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Wednesday, 10 June 1987

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barneti) took the Chair
at 2. 15 pm. and read prayers.

EDUCATION
School leaning: Mailer o!f Public Importance
THE SPEAKER: I have to advise members

that I have received a communication from the
member for East Melville dated today. which
says that in accordance with the relevant
sessional orders of the Legislative Assembly he
wishes to move a motion as a matter of public
importance. The motion he wishes to move re-
lates to the Government's decision to revert to
Government day labour to clean schools which
were previously cleaned by private enterprise.

Subject to the normal formalities being
observed. l am prepared to allow this mot ion to
proceed.

Eight members having risen in their places.
The SPEAKER: I will allow half an hour on

each side. I advise the member for East
Melville that this is a substantive motion and it
does need a seconder.

MR LEWIS (East Melville) [2.21 pmJ: I
move-

That this House express its grave con-
cern with the Government's decision to re-
vert back to government day labour to
clean 13 schools previously cleaned by pri-
vate contractors.

Furthermore this Assembly considers
the Government's action as-
(I) a wanton waste of taxpayers' money

which has been allocated to education
and which should rightfully be used in
the classroom to enhance the quality
of education:

(2) an irresponsible decision manifesting
gross financial mismanagement and a
decision which goes against the
recommendations of a special govern-
menit working party and the Education
Department who both advised that
contract cleaning is clearly cheaper by
about 40 per cent and that if savings
of only half this margin were able to
be obtained on day labour schools
savings of over $5 million would be
made:

(3) a repudiation of a previous Govern-
ment undertaking made on at least
two occasions which stated that ilire
would not be a return to day labour in
schools and colleges currently cleaned
under contract and that the status quo
of contract cleaning to day labour
cleaning will continue;

(4) a direct attack on small business and
the ir eminployees for t he sole pu rpose of
trading off other industrial problems
associated with the "the Federated
Miscellaneous Workers Union of
Australia".

This Government called tenders for 29 schools
to be cleaned back in December 1986. These
tenders closed in January 1987. and the
Government waited until May before making a
decision. The Government did not let the ten-
ders:, it advised 1 3 previous contractors that
their tenders would not be accepted and that
those schools would again be cleaned by day
labour.

Mr Laurance: Union domination again.

Mr LEWIS: I believe these actions by the
Government show how arrogant and indiffer-
ent it has become. the longer it stays in
Government. The actions also show a propen-
sity to break promises. The Government has
repudiated a previous undertaking. I have let-
ters wherein the Minister has stated categori-
cally that there would not be a return to day
labour in those schools and colleges which are
currently cleaned under contract. In another
letter the Minister said-

That is to say that those schools cur-
rently cleaned by contract will continue to
be cleaned in that way, and the remaining
schools will continue to be cleaned by day
labour.

Mr Pearce: What was the date of that letter?

Mr LEWIS: 1983.

Mr Pearce: Four years ago.

Mr LEWIS: That shows the Government's
propensity to break promises and undertak-
ings, It also shows the Government's ineptness
and its gross financial mismanagement. and it
flies in the face of supposed Government policy
to reduce Government employment and be
more efficient, and thereby reduce Govern-
ment spending. This action will increase
Government spending, especially in the edu-
cation area.
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It shows that the Government is prepared to
sacrifice and waste scarce education moneys to
placate a strong and powerful union. This
Government is a government of convenience.

The other point is that the Government be-
lieved that it could sneak this through, without
any consultation with the contract cleaners, It
has been caught out and has not been able to do
it. The incredible thing is that this action is
absolutely contrary to the Minister's "Better
Schools" policy, whereby it is proposed that the
schools' administration, according to its own
ability, will be responsible for the management
and the servicing of those schools. The Govern-
ment, by returning schools to day labour for
cleaning purposes, is flying in the face of its
own policy to firee-up the system and to return
administration to the schools.

This is also a direct attack on small business.
and shows how much regard the Government
has for the cares and needs of the small busi-
ness sector, which by the way is responsible for
more than 50 per cent of the taxes paid, and 50
per cent of the people employed in this
country.

The other incredible thing is that there could
be a saving of $10 million if all schools were
cleaned by private contract. These are the facts.
The claim is supported by a Government work-
ing party which has included on it the member
for Welshpool and the member for Kalgoorlie,
who recommended to the Government and said
quite unequivocally that contract cleaning was
40 per cent cheaper than day-labour c lean -
i ng.

Mr Pearce: Who said that?

Mr Taylor: That is nonsense.

Mr LEWIS: I have the working party report
here, and if the Minister likes, I will read it.

Mr Pearce: The 1983 working party, working
on the pre- 1982 system.

Mr LEWIS: The facts are the working party
found that substantial savings could be made,
and if they saved half the marginal difference
in hours that were put in by the Government
day-labour force, they would save $4 million to
$5 million. It is also interesting to note that the
Education Department in its recommendations
to the Government was firmly of the opinion
that contract cleaning was the only way to go
because of the very substantial savings that
could be achieved.

This country needs productivity, yet here we
have a decision that flies in the face of that
principle. The Government is prepared to re-
turn to the antiquated day-labour system, de-
spite the fact that the industrial courts have
established that the rates of cleaning per hour
arc 167 square metres per hour for a day-labour
cleaner, and 31I5 squre metres an hour for a
contract cleaner. That is a productivity differ-
ence of more than 85 per cent. This Govern-
ment is prepared to go back to those old ways
because of union domination, and to accept
that it must employ day labour to clean its
schools.

Mr Peter Dowding: Would you do away with
all day labour?

Mr LEWIS: Certainly we would, as much as
we could. If the Minister thinks about it. the
Premier came back from the recent Premiers'
Conference, and the first thing he said was that
education would have to take a cut; it would
have to be trimmed off to make it leaner and
more efficient. So what does the Government
do? The first decision it makes is to get rid of
contract labour in schools, which could save
$ 10 million a year. and return to the antiquated
dlay-labour methods, the featherbedding union
methods. The question is, why did the Govern-
ment do it? Can the Minister or any Govern-
ment member tell me, or this Parliament. why
the Government has decided to return to a
method that will cost substantially more and is
substantially less efficient than the contract
cleaning system?

The Government cannot answer that ques-
tion because it is embarrassed by it. The truth
is that the Government has capitulated to the
demands of a powerful union.

This country needs more efficiency with less
cost, and that is exactly what contract cleaning
achieves. It is a direct contradiction of that
productivity ethos which has been espoused by
the Premier and the Prime Minister of this
country. This move of the Government is going
to result in less productivity, with more cost:
and let the Government deny it.

The interesting thing is that the working
party in its deliberations, surveyed five schools
and round that contract cleaning resulted in a
saving of more than $400000 compared with
the day-labour cleaning system. But the
Government is going back to that antiquated
way of doing things. It is doing that on the basis
of a pilot study that was proposed by the
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Government to the union because the Govern-
ment was so embarrassed about the great costs
of day labour. The pilot study was nothing but
a sop.

We all know that as soon as the union gets its
100 per cent day-labour schcmc into the Edu-
cation Department's schools, we will see the
union go to the industrial court with a claim
that its members are mcant to clean only 167
metres an hour. Therefore, the pilot scheme
will not work. The Government has been a
sucker and has fallen for it.

I wish to read what the union said in a Press
release on I May-

We see this offer from the Government
as being a step in the right direction of
achieving our ultimate aim of 100% day
labour in Education Department schools
thus providing ongoing stable employment
for our members.

The union forgets about the need for stable
employment for people who do not happen to
be in a union but happen to work for the con-
tract cleaners. That is unfortunate. Why does
the union movement push its demands? Is it
afraid of being shown up as inefficient and
more costly? Does it want more power, bigger
membership or more money? It has been
suggested that $120000 will go into the union
coffers if all contract employees joined the
unions and went to day labour. Do they want
closed shops? The reason the unions are so
powerful and the Minister is falling into line is
that the Minister is lobbying support for his
diminishing aspirations to become Premier of
this State. He needs a little support to put him
back into the race with the other contenders.
That is a fact and he knows it.

I ask the Government not to do what the
unions want it to do. I want the Government to
keep its word and not go back to day labour. I
want it to provide more money for education
rather than more money for the unions. I want
the Government to support small Government
and small business which is something it
professes to do time after time. Unfortunately.
the Government has given us no example of
what it professes to do.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [2.33 pm]: I second and sup-
port the motion moved by the member for East
Melville. In doing so. I draw the attention of
the House to an article by Janet Wainwright of
The West ,Iusiralian on I I May this year. She

was talking about the Hospital and Miscel-
laneous Workers Union which is involved in
this affair. She said-

A planned media campaign by Royal
Perth Hospital orderlies over the
privatisation of the car-park has been
traded by the HMWU for an agreement to
oust contract cleaners from schools.

We can see the decision has nothing to do with
efficiency or cost saving. It has everything to do
with the union's wishing to impose its will on
the Government. If members doubt that, I will
now quote from a letter from the union which
says-

On Tuesday of this week, the union
achieved a long-awaited break-through
with a decision from the Government to
return 13 schools out of 29. which had
come up for re-tender at the end of 1 986,
to Day Labour under the Education De-
part men t.

We see this offer from the Government
as being a step in the right direction of
achieving our ultimate aim of 100% day
labour in Education Department schools
thus providing ongoing stable employment
for our members.

I ask the Minister how long it will be before the
Government returns the other 16 schools to the
day-labour system of cleaning.

Mr Pearce: It is not proposed to return the
other I16 at all.

Mr MacKINNON: It is good to have that
comment on the record. I guess we can take the
Minister's word today as much as we can take
the Premier's word previously when he said the
present system would not change. That com-
mitment was given three times. Now we have
the Minister going back on his word he gave
only a few minutes ago. That is not to say it will
never happen.

This motion is all about the union's inability
to get membership from the contractors within
the system. It cannot be bothered to get off its
tail, get out and recruit those contractors and
their employees for the union. If members
doubt my word, they should go out the front of
Parliament House today-and the Minister
was not prepared to do that-

Mr Pearce: I was at a function, a lunch.
Mr MacKINNON: It is good to know that

the Minister sees having lunch as more import-
ant than dealing with the small business people
of the community. I cancelled a lunch to be
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able to speak to a group of people because I
believe they have a higher priority than my
stomach.

The HMWU cannot be bothered to get off its
tail and recruit members because it has been
dealing with these contract cleaners to try to do
a deal where it can collect union dues for its
members. It would not press ahead with that
proposal. This proposal is all about increasing
union membership.

I give a clear commitment from the Oppo-
sition, because the Minister for Labour. Pro-
ductivity and Employment asked us what was
our attitude to this whole matter: We see the
children as having a primary interest and being
of primary importance. We want to deliver to
children in this State the best quality of edu-
cation we can with the limited resources avail-
able. On our return to Government, we will
return the cleaning of schools to contract
cleaners over the three years of our First office.

Mr Pearce: All of them?
Mr MacKiNNON: Yes. The Minister can go

around or write to all the schools to that effect
if he wishes. I indicate to the Minister and the
public of Western Australia that there are some
clear differences between the Labor and Liberal
Panics. We are committed to saving taxpayersI
dollars. We are not prepared to bow down in
front of a militant union headed by Jim
McGinty. who happens to have the wood over
the Premier at the Current time. He is happy to
do a deal with him.

My party has a commitment to small busi-
ness people as well as to the State generally.
That is why, on our return to Government.
contract cleaners will return to schools-be-
cause we want a more efficient system. We are
interested in saving the taxpayers' dollars and
ensuring that a fair day's work is completed for
a fair day's pay. Finally, we want to ensure that
the best quality education is delivered to the
children of this State through the education
system. The money we save through the con-
tract cleaning system will be reinvested in
Western Australia and in the children of West-
ern Australia. It will not go into the pockets of
Jim McGinty and his union mates who do
nothing more nor less than support this
Government in its endeavours to destroy the
educational opportunities of our children.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Minister for
Education) (2.39 pmJ: Before I respond in
some detail and explain why we are in the
present position of being about to make a
saving of $4 million on school cleaning, let me
169)

put the Copeman-like utterances of the
of the Opposition to rest with regard
motivation of either the Government
union.

Leader
to the
or the

In 1983, when I was discussing this matter
with the Master Cleaners Guild, it put forward
the proposition that it would guarantee 100 per
cent union membership of all contract
cleaners-that is, all cleaners working for con-
tractors-if it could get-

Mr MacKinnon: That's the difference be-
tween the Opposition and the Government-
we don't believe we should compel people to
join unions.

Mr PEARCE: I did not accept the deal.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not know how

many times I will have to say this and I cer-
tainly hope it will not be more than once a day.
I do not mind interjections that add flavour to
a debate, even though Standing Orders say they
are disorderly. What I do object to are at least
two types of interjections, both of which were
just occurring: Incessant interjections which
stop the member with the call from speaking,
and those interjections made before the mem-
ber with the call has had even a minute to
outline his or her argument. If members are to
interject I prefer that they not do so at least
until the member with the call has had time to
outline his or her argument, but certainly the
interjections should not stop the member from
speaking. This applies to both sides.

Mr PEARCE: The simple point to be made is
that the Leader of the Opposition alleged that
the issue was the laziness of the Miscellaneous
Workers Union in not being prepared to attract
workers working as contract cleaners. He said
that was the motivaton of the whole business.
But in 1983 the Master Cleaners Guild
proposed to me that if it could have a greater
share of the school cleaning market, it would
guarantee 100 per cent membership of its
union of all the people who worked as school
cleaners.

Mr MacKinnon: You just proved my point.
Mr PEARCE: I just disproved the Leader of

the Opposition's conspiracy theory, which was
based on the argument that the union was too
lazy. The union had a chance of having 100 per
cent of the school cleaning work force had that
arrangement been entered into In 1983.

1 am pointing out the lack of wisdom on the
pant of the Opposition in making that kind of
wild. trai ned-in- Russia allegation when it has
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no evidence to back it up. The Leader of the
Opposition was not involved in the discussions
and he is just a last minute blow-in into this
debate. He would do a lot better to address
himself to the issue rather than to those sorts of
wild conspiracy theories which are so attractive
in rhetorical terms to those on the extreme
right to whom the Liberal Party is now seeking
to appeal.

We have done this to save the taxpayers $4
million. The facts are quite simple: At the time
we were elected to Government in 1983, 90 per
cent of Government schools were cleaned by
day labour and 10 per cent were cleaned by
contractors. In the course of the discussions
over the first Budget. the Master Cleaners
Guild proposed that the Government should
progressively sack people on day labour and
instead bring in contractors to do the work on
the basis that the contract cleaners were
cheaper. We looked at that proposition and the
alternative proposition from the Miscellaneous
Workers Union that we should go to 100 per
cent day-labour cleaning. Cabinet made a de-
cision to do Iwo things: First, to maintain the
90:10 split-that is. not to make a decision in
favour of either group: and second, to establish
a working party to look a: the cost differentials
between the two systems before a decision was
made.

The 1983 letter which was referred to reflects
that Government decision. bul the people who
received that letter were also well aware-as
the member for East Melville would have been
had he been in Parliament then-that the
working party was to be established:, indeed, he
read from parts of its report.

It is true that the working party report
revealed a big differential between the cost of
day-labour cleaning in schools and the cost of
contract cleaning in schools. The Miscellaneous
Workers Union came back with a proposition
to revise the work practices in the school
cleaning industry in a way which would make
day-labour costs comparable with contract
clean Ing costs.

Over the last two years lengthy discussions
have taken place on thai revision of work prac-
tices. That seems to be the sort of thing any
Liberal member would support-that is. a
Government and a union working together to
improve work practices in a way which makes
an industry more cost-competitive and which
reduces the cost burden on the taxpayers.

The net result of the implementation of those
improved work practices, if carried across to
the 90 per cent of schools which operate on this
basis, is a potential saving of $4 million.

Mr Lewis: Untrue. Why don't you answer
questions on the matter?

Mr PEARCE: I have not answered questions
on the pilot study figures because we are
intending to maintain a proportion of schools
on a contract cleaning basis, and no contractor
is going to release his Figures in order to let
another contractor assess them.

M r Lewis: You have let out tenders for them.

Mr PEARCE: Before the member opens his
mouth too wide he should understand that I
intend to read to members a letter from the
Master Cleaners Guild concerning the
tendering process. and that letter might be of
interest to Liberal members, who on the one
hand are the people always espousing the vir-
tues of the tendering system while on the other
hand are taking up the cause of the Master
Cleaners Guild. We did not release the pilot
study figures because one of our positions is
that we believe that whenever tenders are
called and the tenders received for cleaning a
school are higher than the costs under the day-
labour system, we should put that school on the
cheaper day-labour system. In many eases the
tenders which have come in have been higher
than the costs of the day-labour cleaning on the
revised basis.

This is where the member for East Melville
really makes me start to believe that he is as
silly as people say, because the working party to
which he referred is the working party which
we convened in 1983 and which worked out the
costs on the work practices as they existed
when his party was in Government. The figures
on which the member bases his understanding
of the matter are those of the old system, not
those under the new system with the revised
work practices.

Mr Lewis: Has the award changed?

Mr PEARCE: It is a question of work prac-
tices.

Mr Lewis: They specify how many square
metres an hour should be worked.

Mr PEARCE: It may be there will be changes
to the award as a result of this agreement. but
my understanding is that it is not necessary to
do that because of the cost efficiencies which
have been introduced. If the member believes
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that work practices are always a question of
awards, he fails to understand the way in which
the school cleaning system operates.

Mr Peter Dowding: You might ask then who
was it who agreed to that award provision.

Mr PEARCE: Good question. Who was it?
Mr Lewis: I don't know.
Mr PEARCE: It was the member's Govern-

ment.
Mr MacKinnon: The Minister is back to the

Government's old policy of blaming the Lib-
eral Government.

Mr PEARCE: I am not seeking to blame the
previous Government. I am pointing to the
way in which we have improved on the
position that was adopted by our predecessors.
If we were to sit here after 4 / years and say
that the cost of cleaning schools was a problem
caused by the previous Liberal Government,
members opposite could rightly say. "But you
have done nothing about it." But we have done
something about it. We have negotiated with
the Miscellaneous Workers Union and
achieved a revised set of work practices which
will save the taxpayers $4 million. As part of
the revised arrangement we have returned 13
schools to the day-labour cleaning system-
which was pant of the agreement with the Mis-
cllaneous Workers Union-as pant of a total
package including the revised work practices.
with a potential saving of $4 million.

As I understand the Leader of the Oppo-
sition's comments. the Opposition's policy is to
scrap the day-labour force, and sack dozens of
school cleaners, in order to give the work of
school cleaning to contract cleaners.

Mr Court: Would you prefer to work for the
Government or for one of the contract
cleaners?

Mr PEARCE: 1 am not a cleaner so I do not
know.

Mr Court: What is the fuss about whether
they work for the Government or for contract
cleaners?

Mr PEARCE: Can the member explain to me
whether the same people who work for the
Government will work for the contractor? The
contractor has to take his profits on top of the
cost of labour. The Government does not have
to do that.

Mr Court: The contractor can make a profit
and still come in cheaper than the Govern-
ment.

Mr PEARCE: How can he do that?

Mr Court: Beca use he is more efficient.
Mr PEARCE: Right. but what does "more

efficient" mean?
Mr MacKinnon: It means they want to work

harder.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: Members of the Opposition

are very sensitive about this matter. "More ef-
ficient" means better work practices and that is
precisely what the Government has been work-
ing for with the Miscellaneous Workers Union
with regard to day-labour cleaning of schools. It
is producing a $4 million saving for taxpayers
and that should be enough to gain its support.
People have spoken about a 40 per cent differ-
ential. That means that members of the Oppo-
sition have not been able to move forward from
1983 and recognise the work that the Govern-
ment has done or even understand what it is
about.

Let me tell the Opposition a little about cost
differentials. When the pilot project was
worked out and the cost was transported to
certain schools, 30 of the schools came out
cheaper on the day-labour basis than the cur-
rent contract price for those schools. The pilot
project had a dramatic effect on the next round
of contracts issued. Contractors who had held
the contract for different schools for a long
period suddenly were under-bidding them-
selves. All of a sudden school contract bids
came in much cheaper than the same contrac-
tors had been receiving for cleaning those
schools.

Mr Court: If the contract cleaners were not
th ere i n t he first place, t he clean ing costs woulId
have gone up. The contract cleaners have
brought sense into the whole system.

Mr PEARCE: That is possible. Maybe some
schools need to be kept on a day-labour basis
with some contractors in the system. We are
not proposing to remove them from the system
altogether.

Mr Court: You will allow a token contractor,
Mr PEARCE: It has the cost effect of doing

what the Opposition is proposing. I warn the
Opposition of the dangers involved in taking
the efficient day-labour system out altogether.
Once again, it wili return to a tendering basis
and maybe it will not get the price it thinks it
will get. Once the contractors got a fright be-
cause of the proposed improvements in costs,
their bids came in lower. However, the last
round of bids-that is, the bid for the 29
schools-came in much lower again.
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Mr Lewis: How do they know they were
tower if they have not seen the cost of the pilot
scheme?

Mr PEARCE: Their bids came in lower.
Mr Lewis: They did not know that.
Mr PEARCE: There is a strange logic to the

member's thinking if he is trying to tell me that
a person who is being paid for a contract and
tenders lower than the amount he was paid
does not know what he is doing.

Mr Court: Have you heard of a free market
at work?

Mr PEARCE: That is an important concept.
Because of the rumours of the 29 schools going
to a day-labour arrangement, the costs came in
lower. The Government gave some thought to
persisting with the proposal to change over to
the revised day-labour process because many of
the contracts came in lower than we antici-
pated. The net effect was that we felt that
maybe we had effectively squeezed out the ex-
cess profits in the business and were getting
down to rock bottom.

A letter from the Master Cleaners Guild of
Western Australia about the 29 contracts was
Written to Dr Pearson. the Director of Corpor-
ate Services of the Department of Education.
The letter stats-

Thc majority of those Guild members
who arc cleaning contractors engaged by
the Education Department, wish to inform
you and your Minister, that the tenders
called for the 29 schools in December 1986
were. an many instances, responded to wish
insufficient time and information to avoid
errors in the assessment of labour input-
Although this method of tendering has ap-
plied in the past, the Department has not
previously had the policy of lowest price
selection.

The selection of the lowest price
tendered. has highlighted the errors made
by some contractors who had been unable
to view all areas of each school in question.
in the limited time available to them.
These incorrect tenders must now be
either:-

(i) declined
(i i) Operated at a loss
(iii) operated below acceptable school

standards thus creating ill feeling
and eventual dismissal.

This Guild urgently requests that the
Department stop the current re-letting pro-
cedures and call for new tenders.

The guild is asking that it not be made to
honour the tenders it put in for the 29 schools.
The letter continues-

The Guild, as the representative body of
the Contract Cleaning Industry has
recommended to those of our members
who are involved in this issue, that they
decline your current offer. We understand
that the majority will refuse to accept on
the current selection basis.

That means that the Master Cleaners Guild is
staggered that we have taken the lowest price in
the tender arrangement. It wants us to go back
to the costly arrangement which existed under
the previous Government whereby the lowest
price was not accepted. The letter continues-

The Guild urgently requests a meeting
with you and pertinent off icers of your Dc-
partnient involved with policy, to dis-
cuss:-

(i) lowest price selection policy
(i i) sufficient notice information and

assessment time allowance, when
tendering

(iii) re-tendering of some of the cur-
rent declined schools and/or all
16 schools.

