reference on the wharves
invariably find in favour of the men. In
the case of the Midland Railway employees,
the independent chairman who was sub-
sequently appointed, Mr. Hawkins, found
in favour of the men. Later events proved
that the men in the Government Railways
were right in contending that the Swan
View tunnel was dangerous. All these
things will go overboard by the inclusion of
the definition that we have before us.

It is iniquitous from every angle. If
the Attorney General said there was a way
out later in the Bill, It would not be so
bad; but it is all-embracing so that the
men will have no right to cease work at
all. There might be imminent danger. I
know of an instance where men were deal-
ing with superphosphate at the works and
when they opened the door of a bin the
super ran and covered a man who died in
consequence. If the men there ceased
work, they would be charged with strik-
ing.

The Minister for Lands: Yes, but they
could approach the court.

Mr. BRADY: Men in the acid plant
can see the danger of the fumes there,
but if two or three of them get together
and say it is dangerous to continue or
that they must limit the amount of work
they do, they would be immediately
charged under this definition, and they
would be on strike until the court de-
cided otherwise: and that might take
weeks. In addition, anybody who aids
and abets them could be charged with
encouraging a strike action.

When introducing the Bill, the Attor-
ney General said that it had been made
necessary because of political action. The
member for Leederville has shown where

the employers took Political action in tel-
ling the employees of the banks that they
must help to defeat the Commonwealth
banking legislation if they wished their
positions not to be made untenable.

The Premier: I do not believe that is
true.

Mr. BRADY: It is true. The member
for Leederville stated it-

The Premier: I do not care whether
he did state it. It is not true.

Mr. Johnson: I demand a retraction.
That is a reflection on may honour.

The CHAIRMAN: What is it to which
the member for Leederville takes excep-
tion?

Mr. Johnson: To the Premier say-
ing that my statement that political pres-
sure was brought to bear on employees
was untrue.

The CHAIRMAN: I think the Premier
should withdraw if the member of Leeder-
ville objects to his statement.

The Premier: I said I did not believe
it was true that the banks threatened
their employees that they would deal with
them if they did not go out and oppose
the proposal to nationalise the banks, and
I do not believe it is true.

The CHAIRMAN: In view of the ex-
planation made by the Premier, I think
the member for Leederville should be
satisfied.

I-on, J. T. Tonkin: That is extra-
ordinary.

Mr. BRADY: I made the statement
that the banks brought Political pressure
on their employees and I will not retract
it, because I know that in my own town
they got the employees of the banks to
work on that political issue. So the em-
ployers do use political pressure.

The Minister for Lands: So do the
unions.

Mr. BRADY: In a case such as that
the employers can get away with it, but
If the union takes that sort of action to
buttress its aims it is immediately charged
with causing a strike.

The Premier: Why do you say it would
take the Arbitration Court weeks to deal
with the situation?

Mr. BRADY: Because if the Arbitration
Court has a number of cases before it
when men are charged with causing a
strike, it would not immediately put off
those cases to deal with this other matter.

The Attorney General: Of course it
would.

Mr. BRADY: At present the court is
supposed to give the parties seven days'
notice, but the Bill would alter that. it
will endeavour to bring the cases on more
Quickly but under this legislation, if
passed, there would be SO many cases that
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the court would have a full-time job deal-
ing with strikes. As the Leader of the
opposition said, if one or two men on a6
job conferred and decided to change their
work or leave the job, they would be caus-
ing a strike.

The Attorney General: The court would
immediately grant a stay of any proceed-
ings till it could hear the case.

Mr. BRADY: There might be a case in
any big country town or port. The court
could not hear the dispute within a few
hours-

The Attorney General: Within an hour
the court would grant a stay.

Mr. BRADY: it would not, because even
in an urgent dispute such as that which
is on our hands at present, the court has
done nothing. This is a drag-net clause
for which there is no justification. The
present Act allows the employers to take
action against strikers and that is as far
as the Attorney General should go. I
hope the clause will be defeated.

Mr. JOHNSON: It appears that the
Premier has decided to aid and abet the
Attorney General in refusing to give
thought, belief or hearing to statements
made on this side of the Chamber. I do
not desire to deal in detafl with the
political pressure that was applied to me
and others by the industry in which we
were employed.

The Minister for Lands: In what indus-
try were you employed?

Mr. JOHNSON: I was a banker and
have been a member of that profession for
26 years.

The Minister for Lands: A commercial
bank?

Mr. JOHNSON: A private bank and I
have a fairly intimate knowledge of the
industry and its ramifications. As a result
of economic pressure applied for political
purposes there are now Labour members
in three different Parliaments who were
members of the private bank to which I
belonged. If the Premier would listen he
might not refuse to believe statements
made in the Chamber. As practically any
human male would do, I resent deeply
any attempt to impugn my honesty.

The Minister for Lands: But We Still
do not believe You.

Mr. JOHNSON: I demand a retraction
of that remark.

The CHAIRMAN: The Minister for
Lands must keep order.

Mr. JOHNSON: If the Minister desires
proof and would like it outside the House
I can give it to him. Otherwise I can give
it here if he wishes to delay the Commit-
tee longer.

The Minister for Lands: Give it in writ-

The CHAIRMAN: The Minister must
keep order.

Mr. JOHNSON: I understand the Min-
ister does not wish to hear it.

The Minister for Lands: Tell us all
about It.

Mr. JOHNSON: I cannot feel that this
incident has added to the dignity of the
Chamber and I believe that dignity would
have been improved had it been the case
that in this debate, as in that on the pre-
vious amendment, there had been more
than one voice raised-that not a very
convincing voice-to give reasons why
votes were given in a certain direction.

Mr. Lawrence: They do not know.

Mr. JOHNSON: If it be that those voters
are whipped into position, we should know
publicly. If it be that they are voting
for something about which they know no-
thing, and desire to know nothing, but
must take the consequences when they
face their masters, let them say so, and
repeat it to their masters. The Attorney
General used words to the effect that the
word "strike" should be all-embracing and
indefinite. I have an opinion from an
eminent member of the legal profession
and he States-

There is another very Peculiar fea-
ture about the definition of this word.
The taking part in a strike is an of -
fence against the Act and should the
Bill become law it is an offence punish-
able by a fine of £100. It is a very
desirable principle of law, with par-
ticular reference to criminal and
quasi-criminal offences, that the ambit
of the conduct penalised should be
marked out in advance. Under the
Bill, however, the nature of the con-
duct, i.e., whether it be a strike or
not, is not known in advance because
the court can declare any particular
cessation of work not to be a strike.
This Is a most peculiar Provision and
the writer has never struck the like
in any other legislation. The court
has, in fact, been given authority to
legislate.

I suggest to the Attorney General that
he should seek legal opinion as to whether
the proposition I am about to put before
him would be a strike within the meaning
of the definition set out in the Bill-in
particular, the second part. I understand
that the Attorney General is a member of
the legal profession and should he be
offered a brief, we shall say by a com-
munist-because I know he dislikes com-
munists-and he consulted his Partner, his
typist or the man in the street on the
question as to whether or not he should
accept the brief, and he decided not to
accept it, he would be committing a strike
because he would be refusing to accept
employment in the industry in which he
is normally engaged.



[12 August, 1952.1

Mr. Lawrence: it would depend on how
much the brief was worth.

Mr. JOHNSON: I know that sounds fan-
tastic, but if the hon. gentleman obtained
a legal opinion on the point. I think he
would find that such a case would come
within the provisions of the definition. I
trust that If that is the case, and on some
occasion he does refuse a brief, those con-
cerned will proceed against him for en-
gaging in a strike, because, according to
the second Portion of the definiton, one is
not required to be a worker; one can be
a person--and even the Attorney General
is a person.

Mr. Lawrence: Not a very humane one.

Mr. JOHNSON: I have reason to believe
that any human being over the age of 21
is a person unless he is found to be ment-
ally Incapable. I regret that I rose in some
slight heat and that it was brought
about by Purely personal implications,
I wholeheartedly desire that this fascist
style of legislation should be completely
expunged and not find a place in the
statute book of this State.

May I draw the attention of members
on the Government benches to the history
of the growth of the Hitler regime in Ger-
many, which started similarly to this! I
do not know whether it is the intention of
the Government to follow that Pattern,
but it would appear that it has commenced
a course of action which leads in that
general direction, and unless its supporters
take active steps to return nearer to demo-
cracy, I fear that we shall see a definite
drift in that direction. I had hoped that
the Government would make a public
statement to the effect that it is not In-
tended to travel along those lines.

The Premier: Do you think the Arbitra-
tion Court will have fascist tendencies?

Mr. JOHNSON: That depends on the
law under which it has to operate and
this law, if it is passed-and I trust it will
not-will be most uneven, because there
will be a different law for the worker as
compared with the employer. During the
Premier's absence from the Chamber, the
members of the Government, by way of
a division, refused to agree to an amend-
ment which would have applied similar
provisions to a lock-out as are applied to
a strike. If the amendment had been
arced to, this legislation would have been
on an even keel. It would not have been
completely attractive, but, as it is, it is
one-eyed.

Mr. Lawrence: Cock-eyed!
Mr. JOHNSON: It is not even-handed

legislation because it is designed to the
advantage of only one party before the
court; it is designed to place penalties only
upon workers and, as has already been
pointed out. the worker is always at

a disadvantage when he appears before
the court because he has not the
financial resources of the employer.

The Premier: I do not think the hon.
member can say that that applies In our
Arbitration Court.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: It applies to those
who cannot find the money.

Mr. JOHNSON: It would apply-
The Minister for Lands: Explain to us

why he is at a financial disadvantage in
going before the Arbitration Court.

Hon. A. Rt. G. Hawke: Simply because
he has far less financial resources than
the employer.

Mr. JOHNSON: I am completely at a
loss to understand how a gentleman who
has reached the eminent rank of the Min-
istry can be unaware that the average
worker has no capital but his labour; he
has no balance sheet of any nature to
stand behind him.

The Minister for Lands: But he can
approach the court in the same way as
the employer; he has his advocates.

Mr. Lawrence: Does he have to be a
union member under this Bill?

Mr. JOHNSON: I am trying to point
out that not all unions and not all work-
ers are wealthy. All employers are not
wealthy, either, but in the main they are.
The Attorney General, who has some
notice taken, of him in the Arbitration
Court, knows the financial position of
some of the unions, I am sure.

