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work has been carried out by the depart-
mient:

1. Agreements luavv been negatiated. and en-
tered into with the following unio~s:-

Australin Worke~r-' Union-General.
Australian Workers' Union, 'Wqstralinn Gold-

fields 'Mining Branch Indlustrial Union
of Workers, to cover State battery em-
playes.

Fedlerated Clerks' Union of Workers, to corer
timekeepers and cost clerks.

Amalgamated Transport Union of 'Workers'
to cover Government %notor ear drivers.

2. Negotiations have almost been finailised.
for agreements with-

Atustralian Workers' Unilot, Pastoral and
Agricultural Industrial Union of Work-
ers, to cover employees on tile State
faring.

Shop Assistants' Union of WVorkers, to cover
storemen employed by the Government
Stores Department.

3. Negotiations have been started for agree-
meats withi the Carpenters' Usnion of Workers
and the Plumbers' Union of Workers.

4. Answers to claims have been prepared
and filed in the Court of Arbitration and is-
sues settled in the eases of-

Hospital Employees' Union, to cover emi-
ployees at the Wooroloo Sanatorium.

Hospital Employees' Union, to cover do-
nestics employed at mental hospitals.

Hospital Employees' Union, to deal with emi-
plovees at the Old Mfen's Houme.

Amalgamated Engineering Union, to cover
employees at the -Public Works, Water
Supply, and other departments.

Amalgamated Engineering Union, to cover
mnen working at pumping stations in
connection with the Goldfields Water
supply.

The Australasian Society of Engineers, to
cover employees of tile Public Works,
Water Supply, and other departmlcnts.

5. -Negotiations have been carried on to
settle the following refercecs of dis4putes filed]
in the Court of Arbitrtion:-

flock, Rivers and Harbour Works. All mat-
ters agreed to and award made by con-
sen t.

Hotel, Club, Caterers' Union, to cover State
Hotel emnployees. Final offer has been
made to the untion, ndi the department
is nowv awaiting acceptance.

Hospital Employees' Union. to deal wvith
domestics employed at mental hospitals.
An awvard has been made, one point bav-
ing been left for the conrt to determine.

Ilospitml EMiployees' Union. This covers
tine employees at the 'Wooroloc Sanator-
ium. The final stages have been reacbed,
and an agreemtent will probably be
arrived at.

6. Claims by Wunter Supply Union served on
departments now under consideration.
An ailswer is being prepared for the
mietropolitan and goldfieilds water Sup-
ply systems.

These particulars should furnish members
with an idea of the vast amount of detailed
and intricate work that has to be attended
to by two oflicers of the department. Their
services are very valuable. They are men
who are fair and just in every way. They
desire and endeavour to do the fair and
proper thing onl all occasions. Their rela-
tionship with the different industrial or-
ganisations is of a very happy character and
the greatest confidence exists between the
officers of the Labour Department and the
relpresenltatives of the industrial organisations
throughout the State. I feel that the officers
at this department and the work carried out
by the department fromn time to time are
deserving of the highest praise, and I am
very pleased to have this opportunity to
make a public utterance in connection with
the work those officers are doing, and the
activities carried on wvithin the department.
I commend to the Committee the Estimates
undler their various headings.

Progress reported.

Rouse adjourned at 10.40 pan.

lLeqtsAlative Crouncil.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
pan., and read prayers.

QUESTION-WORKERS'
OOXPENSATION.

Select Committee Evidence.
Honl. C. F. BAXTER asked the Chief Sec-

retary: 1, in view of the public statements
made by members of the Select Committee
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on the State Government Insurance Office
Bill, and the answer to Question 13, given
by the Crown Solicitor to that Select Comn-
mittee in connection with the effect of Sec-
tion 10 of the Workers' Compensation Act,
does the Government intend, in this session,
to introduce legislation to provide that all
bonafide insurance companies carrying on
workers' compensation business, which have
complied with the Insurance Companies Act,
will be companies with which it will be law-
ful to insure against workers' compensation
risks? 2, If not, will the Minister, as re-
presenting the Government, give a definite
assurance that all such companies will on
application be approved under the existing
provisions of Section 10 of the Workers'
Compensation Act?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:- 1
and 2, These matters are tinder considera-
tion.

BILL-FrINANCIAL EMERGENCY TAX
ASSESSMENT ACT AMENDMENT.

Report of Committee.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Ron. W.
H. Kitson-West) [4.34]: I move-

That the report of the Committee be adop-
ted.

HON. J. CORNELL (South) [4.35]: It
is rather unusual to raise a question on the
adoption of a report from the Committee.
I do so in this instance for the reason that
if the Minister will give an explanation on
the point I am raising, some hon. member
may be able to place on the Notice Paper a
motion to recommit the Bill a~t the third
reading stage. The Bill now reported con-
tains a clause enabling the Government to
go after an evading tax-payer for a period
of three years. At present the period is
six months, at the expiration of which the
liability ceases. Is it intended that the
clause in question shall have retrospective
effect for three years from the date of assent
to the Bill? Personally I do not care
whether it has or not, but certainly an an-
nouncement should be made for the benefit
of the public. It is unusual for legislation
to have retrospective effect unless that is
specifically provided. I do not know that
that feature has anything to do with the
Commissioner of Taxation, who is pretty
well a law unto himself. If he decided to
go back three years, or two years, or one

year, the only recourse of the taxpayer,
even if be had the best of cases, would be
to go to law. Then the courts would decide
whether or not the measure gave the Com-
missioner that retrospective power. A pro-
nouncement should be made on the point.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. W.
H. IKitson-West-in reply) [4.36): 1 re-
gret very much my inability to say offhand
what the position will be from a legal
aspect. At the same time, if the report of
Committee is adopted, I shall be prepared
to procure the necessary advice from the
Crown Law Department and supply it to
the hon. member for his information.

Hon. J. Cornell: I do not want it.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: That might

be the better plan.
Hon. J. Cornell: As long as the third

reading is delayed, it is all right.
Question put and passed, report of Com-

mittee adopted.

BILL-STATE GOVERNMENT
INSURANCE OFFICE.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. H. V. PIESSE (South-East)
[4.37]: The evidence which the select com-
mittee on the Bill has placed before this
House and another Chamber has afforded
bon. members every opportunity to study
the measure now before us. In this House
we have had the pleasure of listening to
many valuable speeches for and against
the Bill. To '.%r. Drew one always listens
with great pleasure, because one realises
his honesty of statement and of purpose.
Whilst on this occasion I cannot see eye-
to-eye with the hon. gentleman in his many
arguments, I always respect his opinion.
Unlike Mr. Craig, I must say that the older
members of the Chamber have my respect.
I feel that in M1r. Holmes we have a man
wvhose broad outlook on life and whose
great experience are highly valuable to our
deliberations. Outside the Chamber Mr.
Holmes is looked upon not as a joke but
as a nmast valuable member of the House.
Many points of the Bill I do not intend to
touch on, hut I do say at the outset that
the State Government Insurance Office is
definitely a State trading concern. AIr.
Williams's remarks on the Third Schedule
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were highly informative. The bon. member ees inerely ,o that the shares can he sold
stated that no insurance company, in his
opinion, would take the risks under the
Third Schedule. If the Bill does become
law and if there are no replies to the ques-
tions Mr. Baxter asked to-day, one
cannot expect the insurance companies,
until the full position has been placed be-
fore them, to give either an opinion or a
decision. It is the duty of the State, we
acknowledge, to protect the miners, and
certain moneys will have to be found by
.the State. No memnber of P~triam nt
knows better what ho is talking about than
Mr. Williams when he discu,ses miners'
diseases. His practical knowledge is
always valuable to us in arriving at a de-
cision. However, until such timie as the
full 'position is placed before the insurance
companies, a decision cannot be expected
of them. They have not turned down the
risks, nor have they suggested in their
evidence before the select committee that
they wilt not be prepared to proceed on
lines similar to those adopted by the Gov-
ernment. Mr. Hall in his speech referred
to the fact of directors of insurance comn-
panies being members of this House, and
said be considered that they should not
vote onl the measure. But that is absurd.
This Chamber includes 17 direct represen-
tatives of the pastoral and farming indus-
tries. Just imagine what would be the
position if those hon. members could not
vote on any Bill affecting the electors they
represent! I am a director of an insurance
company, and know the duties I have to
perform. I believe I can say fairly defi-
nitely that not one member of this House
who is a director of an insurance company
holds even a share in the company which
he directs. The duties are purely' advisory.
In many instances when boards meet they
do not even discuss the policy of insurance.
They have nothing to do with the fixing of
rates. Many directors of insurance com-
panies could not tell one rate from an-
other. Their job is almost purely addis-
cry. They may, of course, influence a large
amount of business to a company, because
the stability* of a company is often gauged
by the names of the men associated with it.
That is one of the main factors of director-
ship. Men in public positions have fre-
quently been appointed directors of mining
companies. Why are such men asked to
accept such directorships? In many instan-

to People who will say, ''This must be a
good s!i,hw if Mr. So-and-so is a director
of it. -

Iln L. B. Bolton: Those people are
often wroug, though.

