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Wednesday, the 2nd November, 1977

The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

CLOSING DAYS OF SESSION

Standing Orders Suspension
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

[2.17 p.m.]: I move-
(1) That so much of the Standing Orders be

suspended as is necessary to enable Bills
to be introduced without notice, to be
passed through all their remaining
stages on the same day, and Messages
from the Legislative Council to be taken
into consideration on the day they are
received.

(2) That on and after Wednesday, 2nd
November, 1977,-
(a) Standing Order 224 (Grievances)

be suspended, and
(b) Government business shall take

precedence, of all Motions and
Orders of the Day on Wednesdays
as on all other days.

I should explain that, So far as 1 am able to
determine and short of any unseen emergencies
which I cannot predict at the moment, notice of
all legislation from the Government for this
session has been given either in this House or in
another place; and I can assure the House that
Ministers will need some very strong reasons to
have any further Bills placed on the notice paper.
Members who have been here for any length of
time realise that the best laid plans of mice and
men can go astray; but so far as I can predict the
Bills of which notice has been given have in fact
been placed on the notice paper.

It is customary at this stage to facilitate the
passage of legislation and other procedures of the
House, such as motions, amendments, and the
like, and particularly messages from another
place; and there is nothing extraordinary about it
on this occasion. As far as I can predict, and
assuming the House moves along at its normal
rate, with co-operation on both sides we should be
able to finish the session comfortably in what
remains of this sitting week and the next two
sitting weeks. But whatever the business of the
House demands will have to be the requirement so
far as members are concerned.

As regards the items of private members'
business which are already on the notice paper, I

have assured the Leader of the Opposition that
reasonable opportunity for debate will be given,
even if we cannot -necessarily deal with all of the
items in the orthodox Wednesday afternoon style.
It is intended, as I have mentioned to the Leader
of the Opposition, that provided we can have an
assurance from the Opposition that the normal
Wednesday procedures will prevail-in other
words, that private members' business will
terminate at 6.15 p.m., in accordance with the
procedure we have followed-as soon as the
formal business is out of the way, which would
include down to item No. 8, of the notices of
motion and Order of the Day No. I-private
members' business will proceed.

I understand the Leader of the Opposition may
want to change the order of some of the items of
private members' business, which commence at
Order of the Day Na. 2. That- is something which
can be agreed between the Opposition and the
Government when the Leader of the Oposition
seas how the timetable is operating and according
to how he and his colleagues desire to handle
some of the items. As I understand it, they are
very anxious to have Order of the Day No. 7
completed so far as its introduction by the
member for Gosnells is concerned; his remarks
were adjourned on a previous occasion.

However, that is something that presents no
practical difficulty, so long as it is clearly
understood that the normal Wednesday afternoon
6.15 p.m. completion of private members'
business will prevail. So far as other private
members' sessions apart from today are
concerned, I suggest that we should leave it on the
basis that there will be consultation between the
Leader of the Opposition and myself from time to
time and we will ensure that reasonable times are
allocated. When I use the term "reasonable
times" I do not mean simply reasonable in length,
but also a reasonable time of the day for private
members' business which is already on the notice
paper to be considered. I cannot give that
undertaking in connection with any new business.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.23 p.m.): The Opposition has no
real objection to the motion moved by the
Premier. Of course, part (1) is moved usually to
expedite the business between the two 1-ouses at
this stage of the session as the Premier has
indicated. Also, Standing Order No. 224 in
relation to grievances is usually set aside once we
start to wind up the affairs of a session.

The proposal that Government business should
take precedence over private members' business
was brought in with little warning and I thought
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we would have had more notice of this move.
However, the Premier has given the assurance
that after dealing with the items he has
mentioned, private members' business will be
proceeded with today. He failed to mention that
he would not be proceeding with notice of motion
No. 3 at this stage. I hope it is still his intention to
adjourn that Bill until after the tea suspension.

Sir Charles Court: As I mentioned, I will get
my deputy to adjourn thar until a later stage of
the sitting.

Mr .JAMIESON: I quite appreciate that, but as
th& Premier did not mention it, members may
have wondered what was to happen.

Under normal circumstances many of the
procedural matters involved on the Standing
Orders amendments would take some time.
However, we will be looking for time to bring up
other items also.

The Premier stressed and stressed again that
private members' business already on the notice
paper would be dealt with. I would like to point
out that the member for Geraldton gave notice of
a motion today, although he intended to give that
notice yesterday. He was in his electorate
yesterday because of a matter which also involved
the Minister for Labour and Industry. As he was
not able to be present in the House yesterday, I
hope that this motion will be included in those to
receive precedence. Actually he had given notice
of it before the Premier moved to suspend
Standing Orders.

As the Premier said, other matters of urgency
may arise, Of course, we will then find ourselves
in the hands of the Government. We would like to
see as much private members' business as possible
dealt with iii a reasonable fashion. This assurance
has been given by the Premier, and as a
consequence we cannot object to the proposal put
forward by the Government.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[2.26 p.m.]: So that there is no misunderstanding
about this matter, I will give an undertaking that
reasonable time will be given to items already on
the notice paper. Any new business would have to
be the subject of discussion, and that will include
any motions of which notice was given today. I
think we should leave this matter on the basis that
if the Opposition believes it has a special case to
present, the Leader of' the Opposition will discuss
the matter with me and I will do my best to
accommodate the Opposition, having regard to
the pressures of business.

I discussed privately with the Leader of the
Opposition notices of motion Nos. 5 to 8. It is our
intention to process these Bills in a formal way to

the point where the second reading will be made
an order of the day for the next sitting of the
House. It is not intended that the Ministers
concerned will actually give second reading
speeches in regard to these Bills.

Question put and passed.

STAMP ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Sir Charles Court
(Treasurer), and read a first time.

FLOUR BILL

Introduct ion and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Grayden
(Minister for Labour and Industry), anid read a
first time.

Second Reading.

MR GRAY DEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [2.30 p.m.]: I move-

Thai the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill has its origin in the present strike by
flourmill employees-a strike that has had a most
destructive and disruptive effect on the
community.

We have a situation today where a handful of
employees have acted in such a way that flour
supplies have been cut off to bakeries, bread
supplies have been cut off to consumers, and
thousands of workers in allied industries have
been stood down.

There can be no denying that the lack of
availability of bread has its impact on families,
particularly low-income earning families. It is
untenable for a Government to stand idly by
whilst the earning capacity of families is eroded
by the actions of a small group of workers and
other breadwinners in the industry and associated
industries are stood down through no fault of
their own.

Only a matter of weeks ago members opposite
were talking in terms of reducing the tension in
industrial relations. Only a fortnight ago, the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry
called for a new attitude towards creating a better
industrial climate in Western Australia.

Those are commendable sentiments; yet, before
they were able to settle on the hearing of Western
Australians, members of the Federated Millers'
Union decided to begin an indefinite strike over a
pay dispute. According to the media the WA
Trades and Labor Council has condemned the
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Government's move to intervene and supports the
strikers' action.

Members know what has happened in the 12
days since; bread supplies have been seriously
affected, and thousands of workers have been
stood down.

From the outset the union adopted a selfish,
obstructionist stance in regard to flour supplies.
On the admission of the union secretary (Mr
Truslove) a special union committee was to be set
up to organise pickets at flourmills.

Mr Truslove saw this as a way of ensuring
there was no attempt to break the strike. The
consequences, of course, were clear; picket lines
were established to prevent the free flow of flour.

As the strike wore on, it became clear that no
amount of good sense or goodwill was going to
prevail. An Arbitration Commission conference,
presided over by Commissioner J1. W. Coleman,
recommended that a mass meeting of members be
called to consider his proposal that the men
should return to work.

The result of that recommendation is well
known-it was rejected-and yet the Federal
executive of the union, in a telegram read out by
the commissioner, had also recommended the
workers return to work pending arbitration
proceedings.

It is important to remember in all this that
Commissioner Coleman's recommendation was
made after the snillowners had given an assurance
that they were prepared to start talks with the
union as soon as the men returned to work.

Mr Skidmore: The union did not give the
assurance.

Mr O'Connor: He did not say that it did.
Mr GRAYDEN: The millowners gave the

assurance.
Mr Skidmore: They did not.
Mr GRAYDEN: I flatly contradict that. Once

again it became a question of playing things the
union's way or not playing at all.

The Government's principal concern in all of
this was not the merits or demerits of the men's
claims-for that is a matter for the arbitration
processes-but the interests of the public who are
being denied bread supplies.

The Government was faced with a situation.
therefore, where unionists were picketing
flourmills and preventing flour flowing to
bakeries. In other wards a sirike-an illegal
action in itself-stands between the adequate
stores of flour on the one hand, and consumers
getting bread on the other hand. Inquiries

revealed that the Government had no power to
ensure that the flour stocks became bread
supplies.

Information from the Bread Manufacturers'
Association indicates that flour consumption for
bread alone in the metropolitan area is about 550
tonnes a week. To this can be added something
like 250 tonnes a week for use in country districts
in the lower half of Western Australia.

This does not include the quantities used for the
making of pastry and cakes. Certainly it may be
said that housewives should make their own bread
from the simple recipes which are publicised in
daily papers. This again is dependent on packaged
flour being readily available on the shelves in
shops, and this is Cast diminishing.

Not all housewives possess the expertise to
make quality bread, pastry, and other flour
products. What is more, they should not be denied
access to the daily production of bread, pies and
cakes, which are made by proficient tradesmen in
such unions as the Bakers' and Pastrycooks'
Union who will be placed out of work.

We come therefore to the intent of this Bill
which primarily seeks to get access to the flour
stocks. I repeat what tite Premier said after
Cabinet had decided to prepare this legislation:
the move is the only practical way of ensuring
that the public get supplies of bread and other
flour products.

The Dill gives the Government the rigt-for
the period of the present strike and until a certain
time next year-to buy such flour stocks as it
deems necessary. It gives the Government the
right to sell and distribute that flour.

The Bill provides adequately for compensation,
and this is additional to the normal rights of
citizens to take their rights to the courts. It
provides for a person who, as the result of
compliance with a ny direction given under the
Act, or while engaged in carrying out any such
direction, surfers lass, damage or injury, to have
an extra option as regards settlement of claims.

This additional provision ror compensation is
done in the interests of expediency and reduced
costs because some people may prefer to apply for
compensation direct to the Minister. The
Government has no desire or intention of
disadvantaging any trader.

Once again, I stress that the measure is aimed
solely at securing the right of every member of
the public to have access to a basic foodstuff.
Interestingly, some people-including the leader
writer responsible for the editorial in today's issue
of The West Australian-see the Government's
action as provocative.
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Several members interjected.
Mr GRAYDEN: 1 simply put it to

members-where did the provocation come from?
Mr Skidmore: It was before the negotiation,

and you know it.
Mr GRAYDEN: Who took the initial decision

which caused disruption to supplies?
People arc fed up with the sort of industrial

anarchy that denies them normal everyday
services; especially when those same people know
that the union concerned has snubbed the
arbitration process.

In circumstances such as we have today, half-
measures are tantamount to no action at all.

The Government went to the extent late last
week of lifting all restrictions on bread-baking
hours to allow those who hadnfour to bake at any
hour except on a Sunday. That, I believe, gave
some temporary relief but, of course, the lifting of
such restrictions finally becomes meaningless if
flour is not available.

I conclude by saying that the Government
makes no apology whatsoever for introducing this
legislation. No single group can expect to disrupt
this community at will and get away with it. This
Government was elected to govern aftd it intends
to do precisely that.

Government members: Hear, hear!
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the

sitting, on motion by Mr O'Neil (Chief
Secretary).

(Continued on page 296S)

Standing Orders Suspension: Time Limit on
Debates

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
(2.40 p.m.]: I move-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable this
House to hereby direct that in connection
with the "Flour Bill" the questions on the
several stages of the Bill shall be put as
scheduled hereunder and without further
debate as follows:-

Thfe Schedule
The Second Reading of the Bill-at or

before 9 p.m. on Wednesday, 2nd November.
The Committee Stages of the Bill,

including the question for the Report of the
Chairman-at or before 10 p.m. on
Wednesday, 2nd November.

The adoption of the Committee's Report
and the Third Reading of the Bill-at or

before 10.30 p.m. on Wednesday, 2nd
November.

This House directs that the several stages
of the Bill be dealt with accordingly.

For the benefit of those members who may not
have experienced such a motion in this place, this
is what is commonly called the "guillotine"
motion. It provides the machinery whereby
matters of an urgent nature can be dealt with by
the House on a timetable, rather than having
prolonged and acrimonious debate, knowing that
the measure concerned is one of public urgency
and interest. Therefore, it is necessary to declare a
timetable by which the votes will be taken.

It is also the desire of the Govern ment-agai n
in the public interest-that the Bill be referred to
the Legislative Council as soon as practicable
and, hopefully, that it will be able to deal with the
Bill tomorrow so that before the weekend the
Government will have the Bill passed and it can
be assented to.

Mr Tonkin: What are you talking about? You
have the numbers there. You are not hopeful at
all, because you know it will be passed tomorrow.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Minister in
introducing the Bill made its purpose clear. He
also pointed out that the Government does not
take this sort of action willingly or cheerfully.

Mr Tonkin: You have been looking for it.
Mr Davies: What pure humbug! You are at it

again.
Sir CHARLES COURT: However, eventually,

an elected Government gets to the stage where it
must take action in the public interest. This Bill
has been introduced in the public interest.

Mr Tonkin: To look after Fraser at the election.
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is of no use

allowing this Bill to drift through this House in a
leisurely way while the people cannot obtain
access to flour. Members should bear in mind that
flour is available in plentiful quantities; it is
simply a matter of collection and distribution to
enable the public to purchase bread and other
products made from flour. From what I
understand of the situation, the flour supplies will
last for at least four weeks, so it is not a question
of being short of flour in the State.

This is not a situation which any responsible
Government can tolerate. Members should also
bear in mind that flour is an.-essential commodity,
the loss of which has greater impact and
significance upon people on the lowest incomes.

Mr Hodge: When have you ever been
concerned about people on low incomes?
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Sir CHARLES COURT: Therefore, it is the
Government's desire that this legislation be
decided by this House, and decided expeditidusly,
so that we can have the legislation effective if we
need to use it. Hopefully, we will not, but if we do
have to use it it must be effective by Friday of this
week-assuming that the Legislative Council can
deal with the Bill tomorrow and we can get it
back to this House in time to have it assented to.

Mr B. T. Burke: Why do you not get it over
with, and stop this charade?

Sir CHARLES COURT: That is the purpose
of the motion, and it is now up to members of the
Opposition to react in any way they want to.

Mr Tonkin: What difference will that make?
This place is your rubber stamp, and that is the
end of it:

Sir CHARLES COURT: I have stated the
Government's position clearly and simply. We
now want to get this guillotine motion approved
so that, come 7.30 tonight, the debate can be
resumed and this timetable will be set in motion.

Mr O'NEIL: Mr Speaker, I formally second
the motion.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.44 p.m.]- Mr Speaker, firstly I
take strong exception to the Government's action
in adjourning the debate. I thought there was a
clear understanding of the procedures which
would take place. This type of action should not
be indulged in by the Government; if unusual
steps are to be taken, some prior knowledge
should be given by the Premier.

Mr Tonkin: It is a sheer lack of manners on
their part.

Mr Davies: When did they ever show courtesy?
Mr O'Neil: I said it across the Chamber.
Mr JAMIESON: No, the Minister did not. I

had arranged with the member who would
normally take the adjournment to adjourn to a
later stage of the sitting; I have just spoken to
him, and he confirms that fact.

Sir Charles Court: I arranged to have it
adjourned to a later stage of the sitting for your
benefit, not ours.

Mr Tonkin: They have the manners of pigs.
Mr JAMIESON: Now we come to the motion

that is before the Chair. I mentioned briefly
earlier on that it would not do us much good to
argue all day about this motion, although we
could very easily do so. In fact, there are very
good reasons that we should argue at length on
this matter. However, suffice it to say on this

occasion that we are very much opposed to the
moving of this guillotine motion.

The guillotine motion has not been employed
on very many occasions in this Parliament. From
the quick research I have had undertaken into the
matter, the last time it was moved was in
September, 1974, in respect of the Fuel, Energy,
and Power Resources Act Amendment Bill.

Prior to that, in 1973 the Tonkin Government
actually gave notice of a guillotine motion in
respect of the Industrial Arbitration Act
Amendment Dill, after a long period of debate;
however, it did not actually move such a motion.
In 1963, again on the Industrial Arbitration Act
Amendment Bill, the Government of the day,
feeling itself frustrated after a number of days'
debate, moved a guillotine motion. However,
never before has the guillotine motion been moved
immediately after the second reading of a Bill.

Prior to 1963, we need to go back to 1949 to
find the next guillotine motion. It was moved in
order to push the Budget through to allow the
then member for Swan, now the Minister for
Labour and Industry, and the late Mr Leslie, to
take up their positions as candidates in a Federal
election. The Government of the day guillotined
the Budget through to finish the session early in
order to allow those two members to carry on
with their campaign; they did not want to be short
of numbers due to the fact that they had resigned
from the State Parliament. From the brief check
made of the records, they are the only times such
a motion has been moved or contemplated in this
House.

I see no necessity for the Government to take
such quick and early action. Surely it would have
been better for the Government first to ascertain
the reaction of the Opposition to the legislation.
We did not know what was in the Bill until a few
moments ago. The legislation may have been
quite acceptable to the Opposition, although I
doubt whether many parts of it will be acceptable.
To start with, the Opposition objects to the
principle of making one one's brother's keeper.

I have not yet had a cl ose look at the
legislation. However, I do not think the Minister
for Labour and Industry should be a party to such
legislation, under any circumstances. We will
have a reasonable amount of time to debate that
particular provision tonight.

At this stage, I wish to object strongly at the
fact the Government has chosen to guillotine this
Dill through the House. Udoubtedly, the
Government is suffering from the same paralysis
suffered by the Federal Liberal Party, which
always has had a yen for this type of action.
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I checked the records of debate in the Federal
Parliament to ascertain the number of times
debate has been limited in that place. I found that
in May, 1972, several Bills were allowed only two
minutes each to pass through their various stages.
In 1970, Mr Snedden moved to limit the time
taken to debate the various stages of a Bill. It was
a motion similar to the motions moved in this
House after the Government of the day had been
frustrated for a number of days on a particular
piece of legislation.

I have no doubt that if the Premier had been
tol~rant with regard to this matter, as long as he
had been prepared to sit a little longer it could
have been effectively talked out without the use of
the guillotine motion. But the action he has now
taken is very provocative, and I do not doubt that
what was written by the leader writer of The
West Australian is justified under such
circumstances.

There is no need at this stage to adopt the
attitude which the Government has adopted. The
Legislative Council would not receive the Bill any
earlier than in time for tomorrow's- sitting under
any circumstances. Whilst it is very good for the
Government to get away with this because it has
the numbers to carry the provision through, one
must remember that the worm will turn, be it in a
few years' time or in many years' time. The
example which has been set by the Government
today will be one which some other Parliaments,
some other Governments, and some other
Oppositions may regret.

There is no need at this stage for this action. To
confine this debate within these limits is' not
justified. We shall start again at 7.30 p.m. and by
9.00 p.m-] 1/2 hours on a Bill we have only just
seen-we are expected to have put up a team and
to have finished the debate, at the same time not
knowing the support there is likely to be from the
other side and assuming that under normal
circumstances the Minister would want some time
to reply to the debate.

Mr Davies: What guarantee is there that we
will start at 7.30 p.m.? The Government has
already broken one undertaking.

Mr JAMIESON: This is ridiculous. Then we
will have half an hour for the Committee stage.
This Bill contains some fairly turbulent clauses
which I should certainly like to argue out for a
little longer than the half an hour to which the
Premier proposes to restrict us.

Mr O'Neil: One hour.
Mr JAMIESON: One hour to consider all the

clauses at the Committee stage. Then we will
have another half an hour for the adoption of the

Committee's report and the third reading of the
Bill before 10.30 p.m. This is not even a normal
sitting night. On other occasions when the
guillotine motion has been necessary in this
House it has been moved after days of frustration,
not provoked by a notice of motion that was given
before the Bill was even introduced.

If the Government wants to set out to cause
ructions and problems it is certainly going the
right way about it. The Opposition will not have a
bar of such a proposition at this juncture; it would
not have a bar in normal circumstances of such a
motion to limit its actions and no doubt would
oppose it. But this motion is repugnant in all
forms and ways and even at this late stage the
-Premier should be giving thought to at least more
time for the general debate to take place. It is
ridiculous to confine such a. matter within these
limits.

In 1956 when a similar motion was proposed
because people were running short of potatoes in
this State at least unlimited time was given for
the debate; and even though this is a form of
nationalisation, it is a very severe form of
nationalisation. But we will consider all those
features of the Bill when we come to them.

At this stage I cannot see any~necessity for the
action of the Government in moving the guillotine
motion ahead of any suggestion that there would
be unnecessary delays in the passage of this Bill.
If the Government wishes to get this legislation
through it could sit late and long and, if
necessary, at a later stage it could start to move
the Bill through its stages according to
requirements if the Government thought it was
being frustrated. But at this stage the
Government has not been frustrated. We object
most strongly and oppose this motion.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[2.55 p.m.]: In reply to the Leader of the
Opposition let me make the position clear. When
we discussed the matter informally and again
when we spoke across the Chamber when I was
-speaking to the motion I said I would arrange for
one of my colleagues to adjourn the debate until a
later stage of the sitting. The reason for this is
very obvious; it was to enable the Opposition to
have a chance to study the Bill, also bearing in
mind that it was desired to get on with private
members' day. If the Opposition wishes to
abandon private members' business, that is all
right with me.

Mr Tonkin: You are talking nonsense. The
suggestion is that I should have moved the
adjournment.
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Mr 'NeiI: I am not going to speak. You can
still be the first speaker.

Sir CHARLES COURT: As a matter of good
sense and to allow the matter to be discussed, I
said-and members opposite will fled it recorded
in Hansard-

Mr Jamieson- We will look very closely for this.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -that it has been

arranged to adjourn the debate until a later stage
so that, Firstly, we can get on with private
members' business and, secondly, the Opposition
will have some time to look at the Bill.

1, now make reference to the use of the
guillotine motion and the cases cited by the
Leader of the Opposition. H-e well knows that the
Federal Government more or less operates on the
guillotine system as a matter of normal
procedure. I think at one stage during the life of
the Whitlam Government that Government was
criticised because it used it a little too much. I
forget the exact Figures but about 19 Bills were
guillotined through in 30 minutes. My Figures
might be slightly wrong but I do not think they
are very far out.

I am not suggesting we get to that
stage-heaven forbid-and no-one can say that I
have been using the guillotine procedure or the
closure motion to an unnecessary extent during
the life of the Parliament or the time I have been
Premier.

I remind honourable members that we have not
got all the time in the world. They say, "We
might have allowed this Bill to pass or we might
have debated it and got rid of it if you wanted
to." I know how far we would have got; one has to
be a realist around this place. We cannot leave
people poised for ever and a day, bearing in mind
that if we do not get rid of this Bill this week it
will drift into next week and in the meantime
there would be less and less flour; and some
people 'who are able to survive, such as
pastrycooks and a few people making pies, will
find that they just have not any flour left. Those
who have been fortunate enough to have two or
three weeks' supply for their own special needs
cannot get replacement. My understanding is that
unless they can bring some in from another State
they cannot get replacement. If people were short
of beer for a few days I could not care less, but
when talking about flour we are talking about
something different.

What the Government is attempting to do is
fair and reasonable in all the circumstances and
has proper regard for the public interest and it
has given the maximum amount of time in the
circumstances if we are going to get this Bill

passed in a period which has any meaningful
factor at all.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 30
Mr Blaikie
M r Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
M r G rewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laura nce
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mnr . D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Ridge
Mr Coyne

Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
My Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 20
Mr Hodge
M r Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tankin
Dr Tray
Mr Wilson
Mr Batemnan

Pairs
N oes

M r Bryce
Mr Taylor

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.

BILLS (4): INTRODUCTION
AND FIRST READING

1.Legal Aid Commission Act Amendment
Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr O'Neil

(Chief Secretary), and read a first
time.

2.
3.

Reserves and Road Closure Bill.
Bush Fires Act Amendment Dill.
Bills introduced, on motions by Mrs

Craig (Minister for Lands and
Forests), and read a first time.

4. Wundowie Charcoal Iron Industry Sale
Agreement Act Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr
Mensaros *(Minister for Industrial
Development), and read a first
time.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (STUDENT
GUILDS AND ASSOCIATIONS)

BILL
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mk P. V.
Jones (Minister for Education), and transmitted
to the Council.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACI
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR TONKIN (Morley) [3.06 p.m.]: 1 move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This workers' compensation Bill is not a major
Bill as far as dealing with important principles is
concerned. I was very disturbed to see that the
Minister for Labour and Industry was reported in
the Press as saying that my comments about
workers' compensation were nonsensical; and that
the reason for the long delay in cases coming
before the board was the legislation. We agree
and that is why we are trying to change the
legislation.

I hope the Minister's comments about my Bill
being nonsensical does not mean we are going
once again to have the Government refusing to
agree to the Bill because it has been put up by the
Opposition, The Opposition appeals to the
Government to see if we cannot sink our
differences on matters on which we can come to
some common agreement; surely there are
matters on which we can agree.

Mr Bertram: It depends on who puts them up.
Mr TONKIN: I believe the public has a rather

cynical view of politicians and all politics, largely
because they realise that many politicians-I
hope it is not a majority of politicians-reach
their decisions by working out which way their
opponents are going and then going in the
opposite direction. Surely, if this is done by a
Government or by an Opposition then those
representatives do not deserve the confidence of
the public.

I believe this practice of working out which way
one's opponents are going, and then going in the
opposite direction, is the politics of cussedness. It
is government by confrontation and so the
Opposition makes a plea that this Bill will be
judged on its merits.

What are the merits of the Bill? The merits of
the Bill are quite simple; we as an Opposition are
doing something positive about the enormous
nine-month backlog in workers' compensation
cases. We are not changing the substance of the

Act; we are not changing the methods by which
the Act will be put into effect. All the Opposition
is doing is attempting to establish a second panel
which can sit side by side with the first panel so
this backlog will be taken up.

I know that the Government is looking at the
Act and wants to overhaul it, and we do not
object to that. in the meantime, are we to do
nothing while many people cannot get before the
court? Is this to happen just because there is a
major overhaul to be made to the Act which may
not be completed for another 12 months?

To do nothing is an abrogation of responsibility.
Great hardship and suffering are occurring
amongst working people at this time, and their
crime is the misdemeanour of having an accident
at work which was not their fault. In the vast
majority of cases, the accident is not connected
with them. It is not the worker's fault if a piece of
steel falls on him from a very great height or if he
damages his back while carrying a great load.
Because of the "crime" they are being forced into
great hardship and their children are being forced
into great hardship.

I have had cases where children's school clothes
are worn out, but they cannot be replaced because
the family is on the poverty line. I have had cases
where the family is short of food,

I saw a man recently, whom I had seen seven
months previously when he was first injurcd and
the case was set down for trial. On the first
occasion that I saw him, he was a man who had
never begged for anything, who had never
received social service payments, and who had
never been unemployed. He was a very proud
man; he was very proud of the fact that he paid
his way and was a good tradesman.

This man had to wait seven months before the
case was heard. During that time he was forced
into poverty; he was forced to sell his furniture;
his car was repossessed at the very time his wife
needed it in order that she could visit him in
hospital and so she could pick up the children
from school because they live in a very busy area
where it is not safe for children to come home
from school on their own. This woman's husband
was ill and could not do this sort of thing. The car
was taken away from them by a member of one of
these smiling hire-purchase firms whom we see on
television.

On the second occasion that I saw this man, he
was a changed person and he will never be the
same again. His morale had been smashed
through no fault of his own. lHe could not be
blamed for the accident. There was never any
question that he would not receive workers'
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compensation. If the insurance company had any
ethics at all it would have paid this man the
compensation. It was quite clear he would be
paid; but he had to wait until the case came
before the board, because the company would not
pay him. He had to sell furniture to pay for food.
This is the kind of situation into which these
people are forced.

I hope we will not play politics in this place at
the expense of these people. I hope we can look at
this Bill on its merits. Let us not forget this: If
there is some flaw, real or imagined, in the Bill it
is not good enough for the Government to say,
"We do not like the Bill." The Government has
the power and it has the numbers to enable it to
change the Bill. If the Government believes there
is some imperfection in the Hill, it can change it.
Having the numbers in this place means the
Government carries a responsibility and the
responsibility is to ensure it discharges its
obligations on behalf of those people, especially
those who are not capable, because of the way in
which our society is organised through no fault of
their own, of looking after themselves as well as
Government members are able or might be able
to look after themselves.