The Attorney General; I think the Iron-
Workers' Union has an income of more
than £1,000,000 a year.

Mr. JOHNSON: The Attorney General
is supposed to know more than I do about
these matters; maybe it has. Nevertheless,
the employers in the same industry have
greater financial resources than has the
union.

Mr. Griffith: What difference does it
make whether one has a penny or a
pound?

Mr. JOHNSON: It makes a big differ-
ence if a man has plenty of money behind
him.

The Premier: I can cite a case where
a union wanted a lawyer and the em-
ployers would not agree.

Mr. JOHNSON: There are many provi-
sions that invite the attention of lawyers
in the Arbitration Court and, for the in-
formation of the Attorney General, if he
does not already know, it has been a
growing Practice, under the regime of
the existing President, to invite a greater
Proportion of legal representation than
previously.

The Attorney General: Of course, the
hon. member quoted a lawyer just now;
he made use of himi.
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Mr. JOHNSON: I took it for granted believes what the Attorney General has
that a lawyer's opinion would Perhaps
Penetrate into the legal ivory tower of
the Attorney General.

The Attorney General: Perhaps it would,
too.

Mr. Lawrence: It would have to be
pretty sharp opinion.

Mr. JOHNSON: I find it possible to
understand the provisions of this Bill
without going to any legal brain. All I
need is a dictionary, and I find that this
clause makes for complete industrial con-
scription.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: There is not a
shadow of doubt about that.

The Premier: What an exaggeration
that is!

Mr. JOHNSON: Perhaps the Attorney
General will speak with regard to the
legislation dealing with health in the Com-
monwealth sphere. I feel sure members
on this side of the Chamber would accept
a similar amendment wholeheartedly. I
would recommend him to follow the lines
laid down by his own party. I oppose this
amendment vigorously and I appeal to
those members on the Government side
who have tongues, to give their reasons
for the vote they intend to cast because
it has been clearly pointed out by speakers
more able than myself that this is vicious
legislation; class conscious legislation;
legislation that will strengthen the Com-
munist Party and weaken the trade unions.
I believe it is intended for that purpose.
It is legislation that will cause unions to
steer away from the Arbitration Court
and will throw industry into chaos.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I must make some
comment on the attitude of the Attorney
General tonight and the statements he
has made in Committee. Whether he
made them wilfully or during the heat of
discussion, I do not know; but he made
them. The Attorney General still main-
tains that the A.E.U. strike is a communist-
dominated strike. I do not know where
he got that information, but I know it is
wrong. The Attorney General did niot
give one iota of proof of his statement.

The Attorney General: Oh yes, I did.
I named one of the officers of the union.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney General
could name people all night, but he can-
not expect us to accept that as proof.

Mr. Yates: What is proof?
Mr. LAWRENCE: I suggest to the mem-

ber for South Perth that he should know
the truth, because he will be responsible
if this Bill is passed and becomes law.

Mr. Yates: That has nothing to do with
it.

Mr. LAWRENCE: It has this to do with
it. that if the member for South Perth
says that he does not know Zhe truth but

said and votes for the Bill, then I say the
hon. member is not a fit and proper per-
son to sit in this Chamber and help make
laws.

Mr. Yates: You have not answered the
question.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not intend to deal
with it further. Unlike the Attorney Gen-
eral and many members on the Govern-
ment side, I have mixed with members
of the A.E.U., and I know their feelings
on this matter. I have not selected men
who might be very militant, or even milit-
ant. I have spoken to a good cross section
of the rank and file of the ABO.. and the
boilermakers' union. If the Attorney Gen-
eral would only follow that practice, he
would find that these fellows are not com-
munists,

The Attorney General: I did not say
the members were.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney Gen-
eral insinuated that these men are com-
munist-led, and are communistically in-
clined.

The Attorney General: I did not say
anything of the kind.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is the insinua-
tion evident in the statements given by
the Attorney General and the Premier to
the Press.

The Attorney General: I said nothing
of the sort.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney General
should stand up to his arguments. I do
not object very much when the member
for South Perth says I am childish. In
reply I would say that he is seldom right,
and he is wrong again. From a cross-sec-
tion of opinion of the striking unionists,-
and I do not deny they are on strike-
I know that this clause of the Hill will
have a strong tendency to make them
more determined in their attitude not to
go back to work when the big stick is
being used.

The Attorney General: Do you think
the Bill is going to frighten any union?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I will come to that.
The Attorney General; You will not

answer it.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney General

endeavours to excuse this insidious and
tyrannical legislation, which is designed
to fetter the trade unions to the wishes of
the Employers' Federation. Though that
has been Jenied I cannot accept that
denial because no argument has been put
forward by any member of the Govern-
ment to explain why this legislation has
been brought down.

The Minister for Lands: You know why
it has been brought down. It gives the
rank and file more say in union affairs.



[12 August, 1952.1 285

Mr. LAWRENCE: That might be the
opinion of the Minister, but I say a state-
ment like that is sufficient ground for
certification. The Attorney General gave
as his reason for bringing this legislation
down that the communists were attempt-
ing to overrun the world and the Arbitra-
tion Court had to be given power to stop
them. I have never heard such a stupid
statement in my life. The Minister is
thoroughly irresponsible to suggest a thing
like that. If he does not want communists,
or if he objects to them overrunning the
world, why should he introduce fascist leg-
islation to ruin the trade union movement
in Western Australia?

The Attorney General: Do you think
any one union is frightened of this Bill?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I know the Govern-
ment will finish up by being frightened of
it and will fall on its own sword. No true
trade unionist is ever frightened of legisla-
tion like this: he is too well organised and
is able to stand up and fight for his in-
herent rights; which the Attorney Gen-
eral and the Government do not know
exist.

The CHAIRMAN: The member for
South Fremantle had better deal more
specifically with the clause. His remarks
are very general.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney Gen-
eral al1so said that the technicalities of
the Bill as Portrayed by speakers on this
side of the Chamber are ridiculous.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: He would not
allow the same technicalities to be ap-
plied to the term 'Lockout."

Mr. LAWRENCE: Naturally not! the
Bill provides for wider legal representa-
tion in the Arbitration Court. Nobody
can deny that lawyers will seek any legal
technicality they can to convict a man or
to get their client off.

The minister for Lands: Your lawyer,
Mr. Davies, is always doing that.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Do not be a chump!

The Minister for Lands: I am not a
chump.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is only the
Minister's opinion.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: A chump with
a capital "C."

The Premier: Is it not a fact that
lawyers are only admitted to the Arbi-
tration Court by permission of the
parties concerned?

Mr. LAWRENCE: The President can
order them into court at present.

The Premier: No. he cannot.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Yes, he can. No one
can deny that a lawyer will seek out all the
technicalities he can to suit his own case.

The Premier: There have been cases
in the Arbitration Court where the em-
ployers have refused to have a lawyer
and the employees have wanted one.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not argue that
point. That is the case where the solici-
tor is engaged with the consent of both
parties. A lawyer will always seek out
technicalities.

The Attorney General: They certainly
did in Morrison's case.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is a fact, and
if it had suited the employer or his solici-
tor to do the same thing he would, no
doubt, have done it. There is no point
in saying that technicalities would not
be used in connection with the definition
of the word "strike," because they would.
If that contention is right, this legislation
will make the worker a Pawn of the Em-
ployers' Federation, because the employer
can declare a worker to be on strike if
he so considers him. Later, in the court's
good time, it will be decided whether or
not the worker is on strike. The water-
side workers may have an output of
10 tons Per hour: they might come across
a ship with bad winches and their out-
put is limited to three or four tons an
hour. That would be a limitation of
work and, within the terms of this defini-
tion, the employer would say the men
were on strike. I agree that that would
be a technicality. There might be a ban
on overtime work. Either would be a
breach of this provision and employers
would take advantage of it. Had the
Government desired to Preserve indus-
trial peace, it would have accepted the
amendment of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion to the definition of "lock out."

The Premier: Do not you think there
should be some provision against a limita-
tion of work?

Mr. LAWRENCE: In the event of men
refusing to work overtime, that would
constitute a strike, but cannot the Gov-
ernment understand that this definition
could mean other than that? If a man
met a bad Place in a mine where ore
was more difficult to get and his pro-
duction decreased, that would be a limita-
tion of work.

The Premier: I do not think any
court would uphold you there. Surely
some commonsense and justice would
prevail!

Hon. A. Ri. 0. Hawke: We have had
nothing of that sort in the Chamber so
far tonight.

Mr. LAWRENCE:- All employers are
not as kindhearted as is the Premier.
Wherever there is a Possibility of the
worker being victimised by the em-
ployer, the Government, in order to
maintain industrial peace, should en-
sure that that opportunity is removed.
We are not asking the Government to
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Put the boots into the employer; all we Mr. Griffith: How can You have a
are asking is for fair treatment. Under
the Bill, an employer would be able to
decide whether there was a strike. The
definition refers to a cessation or limita-
tion of work or a refusal to work by a
worker acting in combination or under
a common understanding with another
worker or person. Does that mean a per-
son in this State. in the Eastern States.
in the United States or in Soviet Russia?
The Attorney General has not explained
that point.

Ron. A. R. G. Hawke: The Govern-
ment has gagged the Attorney General
and all its supporters.

Mr. LAWRENCE: That seems to be so.
If I consulted a lawyer, doctor or min-
ister of religion and told him a story of
hardship in my employment and was ad-
vised to revolt against it, what would
be the position? The definition is so
wide that nobody can say just how far
it could be stretched.

The second portion of the definition
deals with refusal or neglect to offer for
or accept employment in the industry in
which he is usually employed by a per-
son acting in combination or under a
common understanding with another
worker or person. That appears to be
directed at a particular union-the
Coastal Dock, Rivers and Harbours Em-
ployees Union. The Attorney General
stated that the Hill had been introduced
in view of the case at Fremnantle where
a political stoppage occurred, an appeal
was made to the court and the court up-
held the appeal. The Attorney General
was off the track there. The appeal in
the Morrison case related to a stoppage
at the East Perth loco. shed. The one
at Fremantle was subsidiary to that. The
right to strike has been a heritage of
workers since trade unionism first came
into being. The Premier and, in fact.
every right-thinking person must believe
In the right to strike. If the Attorney
General thought he was being victimised,
he would Protest. So would the member
for Canning.