Lon. H." V' PIESSE: That is so. I do
not think all directors of insurance companies
are oil one side of the House. I have great
re'ipeet f'or Mr. Thomas Moore, to whom
I listen with much interest whenever he
rises, ill this Chamber. I often vote against
him, and, vice versa, he often votes against
Die. Therefore when 'Mr. Hall says in
effect that member-s of this Chamber who
are( directors of insurance companies should
neither speak nor vote on such an import-
ant measure as this, I in my turn claim
that they, have every right to do as other
Members do. The hon. member also
mentioned that members who sat on
road lboard5 did not vote on mat-
ters affectiug outside concerns for which
they wvere agents. But that is a
f i ut matter altogether. A% in-n who sits

onl a road board slid is anl agent for an
insuran-e (omfpan 'v receives a monetary con-
side,-ntion for his ser-vices as agent. Con-
seqiientl., wh-en it is a question whether the
coil- , hle represents is to be engaged as
the insurier for the board, it is only right that
he should be debarred from voting. I have
listened attentively to the various speakers,
and I feel that as the 'State Insurance Office
is atrading~ concern, I miust oppose the Bill.

HON. G. FRASER (West) [4.47]: Un-
1l1ke the speaker who has just resumed his
seat, I intend to support the Bill. I have
been sur-prised at the number Of timies it has
been pointed out by speakers during the
debate how munch competition there is inin

suraicev. Yet if we ask for a quote from a
number- of companies in respect to a par-
tieular item. we will find that there is little
difference in the figures. There are one or
two wh0 are not in the combine and who
have a different rate, but there is not any
competition between most of the large com-
panies. It has beer protested thast the comn-
panies have neve'r teen given an opportunity
to undertake the insurance of miners, but
right through the years they have never
attempted to go after the business of insur-
ing against miners' phthisis. We have to
admnit that that is a responsibility the State
musAt carry, and iberefor2 I fail to see why
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the House should not leg-ailse the State In-
surance Office. We were tnld last night by
,Mr. Williams the position with which the
State wvas faced 11 or 12 years ago. Can wre
afford to allow such a position to arise
again ? It would] be an absolute calam'ity. A
number of honi. members, nlot only in the
course of this debate bitt sluring oilier
debates, have reiterated their .Ppp.sition to
State trading concerns. They are most
emphatic about it, but I do not know that
their attitude has been so emphatic when it
has been a question of the estal'lishmen: of
State trading concerns in their own dsrcs
I took the trouble to look up sonic old history
iii connection with State trading voncerns,
and cons;idered as rather remarkablo. the atti-
tude of some hon. members in connecsion
with one trading concern. I ask hi-rn. mew-n
heis to listen while I read a qluestion that
was asked in this Chamber by otiw from
whom the i'uestion would not have heen ex-
pected. One would not have expected
such a question to come from sopueone
olonosed to State trading. According to
"Hansard" of 1924. at page 410, the Colo-
nial Secretary is reported to have stated:

This question was aiked ite, according to
"Heansard'' of 1914, page 773-'' In view of
the contract entered into between the Federal
Government and anl English company for erec-
tion of meat works at Port Darwin, and the
probability of alt cattle from East Kimberley
going in that direction, is it the intention of
the Government to erect works at Wyndhamn,
and thus conserve the State's trade and the
State's supplies for the State's consumers.? If
so, 'will provision be made in this year's Esti-
matels to commence the works?''

One would hardly expect a question of that
description would conmc from a member de-
finitely opposed to State trading. Yet Mr.
Holmes asked that question in this Chamber.
It appears that the locality of the State trad-
ing concern has something to do with the
attitude of liol. members regarding these
institutions. I stand four-square to State
insurance. My only regret is that the RU]l
does not go as far as I would like it to g-o.
Some years back this Chamber endorsed a
motion I moved in connection with compul-
sory third-party insurance. That -was fire
or six years ago, and it wa; a motion calling
upon the Government of the day to intro-
duce compulsory third-party insurance. We
have been looking for something along those
lines to appear ever since, but nothing has
been done. It appears to me, however, that
it cannot be delayed much longPr- Action

will have to be taken in that direction. Hav-
ing dint in mind, the company or institution
best fitted to carry on insurance of that de-
scription wvould be the State Insurance Office,
acting in conjunction with the Traffic De-
partmniet. We have to determine that any
insurance of a compulsory nature must be
made as cheap as possible to the people,
so that no unnecessary load will be placed
on industry, and no better company could be
found than the State Insurance Office to
deal with insurance of that description, both
from the point of view of cheapness and of
co-operation with the Traftie Department.
Should the Bill reach the statute-book, it
would be sowething that would be of great
benefit to the State. 'When considering how
we stall vote, we are faced with the ques-
tion as to whether we shall consider big busi-
ness or service to the State, and in view of
what the State is called upon to bear in con-
nection with one industry alone, I have no
hesitation in deciding which way my vote
will go. Certain members have expressed
their intention to vote for the second rend-
ing with a view, in the Committee stage, to
deletin g all references except those concern-
ing 'Workers' compensation and emuployesa
liability. Their reason is that those classes
of insurance are in the nature of a social
service. I cannot make any line of demarca-
tion between the different classes of insur-
ance fromn the point of view of social ser-
vice. I regard the whole of insurance as
being in the nature of social service, and
cannot understand how any distinction can
be made between national insurance and en-
dowmnt insurance, although some hon.
members seem to be able to see a differec.
Whether we are making provision to ensure
that a man's wages shall be paid, or that
he shall. be looked after in case of accident,
or that his goods and chattels shall be pro-
tected, it aill appears to me as being in the
nature of social service. I therefore regret
that the Bill does not go further. I dare
say we shall hare lively debates in the Com-
mittee stage, and any further remarks I may
have to nmake I shall defer until then. I
support the zecond reading.

On motion by Hon. H. Seddon, debate ad-
journed.

BILLr-B'USH FIRES.

Received from the Assembly, and read a
first time.
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BILL-UfOOME TAX ASSESSMENT. must consider both asj ve-ts-not onily that

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. 0. r. BAXTER (East) [4.57]:
This Hill is most important, and is of vital
concern to the State and to taxpayers gene-
rally, and particularly to the producers,
whose efforts are directed to providing the
exports on which the future of the State de-
pends. When the Bill was presented to the
House, I was under the impression that it
was designed to obtain uniformity with the
Assessment Acts of the Commonwealth and
other States, but since its introduction, I
have had opportunity to analyse the mea-
sure, at least in part. I use those words ad-
visedly because it would not he possible
thoroughly to investigate such an intricate
and extensive measure without spending
very considerable time in research and study
of its numerous provisions. Furthermore,
T do not pretend to possess the necessary
qualifications to arrive at conclusions on the
whole of the different operations of time ica-
sure. It is unquestionably a matter for ex-
perts. Nevertheless, I have given the sub-
ject a good deal of thought, and I find that
the Bill does not attain that degree of uni-
formity with the Commonwealth Act which
I first thought was its intention, and that
there is quite a number of provisions in the
Commonwealth legislation and that of the
other States that we might reasonably have
expected to find in this Bill but which
are not there. It is perhaps questionable
whether there is any member of either
House who is even reasonably acquainted
with such a difficult and far-reaching mea-
sure having such an important bearing on
the every-day life and the progress of our
people. The Bill is certainly one that
should not be rushed through this House
with undue haste. The ideal of uniform als-
sessmnent taxing legislation throughout the
Commonwealth is no new one. The matter
has been under consideration over a long
period of years, and it should be realised
that the Bill before us is the outcome of the
taxation officials' labour and expresses the
official mind. This is clearly exemplified in
the fact that a number of the recommenda-
tiows of the Royal Commission favouring the
taxpayer have not been given effect to in
this measure, although this has been done in
time Commonwealth Act, amid, in certain of
the Acts of other States. We as legislators

of the State but also the viewvpoint of the
taxpayer, and for this reason, I consider the
greatest caution is necessary in dealing with
the Bill. On general Principles, the Bill ap-
pears to be a good one, lbut in many in-
stances I cannot but feel that there has been
a tendency on the part of the Government
to accelpt the official view oil very important
matters. Even on the score of uniformity
care is needed, and it will no doubt be neces-
sary to move amendments more in line with
the requirements of the conditions ruling in
our State which are not applicable to those
of the other States or the Commonwealth.
In this connection there are certain clauses
in our Bill that ame not uniform with the
other States' and the Commonwealth Acts,
and are not reasonable in their application
to the primary produeing induistries. T in-
tend, therefore, to submit amendments that
will preserve and even promote greater uni-
formity while not being unreasonable from
the State's standpoint. I believe that taxa-
tion in its application to primary producing
interests in this State has been unjust. In-
vestigations conducted by a Commonwealth
Royal Commission have shown clearly that
because of conditions over which primary
producers have no control, income taxation
canl be made to press with anl undue degree
of severity' on them. Ordinary taxpayers
are not subject to seasonal or world's
markets vagaries, and the assessment of the
annual profits of such taxpayers works rea-
sonably well. Farmers and lpastoralists,
however, suffer badly' in these respects, and
when a good season with good p~rices i % ex-
perienced, their income is swollen to an 81)-
normal extent and the rate of tax increased
accordingly. Division 16 of the Common-
wealth Income Tax Assessment Act, 1936.
Jprovide., for the averaging of the income of
a taxpayer over a number of years in or'l.r
to arrive at an average ineomle for the pur-
pose of determining the rate of tax applicable
to the income for the year which is subject
to assessment. The averaging system was
introdie-l into the Commonwealth Act in
1921 and apmplied to all taxpayers. but comi-
J)8li(', Werep excludled in 1923, and in aveord-
onice with the recommuendtations of the Box-al
Commission onl Taxation, appointed by' the
Federal Government. the provisions of the
Cinnormwial I Aet wvill, as from the 1st
Juli' , 19n:37, be re~trieted to pimary prIT
dut-ent Under thev Stare income tax lezisla-
ljin time averatring systemlma a never been



[18 Novawmann 1937.] 18

provided for, but it is submitted that the
arguments in favour of its introduction in
the present Bill are substantial, quite apart
from the desirability of establishing ni-
formitv with the Commonwealth legislation
on the subject. Previous to the introduc-
tion of the averaging system into the Com-
monwvealth Act in 1921, an analysis was
made by the Federal Commissioner of Taxa-
tion, for the information of the 1920-21
Royal Comission on Taxation, of the annual
income figure.- over several years of 50 pri-
mary producers. This analysis showed that
thle 50 primary producers mentioned paid
55 per cent. more Federal income tax than
if the Sane aggrTegate amount of income on
which they were assessed had accrued in
comparatively equal amounts front year to
year as in the case of most taxpayers. That
is a most important point to which the
House sitould give consideration. Aplart
from drought losses regard must be had to
the necessity for combating animal and weed
pests, losses through flood and fire, and the
fact that primary products are disposed of
in world's miarket- and are subject to very
grat price fluctuations, resulting in a

marked inclination in the income of the pri-
ntary producer to rise and fall to a greater
extent than that of other classes of taxpayers.
The extent of this fluctuation is clearly indi-
cated in the figures given in the annual re-
ports of the State C omimissionler of Taxa-
tion, showing the percentage of income tax
paid by the two main primary producing,
sections of the aggregate income tax col-
lected by the Slate Department.