The Opposition makes the plea that this
legislation will be accepted on its merits; that no
weak excuses will be used that it is intended that
the board and the Act be rehashed. This Bill will
enable the present Act to continue in the manner
in which it has been operating, except that it will
mean the board will sit in two panels and on both
panels people with exactly the same qualifications
will be represented. The principle contained in the
Act is not being altered. As a result of this Bill we
will remove the backlog of cases which we have at
the present time.

Next year, if the Government wishes, it may
change the Act in some way; but it should not
keep these people suffering in the meantime. I
cannot accept the statement made by the Minister
for Labour and Industry that there is a waiting
list of two years in Victoria, therefore we are
doing quite well here. Our job is to legislate for
Western Australia, not for Victoria. If the
Government in Victoria allows things like that to
occur, that is something which is on that
Government's conscience. It is not something
which is on our conscience. We certainly cannot
hide behind that kind of weak excuse; therefore, I
would appeal to all members who have any
compassion and who have any christianity to take
action so that some relief will be given to these
people who, as I have said, have committed no
crime. These people have been good workers and
good employees year in and year out, but they

have had the misfortune of suffering an industrial
accident, There is no question that most of them
will receive industrial compensation; but they
cannot afford to wait for nine months.

As this Bill is not altering a principle contained
in the Act, and as it is merely a Bill to speed up
the process until the Act is redrafted, which I
understand is the Government's intention, I
believe it should be accepted, if not in toto at least
in principle. As I have already mentioned, the
Government has the numbers to alter any aspect
of the Act if it feels it is deficient. In that manner
the Government could render a real service to
employees in Western Australia who have done
no wrong. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Grayden
(Minister for Labour and Industry).

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION
AC! AMENDMENT BILL (No. 3)

Second Reading

MR TONKIN (Morley) [3.15 p.m.J: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill is really quite a small one and it is
intended to remove some dead wood from the
Industrial Arbitration Act.

Before the last election, the Leader of the
Opposition said it was our party's policy to amend
this Act to remove parts 7 and 10. Part 7 deals
with the basic wage which is no longer relevant to
the needs of industrial arbitration in this State. At
one time it was believed there might be some
justification for retaining it, because part 7 does
give recognition to the Trades and Labor Council.
However, recognition is given to the Trades and
Labor Council in section 94B of the Act,
therefore there is no reason for the continuation
of part?.,

As far as part 10 is concerned, this deals with
equal pay for male and female workers. The very
existence of this part in the Act is an affront to
the question of work performed by male and
female workers. This part is redundant. It
provides loopholes; it means that on occasions an
academic argument must be advanced as to why
there should be equal pay. We believe this kind of
provision has no place in a modern Act. In other
words, it should be quite acceptable that the
commission will, without any legislative direction
whatsoever, pay people-their sex is quite
immaterial-a certain sum of money for the work
performed, and the fact that one is a male and
one is a female is of no ionsequence whatsoever.

The concept of equal pay does not require that
Parliament legislate in this manner. It can be
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done in the commission and, of course, the most
far-reaching provision we have seen as far as
equal pay is concerned was the work of the
Commonwealth tribunal some years ago. That
work was performed without any legislative
direction. It can be done by the Arbitration
Commission itself in the normal arbitration
processes.

Therefore, we agree that the Bill introduced by
the member for Warren is a good one. We believe
there should be no discrimination; that
discrimination between people who perform the
same work, because they are not of the same sex,
is irrelevant. We may as well have a section in the
Act saying that people who have brown eyes
should be paid the same rate as people who have
blue eyes, if their work is of the same value; or
that people who are more than six feet tall should
receive the same pay as people who are less than
six feet tall if they carry out work of the same
value; or that people of Anglo-saxon origin should
receive the same salary as people of Italian origin
if they perform work of equal value; we may as
well say that people who are Presbyterians should
receive the same pay as people who are Roman
Catholics if they perform the same work. We
could continue multiplying these absurd and
irrelevant instances.

We submit that discrimination between
employees on the basis of sex is just as irrelevant
as the examples I have given; therefore, we believe
this Bill should be agreed to by the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Grayden
(Minister for Labour and Industry).

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION AC?
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading: Defeated

Debate resumed from the 19th October.

MR CRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [3.20 p.mn.]: Section
61(2)(e) of the Act indicates that the commission
cannot limit the working hours of employees
engaged in the pastoral and agricultural
industries. This provision, or one similar to it, has
been in the Act for many years and was originally
inserted because of the unusual and seasonal
nature of farming industries embracing as they do
the intensely busy seasons of seeding and
harvesting and the alternative periods of slower
tempo.

A give-and-take approach has been adopted in
the industries and this has been acceptable to the
farm worker and employer. Certainly to the best
of my knowledge there has been no abuse of the

system in the pastoral and agricultural industries.
If there were, the employee could simply leave the
property and obtain work elsewhere because
farmers throughout the State have the greatest
difficulty in obtaining competent farm labour.

It is not the intention of the Government to
amend this section of the Act in isolation at this
time and it therefore follows it opposes the Bill
before us. I would point out to the member for
Morley that, following a meeting of the Minister
for Labour and Industry advisory committee, a
working party, consisting of representatives from
the Confederation of WA Industry, the WA
Trades and Labor Council, and the Government.
is examining the Industrial Arbitration Act with a
view to suggesting possible changes to it.
Therefore, in due course any proposed changes
will be submitted to me for consideration and the
Government will then consider and decide upon
any amendments to be made. But I repeat that
the committee in existence was established as a
result of the advisory committee meeting, and
comprises members of the TLC, the
Confederation of WA Industry, and the
Government.

The whole purpose of the committee is to
examine the Act and not just make piecemeal
suggestions. The whole Act is to be revised. I
emphasise again that hopefully shortly we will be
receiving its recommendations because it has been
in existence for some time.

I am rather puzzled by the approach of the
member for Morley and the AWU in connection
with this matter because, of its own volition, over
a number of years the AWU has plumped for a
Federal award in the rural industry, and it does
now, in fact, operate almost exclusively under the
ambit of the Federal pastoral industry award.

Mr Tonkin: But you know the problems with
that because of a lack of a common rule.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that. The award
is one which, to a large extent, provides that
which the AWU has claimed before the
Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission over a number of years, has served
the union well. Suddenly now, however, the union
is stating that it is having difficulty in roping in
all employers engaged in the industries of farming
and shearing.

Mr Tonkin: There has always been a problem
with Commonwealth law.

Mr GRAYDEN: Yes. The employers cannot be
made respondents unless they are personally
served with papers or are members of an
organisation such as the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association. This is an extremely costly and
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difficult process and consequently they would like
to operate also under a State award which
presumably would assist the union to rope in all
employers--other than those who are already
respondents under the Federal award-under a
common rule provision.

Mr H. D. Evans: The big problem is that small
shows come and go; they moonlight in and out of
the industry and you cannot touch them.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that; but there
has not been abuse of the present system.

Mr H-. D. Evans: There has been.
Mr CRAYDEN: Not to my knowledge. It is

important to note that there is a State award; that
is, the farm workers' award No. 6 of 1946:' That is
already in existence, but the rates of pay listed are
not generally used by farm employers. In fact,
most farm employers use rates of pay provided
under the Federal pastoral industry award. The
State award has been in existence since 1946.

Mr Tonkin: It is not satisfactory. They want a
mirror award.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that but I have
already emphasised that we have a committee
comprising representatives of the TLC, the
Confederation of WA Industry, and the
Government already examining the whole Act,
and this is one of the aspects it will consider and
on which it will make recommendations. I also
emphasise that there is already ample coverage
under the Commonwealth and State awards, Of
course, they involve a little more work on the part
of the industry.

Mr H. D. Evans: You do not know what you
are talking about.

Mr GRAYDEN: As I have already said, I am
not aware of any significant abuse, but if there
were, the employees would change their
employment, In the light of this and in the light of
the fact that the AWU has adequate coverage
under the Federal award-no-one can dispute
that-I do not envisage any need at all at this
stage to change the legislation. The employees
have adequate coverage under the Commonwealth
and State awards if they want to make use of
them. The committee is already examining the
whole Act and so there is no occasion at this time
to amend it.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [3.27 p.m.]: I do not
know whether the Minister for Labour and
Industry understands what is being done.

Mr H. D. Evans: He doesn't.
Mr TON KIN: He has said that there is a State

award which was introduced in 1946; but the
problem with that, as was pointed out, is that it

does not contain any limitation of hours, because
of the provision in the Act. My amendment would
not provide for limitation of hours. All it would do
is merely remove any impediment to the
commission stipulating that there will be a
limitation of hours. We do not want to legislate to
set down the number of hours to be worked, but
to take the handcuffs off the commission vo that it
can establish an award that it thinks is
appropriate.

To say there is no abuse is nonsense. As I
explained in my second reading speech many
people are not respondents to the Federal award
and there is no common rule. As a consequence
the only way employees can get their pay-if they
are award free they cannot go to the-
Commonwealth or State tribunals-is by taking
civil action, and civil action cannot be sustained
unless there is a contract of service. Most people
going to work for someone do not enter into a
contract of service. They assume they will be paid
as was agreed. However, when they leave the job
or the work is terminated and they are paid less
than was agreed they can point out that they have
worked for longer, but how can they possibly
prove it? There is no time and wages book and no
contract of service. Al! there is is something
which is very difficult to sustain.

The State award at present is no good because
it cannot limit hours. What is wanted is a mirror
award, not the 1946 award which is no use
because there is no limitation of hours. What kind
of workers do we think these people are? In
theory they could work for 24 hours a day.

What kind of a century are we living in? All we
have asked is that the commission should have the
freedom to write into the award some limitation
of hours so that the State branch of the AWU can
apply to the Minister and ask for an award which
would mirror the Federal award, and would have
a commom rule which could be binding even if a
person or a company was not a direct respondent.

We have many small employers in this
State-employers of shearers and farm
labourers-and it just is not possible for the
AWU with a little more work-as the Minister
puts it-to rope in all respondents. How would it
be possible for the AWU to know of all the people
who will employ labour in the months ahead?
That organisation could not possibly know.
Therefore, those people who are not respondents,
will employ labour which is award free and which
has no recourse unless through civil action. Civil
action is not possible unless there is a signed
contract of service. Surely, we are not here
arguing that there should be employees in our
society who are award free.

2944



[Wednesday, 2nd November,'] 9771 24

How can we say-if we believe in an industrial
arbitration system-that there should be people
who go to work and then have to get up in a court
of law-a labourer of no great substance and not
understanding the law-to take civil action with
the possibility of costs being awarded against him.
He will not be able to prove that he worked for a
certain number of days and during certain hours.
That kind of claim cannot be proved when it
comes to a farm worker.

How can the Government possibly say these
workers should be treated in this manner whereas
other workers are treated so differently? We
know it is a very special industry. I have faith in
the commission, and I am sure the commission is
aware it is a special industry.

We know that farming is a special industry,
and that it is subject to the weather. It is at the
mercy of the elements which city people can never
hope to understand. The workers cannot have the
same hours as we have with city industries.
Therefore, the kinds of awards which would come
forward would be quite different from the 8.00
a.m. to 5.00 p.m. type of job, as is usually the case
in the city. Does the Minister not think the
commission would have cognisance of that? Of
course it would. I have more respect for the
commission than to believe otherwise.

All we are saying is that the bands of the
commission should be untied, and that it should
be able to mention hours in an award. The choice
is either not to have an award which limits hours,
or else have an award which allows many people
to escape because the respondents do not work
under contract.

Because of some peculiarity of the Australian
Constitution-not because of some great eternal
principle-lawyers have interpreted the
Constitution to say one cannot have a common
rule. This was not intended by the founding
fathers. That is one of the facts in the Australian
Constitution with which we are stuck until we can
change it.

I suggest once again that the Government,
instead of listening courteously to the Opposition
and dealing with a Bill on its merits, has decided
to say, "No". As I say, it is politics. It is a pity
the Government has an opposition mind. Instead
of saying it disagrees because of cogent reasons, it
says it disagrees because 'the measure has been
put up by the Opposition.

I believe the people of Western Australia
demand and deserve a lot better Government than
that.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

(93)

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes 19
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 29
Mr Blaikie Mr Mensaros
Mr Clarko Mr O'Connor
Sir Charles Court Mr Old
Mr Cowan Mr O'NeiI
Mrs Craig Mr Rushton
Mr Crane Mr Sibsan
Dr Dadour Mr Sodeman
Mr Orayden Mr Spriggs
Mr Grewar Mr Stephens
Mr Hansel Mr Tubby
Mr Herzfeld Mr Wait
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Williams
Mr Laurance Mr Young
Mr MacKinnon Mr Shalders
Mr MePharlin

Pairs
Ayes Noes

M rfBryce Mr Ridge
Mr Taylor Mr Coyne
Mr Skidmore Mr Nanovich
Question thus negatived.
Bill defeated.

(Teller)

(Teller)

FLOUR BILL
Message: Appropriations

Message from the Deputy Governor received
and read recommending appropriations for the
purposes of the Bill.

CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT
BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
Debate resumed from the 19th October.

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) (3.39' p.m.]: In
continuing my remarks on this Bill I point out to
the House that this is not the first time a Bill of
this nature has been brought forward. In 1973 a
Bill with similar aims was presented to the
Legislative . Assembly, and passed through this
House. It then went to another place and the
result of the deliberations there was the
appointment of a Select Committee to inquire
into all aspects of homosexuality, and to make
recommendations.

Subsequently, this Chamber agreed to appoint
persons to be represented on that Select
Committee. With the prorogation of Parliament
prior to the 1974 election the Select Committee
became an Honorary Royal Commission. Some
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members of this present Chamber sat on that
Royal Commission and the end result of the
report and its recommendations was the sort of
provisions which are contained in the Bill which I
present to this House.

I would like to quote a little from the report of
the Royal Commission because some aspects of
the nature of homosexuality, and the
psychological implications of it, I believe are
important.

We have the instance of a body of men entering
an investigation of ibis type with differing
opinions and in the end managing to Find a degree
of unanimity on a difficult matter.

Some of the questions the Royal
Commissioners studied are those which are
causing confusion in the community now, and
they are of considerable importance. With regard
to the psychological nature of homosexuality, the
argument is that homosexuality is a kind of
disease or sickness which can be cured if only we
can catch people quickly enough, and that if we
change the law we will encourage the disease or
sickness and somehow make it more contagious.

I would like to quote from the report of the
Royal Commission where it dealt approvingly
with two submissions. One was from the
Australian Psychological Society Branch Working
Party on Homosexuality, which the Royal
Commission said sums up the current attitude of
that learned body and its practitioners. I will
quote in full the main points made by that society,
because they are important. They are as follows-

1. The present state of scientific knowledge
with respect to homosexuality is that
only a proportion are capable of
responding to present day treatment
techniques.

2. Those homosexuals who cannot be
treated, live under constant threat of not
only being singled out as criminals, but
possible victims of violence, blackmail
and other forms of social discrimination.

3. We believe that it is unfair that the law
should single out and discriminate
against persons, who through no fault of
their own, are not in a position to change
their adjustment.

4. We find no reason to suppose that
homosexuals as a group, are any more
antisocial than any other group that
might be randomly selected from the
community except in so far as they may
be singled out by the present laws.

5. We believe however, that homosexuality
offers no threat to community standards
so long as it is practised in private
between consenting adults.

That is the Provision contained in the Bill now
before the House. To continue-

6. We hold that it is possible to remove the
laws applying to homosexual behaviour
from the Criminal Code and revise the
laws applying to sexual behaviour
generally, so that one set of laws apply
to all members of society without
singling out homosexuals for special
disadvantage as is at present the case.

I would also like to quo te, from page 33 of the
Royal Commission's report, part of the evidence
of Dr Csillag, of the University of Western
Australia, who has researched the matter of
homosexuality at greater depth than any other
practitioner who appeared before the Royal
Commission, which said it was particularly
impressed by his evidence.

Dr Csillag makes a distinction between
facultative and obligative homosexuality.
Facultative homosexuality is an occasional
homosexual encounter, engagement, or
preference, and not a permanent thing; whereas
he defines obligative homosexuals as those people
whose sexual preference is permanently
homosexual and it is obligative in the sense that
the person can do nothing about the
predisposition of his nature. He said the following
about obligative homosexuality-

Obligative homosexuality is less common
(approximately 10% of adult male
population) and shows variation throughout
different cultures and societies. There is no
acceptable scientific evidence that obligative
homosexuality is caused by exclusively innate
or exclusively acquired disease processes.
Furthermore, there is no evidence that
homosexuality is associated with impairment
of personality. Therefore, in the light of
present medical knowledge, obligative
homosexuality cannot be regarded as a
disease entity.

Thai is to say, an argument suggesting that
homosexuality is something which can be cured
by medical or psychological processes is, on the
basis of both those submissions made by
eminently qualified practitioners of psychology,
simply not correct.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.04 p.m.
Mr PEARCE: To continue the serial, I wish to

move briefly to a consideration of whether or not
the penalties imposed under the present Criminal
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Code provisions in regard to homosexuality are
particularly appropriate punishments, even if one
accepted, as 1 do not, and as the psychologists and
associations I have quoted do not, that
homosexuality should be a crime. It seems to me
that the punishments presently imposed-that is
to say, up to a maximum of 14 years gaol with or
without a whipping-are highly inappropriate for
the nature of the so-called crime. Sending a
homosexual to gaol is, as someone suggested to
me, like sending an alcoholic to work in a
brewery.

The New South Wales Government set up a
Royal Commission into prisons and this has been
operating since last year. In a report which
appeared in The West Australian of Wednesday,
the 23rd February, 1977, we see that the
commission took evidence from a well-known
prisoner, Darcy Dugan. This prisoner claimed
that homosexuality was rife in gaols in New
South Wales, and I would like to quote a few
paragraphs of this report as follows-

SYDNEY: Homosexuality spread like a
disease in gaols, Darcy Dugan told the royal
commission on prisons yesterday.

He said it was cultivated under ideal
laboratory conditions.

Dugan, who was giving evidence for the
second day at the inquiry, said he detested
homosexi' fls.

But (he practice was rife in gaols-at
Maitland where he was now a prisoner, and
in other gaols.

So I just point out to members, even those who
are disapproving of homosexuality as a practice
and of the people who are that way inclined, the
present penalties provided by the law are
remarkably inappropriate for the nature of what
those people might consider to be an offence.

To follow orf rather naturally from the
punishment provisions, I would like to refer to the
attitude of the legal profession. The Law Society
of Western Australia made a submission to the
Honorary Royal Commission to which I have
recently referred, and I would like to quote some
sections of a submission. made as a result, of a
general meeting which the Law Society held on
the 18th October, 1972. The end result of the
debate on this topic Was that a substantial
majority of the meeting approved the following
motion-

That this Society recommends that the
Criminal Law be amended to remove
therefrom as an offence homosexuality
between consenting male adults in private..

Some explanatory points Were made in support of
that submission, one of which is as follows-

There is no doubt that amongst those
present at the annual general meeting of the
Society there was a complete consensus of
opinion that the existing laws against
homosexuals (Sections 181, 182 and 184 of
our Criminal Code) are harsh and repressive
in the extreme and ought to be amended.

and further-
The minutes disclose that "of the speakers

against the motion, no one contended that
the present law was good and should be
retained".

So there is a fair body of opinion amongst lawyers
in the community, as well as other organisations I
have mentioned, that the Current laws are
repressive in the extreme and that they ought to
be amended. Of course, the Bill I have presented
to the House would do just that.

I would like to advert briefly also to the
religious arguments which have been raised in
"Letters to the Editor" of The West Australian.
It appears that the level of debate in the Press has
now -reached the stage where most of the
arguments appear in "Letters to the Editor". The
main issue is whether or not there are religious
prohibitions in regard to homosexuality. Different
portions of The Bible are quoted to suit the
particular point of view whether homosexuality
can be considered to be a sin. My own attitude on
that question, and I hope one which the House
will adopt irrespective of whether people with
their own religious beliefs think it is a sin, is that
it is not the duty of Parliament to transcribe into
the law or to retain in the law something that has
as its only justification for its inclusion the fact
that it is considered a sin by religious bodies. I
would prefer to take the view of the majority of
church groups in Western Australia who have
said that because something is a sin, that does not
necessarily make it a crime, In fact, I have read
that most of the religious groups have come out in
support of the Bill before the House.

While I am not denying there is some validity
in the debate as to whether or not homosexuality
can be considered a sin this is not a matter of
relevance, in our debate-

Mr Blaikie: lust on that point, do you consider
alcoholism is a sin?

Mr PEARCE: I am no religious expert, but I
do not think there is evidence in The Bible that
alcoholism, or indeed even drinking, is a sin. Jesus
turned water into wine at a wedding feast. There
are many other actions prescribed in The Bible.
For example, in the Ten Commandments adultery
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is certainly a sin, but we do not make laws against
adultery, or even laws against coveting one's
neighbour's wife or property, although those
activities are listed as sins in the Ten
Commandments.

The fact that those activities can be argued to
be sins does not necessarily lead to the religious
conclusion that they ought also to be considered
crimes. Perhaps other members will have stronger
feelings in that area than I have. I am not
presenting myself to the House as a religious
expert in any way. However, I am pleased to note
that the major body of religious opinion as
expressed by religious groups and churches is in
fact in favour of the proposition I am putting to
the House.

This leads me to the last point I wish to make.
Why ought we continue to retain in our law the
provision that the practice of homosexuality is a
crime? I can see no justification for it. As I have
argued before, homosexuality is something that is
inherent in people's make-up. It. is inbuilt by
processes that are not clearly understood by
members of the medical profession. There is
nothing a person can do about an inbuilt sexual
preference for homosexuality. I have quoted the
views of psychologists that homosexuality is not
curable in any sense. I feel that we ought not
penalise people for what they arc if they are not
constituting a danger to the community in any
other sense. The psychological opinion is that
homosexuals are no more a danger to the
community because of their homosexuality than is
any other group members would like to nominate.

For that reason I feel the present laws are
unfair. I suggest also to the House that the
community, by and large, accepts the changes in
the law that I am proposing. I think there is a
feeling of tolerance throughout the community
not only in Western Australia, but probably
throughout the world, because in the late 1970s I
feel people are prepared to accept people who are
different from themselves. People are much more
tolerant in this area than they were previously.

I searched far and wide to find some public
opinion polls which would give some quantitative
proof of what I am suggesting. Unfortunately I
was unable to find any direct poll. However, I did
find a quote from an unnamed poll which said
that in Australia 68 per cent of people thought
that homosexuality should be decriminalised. As I
am unable directly to substantiate that igure, 1
simply present it without putting it forward as a
solid point.

However, it is certainly my impression from
speaking to others and from communications I

have received, that there is a fairly wide
acceptance of the move I am proposing; in fact,
no less a personality than the Editor of The West
Australian on the 10th September, 1977,
supported this proposition. I hasten to admit that
he is not a gentleman I quote a lot, but that only
makes my quoting of him on this occasion a little
stronger. In an editorial headed "Homosexuality"
the editor canvassed what he saw to be the issues
involved, and he said the issue of homosexuality is
one that many politicians may not be prepared to
face. He went on to say-

Mrs Vaughan's Bill is the right
prescription. While moving to decriminalise
homosexual acts between consenting adults
in private, it seeks to maintain protection for
young people and to safeguard against the
parading of sexual preferences that could
offend against public decency.

That is as it should be. What mature
adults do with their sexual lives in private
should be their own business.

Mr Clarkq)& Do you agree that what a person
does sexually in private is his own business?

Mr PEARCE: Yes.
Mr Clarko: So you believe in incest and in

sexual relationships with minors. That is the
logical essence of what you just said.

Mr Jamieson: This Bill deals with the matter of
minors.

Mr PEARCE; I certainly do not accept incest
or sexual dealings with minors. In fact, if the
member [or Karrinyup reads the Bill carefully he
will ind it deals with minors.

Mr Clarko: You cannot answer it, can you?
You specifically said that what a person does in
private, sexually, is his own business.

Mr Jamieson: That is not within the terms of
the Bill, you great galah. Why don't you fly
around with the rest of the pink and greys?

The SPEAKER: Order! May I suggest to the
Leader of the Opposition and the member for
Karrinyup that their mini-debate cease, so that
the member for Gosnells may continue.

Mr PEARCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I
quoted that section from an editorial in The West
Australign; and in reply to a question from the
member for Karrinyup asking whether I agree
with what was said, let me point out that in the
terms of the statements I am putting forward the
member for Karrinyup should be able to
appreciate that not only does the Bill continue to
maintain the laws against offending against
minors, but in fact increases and extends them to
cover both boys and girls.
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Mr Clarko: You are still not answering the
question.

Mr PEARCE: I am saying that I do not
support incest or indecent dealings with minors.

Mr Clarko: So you would say that if a person
commits incest in private that is not acceptable to
you?

Mr PEARCE: Yes.
Mr Clarko: Then that is a contradiction of

what you said two minutes ago.
Mr Jamieson: Get back into your box.
Mr PEARCE: Whether the member for

Karrinyup reels what I have said is a
contradiction is immaterial to the Bill before the
House, because the House is not being asked to
make a decision on that issue. There is no move in
this Bill in respect or incest or of removing the
law in respect of offences against minors. In fact,
the Bill strengthens the provisions in respect or
minors. I hope if the member for Karrinyop is so
concerned about these offences against minors
that he will support this Bill-

Mr Clarko: I am concerned about your gross
contradiction.

Mr PEARCE: -because the position of minors
will be safeguarded even more firmly if he
supports this provision.

I feel the editorial I have quoted from The
West Australian sums up neatly the reasons that I
am presenting the Bill to the House. I believe a
reform in this area is long overdue, especially in
respect of penalties because these people are
homosexual in nature through no fault of their
own, and as the Law Society has said, the present
laws are harsh and repressive.

Many reputable organisations and societies
made submissions to the Honorary Royal
Commission inquiring into homosexuality, and
the end result of that inquiry was
recommendations very much in line with the Bill I
am presenting to the House. I believe the
recommendations of the Honorary Royal
Commission which went into this matter very
thoroughly deserve the consideration of the
House.

I point out that when the Bill was considered in
another place some members of that Chamber
had been members of the Honorary Royal
Commission, and they all voted in sutpport of the
Bill which is currently before this Chamber, even
though some of them before the establishment of
the Honorary Royal Commission had indicated a
contrary reaction to the previous Bill.

You, Sir, doubtless have some feeling for those
gentlemen in another place who were so moved as

to change their minds on this matter after the
very comprehensive, careful, and adequate
deliberations of the Honorary Royal Commission.

I ask the House to give its support to this
measure to alleviate the problems which are
facing what may be between 5 and 10 per cent of
our adult male population. That is a significant
number of people in Western Australia who are
disadvantaged by our current law. If the House
agrees to the provisions contained in this Bill, the
problem of many of those people will be
alleviated.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

LONG SERVICE LEAVE
ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading: Defeated
Debate resumed from the 26th October.

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [4.32 p.m.]: The Bill
introduced by the member for Morley is in the
main similar to a Bill introduced into this
Parliament by the member for Maylands in 1976.
As members will know, that Bill was defeated. I
repeat today-I have mentioned it onl previous
occasions-that the principle of long service leave
as a reward for sustained continuous service is
being slowly eroded by these attempts to reduce
the qualifying period of service. This is
particularly so with the period of qualification for
pro rats entitlements when termination of
employment other than for serious misconduct
occurs.

The intention to reduce the qualifying period is
against the principle purpose of the Act to
encourage loyalty and to give incentive to an
employee to remain with an employer; this is
being destroyed.

This Bill attempts to embrace all workers and
the Act applies to workers not covered by awards
or industrial agreements. The Bill would have the
effect of taking from the WA Industrial
Commission the power to fix qualifying times for
long service leave purposes ror award workers.

Mr Tonkin: They could improve on them.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Bill would take the

power out of the hands of the Industrial
Commission.

Mr Jamieson: The maximum time might be,
but not the minimum time.

Mr GRAYDEN: New South Wales was the
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first State to introduce long service leave
provisions. It amended its Industrial Arbitration
Act in 1951 to give all employees working under
State awards the right to long service leave.
Unions were required to apply to the Industrial
Commission for clauses to be inserted into the
award.

Long service leave was then brought into the
Commonwealth awards by the Commonwealth
Arbitration Commission which considered its
powers allowed it to be so prescribed and it
accepted the standard of 13 weeks' leave after 20
years' service. This flowed from State to State
and by agreement of employers generally the
Court of Arbitration, as it was then in Western
Australia, set down standard long service leave
conditions to apply over awards and industrial
agreements from the 1st April, 1958.