Mr. Griffith: You think You are be-
ing victimnised if you cannot get from the
Arbitration Court what you think you
are entitled to.

Mr. LAWRENCE: The Commonwealth
Arbitration Court has given some vicious
decisions. After the E1 a week rise had
been granted, Mr. Justice Kirby, by in-
creasing hours from 30 to 32 kindly took
L0s. from the waterside workers, and the
immediate reaction was a stoppage by
way of Protest. Yet the £1 was given
because of the inflated cost of living. It
cost the men who had that 10s. taken
from them just as much to live as it
cost those who did not have it taken
from them. So the order was decidedly
at variance with what we call British
justice.

system operating satisfactorily which is
all right when You get what You think
is just, but when You do not get it you
go on strike?

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is not so.
Mr. Griffith: How can You have a

system like that?
Mr. LAWRENCE: Nobody has a system

like that.
Mr. Griffith: But you do.
Mr. LAWRENCE: That is not so. The

member for Canning, like the Attorney
General-he must be taking a lead from
him or be getting grooming from him-
tries to cloud the issue. I am sure the
member for Canning does not understand
what arbitration and conciliation Mean
today or how the courts work.

Mr. Griffith: I am simply asking you
a question.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I cannot follow the
question.

Mr. Grahami What happens Is that
the boss sacks the men and there is no
penalty!

Mr. LAWRENCE: The provision re-
lating to a refusal or neglect to offer for,
or accept, employment in the industry
in which a man is usually employed Is
a deliberate shot at a very few unions
which have certain categories in their
setup. A person in a category which may
be for a reasonably advanced age group
may not get employment in that cate-
gory and the employer tells him to go
and work in another category, which is
much more laborious and not in keeping
with his age or infirmity. The man re-
fuses to accept employment in that cate-
gory and is immediately declared on
strike by the employer. I am sure that
in view of the feeling the Attorney Gen-
eral has against the dock employees'
union, he would have no compunction
whatsoever in sending such people along
to it.

That applies to seamen and, as the
Leader of the Opposition has pointed out.
to members of unions working in the
Wundowie charcoal-iron industry. It also
applies on the Golddields. Actually it gives
the Employers' Federation and individual
employers in collusion an opportunity to
have an exchange of labour. If I work in
a quarry and my employer thinks he has
enough stone cut out of the quarry to
last him for a few weeks and does not
want to produce any more for the time
being, all he has to do is to ring the man
down the road at another quarry, say he
is sacking a number of men and ask him
to offer them employment in the same in-
dustry the moment they are sacked. Under
the Bill, those men would have to accept
that employment or be declared on strike.
Does the Attorney General deny that?
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They would be on strike until the mat-
ter came before the court. I know how
the court works, Weeks or months can
elapse before a case comes before it. it
is decidedly tyrannical for anybody to
vote for something like this, which will
deny the worker the right to protect him-
self, Not only is he denied that right,
but further powerful weapons are placed
in the hands of employers, with the added
power of heavy penalties on the men.
Even the Attorney General said in regard
to the Morrison case-whether he really
meant it or not, I do not know-that he
thought that strike was right. Whether
he referred to the decision of the court or
to the action of the men, I do not know;
he was not very clear. in this morning's
paper I read where the Premier made some
statement having reference to the stop-
page in Fremantle over the eviction of
four families from premises in High-St.
Was that correct?

The Premier. This morning's paper?
Mr. LAWRENCE: Yesterday morning's

paper. The Premier said something to the
effect that the Bill was brought in to get
around that question.

The Premier: Yes, I said it would deal
with such a case.

Mr. LAWRENCE: Could the Premier
deny that the feelings of those people
were upset by the action of the Govern-
ment or its department in denying them
the elementary right to shelter over their
heads? They had explored every avenue.
Amongst them was one woman within a
few weeks of confinement, another seri-
ously ill; another with a child, and with
her husband away at sea in the navy;
and a new Australian family, the mem-
bers of which did not know much English.

The Premier: Were they any worse off
than some other sections of the com-
munity might have been?

Mr. LAWRENCE: I'll say they were! If
it had not been for the goodness of the
trade unions of Fremantle they would
have been out on the street, and there
was nowhere for them to go. That is a
fact, and the Premier knows it. Tell me
where they would have gone! Union mem-
bers were so incensed that they decided to
protest. Representations were made to the
Government without avail.

The Premier: So when they are dis-
pleased on any subject, apart from the
industrial side, they just strike!

Mr. LAWRENCE: That is not so. It is
misleading. I1 have known many occasions
when there was every reason for the unions
to take an employer to task and say,
"Because of the dastardly things you tried
to put over, we will provide labour for
every other employer bar you until you
do the right thing." Many times that
could have happened. In fact, however,
many times have I seen the waterside
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workers and the members of the dock em-
ployees' union break their award to help
the employers; and that happens in in-
dustry quite a lot.

For instance, if there is a sudden down-
pour of rain and there is valuable cargo
exposed, although it is said that wharfies
will not work in the rain, I know that they
will do so; and if cargo is in danger of
being damaged they will cover it up and
ask nothing for it-nothing except fair
treatment from the employers. But the Bill
is further detracting from what treatment
we do get from the employers today. The
Attorney General has the temerity to tell
us that the present definition of the term
"strike" is much more stringent than that
proposed.

The Attorney General: I said in one
respect.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I say that is lollypop
and the Attorney General knows it!
This sort of legislation was introduced into
Italy and Germany in 1937-fascist legis-
lation. It holds the worker in such a fine
mesh that he cannot move, He becomes
a mere pawn of the Employers' Federation.
In the years to come, any Governent,
whether Liberal, Labour or any other
brand, which introduces legislation to take
away the rights of a worker, and the right
to strike when no other means are available
to alleviate his position or gain him justice,
will be overthrown.

As the Attorney General said tonight,
these unions are powerful. I agree with
him, They are more powerful today than
at any time since they first existed, The
worker can only hope to protect himself by
having a powerful union. This sort of
legislation is designed to bring him to his
knees, and to impose so many limitations
on him that his job will become impossible
and his feelings so upset that he will have
recourse to some action other than going
to the Arbitration Court.

I fear that today-and this opinion is
shared by many members on the other side
of the Chamber-there is too much
arbitration. Unions run too often to the
Arbitration Court. It would be better if
there were more conciliation, With this
sort of legislation there can be no concilia-
tion, because as a result of it the unions
will have no part with the employers, This
measure will have the effect of widening
the breach between the two. Only those
who have been actively associated with
trade unionism know these things.

On many occasions I have had confer-
ences with employers on the waterfront
-and it is pretty difficult. to get on with
them down there-but I have always found
that, sooner or later, commnonsense pre-
vailed. I appeal to the Government to
have some regard to this point. It is the
duty of the Government, and of the oppo-
sition, to see that the best relations be-
tween employer and employee are main-
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tained for the economy of the State. It is
only by industrial peace that we can hope
to prosper, but we cannot have industrial
peace with this sort of legislation.

The Attorney General: You are not
frightened, and you know that.

Mr. LAWRENCE: I am not frightened,
and I will never be frightened of legisla-
tion aimed at Interfering with my rights
as a trade unionist. But the Attorney
General in his sublime ignorance of in-
dustrial matters cannot understand the
feelings of a worker,

The Attorney General: Of course I can.
Mr. LAWRENCE: The Attorney General

has never been in a trade union.
The Attorney General: I have been ac-

cused of being in one, anyway.
Mr. LAWRENCE: I do not bow to the

opinion of the Attorney General, even
though he is a lawyer. I have had legal
opinion-verbally-and it is to the effect
that the points I have raised could mean
the regimentation of labour. Such a pro-
position was opposed by the people of Aus-
tralia, in a referendum just after the end
of the last war. I honestly and sincerely
appeal to the Government to withdraw
this portion of the Hill. I suggest that this
side of the Chamber would not object if
the definition of the word "strike" were
amended in some other form, but no one.
whatever his political beliefs, can accept
this as it stands. I therefore hope the
Attorney General will see fit to withdraw
this portion.

[Mr. Hill took the Chair.]

Hon, J. T. TONKIN: The proposal to
extend the definition will, if agreed to. not
of itself mean anything at all. It depends
for any force or effect upon subsequent
clauses with regard to jurisdiction. UP
till now the Industrial Arbitration Act has,
in truth, been an Act dealing with indus-
trial matters and industrial disputes. It
is now proposed, because of a single inci-
dent, to enlarge a definition which will
bring In all sorts of things Possibly not
contemplated by the Government, and it
will be used by a number of interested
persons. I do not know whether the At-
torney General has given any thought to
the types of cases Nh.cri would be covered
by this enlarged definition.

For some years there has been in exist-
ence in this State an understanding be-
tween the plaster manufacturers. The At-
torney General would know something
about it, and so would the Deputy Premier.
Under this arrangement, if a worker has
been working for a plasterboard manu-
facturer and he wants to leave his em-
ployment and get a job With another
plasterboard manufacturer, the second
employer will not employ him until he
first of all gets in touch with the previous

manufacturer. If the previous manu-
facturer says he still has work for the
employee to perform, the second employer
will not offer any employment to the man.
That is a lock-out, but whereas the em-
ployer could not be penalised under the
Bill, the employee would be offering his
services elsewhere.

That is how these firms have carried on
job control and have endeavoured to con-
trol the workers offering for employment.
In recent years, a number of employees in
the plasterboard industry, having learnt
the trade, have legitimately decided to
start in business for themselves, but if the
Bill became law in this form it would pre-
vent men from following that course.
A worker could not leave an in-
dustry to set up in business for him-
self if an employer did not want to
let him go. The worker might discuss with
his wife the advisability of setting up in
business for himself and, if the employer
would not let him go and he ceased work,
that would constitute a strike.

Until now, the employers, in the case I
have mentioned, have exercised control by
refusing to make available suppies of
plaster to the man who wished to leave
their employment and start for himself.
I have previously quoted in this Chamber
instance after instance of where men en-
gaged in this industry, having the know-
ledge and plant, wished to commence busi-
ness for themselves but the employers pre-
vented them doing so by forcing the
retailers to refuse to make plaster avail-
able to them. I cited cases where retailers
had been supplying plaster to such ex-
employees till the main manufacturers
found out about it, sent their representa-
tives to those retailers and threatened
them that if they did not cease supplying
these fellows, their own supplies would be
cut off.