That is the position that the Opposition is sup-
porting. The Opposition is now seeking to dis-
tance itself from all of the rhetoric about the
tender price and commercial process being
competitive and about attempts to obtain the
best price.

This Government will hold the contractors
to their tenders. They will accept that price or.
if they decline, we will know what to do. One of
our considerations will be whether declined
schools from that group of 16 will be given to a
more efficient day-labour cleaning process.

it suddenly went very quiet in this place
while I read that letter from the Master
Cleaners Guild. All of the rhetoric about the
efficiency of private enterprise did not sound
quite so compelling.

That is the Government's position. We be-
lieve that, by establishing the revised work
practices arrangements. we are saving the tax-
payer $4 million on the cleaning of schools.
without any diminution of the quality of
cleaning- We will still retain contractors in
cleaning arrangements for some schools, and
certainly in our Education Department build-
ings. Almost every regional office of the depart-
ment is contract-cleaned as is head office, in-
cluding my office.

2180



[Wednesday, lOJune 19871 18

Mr Court: Is the quality of their work all
right?

Mr PEARCE: I have no complaints about the
quality of cleaning except that we have had to
change work practices in certain areas because,
in one particular practice, half-a-dozen people
cleaned a particular space because of their
specialised work. That led to lapses of security
in my office. We had to return to a more costly
practice but a practice which suited our secur-
ity needs.

Members should understand that we are not
being critical of contract cleaners. We propose
to retain them in the education system. In fact,
as I said, most Government offices are cleaned
by contract cleaners.

Mr Lewis: What about Mr McGinty's dcsirc
to have the matter sorted out with l00 per cent
of the cleaning done by day labour?

Mr PEARCE: One hundred per cent of
cleaning will not be done by day labour. The
member can argue about that with Mr
McGinty. I am informing him of the circum-
stances. The member may have a view about
Mr McGinty's power and influence over the
Government. Apparently Mr McGinty thinks
his assistance is required go get mc onto the
same plane as the Minister for Labour, Pro-
ductivity and Employment and the Minister
for Minerals and Energy who both apparently
profited from their training in Moscow, train-
ing which thrust them forward in the leader-
ship stakes. At least we have a leader. We are
pleased to stay with our leader, Brian Burke,
with whom we are extremely happy, for the
next 20 or 30 years because we know that while
he is our leader he will be Premier and while he
is Premier we will be Ministers. We have no
difficulty in accepting that.

When the other Ministers and 1, the member
for Subiaco or any of the other people who
would make very good Premiers of this State,
get their opportunity when they are 60 or 65.
we will make the best decision for us under
those circumstances. That new Premier, who-
ever he or she might be, will not be dictated to
by Mr McGinty any more than is the current
Premier.

We listen to the points of view of any group
which comes to speak to us. With regard to the
Miscellaneous Workers Union we believe that
the arrangements which were made, which will
provide an effective and efficient day-labour
cleaning force for our schools, provide a $4
million saving to taxpayers because of revised
work practices, and which retain an element of

contracting in schools and a lot of contracting
in offices and other nion-school buildings in the
Education Department, are a good balance in
the interests of the people of Western Australia.
We do not Propose to Move from it because the
Opposition has a particular view of New Right
rhetoric which it seeks to apply willy-n illy to
th is as to allI ot her sem i-com merc ialI si tuati o ns.

M R COU RT (Nedla nds) [ 3.0 1 pm): The M in-
ister for Education has just tried to explain why
this Government is hell-bent on changing the
split in the number of contract cleaners and
day-labour force cleaners in the schools. Four
years ago a demonstration took place outside
thec Parl ia ment when t he contIract cleaners we re
concerned about an indication by the Govern-
ment that this would happen. The Liberal
Government had supported the concept of
introducing contract cleaners and this Govern-
ment with the help of the Miscellaneous
Workers Union wanted to put a day-labour
force into that area. At the time the contract
cleaners fought very hard to make sure that
they could at least maintain their position and
at the end of the day the Government agreed
that the status quo would be maintained.

Today the contract cleaners have again
demonstrated outside the Parliament express-
ing the same concern they had four years ago,
this time because a number or school contracts
have been taken from thenm. They have gone
backwards in what they are trying to achieve.
The Opposition believes that in today's econ-
omic climate, with the proven savings from
using contract cleaners, the Government
should have been moving in the other direc-
tion. The Government wants to wipe out the
contract cleaners; the Minister has said that it
will keep a few and those few can be used to
make comparisons.

One of the contract cleaners who took part in
the demonstration said that their crime was
that they had increased productivity, become
more efficient and saved the Government and
the tax-payers a lot of money. They have be-
come so efficient that they have embarrassed
the Government into setting up this so-called
pilot scheme. The Government has said it must
have a pilot scheme to obtain figures for com-
parisons between the contract cleaners and the
day-labour force under the new work practices
concept. In that way the Government believes
it will become more efficient. If the contract
cleaners had not been putting on the pressure
and performing so well, the Government would
not have set u p a wo rki ng party to look i nto the
problem. The Minister is saying that the
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Government has a new cost structure with the
day-labour force and it will be cheaper than
using contract cleaners.

The Leader of the Opposition made a telling
paint: Small owner-operator businesses are
more efficient and they do a good job at a very
low price. They have greater incenti ve to
achieve and thcy have more flexibility.

Mr Peter Dowding: Why did you have 600
schools being cleaned by day labour when your
party was in office?

Mr COURT: The Liberal Government was
introducing thc concept of contract cleaners be-
ing used to the point at which 10 per cent of
schools would be cleaned by that system. This
Government is now going backwards. What is
the reward for these contract cleaners? They
will be kicked out. So much for the talk of the
Prime Minister and the Premier that in these
tough times we must become more productive.
This group has done that and a working party
has demonstrated that they can savc the State
money and that it would be commonsense to
move more towards that contract system.

The Minister referred to problems with the
tender system: of course. some people will ten-
der too low but the way the market operates
they will not do that for long. The ups and
downs will soon balance in an open market. If
ever the public wanted an example of what this
Government thinks of small business, this is it.
We are seeing at first hand how the Govern-
ment treats small operators and we are
witnessing at First hand the power of the union
movement. specifically the Miscellaneous
Workers Union. in manipulating this Govern-
ment to carry out policies which help its cause.
It is an absolute classic. The contract cleaners
are being treated with contempt. As the Leader
of the Opposition said, they are also being used
as a bargaining power in industrial disputes:
that is. the unions have agreed that if the indus-
trial cleaning contracts are removed, they will
keep quiet on other issues.

The Government is making it very clear, no
matter what explanation the Minister gives.
that it will try to please the union by returning
to 100 per cent employment of day-labour
cleaners in this area. The Government has been
embarrassed by the contract cleaners' demon-
stration of their efficiency and cheapness: it has
set up a pilot study and is trying to say that
day-labour costs will be cheaper. Times have
changed in this country. Although the previous
Liberal Government had a policy of
introducing contract cleaners tona maximum of

10 per cent. that is not good enough today. The
mood in the electorate today is that people feel
there is too much Government involvement,
and the private sector can handle many func-
lions currently handled by the Government
sector, and can handle them better. Govern-
ment members may call them;New Right atti-
tudes: we unashamedly say that when in
Government we shall have the private sector
carry out many functions such as this.

The Government is swimming against the
tide in trying to knock out contract cleaners
and wehave witnessed today another move by
this Government to socialise more services. A
Liberal Government unashamedly will go in
the other direction.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.04 pm]: As far
as people in the country area are concerned.
people in the metropolitan area can play games
as much as they like. In the country the people
in schools must get on. from the cleaner to the
principal. That system works and we are keen
to maintain it. I have been involved in this
argument in one of the schools in my electorate
and I wrote to the Minister a month or so ago
about this issue: A cleaner at the school re-
signed and the school wanted to appoint a re-
placement cleaner. However, a decision on that
was deferred because of this issue.

It is very important in a country town and it
should be important in the metropolitan area.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you for contractors
or day labour?

Mr TRENORDEN: We are for the private
system.

Mr Peter Dowding: You want a contractor to
take over the job?

Mr TRENORDEN: We do not want day
labour.

Mr Marlborough: What about security of em-
ployment in your area?

Mr TRENORDEN: The matter does not
even raise its head. We want people to run our
schools, people to have a run with our
students-not big' versus small: Government
versus unions.

Mr Marlborough: Day-labour people would
by necessity be more involved in participating
in the schools?

Mr TRENORDEN: I believe it is a non-ar-
guable issue.

Mr Lightfoot: Do not talk rubbish.
Several members interjected.
Thc SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr TRENORDEN: All we ask for is that we
have the freedom to allow the system to work. I
know from expericnce of one of the schools in
my electorate that the system did stop working
for a considerable period because a decision
could not be made.

Mr Pearce: That is rubbish.
Mr TRENORDEN: I will show the Minister

the correspondence. if' he wants to go back and
look at it. The Minister deferred the decision in
Brookton. if he wants to know the actual
school. I am saying that members opposite can
argue and play games as much as they like.

Mr Pearce: The school is still being cleaned.
Who is cleaning the school now?

Mr TRENORDEN: I do not know.
Mr Pearce: It is being cleaned.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is not the argu-

ment. We want the system-
Mr Lightfoot: Some members opposite have

never worked a day in their lives.
Several members interjected.
MrTRENORDEN: My time has expired.
The SPEAKER: I do not know if the member

wants another minute or two, but I am happy
to give that to him. I think it is most unfair if
members interject in the way they have for the
last minute or so. The member has a minute of
his time left, and everyone is conspiring from
both sides to interject in such a way that the
member cannot be heard and fi nish his speech.
That is just not fair and I will not let it go on.

Mr TRENOR DEN: I would prefer not to get
into a slanging match, but I would suggest to
the Minister that this has become a political
issue, rather than one of making schools work.
which is what we ought to be concerned with-
a system that works. In the country areas we
had a system that worked, and we wish to make
sure that system is maintained.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-

ister for Works and Services) [3.1 3 pm]: I must
say this is a very instructive debate because it
demonstrates once again the difficulties that
the Liberal Opposition has in addressing
serious issues in a way that does other than
reflect an ideologically blinkered position.

Mr Lightfoot: Your position is one of ideol-
ogy; ours is one of logic.

Mr PETER DOW DING: I urge the member
for Murchison-Eyre to go back and look after
his sheep.

Mr Cash: We heard about your ideology yes-
terday, my friend.

Mr PETER DOWDING: To think this whole
issue is an example of the Government's trying
to please the unions is a measure of the inad-
equacy of the Opposition.

Mr Lewis: Why are you doing it?
Mr PETER DOWDING: The situation is

that when the Opposition was in Government,
a set of work practices was in place, a set of
award conditions was agreed to, and the num-
ber or cont racto rs was very smallI i n the ove rall1
system.

Mr Court: Do not be misleading. Your own
Minister just agreed.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Six hundred
schools were cleaned by the day-labour process
when the Liberal Government was still in
offiee. and it did nothing to address the issue.

Mr Court: Your own Minister just agreed
that we introduced contract cleaners.

Mr PETER DOWDING: On the issue of ef-
ficiency. there was no move to amend the
award or to change work practices, and what
has occurred since this Government-

Mr Lewis: Have you changed the work prac-
tices?

Mr PETER DOWDING: There has been a
determined effort to reduce the amount of cost
to the taxpayers in a variety of ways. The first
mechanism [hat has been used has been to sit
down with the unions involved, and address
the issue of work practices. In order to address
that issue in a sensibie and cooperative way,
the Government has been prepared to talk
about the benefits to the community as a
whole, and the end result has been a process
which has extended for longer than the Minis-
ter for Education or I would have wished it t01
but nevertheless it was in a sense a dramatic
change of attitude by both Government and
unions, and that was to actually address the
issue of greater efficiency and try to come to an
agreement.

Mr Court: Yes, but only after you had been
embarrassed.

Mr PETER DOWDING: There has been an
identifiable saving to taxpayers of $4 million.

Mr Court: Tell the full story.
Mr PETER DOWDING: What is the issue

here? The issue is the efficiency with which the
work is being done, and I am amazed to hear
from the Opposition that it sees no case-

Mr Lightfoot interjected.
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Mr PETER DOWDING: The member does
not know how to look after sheep; that has been
shown. The Opposition's view is there is no
case that-

Mr Lightfoot interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member
sounds like a sheep now. He has been hopping
into the lupins for lunch.

To say that there is no case that it is efficient
now is an interesting statement because I take
it that in due course we will hear from the
Opposition that it will totally walk away from
day labour in the Building Management Auth-
ority. I assume that will be its policy. Is that
correct?

Mr Court: Finish your speech now.

Mr Pearce: That is the Opposition's shame-
less support for private industry.

Mr PETER DOWDING: There is an extra-
ordinary silence over the Opposition benches.
What other areas of day labour will it be
abandoning-the hospital system?

Mr Pearce: Will they be putting teachers out
to contract?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition
gets up on its ideological hind legs. yet when I
challenge it to say what it is going to do in
relation to that-

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for
Nedlands is as silent as the rest of them.

Mr Court: You have got a big smile on your
fa ce.

The SPEAKER: Order! That is disgraceful:
that is all l am going to say about it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for
Nedlands is absolutely right: I have a smile on
my face because I now have a clear indication
from the Opposition that it is not dinkum. I
challenge the member who moved this motion
to say what he would do about the day labour
work force in the Building Management Auth-
ority. What did he say about it?

Mr Lewis: You have embraced privatisation.
We know you have.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member
should tell the House what he is going to do?

Mr Laurance: Did you ring the Kremlin for
your orders this morning?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition is
not prepared to say that it is ideologically com-
mitted to the proposition it put to the House
today. The truth is that it does not have an
ideological position. It is just fluffing around.
trying to get some buzzwords and get the ben-
efit of them. The fact is that the public know
how shallow it is.

What has happened in this case is that the
Minister for Education is to be commended.
and so is the union-and I have no hesitation
in saying that the union is to be com-
mended-for being prepared to sit around
the table and abandon work practiccs that were
put in place in many cases by the Liberal Oppo-
sit ion.

Mr Marlborough: You do not talk about lost
jobs.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! am going to be
forced to take some action which members are
all going to regret. Members should be a little
more reasonable about their interjections. If
they could sit here, or somewhere else, and
observe what just occurred on two or three oc-
casions. they would be ashamed of it. I say once
again, there is nothing wrong with interjections
but there is something wrong with that sort of
performance. I ask that members try to behave
in a more reasonable manner.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition
should acknowledge that the union was pre-
pared to sit down and work through this issue.
It was a difficult issue for the union because it
was abandoning work practices which, in many
cases. had been established with the consent
and knowledge of the Liberal Party when in
Government. We were asking people to give
away something they already had, and that is
always a difficult and sensitive issue. But it was
achieved, and the Government has now got to
a situation where it has the opportunity to con-
tinue to monitor the success of this scheme. It
has the opportunity to test it against the private
sector over an extended period, and the Minis-
ter for Education has made it clear what the
private sector is prepared to do in time in order
to improve its situation.

The motion should be opposed.
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Question put and a division taken with -the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
M r Cash
Mr Court
Mr Graydcn
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightf'oot
Mr Mensaros

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Burkett
MrCa rr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kodge

Ayes
Mr Clarko
Mr Crane
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Cowan

Ayes 21
Mr Rushton
M r SchellI
M r Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
MrTrenorden
MrTubby
Mr Wat
Mr Wiese
Mr Williams

Noes 27
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
M r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L.Smith
Mr P.3J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tray
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Thomas
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Grill
Mr Bryce

Question thus negatived.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
Precedence

MR PEARCE (Armada le-Leader of the
House) [3.25 pmJ: I move-;

Thai from and including Wednesday, 10
June 1987 until 30 June 1987 Government
business shall take precedence over all
other business on Wednesdays as on other
days.

I spoke to this ipot ion yesterday, effectively, in
moving the other notice of motion which dealt
with the way in which we would be dealing
with private members' business for the remain-
der of this session- But to recapitulate, we are
in the second last week of this part of the
session. Once we have reached the stage on the
Notice Paper where we have completed Order
of the Day No 4. It is proposed to move on to
private members' business this afternoon and
evening. I have an agreement with the Oppo-
sition about private members' business, includ-
ing one piece from the Government side, that
will be dealt with during that time.

I hope members appreciate that this
effectively means that private members' day is
carried on until the last week of the Parliament.
I appreciate that private members generally
feel they do not have enough time made avail-
able for them to express their views on particu-
lar matters, so I hope they appreciate that the
Government is making every effort to ensure
that private members' business is ai red.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [3.27 pm]: We ap-
preciate the arrangements that have been made
to give maximum time to private members. I
will not canvass the ground I covered yesterday
in saying that we deplore the way the Govern-
ment has managed the business of the House
by having so many Bills on the Notice Paper
towards the end of the session. But the Leader
of the House has been very fair in trying to
ensure that as much private members' business
as possible is handled, which is for the benefit
of all members of the House.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [3.28 pm]:
When the Min ister replies I wonder whether he
could indicate whether the Government has
any intention of changing the sitting pattern for
the balance of' this calendar year. of which no-
tiec was earlier given to members,

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [3.29 pmJ: The Government has no in-
tention of changing the sitting pattern unless
members want it to be changed. If members
feel that the pattern outlined for the spring
session is now inadequate because of the press-
ures we have been under this session, the
Government would consider making changes.
However, basically we do not want to make
changes, because members make travel ar-
rangements based on those sitting patterns,
which is the reason members are informed of
them.

Shortly after the end of this session I expect
to notify members of the sitting weeks for the
1989 sessions, but the Government must first
take stock of the legislation that is due for in-
troduction in the spring session this year and
the legislation which would need to be dealt
with during 1989, Within a week or two I pro-
pose to work out a sitting pattern in the light of
this year's experience, and as soon as that is
done I will advise members of the 1989 pat-
terni.

Sticking to a pattern requires the cooperation
of members and I must say I have been fortu-
nate to have received cooperation from most
members both this year and last year. I see no
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reason, if we can slick to this year's sitting
patterns, why I could not promulgate the sitting
patterns for next year within the next couple of
weeks and ensure that we are able to adhere to
them fairly well.

Quest ion put and passed.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE
COMMISSION

Puiticofuuits and 1:pefdilur' Review
('tn,,piulr lnqui;t': Afm/ion

MR D. L. SMITH (Mitchell) 13.30 pm]: 1
move-

(1) In accordance with Section 48(2) of
the State Government Insurance
Commission Act 1 986. the Terms of
Reference of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee in
determining and reporting on whether
the Commission and the Corporation
receive any improper or unfair advan-
tage or preference over their competi-
tors in the insurance industry are as
follows:
The Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee is to examine the
finiancial accounts, records and busi-
ness conduct of the State Government
Insurance Corporation and report to
Parliament every twelve months as to
whether it believes that the State
Government Insurance Corporation
has received any improper or unfair
advantage or preference over its com-
petitors in the insurance industry. For
this purpose. the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee is to
examine and consider:

all Commonwealth and State
taxes and charges. or payments in
lieu thereof, paid or payable:

the use of any public sector ser-
vice or facility and associated
charges and fees paid or payable:

the relationship between the State
Government Insurance Com-
mission and the State Govern-
ment Insurance Corporation and
the use of the Commission's ser-
vices and facilities and any
associated fees and charges; and

compliance with Commonwealth
solvency and ratio requirements.

In the course of this examination, and
for this purpose, the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee
can receive or solicit advice and evi-
dence from interested members of the
public and business community.
In fulfilling these functions, the Com-
mittee is to ensure that the privacy of
individuals and their business affairs
are protected and remain confidential
to the Committee, and the Committee
shall not disclose such information for
any reason.
In the event that the Committee be-
lieves that ihe State Government In-
surance Corporation has r&eived any
unfair or improper competitive ad-
vantage over its competitors. such evi-
dence is to be presented to Parliament
together with recommendations for
any legislative amendments which the
Committee considers are necessary to
ensure the competitive neutrality of
the State Government Insurance Cor-
poration.

(2) The Legislative Council shall be ac-
quainted of this resolution and its con-
currence sought to the terms thereof.

Members will recall that when the State
Government Insurancc Commission Act was
being passed, clause 48 was inserted. This sec-
t ion 48 reads as follows-

48. (1) The Public Accounts Com-
mittee, for the time being. of the Legislat-
ive Assembly shall oversee the conduct
and management of the affairs of the Com-
mission and the Corporation to the extent
necessary to determine and report whether
the Commission and the Corporation re-
ceive any improper or unfair advantage or
preference over their competitors in the
insurance industry.

(2) The Terms of Reference of the Public
Accounts Committee in relation to its
function under subsection (I) shall be as
agreed to by both Houses by Parliament.

This motion is intended to achieve the intent of
section 48. The terms of reference are
contained within the motion and have been
referred to the Public Accounts and Expendi-
ture Review Committee and have received the
unanimous approval of its members.

The motion also contains a provision for the
calling of evidence and advice in relation to the
matters contained within the terms of refer-
ence. There is also a provision which ensures
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that the privacy of the individual's business
affairs is protected during the course of the
inquiry.

Finally there is a provision to ensure that if
the committee finds thcre is any undue advan-
tage or unfair advantage given to the SGIC. it
can report that to the Parliament and suggest
statutory amendments required to ensure that
that unfair advantage is taken away. The sec-
ond part of the motion requires the referral of
the same terms of referenice to the other place
to also obtain its approval of them and the
other provisions.

I have much pleasure in commending the
motion to the House.

MR CRANE (Moore) [3.33 pm]: I formally
second the motion as outlined by the member
for Mitchell, who is the Chairman of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
Everything is in order. The members of the
committee agreed that the motion must be put
to the House and we trust that it will be passed
and that the committee will be able to carry out
its responsibilities as they are laid down.

MR WATT1 (Albany) [3.34 pm]: I support the
motion.

As an insurance man in the general insurance
field prior to my election to Parliament and as
a former member of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee for some
years. I suppose I have a dual interest in the
motion. Obviously for many years the con-
servative side of polities had some fairly
serious misgivings about the entry of the State
Government Insurance Office into an
expanded franchise within the insurance indus-
try, and in negotiating the passage of the Bill to
establish the SGIO as a corporation part of the
trade-off was that clause 48 should be included
in the Bill, which would allow the Public Ac-
counts and Expenditure Review Committee to
carry out an investigation to ensure that the
fears that had been held by certain sections
within the industry were not founded.

I think that was a sensible step and I know
from my own work on the committee that it
will approach this matter in a fair and impar-
tial way. Although section 48 of the Act re-
quires the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Commiltee to carry out this review.
and this is now being proposed, it does not
specify when or how often it should be done. I
think that is something that ought to be
thought about in the fullness of time-a review

could be done every 10 years or even every
year, although that would not be needed in my
view.

Fairly early in the committee's existence, the
first of the reviews will now be carried out. The
name of the Public Accounts Committee has
been changed and no doubt that will be
amended within the Act in time. I think it is a
very sensible step to take and one in which I
hope the insurance industry as a whole will
participate and contribute. The intention of

t his motion is very much to protect the indus-
try and unless the industry contributes to it and
makes known its concerns, it really will not
have any fullback position. The ball is in the
industry's court.

I support the motion.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.36 pm]: The

National Party supports the motion. No public
institution should be without public scrutiny;
in fact public institutions should welcome such
scrutiny because they are there to serve the
public.