Shortly after the Long Service Leave Act,
which had application to workers whose
employment was not regulated under awards of
the Industrial Arbitration Act of Western
Australia and the Conciliation and Arbitration
Act, was passed and came into operation on the
4th December, 1958.

In May, 1964, the full bench of the
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission
determined that Federal awards on long service
leave should contain a provision that after I5
years as distinct from 20 years, employees covered
by those awards should have 13 weeks of long
service leave; that is, after 15 years' continuous
service.

As a result of that decision, State awards were
consequently amended by consent between
employer and employee groups. As from the 1st
October, 1964, a new standard was recognised in
Western Australia. The new standard was set
out-

Point of Order
Mr TONKIN: Mr Acting Speaker, is it in

order for the Minister to read his speech? I note
he is reading it word for word. It has been the
practice, of course, to allow Ministers when
introducing a Dill to read their speeches, but I do
not know whether there is a practice allowing a
Minister to read a speech when he is not
introducing a Bill.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): I have
not noticed the Minister reading his speech but r
will be more observant in future.

Debate resum~ed
Mr GRAYDEN: I am referring to copious

notes and attempting to give the member details

which are of consequence. I am giving the
member a history of how long service leave came
about and the circumstances which now obtain in
Western Australia. I believe this is vital to the
Bill. If the member is not interested in the detail I
am prepared to dismiss the Bill out of hand.

Mr Tonkin: Why should you read your speech
in defiance of standing orders?

Mr CRAYDEN: I can refer members to the
debates recorded in H-a nsard when the previous
Bill was introduced because the same arguments
obtain. However, if the member wants the detail
which I believe should appear in H-a nsard,
because it is of interest to all members of
Parliament, he should allow me to continue.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am happy to
accept the details for the record.

Mr Tonkin: You are accepting a nice
precedent.

Mr GRAYDEN: It is of merit to mention that
the arbitration authority then, as it is now, was
the pacesetter with respect to determining long
service leave conditions which could then flow by
amendment of the Act to workers in non-award
aruas.

Point of Order
Mr TONKIN: Mr Acting Speaker, you have

ruled it is okay for the Minister to read his
speech.

The ACTING SPEAKER: He is not reading
the speech; he is putting down for the record
details which he believes are important to this Bill
and I have given him permission so to do. I stand
by my ruling.

Mr TONKIN: This means then-to use a
euphemism of providing detail-as distinct from
reading a second reading speech, any member of
the House is allowed to provide details for
Hanasard.

The ACTING SPEAKER: We often see
members in this House referring regularly to their
notes and they are usually given permission to do
so. I do not believe the Minister is referring to
notes any more than some members of the
Opposition have done and again I stand by my
original ruling. There is no point of order.

Debate resumed

Mr GRAYDEN: I will not continue referring
to my notes in these circumstances. I did so purely
for the benefit of the member for Morley. In the
past he has been the first to criticise that we have
not answered his arguments in full. I was
endeavouring to do this in a way that would be of
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significance not only to him but also to other
members. However, I will not proceed to do so in
these circumstances.

I will conclude my speech by telling the
honourable member to refer to the speeches which
were made when a similar Bill was introduced by
the member for Maylands.

Mr Tonkin: In other words, this is all in
Hansa rd.

Mr GRAYDEN: All the arguments of
consequence are in H-ansard and it is not the First
time they have been made. They are there and it
is certainly not the Government's intention to take
this.matter out of the hands of. the WA Industrial
Commission. That is precisely what we would be
doing if we were to support this Bill. In the
circumstances I simply oppose the measure.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [4.40 p.m.]: We
believe that the time has come to make some
moves forward in this respect. It is not true to say
the Bill takes all control of long service leave
provisions out of the hands of the Industrial
Commission. What it does provide is for each
worker in private employment to have something
approaching the leave enjoyed by each worker in
Government employment..

The Minister said that the Bill by reducing the
period to 10 years, would take away that loyalty
to an employer which long service leave was
meant to reward. That kind of loyalty or incentive
was taken away from Government workers 80
years ago, and the Bill is not breaking new
ground.

The Opposition goes on record as saying that it
is not in favour of continuing to have this great
discrepancy between workers in Government
service and workers with the same skill and trade
in private employment. We believe the time has
come when employees in private industry have a
right to long service leave commensurate with the
modern world and modern productivity and
therefore the Bill is the minimum to which any
Government, concerned with unemployment and
with the welfare of employees, would agree. The
fact that the Minister has disagreed indicates that
he is not prepared to be modern or to realise that
people in private employment have waited 80
years for this. They have seen the boon go to
people employed by the Government, and the
Minister has submitted no cae at all for his
opposition to the Dill. When he was trying to
submit a case, he was reading notes prepared by
the Department of Labour and Industry.

Mr Grayden: I was giving the history-
Mr TONKIN: He objected to my point of

order, but that point of order was in conformity

with the usages of this House which I understood,
based on precedents, were to be protected.
Apparently we have the situation now where
Ministers of the Crown are permitted to read any
speech they wish.

Mr Clarko: What about your leader who reads
every speech?

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr H-arman

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles CoutI
Mrs Craig
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr H-assell
Mr Hrerzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Skidmore

Ayes 19
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Tonkin
Dr Tray
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O*Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
M r Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Nanovich

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus negatived.

Bill defeated.

SEX DISCRIMINATION

Need for Legislation: Motion
Debate resumed, from the 26th October, on the

following motion by Mr H. D. Evans-

That in the opinion of this House, the
Government of Western Australia should
introduce an Act to render unlawful certain
kinds of discrimination on the grounds of sex
or- marital status; to provide effective
remedies against such discrimination and
promote equality of opportunity between men
and women generally; and to deal with all
other related matters without any
unnecessary delay.

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [4.47 p.m.]: This
legislation, without question, has ,been based on
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legislation which was introduced some years ago
in the South Australian Parliament.

Mr H-. D. Evans: The only thing is that it is not
legislation; illis a motion. Otherwise you are fairly
correct.

Mr GRAYDEN: The member for Warren is
asking for legislation and the speech he made was
similar to the speech made when legislation was
introduced relatively recently in the House. The
legislation introduced was, I take it, legislation
based on legislation which was introduced in
South Australia.

Mr H-. D. Evans: Not specifically asking for
identical legislation, but of that kind.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that. I am simply
saying that it would appear the legislation was
based on that. As the member for Warren' has
pointed out, it is not identical legislation and he
would not mind if there were some kind of
variation.

The Government has been monitoring
discriminatory legislation in various parts of the
world and the Commonwealth for a long time, but
I can assure members we are no nearer a solution
to the problem than we were previously.

On the 1st June, 1977, the Commonwealth
Attorney-General was introducing the Human
Rights Commission Bill in the Federal Parliament
and I would like to read some of his comments as
they are relevant to the type of legislation the
member for Warren has suggested. Earlier this
year in the Federal Parliament the Attorney-
General said-

There is a growing complexity of laws in
Australia dealing with privacy and with
discrimination on grounds of race, colour, sex
and marital status and other laws. I do not
suggest' that identical laws need to be
formulated but a basic aim which we should
have in this area is to ensure that the human
rights enjoyed by all Australians are
substantially the same.

Then he went on to say-
The question might be asked whether the

obligations that would be imposed by the
International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights would require the introduction into
Australian law of a Bill of Rights or Bills of
Right. In the Government's view no
requirement is made in the Covenant for
action of this character. It is clear, I think,
from the provisions of Article 2 of the
Covenant that.' while States Parties must
Provide ef fective and enforceable remedies
for violations of rights recognised by the

International Covenant, appropriate
measures, other than legislative measures,
may be taken. In particular, the provisions of
the common law and procedural safeguards
may be relied on. Moreover, the debates in
the United Nations make it clear that
judicial remedies are not necessarily the only
remedies to be available fot the protection of
rights.

Remedies determined by administrative
authorities may be relied on, provided that
the remedy is an effective remedy. Article 2
of the Covenant makes it clear, I think, that
an emphasis should be placed on the
development of processes to respond to
individual complaints. These processes may
be provided not only by legislative measures
and common law and procedural remedies,
but also by remedies of an administrative and
executive character.

I mention that to emphasise that no less an
authority than the Federal Attorney-General
makes it absolutely plain that legislation in itself
is not the be-all and end-all as far as
discrimination is concerned.

Mr H. D. Evans: He recommended or hoped
that legislation would eventually be brought in by
the States.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that but the
point I am making is that legislation is not the be-
all and end-all of the matter.

Mr H. D. Evans: No; it is education and
attitude. Legislation is only part of it.

Mr GRAYDEN: Convention No. Ill1, relating
to discrimination in respect of employment and
occupation, was adopted on the 25th June, 1958,
and ratified by Australia on the 15th June, 1973.
It is being implemented in Australia by State and
Commonwealth committees. . The State
committee's role is responsibility for investigating
discriminatory practices in employment and
occupation.

Mr H. D. Evans: This is one area only, and that
committee has no powers of enforcement.

Mr GRAYDEN: Public awareness
programmes have been implemented through the
media and investigations have been made of
complaints from people who feel they have been
discriminated against.

Mr H-. D. Evans: Where has this been done in
Western Australia, with what effect, and to what
extent? Absolutely negligible.

Mr GRAYDEN: If a State committee fails to
resolve an issue-

Mr H. D. Evans: It has failed.
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Mr GRAYDEN: -it makes a report to (be
Federal committee.

Mr H-. D. Evans: What does the Federal
committee do?

Mr GRAYDEN: If the national committee
considers there has been any discrimination-

Mr H. D. Evans: Are you trying to suggest a
small business in Merredin is going to take any
notice of what happens in the House in Canberra?

Mr GRAYDEN: The national committee has
only one avenue open to it. The matter may be
reported to the Minister for Industrial Relations,who may decide to table the report in the
Commonwealth Parliament.

Mr H. D. Evans: And no-one in Western
Australia would know it was done.

Mr GRAYDEN: The report has the protection
of parliamentary privilege.

Mr H-. D. Evans: It is absolutely unappealable
and it is in one sphere only.

Mr G RAYDEN: Thai may be so.
Mr H. D. Evans: Not may be; it is so.
Mr GRAYDEN: We have a Commonwealth

committee and State committees-
Mr H. D. Evans: Which are ineffective and

useless.
Mr GRAYDEN: If the State committees

cannot resolve a matter they refer it to the
Federal committee. If the Federal committee
cannot resolve the matter it refers it to the
Minister, and the emphasis is on persuasion and
not on punitive measures.

Mr H. D. Evans: This is what has been done in
South Australia to much greater effect.

Mr GRAYDEN: As I have already said,' one of
the reasons legislation of this kind has not been
introduced is that there are many avenues in
respect of discrimination which cannot be
legislated for.

Mr H. D. Evans: There are a lot which can.
Mr GRAYDEN: It would be most

unsatisfactory if inequitable legislation were
introduced-

Mr H. D. Evans: Why are Western Australia
and Queensland the only States that have not
tried?

Mr GRAYDEN:.Can the honourable member
tell me one State in which it is working
effectively?

Mr H. D. Evans: South Australia.
Mr GRAYDEN: All our reports are that not

sufficient time has elapsed to establish whether or
not it is working effectively.

Mr H. D. Evans: Why has legislation been
introduced in Victoria, New South Wales, and
Tasmania?

Mr GRAYDEN: The information we can
obtain is that those States certainy do not
recommend the implementation of such
legislation in the other States-

Mr H. D. Evans: Why are they doing it?
Mr GRAYDEN: -because they do not think

sufficient time has elapsed for the effectiveness of
the legislation to be determined. We are
continuing to monitor the situation and if we see
anything which warrants introduction in this
State we will certainly introduce it. I will not
oppose the motion moved by the member for
Warren, but I propose to move an amendment.

Amendments to Motion

Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-
Delete all words after "should" at the end

of line 2 with a view to inserting the
following words in lieu-

Continue studies already current of
legislation and practices in other States,
the Commonwealth and in other
countries in respect of certain kinds of
discrimination on the grounds of sex or
marital status and other related matters
to determine what additional or
amended legislation, if any, is desirable
to deal with the findings of the aforesaid
studies.

In moving that amendment I repeat that in all the
monitoring of legislation we have done-

Mr H. D. Evans: Just tell us the extent of the
monitoring that has been carried out, who has
been doing it, what committees have been set up,
and what reports are available.

Mr GRAYDEN: It has not been done through
committees but through the Department of
Labour and Industry. We are Constantly watching
legislation in the Commonwealth, the other
States, and throughout the world. In the
considered view of departmental officers and all
those who have looked at it, there is no legislation
which is currently worth while introducing in this
State. It is a question of waiting for something to
develop or seeing if we can come up with
legislation which is acceptable. At the moment, as
far as I am concerned, such legislation certainly
does not exist anywhere in Australia, and we have
not seen anything anywhere else in the world
which would be worth emulating.

MR H. D. EVANS (Warren) [4.58 p.m.]: I do
not think in the history of this House there has
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been such a lame, duck-shoving effort as that of
the Minister for Labour and Industry this
evening. In the first instance, he knew nothing
about the subject to which he was addressing
himself. He bad done absolutely no research. He
paid no regard to the recommendations contained
in the reports which must be available to his
department and which he should surely have read
before standing up in this place.

I refer to the report in connection with the
Public Service, which contained some very wide
and sweeping recommendations in relation to
discrimination within the Public Service, where
we are speaking in terms of 13 000 public
servants, so it is a fairly significant area of the
State's work force. The Minister made no
reference to those findings.

Secondly, a report was brought down in July of
this year entitled, "Males and Females in the
State Education System of Western Australia-A
Report to the Minister for Education". Obviously
the Minister for Labour and Industry had never
heard of that. These are two reports which
contain fairly sweeping and rather indicting
recommendations and summaries, but the
Government is not prepared even to acknowledge
them, let alone act upon them.

The Minister did not even take the step of
suggesting a formal committee should have a look
at the position. lHe did not give the opportunity
for a public forum to be established to look into
what is an increasingly difficult problem in our
complex modern society.

When it comes to the fundamentals, the other
States in Australia are so far ahead of Western
Australia that it is not funny to contemplate. We
see that legislation has been established in South
Australia and has been operating for one year. I
cited the Figures of the range of cases of
discrimination which have been reported; and
further to that, only last week the only case in
which litigation has been taken was successfully
resolved in 'favour of the board, and the- two
women who were involved received compensation
amounting to something like $3 000.

This is the sort of situation that exists, and the
Minister has the temerity to stand up and say we
have committees established which are doing this
job. What utter rot and nonsense! Certainly there
are committees, and reports are available. There
is the National Committee on Discrimination in
Employment and Occupation. However, the
number of complaints reported to this Committee
in Western Australia is negligible and is only a
fraction of what we could expect were there a
properly formulated avenue through which

complaints could be channeled. The Minister
bases his entire defence, because of the
Government's inertia in this Matter, Upon that
committee; and he went on to try to explain how
it works.

We had legislation brought down in Australia
in 1923, and it is anti-discriminatory to the extent
that women can hold public office and may be
admitted to the Bar. That is stated on a piece of
paper, but if any woman wished to obtain redress,
civil action would be the only possible avenue
available to her.

As far as the national committee on
discrimination is concerned, a complaint can be
made to the Department of Labour and Industry
which can then be channeled to the department in
Canberra. The matter can then come back to the
Minister for Labour and Industry who may table
a report in Parliament. Many months would have
to transpire to arrive at that situation, and
following the tabling of the report we could be
looking at a period in excess of one year before
something is done, Any complaint that was
proven indisputably and totally in such a
complaint would simply he a laughing stock and
whoever was implicated in it would not even know
what had been done, let alone feel any effect from
it.

In South Australia the majority of cases have
been resolved not by litigation but by co-operative
effort involving various areas of management and
consultative committees and this has been
effective to a large degree. It is part and parcel of
the process of educating-I use the word in its
broadest sense-the community to accept new
attitudes and to change those which have grown
up over a period of centuries. This is what we are
talking about, but the Minister is so insensitive
that he cannot even recognise the question, let
alone suggest a remedy For it; and the Premier is
in the same boat as the Minister for Labour and
Industry.

I thought a matter of this sort at least would
have been referred to a properly constituted body
that could examine it properly, rather than be
shovelled away in the depths of the Department of
Labour and Industry where the research section
may occasionally be able to pay some attention to
it.

To say that legislation from other parts of
Australia is being monitored is to make an even
further mockery of the matter-and that is just
what the Minister has done; he has made a
complete and utter mockery of the matter. The
word "humbug" was mentioned earlier this
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afternoon in connection with this Government,
and humbug is what it is.

The amendment says that the study of
legislation in other States will be continued. The
Minister has admitted that he did not know what
was going on in other States until such time as I
mentioned it when introducing my Bill. He did
not have a clue that legislation was even operating
in other States; and the position is that it is
operating in three mainland States: New South
Wales, Victoria, and South Australia.

The first annual report of the South Australian
commission will be brought down shortly. It is
expected 'that legislation will be introduced in
Tasmania. A report was prepared in Queensland,
but because of the similarity between the Premier
of Queensland and the Premier of Western
Australia I doubt whether any positive action will
be taken in either State. The similarity is far too
great and the attitudes are far too ingrained. The
depth of conservatism of those Premiers in all
things has to be seen to be believed. This
conservatism permeates the whole of the
Government of Western Australia at the moment.

To talk about continued studies in the
amendment is nonsense. What research, what
reports, what documents are available in the
Minister's department? Can he produce anything
positive and useful? lHe said not one single thing
in respect of action taken by his department or by
his Government. The word "humbug" is probably
the most appropriate word that springs to mind in
this respect.

Mr Grayden: You should know all about
humbug.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Then I certainly learnt it
from the Minister if I do know all about it. Let
him take a good look at himself in the mirror.
What utter tripe he put forward in his diatribe
this afternoon. It was not even a fair and honest
appraisal of what is an urgent situation.

Mr Blaikie: Temper, temper.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Mr Acting Speaker (Mr

Crane), I do not think it would be denied-
Mr Blaikie: I think the left-hand adviser of the

Minister for Labour and Industry is better on this
subject than your left-hand adviser.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Perhaps but I am rather
surprised that she did not at least make some
contribution to the debate. It would have been
appropriate had she done so.

Mrs Craig: I would like to know who was your
Government's adviser when you were in office,
and how far you proceeded?

Mr H. D. EVANS: Four years is a long time in

Government, and we have not seen anything done.
We made an election statement that we would
make changes. We indicated our bona fides, and
the action would have been taken. The Premier in
his campaign speech, gave no indication of any
action in this respect. The Government has not
even examined the position. We have done our
research-as far as it is possible for an Opposition
to do so. However, this Government has not even
made any attempt to evaluate the situation.

Mrs Craig: Nor did your Government.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The Opposition undertook

such study as it was able to, and it involved some
fairly considerable research within the facilities
available at the time. The Opposition has made a
move to recognise and accept the problem, and it
has said it would be prepared to make changes if
it were in Government. Do not forget that
members opposite have been in Government for
four years. Since 1975, and the awakening
following International Women's Year which
brought with it recognition of problems,
considerable changes have been made right
throughout Australia, and the Opposition is
prepared to move with the times. But not
members opposite; the ultra-conservatism of the
Premier and his counterpart in Queensland
highlights the conservative element.

Mrs Craig interjected.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Why did not the Minister

for Lands and Forests make a speech herself if
she reels so able and interested? She has shown
not the slightest bit of interest in respect of the
conservatism and the fear of change that
emanates not only from this conservative
Government but from other conservative
Governments in Australia also.

The Premier and his counterpart in the far
north have a lot in common. They are not
prepared even to evaluate the problem or to face
up to it. This is one of the most damning actions.
the Government has ever taken, and for the
Minister for Labour and Industry to introduce a
diatribe of the sort he introduc' .1-

Mr Grayden: What did you do when you
introduced your Bill? You spoke for three hours
and said absolutely nothing-three hours of
rubbish.

Mr Jamieson: Outside!
Mr H. D. EVANS: The two hours that it took

to introduce that Bill represented a summation of
all the research that is available in Australia. It is
a complex subject, and my speech on the Bill
covered every aspect of it. That cannot be done in
five minutes. The Minister has not even looked at
the problem; he cannot understand the nature of
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it. H-e is so insensitive that he should not be
entrusted with the portfolio of Labour and
Industry-one of the most sensitive and
fluctuating areas of Government. I-e is a disgrace
to the Ministry and a disgrace to his department.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Several members intejected.
Mr Shalders: What a disgrace to your party.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
We are supposed to be educated men and women-
Please let us behave ourselves. I am sure the
Hansard reporter is having some difficulty in
picking up the train of what is being said. The
member for Warren.

Mr Shalders: Why didn't you let one of your
lady members in another place introduce the Bill?

Mr H-. D. EVANS: As the shadow Minister
involved in this area it was My natural
responsibility. What does the member for Murray
think?

Several members interjected.
Mr Shalders: When it suits you.
Mr Jamieson: We will let the Murray Shire

deal with you.

Mr H. D. EVANS: It is regrettable that it is
private members' day and I cannot take the time
that normally I would insist upon to deal with this
matter. It would be fitting and proper if this
Government were thoroughly and utterly
censured in respect of its attitude and action in
this regard. Rut obviously, as it is the old numbers
game, I can only voice my censure of the
Government opposite and reject its inertia and
inactivity and the attitude it has adopted. I
indicate that in the light of what has happened in
every other State in Australia,and many countries
of the world, the record of this Government is
nothing short of disgraceful.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P, V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes 30
Mr Nanovich
M r O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
M r Sibson
Mr Sodeman
M r Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Wiltiams
Mr Young
M r Shalders

(Teller)

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H-. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Cr11I
Mr Harman

Noes 20
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Pairs

Ayes Noes
Mr Hassell Mr Bryce
Mr Coyne Mr Taylor
Amendment thus passed.
MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-7Minister for

Labour and Industry) [5.16 p.m.J: I move-
Substitute the following for the words

delted-
continue studies already current of
legislation and practices in other States,
the Commonwealth and in other countries
in respect of certain kinds of
discrimination on the grounds of sex or
marital status and other related matters to
determine what additional or amended
legislation, if any, is desirable to deal with
the findings of the aforesaid studies.

Mr H. D. Evans: You should be ashamed to
move such an amendment.

MR JIAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) [5.17 p.m.]: The amendment moved
by the Minister for Labour and Industry is just a
lot of words which do not mean anything. How
long is the Government going to continue ignoring
this situation? The member for Warren
mentioned that the first legislation relating to sex
discrimination to be introduced in the
Commonwealth was introduced in Western
Australia in 1923 at a time when the only female
member was Edith Cowan. I imagine she
probably instigated the legislation which
supported women's rights. The male-dominated
Parliament at the time did the right thing by her
in permitting the introduction of the legislation,
but they also protected themselves by making sure
the legislation did not provide for any penalties
for failing to carry out its provisions. Of course, it
was ineffective legislation and has simply
remained on the Statute book ever since. It is high
time something was done to resurrect this matter
and put us back on the trail we should have been
fol lowi ng si nce 19 23.

As my colleague, the member for Warren,
rightly pointed out, there has been sufficient time
to study this matter. All the studies carried out in
Australia and throughout the world and all the
various pieces of legislation which have been
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enacted should have been enough to give at least
some indication to the Government that such
legislation was necessary.

However, the wonderful amendment moved by
the Minister for Labour and Industry gives no
indication whether there will be any action on the
part of the Government in the future. Surely all
the other Parliaments of the Commonwealth are
not wrong; surely all the determinations which
have been made in different parts of the world
relating to equality of the sexes and sex
discrimination are not to be disregarded. Or does
the Government believe the matter should be
restudied and rehashed and then put away very
carefully in the pigeon hole once again? The fact
is that the Government of Western Australia is
not taking a very keen interest in this matter; it is
simply shelving the issue once again in the hope it
will not come back to bedevil it in its future
legislative programmes.

I assure members opposite that my colleague,
the member for Warren, will not be put off by the
rejection of his motion, and that the Opposition
will continue to press forward with similar
proposals in the future. The Government used a
procedural method recently to avoid debating the
Bill introduced by the member for Warren. If it
had allowed debate, the Government would have
shown at least a semblance of regard for the
female sex and that it was interested in removing
sex discrimination in this State. The Government
quite easily could have taken action to accord the
Bill a Governor's Message. It did not even need to
introduce a Message at that time; the Dill simply
required a Message before it left this place. As we
saw tonight, legislation was introduced and was
followed by a Message. Obviously, no particular
time schedule is laid down for the introduction of
a Message, except that the Legislative Council
would be quite correct in rejecting legislation
which was not accompanied by such a Message.

This Government had the opportunity to show
its bona ides by agreeing to legislation which was
of advantage to the female sex and which would
have removed a great deal of the sex
discrimination which exists in our society and
which so often is seen in the Liberal Party.
However, unfortunately it appears as though we
are going to be led along the same old road.

Mrs Craig: Do you recall a remark you made
when I became Minister?

Mr JAMIESON: Yes, I do and I will repeat it
for the benefit of members. I have no hesitation in
doing so.

Mrs Craig: Did the Press accurately report the

matter; or only the statement at the end of your
general remarks?

Mr JIAMIESON: It was a complete statement;
there is no doubt about that.

Mrs Craig: Tell us what you said.
Mr JAMIESON: To her credit, the Minister

for Lands and Forests has performed well since
she has been in the Ministry. However, the
comment I made was that from her parliamentary
activities, in my opinion she did not deserve the
position ahead of some other members and that
therefore, one could only assume the reason she
was elevated was the matter of sex.

Mrs Craig: "Pandering to women's interests"
was the quote.

Mr Laurance: I gather that your proposal
would have precluded her from becoming a
Minister?

Mr JAMIESON: No, it certainly would not
have precluded her from receiving a promotion. I
even put the member for Gascoyne ahead of the
member for Wellington in the running for the
Ministry; I believed he was more prominent in the
Parliament at the time. Of course, now I have
changed my mind; I think the member for
Wellington has been a more pleasant person with
whom to deal than the member for Gascoyne. and
now I would prefer her in that position.

Mr Laurance: I would say that is an about-face
if ever I have heard one.

Mr JAMIESON: No, it is being practical, and
telling the truth. I made a statement when the
member for Wellington became Minister for
Lands and Forests based on my feelings and
observations at the time. It was my opinion that
other members who had been more active in
serving in the Parliament were more deserving of
the position. However, they were passed over by
the Premier. One is entitled to make a judgment;
certainly, I meant no disrespect to the member for
Wellington. Members should bear in mind we are
talking about equality of the sexes, not about
special privileges.

Mrs Craig: I was simply suggesting that if you
were truly interested in ending sex discrimination,
you would not have ended your statement by
saying my appointment was "pandering to
women's interests".

Mr JAMIESON: Of course it was pandering to
women's interests. I happened to make a
statement at a time I wish I had not made it and
which I now regret. One cannot foretell the
future. As far as I am concerned, that is the end
of the incident. My statement was not aimed at a
person, because of her sex; I simply pointed out
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that in a matter of equality, one must deal with
equality and not with special privileges.

When I am raced with judging people, it does
not matter to me what sex they are; I make a
judgment on a person's ability. There are some
very brilliant women in the world and they need
greater accord and recognition than they receive.
The western world still contains many male-
dominated organisations. Eastern countries seem
to elevate women to higher positions far mare
quickly than we in the west. If members look at
Turkey, India, Sri Lanka and other Asian
countries they will see that for quite some time,
women have been prominent in government. This
could be the case, especially when one considers
that women comprise some 50 per cent of the
population. They should be represented in the
Australian Parliaments by the same proportion as
they are represented in the population; in other
words, half our members of Parliament should be
women.

If members took the trouble to consult the
Parliamentary Library they would see that in the
eastern bloc countries there is a very great
percentage of women in the State Parliaments
and the equivalent of our Federal Parliament.
Those countries seem to give a greater recognition
to women's abilities. However, perhaps because
males have not been revolted against to any great
extent, the gentler sex in Australia has not been
accorded the privileges and consideration they
deserve. I do not believe further studies will
accomplish the objective of the member for
Warren; it will serve merely to pigeon hole the
issue for the time being.

MR 111. -D. EVANS (Warren) [5.26 p.m.]: I
wish to reiterate a couple of facts which illustrate
the point far better than can 1. In his amendment,
the Minister for Labour and Industry suggested
there should be ongoing studies at the present
level. However, I feel he should have regard to the
position which exists at present, and that which he
is overlooking, even in his own field of labour and
industry. The instances of discrimination
contained in the report of the National
Committee on Discrimination are undeniable.

in reply to a question, the Premier stated that
the number of reports received in 1975-76 and
1976-77 by the Committee on Discrimination in
Employment totalled 23 and 35 respectively.
These included discrimination on the ground of
race, colour, religion, political opinion, national
extraction, social origin and others; but the hulk
of the reports dealt with discrimination on the
ground of sex. In fact, roughly 33 per cent of the
total number were based on sex discrimination.