PERCENTAGE TO AGGREGATE INCOME
TAX COLLECJTED BY STATE.

Year.

1924-25 .. ..
1925-20 . .
1926-27 .. ..
1927-28
1928-29 ..
1929-30

1931432 ..
1932-33
1933-34
1934-35 (incomplete)..
1935-SO (incomplete)..

13
20
15
11
15
8
5
2

4
2

6
a
2
4

-7

1 '4

I desire to quote some figures to show the
effect of the application of the averaging
systent for the purposes of determining the
rate of tax payable as against the assess-
ment of tax at the rate applicable to the in-
come for any one year.

[581

Income.
9

100 ..
200

1000 ... ..
1,000 .. ..

100 -

Total tax payable
over period ..

Tax if Average Tax on Actual
System Applied. Income.

£ 9.d
0 13 4
16 8
4 10 0

12 14 8
17 8 0

9 12 8
3 17 1
1 14 8

£ a. d.
o 13 4
1 16 0
80 0

27 13 4
27 13 4
8 00
1 16 0
0 13 4

£51 17 1 £76 5- 4

It w-ill be seen from those figures that, on
a fluctuating income over the period, which
is typical of the Position of most primary
prodUcers, the total tax payable, if the aver-
aging system were adoptee, -would be £51
17s. Id. as against £76 5is. 4d. under the
existing method of the State in treating each
year onl its own and taxing such income at
the i-ate applicable to that income. The
Royal Commission on Taxation, 1932, in
submitting its recommendations on the sub-
ject, arrived at the conclusion that the pri-
mary producer was in a different position
from that of taxpayers generally in regard
to the question of averaging. The recom-
mendations are set out in paragraph 641 of
the report as follows:-

(1) That the averaging of incomes for the
purposes of retennining the rate of tax to be
aipplied to the jut-owe of the year preceding
tile year of asssment be abolished inl respect
of all. taxpayers other than primatry producers
who orilinnii ' caerr 'y ou primary production
as their ol or uIL business.

(2) Tflit the snime basis of assessmnent of
primary producers be adopted by the States.

That is a very good argumient for the
amendmnents I intend to move. It is sug-
gested, therefore, that for similar reasons
to those which actuated the recommendations
of the Royal Commission on Taxation, pro-
vision, should he made in the Bill for the
averaging system to apply to those taxpayers
engaged in primary production. As many
of our grazing properties are owned by
limited companies the majority of shares in
which are owned by one or two shareholders,
in most cases actively engaged in the working
of such properties, it will be necessary to see
that the definition of "primary producer"
for the purposes of averaging includes share-
holders whose income is mainly derived from
dividends from companies engaged in pri-
maryv production. Clause 79 of the Bill pro-
vides, amongst other things, for a deduction

1889
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of £62 in respect of each child who is resi-
dent in Australia and is under 16 years of
age at the beginning of the year of income
and is wholly maintained by the taxpayer.
This deduction is the same as under our
existing Act, and, in my opinion, is quite
equitable as far as it goes. I consider,
however, that something, more is justified
and should be allowed in the ease of those
taxpayer., who are located in the outback
areas of the State where the Government have
either been unable to provide educational
facilities or else their provision would be un-
justified having -regard to the few pupils to
be served. in most eases such taxpayers
are compelled, whether they are really in
a position to afford it or not, to send their
children to a place where educational faci-
lities are available and, of course, shoulder
the additional expense involved. In such
eases, I think, that they might reasonably
be allowed at least a deduction of £100 for
each of the children whom they are required
of necessity to send away from home to he
educated, and I propose accordingly to seek
an amendment of the clause. It has always
been a cause for serious complaint that the
State Income Tax Assessment Act failed to
make adequate provision for the carrying
forward of losses. Particularly has this been
so in the ease of those engaged in primary
production, whose returns are subject to vio-
lent fluctuations through causes over which
they have no control, such as crop failures,
droughts and price movements on the world's
markets in which, of necessity, most of our
primary products are disposed of. In 1022
the Income Tax Assessment Act was amended
to permit a deduction for certain past losses
as follows:-

Section 3]. (2.) (a) Net trading, prospect-
ing, or business losses incurred in any one or
more years dnring the three years preceding
the year of aqsessmcnt.

(b) Net losses arising over :i like period.
from the loss of stock in trade, crops, and
livestock due to droughts or other circumstan-
ces or conditions over which the taxpayer had
no control or was unable to protect or insure
against.

This allowance is, of course, restricted to
individual taxpayer.,,, companies being
assessed under the Dividend Duties Act in
which there is no corresponding provision.
The position of companies will hie dealt with
separately. When the A~scssient Act was
amended in 1922, there is- no doubt that the
Government of the day andi Parliament gen-

erally thought that they were permitting a
deduction of losses incurred during the pre-
ceding three years from profits earned in the
fourth year, but subsequently under the
Taxation Department's ruling only two
years' losses were allowed. The legality of
the department's ruling is not questioned and
arises out of the definition of the words
"4year of assessment," which the Act states
is the--

"fisancial year ending the .30th June for
which the tax is imposed."
and consequently means the year following
the year in which income wvas earned, As
evidence of Parliament's intention, it is; only
necessary to consider the action of the 'Minis-
ter for M_%ines who was in charge of the Bill
in the Assembly when thie 1922 amendment
was being dealt with. The Legislative Coun-
ci, following on a repoit submitted hr a
select committee, decided to amend tihe Bill
and among other deductions to allow-

"net trading, prospecting, or business losses
incurred in one or more years during the five
years preceding the year of assessment."

When this amendment came before the
Assembly, the Minister for Mines stated,
according- to "Hansard," page 2979, that he
-was afraid the Council had gone too far with
the suggestion, as an individual could make
profits for four years and yet go back to
the fifth year when he made a loss and de-
duct that from his income this year and per-
haps pay no income tax. He, therefore,
moved a modification to the Council's amend-
met -

" That the words 'in any year during the 5
years' be struck out, and the words 'in the
year immnediately' inserted in lieu.''

The 'Minister's modification was not ac-
ceptable to the House which, however, ulih-
mately altered the term of five years to the
present provision of three years. Had Par-
liament agreed to the Minister's modification,
the relative clause would have read-

"Net trading, prospecting, or business losses
incurred in the year immediately preceding the
rear of assessment.

This would have meant that a taxpayer
was entitled to deduct net trading, pros-
pecting or business losses from profits
earned only in the same year. As the whole
idea of Parliament's deliberation at that
particular time wag to provide 'for the
carrying forward of losses, it cannot t-eri-
nusly be contended that the M.Ninister delib-
erately sought to modify the Council's

1890
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amendment by introducing a meaningless
provision. lIe undoubtedly desired to re-
strict the carrying forward of losses from
one year to the next. Parliament in its
wisdom decided to make the term three
years, and definitely intended that losses
incurred during the preceding three years
should be deductable from the profits
earned in the fourth year. It failed, how-
ever, to express its intention and confused
the ''year of assessment'' with the ''year
next preceding the year of assessment."
The result of Parliament's failure to ex-
press itself correctly has been that taxpay-
ers have been deprived of a deduction to
which morally they were justly entitled.
The extent of the additional tax to which
taxpayers have been called upon to pay in
the aggregate is a matter of conjecture.
One actual case, however, that of a wool
producer, may be cited to show clearly the
hardship that has been inflicted, and this
case is no doubt typical of many others
even though they may not have involved
such large amounts. The taxpayer referred
to spent a large amount of money on his
property which, owing to drought and low
wool prices, recorded the following results
between the years 1929-1933:-

Year ended 30th June, 1929-Loss 302
1930 1,393
1931 ,, 6,265
1932 .,1,513

1933 ,, 545

Total Losss .. E- 10,108

In 1934 the property concerned experi-
enced a bountiful season which, combined
with the high price of wool, enabled a hook
profit of £12,714 to be shown, a great pai-t
of which unfortunately represented a
paper profit on the natural increase
brought to account. Much of this natural
increase was subsequently lost in the
following dry seasons. The net result over
the six years was a profit of £C2606. When
lie received his taxation assessment for the
year in which the profit was recorded, he
was called upon to pay Federal taxation
of £S/6/7, having been permitted to de-
duct under the Federal legislation the
losses incurred for the four years from
1.930 to 1933 inclusive aggregating £10,548.
The State Department, however, demanded
a tax of no less a sum than £2,476 15s. Rd.
State income tax thus absorbed practically

the whole of the net result of six year's
work, a result largely brought about by
the faet that he was deprived of the bene-
fit of deducting the loss incurred in 1931
because of the Department's ruling that
only two rear's losses were deductable.
Had Parliatment's intention been given
effect to when the Act was amended in
1922 he would have been enabled to de-
duet the loss of £6,000, incurred in the
third year preceding the year of income
for which the assessmient referred to was
made, and the State tax payable would
have been reduced from £2,476 to a figure
comparable to that payable for Common-
wealth tax. The present Bill prov-ides that
a taxpayer mar deduct losses incurred in
any of the three years next preceding the
year of income, thus giving effect to what
undoubtedly was the intention in 1922. It,
however, seeks to restrict in the first year
of assessment under the Act the deduction
of losses to two years. This is definitely
unfair, and there is no good reason why the
full benefit of the section should not be
made available to taxpayers from the corn-
nueacement of the new Act. They have
already been deprived of the full benefit of
that to which they were entitled over a
number of years, and that position should
be rectified without further delay.