The National Party has serious concerns
about the operations of the SQIC, which is cur-
rently operating two substantial funds--that is,
workers' compensation and the Motor Vehicle
Insurance Trust--on an unfunded basis. It is
establishing huge liabitities for future gener-
ations of western Australians. I will be very
interested to see how badly or how well those
funds travel, particularly when I consider what
has happened in Victoria. I am afraid that this
State might head in that direction and Western
Australians will face a huge unfunded liability.

The National Party absolutely welcomes the
chance for the Public Accounts and Expendi-
ture Review Committee to scrutinise the SGIC.
However the National Party was disappointed
that the Premier's promise of a committee was
not fulfilled last year.

MR D3. L. SMITH (Mitchell) [3.38 pm]: I
thank the members who have spoken in sup-
port of this motion.

The member for Moore, as deputy chairman
of the committee, has had some input to the
terms of reference. I assure the member for
Albany that in some part of the report we will
make some recommendations in relation to
how often we think such inquiries should be
held. To the member for Avon I can only say
that the terms of reference speak for them-
selves;, the inquiry will not be as broad as he
would wish and if he wants an inquiry of the
kind that he suggests, perhaps he could move
for that in the House at a later time.
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I otherwise thank the members who have
spoken for their support of the motion and
again commend it to the House.

Question put and passed.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND
WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
MR PETER DOWDENG (Maylands-Min-

ister for Labour. Productivity and Employ-
ment) [3.39 pmJ: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) (3.40 pmJ:

The debate during the Committee stage will
surely have indicated to the Minister and to the
Government that the Opposition has some
very serious reservations about certain aspects
of the Bill. The Bill in the form in which it
emerged from the Committee stage is unaccept-
able to the Opposition.

It is unacceptable because there is no equity
in it when one considers that the Government
used its influence, its numbers, to have inserted
in the legislation provisions that werc unac-
ceptable to the tripartite committee that was
set up to frame the legislation. There is wide-
spread concern in the business community over
certain aspects of the Bill and I am sure the
Minister would be aware of that.

It is true that the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry was involved in the formu-
lation of the legislation and agreed with much
of it. However, employers have universally
rejected certain clauses of the legislation.

The Opposition certainly favours the general
thrust of the legislation. However, it cannot
accept that the Bill, in its present form, is fair:
nor is it prepared to accept that it can work.
The whole business of occupational health and
safety depends for its success on the cooper-
ation between workers and management. Cer-
tainly. management has nio confidence in the
legislation because of proposed section 25(l)
and the fact that safety representatives may
misuse the power that this Bill confers on them,
an event for which they cannot be held ac-
countable. It is quite inconceivable that irres-
ponsible people in thc trade union movement
could, under the provisions of this legislation.
be allowed to place an employer in a position
of incurring substantial financial loss with no
redress being available to him.

During the Committee stage, the Opposition
attempted to amend certain pants of the legis-
lation to make it more acceptable to employers
and a more workable piece of legislation. The
Minister refused to accept any of the Oppo-
sition's substantial amendments. He accepted a
couple of minor amendments which were of no
consequence. He simply brushed the more im-
portant matters aside.

Mr Peter Dowding: They were not brushed
aside. We had a very extensive debate. I
answered all the matters raised by you: we just
disagreed on them. They were not brushed
aside.

Mr THOMPSON: Certainly, our amend-
ments were not accepted. The Minister gave
the impression during the debate that, while he
was prepared to enunciate his position at every
possible opportunity, he was not willing to
budge from his position.

For those reasons, the Opposition reluctantly
opposes the third reading of this Bill. We be-
lieve there needs to be a new direction for
occupational health and safety legislation.
However, in taking that new step, we should
ignore the direction taken by this Bill.

Generally the Bill has merit, but we cannot
support its third reading while it contains those
provisions to which we took exception during
the Committee stage.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) [3.45 pmj: I sup-
port the remarks of the Opposition spokesman
on industrial matters, the member for
Kalamunda. If the Opposition voted for the
third reading of this Bill, it would leave itself
open to criticisms of grave misrepresentation.

I reinforce the message that has already been
given to the House by my colleagues and I wish
now to make my position very clear. We
entered this debate determined to support to
the full the provisions of the Bill concerned
with occupational health and safety. We
underlined that support at all stages of the de-
bate. The Minister could not point to any as-
pect of the debate in which any Opposition
member questioned matters directly concerned
with improvements to occupational health and
safety, to the law, or to inspectorial functions.
All of those aspects received our support. How-
ever. we raised very serious questions about the
welfare aspects of the Bill.

I do not intend to reiterate the Opposition's
comments made during the Committee stage
because there was an extremely full debate on
all issues. However. I do reiterate our concerns
about the inclusion of the concept of welfare,
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undefined and limitless as it is. We are con-
cerned about the clear preference being given
to trade unions in this legislation, and the legal
entrenchment of provisions in the Bill on be-
half of the trade unions. We are concerned also
about the power of the unions to influence and
control the appointment of delegates and, in-
directly, the election of safety representatives.
We opposed and continue to oppose the power
of safety representatives to call a general halt to
work while, at the same time, we did not raise
any issues about the existing common law
power of a worker threatened by imminent
danger to withdraw from the perceived danger
nor did we raise issues about the proposed
statutory provisions to reinforce that power.

We expressed particular concern about the
power of safety representatives to call a halt to
work without being subjected to any liability
for the frivolous or improper use of that power.
Indeed, the Bill seeks to ensure that their ac-
tions cannot be penalised, however wrong they
are. The only penalty which the Minister has
referred to is the loss of position of the safety
representative, which we do not see as a pen-
alty.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did any of the unions
approach the member or the Opposition
complaining about this legislation?

Mr Cash: Yes. they did.
Mr Thompson: Not complaining, but

wishing to make submissions.
Mr Peter Dowding: So the unions were

happy with the legislation?
M r Cash: That is your interpretation.
Mr Peter Dowding: What do you say?
Mr Cash: I say that not all unionists were

happy with the legislation.
Mr Peter Dowding: Which unions were un-

happy with it?
Mr Cash: I am surprised that they did not

approach the Minister. That indicates their
lack of support for and confidence in him.
They certainly approached members of the Op-
posit ion.

Mr HASSELL: A number of unions made
direct representations to me following publicity
surrounding the concerns of employers and the
Opposition about a number of powers con-
ferred on certain people in the Bill. To the best
of my recollection, -the letters I received all
urged the Oppositidn to adopt the Bill in its
entirety. None that I can remember suggested
otherwise.

Mr Peter Dowding: What about the letters to
the Opposition.

Mr HASSELL: I was not spokesman for the
Opposition so I do not know what happened
with other members. I am talking only about
letters 1 received from a number of unions. I
replied to all of those unions and explained the
Opposition's position. I re-emphasised its sup-
port for the improvement of occupational
health and safety and made known its concerns
about provisions not relating to health and
safety.

As I said during previous debate on this Bill,
the Opposition's belief was that some of the
unions were protesting too much to be be-
lieved. They were protesting so vehemently
that the power-to-stop-work provisions would
never be misused by safety representatives for
industrial purposes that one came to look with
doubt and suspicion on their assertions.

Indeed, the Opposition brought forward evi-
dence that safety issues have been misused for
industrial purposes. Of course, they will now be
misused under this legislation with the unions'
knowing that they are statutorily protected
from penalties and, in particular, from the loss
of pay. That is what this legislation is all about.
That is what we have been arguing about for
hours and days on end: The power that the
Government wants to give trade unions to call
paid strikes, It is something which horrifies the
Opposition, but it is happening in certain in-
dustries, with the blessing of this Government,
and the Opposition does not believe this power
should be extended universally as proposed by
this legislation.

In the course of the debate, the Opposition
also expressed concern about the ill-defined of-
fences which exposed employers to penalties on
matters of judgment. It expressed concern
about legal provisions. evidentiary provisions
and so on. I have no intention to re-run the
debate in the limited time available to me.

When debate began on this Bill I emphasised
to the Minister that the Opposition had a
substantial measure of support for this legis-
lation and that it certainly had support for its
main objective, that is, occupational health and
safety. Equally, the Opposition has substantial
concerns about certain aspects of the legis-
lation.

If the Minister had been conciliatory-a
favourite word of his-and had he sought
concensus-like the Minister for Local
Government, who sought discussions in the
corridors of this House in an endeavour to
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make the Dog Amendment Bill better because
it should not have been a contentious Bill-the
debate would have been completed more
quickly and we may well have ended up with
the concensus Bill which he claims he was
seeking.

The Minister did not seek to have dis-
cussions with she Opposition despite the fact
that he was invited to do so by the Opposition
spokesman, the member for Kalamunda. and
myself during the course of the second reading
debate. He came to this House with a closed
mnind and he failed both himself and the
G;overnment in approaching the legislation in
that way. He came to the House with a
position. which. it became increasingly clear
during the many hours of debate. was a
position dictated by his stand for the union
position. It was not a position dictated by prac-
ticality, commonsense or agreement by the In-
partite council or anyone else. It was a decision
dictated by the decisions of the trade union
movement which he was bound to support and
which, as far as he and the Government are
concerned, were not negotiable.

Every one of the critical issues which were
debated at such length were issues on which the
tripartite consultative groups had not reached
agreement and on which the Government had
determined a position on the recommendation
of the Minister.

I cannot believe that Cabinet gave a totally
inflexible direction to the Minister. I believe
the Minister was pursuing his own rather
peculiar and deliberate ideological bent and
was displaying his own deliberate inflexibility
based on his desire to satisfy the very thing he
truly represents in this place and, of course.
that is the trade union movement.

For the Opposition to support the third read-
ing of this Bill after such a debate in which we
have seen such inflexibility, both on the part of
the Minister and the Government. would be to
leave a clear impression that it was in some
way not dinkum about the issue. that it had put
for-ward its various points for the sake of argu-
ment. that such argument had satisfied it, and
that it was now prepared to accept what the
Government proposes to do. That is not the
position.

The Opposition's objections were carefully
considered and thoroughly prepared. They
were the result of extensive consultation, in-
cluding consultation with union groups. They
were not put forward with the objective of re-

ducing the effectiveness of the Government's
genuine proposals to improve occupational
health and safety.

Mr Peter Dowding: You did not accept the
unions' position.

Mr HASSELL: All of the matters which the
Opposition brought forward were directed to
non-health and safety issues. The Minister
interjected and said that we did not accept any
of the unions' position.

Mr Peter Dowding: You made a remark
about it which sounded as though the unions
had protested too much.

Mr HASSELL: I was referring to their corre-
spondence. The Minister should not mis-
represent me.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.
Mr H-ASSELL: No, the Opposition generally

and I personally rejected their opposition.
When we commenced debate on the Dog

Amendment Bill the Opposition did not agree
with a number of issues and the Minister for
Local Government advised that he was gener-
ally looking for a Bill which did represent a
genuine effort across the House and he
received it. Who knows what might have been
achieved had this Minister bothered or been
prepared on even one occasion to sit down and
discuss the provisions of the Bill with the Op-
position spokespeople.

Mr Peter Dowding: You did not ask me.
Mr HASSELL: Let me remind the Minister

that during the second reading stage of the Bill
I specifically said that the Opposition was
willing to discuss this matter with him. From
my recollection the member for Kalamunda
said the same thing. Certainly, there was never
any rejection of discussion because there was
no offer of it from the Minister. If the Minister
reads the second reading debate in Hlansard he
will see that it is clearly recorded that the Op-
position was willing to seek to reach accommo-
dation with him on what it saw as important
legislation. He did not respond because he was
already locked into a position. The legislation
contained one or two things that did not have
the wholehearted support of the unions and
clearly the Minister promised that he would
not vary from the things they wanted.

The Opposition~s position is simply as I and
the member for Kalamunda have explained.
and it will vote against the third reading be-
cause the Bill, as it stands, is fundamentally
deficient. The Opposition reassures the
Government, yet again, that if it brings to this
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House a genuine Bill which, in all its aspects, is
Concerned with occupational health and safety
and generally addresses the issue without the
ideological overtones, without the provisions
for union power. without the opportunity for a
whole new field of employee benefits to be
granted at the expense of employers, this Bill
surely will have the support of the Opposition
in a reasonable and moderate way.

Iam not suggesting a blank cheque for any-
thing the Minister brings in, but we want this
legislation to be good and to achieve the pur-
pose which employers and employees agree
should reflect the modern standards of this
community. We cannot accept the Bill, and we
will continue to oppose it while it is biased and
weighted. unfair and unbalanced as it is at the
moment.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [4.01 pmj: I join
with both the member for Kalamunda and the
member for Cottesloc in opposing the the third
reading of this Bill. The second reading debate
and the Committee stage of the Bill indicated
to us (hat the Minister handling it on behalf of
the Government at no state whatever intended
to accept any of the Opposition's amendments.
In fact there is no question that the Minister
went out of his way to confront the Opposition
on all matters it raised rather than try to ad-
dress in a reasonable manner some of the im-
portant issues brought forward.

Perhaps the most disappointing thing for me
is the fact that the Government appears to have
used what is a very important matter within the
community, the provision of occupational
health and safety, as a guise to strengthen the
union movement's hold throughout the
workplace, and obviously on the Work force. It
will come back to haunt the Government in
due course, because there is every possibility
that this Bill may yet fail in another place,
owing to the intransigent attitude of this Minis-
ter.

That in itself is very disappointing, and I
suggest very disappointing to a number of
Government members as well as to Opposition
members. I know a number of Opposition
members were very keen to see the good parts
of this Bill carried, but were themselves
opposed to those sections of the Bill designed
specifically to give greater power to the union
movement.

in general terms I shall be opposing the third
reading of this Bill on the grounds that it does
no more than use occupational health and
safety as the guise to increase union power; it

gives special preference to unionists as opposed
to nonunionists: it discriminates against those
who do not wish to be members of a given
union. I for one believe alt employees should be
treated equally.

The Bill also provides that safety representa-
tives be blessed with special power on the in-
dustrial scene which will enable them to close
down businesses and cause tremendous
financial loss to business proprietors without
having an equal responsibility for their actions.
Generally it is designed purely to give a union
domination of the workplace.

It is disappointing to see the way the Minis-
ter has handled the Bill. He has obviously not
understood the various provisions in the Bill
that he has introduced. He tried to trivialise the
very important issues raised by various Oppo-
sition members. In trying to trivialise them, all
he did was to show that he did not fully under-
stand the impact of his own legislation.

More than that: This Minister is obviously
committed to carrying through the instructions
of people who are not necessarily sitting in this
House. He obviously represents the trade union
movement, and he receives his instructions
from that group of people. Yesterday we heard
allegations that the Minister received his in-
structions from overseas powers. I accept that
he denied that in this House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I remind
the member for Mt Lawley that he should ad-
dress the Bill before the House. I do not think
the matters to which he has just rcferred have
any relevance to the Bill, and I would like him
please to address his remarks to it.

Mr CASH: Time and time again during the
debate the Opposition made it very clear that it
supported the need for proper occupational
health and safety regulations in this State. We
made the point time and time again that there
was a need to upgrade various safety measures
throughout the work force, but time and time
again the Minister was not prepared to listen to
the very positive propositions put forward by
the various Opposition members. That in itself
is a Clear indication that the Minister never
really intended to listen to the various
propositions put forward over many hours in
this place.

An Opposition member: He appears to be
listening intently now!
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Mr CASH: So much so that, for the benefit of
the record, the Minister is not even in the
House at this very important stage of debating
his legislation. That indicates his clear inten-
tion.

Mr Carr: The Minister in fact is in the
House.

Mr CASH: I do no' see him.
Mr Carr: He is standing there.
Mr CASH: Is he on the floor of the House?

The Minister should not ask me to believe him.
I have watched him in action before. Is he try-
ing to tell me that the Minister is in his chair?

Mr I-odge: No. No-one has said he is.
Mr CASH: The Opposition supports good

health and safety legislation. We believe there
is a need to improve the workplace by
introducing better health and safety require-
ments. One of the points which came out of the
debate on this legislation was the fact that it
tried to bring under one system what is cur-
renitly a fairly diverse legislative area. Another
point was the fact that we will now see some of
the responsibilities for safety and health in the
workplace defined, both on behalf of the em-
ployer and the employee.

While there are some good points in this
Bill-and they were outlined at length during
the debate on the Bill-the general attitude of
this Minister, in carrying this legislation
through this place, has left a lot to be desired. If
it fails in another place it will be due only to the
Minister's intransigence and his lack of under-
standing of the very legislation that he brought
before this House.

Dr Watson: Before you sit down, did these
workers come to see you individually or in a
group?

Mr CASH: Individual unionists and rep-
resentatives of unions came to see me.

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Party) (4.09 pm]: The National Party
recognises the importance of this legislation.
and it has no wish to discredit the fact that the
Government has attempted to address the mat-
ter of occupational safety and welfare. How-
ever, whether for ideological reasons or others.
we have serious differences of opinion with the
Government concerning the presentation of
this Bill.

As other members on this side of the House
have already said, we do have some objection
to the preference that is given to the trade
union movement in the election of health and
safety representatives and in the process of the

election of health and safety committees. For
that reason, as the Minister and other members
know, we sought to introduce some amend-
ments which made it very Clear that our pri-
mary concern was for those people involved in
the workplace to have the responsibility for the
election not only of their health land safety
officers but also of health and safety com-
mittees. As the Minister and other members
also know, where there was preferential treat-
ment accorded to the trade union movement
we sought to remove that.

I can understand the Government's giving
this preference to the trade union movement
because it wants the union movement to carry
a fair share of the responsibility for health and
safety provisions within the workplace: I
understand and accept that. But we believe that
that should be the responsibility of the em-
ployees themselves, regardless of whether or
not they belong to a union. We feel that the
individuals within the workplace should be
encouraged to do that. If the union movement
wants to get involved, then it may-and I am
sure it would, because members of unions suf-
fer from some of the lost time and the lost
money that injury at work causes.

Mr Peter Dowding: And they can be killed.
Mr COWAN: And, as the Minister says, they

can be killed. The National Party also made it
very clear, as did the Liberal Party, that it did
not accept that the fundamental working of this
Bill should rest with the right of the health and
safety representative to be able to direct that
work at the workplace cease. We do not see that
as a necessary function of this legislation. If
that clause were amended. I do not see any
reason why we still could not have the pro-
motion, the effort, and the energy of all of the
people involved in the Australian work force-
and that includes employers-directed towards
improving occupational health and safety.

The National Party raised, other issues, and I
do not want to list the 17 or I8 amendments
that we dealt with during the Committee stage
of this Bill: indeed, I am sure you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, would not allow me to do so. How-
ever. there is no question that we do have an
ideological difference over some of the
methods by which this legislation is to be put in
place. It is appropriate that at some stage we
are able to bury those ideological differences
because this issue is important enough to war-
rant that. While the National Party will always
be accused of doing deals-and that seems to
have been a favourite expression in the corri-
dors of this place in the last 12 hours or so-I
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can say that while in some instances we will not
do deals, i *n this case we would be delighted to
do so. As a political party which feels same
responsibility for people involved in the West-
ern Australian work force we agree that there
should be enshrined in the Statute books legis-
lation which sets out some very clear guidelines
for occupational health and safety.

That means that both sides of the House
must be prepared to reach some compromise.
There is no question that some compromise
will have to be reached. I have no doubt that
the Bill will be presented to another place with-
out any amendment at all, but there must be
some further dialogue between all of the bodies
involved to ensure that this legislation, in an
amended form, can be passed with the concur-
rence of both Houses of the Western Australian
Parliament. It is far 100 important a piece of
legislation to be allowed to lapse purely and
simply because agreement could not be reached
owing to ideological differences.

The National Party believes very strongly in
the position it has demonstrated through the
moving of its amendments. We succeeded in
having only two of those amendments agreed
to by the Government. but we do feel very
strongly about our position. I want to make it
clear that our position has been stated, and I
think I have made it clear that we are prepared
to further discuss this legislation. I would like
to see a compromise reached so that the Bill
can be passed. However, just to make certain
that the Minister understands we are dinkum
about our position-as I am sure the Govern-
ment wants to make clear that it is dinkumn
about its position-the National Party intends
to oppose the third reading of this Bill so that
nobody can accuse us of not standing up for
what we believe in and establishing very clearly
those parameters within which the dialogue
and discussion must take place.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Labour, Productivity and Employ-
ment) [4.17 pmn]: I thank the Leader of the
National Party for his very thoughtful contri
bution to this third reading debate. I say now,
unequivocally. that I would be more than
happy to continue to discuss this issue, and if
the National Party wants to have further dis-
cussions about aspects of this Bill even though
it has passed this Chamber I would be happy to
do that: that also applies to the Liberal Party.

I absolutely unequivocally reject the as-
sertions made by the member for Cottesloe and
echoed by the member for Mt Lawley that in
some way or other the Government was being

resistant to discussions on this Bill. Few pieces
of legislation have had the sort of background
that this Bill has had. Most legislation dealt
with by the Liberal Party when it was in
Government was simply created within
Government and put through the House using
the numbers. This legislation has been
formulated by constant dialogue between em-
ployers, unions, and the Government. That is
not to say that in the end everyone reached
agreement: of course, that would be a fanciful
view of the dialogue. The point of the dialogue
was not to browbeat everyone into accepting
one position but to explore and modify the
variety of positions, and to achieve what we
have in fact achieved-that is, a consensus in
large part about this legislation.

The employers, the unions, and the Govern-
ment have achieved a huge amount of consen-
sus in relation to this legislation by each giving
up a bit of their original position. There is a
major difference between the employers'
position and the Liberal Party's position-a
huge difference. There is a distance like a
chasm between those positions, because the
employers have been prepared to modify their
position so extensively.

I am sure the member for Kalamunda will
confirm that I extended the opportunity to him
to participate in a full briefing on this Bill be-
fore he went away. I have never rejected an
approach from any member on the other side
of the Chamber to discuss this legislation, but
the truth is that neither the member for
Cottesloc nor the member for Mt Lawley have
bothered to make that approach. The member
for Mt Lawley cannot even get right a simple
fact like whether or not I am standing in the
Chamber. He is so incapable of accepting the
obvious, unless it comes from him, that he is
not prepared even to come to a simple con-
clusion like that. So we have a clear position
here, where some members opposite are not
prepared in any way to compromise on a
position even as fundamental as who is stand-
ing in the Chamber.

This Bill provides a model of how important.
socially-sensitive legislation should be put
together. The Government has adopted the
model of seeking to get people around the nego-
tiating table in order to come to an agreement
and to make the hard decisions when no agree-
ment is reached. That is a fundamental differ-
ence from the role of the Liberal Party when in
Government and it is essential to the sort of
social legislation that this Bill represents.
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I say again that the member far Cottesloc
and the member for Mt Lawley continue to
sake their very extreme ideological position.
but that it is absolutely fanciful for members
opposite to suggest that somehow or other I am
the tool of the union movement, either a
willing or unwilling tool. Members opposite
must be absolutely out of touch with the union
movement to adopt that view, because that is
just not the perceived position out there,
although there are occasions when I have a
great deal of agreement with the union move-
ment.