I suspect the same position would apply with
regard to the information and reports compiled in
South Australia since the Sex Discrimination Act
came into existence. The South Australian Act is
not aimed only at the categories to which I have
just referred; it refers also to education,
accommodation, and the provision of gools and
services such as insurance, superannuation, etc.
The extent to which complaints are made is
clearly set out; it is undeniable from the
information and reports which exist that sex
discrimination is occurring in our society.

I wish to refer now to a report brought down by
the Public Service Board. We should bear in mind
that much of the discrimination is not direct, and
immediately discernible; however, it exists and as
a community we have become conditioned to it. I
wish to cite the major reports, one of which was
carried out by a research team from the
University of Western Australia under the
guidance of the tutors of the faculty. The
investigation found there was a disproportionately
low number of women in the higher divisions of
the Western Australian Public Service in relation
to their aggregate proportion in the service
generally. This discrimination can be quite easily
traced back to its source and the reasons are
evident.

Mrs Craig: Can you tell me how the situation
in the South Australian Public Service compares
with our Public Service? Are women as poorly
represented? I imagine that would be a valid
comparison.

Mr H-. D. EVANS: I cannot give a direct
comparison, but I can say many cases have been
referred to the board and the commissioner
relating to discrimination niot only in the Public
Service but also in private employment. Business
people have actually gone to the board for
guidance, to establish whether in fact they were
transgressing the legislation.

This is part of the educative process which will
be necessary. Legislation on its own has no chance
of success but neither has just sitting back and
waiting for the attitude of the public to change. If
there is not the support of legislation-

Mr Grayden: Do you not believe there is some
merit in looking at legislation in other States and
waiting to see whether it is successful?

Mr H. D. EVANS: That is not a bad idea, but
why is it not done by a properly constituted body
instead of a bunch of overworked public servants
who do it as a spare-time job? Why does not the
Government set up a decent investigation of the
matter? The Government has turned away from
that and is saying that sufficient investigation is
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being done in this Stat.. I am telling the Minister
that there is not-

Mr Grayden: Don't you think I am in constant
contact with the Ministers in other States?

Mr H-. D. EVANS: The Minister did not even
know they had legislation.

Mr Grayden: What are you talking about now?
You are talking absolute rot.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Other findings of this
investigation into the Public Service were-

(ii) the employment procedures have led to
such a situation through covert
discrimination in the interview situation,
the structure of the Public Service into
female and normal ranges, and the
educational standards required;

(iii) the existence of covert discrimination in
respect of initial employment affects the
subsequent advancement of women
through the Public Service;

(iv) women are as efficient as men ib
completing the tasks required at higher
divisions, as evidenced by those women
classified in the higher divisions; and

(v) in order that an efficient and competent
Public Service be had there is a need to
consider women, in a similar fashion to
men, as resources that need to be
effectively managed, motivated and
utilised.

One of the greatest problems is with regard to
fringe benefits and allowances; and this situation
applies not only in the Public Service but also in
private industry. At the same time the Public
Service Board annual report is available to verify
the manner in which the Public Service has
become traditionally structured.

I have also a report concerning the Education
Department which was compiled after quite some
research and was presented to the Minister in
another place. At least one of the matters
mentioned in the report has been alleviated, but
the report contains the following
recommendations-

All teachers, particularly women, be made
aware of the increased availability of
promotional positions and be encouraged to
acquire the relevant qualifications.

That encouragement has not been present in the
past; I have personal knowledge of instances of
this kind. To continue-

The position of deputy principal and
principal mistress in schools be replaced by
two equal deputy positions to be filled by

suitably qualified teach ers regardless of the
sex or the applicant.

Accumulated leave credits be able to be
used by teachers taking compulsory
accouchement leave.

Serious consideration be given to the
introduction of full pay entitlements for
teachers taking compulsory accouchement
lecave.

Current provision for special leave be
extended to recognise the paternal needs of
teachers.

There are other recommendations but I shall not
quote them; I shall simply refer the report to this
House.

Mr P. V. Jones: Are you suggesting nothing has
been done with that report?

Mr H. D. EVANS: Something has been done
with regard to the second recommendation; I did
mention that one has received attention.

Mr P. V. Jones: A lot has been done with that
report and it is gradually being implemented.

Mr H. D. EVANS: At the same time it has not
been fully implemented and there is a need to go
beyond what is possible in the department.

Mr P. V. Jones: You cannot suggest that
nothing has been done.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I said that at least one had
received attention.

Mr P. V. Jones:. Many more than one; it is
gradually being implemented.

Mir H. D. EVANS: I am delighted to hear that,
but that in itself for a single department-as with
the Department of Labour and Industry-will
just not be sufficient to bring about that change
and to encourage the educative process which the
community will have to receive before Finally it
becomes receptive to a change of attitude of this
magnitude.

I point out too that the need for some form of
legislation is no more clearly demonstrated than
in the reply received rrom the Minister himself in
which he stated that as at the I 5th August the
differentiation between wages and earnings was
5111.40 and $108.60. This differentiation of in
excess of $2 is important to those women who are
single family supporters, bearing in mind that
one-fifth of all breadwinners are women. Many of
those women would come under their own
awards-for example, nurses-but the greatest
need exists where a woman is the sole
breadwinner on the minimum wage; that is an
Area of discrimination which is unforgivable.
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Mrs Craig: Particularly sale breadwinners
looking after families.

Mr H-. D. EVANS: I agree that that position
should be rectified. This situation involves not
only women; there is an inequity for single
parents. Male nurses are another category where
there is discrimination which should be rectified.
The reason I am obviously emphasising
discriminatory practices with regard to women is
that that is an area where they are the greatest;
but they do exist for men too and they should be
remedied in the same way.

It is not only with regard to the minimum wage
that we find this area of discrimination. The
awards contain differentials for work of equal
value. The unions are not without blame; they too
have conditions in their constitutions and awards
which are discriminatory.

In conclusion 1 can summarise the matter by
saying that the need for anti-discrimination
legislation in this State and in every other State in
the Commonwealth has been proven by all the
reports and research which are available.
Secondly, Western Australia lags behind all the
other States in Australia. Even the "Great Dane"
went to the extent of bringing down a report
which was tabled in 1974; and as can be expected,
just as with our own Premier, nothing further was
done.

Recognition of the role of legislation is clearly
established but legislation will not cure all these
situations overnight. It will be a long process
through which the community will have to change
attitudes. I also mentioned the role of the media,
which needs to adapt before these matters will be
successfully achieved. The media are a
tremendous power in this country; it is the power
that changes Governments and it is the power
that changes community attitudes. This was
clearly displayed in the report on International
Women's Year, to which I referred.

Mr Speaker, the Minister displayed a total lack
of comprehension of the changed role of women in
our society. This change has been recognised with
any clarity only during the last decade, but it is
there and is amply illustrated by the figures 1
cited which show that between 1947 and 1971 the
percentage of married women in the work force
rose from 8 per cent to 33 per cent-the fastest
growing segment of the work force. That changed
role is just not appreciated by the conservative
elements who close their eyes to it.

Mr Grayden: That is absolute nonsense.
Mr H. D. EVANS: What is?
Mr Grayden: That is nonsense.

Mr H. D. EVANS: What is?
Mr Grayden: That we do not appreciate the

need.
Mr H-. D. EVANS: Why does not the

Government do something about it?
Mr Grayden: You spoke for three hours the

other night.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Two and a half.
Mr Grayden: You did not make a statement

which is of consequence. You drove every member
of your party out of the House and you come
along at this stage and use platitudes of that kind.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Mr Speaker, the Minister
in his bluster has once again revealed that he is
totally lacking.

Mr Grayden: We have heard nothing but
invective from you all day.

Mr H4. D. EVANS: My introductory speech
was the result of a considerable amount of
research on the part of an Opposition which does
not have the facilities which the Government has
and does not use. The Minister is not even
prepared to have a look at this subject; that is his
trouble. The introductory speech was a fairly
sound research effort on the part of the
Opposition and if it was too detailed for the
Minister to appreciate he should have had a look
at the research involved and perhaps done a little
of his own. He has not even comprehended the
nature of the problem.

The results available from actual practice in
South Australia bear out that there is
discrimination, that efforts have been made to
overcome it, and that the approach through
conciliation and reconciliation between the
disputing parties has been successful to some
degree. It will not be completely successful in one
year; it has no chance of that. It took centuries to
ingrain our community attitudes, and it will take
a long time to overcome them, but at last a start
has been made.

The year 1975 was an historic year; things will
not go back to what they were prior to that.
Whether or not this Government likes to accept it,
there is a change and 1975 marked the start of
the change sought by intelligent women working
diligently against considerable odds, against the
media, and against the world of commerce which
seeks every opportunity to exploit for its own
commercial advantage, discrimination included.
Not the least of the problems to be overcome is
the attitudes of Governments.

Mr Grayden: This is absolute rubbish. We have
done more than any other Government in the
history of Western Australia.
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Mr H-. D. EVANS: Utter nonsense! Can the
Minister cite one area of research that he has
done in this regard? He cannot stop blustering.
Answer factually.

Mr Grayden: If you want to listen to what the
Government has done-

Mr H-. D. EVANS: The Minister has not got
one single fact.

Mr Grayden: -1 will get you a list.
Mr H-. D. EVANS: If the Minister has any get

up and go at all, if he has any sincerity-
Mr Grayden: We will give it to you by way of

question and answer next week.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Humbug!
Sir Charles Court: Legislation does not dictate

the extent to which the Government practises
these things.

Mr H. D. EVANS: This Government is not
practising them.

Sir Charles Court: Other States have done less
than we have.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Give me an instance. Let us
get away from vague generalisations and have a
look at what the Government has done. Not a
thing!

Sir Charles Court: You distorted something in
the Education Department not so long ago this
afternoon.

Mr HI. D. EVANS: I quoted from a report. I
distorted nothing. I quoted that report and made
the remark that at least-

Sir Charles Court: The Minister gave you-
Mr H. D. EVANS: The Minister gave me no

answer.
Sir Charles Court: But he gave you the lead to

put your record straight.
Mr H. D. EVANS: I pointed out that at least

one of those matters had been rectified. The
Premier is as insensitive as his Minister; he does
not even recognise what is involved and he is not
prepared even to have a fair look at the problem.
Even in the interests of decency and social justice
he is not prepared to set up a proper avenue of
examination. To refer it back to the Ministry of
Labour and Industry is utter humbug.

Sir Charles Court: We have more than one
Minister working on this.

Mr H. D. EVANS: If the Government had any
decency it would have worded its amendment in a
way which would enable a proper body to be set
up. Royal Commissions have been appointed in
the past.

Mr Grayden: What have your members been
doing? Our members are doing something.

Mr H. D. EVANS: If Government members
were decent and sincere they would have done
something about the situation, rather than refer
to this wishy-washy humbug which has been
brought before the House.

Sir Charles Court: The member is losing
control of himself.

Mr H. D. EVANS: As I have already
mentioned, the efforts of the Government in this
particular instance are not only deplorable, but
they are also disgraceful.

MRt DAVIES (Victoria Park) [5.47 p.m.]: The
best thing the Minister could do is return to his
department tomorrow morning and berate the
members of his staff who wrote the remarks for
him, because not only have they embarrassed the
Minister, but they have also shown that the
Minister, the Government, and the department do
not know exactly what is occurring.

Mr H. D. Evans: The Minister cannot bear to
hear any More.

Mr DAVIES: We must oppose this type of
amendment, because it talks about continuing
studies of legislation and practices which are
already being carried out in other States. In doing
that,' one would have thought the Minister would
obtain from his research department of which he
has previoulsy spoken and of which he is allegedly
very proud, a detailed statement showing exactly
the research which is being carried out and the
manner in which it is being handled-

Mr H. D. Evans: I'hat is a good point.
Mr DAVIES: -and when we can expect to see

the results. The Minister has used this ploy in the
House on other occasions; it is a good ploy, but he
cannot expect to use it twice. He used this very
ploy in 1976 when we were discussing a motion
moved by the member for Maylands on worker
participation in industry. At that time, the
Government became severely embarrassed
because the member for Stirling, and one or two
other members, voted with the Opposition and
defeated the Government.

Mr Stephens: You must put it correctly. We
moved an amendment and you supported Us.

Mr DAVIES: That is a very proper point. I
have just read the debate in Hansard and the
point made by the member is correct. The
member for Stirling moved an amendment; we
voted with him and some of his colleagues and- the
Government of the day was defeated. However,
since that time nothing has transpired despite the
fact that the Government very clearly indicated-
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Mr Stephens: Something has been done along
those lines. It was a good effort.

Mr DAVIES: If members opposite were
satisfied with it, we will say it was a good effort.
However, at that time the Minister said there was
no need for this kind of motion, but an
amendment was moved by the member for
Stirling. At that time the Minister said eight
officers in the research section were already
working on this particular matter. So, what did
we do? We had a look at the list of public
servants for 1976. What did the research division
show? It showed there was a research officer, a
Mr Johnson, and a library assistant, H-. Patel.
There were two people in the research section.

Mr Grayden: We were dealing with other
officers. What you are saying is absolute rubbish.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister wishes to make a
speech he should do so, because the more he says
the more he will put himself in. Mr Speaker, I am
about to quote the Minister's words back to him,
so I shall stand aside and let him say what he
wants to say, because the more he says the more
be will put himself in.

The list showed that on that occasion the
research section was composed of two people; a
library assistant who was a lady by the name of
Patel and the officer in charge who was Mr
Johnson.

During the debate that evening I think there
was a break while we had dinner. However, the
debate continued for quite some time and later in
the evening of the 26th May the Minister replied
to a question. This can be found on page 1367 of
Hansard. The Minister had been asked to tell us
about these eight people who were working, in the
research section. He quoted, first of all, the
under-secretary (Mr H. A. Jones). The Minister
had given us to understand this was a special
committee working regularly and often on the
subject.

Mr Grayden: Which had been nominated.
Mr DA V IES: The Minister went on to say tha t

there was a Mr B. R. Colcutt who was the
assistant under-secretary, and Mr J. A. Campbell,
the administrative officer, which gave us three
people. The Minister then said there were five
other officers, making a total of eight. This is
what he claimed; but he did not bother to tell us
who the five officers were. However, he told us
they were at that time working on this particular
problem. There were eight officers involved in this
work. As I have already said, the Minister
mentioned this in the debate which took place on
the 26th May, 1976.

On the I15th September, 1976, at page 2493 -of

Hansard the Minister was asked a question on the
same subject, which was worker participation.
This was later in the year. Mr Harman asked the
Minister how many people were working in the
research section on this subject and this was the
answer-

Mr Grayden: You are dealing with another
section now.

Mr DAVIES: No; this is the same matter as
was referred to in the debate we have just been
discussing. Do not forget, Mr Speaker, I reminded
you that the Minister said there were eight people
working in the research section on the subject of
worker participation. The people named by the
Minister were Mr Campbell, Mr Jones, Mr
Johnson, plus five other officers.

The member for Maylands. asked the Minister
the names of the officers who were working in the
worker participation section. The Minister
answered that, apart from the administrators of
the department who were Mr Jones, Mr
Campbell, and Mr Johnson-he had already
listed those-the officers working in that section
were: Mr F. E. Johnson, research officer-so that
is a duplication-Mr J. B. Hartree, clerk,
additional assistant; Mr K. A. Fitz, graduate,
attached officer; Mr B. Ros, clerk, attached
officer; Mrs H-. Patel-we knew she was in that
section, because she is the library assistant
referred to previously-and Mrs D. V. Barugh,
clerk, attached officer. That gives a total of six
officers, plus Mr Campbell.

Mr Grayden: So you have six.
Mr DAVIES: There were six officers, plus Mr

Campbell and the under-secretary, Mr Jones,
which gives a total of eight officers. However, the
interesting point is the debate took place on the
26th May and on looking at the Public Service list
of employees we find that Hartree was appointed
on the 6th August 1976; we find Fitz was
appointed on the 5th July 1976; and there was
another officer appointed on the 6th May. Two of
those officers had not even been appointed when
the Minister was standing up and telling us that
they were already performing the work.

Mr Grayden: What are you trying to establish?
Mr DAVIES: After careful questioning by the

member for Maylands. we found out the Minister
had been misleading the House. We round out
this committ ,ee of eight people which was alleged
to be in existence, in fact did not have the full
complement of eight officers because some of
them had not even been appointed at that time.
They were not appointed until some months later.
How can we trust the Minister with his claim that
the work is being done, and research and study is
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taking place on this question when he has already
led us astray on the matter of worker
participation?

The answer he gave in 1976 indicates the
Minister would use any excuse to try to convince
the House the Opposition is wrong and the
Government is right. The Minister has misled the
House. That is obvious from the answers the
Minister gave to questions asked of him. The
Minister was talking about a research section
which was supposedly in existence but which did
not even exist at the time. He was trying to
convince the House there was no necessity for the
motion to be carried anyway, because the work
was being carried out already. I think it is
beholden on the Minister to tell us exactly what is
happening in the department and the work which
is being carried out on this very pressing question.
This is something which needs to be explained,

Mr Grayden: You have not got much to
criticise, have you?

Mr DAVIES: Why is the Minister laughing in
his silly embarrassed giggle? What is wrong with
the Minister?

Mr Grayden: I think you are so ludicrous.
Mr DAVIES: If I am ludicrous, I am ludicrous

only because I am quoting the Minister's own
statements which are as ludicrous as they could
possibly be. The Minister bus not proved the case.
The Government is embarrassed by the motion
moved by the member for Warren. The
Government did not know how to handle the
motion. The nicest thing the Government could
have done and the most honest thing the
Government could have done was to say, "We
wholeheartedly support it". This would have
obtained a great deal of approbation for the
Government; but as the situation stands nowI
believe a large portion or the community can only
treat the Government with disgust.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Merbarlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes 30
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O!Nil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodecman
M r Spriggs
M r Stephens
M r Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Hassell
Mr Coyne

Noes 20
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mc~ver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmnore
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor

Amendment thus passed.

(Teller)

Noes

Motion as Amended
Question (motion as amended) put and a

division taken with the following result-
Ayes 30

Mr Blaikie Mr Nanrivich
Mr Clarko Mr O'Connor
Sir Charles Court Mr Old
Mr Cowan Mr O'Neil
Mrs Craig Mr Ridge
Mr Crane Mr Rushton
Dr Dadour Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden M r Sodeman
Mr.Grewar Mr Spriggs
Mr Herzfeld Mr Stephens
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Tubby
Mr Laurance Mr Watt
Mr MacKinnon Mr Williams
Mr McPharlin Mr Young
Mr Mensaros Mr Shalders

NN
Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H-. D. Evans
Mr T.D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Hassell
Mr Coyne
Question thus passed.

~20
Mr Hodge
Mr Jarmieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Driroy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

airs

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor

(Teller)

(Teller)

Noes

MAIN ROADS ACT
AMENDMENT DILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 27th October.

MR MeIVERt (Avon) [6.02 p.m.]: The Bill
before us is to amend section 28A, section 32, and
the second schedule of the Main Roads Act,
1930-1976. The purpose of the Bill is to ensure

(Teller) that annual roads grants can be made to local
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authorities from State funds to make up for the
cutback in the Federal allocation of roads funds
to Western Australia.

Because of the cutback, it was necessary to
work out a formula so that the shortfall to local
authorities could be made up. As members are
well aware, as from the 30th June of this year the
previous formula relating to the States' grants
scheme expired. Because of the cutback in
Commonwealth funds, grants to the metropolitan
shires could not be increased. As Commonwealth
funds are involved, the metropolitan shires have
been able to use them only for construction work,
and not for maintenance work. I think that is fair
enough.

If a metropolitan shire considers that it has a
case for an additional allocation it is necessary
only for that shire to make application to the
committee which has been formed in order to put
the case forward. After an examination, it could
be found that additional funds would be granted.
We are aware also that this provision applies to
local governing authorities in the same way to
enable them to make up their shortfall.

Under the old formula country shires and town
councils suffered quite a number of anomalies.
For that reason it became necessary to form a
committee to discuss the new formula so that
shires would receive an equal share of the grants.
Discussions took place between representatives of
local governing authorities-both shire councils
and town councils-and representatives of the
Main Roads Department. As is the case in most
matters, not all shires are happy with the formula
because in the final determination by the
committee zones were formed, with a separate
formula for each zone. I think it is fair to say that
irrespective of the decision it would be impossible
to satisfy 100 per cent of the shires. On the other
hand, those shires which feel they have a shortfall
have only to make an application to the
committee to have the situation examined.

Quite a considerable sum of money has been
put aside for supplementary grants. In fact, the
amount is $590 000, and it will be distributed to
shires which are able to justify their need for
increased funds. With the passing of this
legislation we will have zones, and funds will be
allocated accordingly. Some shires will be better
off, and some will be disadvantaged, but in the
main I am sure that this legislation will benefit
local shires overall.

I indicate that the Opposition has no objection
to the Bill, but there is one point I would like the
Minister to clarify for me. Where a shire can
justify the need for further funds, and the full

amount of the shortfall is allocated, I understand
the Federal Government has given an assurance
that additional grants over the next two years will
be made. While making his second reading
speech, the Minister said-

I have already explained to members that
it is the intention of the Commonwealth
Government to follow a similar practice in
relation to the Commonwealth grants for the
next two years and when these additional
Federal funds are determined and become
available, a similar percentage increase will
be made by administrative action to the
grant funds contained in this legislation.

As these additional Commonwealth funds
become available and are applied under the
formula basis to individual councils, the
supplementary grant shortfall provision will
decrease as the formula allocations increase.

Although the Minister gave that assurance, it is
not contained in the Bill, and I think that is where
it should have been. I would like the Minister to
give an assurance so that at least it is recorded in
H-ansard. Of course, I do not know how the State
Government will get on after the 10th December,
because the present Federal Government will not
be in office. Perhaps the State will receive more,
anyway!

As I said, we want to know that the assurance
is recorded in Hansard so that the funds will be
forthcoming. With those remarks I think I have
covered what is contained in the Bill. At first look
the legislation appeared to be complex and
involved, especially the second schedule relating
to zoning. However, on examination I am sure it
will assist local authorities, as was indicated by
the Minister. I feel I have made it quite plain that
the Opposition has no objection to the
amendments.

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Works) [6.08 p.m.]: I thank the member for Avon
for his comments in connection with the Bill. I
appreciate that he has mentioned the associated
problems confronting local authorities. The main
problem from our point of view is that the grant
for urban roads was cut back by approximately
$9.7 million, and that amount had to be made up
to some degree from State funds.

I appreciate the point raised by the honourable
member that some people associated with local
authorities did not support the move. That is a
valid point. Where a measure such as this affects
the whole of the State it is understandable that a
few people will oppose it. However, the northern
town councils passed a motion supporting the
formula. In two other zones where motions were
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put forward to reject the formula, they were
defeated. While a few people did oppose the
zoning, it was generally supported by both the
metropolitan and country local authorities.

The main point raised by the honourable
member was in connection with the escalation of
grants. This has occurred in the past and has been
coped with. I assume-and I will make further
investigations and advise the honourable
member-that grants under this formula will be
handled on the same basis. Previously, when we
received an additional sum for escalation from the
Commonwealth it was distributed on a percentage
basis according to the original grant. If a local
authority received a I per cent grant, it would
receive I per cent of the estimated escalation. I
will confirm that and advise the member.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

BILLS (2): RECEIPT
AND FIRST READING

I . Land Act Amendment Bill.

Bill received from the Council; and, on
motion by Mrs Craig (Minister for
Lands and Forests), read a first
time.

2. Marine Navigational Aids Act
Amendment Bill.
Bill received from the Council; and, on

motion by Mr O'Connor (Minister
for Works), read a first time.

Sitting suspended from 6.12 to 7.30 p.m.

FLOUR DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the
sitting.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [7.30 p.m.]: We oppose
this Bill. We do so not because we want more
industrial disputation but because we want less.
We do so not because we want more confrontation
but because we want less. We know, and it has
been proven by history, that the Liberal Party
grows and fattens on crises. It spends half its time
scaring the electorate to'death and then it spends
the rest of its time promising to rescue the
electorate from the crisis which its cupidity and
its political opportunism have created.

We have seen this time and time again. The
communist can has been kicked around in this
country right from the time of the founding father
of the Liberal' Party-Robert Menzies. Menzies
discovered it was a valid winning tactic, and he

kicked the can around. So we see the Liberal
Party will create crises.

In the 1960's Menzies bought the Fl I I planes
in order to save us from the Indonesians. That
was an attempt to create artificially a crisis. He
then said, "Of course, I am the only one who can
rescue you from this position." The Australian
electorate did not remember at that time that it
was the Australian Labor Party that had taken
over from the faltering hands of Menzies in 1941
when his own party had got rid of him because he
was such a poor war Prime Minister.

We see this time and 'time again; Menzies
continually kicked the communist can and
continually he said, "The communists are coming
to get you. We need to have protection from the
communists"; and yet he allowed the defence
forces of Australia to run down continually during
that period. That shows he was insincere, and his
disciples here tonight are following the same
pattern. They say, "We will create crises; we will
confront the trade union movement because we
believe this will help Fraser in the election.
Therefore, we will see there is more and more
confrontation because as a result, our vote will
increase."

This is what members apposite believe, and this
is what they are doing. The Premier and his
acolyte, the Minister for Labour and Industry,
certainly do not look like statesmen, confident of
their purpose and defending their principles. They
look more like men riding logs in a turbulent
stream, leaping from tactic to tactic in an effort
to stay alive, in an effort to survive, and they
never care that the river is leading is to a
wasteland.

They are prepared to stir the pot, creating
crises, because they believe it will be electorally
advantageous. This is not the way in which the
country should go. This is not the way we should
run our affairs. I believe that the people of
Australia are sick and tired of confrontation
politics and they want to get away from them. We
believe maturity consists of being able to put
oneself in someone else's position, being able to
emphathise, being able to see what it is like to be
in someone else's shoes. This is what we should be
able to do tonight, but I doubt whether we are
capable of such political maturity. We do not
seem to be capable of realising what it is like to
receive a pay packet which grows lighter and
lighter every week. Who is to blame for the fact
that real wages are decreasing with every week
that goes by? It is the Court Government; it is the
Fraser Government. Consistently these
Governments have gone to the arbitration
tribunals of this country to say, "We do not
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believe in wage indexation. We do not want the
workers to receive rises in their money wages, so
that their real wages at least will not go down."

Remember that indexation is not a rise in real
wages; it is merely a rise in money wages to
compensate for past price increases, increases
which people who sell their commodities do not
have to ask permission to charge. They can put
prices up. Wage indexation, which the Court
Government and the Fraser Government have
sabotaged consistently, is only to compensate for
past price increases.

So what is happening with the situation now
that inidexation is not being passed on fully? Real
wages are decreasing all the time. The root cause
of this problem, this flour strike, and all the other
strikes and all the other problems that are going
to follow because people's living standards are
being lowered week by week, is the fraudulent so-
called wages and prices "freeze". Wages Were
frozen and the Commonwealth Government and
the Court Government went to the arbitration
system and said, "Look, do not give this rise to
the people which is to compensate them against
price increases."

White the Commonwealth Government and the
Court Government took this stand, prices were
allowed to go merrily on. There was no attempt to
stop price increases. In fact, in 1973 the Liberal
Party campaigned against A referendum in regard
to price and wages control. It campaigned for a
"No" vote and thereby ensured that there could
be no price freeze. The Liberal Party ensured
there could be no genuine freeze because it
campaigned for it.

If the referendum had attracted a "Yes" vote
as was advocated by the Australian Labor Party
at that time, we could have had a genuine,
dinkum, honest freeze because prices would have
been controlled and wages would have been
controlled and we could have been able to control
inflation in that way.

Sir Charles Court: Was not that the
referendum Hawke campaigned against?

Mr TONKIN: The way inflation is to be
fought by this Government is by fighting
indexation. This means that real wages will
become smaller and smaller and then, when the
unionists, in defence of their decreasing real
wages, do something about it and a strike results,
the Government hits them with this type of
legislation, and especially at election time. That is
the tactic of the present Government.

In July of this year the State Government,
pursuant to section 94A of the Industrial
Arbitration Act, applied to prevent indexation

from working; it applied to prevent the payment
of money increases in wages to compensate for
past price increases. I emphasise that once again:
the workers were not receiving a wage rise, they
were being compensated for past price increases.

The Government went to the commission and
demanded that no increase should be given to the
employees, thereby setting the stage for the
present confrontation which it needs in order to
succeed.