The 1932 Royal Commission on Tax-
ation devoted considerable attention to
this subject in 'the course of its
inquiry, and recommended that a tax-
payer should be permitted to deduct
losses sustained in any of the four
years next preceding the year in which the
income was derived, and that each State
should make a similar concession. Since the
attainment of a greater degree of uniformity
in regard to the assessment of income for the
purpose of taxation by the Commonwealth
and State is the basis of the present Bill, it
might reasonably have been expected that the
measure would have adopted the principle of
allowing taxpayers a similar deduction in
regard to past losses, as is permitted under
the Federal Act, and in addition such a
course would have implemented the recomn-
mendations of the Royal Commission on
Taxation. Companies are at present assessed
for income tax by the State under the Divi-
dend Duties Act. The title of this Act is
really a misnomer as assessments are made
on companies' profits, irrespective of wbether
dividends are distributed or not. The posi-
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tion will be rectified by the Hill, and the
profit-s of individuals and companies will be
assessed for taxation in future under the one
Act. The 1)ividend Duties Act does not
permit companies to deduct past losses, but
by anl amendment passed in 1931 companlies
engage-d in) pastoral or grazing business, are
perumitted to deduct froma any year's profits
such portion of the net losses made during
the two preceding years as was due to the
loss of livestock caused by drought. The
Prouder has stated that this section has been
very dillicult to administer, and it is open to
question whether the companies, which the
section was framned to benefit, have to date
received ainy material advantage. Despite
the difieultiuvs which it is stated have been
experienced in the administration of the pro-
vision, the Bill proposes to continue it for
two years without any attempt to clarify the
position.-

All companies as regard.s the carry-
ing- forward of losses should be treated
on the same basis as individual taxpayers,
but failing this, companies engaged i
pastoral or grazing business should be per-
mitted to deduct the whole of the past losses
within the period stipulated, instead of the
present provision which restricts the dedue-
tion to that portion of such losses dute to the
loss of livestock by drought. If this course
were adopted the diflicuilties of admninistra-
fion would be obviated without serious effect
on the revenue of the department.

Section .54 of the Commonweallth Income
Tax Assessment Act, 1936, allows deprecia-
tion as a deduction in the following terms.--

(1) ''Depreciation during the year of n
comne of any property beig plant, or :irtieles
owned by a taxpayer and used by him dluring
that Year for the purpose of produicing assess.
able invonhe and of anY property' being plant
or artivlcs owneda by thle taxpayer which lies
been installed read-y for use for that purpose
and is during that year livd inl reserve by him
shall, subj(et to this Act, be an allowable de-
duetiom.

(2) In this swetion ' plant inlludes-
(a) animna's iised as beasts (of burden or

working beasts iii a bousiness other
than a business of pri'mary produc-
tion, and machinery, implements, uten-
sils anti rolling stock; and

(h)i fenees, dais and other structural ira-
Iro~tments on land which is used, for
the purposes of agri4-ultural or pas-
toral Pursuits, hut does nut include in-
pirovements used for domestic nr resi-
dlentin] puriiosesi'

-Section 56 of the Bill follows the proxi-
sions otr Section 54 of the Commonwealth

Act word for word with the exception that
it omits Subsection 2, paragraph (b).

While the primary producer is, therefore,
permitted, under the Federal Act, to deduct
depreciation on fences, dams and other struc-
tural improvements on land which is used
for the purposes of agr-icultural or pastoral
pursuits other than improvements used for
domestic or residential purposes, the Bil
does not provide for a similar deduction.
It is contended that the depreciation allow-
ance permitted by the Commonwealth Act
is equitable1 and that a similar provision
should he incorporated in the present Bill.
It is considered also that depreciation
allowed oin such structural improvements
should he definite anil fixed and not subject
to ad justuient on the sale of a property,
either as regards the writing back of any
"iproft" or the allowance of any "loss," as
is the ease with plant.

It Inay be a sound principle theoretically
in the matter' of a depreciation allowance to
require an adjustment when the asset which
has been depreciated is sold, but in practice
many difficulties are met with in applying-
this principle to fences and other structural
improvements which do not arise in the ease
of movable plant. Fixed improvements be-
come part of the land and cannot he re-
moved. Plant and machinery on the other
hand may be sold without the property and
furthermore at some stage or other has had
to be purchased which permits the cost price
to he ascertained with some degree of cer-
tainty. MNany structural improvements are
carried out by farmers and others with their
own labour and the labour of their families,
and not unusually the addition of such im-
provements is spread over a long term of
)cIars. The cost is not recorded in the
as-counts of the producer, and, as a conse-
quenice, is not subject to depreciation. If
on a sale, however, ho is required to account
for the difference between the sale price and
the- depreciated value of the improvement,
a fictitious surplus would be shown by rea-
son of the total cost not having been in-
cluded on which he would bep unjustly taxed.
Such improvements have a long life, and it
would be a matter of extreme difficulty to
maintain reeom-ds indicating the cost over a
lengthy period. There is onl record the case
of a primary producer in one of the other
States who, having sold his property, was
asked by the Deputy Commtissi4oner to sup-
ply figures relating to the cost of im-
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provenients erected 45 years previously,
because of the Commnonwealth Act
requiring an adjustment of the depreciation
written off such improvements w~hen sold.
To ensure that depreciation allowed in re-
spect .4 the assets mentioned in the pro-
posed sulbsection shall be fixed and definite
and not subject to revision and adjustment
on the sale of a property, Clause 61 of the
Bill will requ~ire amendment. Section 75 of
the Comnmonwealthi Income Tax Assessment
Adt, for which there is no counterpart in the
present Bill, provides for a deduction for the
purpose of arriving at assessable income in
the following terms:-

Expenditure i n-curred in the year of in-
comec by a taxpayer engaged in primary pro-
duction on mv lanid in Australia in-

(a) the torad ica tion or exterination of
aniiinnL ori vegetnile pe1 ,sts front the
land;

(b) the tlestriietion and reimoiival of tint-
heir, seruia or undergrowtlh indigenous
to thme land;

(c ) th~el' &-t rwtion of weed or plant growth
detimeni ct al to thle Ilanll

(d ) tie, prelparomtion (of the lood for igrieul-
torie:

(e) ploughing and grassing I he load for
graizing Iiurhloses; flnd

(f) the dratininug (of swanil. or low-lying
landis where tivit operation improves
the agricultural or grazing value of
i lie hmdi,

shall he an allen-able deduction.

It mayl lhe contiended that the State Commis-
sioner has iii the past allowed, and wvill
continue to allow, at his discretion pa rt at
least of the expenditure itemnised in the sec-
tion of the Commonwealth Act L have qunoted.
It is desirable, howecver, that the legislation
shall speciflenll deal with the matter and
thus obviate dliffereonces of ophnion between
the Commissioner and] the taxpayers On the
matter, as well ;j, possibly avoiding litiga-
tion. The whole of the expenditure contem-
plated in the provision referred to is directed
toards-f the production and 'or the lprotee-
tion of the income of the pfllmary producer,
and as such there should be no doubt as to
his right to deduct the amount from in-
come for the purpose of a-'se4sment of hig
taxation. N\ew South Wales, Victoria and
Queensland each have sections in their re-
spective assessment Acts in oinie measure
comparable with the Commonwealth provi-
sions, and, apart fronm the equity of the de-
duction, the principle of uniformnity will he
promoted by the inclusion in the State Bill
of a provision on the line' of Section 75

of the Commonwealth Act. I cannot see
whyv there should be any differentiation at
all. The Commonwealth Act makes provi-
siona for reasonable deductions, and it must
1)e recognised that encouragement extended
to producers in the direction of assisting
them to develop their properties must mean
that with increased production more reve-
nue must be available for both the Coni-
niwealth and the State. I shall submit
amendments during the Committee stage in
the directions I have indicated, The Bill
is a lengthy one, and T have not been com-
petent to deal with the whole of it because
it is more or -less a matter for experts. I
have gone as far as I can, particularly iii
the direction of protecting the interests d~
the primary producers. If we can so amenod
the Bill that they will have the advantage
of an augmented income, it will be to did
advantage of everyone concerned. It is
rather unfortunate that the primary produe' -
el-s have not had the advantage of the seer
tion relating to averaging over a period of
Years. However, the Commissioner has
acted upon the construction be has placed
upon the section, with the result that the
averaging system, which was incorporated in
the Act in 1922, has been of no practical usp
to an industry that it was desired to assist.
Perhaps it was due to faulty draftsmanship.
The Bill goes some way towards rectifying
the position, but I think wve should extend
the three-year period to one of four years,
If it became necessary for the sake of unik
formity, should other Acts be amended inA
the ineantime, wve could revert to- the three-
year period. I supp~ort the Bill with the
reservations I hove indicated.