One of those occasions is this: The unions
have an important role in improving
occupational health and safety, and they have
an important role in the system. I disagree with
the Leader of the National Party, who
suggested that this legislation gives the union
movement some form of dominance in that
role. That is not so. The truth is that in
societies with a very low level of union mem-
bership. the level of occupational health and
safety is concommitantly low. One can see that
in the United States of America where there are
States which have legislation outlawing unions.
By and large those States have some of the
worst industrial safety records in the world.
That is directly linked to the failure of Govern-
ments to perm it. and the policy of employers to
refuse. union access to workplaces.

[I is absolute nonsense to suggest that the
unions have no significant role in this issue. Of
course they have. The truth is that, although
there are employers who take care of their em-
ployees, there are employers willing to exploit
their employees and ignore reasonable levels of
occupational health, safety. and welfare.

It is in that context that the Government
finds itself always unable to act as a total indus-
trial policeman to bring all these matters to
notice. We rely on the union movement, both
in the area of occupational health and safety
and in the areas of underpayment of wages and
the exploitation of labour generally, to play a
role.

What is so absurd about the Opposition's
stance is that major mining and industrial
companies throughout Australia have entered
into detailed health, safety, and welfare agree-
ments which in most part either mirror the
procedures in this legislation or are more
onerous. in many of those agreements is is the
shop steward who plays the role of the
occupational health and safety representative

and not someone trained to be a health and
safety representative, and who faces penalties
in the event of misbehaviour.

This legislation is an advance in that it pro-
scribes certain conduct:, is actually requires that
safety should be removed from being purely an
industrial instrument. It is incredible to the
Government that the Opposition has refused to
acknowledge the important step forward that
chat provides.

The members opposite are very fond of
pointing to the building unions as examples of
unions to be condemned. The building unions
have an industrial system which involves, from
time to time, the use of safety matters for in-
dustrial purposes. a policy and a practice that
the Government not only decries but also has
sought to do something about-that is. to pro-
vide not only the availability of an inspectorate
to get onto a site quickly in order to resolve
matters but also, at the request of the building
industry in Western Australia, an arbitrator
who can go onto [he sites and make dejermi-
nations rapidly. Right now I am being pressed
by the Master Builders Association, to appoint
an arbitrator full-time for the building industry
to address this very issue. So, it is just a non-
sense to say that the Government is not seeking
to resolve these matters. This piece of legis-
lation will provide an opportunity for the re-
duction of the facility for people to misuse
safety powers.

I thank the members for Canning. Gosnells,
and Pilbara for their contributions. The mem-
ber for Canning particularly made a very sig-
nificant contribution not only to the debate but
also to the formulation of the policy and to the
original impetus that went into putting together
the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare
Commission.

As I did during the second reading debate, 1
also pay tribute to the work of Ron Reid, the
former Secretary of the Trades and Labor
Council, to Clive Brown, the President of the
TLC, and to Stephanie Mayman. the
occupational health, safety. and welfare officer
of the TLC. They also put in a great deal of
very responsible effort and energy into the for-
mulation of this Bill. I have been appalled at
the way the Opposition has spoken about the
contributions of people like these.

I also pay tribute to members of the Confed-
eration of Western Australian Industry, par-
ticularly to Brendan McCarthy and Doug Lam-
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ben, and the very many other pcople within the
confederation who put so much time and energy
into this legislation.

It would be wrong of me to ignore the efforts
of many public servants, but I will not name
any because I think it would be inappropriate
to do so. but many of them put in time and
effort well beyond the call of duly in an effort
to make this legislation possible.

I say to members opposite that I am always
willing to listen to informed comment on this
legislation. I did not find the arguments or the
amendments of the Liberal Party to be in ac-
cordance with the general policy of the Govern-
ment: nor did I find that the Opposition made
a significant contribution to this piece of legis-
lation. However. I am always willing to listen
to any further argument in an effort to get this
legislation right.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Dr Alexander
Mrs Begs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
MrGrayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis

Ayes
Mr Thomas
Mr Tom Jones
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Gordon Hill

Ayes 24
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Taylor
M rTroy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes 20
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Walt
Mr Wiese
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Clarko
MrCrane
Mr Stephens
Mr Spriggs

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third lime and transmitted to the
Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (OCCUPATIONAL
HEALTH, SAFETY AND WELFARE) BELL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 20 May.
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [4.32 pm]:

I will very briefly explain our position with
respect to this legislation. It is legislation that is
consequential to the Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare Amendment Bill which just
passed the third reading stage. Because that
legislation has left this House in a form unac-
ceptable to the Opposition we will oppose this
Bill.

The Opposition is concerned to ensure that if
both pieces of legislation pass through the Par-
liament. the timing of their proclamation is
coordinated. This Bill will amend Acts to effect
certain occupational health, safety and welfare
provisions. Clearly, we need to ensure there is
no loss of cover between the repeal of the Acts
and the proclamation of this legislation. I am
sure the Government is conscious of that.

I would ask the Minister to explain his inten-
tion with respect to the advisory committees
which currently exist under the legislation to be
repealed as a result of this Bill. Certainly, we
expect that those advisory committees will be
involved in the formalisation of the regulations
which are necessary following the passage of
both pieces of legislation.

I am conscious it will be many months-
probably 1 2 months-before all those regu-
lations are formulated. I certainly hope that the
process the Minister has employed in getting
this legislation to the Parliament will be
continued and employers and advisory com-
mittees will have an involvement in the prep-
aration of those regulations.

The Opposition is not satisfied with the form
in which the Occupational Health. Safety and
Welfare Amendment Bill has passed through
the Parliament. Therefore, as this Bill is conse-
quential upon that legislation, we will also op-.
pose it.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Labour. Productivity and Employ-
mnent) [4.37 pm]: In answer to the question
asked by the member for Kalamtinda, the ad-
visory committees have been or will be set up
under the Occupational Health, Safety and
Welfare Commission. I agree that there will be
a period during which the repeal of the regu-
lations will be processed. We are certainly
hopeful we can get this legislation-once
passed in the other place, and out to the public
for further dissemination-up and operating
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later ibis year. I understand the points the Op-
position has raised. This is consequential legis-
lation and effectively stands or falls on the
passage of the previous Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Buarkett
Mr Carr
Mr Donovon
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge

MreBlaikie
Mr Bmadshaw
Mr Cash
MrCourt
Mr Orayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes
Mr Thomas
Mr Tom Jones
Mr P. J1. Smith
Mr Gordon Hill

Ayes 25
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes 21
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Clarko
Mr Crane
Mr Cowan
Mr Spriggs

Owln)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

it (Ponisaee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without de-
bate, reported without amendment. and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter
Dowding (Minister for Labour. Productivity
and Employment), and transmitted to the
Council.

PETROLEUM RETAILERS RIGHTS AND
LIABILITIES AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [447 pm)l: I
move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
It is appropriate that I give a little background
in introducing this Bill. In 1973 the Common-
wealth Government established a Royal Com-
mission to investigate marketing and pricing of
petroleum products in Australia.

In 1976 the commission made recom-
mendations to the Parliament with respect to
reforms required within the petroleum retailing
industry. The commission suggested the estab-
lishment of an agency to control the industry in
the following areas-

the restructuring of the pricing system;,
a rationalisation of retail outlets with a
consequent reduction in numbers:
regulation of dealer/company relation-
ships:
and, a programme of crude oil conser-
vation.

The evidence within the report of the Royal
Commission clearly shows tenancy problems
existed, price discrimination existed, and mar-
ket influence was definitely exerted by the oil
companies. Following the Royal Commission's
report the then Federal Government of
Malcolm Fraser convened a ministerial corn-
nmittee under the guidance of the then Federal
Minister for Business and Consumer Affairs,
Hon. Wal Fife, MIP. The Fife committee, as it
became known, proposed a package of
measures i n an effort to resol ve t he d ist ribut ion
and marketing problems in the petroleum mar-
keti ng i nd ustry.

These measures were first, that lessees of the
major oil companies would be given security of
tenure: secondly. that oil companies would be
prohibited from themselves retailing petroleum
through direct sales sites: and thirdly, that oil
companies which wholesale petroleum
products would be prohibited from unfairly
discriminating in price between their lessee
dealers.

With respect to security of tenure, I am as-
sured that the Federal legislation enacted in the
Petroleum Retail Marketing Franchise Act of
1950 has addressed this question and has
afforded reasonable security to the lessees with
fair and reasonable terms of tenure applying.
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The second point, however, of prohibiting oil
companies from retailing through direct sales
sites was only partially addressed by the then
Government through the Petrol Retail Market-
ing Sites Act 1980.

The discriminatory pricing portion of the
package was not addressed in any way.

The Bill before the House seeks to address
the second point of the Fife package which has
been dealt with in an unsatisfactory manner.
leaving the industry with the majority of its
problems unsolved. The prohibition of oil
companies from retailing through direct sales
sites is required for reasons which are
explained as follows.

The initial impact of the Federal legislation
was to slow down the major companies'
strategies of total vertical integration of the oil
industry. The vertical integration is being
achieved at this stage by the companies
through other means, although at a slower pace
than previously experienced. Should this Bill
succeed, the marketing strategy for the total
control of the marketplace by the oil companies
will have been averted. Where major
companies gain control of the marketplace with
relatively little or no competition, the con-
sumer will pay. Experience of oligopoly devel-
opment shows that minimal discounting exists
and generally collusive dealing implies limited
or no competition. There will be no necessity
for this competition and the consumer will be
subjected to prices set by the oil companies
with little or no effective control possible by
the Government of the day.

On the point of competition, there is limited
or no competition at the wholesale level. The
suppliers of the product do not compete for
sales at individual service stations as the
companies have dc facto tied agreements with
their lessee dealers, who constitute
approximately 80 per cent of the total petrol
retail market throughout the State. This legis-
lation seeks to create real competition at both
the wholesale and the retail level: competition
which will, in effect, reduce prices for the end
user-the consumer. The legislation will also,
through these competing market forces, remove
the need for the Government to involve itself
in price control, as market forces will deter-
mine prices, which could possibly be lower for
consumers throughout the State than prices ex-
periencd in selective metropolitan
discounting.

A further problem faced by the service
station operators is the direct company
retailing from bulk fuel depots. Considering the
rural crisis that this State is facing, it is quite
unreasonable for the major suppliers to be in
direct competition with small business people
to whom they supply 100 per cent of their
major retail product. There is a need for a clear
distinction between wholesaling and retailing.
This Bill affords that definition and eliminates
the anomalies which exist in the petroleum
market at this stage.

The legislation seeks to amend an existing
State Act, the Petroleum Retailers Rights and
Liabilities Act 1982. relating specifically to pet-
roleum retail marketing. It is a logical exten-
sion of that Act and will minimise the in-
terpretation problems which could possibly
arise in this particularly complex industrial
area,

This Bill has been examined closely:, it is con-
sistent with existing Federal legislation and
complementary to the Petroleum Retail Mar-
keting Sites Act. Hence, no constitutional con-
flict will arise if this Parliament agrees to enact
such legislation. It is appreciated that this in-
dustry is governed by Federal legislation gener-
ally. However, as evidence and irecom-
mendations showed in the Royal Commission
of 1973 and the committee under H-on. Wal
Fife, there is a need for the oil companies to be
totally divorced from the retailing sector of this
industry. If at any stage the Federal Govern-
ment moved to enact amending legislation to
the sites Act, which would perform the same
function as this Bill, then the National Party
would have no objection to this legislation's
being repealed, should it be necessary.

To date no Federal Government has taken
on board the evidence and recommendations
of previous Federal inquiries with the result
that the problems of this retailing industry are
as evident today, perhaps even more so, than
they were during the period of the Royal Com-
mission. If the Federal GovernmenL is not pre-
pared to act on the recommendations of the
Royal Commission and the subsequent minis-
terial committee with respect to the divorce-
menit of oil companies from the retailing of
motor fuel, then it is proper that the maiter be
addressed individually by the States to ensure
the promotion and preservation of wholesale
and retail competition in the petroleum indus-
try.

In concluding, two points need to be stressed:
First, the necessity for this legislation is clearly
to maintain price competition in all areas of
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this industry-not just the retail area. Where
such price competition occurs, consumers
throughout the Stale of Western Australia will
benefit. Secondly. I need to stress that divorce-
ment does not imply the sale of assets currently
held by the oil companies. The only change
that this legislation invokes is that direct retail
sites currently operated by companies, either
by company managers or by consignment or
commission agent, will need to be leased rather
than run by the companies or their agents.
under the terms and conditions of the Pet-
roleumn Retail Marketing Franchise Act. This
legislation does not imply that the companies
need to divest of their capital asset in any way.
shape or form.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Carr

(Minister for Local Government).

SUPERANNUATION AND FAMILY
BENEFITS ACT: ADMINISTRATION

INQUIRY
Mt!ion

Debate resumed from 29 April.
MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of

the Opposition) [4.57 pmj: It is some time now
since this motion was originally debated and in
concluding the debate I will be brief for two or
three reasons. First, because of the rulings on
this matter we are rather restricted in what we
can and cannot refer to. Secondly. members ont
this side of the House would like to debate
other matters, particularly some of the Bills
moved so ably by the member for South Perth.
We would like those Bills to be approved by
this House and to be on the Statute book.

Equally, we are grateful to the member for
Gosnells for giving notice of a motion in which
we shall have an opportunity to debate the
tremendous new taxation policy from which we
shall all benefit after I I July.

We want it recorded in this House that if the
Government rejects this motion, which calls on
the Governor to establish a commission of in-
quiry into the administration of the
Superannuation and Family Benefits Act, the
issue surrounding this matter has not gone
away: in fact. I predict that it is far from over.

The Treasurer's response failed to answer all
the questions raised during the debate. In par-
ticular, he did not explain why the basic
recommendations in the report released by
Price Waterhouse in March 1984 were not
implemented: why the Superannuation Board
as it was then structured was allowed to con-

tinue in that form for three years without sig-
nificant improvements being made to its ad-
ministrative structure, despite the fact that
Price Waterhouse had pointed out major prob-
lems therein: why there was no audit of the
Superannuation Board Investment Trust, the
vehicle used by the board to enable it to invest
outside the normal provisions of the Act for
three years: why the assets built up to $17.5
million at the end of 1983 were not covered
properly: why the Government had approved,
and seemed to have no concern about, several
high-risk investments undertaken by the State
Superannuation Board. Even today, at least on
paper, the returns to the board from these in-
vestments ensure sign ificant losses to the board
and, therefore, to the people who have
contributed to the fund.

The need for the inquiry has been apparent
to all, except the Treasurer it would seem. It
was apparent to such great friends tin our side
of politics as the Teachers Union and the Civil
Service Association. These organisations
expressed their concern about the matters
which have been the basis of so much publicity.
These matters and the problems associated
with them have been well publicised. The pub-
licity and the controversy continue.

The Treasurer and the Government may well
reject the motion and during the previous de-
bate indicated that they would do so. However.
the truth of the facts I have related will win at
the end of the day and the refusal of the
Government to hold an inquiry will merely
postpone the release of those facts until further
down the track.

Unfortunately the rejection of the inquiry
will not ensure that the Opposition would have
had much earlier than now some proper ad-
ministrative arrangements put in place for the
Superannuation Board, and the management of
many of millions of dollars of funds-if not the
Government's funds, the contributors' funds-
put in proper order.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Grayden
Mr H-assell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightfoot

Ayes 20
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
M r Stephens
Mr Thompson
MrTrenorden
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Williams

ffdler)
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Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
MrCarr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson

Ayes
Mr C'larko
Mr Crane
Mr Tubby
Mr Cowan
Mr Spriggs

Noes 26
Mr Hodge
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marl borough
Mr Parker
M r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Taylor
MrTroy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Thomnas
M r Tom Jones
Mr Grill
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Gordon Kill

(TrWler)

Question thus negatived.

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading: De feated
Debate resumed from 20 May.

MR HODGE (Melville-Minister for Con-
servation and Land Management) (5.05 pml:
The Government is opposed to this Bill and
will not support the second reading. It believes
the Bill is unnecessary and that there is suf-
ficient power already within section 23 of the
Wildlife Conservation Act to take care of any
action that is required to Protect animals that
are on the list of rare and endangered species.

The Government belicvds this Bill is really
an overkill and overreaction. The Government
acknowledges that there is a need for a measure
of reform and change in this area; indeed, it
had been working on this very point for some
time before the member for South Perth gave
notice of his intention to introduce this Bill. I
admit that the introduction of this Bill has
given added impetus to the conclusion of our
review of what is required under this section.
and to that degree I acknowledge that the ac-
tion of the member has caused the Government
to put more strenuous efforts intIo getting this
mnatter concluded.

I place on record the cooperation and help I
have received from my colleague, the Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs, in looking at this matter.
Officers, of CALM have had a number of dis-
cussions with the Minister's officers, and I have
met with him to discuss this matter. I am
pleased to advise the House that a number of
worthwhile initiatives have resulted.

Negotiations and discussions have been held
with representatives of various Aboriginal
communities. The Government has made a
good deal of progress in bringing home to them
the need to take action to protect the animals
that are on the rare and endangered species list.
1 advise the House that in the very near future,
the Government will be enacting regulations.
pursuant to section 23 of the Wildlife Conser-
vation Act, that will offer security to all the
animals on that l ist.

The only exception that will be made for the
time being is for the dugong, which has a
special position in the hearts and culture of the
Aboriginal people and is very important to
them for a number of reasons. 1 understand
that the dlugong has a special role in Aboriginal
culture for ceremonial and religious purposes.
The Government has had a number of dis-
cussions with representatives of the Aboriginal
community, and further discussions will be
held in respect of' the action that needs to be
taken to ensure that the Aboriginal people con-
tinue to have the right to take dugongs for legit-
imate purposes, but that the animals are
sufficiently protected to ensure that their con-
servation status is beyond doubt. The Govern-
ment does intend to enact regulations that will
remove the exemption that Aboriginal people
have enjoyed to take any animal, whether it be
on (he rare and endangered species list or not.
except in the case of certain communities,
mainly in the north west of the State, in respect
of dugong.

That position will be further negotiated and
discussed with the Aboriginal communities. I
believe that there is a growing awareness
among the Aboriginal communities that the du-
gong must be protected-, they have to be eared
for. The Government will be pursuing the point
with the Aboriginal communities that they
should be prepared to police the protection of
dugong. They must be prepared to appoint
people from their own ranks to be responsible
for the policing of the taking of dugong by
other members of the Aboriginal community.

If the Government introduces this system
and finds out, after a reasonable period, that it
is not operating satisfactorily and that animals
are under any sort of threat, we will have to
review the situation and reconsider our
position in respect of dugong. However. I am
confident that as a result of discussions that
have taken place between representatives of the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and offcers
from the Department of Conservation and
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Land Management. Aboriginal communities
do appreciate the importance of taking ad-
equate steps to protect these particular animals.

The Government believes that by merely
exercising the powers that are already provided
for in section 23 of the Wildlife Conservation
Act it can achieve basically the result that the
member for South Perth is endeavouring to
achieve, and that 1 have also been
endeavouring to achieve since I became the
Minister for Conservation and Land Manage-
ment. It has taken a long time. The nego-
tiations with representatives of the Aboriginal
communities have been long and at times fairly
slow but, as 1 said at the outset of my remarks, I
think that the fact that the member for South
Perth introduced this Bill gave some added im-
petus and urgency to the need for us to get
down to achieving a result with those dis-
cussions.

To that degree, I think the member for South
Perth has probably done the Government a
favour by introducing this Bill. I do not believe
that we need to make such drastic changes to
section 23 of the Act as his Bill envisages. I do
not know whether he seriously expected his Bill
to go through the House and become law or
whether he simply sct out to achieve change . If
he did set out to achieve change. he has been
successful because I will introduce some regu-
lat ions in Ihe very near future.

I have a very high regard for the member for
South Perth and I compliment him. I do not
think he seriously expected the Government to
accept his Bill: but if he wanted some changes
to occur. and if that was the way he set out to
achieve that end, he has been successful. That
probably adequately sums up the Govern -
ment's position.

The Government will oppose the second
readig. of this Bill.

MR GRAYIDEN (South Perth) [5.14 pm]: I
regard the Minister's comments as disap-
pointing and unacceptable.

I do not think that any of thc arguments he
put forward can in any way be sustained. They
are illogical and they arc invalid. The decision
that the Minister and the Government have
made-I do not think it has the support of the
Department of Conservation and Land Man-
agement-means the perpetuation of a glaring
gap in the fauna conservation laws of Western
Australia. It means the effective sabotage of the
work of the officers of his department to pre-
serve wildlife in Western Australia. It means a

very substantial contribution to the possible ex-
tinction of many birds, mammals, amphibians
and reptiles in this State.

Furthermore it continues the stigma which
the Act has placed upon Aborigines. As I
mentioned earlier, there are a huge number of
races represented in Australia. I attend many
citizenship ceremonies in which people from
these races become naturalised. All of them,
irrespective of from where in the world they
come-whether it be Chile, Peru or anywhere
else-become full citizens of this country with
the obligations and responsibilities which exist
for the remainder of the community. One race
is singled out by the Government: It points to
the Aborigines of Western Australia and says
that those people-the 40 000-odd of them
who reside in this State-are not a people who
can accept the full responsibilities of citizen-
ship. Notwithstanding that every Aborigine in
Western Australia is either employed or is cur-
rently receiving social security benefits, the
Government, by its actions, has singled out
that group and said, "We accept that they are
not a people who are capable of assuming their
full responsibilities as citizens."

1 regard the decision the Government has
made as. among other things, a classic exercise
in hypocrisy. At the moment the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Amendment Bill is on the
Notice Paper. That Bill provides for tremen-
dous penalties for cruelty to animals-there is
a penalty of $5 000 and one of 12 months'
imprisonment in the Bill-yet here the
Government is saying that 40 000 Aborigines
in this State can go and spear a turtle: can pull
out the harpoon or turn the turtle on its back
for a week or two until they want to eat it, and
when they do eat it they can throw it on the
coals and roast it alive. The Government is
saying further that Aborigines on the banks of
the Swan River at Redeliffe can light a fire and
on those banks can catch the protected long-
necked tortoise about which we hear so much.
The Aborigi nes can catch them by the bagful
and without killing them can throw them on
the coals and roast them alive.

Mr Hodge: You are wrong. All the animals
which are on the rare and endangered species
list will be protected.

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not accept that
statement: it is just not so. The Bill simply
abolishes the lack of exemption provisions
which exist in the present Act.

Mr Hodge: I will do that by regulation.
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Mr GRAYDEN: How can the Minister do
that by regulation when thc Act specifically
exempts them?

Mr Hodge: It is provided for in the Act.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Act specifically
states-

23. (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of this Act. a person-

who is "a person of Aboriginal de-
scent" as that term is defined in sec-
tion four of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act, 1972,

may take fauna or flora-

upon Crown land Or upon any other
land, not being a nature reserve or
wildlife sanctuary, but where occu-
pied. with the consent of the occupier
of that land,

sufficient only for food for himself and his
family, but not for sale-

Mr Hodge: Don't stop there: read the bit
about the regulations-

Mr GRAYDEN: I will but I want to make
the Minister understand what this section
means. The Minister says that he will introduce
regulations to cover this matter, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the Act provides exemptions.

Mr I-odge: The Act provides for regulations.

'Mr GRAYDEN: The Act goes on to say-

...and the Governor may. if he is satisfied
that the provisions of this section are being
abused or that any species of fauna or flora
which is being taken under the authority of
this section is likely to become unduly de-
pleted, by regulation suspend or restrict
the operation of this section in such man-
ncr and for such period and in such pan or
pans of the Stale as he thinks proper.