The Government needs to be able to kick a can;
it needs to be able to kick the communist can, the
left-wing can, the militant unionists can, or any
kind of can. It is not capable of being
constructive; it is not capable of trying to unite
Australians. The Government's only tactic is to
divide Australian against Australian, and this is
what has happened. The fraudulent prices and
wages freeze has caused the present situation,
with real wages decreasing all the time.

As Don Chipp said, the prices and wages freeze
was the meanest political charade of the century.
That is what it was: a charade, a smokescreen.
We saw on television night after night ordinary
average Australian people saying, "Yes, wve want
a freeze." These were genuine geople, they
wanted a freeze, and they were prepared to have
their wages frozen because they thought price
also would be frozen.

However, prices were not to be frozen; prices
were going up and up. No attempt was made to
control prices. As a matter of fact, when an
attempt was made to control prices-and I refer
to the referendum of 1973-the Liberal Party
campaigned against it. So we see that situation
where time after time ordinary decent Australians
have said, "Yes, we are prepared to forgo our
wage rises if prices do not go up." in fact, the
public was conned into believing that prices would
be frozen also.

So there we have a contrast between the
ordinary decent Australian who is prepared to
accept his present standard of living-even
though it is much lower than the standard of
living of the entrepreneur, the employer-and the
employer who is increasing his prices whenever he
likes. So we certainly cannot accept this situation.

The Federal arbitration commission, for
example, gave an increase of only 1 .9 per cent in
wages of up to $200 a week, and over that the rise
was even smaller, to compensate for a CPI rise in
the March quarter of this year of 2.3 per cent.
That was a reduction in real wages, and that is
the cause of the problem.

This problem will go on and on, and the
Government is glad that it will. The Government
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is glad that it can bring in Draconian legislation.
It is glad to have the opportunity to hit the trade
union movement because it believes there are
votes in this action. We reject this kind of
electioneering; we reject this kind of tactic.

From March, 1975, to March, 1977, a miller,
class 3, has lost $12.90 a week according to the
CPI figure for Perth. T would like members
opposite to go up to an average Australian and
say to him, "You have lost $12 a week over the
past two years; are you prepared to accept that?
Are you prepared to accept a loss of $12 or $13 a
week?"

A storeman's pay is down $11. 10 a week over
the last two years when compared with the CPI as
measured in Perth. Let membeirs opposite go into
supermarkets and ask the mothers of Perth, "You
are losing $11I a week, are you happy? Do you
think that is a fair thing? Are you prepared to see
your standard of living eroded?" This is the
situation that these people are facing. What are
they supposed to do? Are they supposed to accept
it? The employers do not accept it. They continue
to put up their prices and they do not ask anybody
for perm ission to do so.

if an employer does not want to sell his product
at a certain price, he is not compelled to do so. If
someone offers a lower price he can say, "Oh no, I
am not going to sell that to you. I will not sell it to
YOU."~

This is what the employees are reacting to.
More and more will take the same action. We are
not threatening this; we do not want it to happen,
but it is an inevitable result of the Government's
policy of reducing the standard of living of the
ordinary Australians by its policy of attacking
wage indexation and not keeping faith with the
trade union movement.

The trade union movement said that it was
prepared to go along with indexation, but what is
the Government doing? It is lowering the
standard of living of the employees who represent
over 90 per cent of the work force. As a
consequence, there will be industrial disputation.

The Government is taking this action for bread
today-will it do the same thing for butter
tommorrow? Are we to have a situation where all
commodities throughout the State are
nationalised, where the State controls everything?
The State could then buy these commodities and
sell them, and it would compel the people to
provide them. Members opposite support this. Is
this going to be the pattern as more people
demand that their living standards are not
reduced ?

Members opposite must remember that the

workers are not fighting for a higher standard of
living; they are trying to prevent their living
standards from going down. Why should this
happen in the 20th century in a modern country,
a rich country? Why should the workers have to
accept that they must go backwards? Why should
they accept that they must return to the dark
ages, that they are to lose their standard of living?
Why should they accept it? Members opposite
might say they should accept it because they
should know their place. The workers should
know that they are employees, second-class
citizens.

I can tell members opposite that the employees
will not accept it. It is a fact of life. I did not
invent mankind. It is not my fault or the fault of
anybody here that mankind is as it is. However,
the fact is that the employees of Australia will not
accept a lowering of their standard of living.

The Government is happy; it wants to have the
workers in this situation. It wants to be able to
exploit this situation for electoral purposes. The
Government's opinion polls have told it that when
there is a strike the Labor vote goes down, and so
it is happy to keep pushing this matter because it
believes it will profit from it.

The Government talks about looking after the
public interest, but during the recent transport
strike, MMA was charging double the freight to
northern areas. This service was called the express
freight service. Did the Government step in to
stop that? Oh no, because these were not
employees, these were employers, and as
employers they had a God-given right to charge
double. Members opposite were not living up
north and werbe not in a position of having to pay
double the freight rate. MMA was prepared to
withdraw its labour just the same as the
flourmillers have said, "We are not going to sell
our labour at a price less than we believe we have
a right to."

MMA was quite within its rights, according to
this Government, to charge double, to resist the
claim, and to refuse to take the cargo; in other
words, MMA was on strike. If a person said to
MMA, "I want the cargo to be transported at the
old rate" the firm would not take the cargo.
Apparently, in the eyes of the Government, the
people of MMA are first-class citizens and have a
right not to sell their labour unless they wish to do
SO.

On that occasion did the Government, in the
public interest, step in? Of course, it. did not,
because it is a Government of the employers, by
the employers, and for the employers. It is a fact
of life that extremism will beget extremism. If one
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goes to extremes then one will encourage
extremism. We have seen this throughout the
history of the world: where there is a harsh,
severe, and undemocratic Government, the
opposition to that Government has been harsh,
extreme, and undemocratic.

We can expect that kind of thing to happen.
The Government is engaging in cynical
manipulation of the people for political ends,
because it thinks by doing that it will help Fraser
to win the forthcoming election. This develops
cynicism in the Australian people. Why do many
Australians regard politicians and politics with
jaundiced eyes? Why do they think of us in a
cynical way? The answer is that they have been
treated cynically. We have taught them by this
cynical manipulation of them to pursue shallow
and unprincipled ends.

T say, without any fear of contradiction, and as
the spokesman for the Australian Labor Party,
that we dissociate ourselves from such shallow
opportunism. Let every person-whether he be
our friend or opponent, employer or employee,
and irrespective of his position in life-know that
the ALP will not be a party to this style of
politics. We will not put opportunism before
principles.

In case members need to be reminded of this,
we were very proud in 1966 to put principle first
with regard to the Vietnam -situation, but we were
deserted by the Australian people at that time.
However, we were quite content and were
prepared to say we would not bend our principles;
we would do the right thing; and we would not do
the dishonourable thing, merely to win votes.

If ever leadership meant anything it means
giving the people a lead as to whether we should
pursue in our lives oppotunism Or principles. We
unhesitatingly choose principles first, not because
that would necessarily enable us 10 win elections,
but because the responsibility of making such a
choice is the responsibility of leadership in the
community:.

Martin Luther said, "H-ere I stand. I can do no
other:' The Australian Labor Party paraphrasing
that quotation says, "Here we stand. We can do
no other."

MR SKIDMORE (Swan) (7.50 p.m.]: I take
this opportunity to speak to the Bill and I oppose
it as strongly as possible. I would like to take up
the question raised by the Minister in regard to
the way in which our union operates, and to the
submission he has made. It appears that the
Millers' and Mill Employees' Union of Western
Australia is out of step with its Federal executive,
according to the Minister. I have Dot heard a

more gross mistake or a greater misrepresentation
of the true position in all my life. It is typical of
the action of the employers to seek to discredit the
unions, because they do not understand the
ramifications behind the situation which has
developed. I shall have more to say on that.

The question of conciliation within our
organisation has been held in high regard for 50
years. We were able to operate very satisfactorily
for many years. up to the time when it became
patently clear that the CPI and its criteria would
cause us to lose relativity, compared with other
trades and other workers. The full application of
CPI was the agreement reached with the unions.
However, the employers and the commission
repudiated that agreement. They said to the
workers, "You will not receive complete price
indexation". So, the workers lost money. Thus,
the whole relativity of members of my
organisation was destroyed.

I have received a letter from the Federal
secretary of our union attaching his report of a
meeting with the Federal Council of the Flour
Mill Owners industrial Committee in September,
1977. This will indicate we do believe in
conciliation. In fact, we were one of the few
unions which approached the matter in that form.
We had a conference with the millowners. The
document sets out what we wished to obtain from
the millowners under our claim.

I quote from the document sent to me by the
Federal secretary. Of course he is also the
president of the local union. In it the following
appears-

It was pointed out very forcibly that
because we as a Union had adhered to the
Guide lines of Indexation as set down by the
Commission, our members had become
increasingly disadvantaged when compared
to workers in other Industries.

Numerous examples of advantages gained
by other Unions using militant tactics were
given.

We have demanded that some method be
found to increase the take home pay of our
members, and have assured the Owners that
we are no longer content to be the bearers of
the burden of what they describe as the
precarious situation the Industry finds itself
in.

I now wish to deal with the profits made by
George Weston Foods Limited. In the dividend
announcement and half-yearly report dated the
30th September, l977, a staggering profit of
$3 908000 was shown. This is an industry that
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cries poverty, and claims it cannot afford to pay
its workers a decent wage.

Several members interjected.
Mr SKIDMORE-, In the limited time available

to me [ would ask members opposite to extend to
me the courtesy not to interject, as I have
extended that courtesy to them.

On the 13th October, 1977, a meeting was held
in Melbourne with the Flour Mill Owners
Industrial Committee which commenced at 9.00
a.m. All States were represented. Those present
representing the millowners included Mr
McCarthy, the industrial advocate, and Mr Wise,
the chairman of that conference. It became a
question of whether or not all our claims were to
be granted. In fact, the notation made in this
report by the Federal secretary of our union
was-

It would seem now that the only avenue of
approach left is for private negotiations for
over award payments to be made between the
members and the management at individual
mills.

I therefore give the lie to the licence that has been
taken by the Minister in this place. and other
people in impugning the credibility of our union,
and in claiming we were out of step with out
Federal body. In fact, our Federal body suggested
to us quite Strongly that we should take this
action, not necessarily in that fashion.

I refer to a telegram which the employers and
the Minister were able to get hold of easily.

Mr Barnett: Stolen.
Mr SKIDMORE: Let me come back to that

issue. When we look at the telegram which was
actually sent to us we find it was a direction that
we should return to work and should not be on
strike. That in itself requires explanation. It needs
to be understood that when we had a meeting of
our membership, the document mentioned was in
fact a submission from the millowners that they
would not meet our log of claims. The workers
assembled on the 19th October, and looked at the
offer from the millowners; they rejected it. That
was the first thing they did.

They then took the second step, acting on the
instructions -which- I have indicated- as- set out in
the circular from the Federal secretary, in an
effort to secure justice for the workers who were
receiving a mere pittance in wages. I quote from a
copy of a letter which our Federal presidnet (Mr
R. A. Kemp) sent to our union. It states-

Dear Comrade,
I wish to advise that on Monday 3rd
October, a Meeting of the Victorian Branch

Executive Committee and Union
Representatives was held at the Trades Hall
to consider what course of action should be
pursued in the event that the offer by the
Millers Industrial Committee, in settlement
of the claims submitted in Conference on
12th September, 1977, should prove to be
unsatisfactory.

Even if my reply to the Minister is unsatisfacory
he should extend to me the courtesy of hearing me
in silence. To continue with the letter-

The Victorian Branch has called a General
Meeting of Members for the 19th October to
consider the employers offer and if the
decision of that Meeting is that the offer is
not reasonable or satisfactory, then
discussion will be held on what action shall
be taken.

That letter is from our Federal secretary, which
was sent before the Victorian branch held the
meeting on the 19th October. To continue-

The Meeting of the State Executive and
Union Representatives will recommend to the
Members that a series of 'Stop Work'
Meetings be held, such Meetings to be of a
duration of 24 or 48 hours.

Members opposite should not impugn the
credibility of the union in this State by launching
a spurious attack on it, aided and abetted by the
millowners of this State who have submitted to
the Minister a telegram emanating from the
Federal secretary stating we were out of step.
However, he did not know about the set of
circumstances that existed.

When the matter went before Commissioner
Coleman, the two questions in dispute were made
clear to him. What was the reaction of the
millowners of this State? It was quite apparent
that Mr McCarthy, the industrial advocate, and
Mr Wise, attended that conference representing
the millowners. Their one concern was that we
had engaged in a strike in support of our log of
claims which the employers said they would grant
us. We indicated to Mr McCarthy that there was
no strike; that we were not striking in support of
the log of claims; and we were not disobeying the
direction of the Federal council. What we did was
to reject the award conditioins.-

I said to Mr McCarthy that if that was all he
was concerned about I could give him an
unqualified assurance that when I returned and
attended the next meeting of members I would
advise them to accept the offer and inform the
commissioner, so that the commissioner would
allow the agreement to be accepted. The matter
went before the members, and they accepted the
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offer of the millowners, but protested they did not
receive the $20 allowance. Even the Federal
secretary indicated extreme dissatisfaction with
the result. At a meeting the six branches accepted
the offer; and that was a unanimous decision.
How then can it be said that we were out of step
with our Federal executive and our Federal
council? The office bearers of the branch in this
State are members of the Federal executive and
of the Federal council.

A guillotine has been placed on the stages of
the Bill by the Government. It is very difficult to
give a two to three hour analysis of a dispute in a
period of 1 5 to 20 minutes, but I shall do my best.
Firstly, I look at the wage structure of our union.

Since March, 1975, the Consumer Price Index
has increased by 29.5 per cent. The monetary
value of that increase to the millers was $36.40 in
total. That was for a miller, classification 3. The
storehands. comprise 60 to 65 per cent of the work
force in our industry. I have been conservative,
because it is possible to run the average shift with
six men, and there are roughly 60 men engaged.
So to take 18 men out of the three shifts would
not be unfair, and thus it is fair to arrive at the
percentage of 60 to 65 storehands working a day
shift, and 20 working in each mill. The storehand
in all sections received $32 as a flow-on increase
because of the cost-of-living increase. Between
March, 1974, and March, 1977, the percentage
increase for Perth was 36.9.

During the period between 1974 and 1977 the
figure for the six capital cities was 33.4 per cent.
There was a loss to the unions in this State of 3.5
per cent of the increase in the Consumer Price
Index. The union members did not receive what
they should have done because of the actions of
the Liberal Government.

Let us consider the Perth Consumer Price
Index of 36.9 per cent, which I quoted previously.
Of that the workers received 28.8 per cent; that is
all they got from the conciliation and arbitration
decision. That is a loss of 8.1 per cent of what was
owing to the workers. T base that on the fact that
the price of goods needed by the union members
increased and they were goods needed for them to
live a reasonable life.

Considering again the six capital cities, the
consumer price figure was actually showing a
difference of 4.6 per cent. If one wants to be fair
and look at the relativity State by State, it is not
unreasonable to assume the workers should be
receiving an 8.1 per cent increase in wages right
across the board just to bring them up to what
they lost under consumer price indexation.

In December, 1974, the weekly wage of a

storehand was $98 a week. The taxation paid by a
worker with a dependent spouse and two children
was $8.50 a week, so his take-home pay wAs
$89.50. In March, 1977, the weekly wage was
$137.l0fora storehand. Taxation was $19.80 and
his take-home pay was $107.07 a week.

From December, 1974, to March, 1977, the
actual increase to the storehand's wages was a
miserable $7.80 a week. So it is all very well for
members opposite to throw their arms about and
ask why these men should go on strike. Come on
now; they are on strike for a little bit of justice to
which they are entitled.

These men have abided by conciliation and
have become the chopping block for the system
because for the last 50 years our union has abided
by the rules. We have stepped out of line now and
,we are justified in so doing.

In August, 1977, the weekly wage for a
storehand was $137.80. Remember that store
hands comprise between 60 and 65 per cent of the
millworkers. From this $137.80 must be deducted
tax of $24.50; and medical benefits at a -base rate
of $3.70. On tax tables A and B he has to pay
$4.34 and a total Medibank contribution of
between $6.80 and $8. He would have rent to pay
of around $29.50. Therefore the total net weekly
wage of this man with a wire and two chitdren is
around $77.80. This is a lousy amount to have to
survive on and yet members opposite are trying to
tell the workers they have no right to be on strike.

If Government members want to deny workers
their right to receive a reasonable and fair wage
the workers will go on strike in ever-increasing
numbers until the Government and the employers
get the message that they are entitled to
something better.

1 want to deal with a factor that has not been
mentioned and that is the question that we went
before the millowners at the beginning but they
would not negotiate because they considered that
as we were out on strike they were being placed
under duress. However, they are paying $3, $7.
and $19, over the award at the present time. I
said to the millowners, "If you would make an
offer within that range as a starting point in the
bargaining, 1 could go to the members and I am
quite sure they will accept the idea. It would be
an indication of the millowners' sincerity to grant
an increase in wages." Howeveri they would not
do it and yet they were actually paying the
money. There was nothing else we could do but go
on strike.

As far as the union is concerned the reason its
members are on strike is that the millowners will
not talk to them. under duress. However, we would
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not have been on strike if discussions were taking
place. The owners rejected our proposition out of
hand because of interference by the
representatives of the federation of employees at
the meetings. In many instances these
representatives have their own stand and it does
not matter what one says, they will not be moved.

We oppose the legislation. It is completely and
utterly unfair and on behalf of the men I
represent-men I respect and am proud of-I
reject this legislation. This dispute will not be
solved by the introduction of this confrontation-
type legislation which will involve all the trade
union movement.

MR T. H. JONES (Collie) [8.07 p.m.]: I join
my colleagues in opposing this repressive
legislation. How many times have we heard the
Government say we have to go through the
machinery which exists; how many times when we
were in Government and trying to introduce
improvements to the Long Service Leave Act did
the Government say we should abide by the
machinery of the arbitration system?

The Minister for Labour and Industry cannot
deny this and I can remember him speaking in
opposition to moves by our Minister for Labour
when he was trying to improve long service leave
conditions. The present Minister far Labour and
Industry said the machinery was there and we
should go through it. We now see that
Government members are forgetting this objective
and forgetting what the Minister for Labour and
Industry considered was the correct procedure to
be followed.

This is a myth to overcome completely the
industrial machinery of Western Australia.

Sir Charles Court: Nothing of the sort.
Mr Grayden: It is the other way around.
Mr T. H-. JONES. It is not and the Minister

knows it. I have had a great deal of experience in
the industrial movement while the Minister has
not. It is obvious my remarks are hurting the
Minister. I believe in the actions taken by the
union because the only thing workers in Australia
have to protect themselves is the right to strike. I
hope they never give this right away.

This Government will go down as another
Liberal "Oliver Twist" Government. Last night I
applauded the member for Vasse (or the guts he
showed in opposing the legislation to control
cartage rates for hauliers. in Western Australia.
Opposition members admired him because it was
socialist legislation.

This Government will stoop to any level to
attain its ends. What is the motive behind this

legislation? Is it that the Government wants to
wreck the trade union movement, or is it that, as
The West Australian newspaper suggests, it
wishes to provoke the trade union movement in
Western Australia?

The Government considers itself to be a free
enterprise Government but we did not see free
enterprise last night; the Government introduced
socialist legislation and we all went along with it.

Here we have industrial machinery set up by
this State to handle industrial disputation. What
do we set now but moves being made to break a
strike; to break the rights of workers to obtain
what they are entitled to?

Would members opposite be able to survive on
$140 a week with a wife and child? Let us hear
from members opposite; could they survive on
$ 137.40 a week, which is what 60 per cent of the
men in this industry are receiving? Let us hear
from Government members.

The Premier can mumble to himself but he
does not have to worry about the men on $1 37.40
a week. That sort of money is a pittance to the
Premier. Members should be genuine. Last night
we had socialist legislation; tonight we have
legislation to break the trade union movement of
Western Australia. If the industrial machinery
cannot cope with the present situation the
Government should do something about it. it
should take the initiative to bring about mediation
and a better understanding between employers
and the trade union movement in Western
Australia.

I was secretary of a union that had one of the
worst rdcords in the State. Members opposite
should know that we got together with the
employers and since then we have had only three
days of stoppages since 1961. Members opposite
are always saying that the disputes are the fault
of the unions. Surely the Government must know
it it impossible for a man to get by on $137.40 a
week. Over 60 per cent of the men in this industry
receive that wage and I ask again: Could
members opposite live on that wage? Of course
not. Is it any wonder these men are taking this
stance?

This is not the Government's first attempt to
override the provisions of the Industrial
Arbitration Act. The Minister for Fuel and
Energy introduced the repressive provisions
contained in the Fuel and Energy Act which
override all agreements and awards in this State
and here is another attempt to override the
awards covering these workers. What is the
Government trying to do; is it trying to take on
the trade union movement? If it is, the trade
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union movement will not Lake it lying down. Is the
Government trying to provoke industrial unrest
before the Federal election?

Sir Charles Court: We are trying to get bread
for the people.

Mr T. H-. JONES: That is what the
Government is attempting in this legislation; it is
not worried about whether men are receiving low
incomes. The Minister for Lands and Forests can
say what she likes but this is a game of politics; a
game of numbers.

The Premier knows the bad record of the
Fraser Government and we will see who is right
and who is wrong as to whether or not the
Premier is trying to provoke the trade union
movement in Western Australia. The Premier
knows that the colleagues of these millworkers
will not stand idly by. This suits the Government
because it knows a Federal election is around the
corner. The Premier would not like anything
better at this stage than to have the whole trade
union movement in Western Australia go out in
support of these workers.

The Opposition has always recommended
mediation and conciliation. Certainly in this case
our pleas fell on deaf ears. Knowing that the
guillotine will be used tonight, one would think we
were living in France rather than in Western
Australia.. I have much pleasure in supporting the
action of the millworkers and I commend them
for it.

MR HODGE (Melville) [8.15 p.mn.J: I rise to
record my opposition to this cynical attempt by
the Court Government to provoke more industrial
confrontation in the State. I wish to quote an
article which appeared in yesterday's issue of The
Australian headed, "Visiting Swedish expert says:
Stop bashing unions". If the Premier and the
Minister for Labour and Industry care to listen,
they might learn something. The article reads-

A USTRA LIA's entrenched industrial
relations problems reflect a community
distrust in the democratic political system,
says a Swedish industrial relations adviser.

The recent Victorian power strike and the
Queensland seamen still pitted against the
power of the Utah mining company, feel free
to challenge the Government of the day
because they do not believe they live in a
democracy, says Mr Olle Hammarstrom,
who is completing a 15 month Australian
tour under the auspices of the
Commonwealth Department of Productivity.

The Fraser Government has invited this Swedish
expert out here to help solve 'our industrial

problems. Referring to Mr llammarstrom, the
article continues-

One of the architects of Sweden's
successful experiments in industrial
democracy, he believes Australia has fallen
behind the rest of the world in its approach
to industrial problems.

Speaking at a series of seminars in
Brisbane Mr Hammarstrom warned that
govern men ts-Fede ralI and State-and
private companies faced worse problems if
they failed to recognise the rights of the
union movement.

With Nordic bluntness he said the
Australian political system had bred the
present generation of industrial militants.

"My experience in a number of countries
has convinced me that each government
gains the industrial relations climate it
deserves," he said.

"Governments create their own self-
fulfilling prophecies. In Sweden, where the
Government has said it trusts the unions and
invites them to take part in the democratic
process, we have enjoyed a sane and logical
industrial climate.

This Government is getting the type of industrial
problems it deserves.

The second reading speech of the Minister was
a pathetic attempt to try to justify the legislation.
Ifind there are untruths and distortions in almost

every line of his speech. Even in the opening line
he tries to convince this Parliament that the
industrial dispute under discussion is caused solely
by the militants in the millers' union. That union
has had one strike since 1927 yet this is the sort of
treatment it gets. It is a law-abiding, responsible
trade union. Why have the members of that union
copped this sort of legislation?

The Minister must surely realise that it takes
two parties to have an industrial dispute; in this
case the millowners and the union are both
involved, not just the union.

What a.cynical attempt the Minister made to
try to justify the legislation. Hie told us of the
Government's cone'rn for low-income earners.
This Goverrment has done more to impose
financial hardship on low-income earners in this
State than any other Government in our history.
Consider the increases in rents, electricity
charges, drivers' licence fees, water rates, and so
on. The list is endless. What about the financial
hardship those increases have imposed on low-
income earners? What about the pensioners and
the withdrawal of their free travel? Is that not a
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financial hardship? This new-found concern for
low-income earners does not rest very well on the
Minister's shoulders.

Mr Grayden: What about the unemployment
created as a consequence of strikes?

Mr HODGE: This Government has created
more unemployment than any strike has ever
done.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Several members interjected.
Mr Grayden: What about the poor children

who have to go to school without a meal?
Several members interjected.
Mr T. H. Jones: Do you worry about the school

leavers?
Mr I-ODGE: On page 2 of of his notes the

Minister told us that the Government cannot
stand idly by and watch low-income earners get
hit by this Strike. I agree that the Government
should not stand idly by. Why does the
Government not use its influence with its
employer friends and the Confederation of WA
Industry to stop them meddling and interfering in
the dispute? Why does not the Government
encourage the millowners to negotiate seriously?
They are the people causing the confrontation.

Mr Grayden: If they go back to work there will
be negotiations.

Mr H-ODGE: Why should they return to work
before negotiations take place? Why not
negotiate-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable

member will resume his seat. There are too many
interjections, and I suggest that if the member for
Melville addresses his remarks to the Chair and
ignores interjections, we will rhake progress, and
it will be easier for the Hansard reporter to record
the debate as well.

Mr IHODGE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. On
page 3 of the Minister's speech there is another
untruth.

Mr Crayden: That is not so.
Mr HODGE: The Minister said-

From the outset the union adopted a
selfish, obstructionist stance in regard to
flour supplies.

That is just not true.
Mr Grayden: That is the truth.
Mr HODGE: The union has not gone on strike

since 1927. What more responsible union could
we get than that? In addition the union has
ensured that supplies of flour have been made

available to the hospitals, prisons, and similar
institutions. What the Minister has said is just not
true, and he knows it.

Sir Charles Court: Are you saying they have
not obstructed flour supplies?

Mr HODGE: I am not saying that. The
Premier knows there is industrial disputation.

Sir Charles Court: I understood that-
Mr H-ODGE: Members of the Government

would not care if they stayed on strike.
Sir Charles Court: Are you condoning the

withholding of flour from the public?
Mr HODGE: Those men have a right to

protect their livelihood.
Mr Skidmore: The employers are doing that.

They could pay a decent wage.
Mr Grayden: What is the Industrial

Commission there for?
Mr Skidmore: The Industrial Commission

cannot deal with this dispute. It has nothing to do
with it.

Sir Charles Court: Don't talk rot.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I will not tolerate

multi-i nterjections. The member for Melville.
Mr Skidmore: You don't know what you are

talking about.
Mr HODGE: Why should the employers have

the right to impose conditions? Why should they
have the right to say they will not negotiate until
the employees go back to work? What the
employers are saying is, "You people have to
capitulate. Give up the dispute; go back to work,
and then we will agree to talk." Who is being
provocative in this issue? Who is laying down the
conditions? Why should employers have the right
to say the men must go back to work before they
will talk? Why do not the employers say, "We
will negotiate with you. We will make you an
offer. Go back to work and we will continue the
negotiations."?

The Confederation of WA Industry has stepped
in and is meddling and forcing the millowners to
adopt that hard, unrelenting stand.

Mr Davie s: Whom did you discuss this Bill
with-the employers?

Mr IHODGE: The Government is gearing up
for confrontation and possible violence with the
trade union movement. With this provocative
piece of legislation it has gone to no end of trouble
to provide all sorts of machinery for
compensation. Obviously it must be, expecting
that violence will occur. Why else would it take
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these elaborate measures to enable people to
apply to the Minister for special compensation? Is
the Government spoiling for a confrontation and
violence? It certainly appears to me as if it is.
Why is the Government interfering in the
arbitration processes? Why is it not encouraging
the employers to go back to arbitration to get
meaningful negotiations going so this dispute can
be finished?

Mr O'Connor: Why don't they?
Mr Skidmore: We have a document before the

Federal commission now. Is not that arbitration?
Sir Charles Court: That is a good case for their

getting back to work.
Mr H-ODGE: In the semi-official Government

newspaper in this State-The West
A ustralian-today the following editori.alI
appeared-

... The State Government's move for
legislative authority to compulsorily acquire
and distribute flour stocks is provocative...