The Hill contains no suggestion of any
penalty covering the situation so far as
employers are concerned, but the employee
will be caught up by this clause and will
be guilty of committing something in the
nature of a strike. That sort of thing will
bring the court into contempt and give
the workers the idea that it exists as a
place that will give them punishment but
not protection. In a comparatively short
time that could mean the end of arbitra-
tion because the system can endure only
so long as the parties to it feel they have
a reasonable chance of getting justice from
the court and believe that the same treat-
ment will be meted out to each side.

Once the workers are convinced that the
court is loaded and will not give them a
fair deal, they will have no desire to go
near it, and will not care what happens to
it. This legislation would inevitably tend
in that direction. In reaching out to cover
what has already happened, the Hill con-
tains provisions that are unfair and should
not find a place in the statute book. A
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goliminer might believe his health was
endangered if he stayed too long in the
industry. If he discussed his position with
another Person and refused to do any more
of that work in which he was usually en-
gaged, having consulted somebody else he
would, under this Bill, be creating a strike.
Nothing could be more preposterous. Under
this measure, no matter how legitimate
his reasons might be, the mere fact that a
worker refused to work, or ceased work,
after having consulted somebody else and
having therefore acted in consultation with
them, would constitute a strike. That
would be to change the character of the
Industrial Arbitration Act entirely.

In reading the footnotes in the Act, I
found the following:-

The jurisdiction of the court is con-
finled to Industrial matters. If the
matter sought to be regulated is not
an industrial matter, then it is be-
yond the jurisdiction of the court.

That is as it should be, but the Govern-
ment proposes to bring in everything,
whether Industrial matters or not. What
sort of justice is it to declare that a man is
on strike and place on him the onus of
proving to the court that he is not? in
the mining industry there are men known
as relieving enginedrivers. They do not
drive regularly on a full shift but are avail-
able when the regular driver is ill or away
for some reason, or in between shifts when
there is an extra shift that has to be
worked to permit of the change-over.

When not engaged driving, the relieving
driver is occupied on some other job,
usually in the fitting shop. Shift bosses
and engineers have their pets. Work on a
Sunday carries more money than work
during the week, and the engineer could
allow his pet, the regular driver, to miss
a shift in the middle of the week, bringing
the relieving driver on at that time, and
then give the regular driver a shift in the
week-end so that he would get double time.
No relieving driver worth his salt would
stand for that. He would say, "I am a
relieving driver and am here to fill in
vacancies that properly occur. I am not
here for You to use me when it suits
you and to give the best money to the
regular drivers who break their shifts.", So
the relieving driver might conceivably say.
"Unless you alter this and employ me
fairly, I am not going to work for you.
I will look for another job."

That is what I would do, because I would
not work under those conditions. If I
were being treated unfairly I would say,
"I will go somewhere else where I can
get fair treatment." If I were the work-
man concerned, and I discussed that pro-
position with my wife and then went along
and told the engineer that I wanted a
fair crack of the whip otherwise I would
look elsewhere for a job, that could be
classified as a strike under this provision.

So members can see what control it
gives over workmen. It binds them hand
and foot and it could be used to make
them Put up with the most impossible and
unfair conditions. No wonder vwe on this
side of the House say it is a retrograde
step and is going back years. If legislation
is needed to deal with the Arbitration
Court it should be designed to encourage
a belief in the fairness of the court. In
that way we might get somewhere with
our industrial disputes and so eliminate
these troubles which occur from time to
time, with no advantage to anybody. But
If we go along in this direction and try
to dragoon workers into a certain line of
action, giving the court power to tie them
hand and foot, we cannot blame them if
they want to give the court away: and
inevitably it will tend in that direction.

I suggest that there are no good reasons
for this extension. Simply because a par-
ticular case got through on a technicality
is no sound reason for extending the In-
dustrial Arbitration Act in this direction
and thus completely altering its character.
Instead of trying to make a display of
force, which is not really there, the Gov-
ernment would have done better if it had
amended the Act in those particulars
where it needed amending, and then left
it at that instead of provocatively reach-
ing out to do things which are not neces-
sary. Any worker with any spunk would
not sit down under this proposition. It
can be used to regiment him completely.
despite the denial of the Attorney General.
He might say it is not the Government's
intention, but a lot of things which are
not intended can be brought about sub-
sequently by the actions of others. That
is the danger in this proposal.

Although it is not the place for the
explanation-the Attorney General should
have done It on the second reading-the
Attorney General might show us how this
new jurisdiction will operate. Who is go-
ing to declare these matters strikes?
Upon whose motion? And after they have
been declared strikes, how is the Arbitra-
tion Court going to act to decide in some
cases that they are not strikes, and on
whose motion will the Arbitration Court
act? It is not clear to me by any means.
I have looked at subsequent clauses in the
Bill to see how the jurisdiction will ope-
rate, but I cannot find any indication yet.
So I hope that when the opportunity
offers the Attorney General will endeavour
to make It clear because we should under-
stand what is to be the result of the
Bill.

I venture to say that there are not
three men in this Chamber who have the
slightest idea how this jurisdiction will
operate, and I very much doubt whether
the Attorney General knows. It is one
thing to set out a definition in the Bill
and to believe that all sorts of require-
ments have been covered, and it Is another
thing to show how that definition can be
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applied. There is nothing in the Bill
about the Arbitration Court, or its own
motion, taking action with regard to this
point and I would like to know how it
is going to start to function on this ques-
tion. It is perfectly true that that point-
does not arise so far as the definition
Is concerned, but the definition is tied up
with later provisions dealing with juris-
diction.

Take the provision about a refusal or
neglect to offer for or accept employment.
That covers a man who has decided to
retire. He might have been employed in
a certain industry and then decided he
would go for a holiday. He will not be
allowed to go when he wants to if the
employer wants him to work because he
will be refusing to work or neglecting to
offer for employment. Take a man who
has saved a few pounds and has decided
he will have a week or two in the Eastern
States. He says to the employer, "I have
discussed this matter with my wife and
we are going to the Eastern States for a
trip." He is refusing to work; he is ceas-
ing work after a consultation with a per-
son-he is creating a strike. Is anything
more stupid? Is It intended to stop him
from having a holiday if he wants one,
and is it Intended that he must keep his
nose to the grindstone while it suits the
employer, or is he to be allowed some
freedom?

If the employer decides that he will close
his industry down for the time being, be-
cause it does not pay, nothing can be done
about that. He could close it down for
one, six or 12 months and open it up when
it suited him; but that is all right. The
Government does not intend to deal with
that situation whether the employer has
a legitimate reason or not. But if the
employee ceases work, or refuses to work
for any reason, then he comes under the
ambit of this definition. That sort of
procedure is calculated to destroy con-
fidence in the court and will bring work-
ers to regard it as something which
is of no value to them and which exists
only in the interests of Governments and
employers. Once that idea is firmly fixed
in the minds of workers we are going
to have nothing but serious trouble.

The originators of the arbitration sys-
tem envisaged that machinery would be
set up to permit of the widest amount of
conciliation in the first Instance, and when
conciliation was not successful arbitra-
tion might be used to decide the matters
at issue, and the matters at issue were
to be industrial disputes and industrial
problems. Now the Government wants
the Arbitration Court to decide whether
or not all manner of actions constitute
strikes. In other words, it is going to look
for strikes and create them where none
exist and foster a feeling that the worker
is bound to his employment and dare not
leave it for fear of some savage penalty.

I trust the Committee will not agree to
the amendment because it completely
changes the character of the Arbitration
Court as we have known it and is a dan-
gerous provision judged by any standard.

Mr. GRAHAM: I move-
That progress be reported.

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

Ayes ..
Noes ..

.... .... .... 19

.... .... .... 21

Majority against

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr

Brady
Butcher
Graham
Guthrie
Hawke
J. Hevney
Hoar
Job ason
Lawrence
May

Abbott
Ackland
Brand
Cornell
floney
Grayden
Griffith
Hearmant
Hutchinson
Mann
Manning

Ayes.
W. Hegney
Marshall
Rodoreda
Coverley

2

Ayes.
Mr. McCulloch
Mr. Moir
Mr. Needham
Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Styanta
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Kelly

Noes.
Mr. MoLarty
Mr. Nalder
Mr. North
Mr. Owen
Mr. Perkins
Mr. Thorn
Mr. Watts
Mr. Wild
Mr. yates
Mr. Bovell

(Teller.)

pairn.
Noes.

Mr. Nimmo
Mr. Totterdehl
Dame F. Cardeli-lver
Mr. Ciddeld

Motion thus negatived.

Mr. HOAR: If the Bill is designed to
break the back of trades unionism in this
State the Government should realise that
it is bound to fail.

The Attorney General: It is not designed
for that. Does the hon. member think
that any union will be afraid of the Bill?

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr. HOAR: I have serious doubts as to

the intention of the Government in this
matter.

The Attorney General: Does the hon.
member think the trade unions will be
frightened of the Bill?

Mr. HOAR: No trade union is fright-
ened of anything, but if it is the inten-
tion of the Government to defeat trade
unionism it is bound to fail, because the
trade unions will not be afraid of it.

The Attorney Oeneral: Of course they
will not be.

Mr. HOAR: It is Just as well for the
Attorney General to get that firmly fixed
in his mind now because according to the
type of provision contained in the Bill,
it seems to be the desire of the Govern-
ment to achieve that object. For instance.
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take the statement of the Attorney General
that the court, under the Bill, would have
even more discretion than it has now. If
members will look at the Interpretation of
the word "strike" in the Act and compare
it with the proposed new definition. they
will find that this provision far exceeds
anything contained In the existing legisla-
tion because the Act lays down clearly
what a strike actually Is.

Under the Bill an entirely different
situation could develop because the inter-
pretation has been greatly extended.
It not only applies to the cessation of
work but to a limitation of work. It will
apply to a person or persons who neglect
to offer themselves for employment in the
industry in which they are employed. The
extension of this definition must prove to
be a tremendous weapon In the bands of
any employer or combination of employers
who desire to wield the big stick in the
industrial sphere.

I would like the Attorney General to
explain what the definition really means.
What is meant by the words, "a refusal or
neglect to offer for or accept employment
in the industry in which he is usually em-
ployed?" When does a man do that? I
would particularly like an answer to that
question, especially as it applies to a man
who when he is already in employment and
offers his services to another employer. Is
it meant to apply when he gets out of a
job? Although there has never been any
real explanation in this Chamber, as far as
I am aware that would constitute a strike.