Mr Hodge: Thai is right.

Mr GRAYDEN: I have specifically asked
questions in the past and the Minister has told
me that that particular section has never. been
employed.

Mr Hodge: I am about to use it.

Mr GRAYDEN: It was not employed be-
cause it was never regarded as appropriate.

Mr I-odge: I have deemed it is appropriate
now, and I am about to use it.

Mr GRAYDEN: The clause relates to a cer-
tain pant of the State and not to lifting a
blanket exemption which is specifically
provided for-

Mr Hodge: You are saying that you are right
and the Crown Law advice is wrong.

Mr GRAYDEN: This section says the Con-
servator of Wildlife may issue a certificate to
any person authorising him to sell the skins of
kangaroos which he has lawfully taken for food
under the provisions of this Section. That is the
entire section. If the Minister proposes to do it
his way, could not the matter be clarified by
abolishing the section and introducing the
clause I am suggesting?

Mr IHodge: There is no necessity for that.
The Act provides for the action we need to
take.

Mr GRAYDEN: This section specifically
grants exemption for Aborigines and the Minis-
ter is saying that Crown Law has told him that,
notwithstanding what Parliament has decreed,
he can introduce regulations which are all-em-
bracing and cut across the impact of that sec-
tion. It does not make sense.

Mr H-odge: The Act makes provision For a
regulation to be enacted.

Mr Hassell: Not limited?
Mr H-odge: No, it is sufficient to do what we

wish to achieve.
Mr GRAYDEN: Yesterday a question was

asked about lupinosis. and the allegation was
made that some cruelly was involved because
sheep were poisoned. That was the inference of
the Minister's reply. Lupinosis is caused in this
way: In certain climatic conditions a fungus
grows on lupins and in certain situations it de-
velops toxic substances which can poison
sheep. It affects sheep in various ways, some of
them grievously and some very little. Only a
few years ago nobody knew of the existence of
lupinosis. If one went through the books on
agriculture in the library one could not find a
reference to it. However, a lot of research has
been done by the Department of Agriculture. It
deliberately creates situations in which large
numbers of sheep eat these poisoned lupins in
order to develop a mcthod of overcoming it.

The point I am making is this: The farmer
did not create the situation and was not aware
that such a fungus developed on lupins. but
that person has been charged with cruelty and
has been defamed throughout the State as a
consequence. Yet here we are saying that
40000-odd Aborigines in Western Australia
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can spear dugang, tow them back to their settle-
ment, although they are a rare and endangered
species. and cut them up on the beach and cal
them. They can inflict cruelty on all sorts of
animals. Those 40000 people are completely
exempt from the conservation laws of this
State, notwithstanding that 106 species of
birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians are
on the endangered list and virtually all the
others are protected. In spite of the fact that
annually $61 million or more is spent on con-
servation and $5 million-odd on wildlife in
Western Australia, the Government has said it
will permit more than 40 000 people to be com-
pletely exempt from our laws.

The Minister has said that that is the situ-
ation to date but he will introduce regulations.
If he were sincere he would accept this Bill
which puts the matter beyond dispute and
places everbody in this State on an equal
basis. Everyone could make application, and in
special circumstances be given the authority to
lake protected species. For example, if an indi-
vidual set out to go to the Eastern States, not by
road but by a pioneering route, he could be
given permission to take birds or animals for
food en route. Similarly it would give the
Government power to grant exemptions to
Aborigines taking part in homeland move-
ments, but only in respect of certain protected
species. The Government has said it will allow
this section to remain in the Act. It states-

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
t his Act. a person-

who is "a person of Aboriginal de-
scent" as that term is defined in sec-
tion four of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act, 1972.

may take fauna or flora ..
I remind members that Aborigines do not have
to be full-bloods or have to use native weapons
to take that game. They can use the most mod-
ern weapons that technology can provide-
high powered rifles and aluminium dinghies
with outboard motors. They can take dugongs
with that sort of gear. They can take any
pmotectcd bird or animal in Western Australia
and yet the Minister will permit that sort of
situation to exist. It is hypocritical in the ex-
treme. The Minister is paying lip service to
conservation, notwithstanding what appears in
the Labor Party platform. and at the same time
squandering public money on conservation and
leaving this massive gap in the legislation.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRAYDEN: To illustrate my point. I
draw members' attention to a photograph
which appeared on the front page of The West-
ern Mail magazine which showi Aboriginal ac-
tor Gulpilil. who has appeared in a number of
films, with a high powered .303 rifle over his
shoulder.

The S PEA K ER: Order! I d id callI order n icel y
and certain people took notice of me, Some
people on the Government side did not and I
do not take too kindly to that. We can get by
nicely if we take notice of each other. That
cannot happen if we ignore each other. if mem-
bers want to have conversations in this place it
is perfectly all right so long as they make an
effort to be quiet. Some people have developed
a habit of not making the slightest effort to
hold their conversations quietly.

Mr GRAYDEN: This Aboriginal actor has a
.303 rifle over his shoulder and a protected
species of goanna hung around his neck. This is
typical of the situation throughout Western
Australia at present because 40 000 Aborigines
are exempt from the Act.

[Questions takent.)

Sitting suspended from 6. 00 to 7.15 pin

Mr GRAYDEN: This is the sort of thing
which appears constantty in magazines
throughout Australia and in many of the
documentaries that we see on television. It de-
picts what is happening throughout Western
Australia to our protected species of wildlife.
The Minister is paying lip-service to the protec-
tion of wildlife. spending large amounts of pub-
lic money. while perpetuating a gap of this kind
in our conservation legislation.

Recently the Government commenced a
project concerned with numbats. The money to
be spent is quite considerable. I have here an
article headed "New start for numbats". which
reads-

A colony of rare and endangered
numbats is to be established near
Bencubbin. 280 km north-east of Perth.

The article continues-
The $2 50 000 project was supported by

nearly $125 000 from the World Wildlife
Fund Australia.

I will not read the whole article. It indicates the
sort of money which is being spent to preserve
our wildlife. The point I want to make is that
more than 40 000 people in Western Australia
arc exempt from our conservation laws.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The back-
ground chatter is far beyond what is expected
of members of Parliament. I am quite
interested in what the member for South Perth
has to say. If members wish to have their meet-
ings, please take them somewhere else.

MrT GRAYDEN: While we are spending vast
amounts to protect individual species of
wildlife-$250 000 is pan of that expendi-
ture-we arc permitting more than 40000
people in Western Australia to take this and
other similar species for food purposes.
Nothing could be more ridiculous.

I could quote instance after instance, but I
will not lake up the time of the House. I want
to refer to a Government report put out re-
cently on the question of conservation. The
West Australian was so impressed with this re-
port that it published a full-page article on 10
February 1987. This report is headed "An um-
brella for WA'S rare and endangered". It de-
picts some rare and endangered species. The
article is an account of a committee which was
set up by the Minister to report, and reads as
follows-

Landowners and the public at large are
being asked to help protect WA's wildlife.

The Environment Minister, Mr IHodge,
said that a report released this week set
conservation guidelines for the next dec-
ade.

Kent Acott looks at the problem and the
strategy to combat it.

I am not going to read the whole of the article,
but I will quote some aspects of it. One part of
it says-

In the wheatbelt alone, about 60 per cent
of the species of medium-sized mammrals
have disappeared since European settle-
ment. Others- incl ud ing. the pig-footed
bandicoot. the burrowing rat kangaroo, the
western hare-wallaby. Gould's native
mouse and the big-eared hopping mouse-
are on the endangered list. In the same
area about 1 024 species of native vascular
plants have also been listed as rare or
threatened. Obviously the problem is not
unique to WA. But the treatment of this
Stale's environment over the past 157
years has been the subject of many
Controversies and strong criticisms.

It goes on to say-
After the release in 1985 of the National

Conservation Strategy for Australia. the
consultative committee was established by

the State Government to draw-up a strat-
egy plan to cater for the specific needs of
WA.

The strategy report of that committee
wa s released o n S unday by the M in iste r fo r
the Environment, Mr Hodge.

It goes on-
This report warned that the number of

some rare species were declining and so-
called discreet populations were being lost.

It said-
The decline of species and genetic diver-

sity in WA was of great concern and
should be prevented.

"Even an expansion of well-managed
national parks and nature reserves will not
prevent further loss of species and genetic
diversity".

It mentioned that-
The head of the consultative committee,

Dr Graham Chittleborough. said yesterday
that the fact that rare species of wildlife
existed on private rather than Government
controlled land was a major problem. "Of
the 830 species of wildlife that are con~-
sidered threatened, only 32 per cent are in
national parks or reserves", Dr.
Chittieborough said. "The onus is on the
community to protect these species and
use that land for other more appropriate
purposes."' He cited that protection of rare
species of wildlife as the most important
conservation issue facing the State, and
certainly not the only one.

I emphasise those words. The point I want to
make is that notwithstanding that the Minister
spent a great deal of public money in having
this report drawn up, notwithstanding the pub-
licity which was given to the report. when the
Minister on this occasion has the opportunity
of closing a glaring loophole in the conser-
vation laws of Western Australia, he is going to
forgo that opportunity. It is an opportunity to
close the gap, and the Minister, on behalf of the
Govern men t. does n ot intle nd to d o so. Inrstead.
he is going to continue to allow 40 000-odd
people, stretched throughout the length and
breadth of western Australia, to take our flora
and fauna.

The Minister has made some reference to
introducing regulations, and I will get onto that
shortly. However, what the Minister is going to
do is to let 40 000 people continue to have the
right to take our flora and fauna: yet here we
have a plan which was drawn up earlier this
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year for the purpose of protecting our wildlife
over the next dlecade. As far as I am concerned,
it is arrant hypocrisy for the Minister on the
one hand to say this is what he is going to do,
and then on the other. to decline to take the
opportun ity to which 1 have referred.

1 have been talking in terms of 40 000 people
having an exemption from our conservation
legislation, and that is the subject of the
amendment to the Act that I am proposing.
The people who are exempt are Aboriginal, and
the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
1972. which is the one to which we are refer-
ring. defines "person of Aboriginal descent" as
follows-

..person of Aboriginal descent" means any
person living in Western Australia wholly
or partly descended from the original in-
habitants of Australia who claims to be an
Aboriginal and who is accepted as such in
the community in which he lives.

These people can be blue-eyed, fair-haired, but
if they live in an Aboriginal community and
claim to be an Aborigine, they are exempted
from the conservation laws of Western
Australia. The Minister is declining to take the
opportunity to close that gap. At present in
Western Australia there are 40000 people in
that category. and of course the number will
continue to increase.

The Act as it stands is racial in the extreme.
because what happens to anyone else? There
are 60-odd racial groups in our community.
and only one group is getting an exemption.
What happens to anybody else? I could quote
instance after instance, but I will read an article
that appeared in The Wers! lustralian on 24
February 1987, not long ago. Under the head-
ing -$1 000 fine irks man who shot 3m croco-
dile" the article states-

Port Hedland: Russell Leach rues the
day that he shot a three-metre-long croco-
dile as Wyndham and netted himself a
$1 000 line. The 29-year-old trainee hotel
manager. who was fined on February 13.
said that the saltwater crocodiles living
around Wyndham have reached dangerous
numbers and should be reduced.

The crocodiles had been attracted to the
sown from refuse discarded from the local
meatworks. Mr Leach said. but many had
remained after the abattoir shut down.

"It's not as though they are an
endangered species." he said.

"'There's literally hundreds of them in
the (Cambridge) gulf.

Now they're looking for food and they're
not scared. They'll stalk a human down.
One man has had three dogs taken in six
months."

The Department of Conservation and
Land Management spokesman agreed that
there were an unusually high concentration
of crocodiles at Wyndham, but he said the
population could not survive a culling op-
eration.

However. 40000 people in Western Australia
are entitled to shoot them with high-powered
ri fles, but beca use M r Leach d id not fi t i nto th e
racial group. he was fined $1 000. We have
instances daily of people being charged with
taking young birds out of nests-young parrots.
for instance-with the object of rearing them
in aviaries. The fine for doing something like
that is extraordinarily heavy. However, any of
t he 40 000 people to whom I h ave referred ca n
take those ad infinitum, provided they arc go-
i ng to eat t hem.

The Labor Party platform was pretty specific
about this issue. I obtained a copy of the Labor
Party's policy document from the library, and
on page 48 of that document under the heading
"Wildlife" it reads-

A Labor Government will.--
1 7 Seek to maintain ecological diversity

and abundance and prevent the decline
and extinction of individual species
through a combination of protective legis-
lation. expansion of the reserve system.
funding of research into wildlife manage-
ment and ecology and environmental edu-
cation policies.

As a consequence of the policy of the Labor
Party the Government is prepared to spend
public money, firstly on protective legis-
lation-she expansion of the reserve system.
the funding of research into wildlife manage-
ment and ecology-and secondly, on environ-
mental education policies.

I applaud these policies, but I suggest that it
is blatant hypocrisy for the Minister for Con-
servation and Land Management to make any
promise to honour a policy of that kind while
he permits 40 000 people in Western Australia
to take any of our species, whether they are
protected. rare and endangered. or otherwise.
for the purposes of food: and he has forgone
this opportunity to do something about it.

The Minister did say he had the answer. He
quoted section 23 of the Act, to which I have
already referred, and said he would introduce
regulations under the Act and therefore there
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was no need for this amending Bill to remove
that section from the parent Act, On I I
November 1986 1 asked the Minister a ques-
lion on this very point. There had been tremen-
dous agitation throughout Western Australia in
respect of rare and endangered species, and I
wanted something done about that. Last year I
introduced a Bill concerning that matter, and
asked the Minister a question because I was
anxious to get something done. I askd-

(1) Have any regulations been gazeted
under section 23 of the Wildlife Con-
servation Act for the purpose of
suspending or restricting the operation
of the section?

The answer to that was "No", That aspect has
been in the Bill for so many years that I would
not want to be specific about how long, but it is
very many years. There has been constant agi-
tation in respect of the decline of our species of
birds. mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, yet
nothing was done to introduce regulations. The
second question I asked was-

(2) If so-

(a) in what manner:.

(b) for what period or periods:,

(c) in what part or parts of the State.

did, or do, such regulations apply?

The answer, of course, was "Not applicable".
There we have an instance, yet the Minister is
now saying that there is no need for this legis-
lation because he could introduce regulations
under that section. In view of the agitation to
protect our species, I now ask why nothing has
been done to resolve the situation.

Section 23 of the Wildlife Conservation Act
reads in part-

23. (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of this Act, a person-

who is "a person of Aboriginal de-
scent" as that term is defined in sec-
tion four of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act. 1972.

may Lake fauna or flora-

upon Crown land or upon any other
land, not being a nature reserve or
wildlife sanctuary, but where occu-
pied, with the consent of the occupier
of that land,

sufficient only for food for himself and his
fa m ily. but not for sale-

and the Governor may, if he is satis-
fied that the provisions of this section
are being abused or that any species of
fauna or flora..

I will return to that in a moment. The
Governor may thus introduce regulations if he
is satisfied that the provisions of this section
are being abused. But how is the Governor go-
ing to ascertain that when section 23 of the Act
exempts Aborigines from the provision? The
only way it can be abused is if the wildlife has
been taken for sale or if vast quantities are
taken--quantities far in excess of requirements
for food purposes. That is not likely to happen.
An Aboriginal on the outskirts of Perth can
shoot himself some kookaburras or magpies, or
he can take our black swans or nesting ducks
out of the reeds at Redelilfe, and he is not
abusing the Act because it gives him per-
mission to do that.

Mr Marlborough: What about crocodiles?
There is a move to save crocodiles from being
shot:, it was related to me yesterday.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that, and I
would welcome that suggestion some other
time. I am not interested in a few crocodiles,
but in the endangered species of Western
Australia, and those species which are
protected but not endangered. They are legion.

The point is that that part of section 23
would not apply. However-and this may give
the Minister some room to move, although not
very much-the section then says-

.. and the Governor may, if he is sat isfied
that the provisions of this section are being
abused or that any species of fauna or flora
which is being taken under the authority of
this section is likely to become unduly
depleted,...

The Governor could introduce regulations in
respect of rare and endangered species because
it could be proved that they are likely to be
unduly depleted: but what about all the other
protected species such as the ducks. the swans.
and the parrots to which I have referred? No-
body will say that they would become unduly
depleted when they are flying around all over
the countryside. That is the reason this Act has
never been used before. if it is not the reason,
the Minister has been negligent in the extreme,
becaust. ;- all the years he has been the Minis-
ter agitation and concern have been expressed
in respect of endangered species, and the Min-
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ister now says. "I have had the power all the
time but have done nothing about it." That is
the significant aspect of it.

All this clause will do is allow the Minister to
introduce regulations, but 1o only a limited ex-
tent. That will not stop the Aborigines at
Redcliffe cooking turtles on the banks of the
Swan River. throwing them into the fires by the
wheatbagful as they do. One has only to ask the
residents at Redclift about that, because they
see the fires and go down and attempt to do
something about that, but they cannot. They
try to prevent the Aborigines taking the nesting
wild ducks there: but, of course. the Aborigines
are able to point to this deficiency in our en-
vironmental laws. No regulations the Minister
introduces under that section can overcome
that aspect.

The Minister has forgone this opportunity to
close the glaring gap in our conservation laws.
No conservation laws in this State, or in any
other State. or in the Commonwealth. or in any
other part of the world, could he effctlive if
40000 people in one community are exempt
from those laws. Yet the Minister is happy
about that situation. He is prepared to see
approximately $71 million spent on conser-
vation and land management annually in West-
ern Ausiralia-because dial was in the last
Budget-and $5 million-odd on wildlife, yet at
the same time as he is squandering that money
he is allowing our wildlife, whether rare and
endangered or merely protected. to be taken in
this manner by that single section of the com-
munity.

it is not good enough. The Minister has done
a disservice to everyone. The issue will now
become controversial. Every time an instance
like ibis conies up. the finger will be pointed at
the Minister and the department which will be
spending vast amounts of money. It will reflect
badly on the Department of Conservation and
Land Management. on the Minister, on the
Government and unfortunately on the Aborigi-
nal section of our population. This will occur
because the Minister said he is perfectly happy
to see 40.000 people exempted from the pro-
visions of the conservation legislation. notwith-
standing that the Bill was introduced last year
and again this year. and he has had the power
all along. But, he now says he will introduce
regulations.

Regulations are very simple to introduce.
First. there must he a desire to do so on the
part of the Minister. He takes the regulations to
Cabinet and obtains approval for them. When
Parliament next meets. the regulations can be

laid on the Table of the House where they can
then be disallowed. The Minister now says
there is no necessity for this Bill. But I point
out that his powers in respect of the regulations
are l imited.

Not many years ago there was a rabbit indus-
try in Western Australia. A number of people
bred a variety of rabbit known as the Flemish
Giant, along with many other breeds. The in-
dustry was put out of existence because the
Department of Agriculture said if people were
permitted to breed rabbits, how could its
officers be expected to eradicate the wild rab-
bits in the agricultural areas? Many people
invested large sums of money in this industry.
They had to destroy the pens and sheds or use
them for some other purpose. all because the
Government wanted to set an example to the
cornmunflity.

Dr Chittleborough has said that the com-
munity aspect is important. We are relying on
that attitude to protect our wildlife in Western
Australia. Dr Chittleborough is calling upon
people to protect our wildlife. There are 40 000
people who are not subject to those laws. For
example, they can blatantly take nesting black
ducks. Some people take bags of marron. They
are not bound by the Fisheries Act either.

The situation is completely unacceptable.
The Minister has now made this a contro-
versial issue, It will remain controversial until
something is done about it. The only thing that
can be done is to take this section out of the
Act. As it stands-apart from the effect on con-
servation-it is racial in the extreme, it is
demeaning for the Aboriginal community to be
created in this way. Even though they may be
employed or are entitled to social services, it
gives the impression that they are deemed to be
still dependent on witehetty grubs and other
such things for their subsistence. Nothing could
be further from the truth. The Minister has lent
himself to the promotion of this type of atti-
tude to the people of the Aboriginal com-
munity.

Question put and
following result-

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mvr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Laurane
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightfoot

a division taken with the

Ayes I8
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Schell
M r Spriggs

~Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Wiese
Mr Williams

(Teller)
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Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr GalIlop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Ayes
Mr Thomnas
M r Tomn Jones
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Parker

Noes 26
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D, L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Clarke
M r Rushton
Mr Mensaros
Mr Blaikie

Question thus negatived.
Bill defeated.

FISHERIES AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading: Dcieated

Debate resumed from 20 May.
MR GRILL (Esperanee-Dundas-Min iste r

for Fisheries) [7.49 pmj: I indicate to the House
and to the member for South Perth that while
we cannot accept this legislation at this time
and in this form, we do see some merit in it. As
a matter of fact, well prior to this Bill being put
forward by the member for South Perth, the Di-
rector of Fisheries approached me to indicate
there were certain problems with section 56 of
the Act.

Mr GRILL: Because it creates some prob-
lems.

There needs to be proper consultation with
the various Aboriginal communities before we
introduce measures of this sort. I am not saying
we do not do-

Mr MacKintnon: Have you done the consul-
tation? With which communities?

Mr GRILL: I cannot tell the Leader of the
Opposition but the Director of Fisheries has
given me a note indicating that negotiations are
under way and have been under way for some
time. The Director of Fisheries is a public ser-
vant who is well known to the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, who. I think, respects him. It
is most unlikely that the Director of Fisheries
would advise me that he had commenced nego-
tiations if in fact he had not done so. The
Leader of the Opposition should not pour scorn
on a respected pu blic servant.

Mr MacKinnon: I will believe it when you
give me a l ist of the Aboriginal communities.

Several members interjected.
Mr GRILL: I will direct a few remarks to the

member for South Perth. There are some prob-
lems with section 56 of the Act. One of these
problems, for example, which was not raised by
the member for South Perth. is that an
Aborigine can Fish in a rock lobster Fishery with
unmarked pots. Thai creates a problem because
the fisheries inspector who comes across these
unmarked pots does not know whether they
belong to an Aborigine or whether they belong
to an illegal fisherman. If he takes the pots and
forfecits them, he may find later that the pots
actually belonged to an Aborigine. The same
applies to nets and other gear. There are mani-
fest problems in respect of section 56.

These problems have been around for quite
somec t ime a nd desp ite t he dou bt s of t he Leader
of the Opposition, the Director of Fisheries has
directed my attention to those matters. He has
already commenced consultation with Aborigi-
nal groups. quite properly, and has indicated
that the Government should amend section 56
in due course, if it can come up with an accept-
able form of amendment. When the Govern-
menit brings down the amendment. I believe it
will reflect the fact that we have an indigenous
group of people within the community that
needs special treatment. In other Words, if one
wants to put It in blunt terms, the amendment
to the Act, when it comes forward in due
course-or if we accept the amendment that
the member for South Perth has preferred-
will be racial. Make no bones about it: It will
represent a situation where a group of ethnic
people within our community is given some
special rights. I will not detract or shrink from
that situation.

Mr Lewis: Why?
Mr GRILL: Because they are an indigenous

people who have certain rights as an indigen-
ous people-rights that are recognised in this
country and have been recognised ;for many
years, similar rights arc recognised. in, for
example, the United States of America, in
Canada and other places where there is an in-
digenous population.