On motion by Hon. G. AV. Miles, debat
adjourned.

BILL-FACTORIES AN) SHOPS ACT
AMENDMENT.
In (Committee.

Resumed fromn the 16th November: lHon.
J. Cornell in the (Chair, the Chief Secretary
in c-harge of the Bill.

Clause 6-Anwendinent of Section 18 of
the principal Act:

The CHAITI2AN: Progress wXaS reported
on this clause.

Hon, J1. 'NICHOLSON: The select coin-
in ittee rec-ommaended the deletion of the
c-la use on th" grouand that it wvas consefquen-
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tial upon the decision arrived at regarding effected the ap~plicant might be induced to
the definition of a factory. It was thought
it mnight be desirable to retain Subsection 2
of Section 18 because it dealt with a number
of factories that were registered under the
old Act. Howvever, it is not an important
matter.

The CHIEF SECREFTARY: I can hardly
understand Mr. Nicholson's contention. The
clause deals with Subsection 2 of Section 18.

Hon. J. Nicholson: It is really a carry-
over provision.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: But it has
been a dead letter since 1921. It was inserted
to deal with factories that were registered
under the old Act and it provided that those
factories would be deemned to be registered
under the new Act for a period of one month
during which the changed registration could
be effected. That particular section operated
for one month only, at the expiration of
which it was of no use whatever in the Act.
It cannot possibly apply to any factory at
the present time.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 7-Amendment of Section 20:

Hon. S. NICHOLSON: This clause pro-
vides a new method of registration. The
matter was considered by the select comn-
inittee, and evidence was given showing that
the proposal in the Bill might be productive
of some trouble to persons who might wish
to start a factory. It will be noticed that
under Section 20 of the Act an application
has to be made first, and on receipt of the
application the inspector is required without
delay to examine the premises it is proposed
to register as a factory. If he is not satisfied
that the premises are suitable for the pur-
pose, he may require alterations to be made
before registering the factory. That has
sometimes been found inconvenient by some
applicants for registration of factories.
The proposal eontained in the Bill is that an
application can be made and the registration
effected without any inspection at all. Then
subsequently the inspector can make his ex-
amination of the premises, and if he finds
they are not suitable for the purpose be can
annul the registration and require certain
alterations to be made in the premises. Of
course, if his requirements are not complied
with, the application can be annulled and he
can forbid the premises being used as; a
factory. That was commented upon by cer-
tain witnesses, who said the trouble with that
proposal is that when the registration is

.spend a substantial sum of money, and might
later be called upon to do somethitng that to
hini is impracticable in order to satisfy the
requirements of the Chief Inspector. There-
fore it was thought that it would be better
to retain the o1(1 position and have the in-
spection made before registration is granted.
For that reason the select committee decided
to leave the relative sections as they are in
the Act at present. I will move for the
deletion of Clause 7.

The CH-AIRMAN\: The hon. member will
vote against the clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The amend-
nment in the Bill is desired by the depart-
mnent at the instigation of the Chief In-
spector. It is desired not only to assist the
department, but also to assist people desir-
oils of occupying premises as a factory. At
prL-stIt Jpremises cannot be used as a fac-
tory until. they have been inspected and
the necessary alterations, if any, desired
by the Chief Inspector have been com-
pleted. According to the Chief Inspector,
this Jas worked hardship in many cases,
because the delay involved by waiting an-
til the premises have been inspected and
the alterations, if any, desired by the
Chief Inspector have been completed, has
been in some instances very considerable.
So it was desired to reverse the process,
resulting in an automatic registration-
which can be effected as soon as the appli-
cation is received. Then subsequently one
of the inspectors would have a look at the
promises and, if they were suitable to the
purpose, that would be the end of it. Alter-
natively, if alterations were required, the
factory owner would set about making
those alterations, the business of the fac-
tory -oing on in the meantime. The C'hi:,f
Inspector is particularly keen on this
amendment, and( from what I know of the
operations of the Act, I should say the
clause would he of great benefit to those
desiring to register a factory. Clauses 8
and 9 are consequential on Clause 7, so if
we decide that the suggestion of the Chief
Inspector is worthy of inclusion in the Act,
then Clauses 8 and 9 also must be agreed
to. On the other hand, if we do not agree
to Clause 7, then Clauses 8 and 9 will go
out automatically.

Hon. J. Mf. MA1CFARLANE: Tf it was in
respect of a proposed new building that
application was being made for registra-
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tion, I understand that plans and specifi-
cations wvould have to be submnitted to the
Chief Inspector. But I take it that the
clause refers more particularly to existing
premises, in which ease I think it would
be Letter for the Chief Inspector to inspect
the building with the applicant when the
application for registration is first made.

Hon. L. B. BOLTON: It seems to me
likely that the premises for which registra-
tion is desired were previously registered
for somec specific work, but after a while
were used for something entirely different.
The clause would give the inspector power
to cancel the registration. Anybody erect-
ing a new building for the purpose of %
factory would be very foolish if he did not
submit to the Chief Inspector the plans of
that building.

Hon. J. Nicholson: This would apply to
any building, whether old or new.

lhon. L. B. BOLTON: That is so, but an
old building may not be suitable for the
purpose, and so the Chief Inspector would
require alterations to be made.

Hon J. J. HOLMES: At present no one
can start a factory without the approval of
the Chief Inspector. Whilst in that officer
wre have one we know and admire, neverthe-
less we have to legislate for the future. A
person may start a factory, and qfter it is
in operation the Chief Inspector may declare
the building to be unsuitable, and order
such alterations as thle owner is unable to
tarry out. That is where the hardship may
occur nder this proposal. The better plan
would be to adhere to the existing system.
Some delay may occur in obtaining- the Chief
Inspector's consent as to the suitability of
premises, but I would prefer that to allow-
ing people first to spend their money and
theni be told that the premises are lnuit-
able.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The Act has
given rise to a good deal of dissatisfaction.
A factory may not be registered until it has
received the approval of the Chief Inspector.
At a later date, because of some change in
the methods employed by the occupier, the
Chief Inspector may have to request that
certain alterations be made to the building.
The occupier may contend that during the
currency of the certificate of the Chief In-
spector he should not be obliged to comply
with that demand. When an occupier
alters his factory methods so as to require
an alteration to the preMiFss he should not

complain. Before making such alterations
he should consult the Chief Inspector to
ascertain what objection, if any, there would
be to the proposal. Under the present sys-
tem unavoidable delays frequently oecur.
The proposed amendment will make for an
improvement in the working of the depart-
ment.

Hon. L. CRAIG: The clause does not seem
to be a vital one. The Chief Inspector re-
commends its adoption as a means of bene-
fiting the manufacturers, and I think we
should pass it as printed.

Hon. G. FRASER: Under the Act people
must wait for an official inspection and ap-
p~roval, but under the proposed new method
the occupier of a factory will not be placed
at a disadvantage in that he can continue his
operations until the inspection is made.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The difficulty of
having inspections made seems to be a myth.
A clause in the Bill provides for the ap-
pointment of an assistant chief inspector.
This addition to the staff would. remove any
danger of delay.

Hon. J3. 3f. MACFARLANE: I favour a
retention of the old conditions. I should
prefer to deal with the Chief Inspector be-
fore I conducted any work in a buildfing of
mine, or installed any new plant. If I
started out without official approval I
should feel that I was working in the dark.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Under the
present Act not only have the premises to
be inspected, but all inquiries by the Chief
Inspector must be completed before the fac-
tory can be worked. The proposed method
will prevent delay in many instances. From
the point of view of the Chief Inspector and
many occupiers of factories the clause will
be more beneficial than the kindred promi
sions of the Act.

Clause put and passcd.
Clauses 8 to 10-agreed to.

Clause 11-Repeal of Section 31 of the
principal Act:

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: This is one of the
important clauses. It proposes to deleto,
Section 31, dealing with the hours of labour
for adult males.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 pam. -

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The clause seeks,
in effect, to enact that the hours of labour
shall be limited to 44 per week, for both
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Male and female workers. Certain avoca-
tions, hoviever, are not of such an arduous
tin ture that the eight hours per day would
reiresent something of an extreme eharac-
tel'. The select committee by a major-
ity' recommends the deletion of Clause 11,
it being considered that the alteration
proposed by the Bill is a function
df the Tndustrial Arbitration Court. If
hon,. members weigh the~ matter seriously.
theY cannot but recognise the importance of
Morvin g all questions of hours of labour and
conditions as mentioned liv the select com-
mittee in its report prioper. What chance
hare we as a body or legislators to decide

helher 14 hours or 40) hours or 48 hours
,'~presentA a proper working week? In re-
tkining 'the relevant section of the Aet we
shall be merely affirming the established
jirinerllt that 48 hour., shall constitute a
i.'Ack's work.

Hion.fH. V. PIESSE: I support 31r.
N'i~bolsof. I represent an industry-which has
lbeen before the Arbitration Court and has
been, awarded a 44-hour week. We have a
right to appeal, and have appealed, and if
otir .appeaCtl is rejected we shall have to tie-
e.pt the reduced hours. The select corn-
rcittee has reconmiendedl the right course.