Despite the disruption and economic loss
caused by industrial disputes, the
Government's over-reaction to this one could
achieve little and would itself undermine the
arbitration system. ...

So much for the commitment to the arbitration
system by these people-these merchants of law
and order-who are always preaching law and
order.

Sir Charles Court: Keep on reading.
Several members interjected.
Mr HODGE: This move by the Government is

provocative, short-sighted, and disruptive. Why
does it not scrap this piece of legislation? I am
sure the Government has not sat down and
thought it out. The Government should scrap it
and use its influences and good offices with
employers and the confederation with which it has
such a close, friendly link and encourage them to
negotiate so the dispute can finish and the men
can get back to work on a just and liveable wage.

MR MeIVER (Avon) [8.24 p~m.]: I feel it is
incumbent upon me to make a few remarks in
relation to the Government's legislation before the
House. The Government's intervention in this
stoppage is deplorable and I want to take the time
available to me to defend the miliworkers of
Thomas & Co. in Northam-men of integrity and
men who have worked in the mill since they left
school. This is the first occasion on which they
have had cause to strike. Surely that in itself is
something of which they can be proud. This is the
first time ever in the history of many of them that
they have been involved in a strike, but they have

worked there all their lives. I can assure members
they are not militants or rabble, the expression
the Government often uses with reference to
unionists. They are men of integrity and are
respected in the community.

I wholeheartedly support the remarks of the
member who has just resumed his seat, in
connection with the editorial in today's issue of
The West Australian. This is the first time that
the editorial of The West Australian has come out
in support of the employees in an industrial
dispute. Usually the boot is on the other foot, but
today The West Australian has come out and
supported the unionists.

Does the Government ever have a confrontation
with pilots when they are on strike, or with air
controllers? Does it ever have confrontations with
any union in the professional field? The
Government is always silent on those occasions.
There is never a word from it then.

Sir Charles Court: We are not. We have had
some pretty powerful things to say about them.

Mir McIVER: The legislation has been
introduced for one reason only: that is, to cause a
confrontation with the trade union movement
because of the coming Federal election.

Several members interjected.
Mr McIVER: Of course it is. If the

Government wants confrontation why does it not
come out and say so? All it is trying to do is to
provoke action by other unionists so that they will
come out in sympathy with the nmillworkers. All
this rubbish about the Government wanting flour
to go to the housewives and the children is
farcical. The Government would not worry if they
dropped, as it has indicated on past occasions.
Here tonight we have witnessed crocodile tears
from Government members. They are saying that
families must have bread.

The situation has been well and truly canvassed
in this House, but I will repeat it. The workers are
receiving only $134 a week. Yet look at the
situation in country towns where the Government
has been responsible for increased charges for
electricity, water, freight, and, most importantly,
in State Housing Commission rents. How would
any Government member like to live on $134 and
pay all those increased charges? Are the workers
not j ustified in making the overtures they have
made?-They have tried every avenue possible as
was clearly indicated by the member for Swan
who is the president of the union in Western
Australia; he quite clearly spelt out the action
taken, and the various channels pursued, all to no
avail.

What a lot of humbug on the part of the
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Government when it says it is doing this only to
ensure that flour supplies are made available. I
support the remarks made in connection with the
supplies having been made available to hospitals.
I can assure members that the Northam Hospital
has been supplied.

Here we have one of the largest mills in
Western Australia and, irrespective of what the
Government intends to do under the legislation,
the men involved are determined to stay out. I
have spoken with them on the job and in their
homes and I am sure they echo the sentiments of
their fellow workers in other parts of the State
when they say they have made up their minds to
stay out.

As I said before, the Government's action is
only a charade, something it is doing because of
the fact that the Federal Government has made a
mess of the Australian economy and, during the
election campaign, the Federal Government wants
something on which to hang its hat, and it intends
to use the industrial strife throughout Australia
for this purpose.

Why does the Government not get to the
employers? They are the ones whom we must get
to the conference table. Last night, when talking
on the transport industry legislation, I said that
the industrial dispute in the transport industry led
to bloodshed and gunshots, and if' the present
disputation with the flour workers is not resolved
quickly, bloodshed could follow, If this is what the
Government wants, it should stand up and say so.

Mr T. H. Jones: They would not worry if there
was bloodshed.

Mr McIVER: I repeat that the men I
represent-those in my electorate-are
determined most solidly to stay on strike until the
dispute is resolved. They are unanimous in their
decision. I only hope that common sense will
prevail on the part of the Government and that its
political gimmick in this Chamber will not go
over. It may appear to the people that we must
stop strikes, but the only way to do that is by
mediation around the conference table, and the
Government has no intention of encouraging that.
It will not get the employers around the table.

There is more industrial strife on the horizon
and the Minister knows the only way to resolve it
is by sensible discussion. It is being done in other
States. We need only have a look at the power
strike in Victoria and what that Liberal
Government was going to do-everything but
hang them by the thumbs. But did the
Gdvernment implement it? Of course it did not,
because it looked like being a national stoppage.

That is what members opposite want to bring
about here.

I most certainly support my colleagues. I
commend the men on their stand and I sincerely
trust that the employers will see that what they
are striking for is justified and give them their
wage increase in full.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.31 p.m.]: Mr Speaker, in
presenting a Bill like this to the House the
Government on this occasion takes the
opportunity to. use something it always fears,
hates and dreads, according to what it says; that
is, some form of socialism to beat workers over
the head. On this occasion the Government takes
unto itself the socialist idea of virtually
completely nationalising the flourmilling
distribution industry. It is not unusual for the
Government to do this. We have seen it use this
means on occasions when it wants to.

It is an old ploy. The national socialism of the
Nazi Party is not far removed from the right-wing
attitude of the present Government towards the
union movement. It is the same sort of idea.
When one cannot beat them in any other way, one
.belts. them over the head with the socialist stick.

We support socialist enterprises because we
believe they work, under proper guidance and
supervision. But we certainly do not approve when
the Government introduces for its own purposes a
measure like this to socialise a section of an
industry temporarily in order to overcome a
problem, as the Government sees it. It should be
getting down and organising far more talks on the
problem. After all, at the end, whether or not the
Government uses the legislation, there will have
to be further talks.

As has been said earlier tonight, although these
men have to run their own case, they appear to be
very poorly paid in comparison with many people
in the community. They are not on a level of pay
which members on the opposite side of the House
would like or even suggest they should receive.
Surely these men are entitled to put forward their
point of view and demand some improvements.

In his speech the Minister mentioned that only
a fortnight ago the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry called for a new attitude
towards creating a better industrial climate in
Western Australia. The day that organisation
moves towards creating a better industrial climate
will be a red letter day. It has had the worst
history in industrial relations of any confederation
in the Commonwealth, right from Darling's time
up to the present stage. It is not improving and
will not improve when it is backed by a
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Government such as the one we have in office at
the present time.

There are many things the Minister did not tell
us. The Bill bides more than it reveals. How is the
distribution of the flour to be undertaken? Will
the Minister provoke further strikes by invoking
some Government service into distributing or
selling the flour from areas where it has been
socialised and has become the property of the
Government, under the supervision of the police?
Will the Government Stores Department do this
work? Many things have not been told to the
House, and many things we aught to know if we
are not going to see a further increase in disquiet
among the trade unions.

The Trades and Labor Council has given a
clear indication that it will not be a party to any
further eruptions in industry by being associ ated
with strike-breaking against this union, and as a
consequence there will be much trouble.

The Minister says the administration will be
vested in a responsible Minister. We have our
doubts about this-

Mr Davies: Where will they get one?
Mr JAMIESON: -and whether a Minister of

the present Government would be responsible in
industrial matters. I could not imagine one
because most of them have shown a great deal of
irresponsibility in their attitude towards the trade
union movement and generally. A while ago the
Premier mentioned the Industrial
Commission-that the matter should be left to
the commission. A dispute on a Federal issue, as
my colleague the member for Swan quite rightly
said, cannot go to the Industrial Commission.

Mr Grayden: It is outside the guidelines.
Mr Skidmore: It is not within the jurisdiction of

the Industrial Commission at all.
Mr JAMIESON: It cannot go to the Industrial

Commission unless the dispute spreads from one
State to another. It is back to the discussion table.
That is where it must go, and until it does we will
get nowhere.

I heard the Premier saying on "TDT" tonight
that the situation was being exacerbated by the
Press and other people. Everybody but he
exacerbates matters. He is the quiet man; he does
not do anything. Those in the gallery might be
told that usually the Premier is snapping and
snarling when anything like this is on, but he is
afraid of the gallery.

Sir Charles Court: I am not.
Mr JAMIESON: Oh, he is here!
Mr Nanovich: The eagle does not worry about

catching flies.

Mr JAMIESON: Nor do horses-they hit
them with their tails. I have noticed the member
For Whitford in action.

The fact that The West Australian newspaper
today gave a clear warning to the Government
that it was treading very harshly on a matter that
could be treated more easily is a good indication
to the Government that it might take it easy. I am
not the writer of the editorials. The Premier is
probably accusing The West Australian of having
me write them, and within a few more days he
might think it more likely. However, that is his
choice.

The cold hard fact is that this Bill is not one
which will do anything for industry in this State.
It will cause more trouble and it will cause a
situation which will spread disputes right
throughout the trade union movement. I suggest
that even at this time the Government should be
looking at taking same other action.

I notice in the Bill a provision for political
prosecutions. If one offends against normal
legislation one offends against the law, but under
this Bill the Attorney-General sanctions
prosecution.

Sir Charles Court: That is for the protection of
the parties concerned.

Mr JAMIESON: The protection of the parties
concerned, my eye! If a person is offending
against the law, the law takes its course. I know
whom it would protect. It would protect the side
the Premier wants to protect. I know how much
protection it would give the trade unionists when
the Premier is behind it; he wants to hit them
with a stick at every opportunity, as hard and as
often as possible.

Sir Charles Court: If that clause were not there
you would be asking for it to be put in.

Mr JAMIESON: Stir them up with a stick as
one would an Argentine ants' nest, to try to make
some miserable point for the Federal election on
behalf of the Premier's Federal colleagues. That is
all he is doing, and he knows that is all he is
doing. This has repeatedly been the tactic of the
Government, and it indicates it will be the
Government's tactic from now on.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [8.39 p.m.]: I wish to
make some comments on this Bill. I am most
concerned at the attitude that has been taken by
members of the Opposition tonight. I am very
concerned-

Mr Tonkin: You have a cheek to speak. It is
your Government that has prevented us from
debating the Bill properly. You have a cheek to
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speak, sitting behind a Government that stops free
debate in this place.

Mr BLAIKIE: Earlier this evening members of
the Opposition challenged me to speak, and I
intend to speak because this matter is important.

Mr T. H. Jones: Are you going to oppose the
Bill or support it?

.Mr BLAIKIE: I would like the opportunity to
speak and be heard, without interruption, because
of the limited time members have to speak on the
Bill.

Mr Tonkin: It is your fault we have limited
lime, not ours.

The SPEAKER: Order! I suggest if there were
fewer interjections we would make more progress.

Mr BLAIKIE: The matter that is of grave
concern to me is that all those who have spoken
tonight have indicated veiled threats about what
the trade union movement will do if the Bill in
fact passes.

Mr Tonkin: Not threats at all. People will
defend their living standards.

Mr BLAIKIE: That is the point I am most
concerned about. I also indicate that under no
circumstances will I-or, I believe my colleagues
on this side-in fact go out opposing unions as
such.

Mr Tonkin: Is it coincidence that there is an
election in six weeks' time?

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member will resume his seat. There have so far
been six speakers from the Opposition benches,
each of whom has been heard in almost total
silence. I would suggest there should be fewer
interjections on the member who is now
attempting to make his speech.

Mr Tonkin: He has no right to speak.
Mr BLAIKIE:. Quite a number of my friends

happen to be involved in the trade union
movement, and it is not right for members of the
Opposition to cast aspersions, as they have done,
by saying that we on this side are union bashers. I
also go on to say that this Bill is not an election
gimmick at all. We can remember, when the
member for Bunbury was elected, the disruption
of the Bunbury community. by the Transport
Workers' Union on behalf of the trade union
movement when a Labor -Government was in
office. The Hansard debates are there for all to
see. This is purely and simply a Bill for an Act to
ensure the supply of flour. May I ask just what is
wrong with ensuring that flour will be provided to
the people of Western Australia?

Mr Jamieson: How are you going to get it out?
(94)

Mr BLAIKIE: The Bill does nothing more or
less than that, It is also indicated that the
legislation will continue for only 14 days after the
commencement of the next session of Parliament
or until the 31st October, 1978, whichever is the
earlier.

Mr Tonkin: You are just bringing in another
one,

Mr BLAIKIE: That is virtually the essence of
the legislation. Members opposite ask whether we
have any right to question the right of people to
strike. I do not question the right of people to
strike, and I believe the flourmill employees
involved in this dispute are very decent and
honourable people. 1, as a member of
Parliament-and, no doubt, members
opposite-believe the flourmillers must also
recognise their obligations to ensure that the
people of this State have that very necessary
commodity; that is, to have this day our daily
bread.

Mr Tonkin: And butter tomorrow.
Mr BLAIKIE: It is all right for the member for

Morley to be so smug.
Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: What about consideration for

children, the under-privileged, the aged and the
infirm who cannot buy bread? I will certainly
support the Government in this action. In precise
terms, the Bill purely and simply seeks to ensure
the supply of flour.

Mr Tonkin: And destroy the unions and win an
election.

Mr BLAIKIE: It will not destroy the union
movement.

Mr Tonkin: I know it will not, but you are
trying to.

Mr BLAIKIE: I support the Government's
action. I believe the people of Western Australia
also support the action of the Govern rnint, and I
am most concerned at the attitude taken by
members of the Opposition in this regard. Surely
we could expect to see a degree of responsibility
from those members.

The SPEAKER: Order! Just before I call the
member for Baleatta, I advise that I have a
responsibility to put the question "That the Bill be
now read a second time" at or before nine o'clock.
At a time just prior to nine o'clock I will rise to
put that question, even if the member for Balcatta
is still speaking. I ask for co-operation in this
regard.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) [8.45 p.m.]; This
Government is laying the colours of anger and
violence across our land quite- deliberately in an
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effort to win an election; in an effort to gain
political kudos. It has proved itself to be a wicked
Government, it has proved itself to be a
provocative Government, and it has proved itself
to be a heartless Government. But what would we
expect of a Premier who tried to turn the children
of Tresillian out onto the streets? Of course, his
immorality is consistent, and of course, his lack of
compassion and his heartlessness and his complete
ignorance of the needs of real and ordinary people
are known across the whole of this State.
Therefore, do not let the Premier try to deny that
these are the sorts of things that he holds in his
heart, because he has demonstrated it time and
time again.

Sir Charles Court: What did the people say
about Tresillian at the election?

Mr B. T. BURKE: Mr Speaker, let me put this
question to the Premier through you: Could the
Premier afford to maintain his home in Nedlands,
his interests, and his way of life on a wage of $137
gross a week? The Premier is remarkably silent.

Sir Charles Court: If you shut up for a minute I
will give you an answer.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Of course, the Premier
cannot give an answer. He has no pretensions to
even try to give one. He is quite prepared to
impose that sort of situation on other people, and
then to confiscate from those people the rights
which they enjoy.

We have just heard the nitwit from Vasse tell
us that all we arc doing-

Withdra wal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for
Balcatta to withdraw that remark. I believe it to
be insulting and one which contributes nothing
whatsoever to the debate.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I am quite happy to
withdraw, Sir.

Debate Resumed
Mr B. T. BURKE: The member for Vasse got

up and tried to tell this Parliament that this move
is simply to ensure the supply of flour. That is like
saying that when we cut a man's jugular vein we
are doing it only to ensure his loss of blood.
However, when we do that we are also killing the
man. This legislation is going a long way down
the road towards an all-out confrontation with the
trade union movement. If we want the truth, we
know the Premier is looking for that
confrontation, that his back-benchers support
him, and that he is being spurred on by his
Federal colleagues. We know he is prepared to go

to these lengths to cause confrontation. We know
that he has previously told us time and time again
that the unions should go to arbitration, and that
now he is saying that arbitration cannot carry out
its proper role.

That is the most significant feature of this
legislation: the complete and utter capitulation of
the Government and its admission of the inability
of the system that it established and that it has
sponsored to handle the day-to-day crises that
occur in these sorts of situations. The arbitration
system is not working, and that is why the
Premier is bringing into this House legislation of
this type-because the arbitration system just is
not working. So do not ever let him stand up
again in this place and say that the arbitration
system does work, because he knows that it does
not.

Sir Charles Court: You are doing your best to
stop the industrial arbitration system from
working.

Mr B. T. BURKE: And the Premier is doing
his best to see that it does a very poor job.

Sir Charles Court: You are trying to wreck it.
Mr B. T. BURKE: We have heard from the

member for Vasse that this is not an election
gimmick. That very statement of his was a
gimmick if ever I have heard one.

Quite clearly this is what the Government will
do in any other strike situation in the future; it
will bring in people to move goods and to clear the
mails and to service shops. Is' that what sthe
Government is going to do in future? Is it going
to bring industrial relations to a crisis and with a
shuddering jolt from one situation to another?
How many more times will we have brought
before us emergency measures like this one to
deal with situations in which there is a strike?

Why cannot the Government use the
arbitration system that it lauds? This Government
is completely bereft of any morality. It has shown
its lack of morality by its prostitution of the
industrial arbitration system. Until this
Government realises that it cannot continually go
against the trend of history we will continue to
have in this State politics of hatred, politics of
violence, and politics of confrontation.

With all my heart I oppose this legislation.

DR TROY (Fremantle) [8.50 p.m.]: The
Government, with this legislation, is moving to a
higher stage in its attacks on the union movement
and the union organisation.

A few months ago, with the introduction of the
Industrial Relations Bureau federally, this
Government, together with other Liberal

2978



[Wednesday, 2nd November, 1977J197

Governments in Australia took part in a
concerted attack on unions in Australia.

In this State we saw the gaoling of unionists for
conducting a picket at North Fremantle. Other
attacks that occurred throughout Australia
included the one in Queensland where Zaphir was
charged for carrying out his duties as a unionist.
We saw the Liberals send Krutulis from Sydney
to Melbourne to cause a dispute over exemption.
We have seen police raids on union offices and the
like.

Today we have this legislation presented to us,
and as the previous speaker said, every time there
is a strike we will have a measure such as this
being guillotined through the Parliament in a
most undemocratic way. Any worker who goes on
strike must be warned that this is the implication
behind this Bill.

Of course, it is a prelude to the Federal
election, and I think every worker should take
heed of this and, in so doing, ensure that Fraser is
dumped on the 10th December.

It is curious that the Government should pick
on the Federated Millers' Union, which is one of
the smallest in the State. I think the
Government's aim is to isolate that union from
the rest of the union body, and then to isolate the
membership of the union from their leadership.
That is indicated clearly in the remarks of the
Minister when he introduced the Bill, because he
said-and I quote-

An Arbitration Commission conference,
presided over by Commissioner J. W.
Coleman, recommended that a mass meeting
of members be called....

Then he went on to say-
The result of that recommendation is well

known-it was rejected..
That is not true. That mass meeting was called,
and the matter that Commissioner Coleman
wanted discussed was discussed. What the
Minister was saying was quite untrue. It was a
deliberate attempt on his part to create confusion
and division between the membership and the
leadership of the union. However, that attempt
failed, and so did the Minister.

Mr Grayden: That is not true.
Dr TROY: Other speakers have made

reference, and certainly the Minister did when he
introduced the Bill, to the fact that this strike
affects low-income families. I point out that in the
Daily News of today it is recorded that the
average weekly earnings in Australia now amount
to $202. The flourmillers are asking for an
increase in their gross pay from $137 to $157 a

week. At that they would still be $50 below the
gross average weekly earnings in Australia. Yet
the Minister says he has the interest of low-
income earners at heart. I do not know what he
considers millers to be if they are not low-income
earners.

Mr Barnett: He hasn't got a heart.
Dr TROY: It would seem to me that millers are

virtually in that category.
In the last 12 months we have seen in this State

members of the Government-who have low-
income earners at heart-allow food prices to
increase. Mr Speaker, if you consider the
Consumer Price Index for food for the Perth area
you will find it shows an increase of 18 per cent in
the last 12 months. This is the record of people
who have the welfare of low-income earners at
heart. Like hell they have!

Since Court became Premier we have seen the
price of bread-which is of such concern to the
member for Vasse and the Minister for Labour
and Industry-increase by well over 50 per cent;
and the Government has stood by and done
nothing. As far as I am concerned, if this
Government were serious in having the interests
of low-income earners at heart, it would
nationalise the flour industry-

Several members interjected.
Dr TROY: -and introduce legislation to take

profit out of the price of bread.
MR HtARMAN (Maylands) 18.56 p.m.]: I wish

to oppose this Bill, and I do so for a reason which
has not been advanced so far in this debate. The
Government claims it has introduced this Bill to
ensure that flour is distributed to the producers of
bread. I want to point out that what the
Government is really doing is ensuring that the
manufacturers of flour have an opportunity to
dispose of their product.

In Western Australia we have five flourmilling
factories. Two are owned by the Weston food
group, and the other three are owned by the
Allied people. The two mills owned by the Weston
food group produce the majority of flour in
Western Australia; and the Weston food group is
not a Western Australian company; it is a multi-
national firm with activities in almost every
country of the world.

I would like very briefly to quote a small article
that appeared in The Postal Advocate, a journal
of public employees. It is headed, "We're Fed up
with Food Price Myths!", and it states-

The way Ontario New Democratic Party
Leader Stephen Lewis puts it, the story of an
increase in the price of bread is a little like
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the old rhyme about "the house that Jack
built". In asking Consumer Affairs Minister
John Clement for an investigation into price
fixing, Mr Lewis described the increase this
way: "Loblaws said they had to raise the
price of bread because of the increased cost
to the supplier, the supplier being Westons
which owns Loblaws.

"Westons said it had to raise the price
because of the increased cost to its suppliers
for milk and sugar, the suppliers for Westons
being Donlands and Royal Dairy and West
Cane Sugar, all owned by Westons.

"Westons then said the flour had gone up
from their suppliers, the suppliers being
McCarthy Mill of Streetsville and Soo Line
of Winnipeg, both wholly owned subsidiaries
of Westons.

"Then they said the distribution costs were
going up which would require an i ncrease in
bread prices, and the distributors involved
were National Grocers and York Trading,
both subsidiaries of the Weston empire".

Yet, despite
manipulation that
the blame for high

this obvious price
goes on and on, who gets
food costs?

Who is getting the blame in Western Australia?
Of course, the blame is being sheeted home to the
workers. However, what is really happening here
is that the Court Government is supporti ng a
multi-national company-Weston-which
operates not only in Western Australia but all
over the world. The real import of this Bill is to
ensure thatWeston continues to make a profit.
The Government is not worried about the people
getting their bread; its main concern is to ensure
that Weston, a multi-national food corporation
which operates throughout the world, continues to
make a profit.

Sir Charles Court: You haven't read the Bill.
Mr HARMAN: When one analyses it, that is

the whole purport of this Bill. I have heard the
Government say on many occasions that disputes
should be solved by the Industrial Commission
and by the processes of arbitration. The second
thing this Bill points out is that those processes
have failed. I have argued many times in this
House that we ought to be concerning ourselves
more with a system of mediation and conciliation
instead of relying on compulsory arbitration,
because compulsory arbitration is a process which
has never worked in Australia. It has not worked
in any other country in the world. We have had a
great deal of industrial strife in Australia because
of this process, and this Bill highlights the fact
that compulsory arbitration is failing.

The SPEAKER: Order! I regret having to
interrupt the member for Maylands, but I have a
responsibility to put the question at this time.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 29
Mr Blaikie
MrClarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Mr Barnett
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Hlassell
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V. Jones

Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 18
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Pearce

Question thus passed

Bill read a second time.

Committee Stage

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [9.02 p.m.]: I move-

That the Speaker do now leave the Chair,
and the House resolve itself into a
Committee of the Whole for the
consideration of this Bill.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-
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Aye
Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Cra ne
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laura nce
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

No
Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

p
Ayes

Mr Hassel]
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V. Jones
Question thus passed.

~s29
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Sprigga
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
M1 Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

ns 19
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H-. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skid more
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Batemnan

'airs

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Pearce

Noes

In Commit tee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in

the Chair; Mr Grayden (Minister for Labour and
Industry) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
Dr TROY: I move an amendment-

Delete clause I and substitute the
following-

This Act may be cited as the Court-
Grayden Stupidity Act, 1977.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I cannot allow the
amendment.

Clause put and passed:
Clause 2: Duration of Act-
Mr TONKIN: Mr Chairman, we have a

comedian in our midst. I refer to the member for
Vasse. IHe has given us a few belly laughs on this
side. He said, "After all, there is nothing to worry
about because this legislation will not apply after
the fourteenth sitting day of the Legislative
Assembly bf the second session of the twenty-
ninth Parliament".

However, the member for Vasse knows that
before this legislation expires there is nothing to
stop the Government bringing in another Bill and
making that last until a certain time. So, do not
let us get away with this nonsense that in fact
there is some kind of automatic provision in this

Bill because (bat is not the case. The Premier
knows that anything be brings in here will be
dutifully accepted by all the sycophants who sit
behind him, the people who support his
Government. He also knows that another place
will be compliant; another place will pass
whatever legislation he decides he may want. So,
we have a one-man Government in this State.

Mr MacKinnon: Have you ever crossed the
floor?

Mr TONKIN: Never mind about whether I
have crossed the floor; when is the member for
Murdoch going to have the courage to cross the
floor?

Mr MacKinnon: When are you?
Mr TONKIN: I will cross the floor on the right

occasion, when my conscience dictates.
Sir Charles Court: That is too much!
Mr Laurance: And get expelled!
Mr TONKIN: Does the nmember for Murdoch

mean to say he supports this Bill; does he really
believe in this Bill which is designed to attack
people because they want more than $137 a
week? The member for Murdoch does not have
the courage to get to his feet and cross the floor,
to vote according to his principles. I have never
been put in a position where I have been tempted
to vote against my party because we do not go for
opportunistic stuff such as this.

Sir Charles Court: Do not make me laugh! We
will swallow a lot, but we will not swallow that
one.

Mr TONKIN: We believe in principles. As I
said during the second reading debate, we have
nailed our flag to the mast time and time again on
matters of principle. We did it over Vietnam and
we have done it over the Electoral Act and we are
doing it over this Bill. However, we are not doing
it because we believe there are votes in it; we are
doing it because we believe it is right.

Mr Rushton: It has nothing to do with
conscience.
*Mr TONKIN: It is my conscience; my
conscience will not allow me to be in a party like
the Liberal Party, which cheats at every
opportunity, which brings forth fraudulent
electoral laws and which tries to deprive people of
their vote, such as has occurred. in the Kimberley
and elsewhere, time and time again.

Because of my conscience, I could not belong to
a party like the Liberal Party, which has so
disgraced itself during this century that it has had
to change its name time and time again. It used to
be called the Liberal Party; then it became the
Nationalist Party; then it became the United
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Australia Party; then, when that name stank, they
changed it back to the Liberal Party again.

So, do not let members opposite talk to me
about principles. I will debate with the Minister
for Local Government or anyone else at any time
in any place the question of principles in politics.
We are standing for principals and we will not
agree to this Bill.

Mr Spriggs: Tell that to the Hon. Ron
Thompson.

Mr TONKIN: Members opposite know very
well that whatever the Premier decides will be
brought in here, whatever else happens they must
vote for it. Another place must also agree to the
Premier's Bills. It does not throw ou t any Bills
which the Premier wants. It is a useless, worthless
rubber stamp and is a waste of taxpayers' money,
because it simply does exactly what the Premier
wants. Members opposite know this Bill will go
through.

Mr Grayden: What does all this have to do
with clause 2?

Clause put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mt Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laura nce
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
MrT. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Hassell
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V. Jones

a division taken with the

Ayes 28
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
Noes 19

Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Dr Tray
Mr Wilson
Mr Blateman

Pairs

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Pearce

Noes

Clause thus passed.
Clause 3: Administration-
Mr TONKIN: We object to clause 3 which

states that the administration of this Act shall be
vested in a responsible Minister. We would like to

know which Minister will be responsible for the
legislation. Is it going to be the Minister for
Labour and Industry, who claims to be a
responsible Minister, who asks people outside to
fight whenever he disagrees with them, a Minister
who continually talks about militant trade unions
but is the most militant Minister in this Chamber,
a Minister who has been deliberately placed in the
most sensitive portfolio so that the unions can be
bludgeoned and so that he can cause controversy
and provoke confrontation?