I do not want to-and we could-reject this
Hill out of hand. I do not think we should do
that because it does have some merit. There are
problems in respect of section 56. All I am
saying to the member for South Perth is this:
Let us continue with those negotiations:, we will
keep the member for South Perth informed and
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he can even be involved in the final drafting of
the amendment if he so likes, but we will
amend the section. I would like the ability 10
complete those negotiations before we do.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce
(Le-ader of the House).

TAXES AND CHARGES
Federal Liberal Par *i v Proposal: Molon

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [7.55 pmj: I
Move-

Noting the public statements of Mr
Howard defining the broad thrust of the
Opposition's tax policy, this House
expresses its strong view that the promised
tax cuts cannot be funded without severely
prejudicing the welfare of all Western
Australians.

Since I foreshadowed this motion yesterday we
have inally had the release of the long-awaited
Howard tax policy.

However, in my view we should not hold our
breath waiting for the two other conservative
parties to produce tax policies. In all
probability we will end up with the Howard tax
policy, a Sinclair tax policy and a Joh Bjelke-
Petersen tax policy. It is anybody's guess how
those tax proposals will marry. After such a
long period of gestation. what do we find in this
tax policy from John Howard tonight? Is it a
responsible. well-thought-out plan which will
keep Australia on the road to increasing
growth? Is it a responsible plan to keep the
Australian dollar at its current steady level?
Wilt it inspire business confidence, create jobs
and maintain and improve family living stan-
dards? Not a bit.

This policy is an example of a last minute
scramble for a grab-bag of promises of tax
cuts-tax cuts of a level which have never been
promised before in Australian history. in my
opinion it is the worst example we have ever
seen of blatant political expediency. It is the
most naked appeal to the hip pocket nerve seen
in recent times. It must have cut the Liberal
Party very deeply at the Federal level when the
Federal Labor Government, for the first time
in Australian history. introduced income tax
cuts. They were not just promises of tax cuts:,
they were cuts that took effect last October and
there are more cuts which will take effect on I
July this year.

Aligned with that. the Government has
restored confidence in the Australian economy.
People on that side of' the House were
complaining vociferously about the Australian

dollar less than two months ago but it is now
steady at about US7 Ic. Business generally is
very happy and confident about the way the
Australian economy is progressing. For the first
time in Australian history the tax-free
threshold has gone over the $5 000 mark. Al-
lied with this has been a $4 billion cut in
Government expenditure, far in excess of mar-
ket expectation in respect of the May mini-
Budget. Allied with that $4 billion cut was
special protection for families of low income
earners.

If I were to assess the Liberal Party tax pol-
icy. I would say that the electors of Australia
will ask two questions: First they will ask. "Do
the Figures add up?" and secondly, "Can we
trust this man who dangles these massive tax
cuts in front of the electorate on the eve of a
Federal election?" It wook John Howard two
years to come up with this tax policy and on
the eve of a Federal election he has come up
with a tax policy which says. "Here are the
most massive tax cuts we have had in recent
times. Let's give those to the people to encour-
age them to vote for us."

Although the Opposition might not like it, I
would like to go back to the past because I
think we can learn something from this little
piece of history. It would be of some embar-
rassment to members of the Opposition to
learn that recently a Treasury document, in col-
loquial terms. "fell off the back of a truck".
That document was prepared in 1982 and was
an assessment of Howard's budget for the
coming 1983 election:, it branded that budget a
"1recipe for economic disaster". That is how the
Treasury assessed John Howard's 1983 budget.
The document went on to say, in effect. that
there was a projected budget deficit of almost
$10 billion, which was equivalent to 5.5 per
cent of the gross national product. That would
have been the highest in Australian history.

That was on the eve of the 1983 election. I
remember very vividly when we came to power
in 1983 and talked about that $ 10 billion defi-
cit the Opposition said "not true" time after
time. We now have the document:, it has been
produced-it was not intended for the in-
coming Labor Government but it has been
leaked-and it is an embarrassment for John
Stone and others and it is crystal clear. It shows
that John Howard was the most irresponsible
Treasurer then and is the most irresponsible
aspiring Treasurer now. We saw in the 1983
election campaign that John Howard made
reckless promises about tax cuts, and now he is
trying to do the same.
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Mr Lauranee interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HENDERSON: In 1983 Mr Howard

made the most reckless and unfounded prom-
ises of tan~ cuts and thought the electorate
would be duped. They were not duped-, the
electors are not that stupid and they are not
going to be duped this time.

Mr Laurance interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Everyone

will get aw~opportunity tonight or in the early
hours of tomorrow morning to speak in the
debate. I will not tolerate unruly interjections
and if someone wants to try me on 40 seconds
after I have called order to protect the person
speaking I will not warn that member, 1 will
name that member.

Mrs HENDERSON: Thank you. Mr Deputy
Speaker.

If members of the Opposition imagine for
one moment that Mr Howard's behaviour in
1982 was somehow an aberration of the nor-
mal, responsible. honest-John image he tries to
project I ask them to cast their minds back to
1977. Who will forget those advertisements
with a fistful of dollars-the most blatant ap-
peal to the hip pocket nerve of the electorate
one could imagine? "Vote for me and I will
give you tax cuts." What happened after the
1977 election? Those tax cuts were cruelly
taken back from all those people who had
voted in the hope that their living standards
might improve. [I is a crude and politically
expedient exercise, and it will not dupe the
Australian people again.

The Australian people know that the econ-
omy cannot afford the level of tax cuts that is
being promised by Mr Howard. They know the
corollary of tax cuts is increased family health
costs. The Minister for Health mentioned in
this House earlier today an increased family
health cost of approximately $27 a week. It is
interesting to see the progress of M r Howard on
the proposed scrapping of Medicare. He talked
of changing Medicare and then of tearing it up.
He seems to be most interested in channelling
funds back into the private health insurance
companies. At what price? I ask members to
think back to what happened when Medicare
came in.

Mr Bradshaw interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: We are not talking

about hospital waiting lists but the cost to the
family. When Medicare came in there was a
levy of one per cent. I do not know whether

members of the Opposition remember that, but
the situation was that when that Medicare levy
was introduced the wage earniers of this country
took a wage discount. The CPI was discounted
for the amount of the levy. There can be no
doubt what channelling the mass of the popu-
lation back into the private health funds will do
10 the CPI; inflation will increase dramatically.
So all the so-called benefits of these tax cuts
will be reflected in a greatly increased inflation
rate and a greatly increased CPI to take ac-
count of all these additional expenses for the
family.

The people of Australia will not thank Mr
Howard for seeking to destabilise Medicare.
Opinion polls taken across the country and
published in last weekend's Press showed over-
whelming public support for Medicare. They
do not want another series of destabilising
Mark 1, IL, Ill, and IV Medicare schemes that
we saw under Fraser. They want the system
they know and have come to understand, and
which by and large they support.

Where will the money come from to fund
these tax cuts? It will come from a massive 12
per cent cut in Government spending. We will
see the abolition of the Department of Housing
and Construction-

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mrs HENDERSON: -and along with it goes

the First home owners scheme. I-ow can mem-
bers opposite say "hear, hear" when we have
seen hundreds of thousands of young
Australian couples for the first time being able
to real ise the dream of own ing their own home?
Young people across the country managed to
bridge the deposit gap for the first imne and
become home owners. I would like it hear
members opposite telling the electorate that
they oppose the first home owners scheme and
that they want to see the abolition or' the De-
partment of Housing and Construction. It will
not only cut out the first home owners scheme.
What will it do to the cottage industry-the
building and construction industry? What will
it do to unemployment in the building trades?

Another department which the Howard tax
document slashes with a stroke of the pen is the
Department of Arts, Heritage and the Environ-
ment. I know Liberals have never seen the en-
vironment as a high priority, but they ignore at
their peril the concerns of Australian families
for the future of their children.

We then see a whole range of cuts in welfare
spending. Other members on this side will deal
with these matters in more detail than 1, but I

2209



2210 [ASSEMBLY]

would like to take one example. Unemploy-
ment benefits will not be paid for a period of
six months when a person leaves a job
voluntarily. A few weeks ago we had an
example of two young boys who went to the
north of this country and took work on a cattle
station. They were subjected to some of the
worst conditions I have heard of in recent
times in which they were disciplined with
stockwhips; one was hit with a spanner. We
have seen their families and other people work-
ing in that industry interviewed who have
given us to understand that this is not unusual.
What the Opposition is saying underneath
these 60 pages of words is that that is the kind
of example it has in mind. We are talking about
two young people working under the most
shocking working conditions who decided to
leave their employment.

Mr Lewis: Who stole a vehicle and were run-
n ing away.

Mrs HENDERSON: A Federal Liberal
Government would pay them nothing for six
months. That is their punishment for
voluntarily leaving their job.

Mr Brian Burke: Did you hear what the
member for East Melville said?

Mrs HENDERSON: I really hope the people
of Western Australia pick up the kinds of atti-
tudes that have been portrayed here. Members
opposite may, not be familiar with some of the
schemes that are brought to my electorate
office every day of the week involving young
people who go for jobs. go door-to-door selling.
and arc lured by the idea of getting a wage or
commission, and it does not work out. What
will happen to them? If 1hey leave their job it
will be six months before they can claim unem-
ployment benefits.

Mr Court interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: That is the interesting

thing about giving the dole to 16 and 17-year
olds. The main thrust of the Howard document
is meant to be support for the family. I would
have thought the member for Nedlands would
be the first to get up and say. "Here is a scheme
that encourages 16-year olds to stay at home
and at school.' 1 am waiting for him to con-
gratulate the Government on a scheme which
says that if a young person Stays at home and
that person's family is below a certain level of
income he or she will get the same benefit as if
he or she were on unemployment benefits.
There are two major benefits: One is to encour-
age young people to stay at school because the
Austudy allowance is the same as the rate they

will get with job search allowance plus the al-
lowance for the family: the second is not to
encourage young people to move out of the
home environment and set themselves up inde-
pendently. I would have expected accolades
from the other side of the House about that.

Mr Brian Burke: Let Einstein the boy wonder
answer that point.

Mr Court: I asked whether you support get-
ting rid of the dole for 16 and 17-year olds.

Mrs HENDERSON: I support the measure
and I expect support from the member for it.

What other departments has Mr Howard de-
cided he will axe? He has decided that he will
also axe the Department of Tourism. Tourism
is one of the biggest growth industries in
Australia. That industry is providing more new
jobs than almost any other industry in
Australia. It is an area of massive growth and
Mr Howard's response to that growth is to
abolish it to help pay for his tax cuts.

He said also that he would embark on the
wholesale selling-off of Government assets,
those assets owned by the Australian people
which are part of this country's wealth. Else-
where that exercise would be called "asset
stripping" for short-term gain. He said he
would get rid of Qantas Airways Ltd.
Australian Airlines, the Overseas Telecom-
munications Commission, and AUSSAT.

Mr Court: Your Treasurer has said that he
will sell office buildings to reduce recurrent ex-
pendliture.

Mrs HENDERSON: Is the member for
Nedlands seriously telling me that selling an
embassy in the centre of Tokyo. on a prime
piece of real estate. is the same as selling
Qa ntas?

Mr Court: He said he would sell part of
Qantas.

Mrs HENDERSON: Is the member really
telling me that there is some comparison be-
tween the two? I will come back in a moment to
what the sale of those assets will be used for.

Mr Court: It will be used to reduce the
national debt, not what your Government is
doing.

Mrs HENDERSON: As I read through this
policy announcement by Mr Howard this after-
noon. I came across an incredible statement
that he will raise revenue by cutting down on
tax evasion. That has to be evidence of one of
the greatest credibility gaps in this country.
Who was it who stopped the Federal Govern-
ment from taking action against the people who
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devised bottom-of-the-harbour schemes that
cost the Australian taxpayer millions of dol-
lars? These schemes were artificial schemes 10
divest companies of their assets, and to send
them to the bottom of the harbour. Who picked
up the tab? The PAVE taxpayer paid for that
loss of taxation revenue. The Federal Liberal
Party opposed the Government's moves to
stem that tide. The Liberal Party has no credi-
bility when it talks about tightening up tax
evasion provisions.'

What else will the Liberal Party cut to pay
for these tax cuts? It will cut another $1.5
billion from the amount normally given to the
States, in addition to the $2 billion that was
taken from them at the last Premiers' Confer-
ence. If that is not bad enough. Mr Howard, by
axing all of these Government depart ments-

Mr Court: The $ 1.5 billion was to be cut over
a three-year period.

Mrs HENDERSON:. I will come to that be-
cause I will go through it year by year. By axing
those Government departments responsible for
housing. tourism, and so on. not only will
Howard be taking money away from the States,
but also he will be transferring all of those ad-
ditional responsibilities onto the States at a
time when 1heir funding has been cut back
severely.

Mr MacKinnon: What has the Federal De-
partment of Housing and Construction to do
with WA?

Mrs HENDERSON: If the Leader of the Op-
position has never helped any of his constitu-
ents with a first home owner's application, I
guess he would have no idea what the Depart-
ment of Housing and Construction does.

What it comes down to is this: If the Liberal
Party has to fund its tax cuts by cutting funds
to the States. it will be an open invitation for
the Slates to impose their own income taxes or
dramatically increase taxes and charges. Therc
is no doubt about what the effects of that will
be in Western Australia.

Mr Howard has assessed the cost of the in-
come tax cuts by estimating that personal tax
cuts will cost the Government $5 billion. The
actual estimates, based on figures prepared by
the Western Australian Treasury Department.
indicate that it will cost $3 billion in personal
tax cuts plus $3.4 billion in supporting parent
concessions. Mr Howard's estimation of
company tax benefits total $I.1I billion and the
Treasury's estimation is $1.2 billion. The abol-
ition of the fringe benefits tax, the capital gains
tax, and entertainment expenses have been

estimated by Mr Howard to cost $0.7 billion.
The Treasury Department has estimated they
will cost $1.5 billion. Mr Howard's other mis-
cellaneous smaller items have been estimated
by him to cost $440 million-

Mr MacKinnon: Did you say the Treasury's
est imate was $1.5 b illIion?

Mrs HENDERSON: Yes, and I will tell the
member why.

Mr MacKinnon: But they are saying that
they will save more.

Mrs HENDERSON: They are saying it will
cost the Government more to abolish those
benef'its. Mow did that happen? When Mr
Howard worked out what the fringe benefits
tax and the capital gains tax would cost. he
looked only at the cost of the new capital gains

tax legislation. He neglected to look at the fact
that since that legislation was introduced, the
amount of money collected under the old sec-
tion of the Income Tax Assessment Act had
increased substantially with increased Govern-
me nt a ttent ion bei ng focused on that a rea. Th at
brings the total 1o0$1.5 billion.

Mr Hassell: So you are saying that they col-
lected a lot more from the capital gains tax
than they expected?

Mrs HENDERSON: Yes I am, but not just
from the capital pins tax. Much of it was col-
leced under the old section of the Income Tax
Assessment Act which was widely abused, aS
the member for Cottesloc knows.

Mr Howard's estimation of the total cost to
the Government for his tax cuts totals $7.29
billion and the Treasury's estimate is $10.9
billion. There is a gap of $3.6 billion.

M r LightIfoot: Accord ing to you.
Mrs HENDERSON: No, according to the

Western Australian Treasury Department.
Mr H-assell: The Treasury does what it is

told.
Mrs HENDERSON: If the member wishes to

contest those figures. he should produce his
own. He has a copy of his Federal leader's tax
policy, and can produce his own figures. These
figures are an estimation by the State Treasury
Department based on its contacts with the Fed-
eral Treasury Department. The estimations
were calculated today. Mr Howard's figures are
$3.6 billion out.

Mr Howard then spoke about savings by
slashing Federal Government expenditure and
came up with a figure of $7.81 billion. The
Treasury has estimated that his savings will
total $6.9 billion. Apparently. Mr Howard did
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a bit of double counting. For example, he said
that he would reduce Federal Government ad-
ministrative costs by 20 per cent across the
board. He calculated the total cost of Govern-
ment administration and deducted 20 per cent.
He then chopped out several Government de-
partments and deducted the cost of those do-
parlmenis. However. he forgot that he had
already accounted for the 20 per cent that he
had already deducted for each department in
his global f igu re.

Mr Lewis: You helped him do it. did you?

Mrs HENDERSON: No, but it is a pity he
did not have help from someone such as the
member for East Melville, Mr Howard's total
was $7.8 billion and the Treasury's total was
$6.9 billion.

Mr Lightfoot: Would you get upset if I said I
accept Mr Howard's figures and not yours?

Mrs HENDERSON: I do not mind, as long
as the member can defend them.

As well as the $10.9 billion that Mr Howard
will cost the Government to fund his tax cuts.
he has promised also that he will wipe out the
existing deficit of $2.5 billion, leaving him with
a total deficit of $6.5 billion that he has to find
somewhere. He has calculated that his savings
total $6.9 billion, he has said he will wipe out
the $2.5 billion deficit, and he has promised
tax cuts totalling $10.9 billion. Where will we
find the $6.5 billion deficit? He will ind it by
implementing a national consumption tax. He
mentioned it several weeks ago. He floated the
idea gently in (he genesis of the development of
this policy by saying that he would require a
consumption tax of about five per cent.

What will that mean to the average Australian
family? It will mean $26 per week
for the consumption tax that will fund the defi-
cit. It will also mean a minimum of $12.50 per
week for the abolition of Medicare: $13.20 per
week in additional education costs: $1.29 per
week in increased car registration fees to cover
the decrease in Commonwealth funds to the
States: $2.90 per week for increased water and
sewerage rates. On top of that. we have an in-
flation rate of 14.5 per cent from the indirect
taxes and the effect on the CPI and allied with
the wage freeze it would result in interest rates
of 17.5 per cent. As far as the average family is
concerned, it will also be faced with an extra
$1 3.50 per week in higher mortgage repay-
ments.

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: The figures were
compiled by the Treasury. I am happy to table
the figures to allow members to analyse them. I
am also happy for members opposite to present
their figures on the Federal Opposition's tax
policy.

Mr Crane: All this proves is that you cannot
trust politicians.

Mrs HENDERSON: We cannot trust Mr
Howard. that is for sure.

What will it mean for the Western Australian
Government? It will probably mean that it will
have to cut school class sizes, cut staff in
Government hospitals, cut down on capital
works projects, cut down on road construction,
and will also have to rook at the possible
closing of country hospitals. It will also have to
look at the fuel levy, water, Sewerage, and
drainage charges, and third party insurance.
This would be the result of the Opposition's as-
piring Federal Treasurer's proposed budget.

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: Do members not under-
stand where State Governments get their funds
from?

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: Car registration. I will
wait with bated breath to hear the member for
Murchison-Eyre's response.

Mr Lewis: How will it affect third party in-
surance?

Mrs HENDERSON: What I am saying to the
Opposition is that on Mr Howard's rubbery
figures it is absolutely inevitable that we will
have a consumption tax were the Australian
people so foolish to allow him to get into office.
I have absolutely no doubt that that will not
happen.

There is no doubt that under Mr Howard's
tax policy inflation will rise, interest rates will
rise and the value of the dollar will fall. His tax
policy will go down in history as one of the
most irresponsible policies ever produced. It is
my view that the Australian electorate will not
be fooled by the magnitude of the tax cuts.
They are wiser than Mr Howard expects and
they know that they will be worse off by the
reduction in the level of health care, education.
road construction, hospital construction, hous-
ing construction, and industry and technology.
support for which is dramatically reduced in
Mr Howard's policy.
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I would like to quote a few words from Mr
Maximillian Walsh who is recognised as a
fairly experienced polltical commentator. No-
one would suggest for one moment that he is a
socialist ally of the Labor Party, He said-

If John Howard is elected we should
pray that he is a duplicitous, barefaced
liar. prepared to jettison each and every
promise that won him office.

He went on to say-
Het (Howard) proposes to pay for these

promises by cuts in public expenditure.
Having watched Mr Howard's efforts to
cut public expenditure during the six years
when he was Treasurer and the Coalition
had control of both Houses of Parliament.
I know this to be a preposterous promise.

As I said. Mr Walsh is a political commentator.
He went on to say-

Mr Howard's promises, if implemented.
would precipitate-

Several members interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: I am not talking about

Senator Walsh. I am talking about Max Walsh.
To continue-

-a balance of payments crisis-
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Lawrence): Or-

der! it is really not fair to the member on her
feet. The noise has nothing to do with interjec-
lions. or comment about her speech. The House
is just rowdy and I ask members to stop.

Mrs HENDERSON: Thank you, Madam
Acting Speaker. I know that Opposition mem-
bers find it uncomfortable 10 hear such a well-
respected commentator like Mr Max Walsh
speak in this manner.

Mr Laurance: Is this from the Doodlakine
school of economics?

Mrs HENDERSON: No. it is from The
StydneY Morning Herald. He said-

Mr Howard's promises, if implemented,
would precipitate a balance of payments
crisis that would see a collapse in the
Australian dollar.

That is an independent opinion of the situ-
at ion. It is my view that far from increasing
incentive and far from stimulating consump-
tion, there is no doubt that a combination of
the wages freeze and the inflationary effect of
the policies outlined in Mr Howard's statement
today will cause a decrease in consumption. It
certainly will not increase consumption. Any-
one can see that we will not get increased con-

sumption from a wage freeze. If we have
decreased consumption because of the in-
flationary effects of these policies. unerrnploy-
ment will start increasing again. it has been
predicted that the unemployment figures will
increase by as much as six per cent.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: The member for

Murchison-Eyre can have his say when I have
finished. I do not need his help. I am sure
everyone will listen to what he has no say.

Mr Lightfoot: Don't you believe it?
Mrs HENDERSON: What do I not believe?
Mr Lightfoot interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: I know that the member

for Murchison-Eyre is not very bright, but I
have been trying to explain to the House that if
these tax cuts are implemented people will,
have to pay more for their health, education.
and services which, at the moment, are paid for
as pant of people's taxes. They are not my fig-
ures. They are figures from the Treasury and
they are figures everyone recognises.

What it comes down to is that the average
Australian family will be worse off and at the
same time as a wages freeze, there will be less
consumption, demand will be down, and un-
employment will be up.

Mr Marlborough: Ask the member for
Murchison-Eyre how you have a wages freeze
with a deregulated labour market.

Mrs HENDERSON: We should not worry
about inconsistency-it has never been a prob-
lem for the Liberal Party! In fact the Liberal
Party has not worried about this kind of incon-
sistency in its policies. The fact that on the one
hand it can blatantly offer tax cuts and, on the
other hand, it can take away the basic needs of
families by trying to dupe the Australian public
into imagining they are receiving some kind of
prize, is ridiculous.

It is my view that the chickens will come
home to roost on 11I July and the Opposition
will see the results of underestimating the intel-
ligence of the Australian population. They will
see the effects of this fistful of dollars approach:
this dangling of tax cuts in front of people's
eyes as though they have no understanding of
what the Australian economy is all about.

What can we compare this with? I would like
to take a moment to compare this with the May
economic statement. It was universally wel-
comed by businesses and by the community
generally. It was seen as responsible and the
figures added up. It gave clear support to
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Australian families and increased significantly
the amount of money pensioners and sole sup-
porting parents can earn before they lose part
of their pension. The Opposition has, for a long
time, claimed that there is a need for incentive
for people to get off pensions. There has, for a
long time, been debate about the need for
people to be able to earn more and to give them
the incentive to move back into the workplace.
The Government has done that. It has signifi-
cantly increased the amount of income that
supporting parents and pensioners can earn be-
fore they lose pant of their pension.