:The CHIEF SECRETARY: Ifr. Nichol-
soni has certainly ex plaimed the p osition
from the point of view of members of the
.select commniittee, but I (10 not think lie has
put the case to the Chamber as; it actuall ,y
stands. The reason submitted bv the select
committee for the deletion of Clause 11 is
one with which I cannot agree, beeauqe the
Act operates only where tile ArTbitration
CoDurt does not operate. hlow is it that the
Act provides a 48-hour week for males and
a 44-hour week for females if what the lhon.
member says is right, that the Arbitration
Court should hr the only tribunal to fix
hours of labour? This Chamber did noit
take the same objection in 1920 as it takes
to-day, and in 1920 mn'ly industries worked
more than 48 hours%. I repeat, legislative
provisions dealing- with hours of labour and
wages apply only where the Arbitration
Court has no jurisdiction. If we leave the
Act unaltered until such time as the Arbitra-
tion Court gives decisions on this and allied
matters, there will ,ever' be any alteration,
because those matters are not likely ever to
come before the court. I do not know what
evidence was given before the select com-

miitire on this particular rjtwrtion, but I feel
suethat a perusal of the evidence will dis-

close that what I have Maid is correct. It is
17 years since the parent Act was passed,
and in that period there have been many ma-
terial alterations in hours of labour, and in
a downward direction. in a large number of
European and American countries. Hours
of labour have been reduced] there by two,
four, and even eight hours per~ week. There-
fore the Hill does not ask for anything out
of the way. Where the Arbitration Court
has jurisdiction, factories work 44 hours.

lion. 11. Tuckey: Why- cannot the matter
be brought before thie Arbitration Court?

The ('1111* SECRETARY: Because in
manty iiwtaiiceA the numbers employed are
not uliienitl v hu ge, or the factories are
situated in i-dated distriets. I object to
the re.uu gi ven by the select committee,
that the matter should be determined by the
Arbitration Court. It is not possible at
jpreseiit for th~e court to give decisions in all
thiese' case,' I realise that the recommen-
dation or the select committee is likely to
lie the decision of the Committee of the
House. At the same time it is necessary
for irc to submit that this is the considered
policyv of the (lovernuient. Wherever it has
beven lm$Mile the (;overniment has put into
op1 erationi the 44-hour week, which is en-
Jo , ed almocst without exception by all Gov-
erment vmjpl''v ees. The numbeir ol people
who will lbe ul1Yeeted by the Act may not
lie very large because in thle metropolitan
area mo1(st of the factories are covered by
Arbitration Court awards,, but there are
some people who are not %o covered, and
titer would be catered for by this measure
and are entitled to 44 hours a week.

Hon. J1. J. HOLMIES: I take exception
to what the 'Minister said about our being
opiposedl to a 44-hour wecek. That is wrong.
We say that the Arbitration Court should
decide the numbertiM hours on the evidence
brought before it. I do not care whether
it is -44 or 40 or 36 hours, buat the correct
decision can only be arrived at in the light
of evidence supplied to the court, A4ll sorts
of complications will arise if Parliament
begins to enter the field of fixing hours.
I understand that the shop assistants of
Perth have an agreement with the employ-
ers which has been in existence for 20
yearsi. Assuming that the agreement pro-
vides for 48 hour., a week, if the clause is
passed, we will have shop assistants in
small country places working 44 hours a
week and those under aegreement in the
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metropolitan area working 48 hours. There
is nothing to prevent those employees in
the small towns from coming under an
award of the court. At one time there
were unions at Bunbury, Northam, York,
Oeraldton, and elsewhere, but an attempt
was made to dominate them from Perth
under the One Big Union principle. All
those small unions now prefer to make
their own agreement with employers, bit
that does not coincide with the policy of
the Governent, which wants this dragnet
clause to bring everybody under a 44-hour
week.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member has repeated the statement time
after time about the Arbitration Court
awards being overridden, but once there is
an award or industrial agreement regis-
tered with the court this Act will not be
operative in regard to hours. I want the
hon. member to accept my word for that.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: I do.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: Well, that

is the first time; the hon. member has re-
peated that statement dozens of times.
The Act deals with only those employees
not covered by Arbitration Court awards.
The Arbitration Court overrides this Act.
In some factories governed by an award, a
44-hour week operates; in other factories
not so governed, and carrying on the same
class of work, the emnployees are doing 48
hours, which is not fair. I therefore ask
the Committee to do the fair thing by those
people who, in most eases, cannot help
themselves.

Hon. G. B. WOOD: We have to face up
to a shorter working week in most indus-
tries. I did not think it was the function
of this House to decide such questions until
I heard the Minister. Would it not be pos-
sible to bring all these industries under
the court and let the court decide this
matter?

Hon. H. S. W. PARKER: I take it that
what the discussion is realy about is con-
tained in Clause 12. It all depends upon
the fate of Clause 12 as to whether Clause
11 should remain in the Bill.

The Chief Secretary: Or vice versa.
Hon. H. S. W. PARKER: My idea is to

vote to support the Minister to keep Clause
11 in, but I may vote against the next clause.
I agree that where there is an award or
agreement under the Arbitration Act, these
clauses have no effect whatever. That is

set out in Section 1.55 of the Factories and
Shops Act. If we strike out Section 31 of
the Act, as is-provided for in Clause 11, then
there is no mention in the Act as to the
time during which males may be employed
in a factory.

The Chief Secretary: Read Section :32.
Honi. H. S. W. PARKER: Section 32

provides for the en~ployment of women and
boys hut it is proposed under Clause 12
to alter that to read "persons" instead of
"women and boys," and thnt covers anybody.
I am prepared to agree with the Minister
on this clause but may not on the next.

Hon. J. 31. 3MACFARLANE: The ',in is-
ter has indicated that it is the policy of the
Government progressively to reduce hours.
if this Bill is passed and Arbitration Court
awards provide for 48 hours, it will not be
long before the unions will point to the
amendment of this Act in support of. a
claim for a universal 44-hour week.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Several witnesses tes-
tified that it would be bound to have, an
influence on the court.

Hon. J. A%. MACFARLANE: I represent
an industry that deals in perishable commer-
cial products. With a 48-hour working week
something satisfactory can be accomplished,
but less than that is going to binder the
development of an industry that can beebme
a valuable asset to the State. I

Hon. G. FRASER: Objection has been
taken to hours being fixed by this House,
but that is nothing new. Unless hours are
laid down here, quite a number of people
working in shops and factories will he de-
barred from having decent working condi-
tons. It is not possible for the common
rule to cover the position. Apart from coun-
try towns, there are factories in the metro-
politan area not covered by awards or agree-
ments, and the employees in those factories
wvould continue to work 48 hours. There is
a factory within half a mile of Parliament
House employing a large number of work-
ers, and they are not permitted to organise.

Hon. 0. B. Wood: It is hard to believe
that.

Hon. G. FRASER: Unless the Act is
amended, those employees will have to con-
tinue to work hours stipulated by Parliament
18 years ago. Surely there has been a
sufficient improvement in machinery, etc., to
permit of a shorter working week being in-
troduced. From 80 to 85 per cent. of the
awards made during those years provide for
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a 44-hour week. Parliament must fix some imiagine nnything more confusing happen-
hours.

Hon. J. Nicholson: We recommend that
the provision in the Act be retained.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: It might be an induce-
ment for such employees to go to the court.

Hon. G. FRASER: That is impossible in
some instances because of the attitude of the
employers.

Hon. J. Nicholson: How could the em-
ployers prevent itf

Hon. G. FRASER: They have the thick
end of the stick. Some of them refuse to
allow their employees to orgaise.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: That is nonsense.
Hon. G. FRASER: I ant prepared to give

the ban. member the names of such employ-
ers.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: I cannot believe it.
Ron. G. FRASER: Then let me instance

the match factory.
Hon. C. H. Wittenooni: How long do

those employees work?
Hon. G. FRASER: We cannot ascertain

the conditions, because we cannot get the
employees organised.

Hon. L~. B. Bolton: I suppose they are so
satisfied.

Hon. G. FRASER: They are not satisfied.
Hon. H1. S. W. Parker: The inspector of

factories would know how long they work.
Hon. G. FRASER: There are other em-

ployees not covered by awards.
Hon. H. Tuckey: They must be well

treated.
Hon. C. Hf. WITTENOOM: If the clause

were passed, the working week for employees
would be restricted to 44 hours. That would
be detrimental to some businesses, and
probably would result in the destruction of
others.

Hon. J. J. HOLM'ES: The~only deduction
to be drawn from Mr. Fraser's remarks is
that the employees at the match factory have
ordered the union representatives off the
premises because they are satisfied with their
employers and do not wvant outside interfer-
ence. At one time I controlled 39 shops
from South Fremantle to Leonora, and I had
to insist upon my best men joining the union
because of the trouble caused at union meet-
ings by an element that no one would employ.
If we fixed the hours at 44, all employees
under agreementsq providing for 48 hours
would want their awards amended by the
court, saying that Parliament had set 44
hours as the standard. Could members

ing-? At present boys under 16 and wVomien
may not work more than 44 hours a week,
while men may lie worked 48 hours a week.
The Bill proposes to estalblish a 44-hour
week throughout, regardless of wvhat the
court may have deternined after bearing all
the facts.

Hon. G. Fraser: Did the fact of Parlia-
ment stipulating 48 hours in the Act make
48 horns the standard throughout the State?

lHon. J1. J. HOLMIES: The hon. member
mnakes a point of the fact that Parliament
once decided certain hours. A start bad to
be made.

lion. 11. Tiwkey: There was no court in
those days.

lHon. .1. .1. HOLMIES: Parliament now has
no knowledge of the facts, and should say,
"There is the court; put up your case and the
country will have to abide by the court's
decision."