Formerly we did know that when workers
were not at work through their own choice,
they were on strike: but now a worker can
actually be engaged In an occupation and,
by this legislation, be on strike if he is
limiting his activities on behalf of his
employer. What sort of a Bill is it when it
declares a worker can be on strike If he
is fully engaged in his employment? The
Attorney General says this is an easing of
the definition of strike as it appears in the
original Act. I say it complicates the posi-
tion tremendously. It makes it possible
for employers to bring all sorts of pressure
to bear on their workers; it makes it pos-
sible for employers to stage a lock-out and
still comply with the Act because it is not
a stoppage of work created by the employer
that is considered a lock-out under the
terms of this legislation.

For the sake of argument let us take the
timber industry. An employer in a small
mill wants to close his mill down for a week
or so. Under the award, provided he has
a certain number of logs on the landing.
he would be compelled to operate that
sawmill and if the men went to work in
the morning they would get a hall-day's
pay and so on. There is protection for
labour. But if the employer decides to
arrange the afternoon before that there
will be no logs on the landing, he can stop

work and put his workers off for a week or
so without his action being classed as a
lock-out.

On the other hand if a worker for some
reason or other neglected to offer or accept
employment in any part of the industry,
he can be charged with being on strike.
This is not at all fair or reasonable to
working-class people. I do not think
workers in this State will take much notice
of the Bill. They will carry on as they
have done and suit themselves as long as
they give a fair day's work for a fair day's
pay. By the Attorney General including
such provocative clauses in this legislation
he is not going to create any harmony in
industry. Whatever happens in the future
as a result of this legislation, the Govern-
ment will have nobody to blame but itself.
No trade unionist with whom I have been
associated is going to be influenced by such
trash as this. I do not know whether the
Attorney General is here at present.

The Minister for Lands: He does not
appear to be.

Mr. HOAR: I would certainly like some-
one on the Government side to explain
the words: "To neglect to offer or accept
employment". Their use in the defini-
tion has not been explained yet, and I
cannot see the intention. Nor can I see
the use of the other part of the clause.
It is no good appealing to the Attorney
Genera) or to the Premier or to the Gov-
ernment on this matter. They have made
up their minds to challenge the trade
union movement in this State, and this is
the way they propose to do it. They will
probably bring coals of fire on their heads
and it might be as well to warn them that
it will be their own fault if that happens.
The Minister for Lands stated by inter-
jection earlier that the Bill was brought
down to give the unionist more power.

The Minister for Lands: To give the
individual more say in the conduct of his
union.

Mr. HOAR: Unionists do not want to
be told what they should or should not
do in their domestic affairs.

The Minister for Lands: He has no say
today.

Mr. HOAR: Like the Attorney General.
the Minister for Lands has had very little
experience with unionists.

The Minister for Lands: More than you
think.

Mr. HOAR: I am sorry to hear such a
silly remark.

The Minister for Lands: There is no-
thing silly about it.

Mr. HOAR: To say that this Bill is go-
ing to give the unionists more power-

The Minister for Lands: More say in
their union affairs..
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Mr. HOAR: it will create an oppor-
tunity for certain small minorities that are
to be found in unionism today generally
to cause disturbances and disorders; it
will help that type of man to pimp in his
own union ranks and will make it pos-
sible to ask for inquiries into all sorts of
alleged charges. If we had an opportun-
ity of approaching the trade unions
throughout the State, either through their
executives or by plebescite, to ascertain
what they thought of this legislation we
would find that they would not need any
more power in their domestic arrange-
ments. They are quite capable of looking
after their own affairs. All they want Is
to be left alone. If the Government th inks
it is going to get away with this repres-
sive legislation it is making a big mistake
because the trade unions will not accept
it or stand for it. This is the worst type
of legislation with which this Parliament
has been insulted.

Mr. J. HEGNEY: I represent a strong
industrial centre and the workers would
expect me to express my strongest pos-
sible opposition to this Provision, which
savours of industrial conscription. Over
the years the Libefal Party has claimed to
stand for freedom and for the rights
of the individual, but this measure gives
the lie direct to those claims. it is a most
repressive form of legislation, and I doubt
whether in the whole history of the State
such a pernicious measure has been in-
troduced.

According to the Attorney General, the
object of the Bill is to strengthen the
Arbitration Court and combat commun-
ism and other undesirable influences that
might creep into the trade union move-
ment, but these reactionary proposals will
merely incense the workers and lead to
more strikes. A couple of workers might
have been employed for a considerable
time and, having saved some money.
might wish to take a few weeks off.
Under this proposal, they could be ordered
back to work, and thus the measure
definitely seeks to deny the worker free-
dom to retire from employment if he
so desires.

A little while ago, the minister for
Lands interjected that the Bill was de-
signed to give the unionists more power.
He has not indicated how that result
will be brought about. The real erfect,
however, will be to deny them some of
the freedom they enjoy under the exist-
ing law. Members of the Boilermakers'
Union, two which I belong, are on strike.
The officers of that union are elected by
ballot and I have a vote, although I am
not working in the industry at present.
Every member has an opportunity to vote
at a secret ballot. Recently a ballot was
taken on the question whether a motor
car should be purchased for the secretary
to enable him to compass the activities

of the organisation. This indicates that
members are consulted and have an op-
portunity to express their views.

There is no need for legislation of this
sort. The definition is all-embracing and
cannot be justified. The Attorney Gen-
eral is obsessed with the idea that the
existing dispute is due to the executive of
the A.E.U. being predominantly com-
miunist in constitution and having the
final say in the matter of the strike. Such
a contention is ridiculous in the extreme.
I attended one of the stop-work meet-
ings at which 400 men were present. My
object was to gauge their attitude, and I
found that almost without exception they
were intent on fighting this issue. I am
convinced that this is a strike of skilled
tradesmen, not one sponsored by com-
munists. In the early stages, the im-
plication was that Gibson, Cahill and
Symons were communists and were keep-
ing the men on strike. I know better.
The men will make their own decision as
to when they will return to work. If
they wished to return tomorrow, all the
communists in the Eastern States could
not influence them.

This clause which deals with the ex-
tension of the definition of "strike" will
only antagonise the men and, when they
go back into industry, instead of there
being more harmonious relationships, the
contrary wiUl be the position. We should
be trying to build up better relationships,
but the Bill will not do that. The history
of the trade union movement in Australia
is one of fights against oppression and
rotten conditions. It is not long since
that leaders of trade unions were gaoled
because they sought to alter conditions.
Finally they won, and trade unions
have become a great power in the land.
I agree that they should not be allowed
to misuse that power, but in Western Aus-
tralia these organisations have been con-
ducted in a proper way and on a high
standard.

[Mr. Perkins resumed the Chair.]

Mr. MoCULLOCH: I heard the At-
torney General say there had been a big
change in the court over the years. I
agree; but the change has certainly not
been to the benefit of the workers or the
trade unions. The obnoxious clause re-
ferring to strikes will make things much
worse for the unions. The Attorney
General also said that this legislation Is
better than the existing legislation so far
as the interpretation of "strike" is con-
cerned. Where he gets that idea I do
not know. If it is going to be much better
for the workers, I would have expected
them to request a change from the pre-
sent interpretation. Whether this would be
to the advantage of the unions I do not
know, but there is a penalty of £500 for
unions or organisations of employers and
£100 for individuals.
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I wonder whether the Government
honestly thinks that by having a provision
such as this strikes will be stopped.
Throughout my lire there have been
strik es, and it does not matter what legis-
lation is passed, they will not be Prevented.
I consider the Government has three ob-
jects in view in introducing this legisla-
tion: Firstly, it is inclined to the aboli-tion of arbitration altogether; secondly, it
wants industrial conscription; and thirdly,
it wants to smash unions. If this legisla-
tion does not indicate fascism, I1 do not
know what fascism is. Limitation of work
or refusal to accept work is mentioned in
the Bill. How would that apply in mines?
Someone might be working on a job and
it cuts out. The boss says he wants the
men to go to another stope, but It hap-
Pens to be wet and they do not want to
go. 'Under this interpretation, they would
be on strike. That is savage in the
extreme.

What is wrong with the Present in-
terpretation? We have had very few
strikes in this State over the past
25 to 30 years. Irrespective of what
legislation this Government or any other
Government introduces, strikes will never
be suppressed. Striking is the only way
to obtain any benefits. No employer of
whom I know will accede to requests im-
mediately. In nine cases out of 10 the
individual has to put up something to en-
force his demands. I am not a believer
in strikes, although I have been in many.
It is of no use the Premier or anyone
else trying to pass the buck by saying
that the present strike has been caused
by communists. Although communism is
not mentioned in the Bill there has been
a lot of discussion on it. If anything
would create communism, this legislation
will be a great weapon to help. I can
remember when the communists used to
call themselves the I.W.W., but they did
not get away with any strikes. We could
handle them. But if they increase their
ranks, which this legislation would tend
to do, they might give trouble.

I have seen reports, which I believe
came from the Premier, to the effect that
there were amicable relations between the
employers and the workers. I agree with
that. But why introduce this definition
into the Bill, the second part of which
is the worse feature? It is confusing to
me. I can only conclude that, firstly, it
will not stop strikes: secondly, it will cause
much more discontent in industry, and
thirdly, the fines inflicted wil be such that
neither the unions nor the individuals will
be able to pay them.

The proposed definition would have the
effect of abolishing So per cent. of the in-
dustrial unions on the G~oldfields, and many
other features of the Bill, apart from the
strike clause, could not be complied with
by them. I hope the Government will
forget all about the bogey-man, commun-
ism. Not one of the Ministers, or the

Premier himself, is game to come out in
public and name the communist leaders
of the strike. That is unfair. If I am
Prepared to say anything under privilege
here, then I am game to say it out in the
open.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The mem-
ber for Hannans is getting away from the
amendment.

Mr. McCULLO)CH: The Premier and
the Attorney General referred to the
strikes being originated by communists. If
the Government desires to avoid strikes
and the communists building up their
strength, It should leave the provision as
it exists at present in the Act. If the
clause is passed it will become the key-
note of the Bill, and will mean the sup-
pression of unionism. I hope the Gov-
ernment will say that it agrees with arbi-
tration; that it does not want industrial
conscription, and that it considers that to
have the unions under the present control
is better than having individual or collec-
tive bargaining with various employers.
This may suit the Employers' Federation,
but I do not know. I can say, however,
that it will have the effect of causing
anxiety and anger among the unions. I
oppose the clause as it stands.