Instead of producing rubbery figures the
Labor Government looked, at the same time, at
where the money would come from. It decided
to means test the family allowance for those
people with two children who earned more
than $55 000 a year. I do not know if any mem-
ber in this Chamber would complain that there
is something inequitable about saying that if a
family earns more than $55 000 a year they
should nol be drawing on the public purse to
help support their children. If there are three
children in the family the parents can earn up
to $60 000 a year before they start to lose the
family allowance.

The Government has foreshadowed a major
family package to give increased benefits to
families which have large numbers of children.
and to low income families. The Government
has acted responsibly and has balanced up what
it has given on the one hand with where the
money is coming from on the other hand.

Finally. I would like to mention two other
issues. It is an interesting question as to how
Mr Howard painted himself into the corner
that he is in today. How did he reach a situ-
ation where he had to compile a tax policy on
the run? He has had two years in which 10
produce it. He was caught in a situation where
he had a party meeting last week and did not
have a tax policy to present. This week we have
a tax policy on the run, which is universally
condemned as being one that is irresponsible.

How did he gct himself into that situation? I
will tell members how Mr Howard got himself
into that situation. When the Labor Govern-
ment came into office it looked atl some of the
most difficult questions facing this country-
questions that no previous Government had
faced up to. It looked at the situation that
Australia has an ageing population and the pro-
portion of people in the work force-

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Lawrence): Or-
der! I have already asked the member for
Gascoyne not to engage in cross-Chamber con-
versations. I know that some members are still
doing it but I ask him to desist.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Government
looked towards the future and saw that the
population was ageing. the number of people
aged more than 60 years will increase dramati-
cally and the proportion of the population of
working age who have to support those people
is declining, and it decided that it needed to
tackle that problem. It decided to take the pol-
itically unpopular step of saying that the Alan
Bonds and Robert Holmes a Courts of this
world should not consider they are automati-
cally entitled to a pension when they reach the
age of 60 or 65. The Government introduced a
fairly generous test on people's assets: it al-
lowed a couple to own $ 100 000-worth of assets
before the test affected their pension. The
Government exempted from that test the
couple's house, car, furniture, and possessions.
Immediately the Government took this step.
the more responsible Liberals such as Senator
Fred Chancy said that we had to look at this
problem and we had to face the fact that we
had an ageing population. However, Mr
Howard jumped straight in and said that a Lib-
eral Government would repeal this assets test.
That put $1.6 billion on the ledger for him to
ind.

The same thing happened when the
Treasurer tackled the problem of the ever-
expanding tax-free employment package: that
is. free lunches, tax-free cars, children's edu-
cation expenses, cheap housing loans, and all
those sorts of benefits aimed at providing an
attractive employment package that would
avoid one paying tax on the total income. The
Government tackled that fairly unpopular area
which took a considerable degree of courage on
its part. The Government was concerned that
the ordinary PAYE taxpayer was paying for the
free lunches and tax-free cars of those on better
incomes. As soon as the Government tackled
that problem. instead of Mr Howard saying it
was a responsible thing to do. he said that a
Liberal Government would repeal it. That
added another $900 million to his debt.

The Government looked at entertainment
expenses and queried why some people should
be able to claim entertainment expenses for
taking people to lunch, when a person working
on a building site could not claim that sort of
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deduction. Mr Howard immediately said that a
Liberal Government would repeal that and he
put another $320 million on the bill.

The same thing happened with necgative gear-
ing. No-one disputes the fact that people who
rent out a property should be able to claim the
expenses of that property from the profit on the
rental: but. the ability to claim the losses they
make against other income is obviously a tax
haven not available to most people in the com-
munity. The Government removed negative
gearing and Mr Howard immediately hopped
in and said that he would repeal it.

What happened in the end? In the lead-up to
the Federal election Mr Howard had already
committed thimsell' to all the things he would
repeal and he had to find the money from
somewhere. Where from? Just when he was
looking at ways of getting the money, along
came Joh lBjelke-Peteren who said that he
would introduce 25 per cent flat tax for every-
body. Everybody likes lower taxes, and at that
time the Opposition was having enormous
problems, the members were divided one mo-
ment. then united and then divided again, go-
ing this way and that. Mr Howard put his tax
policy on the backburner: he knew he had to
find the money to cover the promises he had
made, but at the same time Joh was launching
himself on the road to Canberra with a 25 per
cent flat tax. Mr Howard knew he had to offer
tax cuts because otherwise he would be am-
bushed by Joh from Queensland. He did the
most irresponsible thing anyone could do. In-
stead of retreating from his promises he added
to them these extravagant tax cuts. He now
expects the Australian family to bear the brunt
of these policies because of his ineptitude and
stupidity in hopping in every time the Govern-
ment did something to restore equity into the
system and promising to repeal these measures.

I support this motion and I think Australian
people will show exactly what they think of the
Howard tax document on I I July.

MRS BUCHAANAN (Pilbara) [8.38 pm]: I
have pleasure in seconding the motion moved
by the member for Gosnells. I would like to
preface my remarks by saying that S suppose
the one universal feeling about taxation is that
few people l ike paying it.

Mr Lewis: They do not like paying the fringe
benefits lax up your way.

Mrs BUCHANAN: I should simply ignore
those remarks from the Opposition. I have
hardly said two words, yet the Opposition
members are carping already.

The policy announced in the Dai/v News
tonight by the Opposition's Federal colleagues
is disgraceful. As I said, few people like paying
taxes, and that is evidenced by the way in
which the average taxpayer pays meticulous at-
tention to detail in each year's taxation return.
Some even engage accountants or other people
to complete their returns in an effort to ensure
that every possible deduction, rebate. or allow-
ance is included. The main objective is to en-
sure that at the end of the financial year one
gets a refund or, at the very least, is not
required to pay more tax. Some people go
further to seek to avoid their responsibility of
paying tax.

Therefore, taxation is a most difficult subject
for Governments of all persuasions, and of
course it has the potential to provide political
mileage for Opposition panics. That, of course,
is what the Liberal Party's tax proposal today is
about-buying votes. On the other hand, the
H-awke Government could hardly be accused of
similar motives if one considers the total tax
reform package and, more topically, the recent
mini-Budget with its cutbacks in unemploy-
ment benefits for 16 and I17-year-olds, as well
as in other areas.

The Hawke Government is the only Govern-
ment over the years which has had the intesti-
nal fartitude to effcct major tax reforms and
implement the very stringent measures needed
to meet the challenge of the current economic
times. Some of those measures could not help
but be unpopular in particular sectors of the
community but, generally speaking, the
Australian public has accepted that the
measures have been necessary.

The fundamental diftference between the
Hawke Government's and the Howard Oppo-
sition's policies is that the Labor Party policy
is based on sound economic management,
whereas the Liberal policy is purely ideological.
I read in the Daily News that the Liberal Party
is back on its old hobbyhorse: part of its pro-
posal included the selling offeor privatisation of
key Government assets, and the abolition of
various Federal Government departments. It
appears to me that the Federal Opposition has
viewed the H-awke Government's success as a
sign that the general community is prepared to
accept tough measures, and the Opposition has
gone overboard.

Mr Lewis: What success?
Mrs BUCHANAN: As the Premier pointed

out earlier during question time, the Federal
Opposition has not even been able to get its

2215



2216 [ASSEMBLY)

sums right. It has simply shifted a few figures
around and come up short. I hate to think what
the effect of this will be on the ordinary
Australian family. In my view it would be quite
disastrous.

To my way of' thinking, one of the most
ominous parts of the proposal is the abolition
of the various Federal Government depart-
ments. In particular I would be extremely con-
cerned to see the Department of Arts. Heritage
and Environment abolished. In times of econ-
omic difficulty, these areas must be subject to
cutbacks, as are any other areas of Govern ment
spending, but to completely abolish the Federal
coordinating group would be totally irrespon-
sible.

For the benefit of members opposite. I would
like to point out a few of the responsibilities of
this all-important Department of Arts, Heri-
tage and Environment. It is responsible for cul-
tural affairs, including the support of the arts.
national collections, national heritage and en-
v iron ment and conservat ion.

With regard to the environmental aspect of
its responsibilities, the department administers
the Commonwealth's Environment Protection
(impact On Proposals) Act. This Act seeks to
ensure that environmental matters are
examined and taken into account in the Com-
monwealth's decision-making process.

This Act is administered in a complementary
way to the Western Australian Environmental
Protection Act. The State Government has a
very satisfactory agreement with the Common-
wealth Government to ensure that there is no
duplication of environmental impact pro-
cedures.

So what types of proposals are subject to en-
vironmental assessment? The Act applies only
to proposals in which there is some involve-
ment by the Commonwealth Government.
Generally these fall into one or more of the
following categories: Activities and projects
carried out by Commonwealth departments
and authorities, which include defence proj-
ects, railways. national highways. airports.
postal and telecommunication facilities and de-
velopments on Commonwealth land:, and
grants to State Governments for programmes
such as the Bicentennial road programmes and
international-standard sporting facilities.

An Opposition member: What about motor-
ists?

Mrs BUCHANAN: I am talking about assess-
ment bodies in these areas. The Act covers
areas which require Commonwealth approval

to export primary products such as uranium,
coal, iron ore, mineral sands, aluminium, oil.
gas and woodehips. Categories covered include
proposals involving foreign investment, par-
ticularly in mining and manufacturing, real es-
tate development and tourist developments.
Under the National Estate programme in the
1985-86 year. Western Australia received
$452 500 for various programmes.

About one-third of that allocation was spent
on environmental-related projects. Thai money
went not only to the WA Government for
works such as the Owalia conservation works
and technical services. but also to local govern-
ment bodies. They had their share. Important
areas were covered under special grants, such
as the restoration of the wharfinger's residence
in Derby. And so the list goes on. I could not
begin to read them all here. Those areas of
funding would no doubt dry up under this Lib-
eral Party proposal, which would be extremely
detrimental to those sorts of programmes.

In relation to heritage matters, the depart-
ment administers a five-person heritage branch
within the total department. and that deals
with a wide range of activities associated with
the identification. collection, preservation and
promotion of Australia's cultural and natural
heritage. The branch is responsible for I0 Com-
monwealth enactments concerning museums
and collections, historic sh ipwrecks, the protec-
tion of moveable cultural property and the
World Heritage Convention.

In addition the branch administers a number
of programmes. such as the one to which I have
already referred, the National Estate grants
programme, taxation incentives for arts,
national memorials. Artbank and historic com-
memorations. The branch liaises with five
statutory authorities, including the Australian
Heritage Commission, and provides the sec-
retariat for the Advisory Committee on
National Collections.

As far as the possible duplication of activity
between the department and the WA Heritage
Commission is concerned, specifically in the
heritage field, the following points should be
made: The department deals with certain mat-
ters which are clearly Commonwealth and not
State matters, such as nominations to the
World Heritage list, contributions to the World
Heritage Fund, and existing and proposed tax-
ation concessions for heritage restoration work.

Another point to be made is that the Com-
monwealth provides funds in areas in which
the States do not. Only South Australia.
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Victoria and New South Wales have heritage
legislation, and these are the only States pro-
viding direct financial assistance for heritage
restoration. Without the National Estate pro-
gramme allocation, Western Australia would
not have any such funds available under the
present arrangements.

As we all know, it is hoped that the heri.tage
legislation will be introduced shortly in West-
ern Australia.

I could not express the importance of the con-
tinued operation of the Department of Arts,
Heritage and Environment better than the 1984-
85 report from which I quote-

The world community looks towards the
21st century with clear aspirations and
considerable apprehension. Although
major technological developments have
opened new horizons of opportunity there
is real concern as to whether these devel-
opments can be harnessed in a way which
leaves our lives and natural environment
enhanced.

The Australian people, sharing this
world-wide concern, are looking to govern-
ments to safeguard their heritage, to pro-
vide opportunities for personal and social
development and properly to manage and
utilise our natural resources.

In these days of assessing options on the
basis of articulated costs and benefits it is
important to ensure proper regard for the
many environmental and cultural con-
siderations that do not fit easily into con-
venient cost-benefits formulae. If we are
unable to accommodate these concerns in
our decision-making processes we will find
inevitably that we have diminished the
heritage we hold in trust for future
generations.

While it is not possible to place mean-
ingful monetary values on wilderness, the
musical experience or any other of the
amalgam of qualities which contribute to
our spiritual and cultural well-being, it is
essential that we articulate these qualities
and the importance we place upon their
preservation. In the final analysis, society
itself must establish clearly its priorities in
relation to these intangible matters if
Government is to accommodate them in
decision-making.

The combination of the functions of
arts, heritage and environment within the
Department provides the opportunity for
the provision of integrated advice to the

Government to assist it to meet the
objectives and policies it has developed in
response to society's aspirations.

The abolition of this department would no
doubt lead to a dryi ng-up of the funds we have
seen flow into all these important areas, and in
my view the Australian community generally
would be much the poorer if that were to hap-
pen. The proposal by the Liberal Federal Oppo-
sition to abolish that department just shows
how reckless and careless it is, and what little re-
gard it has, not only for the Australian people
but also, for their rich culture and heritage. I
therefore have pleasure in supporting the mo-
tion moved by the member for Gosnells.

MRt MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [8.50 pmj: I thank the member
for Gosnells for giving the Opposition the op-
portunity of talking about a matter that it really
is very pleased to debate. It seems that. the
Labor Party across Australia has a fixation
about the Liberal Party's taxation policy. I
have been watching television, and every night
Paul Keating comes on and talks about nothing
else. The Government's policies for this elec-
tion are, firstly, to chop down the Opposition's
tax policy, and secondly, to follow the Western
Australian lead of blaming their predecessors.
One clear fact has emerged out of all this: The
people of Australia will have a clear choice to
make at this election.

Mrs Henderson: They sure will.

Mr MacKINNON: I am pleased that will be
the case, because the people of Australia are
going to have a choice between what Bob
Hawke is promising, which is more of the
same, or what John Howard is promising, a
new future, which is summed up in three
phrases: Enterprise; support for the family: and
an attack on duplication and waste. Above all,
John Howard has done what Paul Keating
could not do; he has made the tough decisions
that Paul Keating baulked at.

I had to smile when the member for Gosniells
stood over there tonight and said about John
Howard, -Can we trust this man?" Let us have
a look at whom we are comparing John
Howard with-Bob H-awke. Bob Hawke said
on television before the election in 1983 there
would be no capital gains tax. I will repeat that
for the slow learners out there in the Labor
Party who might not have heard it the first
time: He said there would be no capital gains
tax.
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A couple of weeks ago Bob Hawke said there
would not be an early election. The member for
Gosnells is asking us to trust this man, Bob
Hawke, but not to trust John Howard. Onc
thing that John Howard does have is credi-
bility. Let us compare the credibility of John
Howard with that of another great Australian,
Paul Keating. the Treasurer, who cheated on
his expense allowance. He is the man we have
as Treasurer of the country, a man who could
not even put his taxation return in on time.
The member for Gosnells is saying we should
trust these people.

A member interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I do put my return i n on

time. I lodge my return via a tax agent, who
does it for me within the appropriate time.

Let us talk in terms of policies, as the mem-
ber for Victoria Park wants us to do. The
Premier said tonight that the Federal Leader of
the Opposition has said that unspecified
agencies would be abolished, and that is what
John Howard had done in relation to this tax
policy: but he had not specifiedl exactly which
agencies he was going to abolish.

I quote some of the agencies that John
Howard is going to abolish, as stated in his
taxation paper today, and I wholeheartedly
support him in doing so. Number one is the
Human Rights and Equal Opportunities Com-
mission. Good riddance to that. The second is
the Constitutional Commission. Poor old
Gough Whitlamn will not be able to have a job
any longer. The Constitutional Commission
has achieved absolutely nothing for this
country. and it will go; good riddance. What
about the Commission for the Future? That has
achieved a lot for Western Australia. Its mem-
bers were protesting on the steps of Parliament
House tonight, and they will be out there
tomorrow, saying they do not want the Com-
mission of the Future to go. Good riddance to
it.

The next item is termination of expenditure
arising from the Labor Government's commit-
ment to the Australia Card proposal. The Op-
position has opposed the Australia Card pro-
posal right from the outset. Good riddance to
bad rubbish.

Mr D. L. Smith: You are skipping some.
Mr MacKINNON: It would take me all night

to mention them. If the member wants to men-
tion them, he can do so. instead of filling out
his Tattslotto cards. The next is the Foreign
Investment Review Board. Does the Govern-

ment think it is not a good idea to get rid of the
FIRB? What does the member for Mitchell
think?

Mr D. L. Smith: It still has a function.
Mr MacKINNON: The Government would

rather see it stay.
Mr D. L. Smith: The member for Mitchell

would rather see it stay.
Mr MacKINNON: We are pleased that the

differences between the Government and Op-
position are becoming clearer by the day. The
Foreign Investment Review Board will go.

Further down in the paper. John Howard has
l isted other bodies to be abolished, or grants to
be terminated, which include the Independent
Air Fares Committee. That will have to go be-
cause at last we will have some real compe-
tition in the air routes across Australia. I am
sure even the Premier agrees with what is going
to happen in that regard. So the Independent
Air Fares Committee will go. and I am amazed
the Government has not welcomed that.

The various trade union grants, such as im-
migration. arts, industry. etc. as identified by
the Opposition's Waste Watch Committee, are
going to go. I cannot believe that the member
for Gosnells supported the grant of $10 000 to
whichever surfboard group it was-

M r Lewis: It was $18 000.
Mr MacKINNON: -to design a special surf-

board. Did the member support that?
Mrs Henderson: Of all the grants, that is the

only one you can think of. which says a lot f'or
you.

Mr MacKINNON: The member for Gosnells
supported such a ridiculous grant, and I am
sure she has also supported the grant of
$60 000, 1 think it was, to the Builders
Labourers Federation to design some new mu-
ral.

Dr Gallop: Get to the issues. You are pa-
thetic.

Mr MacKINNON: The member for Victoria
Park is asking me to turn to the issues and give
him some details. I am giving him details, but I
do not think he likes what he is hearing.

Finally in this area. John Howard has given
an indication that the public funding of elec-
tions will go: and so it should. Why should the
Australian people fund political parties to fight
elections? Why should we pay taxes for that pur-
pose? Does the member for Victoria Park sup-
port the public funding of elections?

Dr Gallop: Of course I do.

2218



[Wednesday, IC June 1987] 21

Mr MacKINNON: The differences became
more apparent by the minute, and we are very
pleased that is the case.

Mr Brian Burke: Your party claims public
funding.

Mr MacKINNON: If the Government is go-
ing to pay it, the Opposition would have to be
mad not to claim.

Mr Brian Burke: You are very principled
people, are you not? What a terrible moral di-
lemma you are in.

Mr MacKINNON: As the member for
Gascoyne said, does the Premier claim tax de-
dluctions? Of course he does. It is the same prin-
ciple. The important point is that the public
funding of elections will go; good riddance.

We have heard an awful lot tonight from
members opposite about Medicare. I say to the
member for Gosnells that the Opposition cer-
tainly does not govern by public opinion, and if
she has been out there, talking to the people in
the community, as I have, she must be getting
some very different responses from the ones I
receive about Medicare, because I can assure
the member that the people of Australia are fed
up with getting second-class treatment from a
system for which they must pay twice to have
delivered to them. I can assure the member
that the 7 000 people in Western Australia-
and I think it is 100 000 across Australia-on
the hospital waiting lists will welcome with
open arms the decision by the Opposition to
completely overhaul what has become com-
monly known as "medlifrauUd". In addition to
that, while we are talking about Medicare and
medical matters, let me talk briefly about the
Premier's response during question time
tonight about this whole question of the
Government's taxation policy.

He claimed that the State would have to
close I I hospitals and that it would cost this
State $200 million. I would like the Premier to
table in the Parliament a'detailed breakdown of
how he arrived at that $200 million figure, and
also to detail for us in the Parliament which I I
hospitals in Western Australia he has identified
as having to close under such a proposal.

Mr Hassell: He just wants a figure to throw
around.

Mr Court: Is it $200 million for one year. or
three years. or how long?

Mr MacKINNON: Conveniently, as is
always the case when he is pressed for details,
the Premier does not answer.

Mr Laurance: Vince has not got around to it
yet.

Mr MacKINNON: Maybe he is busy balanc-
ing his books. The point is that if the Premier
wants to have credibility on these issues he
must come clean and provide the detai Is for the
people to make ajudgment. It is no good saying
that I I hospitals will have to close. Which I I
hospitals? How is that going to cost Western
Australia $200 million? Again, the Premier re-
mains silent.

The member for Gosnells. in the motion
which I thought we were to address, said that
Mr Howard's policy and promised tax cuts
would severely prejudice the welfare of all
Western Australians. Let us turn to the
business community and see what a body blow
that community would be dealt by John
Howard.

The Howard Government will reduce the
rate of company tax from 49 per cent to 42 per
cent, yet all the member for Gosnells can say is
that a Liberal Government under John Howard
would cut out assistance to industry. Having
been a public accountant and having dealt with
industry. I can assure the House that industry
would much prefer a decent tax cut to a
Government handout. In fact, business organ-
isations across the country have been crying
out for tax relief-not handouts, but real tax
relief-and they will get it under a Liberal
Government. Of course. the member for
Gosnells does not support that. Her motion
tonight clearly indicates that, and both she and
her colleague, the member for Pilbara, do not
support tax cuts for companies, nor the abol-
ition of the capital gains tax. The member for
Gosnells and the member for Victoria Park are
happy to support the imposition of the capital
gains tax, as is the Minister for Health.

Several members interjected.

Mr D. L. Smith: What about reading from
page 39?

Mr MacKINNON: The member for Mitchell
can read that instead of doing his lottery
tickets. The people of Western Australia are
going to be very prejudiced because the capital
gains tax is abolished! They will welcome it
with open arms. The Howard Liberal Govern-
ment will also abolish the fringe benefits tax in
its entirety. I will quote what John Howard said
to show why his estimate was different, so that
the member for Gosnells can go back to who-
ever it was in Treasury-probably Tony
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Lloyd-who did the figures showing it was $1.5
million or $7 million. Mr Howard said he
would introduce-

Abolition of the fringe benefits tax in its
entirety, accompanied by new measures to
prevent abuse of the income tax system
through the granting of non-cash benefits
that arc not job related.

John Howard's decision on fringe benefits tax
is totally responsible, as we knew it would be.
But the inequitable fringe benefits tax against
which the business community in this State has
rebelled will go. and I am quite sure businesses
will not be prejudiced by that. John Howard
will also restore deductions for legitimate busi-
ness expenses. The Government really has a
fixation about entertainment expenses and the
like, so in Canberra the Labor Government
wiped them out completely. A person cannot
take anybody out for lunch and do a business
deal at lunchtime.

Mrs Henderson: Yes, you can: you just have
to pay for it yourself.

Mr MacKINNON: That is dead right, but a
person does not get a tax deduction for that as a
legitimate business expense. That just shows
how far removed from reality the members for
Gosnells and Victoria Park are. They have
never been in business and would not have any
idea of what goes on. However. I am pleased to
say that John Howard has been in business.
and does understand, and will restore that
deductibility to people in Western Australia
and across the nation. Business people in this
State. particularly restaurant owners, will be
more than pleased with that decision, as will all
business people who do not particularly mind
that they also have to meet proper require-
ments to ensure that there is no abuse.