Hon. L. 13. BOLTON: I oppose the dele-
tion of the section because it is not the
province of Parliament to ix7 a standard of
working hours less than the average of the
arbitration awards. The present average is
45.3 hours per week,

The Chief Secretary: For factories?
Hon. L. B, BOLTON: Yes. To fix hours

is the wvork of the court. To amend the Act
as suggested would seriously interfere with
a large number of agreements operating in
the metropolitan area.

Boa. W. J. MANN: The Chief Secretary
was not quite right in asserting that the
select committee favoured a 44-hour week.
The select committee did not even discuss the
number of hours that should constitute the
working week. The stand the select com-
mittee took was that hours, wages and
working conditions were purely matters
for the court. The State has provided an
Arbitration Court with machinery to enable
practically everybody to approach it and
if they do not approach it, that is
not the fault of Parliamnent. Evidence was
given to the select committee to show how
many establishments were grouped under
different headings and a return was sub-
mitted by the Chief Inspector showing that
47 establishments were not subject to regis-
tration nor covered by an award.

The CHTIEF SECRETARY: I am sorry
the hon. member should attempt to justify
his arguments by quoting evidence which
ivas supplied to the select committee for
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an entirely different purpose. The list of
47 establishments to which he referred is
not a complete list of the factories in the
metropolitan area not covered by awards of
the court or industrial agreements.

Ron. W. J. Mann: I quoted from the
list as it was presented to us.

The CHIEF SECRETA-RY: The list was
provided for another purpose altogether;
it was provided by the courtesy of the
Chief Inspector who obtained the informa-
tion from his inspectors who, in turn, sup-
plied it from memory. That information
was furnished to the Committee for an-
other purpose altogether. Besides, the list
which purports to be a list of unregistered
factories not subject to awards is by no
means complete, and to use it in the way
the hon. member endeavoured to do to sup-
port his argument is unfair; there was no
need for him to do so. The discussion has
gone far beyond what the clause or the
section contains. Section 31 of the Act
simply deals with the hours of labour for
male employees not covered by awards or
agreements and if we delete that "etion
then it will be necessary for us to amend
the following section, Section 32, which at
present deals with the hours of women and
boys. If we accept what has been put for-
ward, it will amount to this, that the
Chamber declares that there are many em-
ployces who will for many years to come
he without hope of improvement in the
hours of labour simply because this House
insists that they shall go to the Arbitra-
tion Court. In many cases it is impossible
under the Act for them to do so and in
other instances there is not a sufficient
number of employees to form a union, and
unless those employees are members of a
union they cannot approach the court.
Also for several other reasons, it is not
possible for some of the employees to ap-
proach the court to have the hours adjudi-
cated.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: There is no need
to offer excuses for the recommendations
that have been submitted by the select
committee. They have been put forward on
sound rounds and after serious considera-
tion on the part of the select committee.
According to the Chief Secretary there are
only a few people, comparatively speakine.
not covered by awards. The select commit-
tee took into consideration an important
matter in connection with the economic and

industrial life of the State and that was
the State's position in competition with the
other States. In the Eastern States it is
well known that they are not by Act of
Parliament compelled to work 44 hours,
while here it is proposed by our legisla-
tion to limit the hours to 44, and thus in-
fluence the Arbitration Court and so corn-
mit what I believe would be a very serious
injury to industrial employment in this,
State. There may be private agreements
that are not a commnon rule, private agree-
ments between individuals and their em-
ployers, agreements providing for 48 hours
a week to be worked in five days. Why
should not that he pernitted so long as
(luring the week the 48 hours as the maxi-
mum set down by Section 31 of the Act
are not exceeded? We would nullify the
effects of those private agreements if we
were to agree to the clause.

The CHAIRMAN: I hope members will
pardlon me if I draw their attention to one
matter. Although the Bill has been the sub-
ject of consideration by a select committee,
the Committee of this Chaumber has spent
over one hour on this particular clause. I
draw hon. members' attention to portion of
Standing Order 397 which reads--

The Presidopt or the Chairman of Commit-
tves may call the attention of the Council or
Committee, as the case may be, to continued
irrelevance or tedias repetition en the part of
any' member, aud may direct such member to
discontinue his speeeh.

That Standing Order was inserted for some
particular purpose, and I think it will be
agreed that it has been frankly infringed
this evening.

Hon. W. J. MANN: By way of explana-
tion, I wish to draw attention to the fact
that the Chief Secretary appeared to take
great exception to the fact that I quoted
from a list supplied by the Chief Inspector
of Factories. I have great admiration for
flint particular officer, and I wvould not do
anything to place him in an invidious posi-
tion. The Chief Secretary has been misin-
formed, or he has not read the evidence.
The Minister said very definitely that the
Chief Inspector had no list of unregistered
factories. I propose to read a portion of
the evidence in that particular point-

12. By Ron. J. 3. Holmes: Hwve you a list
of the registered faetoriest-Yes. I have
baaded one to the Commnittee. (Exhibit 1.)
That list was prepared two months ago, and
there have been sonme additions and charges
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in the meantime. I also have a list of un-
register(L factories (Exhibit 2), and that
sJhows factories or premises that we know of
that are not subject to registration as fac-
tories because there are either not more than
four or more persons, including the occupier,
employed there, or there is no mechanical
ljower exceeding one horse power used in con-
nection with the undertaking. I shall furnish
you 'with another list shouing some of the in-
dustric-i that are subject to registration under
tie Factories :,nd Shops Act, but not subject
t.- any award 'n-r agreement.

There has never been any semblance of a
claimq that those were complete lists. The
.suggestion that they were complete origin-
ated from the Minister. in fairness to me
and the seleoct committee, the Minister will
admit that hie was not in possession of the
full facts when he made his statement.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I repeat
what I have' already stated, namely, the
Chief Inspector has no list of factories that
are not registered.

H Eon. WV. J. Maini: What about his state-
mient iii evidence?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That state-
"Went is correct so far as it goes; he has a
list of some factories. As a matk~r of fact,
the list referred to was supplied by the
officers of the department from memory in
drder to comply i4th the suggestion from the
,select committee that a list of such faetorie
should be furhished. The department has
between 25,000 and 30,000 files and it would
be very difficult for the Chief Inspector or
any of bin inspectors to compile from those
files, at short notice, a complete list of un-
registered factories. Dealing with the clause,
I am glad Mr. Nicholson referred particu-
larly to the evidenc, because it seemed to
supply the reason why the select, committee
had agreed that the clause should he de-
leted.

Hon. J. Nicholson: We considered it from
an economic standpoint and also from that
of the competition emanating from the East-
ern States.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The select
committee took the point of view of the sec-
retary of the Employers' Federation.

Hon. J. Nicholson: I ask that that state-
ment he withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN:. Order! We are inx
Committee and the bon. member can reply.

Hon, 3. Nicholson: But I ask for a with-
drawnl.

The CHAIRMAN: What does the hion.
member suggest'should be withdrawn?

Hon. J. Nicholson: The Chief Secretary
stated that the select committee took the
view of the secretary of the Employers' Fed-
eration as the reason for their recommenda-
tion. We were not actuated by that cir-
cumstance at all.

The CHAIRMTAN: That is merely a mat-
ter of opinion.

Hun. J. Nicholsoni: The statement was
made against the expressiont of opinion I
have placed hefore members enmphatially onl
hbalf of the se-lect committee.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: To satisfy
Mr. Nicholson, I will withdraw the state-
mnent. The decision on this clause will affect
uthers, and it is therefore importaiit. I take
eLxception to the reasons advanced by the
Committee against the clause. It appears
to me that they merely represent an excuse,
because nnn'nhcrs of the selet committee
must have kiiown that the Arbitration Court
cannot act in these mattent.

Clause put and a divisin
following result:

Ayes
Noes

Majority against

A
Hon. J. M. Drew
Hen. E. H. Gray

N
Hon. E. H. Aogelo
lion., C. F. Baxter
Hon. L. S. Bolton
Hon. J1. T. Franklin
Mon. J7. J. Holmes
Hen. 3. M1. Mlacfarlane
Hlon. W. J. Man

-P.
AYEs.

Hon. A. M. Clydesdale
Hon. T. Moore
Hen. E, H. H. Ball

YES

R on.
i Bo.

taken with the

4
14

10

W. R. KiLSon
G. Fraser

(laer.)
aBS.

Hon. J1. Nicholson
Hon. H. S. W. Parker
Hnil H. V. Piesie
Hon. ff. Tuccey
Ron. C. H. Wluen orn
Hon, 0. R, Wood

Hem V. Hanifersley
(Tenoer.)rMNoe.

Hoe. G. W., Miles
Hon. A. TUomson

Clause thus negatived.
Clause 12-Amendment of Section 32 of

the principal Act:
The CHIEF SECRETARY. There is just

one point to which I would draw the atten-
tion of members. The first three subelauses
arc consequential upon the deletion of Clause
11, but Subelause 4 is in a different cate-
gory. This is the provision rendered neces-
sary in order to deal with cases such as I
muentioned in the second reading, where an
employee might he employed in a shop and
in a factory as well for the maximum
number of hours, and still only be paid one
wek' wage.
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Hon. J. Nicholson: 'Mr. Bra dshnw quoted
such a case.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes, I have
it here.

lion. J. -31. 'Macfarlane: Nobody want.,
such a condition of affairs.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I move an amend-
tuent-

That paragraph (a) be' struck out.