Mr. MOIR: I would like some clari-
fication of an answer given by the Premier
to the member for South Fremantle when
he was dealing with the limitation of
work. I understood the Premier to say
that limitation of work was a strike. I
have already pointed out what obtains in
the goldmining industry where there is a
system of payment by results, or the al-
ternative that a worker may work on day
wages as provided by the award. If by
deciding not to accept piecework rates,
but to work on a day wages basis, with
a resulting limitation of output, the work-
er's action is taken to be a strike, this
is a splendid weapon handed on a platter-
to the employer.

Today the goldmining industry is in
some difficulties through rising costs.
We know that the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment's mismanagement of the country
is bringing about unemployment. There
are some experienced goldmlners who can-
not find work today and, when large num-
bers of unemployed are offering for work
on the Goldfields, what is to prevent the
employer saying, "I will no longer pay
Pieccyork prices and I expect you to do
the same amount of work on a wages basis
as you previously did under the incentive
system?" If the men did not accept that
position they would be on strike. Can the
Premier see that?

Mr. Graham: He can see nothing.

Mr. MOIR: Many years ago when there
was not much piecework in certain classi-
fications, an incentive system was intro-
duced on one mine. The men accepted
the piecework price and worked hard to
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make a little more. At the end of three
or four months, when they had judged the
capacity of the men, the employers abol-
ished piecework and put the men back on
the wages basis. All who did not get out
the same tally on wages as they had on
piecework were sacked.

In view of the Premier's silence and his
previous answer, I do not doubt that one
of the ideas behind the clause Is aimed
at the workers in the goldmining indus-
try, though the majority of them have a
record unsurpassed in that or any other
industry anywhere in the Commonwealth.
The Minister for Lands, by interjection,
said the Bill was designed to give the
workers more control of their unions. Does
he believe that 1, as an official of the
Miners' Union, could persuade them to do
anything they did not want to do? His
fatherly interest in unionists is all poppy-
cock, and I can only conclude that the
Bill is a deliberate attempt to smash the
trade unions in this State.

The Attorney General: Do you think
they are frightened?

Mr. MOfI: That is beside the point.
The Attorney General well knows that the
intention of the Bill is as I have said.

The Attorney General: I do not know it.

Mr. MOIR: Then the Minister is more
dense than I thought he was. The mecas-
ure imposes particularly savage penalties.
If a worker is deemed to be on strike and
is fined the maximum penalty of £100, he
probably will not have that much to spare
to pay the fine. Will the bailiff then be
put into his home to realise on his few
sticks of furniture? And if that is not
sufficient or if the offence continues, will
he be put in gaol? This State could easily
reach the same basis as Russia, with con-
centration camps to hold the workers who
had infringed the law, If this measure
reached the statute book. The Govern-
ment, for reasons best known to itself, has
decided to smash unionism in this State.

The A.W.U. has workers scattered all
over the State. If a small body of them
at some isolated centre decided to down
tools the union would be liable to a fine
of £500. What a great opportunity that
would be for the people in our midst that
we know are enemies of organised trade
unionism. I do not refer now to members
sitting on the Government side of the
Chamber but to people in the trade union
movement who belong to a party the aim
of which is to smash the unions. What
better opportunity than that could be af-
forded them deliberately to instigate
strikes In order to get the unions into
trouble?

The Bill would give those people a
golden opportunity to achieve the object
which unions such as the A.W.U. have
successfully fought for many years. If

the Government cannot see that, its
powers of perception must be very weak.
I do not think It cares what methods are
used so long as it attains the result It
wants. Western Australia has much for
which to thank organised trade unionism.
The movement has lifted the standard of
living of the mass of the people consider-
ably. One of my first recollections is of
when, as a child, I was told of a strike
in the timber industry when workers in
the South-West were on strike for 16
weeks in order to get an extra Is. per day,
to raise their money from 6s. to 7s. a day.

Mr. J. Hegney: Does the Minister for
Labour remember that?

Mr. MOIR: He would not care.
Organised trade unionism has lifted the
standard of living of workers in this State
despite opposition from Governments of
the same character as that now occupying
the Treasury bench. I had thought that
people in these days were more enlight-
ened, but apparently that is not the case
because this Government, like its counter-
parts of other years, is endeavouring to
oppress the workers. It is almost useless
to try to appeal for reason from mem-
bers of the Government and their sup-
porters, but I am here to express the
views that I honestly hold. Retribution
will come because the electors, at the first
opportunity, will express their views in no
uncertain manner. The Government has
handed us some wonderful ammunition,
and we could not have asked for more.
There is no doubt in my mind that the
people will put this Government where it
belongs-on the Opposition side of the
Chamber.

Mr. GRAHAM: I move-
That progress be reported.

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

Ayes ..
Noes ..

Majority against

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Brady
Butcher
Graham
Guthrie
Hhwke
J. Heginey
Hoar
Johnson
Lawrence
May

Mr. Abbott
Mr. Ackland
Mr. Brand
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Doney
Mr. Graydlen
Mr. Griffith
Mr. Hearnlan
Mr. Hill
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. Mann

Ayes.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Noes.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Meoulloct
Moir
Needham
Nulsent
Sewell
Sleeman
Styants
Tonakin
Kelly

Manning
MoLarty
Nalder
North
Owen
Thorn
Watts
Wild
Yates
Bovell

19
... .... 21

2

(Teller.)

(Teller.)
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Arm. Nces.
Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Nlmmo
Mr. Marshall Mr. Totterdell
Mr. Rodoreda Dame F. Cardelj-Oliver
Mr. Coverley Mr. Olcifield

Motion thus negatived.
Mr. GRAHAM: I had the Idea that

the Government was anxious to close pro-
ceedings at about midnight but apparently,
according to the vote just taken, it desires
to remain here for as long as possible.
If that is the attitude I am happy to
oblige by lending any assistance I can.

Mr. J. Hegney: Until members are
physically exhausted.

Mr. GRAHAM: Apparently the Gov-
ernument, thought that it could bring be-
fore us obnoxious provisions such as are
contained in the Bill without any protest
or genuine opposition on the part of those
who occupy seats on this side of the
Chamber.

Mr. Bovell: Just so much repetition.
Mr. GRAHAM: I do not think it

proper for the Government Whip to cast
reflections on the Chairman.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: Hear, hear!
Mr. GRAHAM: Perhaps, instead of

these wild interjections, it might serve aL
far better purpose if the member for
Vasse had a little courage and got to his
feet and delivered himself of a few words
to tell us what he thinks about it all.

Mr. Bovell: If I could not say any-
thing better than that, I would not get
to my feet.

Mr. GRAHAM: Through the agency of
the member for Vasse, I have not had
an opportunity of delivering any words on
this amendment. A person must be naive
to consider for a moment that we would
permit what is contemplated in the clause
before us to be passed without the strong-
est protest. Either we have fascism to
the nth degree or else members of the
Government fail to understand simple En-
gush language, because I make the definite
statement that nobody with anything but
a dictatorial attitude and belief would
contemplate supporting a proposition such
as this.

We, as comparative laymen, supported
by eminent counsel so far as industrial
law is concerned, have endeavoured to
discuss the ramifications of this clause;
yet those who support the Government
are unmoved by our pleadings which to
a great extent are based upon our ex-
perience in industrial matters. As the
member for Gascoyne suggested, this Gov-
ernment has no experience or knowledge
of industrial matters.

Hon. A. R. 0. Hawke: And is incapable
of learning.

Mr. GRAHAM:
obvious, because of
heed no argument

That, of course, is
its determination to

or warning given by

members on this side of the Chamber.
Let us have a look at the proposition that
is before us. It says the definition of the
term 'strike" includes a cessation of
work." There is no qualification about
that and the worker who gives a week's
notice to his employer comes within that
interpretation.

Hon. A. R. G. Hawke: He certainly
does.

Mr. GRAHAM: It does not say that
if a worker ceases work he shall be guilty
of an offence unless he gives adequate
notice in accordance with the terms of
his award. I suppose a valued servant
who after attaining the age of 90 years
decided it was time to leave an industry.
and did so, would incur the displeasure of
this ridiculous clause. A worker who gives
notice to his employer Is liable to a fine
of £100. That is not a figment of imagina-
tion because it is clearly worded and it
is hoped that the members of the Gov-
ernment can read English.

A limitation of work constitutes an of-
fence and I wonder what comes within
the scope of that definition. Does it mean
that if the output of an industry com-
prising a number of workmen falls be-
cause of a variety of reasons, it is a
limitation of work? Because, if it is,
such worker or workers will be liable to
penalties. The interpretation goes on to
say, "A worker acting in combination with
another worker." That, of course, indi-
cates that if there be two employees in
an establishment who, after discussing the
matter, decide that the boss has not been
fair; that he has indulged in victimisation;
that the working conditions are filthy or
unsafe, then an offence has been com-
mitted.

The definition also sets out that if a
worker acts "in combination or under a
common understanding with another
worker or person" he then has taken part
in a strike, and the highest legal authority
suggests that a man discussing the matter
with his wife would breach the clause now
before us. It is all very well for the At-
torney General to suggest that we are ex-
aggerating and proposing all sorts of
fantastic things that could never happen,
but the fact remains that the clause sets
down certain things. I defy any member
supporting the Government to Indicate
that under the Bill what we suggest could
not happen.

We go a little further with this ne-
farious Provision. It says, the term "strike"
includes a "refusal or neglect to offer for
employment." I suggest that apart from
hitting the workers, the effects of this
Provision will affect quite a few of the
silvertails in Mount-st.. Dalkeith and other
Parts, and they will not be too happy
about that. Under this provision it will
be an offence to neglect to offer for or
accept employment by acting in combina-
tion with another person. Accordingly, if

295



(ASSEMBLY.1

an individual, for his own reasons, leaves
his employment and chances to be strol-
ling down St. George's Terrace and some
employer says, "You are a clerk: report
to my office for a job" and that worker.
acting in combination or under common
understanding with another person, says,
"No. I am finished with that kind of work;
I want to be a wharf labourer," he is guilty
of an offence under this provision.