We have seen the Mt. Newman strike, which
dragged on for weeks, costing this State millions
of dollars, which the Minister for Labour and
Industry encouraged, and kept going. That cost
should be put as a debt against the Minister.

Are we going to see this Minister called a
responsible Minister? We disagree with this
because we do not believe he is a responsible
Minister. We believe he has been deliberately put
in his portfolio to provoke the unions and cause
trouble. He is a man who cannot control himself.
He is a man who continually asks people outside
to ight on the lawn, to commit a criminal assault
on them. This is the man who now is going to lord
it over the trade unions and who is going to have
his way.

We do not believe that such a Minister should
be given such a job, because under this legislation
this is the task of a dictator. This will make the
Minister designated by the Premier-I have no
doubt who his hatchet man will be-a dictator,
and we object to this clause.

Mr SKIDMORE: Mr Chairman, I want to
oppose clause 3 for the very same reason given by
the last speaker. If the responsibility for the
administration of this Act is to be given to the
Minister for Labour and Industry I would
certainly not want to see a Minister of his
calibre-if he has any calibre-accepting such
responsibility. This is the Minister who went out
of his way to provoke confrontation with the
millers' union. His provocative statements during
the whole of the dispute have exacerbated the
strike.

I am satisfied in my own mind, and I say quite
sincerely, if the Minister would shut up and stop
making provocative statements to inflame an
already delicate situation, we would have been
able to solve this dispute by now. There has been
a deliberate attempt to provoke the workers into a
More solid idea of where they are going, brought
about by this Minister.

The Minister has deliberately provoked the
workers to ensure they remain on strike. When we
have made a responsible suggestion to the millers,
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the Minister comes along to this place and
denigrates it.

Mr Rushton: You are belittling the workers.
Mr Tonkin: Stop bleating.
Mr SKIDMORE: I did not hear that.
Mr Tonkin: He was only bleating.
Mr SKIDMORE: A responsible Minister

should be a Minister who would at least make an
approach to both sides which are involved in the
dispute. The only conversation I have had with
the Minister was one of very short duration at a
time when I was outside this Chamber. I
suggested to the Minister through the media that
there are two points of view which surely should
be canvassed by him. But this Minister, this
responsible Minister, wanted only to canvass one
side of the argument. He readily and openly
admitted he had gone to the employers themselves
and asked them what they thought ought to be
done. He even took the advice of the employers,
badly as it was given by whoever it was that gave
it, regarding what had happened at our executive
council meeting.

The Minister jumped on the bandwagon of the
employers' idea that their principle was right and
he did not even bother to come to the union. I
have been sitting with this Minister, no more than
six or seven feet away from him, for the duration
of this strike and he has not even had the courtesy
to come and speak to me about the dispute to see
if it could be solved. So much for a Minister who
wishes to be responsible and who wishes to solve
the dispute.

Mr Old: Did you go over and talk to him about
it?

Mr SKIDMORE: I did; I just said I did.
Mr Old: He must have talked back to you.
Mr Tonkin: Go back to sleep.
Mr SKIDMORE: I have spoken to the

Mintister and I felt an approach should be made
by him to the unions. If he approaches the
employers, W~hy should he not come and see us? Is
it the attitude of the Government tha t the
principle of the employer is rigt-the employer
is entitled to have a principle and I agree with the
Minister on that-but the principle of the worker
is wrong? That is precisely what has been said at
all times in this industrial dispute. Workers may
have a principle, but to hell with it as far as the
millowners are concerned and to hell with it as far
as the Minister for Labour and Inidustry is
concerned; but the principle of the employer is all
right.

The Minister accepts the principle of the
employers. He will do anything for them. To my

mind that is irresponsible and I want to say that if
this legislation does go through and is put into
effect, its operations should come under a
Minister other than the present Minister for
Labour and Industry who has shown himself to be
completely irresponsible and incapable of
handling his portfolio.

Mr HODGE: I am opposed to this clause. I
would like to know to whom the Minister for
Labour and Industry, assuming he is the allegedly
responsible Minister in charge of policing this
legislation, will give authority to operate this Act.
We have not heard anything from the Minister
about that. I have read the Minister's so-called
second reading speech and apart from all his
cliches, all the rhetoric, all the half-truths and
distortions, there is no really factual information.
Before I vote on this clause I would like to know
to whom the Minister will give authority to
administer this Act. Will it be the millowners?
Will it be his friends down at the employers'
federation? Who will it be? Before members of
Parliament vote on this clause, the Minister
should get to his feet and attempt to give us some
sort of rational and clear explanation.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr Hassell
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V. Jones

Ayes 28
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Ncil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 3B
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
MrT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skidmore
MrTonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Pearce

(Teller)

(Teller)

Clause thus passed.
Clause 4: Powers-
Mr T. H. JON ES: I am very strongly opposed

to clause 4, because if we read it we see it not only
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has application to this dispute, but it also has
application to any dispute where, in the opinion of
the Minister, the supply of flour may be curtailed.
It has sweeping powers. It is similar to the penal
clause in the industrial arbitration legislation.

Let us have a look at subclause (1) of clause 4
wbi,h reads-

During the operation of this Act, where it
appears to the Minister that the supply or
provision of flour is or is likely to be
interrupted or dislocated or become less than
is sufficient for the reasonable requirements
of the community tbe Minister may from
time to time exercise all or any of the powers
conferred on him by or under this Act.

The clause then continues in relation to duties.
It may be all right to get at the union once, but

this clause of the Bill enables the Government to
get at the union on any dispute whatsoever. There
could be a safety issue involved; there could be
other issues involved; but because the Minister,
without any consultation, believes that the supply
of flour may be curtailed he is able to take this
action. There is no mention in this subclause of
consultation with the parties. All the Minister has
to say is, "If supplies of flour are curtailed, I am
going to invoke the Provisions of this Act." It is a
threat. No doubt, Mr Chairman, you will agree it
is a threat to the union concerned. Not only does
it have specific application to this dispute, but it
also has application in general terms. Surely if the
Government wants to get at the union it should
not hold this Bill over the union's head.

What is the Government attempting to do to
this union? It is saying to the union, "We are
going to give you your medicine now and you will
never take similar kind of action again." In this
case the question of wages is involved; but in the
next instance the dispute could involve the
question of safety. We know of many instances
where the workers have gone on strike because of
a question of safety and they have been proved to
be right. Nobody on the other side can deny that;
it is on the record of many industries in Australia.
Workers have taken positive action because they
had no other alternative at their disposal.
Employers have made a decision and that is it.

Surely the Minister should not have this right,
at least without consultation with the parties to
consider the disputation before he makes his
determination. This clause gives the Minister
sweeping powers. It applies not only to the
question of wage justice; but it also has
application everywhere. It is too sweeping. In my
opinion this legislation is far too repressive and
far too strong.

The Government wants to get at the union
because a Federal election is pending. That is the
view we on this side of the Chamber share. Time
will tell. The Minister knows very well, because
we have clearly spelt it out tonight, what we can
expect to happen if these provisions are put into
operation, or if similar provisions are put into
operation. Surely this legislation is unreasonable.
What is the Government trying to do to the
union? Is this a move to get at the IS0 workers? I
think the Minister must agree it is far too
repressive. There must be many instances where
the workers strike and they could well be right.
Without being repetitious, the Minister knows,
and it is on record, that there have been dozens
and dozens of strikes in Western Australia where
the workers have taken issue with the employers
on the question of safety. In many cases the
employers have said, "That is the position and
that is how it will stay." What other action do the
workers have at their disposal than to stop work?
Surely that is not unreasonable.

This legislation should not apply generally. If
there 'is another dispute and the Government
decides legislation is necessary, that is fair
enough. But there should not be a general rule
saying to the Federated Millers' Union and all
those workers employed in that industry, "If you
stop work again on any issue, it does not matter
what the issue is, we will take action." Under the
subclause it is not necessary to define the issue. If
the employers stop work on any issue whatsoever
and disrupt the supply of flour the Minister may
put these provisions into operation. The Minister
can attempt to make the union become a "tame
cat" union. I strongly oppose this clause in the
Bill.

Mr TONKIN: I think the member for Collie
has made a very good point. It is quite clear from
the record of this Government that if it was a
question of the safety of the workers it would be
stiff cheddar; it would be too bad; and the
workers could go on strike as far as the
Government is concerned, but the strike would be
illegal. As far as the Government is concerned
they could continue working and if the workers
were crushed and damaged as a result, that is bad
luck. We have seen strikes occur over safety issues
time and time again. Workers should not have to
go to work against their will when a matter of
safety is involved.

I think the member for Maylands put his finger
on it in the second reading speech when he said
this Bill is to protect profits. It is to protect
profits, because the assumption in this Bill is that
the trade union is to blame, along with the
employees.
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Sir Charles Court: It gives power to the people.
Mr TONKIN: The Government says the

employees are to blame. Why do we not blame
the millowners? They are just as much in the
dispute as are the employees. They are refusing to
lower their profits by paying a living wage. They
are saying to the workers, "You have lost $10 per
week for the last two years and we do not care."

Sir Charles Court: You do not think the
millowners are jumping for joy because of
Bill, do you? This Bill is in the interests of
people for once.

this
the

Mr Jamieson: It is about the only time.
Sir Charles Court: You people are not

interested in the people.
Mr Jamieson: Oh, get away!
Mr TONKIN: The Minister blamed the union

and the employees in his second reading speech.
The Premier should not try to wriggle out of it in
that squirming way.

Sir Charles Court: We are not trying to wriggle
out of anything. We are reminding you that you
are ignoring the public.

Mr Jamieson: The Government does not care
about the wage of $137.

Mr TON KIN: These workers are members of
the public, and so are thousands of other workers.

Sir Charles Court: This is a machinery measure
to deal with the situation which has arisen.

Mr TONKIN: Machinery for employers. If the
Premier says this Bill has nothing to do with
employers or employees, he should have a look at
the second reading speech of the Minister for
Labour and Industry. In that speech he made it
quite clear that he thought the union was selfish.
He did not say that about the millowners; they
are not one bit to blame! However, they are just
as much to blame for the dispute. The two sides
cannot agree.

One side claims the wage should be such-and-
such a figure, and the other side-the employees,
who are always wrong-are saying that they will
not accept a wage of $137. The millowners will
not pay $157; they cannot agree. Who is to say
the employees are wrong? The Minister for
Labour and Industry laid down the principle quite
clearly. He said the union is selfish. He did not
say a thing about the employers, or that they
could not afford to pay the wage-considering
their high profits. Why cannot the Minister act
decently towards the employees and see that they
receive a proper wage? We see in this society,
time and time again, that the employees are
blamed whenever there is a dispute.

Whenever there is a dispute there are two sides
to it and we believe that we should look at those
two sides impartially. Not one member on the
other side would be prepared to accept $137
gross-not net. How could anyone possibly live on
such a low take-home pay as these people receive?

The purpose of this Bill is the nationalisation of
flour. The Government is to buy, sell, transport,
market, and distribute flour. Flour is not the
commodity which it used to be. Most flour we
now get is probably not the staff of life it used to
be because it has been refined too much. Lots of
other foods, rich in proteins, are essential. If there
is another dispute tomorrow, will the Government
nationalise eggs, bacon, butter-and, of course,
the jam to go on the bread and butter? Where
will it finish'? Will the Government step in and
nationalise those items, and nationalise the whole
of the economy?

During the operation of this Act where it
appears that the supply of flour is, or is likely to
'be, interrupted-the Minister has only to think it
is likely to be interrupted-he will take action.
That might be all right if we have a Minister with
sensible and sane judgment, but what about the
Minister in charge of this Bill? He makes
ridiculous comments time and time again, and
says the first thing which comes into his mind. He
is likely to say there could be an interruption to
the supply of flour, and then invoke this Act. We
reject it.

Mr GRAYDEN: We have heard a great deal
of nonsense tonight. It certainly has not been
worth while replying to it, and that is the reason I
have not bothered to comment. There is nothing
more idiotic than the remark from the member
for Morley that the Government has a
predilection towards assisting the millowners
rather than the unions.

Mr Tonkin: Did the Minister refer to selfish
millowners?

Mr GRAYDEN: Nothing could be further
from the truth. The only group we are protecting
in this dispute is the public. A total of 4 500 tons
of flour is available in a couple of mills, and
additional flour is available at other places.

Mr Tonkin: The Government is just protecting
profits.

Mr GRAYDEN: While that 4 500 tons of flour
is available bakeries have closed down throughout
the metropolitan area. More than 2 000
individuals have been stood down, and there are
many more to follow.

Mr Tonkin: Why not get the millowners to do
the decent thing?
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Mr GRAYDEN: The interest of the
Government, therefore, is to get the flour which
we know is available to those bakeries-whether
large or small-which are prepared to bake. A
great number of bakeries throughout Western
Australia are prepared to bake if they can get the

-flour.
It is vital that this flour which is in the mills at

the present time, and elsewhere, is put onto the
shelves of the shops so that the people can buy it
and bake bread, pastry, and other foods.

Mr Tonkin: Get the millowners to pay. a decent
wage.

Mr GRAYDEN: This Bill will not assist the
millowners.

Mr O'Connor: It will assist the public.
Mr GRAYDEN: It will not assist the

employers. The dispute is theirs; let them go to
arbitration. We have the Industrial Commission;
let the dispute be taken there; however, in the
meantime the Government should have access to
the stocks of flour so that it can be distributed
throughout the metropolitan area and in country
districts.

That is all this Bill sets out to do; nothing else,
Strangely enough, at the present ,time we found
when we made inquiries that the Government did
not have power to acquire flour even under these
circumstances. So it became necessary to
introduce this Bill.

In the normal course of events one would have
assumed the Government had power to acquire
the flour- The Government will simply huy the
flour in the usual way, and pay the market price
for it. The Government will then make it available
to the retailers and those bakeries which want to
use it. Those bakeries which do not want to take
the flour, and want to keep the employees stood
down with the blessing of the Parliamentary
Labor Party, can do so. I never thought I would
live to see the day when the Labor Party in this
Chamber would go out of its way to deny bread to
the population.

Several members interjected.
The CHAIRMAN- Order!
Mr GRAYDEN: Marie Antoinnette on one

Occasion made the statement, with regard to the
starving multitudes of France, that if they did not
have any bread they should eat cake. What does
the Opposition do here? It does not say the people
should eat cake; it says they should eat neither.

Mr Tonkin: What about the black bears in
China?

Mr GRAYDEN: The Opposition here is
denying the people bread. This is the Labor

Opposition in the Western Australian State
Parliament.

Mr Tonkin: Marie Antoinnette got the
guillotine; they chopped her head off.

Mr GRAYDEN: It is a fact that the people of
Western Australia are not only denied cake, but
they are denied bread also.

Mr Tonkin: What about the black bears?
The CHAIRMAN: Order! Will the Minister

resume his seat. There are too many interjections.
The members who have spoken have been given
an opportunity to speak, and it is my intention tn
allow all speakers that opportunity. I especially
ask those members who are repeatedly making
the same interjection to cease. That is disorderly
and cannot be allowed.

Mr GRAYDEN: It is rather extraordinary that
with regard to the dispute Commissioner
Coleman, of the Commonwealth Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission, recommended a return
to work.

Point of Order

Mr T. H. JONES: On a point of order, Mr
Chairman, should not the Minister get back to
clause 4 of the Bill?

Sir Charles Court: He is answering your
colleague.

Mr Grayden: I am answering the interjections.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I am sure the

Minister will relate his remarks to clause 4.

Committee Resumed

Mr GRAYDEN: The commissioner has
recommended a return to work and that
negotiations should take place, but that has been
refused by the union. The Federal union, by way
of telegram, recommended a return to work and
that negotiations should take place. The flour
millers have said there should be a return to work,
and then negotiations will be commenced.

Point of Order
Mr TONKIN: On a point of order, Mr

Chairman, perhaps I should read out what is in
the clause in order to help the Minister.

The CHAIRMAN: No.
Mr TONKIN: May I respectfully suggest-
The CHAIRMAN: Order! Will the member

come directly to his point of order.
Mr TONKIN: My point of order is that there

are certain words contained in clause 4, and the
Minister is not speaking to the. clause at all.
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Sir Charles Court: He is answering the member
opposite.

Committee Resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: Clause 4 covers a multitude

of things; it is the very basis of the Bill. The
clause states, briefly, that without prejudice to the
generality of the Act, and not otherwise, the
Minister may buy, sell, supply, transport, store,
market, and distribute flour. That is the whole
purpose of this Bill; just to give the Minister and
the Government power to purchase flour. That is
precisely what we intend to do and we suggest
that the two parties to the dispute are ignoring the
plight of their fellow Western Australians, and
also the fact that they are adding to
unemployment. I suggest the two parties to the
dispute go to arbitration, otherwise the dispute
will go on ad infinitum and the Government will
have to make use of other stocks in Western
Australia, and bring in stocks from the other
States and from overseas. What a ludicrous
situation.

Mr T. Ht. Jones: Does the Minister think that
will happen?

Mr GRAYDEN: If reason prevails, of course
not. I hope the dispute will be settled at the
compulsory conference tomorrow and there will
be no need for the provisions of this Bill to be
used. However, it will be there in case it is
necessary because if there is not a return to work
we will see a continuation of the number of people
stood down. Thousands have already been stood
down, but the number will continue to increase.
People will be completely out of bread. Low-
income families will be sending their children to
school, not with the usual cut lunch, but with
whatever the parents can scrape up. Those on low
incomes cannot afford to buy luxury foods, as can
members opposite who have two jobs. The low-
income groups are not in that category so they
and their children will have to go hungry. They
will not be able to buy food.

For that reason this Government will acquire
the flour and make it available to the retailers and
the bakeries which are prepared to bake, and
supply the bread through the retailers to the
public. I take it for granted that if it becomes
necessary to acquire additional stocks that will be
done.

Mr SKIDMORE: I believe that this Minister
has misled this Chamber and misled the public in
the gallery. He has misled the people of this State
long enough. This Minister has made untruthful
statements regarding the Federated Millers'
Union and its executive. He has suggested that we

have been placed in the position of being offside
with our Federal council.

Mr Grayden: That is so.
Mr SKIDMORE: I listened silently to the

Minister, and the Chairman will bear me out in
that statement. I did not make one utterance
while he was speaking, and I suggest that he sit
back and take an exercise in industrial relations
because he badly needs one.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr Sodeman: The member cannot bear

criticism.
Mr SKIDMORE: I can bear criticism. That is

the first time I have replied to an interjection
from the member for Pilbara, and it will probably
be the last. Returning to the subject matter of the
debate, and the claim that we were in dispute
with the Federal council when a telegram was
sent to us, it was a mistaken idea that we had
taken strike action over the millers' award offer
and that we had neither accepted nor rejected it.
However, we did not strike over that issue with
regard to award conditions at all.

Mr Grayden: That does not alter the facts.
Mr SKIDMORE: So that the Minister can be

placed fairly in the position of knowing where we
are going, I will tell him that when I spoke to the
commissioner I was told I would be completely
out of order to talk at that conference about over-
award payments because it was not within the
jurisdiction of the commissioner to decide on that
issue.

We were called before the conference because
the commissioner had advice from the Federal
field that we were in conflict with award
conditions.

The employers took us before that commission
to show that we were out on strike over award
conditions but the members had adopted them
some days before. We had even advised our
general secretary of this, so the Minister should
not go on telling untruths.

Mr Grayden: You are the one telling untruths.
Mr SKIDMORE: It is documented here. The

Press can get hold of it and show it is an untruth.
Sir Charles Court: You were still on strike.
Mr SKIDMORE: They were not on strike.
Sir Charles Court: Don't split straws.
Mr SKIDMORE: The worm can squirm as

much as it likes.
Sir Charles Court: You are stopping the flour

getting out to the public.
Mr SKIDMORE: Government members can
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criticise our workers, but they should do it
truthfully.

Sir Charles Court: Don't you start to distort the
situation.

Mr SKCIDMORE: Let me look at the
situation-

Sir Charles Court: Don't create a situation that
doesn't exist.

Mr SKIDMORE: -in the amendment before
us; that is, the question of allowing-

Sir Charles Court: You will be telling us next
that they are not on strike.

Mr SKIDMORE: Will the Premier shut up? I
listened to everyone else in silence and I should be
extended the same courtesy.

Sir Charles Court: I am just asking: Are they
on strike or not?

Mr SIKIDMORE: The Premier would not
know-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I urge the member
to address his remarks to the Chair.

Mr SKIDMORE: Through the Chair, I say to
the Minister-

Sir Charles Court: I ask you to relate your
speech to clause 4.

Several members interjected.
Mr SIKIDMORE: You arc an ignoramus.
Mr Blaikie: Are you talking about the

Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member for

Swan.
Mr SKIDMORE: What reasons are to be given

that there is likely to be a decrease in the
production of flour? Let me refer back to what I
said about the operation of a hoist at the
Northam mill in ht debate on safety.

Mr Grayden: Wait until you hear the reply to
that!

Mr SKIDMORE- The Minister is in enough
trouble now. What happened at the Northam
mill? I said that if a worker used the hand grips
to avoid being thrown out of the. hoist if it
suddenly came to a stop, he must use those
handgrips in a certain way because if he put his
hands on the grips the wrong way, the runners on
the floor would rip his hands open. However,
apparently it is okay if the hands are held the
right way.

I also went on to say that the instructions given
to operate this hoist were that the feet must be on
the steps and not on the handgrips. I am not sure
what that instruction is meant to mean.

All hoists should have emergency buttons or

emergency stop cords. However, this particular
hoist carries the following notice-

Stop cord to be used only in emergency
(To avoid danger to others through sudden
stops)

So the workers had an emergency button to press,
but they could not allow the hoist, to stop too
quickly because they might hurt someone. The
next instruction was as follows-

Bulky or long objects must not be carried
on l ift (To avoid being jammed by floor)

At the conclusion of these instructions, as a safety
measure the management then went on to say
that if the workers obeyed all these rules-if they
did not hang their legs outside the hoist, if they
did not have their knuckles on the wrong side, and
if they did not pull the emergency cord-then the
hoist was quite safe to use.

Sir Charles Court: What clause are you on?
Mr SKIDMORE: This mill is owned by the

Weston group. The mill at Cottesloe had a lift
that came out of its runners not once, but half a
dozen times. On numerous occasions the workers
were told not to stand underneath the lift.
However, to operate the lift a worker had to stand
underneath it because the two ropes operating it
were directly below it. So the only way to work
the confounded thing was to stand there and then
to step aside. The whole thing would be moved
over because of the ropes attached to the
mechanism and the lift was then jammed.

Sir Charles Court: Which company is this?
Mr SKI-DMORE: The Premier is an ignoramus

too.
The CHAIRMAN: l ask the member for

Swan-
Mr SKCIDMORE-. Let us be fair-
The CH A IRMA N: I ask the member for Swan

to be more temperate in his language.
Mr SKIDMORE: As I said the other night, I

will be temperate.
The CHAIRMAN: I would urge you to refrain

from the use of that word please.
Mr S K IDMOR E: What word?
The CHAIRMAN: The word "ignoramus".
Mr SKIDMORE: Heavens! All right. By

interjection I was asked what industrial safety
had to do with clause 4. It has a great deal to do
with it because it could happen that a strike
occurs over an issue of safety. Surely the
Government members would agree that the
workers at Northam had a right to complain
about the hoist.
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Mr MacKinnon: Arc they striking over it?
Mr SKIDMJORE: That is not the point in

question at the moment. The honourable member
is not an ignoramus.

Mr MacKinnon: Thanks.
Mr SKIDMORE: However, he could go close

to it. Such a piece of equipment as that at
Northam could cause workers to walk out the
gate. The Government could then use this
legislation.

In regard to the lift at Thomas & Company, it
finished up falling on a worker. He broke his
collar bone, damaged his shoulder, hurt his back,
injured his leg, and his injuries put him out of the
industry. Do members know what happened after
that? Suddenly someone decided the lift was not
too good and that the company ought to do
something about it. Its state had been reported
time and time again but action was not taken
until an injured worker claimed action at civil law
and recovered a huge sum by way of damages
from the company concerned.

This legislation is an open-ended deal. The
Minister has not given us a valid reason to
introduce this Bill, but we know it will be used on
any pretext at all. The Minister tells us we should
go to arbitration. We have been to arbitration; we
have accepted arbitration and we have accepted
conciliation. In fact, at the moment with the
Government's connivance, we are hell-bent on
proceeding to a point of no return. We are very
sorry to hold the community of Western Australia
to ransom, but we have not caused the situation.
It has been caused by the failure of the employers
to communicate with us in any way at all. The
only time the bosses have been available to us was
at our request.

As a matter of fact, I made approaches myself
to see the millowners and they were not available.
Finally, after advice from one mill I rang an
employee of G. Black. When this gentleman came
on the phone he said, "Yes, I know where the
millowners are." I said, "We would like to talk to
one and then another." He said, -Do you want to
talk to the third owner?" I said, "1 am not
interested in him because he is not making over-
award payments."

A most remarkable thing happened. This man
went away and when he came back he said, "You
cannot see any unless you see the three." We are
trying to get these men back to work. One mill
makes over-award payments; a mill owned by
Charlie Carters, a Western Australian company.

We want to negotiate so that the people can
obtain flour and yet the confederation-not the
owners-says that we cannot talk to the owners.

The Minister sits there and says we are not
willing to negotiate!

Mr Grayden: You are not prepared to go to
arbitration.

Mr SKIDMORE: That is the very reason for
the inclusion of the provision we are discussing at
this time. It is abundantly clear that it will be
used against the union under these circumstances

Mr Grayden: You are not prepared to go to
arbitration.

Mr SKIDMIORE: We have been to arbitration
and conciliation for 50 years, and we have
accepted it. In the time available to me I will try
to explain the Minister who obviously does not
understand that we have conciliated. We have
never been to arbitration about our award because
we have not had to and we have not had to
because we have accepted the rules.

Mr Grayden: No wonder you have missedr out.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister does not know

the difference. The difference between
conciliation and arbitration must be apparent to
anyone with an ounce of brains. Conciliation is
talking to people and reaching a conclusion which
is satisfactory to the parties concerned. After that
the parties go to arbitration to endorse the
agreement. We have done that for 50 years, and
in fact we have done it right up to this month.
What else does the Minister want the union to
do?

Mr Grayden: Why are you making a political
issue of it?

Dr Troy: You are.
Mr Grayden: You are the president of the

union.
Mr SKIDMORE: I want to take up that nasty

snide remark made by the Minister about
members having two jobs. I have never
commented about farmers who are members of
Parliament as well as being farmers.

Mr Grayden: You tell us!
Mr SKIDMORE: Will the Minister shut up? I

have been challenged that 1 hold two jobs, and the
inference is that .1 am taking money from the mill
workers because I am president of their union as
well as being a member of Parliament. Let me put
this straight:. I am paid no salary by the
mi Ilowners.

Mr Jlamieson: Nor by the millworkers!
Mr SKIDMORE: And I have held that

position for 18 months.
Mr Grayden: You are there to foment strikes

and you are doing it very well.
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Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister is the only one
fomenting strikes.

The CHAIRMAN: The member's time has
expired. In accordance with the earlier direction
of the Chamber, I will now put the following
questions-

That clauses 4 to 10 be agreed to;
That the title be agreed to; and
Thai [ do now report to the House.
Questions put and a division taken with the

following result-

Mr Blaikic
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr Maclinnon
Mr MePharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Ayes 28
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodenian
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 19
Mr Barnett Mr Hodge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamieson
Mr B. T. Burke M rT. H. Jones
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr Carr M rSkidmnore
Mr Davies Mr Tonkin
Mr H. D. Evans Dr Troy
M rT. D. Evans Mr Wilson
Mr Grill Mr Bateman
Mr Harman (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr H-assell Mr Bryce
Mr Coyne Mr Taylor
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Pearce

Clause's 4 to 10 thus passed.
Title thus passed.

Question (that the Chairman do now report to
the House) thus passed.

Report

ME CRAV DEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) (9.59 p.m.]: I move-

That the report of the committee be
adopted.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [10.00 p.m.]: I wish to
make a couple of points during the report stage in
reply to the Minister, as I did not have a chance
during the Committee stage. The Minister said he
was concerned about the families of poor people
who could not get bread. We would just remind
him that the people of Western Australia are poor

because of this Governmecnt. They have lost 310
or $ 12 a week in wages over the last two years.

This Government has continually attacked the
real living standards of employees by going to the
Industrial Commission time and time again and
saying, "Although prices have gone up we beg
you not to give a compensatory wage rise which
would compensate those people for that loss." So,
when the Minister cries his crocodile tears about
people who are poor and who cannot afford
anything better than bread, let him just remember
that it is the policy of his Government to intercede
before the Industrial Commission to lower the
real standard of living of employees in Western
Australia.