Amendment put and passed.

Ifon. J. NICHOLSON: I move an amend-
men t-

That ini paragruph (b) the words ''by de-
letig !iiIbset-tici (2) and"' be struck out.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. .1. NICHOLSON: I move an amend-
ment-

That jprojjoscd Su;bse(,tions (2) and (3) Ibe
5tTLLC t'koit.

Amendment put and passAed.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I wish to re-
taun Subelause (4), but it is no longer in
its proper place in the Bill, so on recommit-
tal I wvill probably ask the Committee to
transfer it to the miscellaneous section of the
Bill.

Clause, as, amended, agreed to,

Clause 13 put and negatived.

Clause 14-Amiendnient of Section 34 of
the principal Act:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In para-
graph (b) seemingly the word "child" has
slipped in. No child can be employed in a
factory. I em inclined to move that para-
graph (b) be struck out.

Ron. J. Nicholson: The select committee
desires the deletion of the whole clause.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 15--Amendiient of Section 37:
Hon. J1. NICHOLSON: The select corn-

mnittee recommends the adoption of para-
graph (a) and the deletion of paragraph
(h) and of the amended proviso. I move
an Amendment-

That paragraph (b) be struck out.

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

Clauses 16, 17-agreed to.

Clause 18-New section:

[Hon. Sir Johni liiwn took the Chair.)

The CHIEF SECRETARY: What this
clause is asking for applies to women and
boys, but not to men. Unfortunately, the
overtime provisions of Awards arc easily
evaded. in some industries there are
awards that limit the overtime that may be
worked. It has frequently been found that
a particular employer is endeavouring, to
ennipete mnost unfairly with other emlLoyers
in the samec industry hrv working, his em-
ployees for longer periods than he is entitled
to do. 'When an inspector is able to get
into one of these factories, be has found
that, althoughli any employees are onl the
Irmmises at unusual hours, and showin~g

s-igns that they have been working, at the
moment they have been doing nothing in the
shape of worb. It has;, therefore, become
nvteessar~- to take steps to prevent evaisions.
of this kind. Incident.; of' this sort have
been of frequent occurrence, particalarly in
the furniture trade. It is essential that the
law should he amended to give the Arbitra-
tion Court power to put a stop to such Irae-
ti'ies.

Ron. J. J. HIOLMES : lUnder the clautie
anly eniployce found on the premises after
the working houirs fixed by the court can be
claimed to he 'illegally there, and the em-
ployer held responsible. In somne industries
the employees must have a bath and change
their clothes after finshing work. If such
employees are found on the premises en-
gaged in those occupations they can be
deemed to be illegally there. One can. ima-

wue a stay-in strike. In the event of such
a strike the employers would -be responsible
for the enmployees heing on the premises
after hours, And would be liable for their
wages, as well. The select committee was
quite right in suggesting that the clauise
would have a more far-reaching effect than
might he contemplated and in recommending
its deletion.

Hon. L. B. BOLTONM: The company
manufacturing matches here treats its em-
ployees extraordinarily wvell. It provides
them with bath , changing roomns, etc., and
tennis courts upon which mrany of the em-
ployees play up to s late as 7 o'clock at
night. That company, too, would be held
responsible for employees being on the
iirinlises; after hours.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Some mem-
bers are drawing upon their imaginations to
an extent that used to be quite common. I
had hoped this had dropped out of fashion.
Mr. Holmes seems to think he has found a

1901
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nigger in the woodpile. This matter must be
looked at from the point of view of common-
sense. The select committee did not actually
disagree with the principle contained in the
clause. Indeed, I suggest its members
thought there was a good deal in it. It would
have been better if that committee had put
up an amendment which in its opinion -would
have improved the clause.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: There might be some-
thing in that.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It did not,
however, suggest any amendment, but merely
recommended the deletion of the clause.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: We are not Parlia-
mentary draftsmen.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am aware
of that. I do net think that is quite as it
should be. If the Chamber is prepared to
agree to the principle enunciated by the
Government, members should help me to
draft a clause that will meet their wish and
mine. In any ease, the Act will he
administered with discretion. An alternative
to meet the position I have described could
be discovered. Inspectors should not be
defeated in their efforts to ensure the observ-
ance of the relevant Acts.

Hion. J. NICHOLSON: The select com-
mittee was desirous of giving every possible
help towards making the measure as effective
as possible. However, the clause is so far-
reaching that wve were bound to make the
recommendation we did make. Under the
clause as it stands, there is grave liability in
respect to accidents occurring when em-
ployees are even in the vicinity of the
factory. So long as an employee is on
factory premises after ceasing work, there is
a liability as to workers' compensation and
in other ways. We shall render every
possible help to the Chief Secretary, but in
the meantime the clause had better be
deleted.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 19-Repeal of Section 42 of the
principal Act and insertion of new section;
General holiday provisions:

Hon. J. NICHOLSOIN: This clause is on
the same principle as Clauses 13 and 14.
Such matters should he left to the Arbitra-
tion Court.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I point out
again that the Arbitration Court has no
jurisdiction where this measure applies, and
therefore the select committee's suggestion is
valueless. Women and boys employed in

factories are now entitled to the paid holi-
days enumerated. Mfen employed in the
same factories, and therefore not covered by
the Arbitration Court, are not entitled to
those paid holidays. There may be difference
of opinion as to how many paid holidays
there shonld be, but I do not think any
member of the Chamber would object to an
employee being paid for Christmas Day,
Good Friday, and other such days.

Hon, L. B. Bolton:- But you are asking
for too many holidays.

Hion. J. Nicholson: The matter is one for
the court to decide.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The court
does not decide, and cannot decide, in cases
covered by this legislation. Only one holi-
day proposed here can be classed as addi-
tional to those already enjoyed by women
and boys. Annually, for many -years past,
proclamations have been issued with regard
to all those holidays except Easter Satur-
day. The cla-use merely asks that male em-
ployees shall be entitled to paid 'holidays in
the same way as women and boys. That is
a matter over which the Arbitration Court
has no jurisdiction. if the objection of hon.
members is that the number of holidays is
being increased, let them say so.

Hon. J1. J. HOLMES: There is more in
this clause than the Minister suggests. Para-
graph (b) provides that when any holiday
falls on a Saturday, employees engaged in
a factory in which 44 hours per week are
worked on five days of the week, from Mon-
day to Friday inclusive, shall be allowed a
paid holiday on the following Monday or
shall be paid an additional day's wages in
lieu thereof. It has been made clear, how-
ever, by many Arbitration Courts that holi-
days are for the purpose of rest and recrea-
tion, and not for the purpose of increasing
pay. That is a point to which the Minister
did not refer.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The reason
given by the select committee for urging the
deletion of the clause is that the matter
should be left to the Arbitration Court.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: We followed your
policy of "hands off the Arbitration Court."

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I under-
stood the hon. member accepted my words
but now he seems to have forgotten. The
clause contains a number of subelauses, some
of which are acceptable to maembers. The
Committee should not reject the whole clause
merely because one or two subelauses cannot
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lbe accepted. I suggest we aaopt the same
procedure as previously and although we
delete the clause at this stage, on recommittal
a clause may be drafted that will meet with
approval.

Hon. L. B. BOLT ON: I sympathise with
the Minister because the clause does embody
some good features. I would like to correct
him regarding the number of holidays.
There are eigh'lt holidays specified in the
parent Act, but the Bill provides for eleven,
so that the Minister was not accurate in his
statement.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
want it thougaht that I tried to mislead the
Committee.

Hon. J. Nicholson: We know you would
not do that.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I pointed
out that, as far as I could see, the clause
provided for one additional paid holiday.
In the section there are certain specified
holidays that are paid for and in addition,
speaking from memory, there are four addi-
tional holidays that for years past have been
proclaimed and paid for in the same way.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: I did not suggest you
tried to mislead the Committee.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No, but I
point out that last week we passed a Bill
dealing with the King's Birthday in order
to make the position clear. I am now
in receipt of advice showing that my state-
ment was not correct with regard to the
holidays. The proclaimed holidays that 1
-referred to do not affect factories. I thought
they applied all round.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 20--Amendment of Section 43 of
the principal Act:

The CHIEF SECRETARY:- The select
committee recommends that the clause be
deleted. Here, again, there is no logical rea-
son why males should not enjoy the same
benefits as those prescribed for women and
boys. The Act sets out that occupiers of
factories are to allow a half-holiday on every
Saturday when shops are required to close
on that day, or an any other day when, by
agreement, the half-holiday is observed.
Why should not that provision apply to all
employees?7 I suggest that here, again, we
adopt the procedure of deleting the clause
and deal with the matter further on recomn-
mnittal.

Ron. J. NICHOLSO N: The select com-
int tee had to take into consideration
an important industry in which the
Honorary 'Minister is interested, namely,
the baking industry. In view of the
evidence given in convection with this par-
ticular clause, the Committee found it best
to make the recommendation that has been
made. I am prepared to say, and I think the
other members of the select commtittee will
agree with me, that if there is a way out
of the difficulty we shall be pleased to confer
with tile Chief Secretary.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Bakers are
covered by an award and this particular
clause would not operate in regard to them,
but only in regard to employees4 not covered
by awards.

Clause put and negatived.
Progress reported.

floune adjourned at 9.33 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30)
p.m. and read prayers.

RETURN-RAILWAYS, COAL
SUPPIES.

MR. WILSON (Collie) [4.32]: I move--
That a return be laid upon the Table of the

House showing-
(a) the total tonnage of Collie coal used by

the Thilways for the past ten years,
each year ended on the 30th June,

1903