Yet we have reached the stage, when a
division is held, that 21 persons, who are
supposed to be intelligent, are prepared
to vote for that sort of proposition. Is
their class bias so extreme that they must
support such a provision? By this con-
tinual process of hounding reds or people
who are progressive in their outlook are
we to allow tyrants to support legislation
such as this? As I have said on a number
of occasions, it is simply a matter of in-
competency or of dictatorial methods being
employed when a Government is defended
and protected by the Press as this Gov-
ernment has been. Not one but many
members of this Chamber have been given
a full account of the meaning of this
interpretation, but the public has still not
been told through the daily Press the
significance and Importance of this legis-
lation. Had that been done, we would
have trouble of the first magnitude.

Although this legislation has been in-
troduced and although the Government
has indicated by the several votes this
evening that it intends to proceed with
it, I can assure Ministers that there is
not a chance in a million of the metal
trades strike ceasing this week, next week
or the week after. It is all very well for
the Minister for Lands and the Attorney
General to hurl across the Chamber at
intervals the question, "Are you or the
unions afraid of what is contained in this
Bill?" As has been said, the unions and
unionists are not afraid of it. They are
appalled to think that any country should
continue to call itself democratic and yet
have a Government capable of propound-
ing such schemes as are contained In this
Bill.

The CHAIRMAN: I am afraid the hon.
member is wandering from the amendment
before the Chair.

Mr. GRAHAM: An amendment, which
is to label as a breaker of the law prac-
tically any person who desires to exercise
his elementary rights in this community,
is surely as broad as any Proposition can
be. In my earlier remarks I demonstrated
that the worker will be debarred from
making any decisions for himself; he will
be bound hand and foot to the employer,
and if you. Sir, have followed not only
me but the speakers Preceding me, surely
you must be convinced of that point of
view. After all, the Attorney General
told us this was one of the methods to
be employed to break the Present unfortu-
nate and, shall I say, disastrous strike.

The CHAIRMAN: This line of argu-
ment is more suited to a second reading
speech than to discussion of a clause of
the Bill.

Mr. GRAHAM: I hope you are not
inviting me, Mr. Chairman, to go over the
implications of this part of the clause it
is sought to delete.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
will have to produce reasons for or against
paragraph (e) remaining in the Bill.

Mr. GRAHAM: I had hoped I was
making it sufficiently plain that there was
no argument for paragraph (e) remain-
ing in the Bill Put forward by me, but
quite the opposite. I am endeavouring
to give powerful reasons, both in a general
sense and with particular reference to the
present industrial trouble. Surely I am
in order in suggesting that a preposterous
proposition such as this, is having un-
fortunate effects so far as that industrial
trouble is concerned. Without labouring
the point, I think it would be of informa-
tion to the Committee to know the atti-
tude of the strikers which this legisla-
tion is designed to cover.

If I may be permitted to say in passing,
the strikers consider that, in the eyes of
the Government, they are responsible for
this Bill and the definition of the word
"strike." In other words, they feel that
this harsh legislation and savage interpre-
tation have been caused by them, and
that under its Provisions the workers of
the State generally are to suffer a most
severe injustice. Because of that, we are
going to fight this matter, irrespective of
what penalties are imposed- and there is
a penalty of £100 and £10 a day.

The CHAIRMAN: That is not in this
particular clause.

Mr. GRAHAM: No, but it certainly ties
up with this clause. After all, it lays down
what a strike is and, once under its defi-
nition. one incurs its penalties.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
can discuss the Penalties later on.

Mr. GRAHAM: That is so. I have not
expressed an opinion on the penalties at
all. These workers have stated unequivo-
cally that they will not pay the fine; that
this Government will have the task of en-
larging Fremantle gaol many times to ac-
commodate them, and that as soon as that
course is taken and the men imprisoned,
many hundreds of thousands of other
workers will cease employment. This sav-
age legislation Prohibits a worker from
moving from one place to another and
from consulting with a fellow worker, and
it will certainly get the backs up of all
the unions, peaceful and otherwise.

The Government thinks we are bluffing
and is unmoved by the pleas we make.
According to this provision, a man who is
said to have caused or to have been asso-
ciated with a strike will be regarded as
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on strike until the court whitewashes him.
In other words, Mr. Chairman, if you and
I decide that, being members of Paris-
ment was a pretty poor show-which, from
the Point of view of personal reward it
certainly is-then we become offenders
against this legislation. By discussing the
matter of ceasing our employment, we re-
main Indicted under these provisions until
such time as the court declares that our
action is not a strike. That is the posi-
tion. Before a person has been charged
or anything proved against him in the
court, he is guilty of an offence. Sub-
sequently the court may or may not do
something about it.

I agree with the member for Melville
that there is nothing to suggest who shall
implement the provision. Even if we as-
sume that the court would be indulgent
in the matter, where is this to start and
finish? Suppose two workers conferred on
the conditions of their employment and
then, after giving due notice, resigned.
would the position be aggravated if 200
men acted similarly? It will be no of-
fence for an employer to put off 200 work-
ers, but I suppose the Government thinks
that would not matter. Yet if 200 workers
decided to leave their employment, that
is a serious matter in the eyes of the
Government because it would affect pockets
and dividends.

I cannot conceive how any body of in-
dividuals laying claim to Intelligence can
vote for such a proposal. The fact of
supporters of the Government feeling con-
cerned about the existing dispute is no
reason why they should fly to excesses
and accept anything the Government cares
to serve up to them. Apparently those
members were asked to give an under-
taking that they would support the meas-
ure, and, without knowing anything of its
contentious provisions, they gave the
undertaking and the Government, on the
strength of those pledges-

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member is
wandering away from the amendment
again.

Mr. GRAHAM: I regret that I have
transgressed to some extent. I felt that
I was associating my remarks with the
definition in expressing amazement that
members on the Government side should
be Prepared to continue their support of
this iniquitous provision. We are informed
that an opportunity was not given to
them to study the Bill. If this opportu-
nity had been afforded them, surely they
could not have agreed to the definition of
"strike!" I do not know what additional
information could be supplied on this ques-
tion. We have analysed the definition, and
yet members on the Government side seem
unconcerned as to whether what we say
is right or wrong. I wonder what power
has paralysed those members. Has the
Employers' Federation made certain ges-
tures or offered certain consideration for
unqualified support of this measure?

The CHAIRMAN: I am afraid the hon.
member is wandering from the amend-
ment.

Mr. GRAHlAM: I am afraid TI am, but I
believe that I have been saying something
apposite to the discussion. I have been
hoping that my remarks would stir up
some of the private members opposite to
say whether our contentions are correct
or not, but their silence indicates that
they are afraid to speak because then they
would be compelled, in all decency and
honesty, to admit that we have given a
proper interpretation of this iniquitous
provision.

Hon. A. Rt. G. HAWKE: One would have
thought that the action of the member
for Gascoyne in leaving permanently the
ranks of Government supporters would at
least have shocked some into a realisation
of how iniquitous, provocative and danger-
ous this portion of the Bill really is. The
Attorney General would have us believe
there is nothing to worry about in con-
nection with this part of the Bill because
the Arbitration Court will be given the
discretion to rule that something, which
this part of the Bill will clearly describe
as being a strike, is not to be regarded
legally as a strike at all. I would like to
ask the Attorney General who will hear
and decide prosecutions taken against
workers under this part of the Bill for
having engaged in a strike or something
in the nature of a strike. Will those prose-
cutions be heard and decided by indus-
trial magistrates as is the procedure at
present?

The Attorney General: That issue will
not be tried by industrial magistrates.

Hon. A. R. 0. HAWKE: By whom will
it be tried?

The Attorney General: By the Arbitra-
tion Court.

Ron. A. R. G. HAWKE: If the issue in
every instance will be decided by the Arbi-
tration Court, the Government, by this
legislation, will put the court in an ex-
tremely difficult situation. In one part of
the law we will be telling the court that
the development of a certain set of cir-
cumstances will in fact constitute a strike
or something in the nature of a strike.
We will be telling the court that the work-
ers who are responsible for helping to
create those circumstances have broken
the law and are automatically subject to
the imposition of the penalties provided
In the Bill for a breach of this part of
the proposed law.

Then we go on to say to the court
that it may at its discretion declare the
circumstances not to be a strike or any-
thing in the nature of a strike. It seems
to me that the court will have extreme
difficulty in trying to find out where it
stands, in trying to lay down a consistent
policy in regard to what is and what is
not a strike. It is a peculiar practice to
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have a piece of legislation which declares
in clear-cut language what is a strike,
what is in the nature of a strike, and
then say that the court may decide that
what the law has decided is a strike is not
a strike.

One could imigine all kinds of legal con-
fusion arising out of that situation. How
ever, it is my view that the court will not
allow any confusion to arise at all. Where
the circumstances are such as to be a
strike or constitute something in the
nature of a strike, the court will quite
likely decide that it is a strike and will
make a decision accordingly, which will be
against the workers.

Judged upon the basis of an article
which he had published in "The West
Australian" Yesterday, the Premier seems
to think that we, as members of this
Committee, should judge this Bill and
this part of the Bill upon one basis'and
one basis only. The basis upon which
the Premier would have us judge the
Bill is that of the objective of the Gov-
ernment in relation to it. What an im-
possible proposition that is! How silly
we would be. how recreant to our trust.
if we were to be satisfied to judge this
part of the Bill and the Bill as a whole
upon the basis of what the Premier
claims to be its objectives! Our only
proper course is to judge the Bill
upon what it contains and that is the
only safe rule of judgement to apply to
this paragragh (e) of Clause 3.

Anyone who has eyes to see and a mind
capable of understanding will have no
difficulty in deciding what paragraph (e)
means. It is not a paragraph that is
difficult of interpretation. It makes the
definition of the term "strike" as wide
almost as the world itself. If 'this is
to become law, workers in all parts of
the State will be breaching the law every
week of the year, if not every day. It
is not only possible but it is extremely
easy to think of thousands of instances
where this paragraph would be breached.

Despite what the Premier said in the
newspaper Yesterday, this paragraph al-
lows for the regimentation of labour, for
the conscription of labour, and there is
no shadow of doubt that it will be used
for that purpose. We are living today in
a somewhat normal period, but we know
that around the corner there are econ-
omic and industrial difficulties. The Pre-
mier has told us that the men who have
been sacked by the Government from
public works will be re-employed reason-
ably soon: but our fear, based upon good
grounds. is that not only will they not
be re-employed but that many additional
men will also be sacked.