Mr Grayden: That is completely untrue. The
reverse is the case.

Mr TONKIN: Is the Minister saying his
Government has not gone to the commission and
asked that full indexation be not passed on? Or
perhaps the Minister does not understand what
full indexation is. Indexation is passed on to the
people only to compensate them for rises in prices
as indicated by the CPI.

Mr Grayden: Did you know that the TLC does
not intend to recommend that its members accept
the next CPI increase?

Mr TONKIN: The point is that the
Government's policy has been consistently to
object to people getting compensation for price
rises. The Government has gone before the
commission time and time again and said, "Please
do not pass on these increases".

Mr Grayden: We want to halt the inflationary
spiral in the interests of everybody.

Mr TONKIN: If the Minister wanes to halt
inflation, why does he stop only wages, and not
prices? Why does the burden have to go on the
employees all the time? Why should not
employers who sell commodities have to foot some
of the cost? They do not. The Government
campaigned against a referendum which would
have provided control over prices. We do not
expect members opposite to understand what it is
like to live on $100 a week but these people do,
and members opposite do not care.

Mr Grayden: What are you doing?
Mr TONKIN: Members opposite campaigned

against legislation which would have stopped
price rises. We introduced legislation into this
Parliament, and the Legislative Council-where
the Liberal Party had a majority-knocked that
legislation out. The Minister wants to halt the
inflationary spiral, but he wants to use only the
employees to achieve his objective. The employers
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who sell their commodities are allowed to do as
they like.

That is the situation. When the Minister talks
about people not being able to afford anything
better than bread, he should just remember that
his Government has been responsible for reducing
the real wages of employees in Western Australia
by up to $10 or $12 a week. It is the fault of
members opposite that the people cannot afford
anything better than bread.

MR SKIDMORE (Swan) [10.04 p.m.]- The
Minister says he is trying to stop the inflationary
spiral; that is a commendable objective. It would
be nice to think that at some time or another, that
objective might be put into effect, because up to
the present the Government has not achieved one
ounce of success in this direction.

It has been claimed that the workers are
causing the inflationary spiral. I previously
mentioned that, over a period of 27 months, a
worker received an increase in wages of $7.80.
The Fraser Government and this Government
have consistently attacked the working people of
this country by saying, "Control wages and we
will control inflation."

However, let us look at the other side of the
coin. Let us look at the preliminary financial
statement and dividend announcement for Allied
Mills Limited dated the 28th October, 1977. Let
us have a look at this poor, denigrated company
which cannot afford to pay its workers more than
$137 a week. The consolidated operating profit
before tax up to the 31st August, 1977, was
$8.758 million. In 1976, the company made a
profit of $8.48 million.

The SPEAKER: Order! I would ask the
member for Swan to resume his seat. It was my
inclination not to allow d 'ebate on the question
that the report be adopted. In the few minutes
that have been available to me since the debate
commenced, I have had a look at the Standing
Orders and, in fact, Standing Order No. 165
explicity states that this question is one question
which is not open for debate. Therefore, I put the
question that the report be adopted.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Bla ikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr H-arman

Ayes
Mr Hassell
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V, Jones

Ayes 29
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
M'rSodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
MrTubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Sb alders

Noes 19
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H4. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skidmore
MrTonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Batenman

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
Mr Pearce

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.
Report adopted.

Third Reading

MR GRAYIDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [ 10. 10 p.m.i: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
In doing so, there are one or two points I wish to
make. The first one is this: I am sickened that the
Labor Party in this House has made a political
issue of a dispute such as this-one which has
grievously affected the public of Western
Australia, one which has grievously affected
thousands of people who have been stood down as
a result of the strike, one which has grievously
affected the members of the Federated Millers'
Union. All this has arisen because one member of
the Labor Party in this House is the president of
the union. For that reason, he thought there was
some political gain to be had.

Mr Skidmore: You are a rotten scoundrel, that
is what you are.

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! I believe the
interjection of the member for Swan was one that
ought not to have been made, and I ask that it be
withdrawn.

Mr SKIDMORE: Withdrawn.
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Debate resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: The member for Swan went

out of his way to cause this dispute, and he has
succeeded. Unfortunately, the pawns in this game
are the members of the Federated Millers'
Union-loyal employees who have not been on
strike in 50 years. They have been led by the
president of their union, the member for Swan,
and their militant secretary into calling a strike;
they have been forced into this situation by people
who have been militant in the extreme.

.We know what the situation is as far as the
Labor Opposition is concerned. We know that the
great majority of them are inclined to the extreme
left. Most members of the Labor Party in this
House are in that category. If 1 asked for a
division, and if those who were not inclined to the
extreme left were prepared not to vote with their
colleagues and to cross the floor, I could count on
the ingers of my hand the members who crossed
the floor. All the old Labor Party members are
gradually drifting out; there is a new coterie of
members.

Point of Order
Mr GRILL: Mr Speaker, this debate op the

Labor Party, and members of the Labor Party in
this House has nothing to do with this Bill and I
think it should be ruled out of order.

Sir Charles Court: Have you not been listening
to the debate?

The SPEAKER: Order! The debate seems to
have wandered fairly far and wide anyway, and I
rule there is no point of order.

Debate resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: I was just making the point

that here we have a dispute which has been
engendered for political reasons by a member of
the Parliamentary Labor Party. I am just pointing
out that, in the main, members of the union are
hard-working conscientious men. Of course.
occasionally in any organisation one will find an
individual who is not in that category, but on the
whole they are hard-working men. They have
been misled by people such as the member for
Swan and the secretary of the union. I was also
pointing out that the great majority of members
opposite are left-wing orientated.

Mr Carr: Which ones?
Mr GRAYDEN: Virtually every new member

who came in at the last election is in this
category-

Mr Barnett: You are a fascist!
Mr GRAYDEN: -because of the preselection

procedures of the Labor Pary. Of course, the
Trades and Labor Council rapidly is being taken
over by left-wing extremists and, in some cases,
cornmunfists.

So, we see the poor members of. the union
duped under these circumstances and as a result,
the people of Western Australia are denied flour.
We see thousands of individuals being stood
down. Members of the Bakers and Pastrycooks'
Union are being stood down; already hundreds of
its members are out. Could we ask the member
for Swan, as President of the Federated Millers'
Union, which other unions he intends to affect in
this way? Which is the next union whose
members will be stood down? Have the employees
of Mills & Wares gone out yet? There are some
700 of them. Will they be stood down for several
weeks or months?

Mr Skidmore: I will1 tell you where I stand if
you sit down.

Mr GRAYDEN: Is the member for Swan
trying to disrupt the entire economy of Western
Australia? Is he trying to bring hardship to every
working man in Western Australia? Is he trying
to boost inflation and increase unemployment?
Opposition members are doing it extremely
successfully. I can assure them they have already
been successful and they wilt no doubt be
successful in the future.

Members should 'be able to imagine the
pensioners in their homes who are out of bread
and without the possibility of baking cakes, scones
or anything else. Members should be able to
imagine the children in their beds even tonight,
hungry as a consequence of the actions of these
individuals.

Members opposite laugh about it; they laugh at
the idea of children going to school without Cut
lunches.

The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come
to order.

Mr GRAYDEN: The situation is patently
absurd; it is an extraordinary thing for it to
happen in this State in this year of 1977.

Mr T. H. Jones: It has happened before and it
will happen again.

Mr GRAYDEN: Members opposite have
seized a tiger by the tail and they cannot let go.
The president of the union, the member for Swan,
engineered this confrontation with the object of
gaining some sort of political advantage. ti-c now
has a tiger by the tail; he is hanging on for dear
life and cannot afford to let go. The people who
will suffer are the people of Western
Australia-the members of the unions-as a
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consequence of the action inspired by a member
of the Parliamentary Labor Party of Western
Australia. It is a disgraceful state of affairs.

Mr Jamieson: You are a disgrace to the State.
Mr GRAYDEN: It is not an isolated action of

aft extreme left-wing member of the Labor Party.
It is an action taken with the absolute willing
support of every member of the Opposition.

Mr Davies: Have you been smoking pot?
Mr GRAYDEN: We have an incredible

situation which I deplore. I urge the member for
Swan at this late stage, having caused this horrific
hardship to be inflicted on the people of this
State, to reconsider. I urge him to collect his
senses and persuade the union to go to arbitration.'
It is as simple as that, if this union is prepared to
go back to work.

Mr T. H. Jones: Do the manly thing and let
him reply.

Mr GRAYDEN: Members opposite have been
delaying the debate by calling for divisions when
there has been no cause to do so. I ask the
member for Swan as the president of the union
and as a so-called responsible member of this
House, to appeal to the union members to go back
to work. At present there is a Mexican stand-
off-a deadlock-until we get a recommendation
by the president of the union for the men to go
back.

It needs but a few words by the member and
the dispute will be over because the flourmillers
have given a clear and unequivocal undertaking to
commence negotiations immediately there is a
return to work. If the men return to work there
will no longer be a loss of wages. Negotiations
would commence immediately and the dispute
would be solved. It is a simple cut-and-dried
position.

There would be no trouble provided good sense
and common sense prevailed. All we want is for
the president of the union to recommend to the
flourmillers' union members that there should be
a return to work in order that negotiations can
commence.

Mr T. H. Jones: Give him a chance to defend
himself.

Mr GRAYDEN: The issue involved is outside
the terms of the guidelines; it is a problem that
can be overcome by sitting down and talking with
the employers. I hope we can get from the
member for Swan tonight an assurance that he
will recommend a return to work. This will allow
Western Australia to get back to the task of
creating employment and reducing inflation and

so ensure that this State remains in a position to
take advantage of the tremendous future it has.

We are on the threshold of a great future but
we will throw it away if we tolerate disputes of
this kind; a dispute which could be overcome so
easily. I will conclude now to allow the member
for Swan an opportunity to give the House an
undertaking that he will recommend a return to
work.

MR SKIDMORE (Swan) [ 10.20 p.m.]: Having
been vilified in a most vicious way regarding the
work and efforts I have made to have this dispute
settled, I find myself in a position of having to
defend my character. It is not my usual wont to
divulge union business to anyone not concerned
but on this occasion I hope union members will
bear with me.

After the last conference with the millowners I
addressed the workers' committee prior to the
general meeting and I told that committee there
was nothing further to be gained by the men. I
told them they should return to work, as I
considered it was in the interest of all concerned;
it was the right and responsible thing to do. In
their wisdom the workers decided to reject my
recommendation.

On the next occasion I appeared before
Commissioner Coleman I gave an undertaking
that I would report to union members assembled
at the general meeting and again recommend a
return to work. Prior to that meeting I asked the
workers if they would reconsider their position
and return to work.

Point of Order
Mr GRILL: The time limit for this debate is

10.,30 p.m. and I can see, Mr Speaker, you are
about to sit the member down. I consider it is
competent for me to move that the time limit for
this debate should be extended a half hour past
10.30 p.m.

The SPEAKER: I can accept no such motion.

Debate Resumed

Mr SKIDMORE: I will sit down when you tell
me, Mr Speaker. I make it clear that on that
occasion I went to the men and told them they
had reached the brink; they should go back to
work. I did not say that with tongue in cheek, but
sincerely and conscientiously. As a person who
was concerned with the issues involved I said that
they should return to work. The men said that
because of the attitude held by the Minister and
because of the provocative statements he had
made they had decided to continue on strike.
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By virtue of not being able to get access to the
millowners, I was of course unable to talk with
them. They would not talk with me because the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry is
denying me that access.

I came back to the men as late as today-and
there are some sitting in the gallery tonight-and
I said I believed they should return to work. I said
I had asked them on three occasions to return to
work but they again rejected my call.' On this
occasion I believe that once they knew of this Bill
being introduced in Parliament, they were
justified in their actions.

This Bill has done nothing but escalate the
struggle which will involve the trade union
movement collectively and this is what I have
been trying to avoid.

I tell the Minister that if he had put as much
ime in as I did and had his guts torn out as I

have, I might believe he has more interest in
industrial affairs. The Minister should not accuse
me here or outside of doing nothing to help the
situation because I shall do something about it if
he does. There is no doubt about it; I am not
going to have my character impugned by the
Minister. I certainly do not intend to allow that to
happen.

What I do tomorrow has already been
determined at the meeting held this afternoon
with the workers' committee and shop stewards.
The Minister can wait until tomorrow to hear of
those deliberations. Having made that
explanation I shall sit down.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) 110.26 p.m.J: I take the opportunity
to point out to the Premier that I have perused
the speech he made and I can say he did not make
the statement he thought he made.

Sir Charles Court: I am assured by Hansard
that it is recorded in an interjection I made to
you.

Mr JAMIESON: The Premier said at the time
that he had made the statement in the previous
speech, but he had not.

Sir Charles Court: It is in Hansard.
Mr JAMIESON: It appears in Hansard during

my speech, not the Premier's. Anyone who does
not believe me s hould read Hansard and see
exactly what happened.

Sir Charles Court: You are telling us it is in
Hansard.

Mr JAMIESON: What is in Hansard is the
Deputy Premier claiming he made the statement
across the Chamber. I have copies of the speech
here. I do not want the Premier putting words in

my mouth that I did not say; I resent that very
much. I shall not say any more except that if the
Government wants the Bill to make any sense at
all it should amend line 3 of page 5.

Question put and a division taken
following result-

Ayes 29
Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr Madcainon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Griill
Mr Harman

Ayes
Mr H-assell
Mr Coyne
Mr P. V. Jones

Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 19

Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Skidmore
MrTonkin
Dr Tray
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs

Mr Bryce
Mr Taylor
MrPearce

with the

(Teller)

(Teller)

Noes

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the

Council.

LOAN BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council without
amendment:

ADJOURNMENT OF THE
HOUSE: SPECIAL

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[10.30 p.m.]: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
2.15 p.m. tomorrow (Thursday).

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 10.31 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

PROFOUNDLY RETARDED CHILDREN

Number and Accommodation
1233. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:

Referring to question 1196 of 1977,
regarding profoundly retarded children,
can he advise what prospects there are
for accommodating the 12 unsatisfied
applications referred to in part (4)?

Mr RIDGE replied:
Of the twelve waiting cases, Five are
considered to be urgent and these will be
accommodated at Pyrton Training
Centre pending the construction of a
new hostel. The Mental Health Services
is actively endeavouring to arrange
temporary accommodation for the
remaining seven cases.

SCHOOL

North Morley

1234. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is he aware that the depariment's

refusal to approve a request from the
North Morley primary school for the
extension of the bore water supply to
allow for the landscaping of a large area
of the school ground exposed by recent
excavation is causing problems to nearby
residents from wind blown sand?

(2) Is he also aware of the problems arising
from sand drifts forming on covered
ways and in front of doors at the school?

(3) Will he have the situation further
investigated with a view to revoking the
earlier refusal in the light of these
possibly worsening problems for both the
school and the local community?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) The request was refused as funds from

the ground improvement item are fully
expended.

(2)
(3)

Yes.
The Public Works Department has
already been requested to investigate
and propose a solution.

PAY-ROLL TAX

Total

1235. Mr BARNETT, to the Premier:

(1) What was the total amount of payroll
tax collected in 1976-77 in Western
Australia?

(2) How much of that lax in percentage
terms was collected in areas more than
50 miles from the centre of Perth?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) $127 912 521.
(2) This information is not available. (The

legislation does not require the taxpayer
to supply this data and there is no other
way of ascertaining the information
especially as many firms operate in a
number of locations in metropolitan and
non-metropolitan areas).

LAPORTE TITANIUM

Sand Dune Disposal Area
1236. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Conservation
and the Environment:
(1) What is the reason why the Minister has

stated that research has shown that the
sand dunes disposal area for effluent
from Laporte Titanium on the west side
of Leschenault estuary has a longer life
than originally predicted?

(2) Could the Minister table the research
reports that support this statement?

(3) Does the "longer life" of the sand dune
disposal area mean that more of the
sand dunes on the west side will be used
for this purpose?

(4) Is it not a fact that several dune "blow
outs" are already visible in the disposal
area?

(5) Is it not a fact that leakage of effluent
has occurred from the disposal area
under the sand dunes into Lesehenault
estuary?

(6) Hlow much longer does the Minister
anticipate this disposal system will be
used?

(7) Is it not a fact that tests of the effects of
pumping raw effluent through a pipeline
to ive kilometres out to sea have shown
that full scale discharge by such means
would- have a-very -deleterious effect on
Geographe Bay?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(1) and (2) A cpmprehensive research
programme including hydrogeological,
oceanographic, biological, fisheries and
engineering studies, jointly funded by
the Government and LaPorte Australia
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Ltd., commenced in 1975 to examine
long-term effluent disposal options. A
report of these studies is expected to be
presented to the Government by June
1978.
Information obtained Cram on-going
research has enabled a modification to
the sand dune disposal system.

(3) No. Existing dune disposal areas are
being managed in a more effective
manner.

(4) Dune "blow outs" existed on the western
boundary of the estuary prior to
commencement of effluent disposal in
this same area. Effluent dispdsal
practices have not been responsible for
any additional "blow-outs". Dune
stabilisation measures undertaken as a
function of the management of the dune
system are reducing the mobile sand
dune areas.

(5) In the past there has been minimal
seepage from the sand dune system, as
indicated by higher than background
levels of iron in oxide form, into waters
immediately adjacent to the western
shoreline of the estuary. The sub-surface
movement of the effluent is closely
monitored and disposal practices are
now managed in such a way as to
prevent seepage into the estuary.
The whole shoreline of the estuary,
including the eastern shoreline remote
from the disposal area, has high natural
background levels of iron.

(6) Recommendations will be contained in
the report mentioned in ( I.

(7) No.

WORK ERS' COMPENSATION

District Court Hearings

1237. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister
representing the Attorney-General:

Given the backlog that exists in the
hearing of workers' compensation cases
and the possible inconvenience to
country workers of having to travel to
Perth to have their case heard, can-

()The Districts court be delegated to
hear part or all of such cases in
country areas?

(2) The local courts jurisdiction in such
cases be increased to include a
claim for-
(a) continuing weekly payments;

(b) an order barring the
discontinuance of weekly
payments?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) Not as the law now stands. As has

been announced, there are
proposals that the functions of the
Workers' Compensation Board
should be taken over by a division
of the district Court, created for
that purpose. District Court Judges
on circuit in the country would then
be able to deal with workers'
compensation cases in the centres

visited.(2) The proposed arrangements would
mean that the preseiit provisions of
the Workers' Compensation Act
which permit the board to delegate
its jurisdiction to local courts were
no longer necessary, as the matters
referred to would be within the
jurisdiction of the district court.

FLOOD RATE
East Bunbury

1238. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister for Works:
(1) Has the east Bunbury flood rate levied

by the Public Works Department been
abolished as yet?

(2) How was it abolished?
(3) From what date was it abolished?
Mrs Craig (for Mr O'CONNOR) replied:

(1) to (3) The Land Drainage Act provides
that a rate shall be declared each year.
However, no action has been taken to
declare a rate for the east Buribury
drainage area this financial year because
tt has been exempted by me under the
provisions of Section 72(1) of the Act.

POPULATION
Metropolitan and Country

1239. Mr BARNETT, to the Chief Secretary:
(1) What is the latest estimated population

of Western Australia?
(2) What is the latest estimated population

of the area covered by the Metropolitan
Regional Planning Scheme?

(3) What is the latest estimated population
of the areas of Western Australia
outside the Scheme area?

(4) What were the respective populations
for the above in-
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(a) 1957;and
(b) 1967?

Sir Charles Court (for Mr O'NEIL) replied:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

1 197 000 as at the 30th June, 1977.
843 700 as at the 30th June, 1977.
353 300 as at the 30th June, 1977.

Outside
M.R. P. A

262 534
295 379

Metropolitan
Western Regioni

Australia Planning
Are

(a) June30 1957-...... 695 234 432 700
Ib) June 30 1967 .... 879 179 583 800

The 1957 flgureseaclude Full-blood aborigines.

OIL, MINING AND FISHERIES
State Rights over Submerged Lands

1240. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:
(1) In his negotiations with the Australian

Government concerning submerged
lands, did he seek, inter alia, exclusive
rights and jurisdiction for this State in
respect of-
(a) oil;
(b) mining;
(c) fishing;
in the territorial sea?

(2) If "No", what rights and jurisdiction did
he seek in respect of each of these
matters?

(3) In either case, what rights and
jurisdiction was the State given on each
of these and other matters?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(I)
(2)
(3)

Yes.
Not applicable.
No specific rights and jurisdiction can
be given at a forum such as the
Premiers' conference. However,
agreement in principle has been reached
between the Prime Minister and
Premiers that matters affected by the
Seas and Submerged Lands Act
Judgment will be now resolved whether
by extending the limits or powers of the
States or by the setting up of joint
Commonwealth-State authorities in
which the States would have day-to-day
administrative control.
As arranged at the Premiers'
conference, the Attorneys General and
other appropriate
Ministers-Commonwealth and
State-will be conferring on the
legislative details.

BAUXITE MINING

State Forests
1241. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for

Forests:
(I) Did the Minister for Forests at the time

inform the Forests Products Association
(W.A. Sawmillers' Association) in 1961
or any other time that it was understood
only 25 to 30 acres of State forest would
be involved in bauxite mining each year?

(2) (a) What area of State forest is
currently held under mining lease
or any other form of mining
tenement; and

(b) what percentage of State forest
does this area represent?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Yes. In 1961 the Associated Sawmillers

and Timber Merchants of WA was
advised that it was understood only 25
to 30 acres would be involved for the
forseeable future.

(2) (a) Approximately 907 000 ha.
(b) Approximately 49 per cent.

FRUIT AND VEGETABLES

Exports
1242. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for

Agriculture:
(1) In view of the report of Mr J. P. Fallon

in The West Australian of 3 1st October,
1977, which states that Australia's share
of the south-east Asian vegetable and
fruit markets has dropped sharply in
recent years, what actions are
contemplated by the Government to
arrest and rectify this downward trend?

(2) What has been the value of Western
Australian-
(a) fruit;
(b) vegetables,
exported to the south-east Asian
markets referred to by Mr Fallon in
each of the past five years?

Mr P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
(1) Although the Australian share in

these markets has dropped sharply
in recent years Western Australia's
share has not shown -a similar fall.
The action needed is therefore one
for the Commonwealth Government
to initiate rather than the State
Government.
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However a continuation of
appointments of specialist officers
to examine Australian fresh fruit
and vegetable outturns is envisaged.
In addition, there is an ongoing
State-Commonwealth programme
for extension and research on post
harvest storage, treatments and
packaging. Various marketing
bodies e.g. the Australian Apple
and Pear Corporation are also
active in matters of market
examination, promotion, quality
control,' packaging and handling.

(2) The values requested are not
readily available from statistical
sources. However the Western
Australian figures for individual
items will be extracted and collated
in the form requested and
forwarded to the member.

HEALTH

Dietitians
1243. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has he or his department received
representations to have legislation
introduced covering registration of
dieticians?

(2) Will action be taken in this regard?
(3) I f not, why not?
Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes the Commissioner of Public Health

will shortly be meeting with
representatives of the Dietitians
Association.

(3) Not applicable.

EXPENSE ACCOUNTS

Illegal Use
1244. Mr BATEMAN, to the Premier:

In view of the remarks made by Sir
Herman Black in the Sunday Times of
30th September, page 35, and I quote:
"There are as many bludgers who use
expense accounts as there are people
who receive dole payments which they
are not legally entitled to", will he
advise:
(1) Did he see the quote?
(2) If "Yes", are Sir Herman Black's

remarks factual insofar as he is able
to ascertain?

(3) If answer to (1) and (2) is "Yes",
will he take the appropriate action
to ensure the Federal Minister for
Social Security and the Prime
Minister take action to investigate
those individuals who use expense
accounts illegally?

(4) If not, why not?
Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) No.

My experience is that the
Commissioner of Taxation gets
progressively more demanding in
requiring proof of the bona fides of
expense accounts and this in turn is

afairly salutary check on such
expenditure and the people who
have such accounts.

(3) and (4) Not applicable.
(in answering the questions I have
assumed that the member was
referring to a Sunday Times report
of the 30th October, 1977, and not
the 30th September.)

BAUXITE MINING

State Forests
1245. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for

Forests:
(I) Adverting to her statement in H-iansard

of 25th October, 1977, page 2557, in
which she said in part;

"However, it is important for this
Chamber to know that the work
being carried out presently in the
Darling scarp was undertaken with
the full approval of the
foresters, . "

is it to be understood that-
(a) the Forests Department approves of

the extension of bauxite mining to
between 400 and 500 hectares per
annum;

(b) was the Forests Department given
to understand prior to the signing of
the Pinjarra Alumina Agreement
that some 25 to 30 acres of State
forests would be mined for bauxite
each year, and if not, what was the
area of State forest which the
department was given to
understand would be mined?
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Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) (a) No such understanding can be

construed from my statement in
Hansard of 25th October, 1977, as
referred to by the member,
My statement clearly refers to the
rehabilitation and location of mined
a reas together with associated
research being carried out presently
in the Darling Scarp.

(b) No. The area being mined at
Jarrahdale at that time was well in
excess of 25 to 30 acres each year.
The Forests Department was given
to understand that the Pinjarra
Alumina Agreement would result in
additional areas being mined and
that these would be similar to those
at Jarrabdale.

STATE FINANCE
Loan Fund and Consolidated Revenue

Fund Receipts

1246. Mr BERTRAM, to the Treasurer:
()During the year ended 30th June, 1977,

what significant items of receipts were
treated as loan funds, which prior to him
becoming Treasurer would ordinarily
have been credited to the Consolidated
Revenue Fund?

(2) Will he state the amount involved With
each item?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) and (2) Receipts credited to the General
Loan Fund comprise-
(a) Borrowings approved by Australian

Loan Council;
(b) Commonwealth Capital grants for

general purposes; and
(c) Loan repayments.
This has been an accepted practice for
many years and has not been changed.
In addition, the General Loan Fund
Estimates for 1976-77 provided a sum of
$6 000 000 to be paid to the loan
account under the provisions of Section
4(b) of the Public Moneys Investment
Act. Delays in expenditure on some loan
works resulted in a credit balance in the
loan account at 30th June, 1977 and, in

the event, it was not necessary to
transfer this sum in 1976-77. Proposals
to use these funds to inance the
construction of the Irwin Street Court
building in 1977-78 and subsequent
years were explained in the Loan
Estimates speech.

The member for Mount Hawthorn made
reference to the Government's use of
revenue funds to support the capital
works programme when speaking on the
Estimates and implied that there was
something secretive and wrong about
this action.

As to the first point, if he cares to re-
read the Budget speeches of the last two
years in a genuine attempt to inform
himself, he will find that I have gone to
pains to inform Parliament of the steps
we were taking and the reasons for
them.

As to the second point, that there is
something wrong about this action, I
would emphasise that it is for
Parliament to decide how and to what
purpose it uses the funds available to it
and that the overriding rule in these
matters is what is in the best interests of
the people of the State.

The Government sees the need to
supplement from revenue the limited
loan funds available to it in the interests
of increasing economic activity and
creating jobs at a time when
unemployment is a matter for concern.
We have not increased taxes to do this
but instead have exercised economy in
recurrent expenditure to provide
additional job creating work in the
capital works programme.

It is appropriate to ask the member
whether he supports action to reduce
unemployment in this way or not? Or
would he prefer that the Government
slavishly adhere to a long outmoded
practice of keeping revenue and loan
funds in separate compartments as
though the money was a different colour
and take no positive steps to maintain
employment and hopefully reduce
unemployment.
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QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE

KIMBERLEY ELECTION

Court Case Costs

Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

(1) Whilst mast impressed by the
Government's alleged new-round desire
to show even-handedness, is not the
Government's decision as to the Ridge
case costs premature since the judge's
order as to costs is not yet known to the
public, and it is highly probable that,
having the carriage of the action,
Bridge's costs will far exceed Ridges?

(2) Do the costs involving up to $ 100 000 of
taxpayers' money include solicitor and
client costs as well as party and party
costs?

(3) Why has he excluded disbursements
such as travelling expenses and witness
fees and expenses, bearing in mind that
Bridge called a huge number of
witnesses and Ridge, very few, if any?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(I) to (3) 1 first of all indicate to the member
that there is no such thing as the "Ridge
case". I assume he was referring to the
Kimberley Court of Disputed Returns,
which is another matter altogether.
Concerning the other matters he raised
which involve a number of technicalities
about what are the costs to be awarded
and other liner details such as travelling
expenses and things outside the normal
costs awarded, I would not attempt to
answer off the cuff the complex question
he has put forward. I suggest the
member place the question on notice so
he can get a considered reply.
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