This sort of thing is happening all over
Australia. So, obviously a difficult in-
dustrial situation is developing. We know
what happens in a situation of that kind.
We know that some emoployers--the worst

of them-take every advantage of a situa-
tion of that kind; yet here we have the
Government proposing to put into the
hands of the worst type of employers
power which would enable them at any
time, and especially in a period of In-
dustrial difficulty and of unemployment,
to regiment labour, to conscript labour.
to put upon workers all sorts of imposi-
tions, well knowing that if the workers
refuse to suffer those impositions they
Immediately and automatically break the
law and could be prosecuted, found guilty
and punished. That is what the Bill
would do. There is no justification for
it.

The Government has no right, moral.
or otherwise, to put a power such as this
into the hands of employers, good, bad
or indifferent. The trade union move-
ment as a whole has stood solidly by the
system of arbitration in this State since
the principal Act was first passed in 1924:
and it has done so during the currency
of this metal trades strike. Generally
it has been of the same view as the
Government in regard to the claim for
increased margins for skill for men in the
metal trades. Now the Government, by
bringing forward a proposal of this kind,
is driving the trade union movement right
away.

It is a Poor reward to hand out to
98 per cent. of trade unions in Western
Australia in view of the stand they have
taken in connection with the metal trades
strike. Evidently the Government wants
all the trade unions in Western Australia
to be against the Government and against
arbitration, because the inclusion of a
savage, tyrannical provision of this kind
will undoubtedly drive all trade unions
into a position where they will have a
grave suspicion and fear of the Indus-
trial Arbitration Act and the powers
which the employers and the Arbitration
Court will have in the future.

Apparently the Government has not
the slightest appreciation of the value of
the trade unions generally in regard t3,
industrial legislation. It evidently con-
siders that on the question we are de-
bating the views of the unions are of no
value. Why does the Government insist
that a savage proposition of this kind
should be Put into the Act? Apparently
it is because the proposal has been de-
manded by someone outside the ranks of
the Government itself.

I do not know who is demanding it. It
may be the Employers' Federation. We
can understand the members of that body
being anxious for it because this would
be of tremendous value to employers-
especially the unscrupulous types. it
would be worth its weight in uranium
ore to them, particularly in times of in-
dustrial and economic difficulty because
they could use the legislation to the
greatest possible extent for the Purpose of
subduing, exploiting and weakening the
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workers individually and collectively. This
part of the Hill could be used to break
down the morale of the individual trade
unionists and the organised strength of
indvidual trade unions and the trade
union movement generally.

It is not enough for the Attorney Gen-
eral or the Premier to tell us that the pro-
vision would not be used for such a pur-
Pose. we know what has happened in
the past, and we are aware that history
has a habit or repeating itself-sometimes
when it is least expected. If the Govern-
ment were anxious to deal with the exist-
ing metal trades strike, and considered
there was not enough authority in the
Industrial Arbitration Act for the purpose,
why did it not bring down a special Bill
to deal with the dispute instead of intro-
ducing one which makes an all-out attack
on the trade union movement as a whole?

The Government might have had con-siderable justification if it brought down
a special Bill for dealing only with the
metal trades strike,' but it has no shred
of justification for bringing down this all-
embracing proposition which is as wide as
the distance from one pole to the other,
and which could and doubtless will, be
used to undermine trade unionism gener-
ally. Some have said that this provision
in the Bill, when it is applied to trade
unionists and unions, will not suceed be-
cause they will fight the provision and de-
feat its application. I doubt whether the
trade unionists and the unions generally
will allow a provision such as this to be
applied to them by the processes of law.

There is another angle. We have to
realise that in more recent years apathy
has become general right through the
community. There is the possibility, there-
fore, that a proposition of this kind might
be applied viciously to trade unionists and
unions without their fighting it to the ex-
tent that is necessary. That is something
the future will decide. If the proposition is
made law and its application creates
widespread industrial unrest, as it might
conceivably and should do, then the mem-
bers of the Government and their sup-
porters in this Chamber will have a terri-
ble responsibility upon their shoulders.

By that time I rather think they will no
longer be the Government. They might
easily suffer, at the election early in Feb-
ruary, a severe defeat-much more severe
than they would otherwise suffer-by
virtue of the fact that they are trying
to impose this one-sided legislation on
the workers. The Government's action in
putting this provision in the Bill is bad
enough in all conscience, but it is made
a thousand times worse by the refusal of
the Government during the night to in-
clude a similar provision in connection
with the definition of the term "lock-out."

There is no argument that can be Put
forward to support this part of the Bill
and I therefore appeal to members on the
Government side to vote the proposal out.

If this provision becomes law every indus-
trial worker in the State will be anxious
to punish those who will have been re-
sponsible for it. Some Liberal Party
members represent districts in which
there is a large percentage of industrial
workers-sufficient in every such elector-
ate to bring about the defeat of those
who vote to put this proposal in the stat-
ute book. Such members can be sure that
the whole of the industrial vote will be
solidly organised by the Labour Party and
the trade union movement to bring about
the defeat of every member who votes for
this proposition.

No member can now offer the excuse
of not knowing what the proposal con-
tained in the Bill means. As soon as the
member for Gascoyne saw its significanci
and realised how it was loaded against the
workers, he took a sensational step by
deserting the Government permanently as
a protest against the Hill and in particu-
lar against paragraph (e) of Clause 3.
Liberal Party members who are still stick-
Ing loyally and blindly to the Government
in connection with this matter will have
no excuse when they have to face their
masters. They will not be able to say
that the Attorney General and the
Premier misled them and told them the
objects of the Bill were laudable and de-
sirable. They will not now be able to say
those things that they could have said
a couple of days ago, because there Is no
excuse for any member of the Chamber
not now knowing how vicious this part
of the Bill is. I sincerely hope and trust
that this vicious, stupid, provocative and
dangerous part of Clause 3 will be struck
out by the vote of an overwhelming
majority of members of the Committee.

Amendment Put and a division taken
with the following result:-

Ayes
Noes

Majority against

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Brady
Butcher
Graham
Guthrie
Hawke
J. Hegney
Hoar
Johnson
Lawrence
May

Abbott
Ackland
Brand
Cornell
Doney
Grayden
Griffith
Bleaeman
Hill
Hutchinson
Mann

Ayes.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Noes.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

... 19
.... .... .... 2 1

2

McCulloch
Moir
Needham
Nulsen
Sewell
S teema n
Stysante
Ton kin
Kelly

(Teller.)

Manning
McLarty
Nalder
North
Owen
Thorn
Watts
Wild
Yates
Bovell

(Telle".)

299



Questions : Agriculture, (a) as to Carnarvon
research station .. .. ..

(b) as to crop acreages and allotment
of superphosphate .... .... ..

Railways, as to new barracks, Merredin
Local government, as to introduction of

legislation ... ..
Superphespbato, (a) as to basis of ill-

tribution ... .. ... ..
(b) as to utilising services of retired

offier ..
Comprehensive water scheme, as to

Wellington Dam -Narrogin section ..
Address -in-reply, fourth day ... ..

Spekers on Address-
Hon. J. N. A. Cunlngham... ..
Non. J. G. Hislop .. .. ..
lHon. IF. R. H. Lavery ... ..

Adjournment, special .. .. ..

[COUNCIL.]

Pairs.
Ayes. Noes.

Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Niromo
Mr. Marshall Mr. Totterdell
Mr. Thodoreda Dame F. Cardell-Oliver
Mr. Coverley Mr, Olafield
Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and a division taken with

the following result:-
Ayes ... "-.. ... .... 20
Noes .... .. ... 19

Majority for

Mr. Abbott
Mr. Ackland
Mr. Brand
Mr. Cornell
Mr. Doney
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Griffithm
Mr. Hearman
Mr. Hill
Mr. Hutchinson

Mr. Brady
Mr. Butcher
Mr. Graham
Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Hawke
Mr. J. Hegney
Mr. Hoar
Mr. John
Mr. Lawrence
Mr. May

1

Ayes.
Mr. Mann
Mr. Manning
Mr. McLarty
Mr. Nalder
Mr. Owen
Mr. Thorn
Mr. Watts
Mr. Wild
Mr. Yates
Mr. Bovell

Noes.
Mr. McCulloch
Mr. Mats
Mr. Needham
Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Sewell
Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Styants
Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Kelly

QUESTIONS.

AGRICULTURE.

(a) As to Carnarvon Research Station.

I-on. C. W, D. BARKER asked the Min-
ister for Agriculture:

(1) Does he intend to locate perman-
ently at the Carnarvon research station a.
technical officer to follow up the valuable
work recently carried out at the station by
Dr. Dunne?

(2) When will urgently needed addi-
tional living quarters be constructed at
the station?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) A graduate in agriculture was ap-

pointed to the Carnarvon research station
this year. The appointment of additional
staff will be considered when the necessity
arises and funds are available. Dr. Dunne
will continue his association with the
planning of the research programme.

(2) This will depend upon the avail-
ability of loan funds.

(b) As to Crop Acreages and Allotment of
Super phosphate.

lion. F. R. H. LAVERY asked the Min-
ister for Agriculture:

(1) What was the acreage sown under-
(a) wheat, season 1950-51;
(b) oats, season 1950-51?

(2) What is the acreage for season
195 1-52-

(a) wheat;
(h) oats?

(3) What tonnage of superphosphate
was allotted for-

(a) season 1950-51;
(h) season 1951-52?

The MINISTER replied:
(1)

(2)

(3)

(a) 3,254,447 acres.
(h) 1,104,998 acres.
(a) 3,200,000 acres (estimated).
(b) 1,300,000 acres (estimated).
(a) 427,101 tons (including mix-

tures, i.e. potato manure.
(b) 422,825 tons (including mix-

tures, i.e. potato manure).

RAILWAYS.

As to New Barracks, Merredin.

H-on. G. BENJIETI'S asked the Minister
for Railways:

Will he inform the House when it is
anticipated that huilding operations will
commence on the proposed new railway
barracks at Merredin?
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

Pairs
Ayes. NowS.

Mr. Nimmo Mr. W. Hegney
Mr. Totterdell Mr. Marshall
Damie P. Cardell-Oliver Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Oldfled Mr. Covertey
Clause thus passed.
Progress reported.

Rouse adjourned at 3.2 a.m. (Wednesday).
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Wednesday, 13th August, 1952.
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