Iam absolutely certain that there will be out-
rage in the country about the full rebate of
excise for petrol used on farms. Does not the
member for Victoria Park support that?

Dr Gallop: It is a question of balance.
Mr MacKINNON: It is a question of bal-

ance? A full rebate of excise for petrol used on
farms? I am very pleased that the members for
Victoria Park and Gosnells. and all Govern-
ment members, are not happy about the $145
million commitment to the farmers of
Australia. They do not want to see any benefits
granted to farmers-the people who are up
against it at the moment.

The most important issue is that the Federal
Liberal Party will move towards the abolition
of Labor's prohibition of negative gearing on

rental properties, and its replacement by a
system allowing deductions from taxable in-
come on interest incurred on borrowings up to
80 per cent of the value of the rental property.

Mr Marlborough: Watch Max Walsh tonight!
Mr MacKINNON: I think that was Max Gil-

lies doing an impersonation of somebody-
Bob Hawke, probably, It is amazing that the
member for Cockburn should be so jovial while
I am talking of home rentals. Home rentals in
this State have gone through the roof. The
people that member represents are now worse
off than they have ever been in this State's
history. for two reasons, capital gains tax and
the abolition of negative gearing. That is why
rentls have gone through the roof in this State.
and why people wanting rental homes are
worse off than ever before. But this Govern-
ment does not care about that. The member for
Cockburn is not interested and does not care
that the big majority of people he represents
are further away from owning a home today
than they have ever been before in this nation's
history.

I totally support the abolition of Labor's pro-
hibition of negative gearing. What we will see is
a resurgence in the building industry, not only
in this State but also across Australia: and I can
assure members that those people who are now
finding it difficult to rent a home will have a
much easierjob of doing so.

So business people. farmers, tenants, and
home owners all stand a much better chance
under the Howard taxation policy.

Let us now turn to what the member for
Gosnells said about the States. I am absolutely
amazed that we have a Government that is
prepared to say that any statement, no matter
from which political party, that says. "We are
going to stop the duplication of services in this
State". is not a good thing.

Mrs Henderson interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: Is the member for

Gosnells not happy that the Commonwealth is
getting out of the resources and energy area and
that we can again go about managing the re-
sources and energy projects in this State free
from interference?

Mrs Henderson: Do you want different regu-
lations in different States?

Mr MacKINNON: The answer is yes, we in
Western Australia do want to be different, be-
cause we believe we are better. We do not be-
lieve that a bureaucrat in Canberra can tell us
how to run Western Australia. The light has
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eventually dawned on the member Car
Gosnells. We do want them to go. We are dif-
ferent and we are better, and we are as happy as
Larry that under Howard the Commonwealth
will get out of the resources and energy area.

I will be amazed if the Minister for Minerals
and Energy does not get up and support us. If
he does not contribute in this debate and say he
is happy that the Resources and Energy De-
partment in Canberra is to go. he is not doing
the best for Western Australia.

Mr Court: The department has done nothing
for resource development in Australia.

Mr MacKINNON: Exactly, but let us slow it
down. The member for Gosnells wants the Fed-
eral Depantment of Arts, Heritage and En-
vironment to come here and tell us how to run
environmental matters in this State. Does she
not remember what her Commonwealth col-
leagues did in Tasmania? We are very happy
that that department is going because we be-
lieve that Western Australian Governments-

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: The member for
Cockburn is saying that his own Minister for
the Environment is not responsible. We cannot
trust a Labor Federal Government with the en-
vironment. I happen to think that under a State
Government. even one led by the Labor Party.
we would get a much better deal for the en-
vironment than we would from a Common-
wealth Labor Government. We heard the niem-
ber talk about the Federal Department of
Housing and Construction. It is a department
that dues not build a house in Australia yet
employs 5000 people. We would be happy to
see that department go.

Mr D. L. Smith interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: I am pleased the member
for Mitchell interjected. The first home owners
scheme came in because of high interest rates.
Under the policy John Howard released today.
the member for Victoria Park might wish to
talk about economic policies but interest rates
will at last have a chance of falling.

I am particularly pleased that members op-
posite do not want the avenage Western
Australian to have some real tax cuts at last. I
wish to give members one' comparison. Average
earnings in Western Australia are $500 a week.
In case members thought I wanted to cheat, I
have taken $20 000 a year at $400 a week. The
tax paid on that figure is $4 001 this year under
the Labor Government's tax scales. Under the

new Liberal Bicentennial tax scales, the
amount will be $3 525. a saving of about $ 10 a
week.

Members opposite are saying loud and clear
to the people of Western Australia that they do
not believe there should be tax cuts delivered to
the people of Western Australia. They are also
saying they are happy to see Federal-State
duplication continue. They are quite prepared
to see it continue and see Australians continue
to pay increasing tax burdens under the
Hawke-Keating Government.

The member for Mitchell interjected earlier
with respect to the gold tax. I am quite happy
to say that John Howard has indicated there
will be no gold tax under a Liberal Govern-
ment. If ever one is introduced under a Labor
Government it will be repealed.

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: I think the member for
Cockburn has been listening to Bob Hawke for
too long. Bob Hawke says one thing one week
and something else another week. I do not
think the member is listening to the right per-
son.

The outcome of the Howard taxation pack-
age will lead to lower interest rates. We cannot
have lower interest rates until we start tackling
the deficit. That is what the tax package will
allow us to do. There will be a rise in the stan-
dard of living in this country; not as the
Premier and the Prime Minister have commit-
ted us to. There is a continued decline in the
standard of living. Mr Howard's policy will
commit us to more dollars for every taxpayer in
Australia and not just a few at the top or bot-
torn of the scale.

The member for Gosnells talked about in-
flation. Australia is leading the inflation stakes
around the world. This will give us an oppor-
tunity to bite into what is a major economic
problem in Australia. Above all, this policy will
provide real incentive to all Australians to
work harder. At last, every Australian who
want s to work will1 be rewa rded fo r so do ing, n o
matter when they work, for how long or how
hard because the maximum they will have to
pay is 38c in the dollar. Australians will take
home 62c for every dollar earned, whether they
work on the wharfs in Fremantle or in a second
or third job to get themselves ahead. What do
they take home now when they work on week-
ends and really want to get ahead? The figure is
about half of that.
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The word that sums up John Howard's pol-
icy is "incentive". We want Australians to
work harder and achieve. We believe individ-
ual Australians know better than any Govern-
ment how to spend their money and how to
succeed. Under this tax packge they will be
given the opportunity to do just that.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [9.15 pm]: The
Labor Party has Paul Keating.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: We will let the member get
part of his speech out bcfore interjections start.
When he has given us an indication of what he
will speak about, that will be about the right
time to start, but not in that uncivilised man-
ner.

Mr LAURANCE: As I said, the Labor Party
has Paul Keating. It is obvious they want him
and from our point of view they can have him.
My party did same polling recently. We put
every leader in Australia on a chart to see what
Western Australians thought about these
people. We had to put an addendum on the
bottom of the chart so we could fit Paul
Keating on. He is lower than a skunk and mem-
bers opposite know it. He is loathed around
Australia. Members opposite can support him
as much as they like but he is the most hated
man in Australia. If anyone has a credibility
problem it is old Paul '*Cheating"!

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: The more he cannot re-
member where he lives and the antique furni-
ture he buys, the worse he gets. People think he
is the lowest form of skunk in Australia. We
could not fit him on the graph. Members op-
posite can have him. We will have John
Howard against Paul Keating any day of the
week if that is the best the Labor Government
can do.

If members look at what Labor Governments
around Australia over the last 40 or 50 years
have achieved-and they will go down in his-
tory for this-they will see declining living
standards.

That is the legacy the Labor Government will
leave behind when it goes out of office. For
more than 30 years after the last war-almost
exclusively under Liberal Governments-the
Australian people came to expect ever-increas-
ing living standards. That was their
expectation: that was the promise which was
del ivered-ever-increasi ng living standards.

The Liberal Governments said. "People de-
serve more and more", and under Liberal
Governments that is what they received.

What has the Labor Government done? Dur-
ing the period it has been in office it has
presided over declining living standards, the
highest ever interest rates, and the lowest ever
value of the Australian dollar. I have just been
to Japan. When I first went there 17 years ago
as a Rotary exchange student I could have
pulled out a dollar and felt very rich because it
was worth 440 yen. I was last there 10 days ago
and when I pulled out an Australian dollar. I
was told. "Find 10 more of them and you will
be able to afford an orange juice or a news-
paper'. The Australian dollar in Japan is worth
about half a pie. It is not worth anything under
a Labor Government. In the past. Australians
were proud of their dollar because it could hold
up anywhere in the world. Now it is the
"Keating" dollar and is not worth the paper it
is written on. People overseas sneer now if one
pulls out an Australian dollar.

The Labor Government has presided over
the greatest decline in Australian living stan-
dards since the war-the only period of declin-
ing living standards. In the Press the other day
the Premier said in effect that people must
change their expectations. Under a Labor
Government people cannot hope for a rise in
their living standardls: they have to expect a
decline in them. The Premier in effect said to
our people. "Change your expectations." Well
the Liberal Party has news for the Premier. We
are saying, "'Change your Government not your
expectations." That is the only answer.

What has John Howard given Australians?
He has given them hope. That is what he rep-
resents-the hope that Australia will get in
front again. In effect he is saying, "You don't
have to go backwards all the time." He has
given us a message of hope which will lift the
yoke of Government from the people.

I was recently in the electorate of the mem-
ber for Pilbara. The Mt Newman Mining
Company said it would lose $42 million be-
cause of the fringe benefits tax. The member
for Pilbara knows that they are not even ben-
efits; they are compensatory factors for people
going to work in those industries in the north.
Despite this, the Labor Government calls them
a "benefit" and taxes them. If one goes to Port
Hedland. one sees blood on the floor. People
are going broke everywhere because 150 famil-
ies were moved out of the town by Mt Newman
Mining Company as a result of the fringe-ben-
efits tax. These people were the high spenders.
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They were the people who spent money in the
supermarkets and went to the town's res-
taurants with their families. Now these families
are gone and when one asks why they were
shifted out by the company, one is told the
fringe benefits tax was the straw that broke the
camel's back and Government members know
it.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: What about the jewellery

shop? What about other shops in the Pant
H-edland shopping centre?

Mr Brian Burke: What about Mick Cotter?
Mr LAURANCE: What went wrong with

Mick Cotter was 26E. What went wrong with
Graeme Campbell was FBT. He went out the
window:. he could not win Kalgoorlie with
FBT. and he does not deserve to do so.

When one looks at the empty shops in Pani
Hedland's shopping centre. one can ask. "What
happened to the jewellery shop?" What indeed?
The same thing has happened as had happened
to the other jewellery shop in the town. It went
out of business. Other shops in Port Hedland
are closing every day. Members should go to
Pant Hedland if they want to see the effects of
the fringe benefits tax in Western Australia.
One does not notice the effects so much in
Karratha or in Mt Newman because they are
still buzzing as a result of industries the pre-
vious Liberal Government started. However, in
Pan Hedland there is no major development at
the moment so that town is feeling the full
effects of FBT. The member for Pilbara should
visit Port Hcldland. She should not talk to the
business people alone; she should talk to the
workers they have had to put off because of
FBT. I think it is a long time since the member
for Pilbara visited Pori Hedland.

Dr Gallop interjected.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! That was a disgrace-

ful performance. I do not want to invoke
Standing Orders and have a situation where I
have to say there will be no interjections, be-
cause we would all be bored to tears, but I will
take action against members if they want to
perform like that again. It is not satisfactory. I
will not ask for an apology at this time, but I
certainly will next time.

Mr LAURANCE: I recently heard a story
about the eternal academic up there, the mem-
ber for Victoria Park-

Dr Gallop: Have you ever written a PhD
thesis? It is very hard.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: It is quite obvious that the

member for Victoria Park has more degrees
than a thermometer but not even an ounce of
commonsenise. I heard he sets exam papers in
economics and the questions this year were the
same as last year. When his colleagues pointed
this out to him. the eternal academic said. "I
have not made a mistake; the questions might
be the same as last year. but this year the
answers are different."

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE. In the package announced

today by John Howard, incentive is provided.
It is a message of hope;, it is bold and imaginat-
ive and it will get the Government off the backs
of the people. It will allow them to go out and
be productive, to employ more people, and to
be more prosperous.

The House has heard from the eternal aca-
demic and from the member for Gosniells who
moved this motion. She obviously received her
directions personally from Senator Peter Walsh
because they are straight out of the Doodlakine
school of economics. I will give a little econ-
omics lesson of my own. In the time that is left
to me, I will talk about the paradox of
progressivity.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: It is not even mine. The

member for Gosnells when she moved this mo-
tion said that when one makes tax cuts, one
then has to introduce a consumption tax or
some other tax because the Government will
lose money. The paradox of progressivity is
this: When one cuts taxes, the Government gets
more and not less. When one cuts taxes, rich
people pay more not less. When one raises
taxes, rich people pay less and poor people pay
more. Members of' the Government might not
understand that but it is a fundamental rule of
common sense.

Mir Brian Burke: I think John Howard will
lose the election if he thinks tax cuts will be
popular. On your theory people will be paying
more.

Mr LAURANCE: I will come to that in a
moment. Let us look at a couple of economies.
I will illustrate my point by talking about a
couple of other countries which have cried this
course of action. The United Kingdom in the
1950s had the highest rate of taxes of any
country in the western world.

Dr Alexander: It now has the highest rate of
unemployment in the western world.
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Mr LAURANCE: I will come to that in a
moment.-

It has hope: under the Labour Governments
towards the end of the 1970s it had a lot of
things, but it did not have any hope. In 1978
when I was there to look at the North Sea oil
and gas installations and some of their major
yards they said, -See these gas platforms: they
had to be finished with German steel." The
British workers could not produce on time or
make the steel of the right quality. They had to
get the steel from Germany. That is how sick
Britain was under Labour Governments a few
years ago. It has some hope now; it is not over
its problems, hut there is some light ahead
where there was none before.

In the late 1940s and early 1950s Britain had
the highest tax rates of any Western country.
After they enacted the highest and most pro-
gressive rates of tax, the tax payments of the
poor increased by nearly four times the pay-
ments of the rich- Members may ask how that
could happen. I quote from a book entitled The
Spirit qtf Enterprse by George Gilder which
states-

Highly progressive tax rates do not re-
distribute incomes; they redistribute tax-
payers from taxable to untaxable activities,
from domestic investment to foreign cur-
rency plays, from offices and factories to
golf courses, fox hunts, and tropical
beaches, from documented business to
underground barter and cash exchanges.
from productive professions to excess
financial intermediation and Finagling.
from active enterprise to socially fruitless
but lucrative litigation.

Further on he talks about what happens to the
people. If a country has high progressive rates
of taxation the best people go somewhere else.
One of the most exciting developments in in-
dustry around the world in recent years has
been the computer industry, and one of the
best examples is the growth of Silicon Valley in
the United States. The book states-

Some of Silicon Valley's most notable
figures-from Adam Osborne and John
Ellenby in personal Computers to Wilf
Corrigan and John Carey in
semiconductors-are Britons in flight
from socialism.

Why did the expectation of a brilliant com-
puter industry not come about in Britain?
Britons went to America and had wonderful
success. They paid their taxes in America and

left everybody in Britain, mostly the poor
people, to pick up the tab for that struggling
socialist country.

Let us look at another island economy-
Japan. In the early 1950s whopping tax cuts
were made in Japan: it is true they had high
rates of taxation at the highest level, but they
cut in at about the equivalent of $400 000 per
annum for personal tax. So there were high
rates of tax, but only at a very high level. That
was largely due to a couple of their economists,
one of whom was named Ishibashi. The book
has this to say-

The success of Ishibashi's strategy in
Japan is incontestable. For twenty-five
years. government revenues in absolute
terms and as a share of world taxes grew
Caster in Japan than in any other major
nation, while government spending as a
share ofGNP remained lowest.

What happened? They had major tax cuts
which, going on what the member for Gosnells
said this evening, should have meant the intro-
duction of a whole new range of taxes to make
up the difference. They did not. They reaped
far more taxes than any other country. To con-
tin ue-

The lowest tax rates brought in the
highest revenues. In 1983, the World Bank
published a study. Taxves and Growth, by
Keith Marsden. that showed this principle
at work around the world during the
1970s. Appraising the economic perform-
ance of twenty countries, grouped in pairs
of similar per capita incomes in 1970. the
study found that the countries with lower
effective tax burdens grew six times faster.

Mr Brian Burke: What are you quoting from?
Who wrote that?

Mr LAURANCE: It is a book called The
Spirit of Enterprise by George Gilder, hut in it
he is quoting from a study conducted by the
World Bank in 1983.

The piece I have just quoted indicates that
once Governments get out of the way of busi-
ness and give people the opportunity to amass
capital and invest sensibly, to employ people
and work productively, the country has a
healthier economy and more prosperity is
shared by everyone. That is the simple message
I bring tonight. If we can break the nexus of
more taxes, ever-increasing taxes and higher
rates under the Hawke Government and do
what John Howard is proposing-lower tax
rates and removing some of the Hawke
Government's penal taxes-we will reverse the
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whole cycle and lift the weight of Government
off businesses. The result will be prosperity and
more Government revenue. Less government
interference brings more Government revenue.
That is the hope for Australia. and the only
person offering that hope in this Federal elec-
tion is John Howard and the Liberal Party. I
reject this motion.

MR DONOVAN (Morley-Swan) [9.37 pm]: I
am wondering which motion we are dealing
with. I thought we were talking about No. 12
which says something about the welfare of
Western Australians. I have just heard the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition spend 20
minutes talking about hope and 20 minutes
talking about paradox. and the last 21/2 minutes
talking about his Federal leader's tax policies.
The Federal Leader of the Opposition
presented us, he said, with a clear choice. I am
wondering what it is. Is it between hope and
the -paradox of progressivity". or is he talking
about something else? Certainly he is not
talking about the Liberal Party's tax policy as
unveiled today. I would like to say something
about [hat policy and specifically about how it
affects many thousands of people in the com-
munity, particularly in Western Australia.

The best way to describe Howard's policy is
that illis one of redistribution. It redistributes
and attempts to divert more wealth to the
wealthy: to throw some unsupported fillips to
the middle income group and to crucify thou-
sands of powerless people at the bottom-
about 850 000 social security-dependent people
and many thousands more lower income
earners. It is said that will save $920 million
over three years. He will divert wealth to the
top by some very easy means, he claims. He
will reduce the top marginal rate of income tax
to 38 per cent, regardless of how much one
earns, so ifa person earnsl 000OCa week he will
pay the same top marginal tax rate as someone
earning less than that figure.

He proposes abolishing Labor's capital gains
tax, assets tax, and fringe benefits tax, and
introducing negative gearing in a controlled
form, and all that on page one of his document.
lHe has given not one iota of explanation about
how he will fund these cuts.

Mr Williams: Read pages two, three, four.
and rive and find out.

Mr DONOVAN: I have read through the
document. I suggest that the member for
Clontarf do likewise.

The document has been described in this
House as a document of hope. I assure the
member for Clontarf that it contains very little
of anything else.

Mr Bradshaw: Bob Hawke said we will get
more of the same.

Mr DONOVAN: I certainly hope we do get
more of the same because if this is the alterna-
tive. we are in trouble.

It is a document of redistribution. The thrust
of the rationale is to produce wealth-creating
growth in this country. I can tell members
something about the wealth-creating growth
patterns we have in Australia. Increasingly they
are patterns which indicate that the top one per
cent owns 25 per cent of the wealth of this
country, the top five per cent owns 50 per cent,
and the top 10 per cent owns 60 per cent.

Mr Bradshaw: And that has blown out under
the Labor Government.

Mr DONOVAN: It has not. It has been a
pattern of this country for many years.

Mr Bradshaw: It is twice as bad under the
Labor Government.

Mr DONOVAN: The growth patterns of net
personal wealth in this country have blown out
from $770.8 billion to $926 billion in the
period 1984-85 to 1986-87.

Mr Howard said we need incentive. It seems
that the incentive is in those growth patterns,
and the figures do not come, as some people
might suggest, from Moscow. They come from
an institution no more respectable than the Re-
serve Bank of Australia.

Mr Cash: Are you knocking the Reserve
Bank now?

Mr DONOVAN: Not at all. I think it is a
highly-respcted institution. This taxation pol-
icy will redistribute income and wealth up-
wards. In doing so. though, it throws fillips to
the middle-class income group. His proposal
for doing that is interesting. His first proposal
is for a two-set tax scale alluded to earlier. Sec-
ondly. he will give $800 per annum in child
care allowance to every care-giving family unit
in this country that does not have a second
income. He proposes to give $400 per annum
as a minimum to family units that have second
incomes.

Mr Howard has not estimated how many
people fall into those categories. We have
worked out very hasty figures and have kept
them conservative. Our estimate is that it will
cost somewhere between $2.8 billion and $4.2
billion dollars. Nowhere does Mr Howard
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suggest how that will be funded. Of course, he
does not say how families will cape with the
inevitable increases in interest rates. It was
mentioned earlier by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition that interest rates will fall.

Families have not been advised by the Feder-
al Leader of the Opposition how they will cope
with the obvious inflationary effects of this de-
vice, nor have they been advised how they will
cope with the obvious unemployment
generated by the sorts of measures proposed by
him, including a 20 per cent cut in the Public
Service. Unemployment is a concern that i s
getting closer to the kinds of concerns that I
have about this tax document.

It was interesting to see Treasurer Keating
and Mr Carlton debating the impact of this
document on the "Willesee" programme
tonight. Mr Carlton did not deny any of those
impacts. However, I heard him say something
to the effct that the people could sell up and
move into a flat if they could not afford the
increases. This taxation document certainly
represents a crucifixion of the 850 000 non-
wage dependents at the bottom of the scale and
that is inevitable.

The code that M r Howard used to justify this
kind of approach is "the ethic of self-reliance
and responsibility for one's self and one's
own". Unemployment produced by these
means becomes. in other words, a fault of the
unemployed rather than a direct result of an
outrageously unrealistic tax proposition.

In opening the debate, the member for
Gosnells said that the document states that.
when people leave jobs, Mr Howard proposes
they be ineligible for the unemployment benefit
for a minimum of six months, no matter what
the reason for their leaving the job, provided it
cannot be shown that they have been made
redundant or sacked or laid off for any other
reason. Mr Howard proposes that people who
are retrenehed or made redundant will be ineli-
gible for unemployment benefits until the re-
dundancy ajreement has been exhausted-that
is. any employee who is made redundant will
not receive the benefit until the redundancy
agreement has been exhausted at the rate
prescribed for the unemployment benefit.

This is being proposed by a party which says
repeatedly that it does not think that welfare
and industrial relations mix. It is proposing
precisely such a mixing.

The document proposes a progressive intro-
duet ion of work for the dole. Mr Howard does
not say anything about it. The only reference to

it is that, with the other measures. it will reduce
the incentive for people to register for unem-
ployment benefits.

The object of this tax document is~ clearly not
to improve levels of employment and not to
reduce levels of unemployment, but simply to
persuade people not to register. If that does not
work, CES officers will accompany people who
consistently fail job interviews. Regardless of
how many applicants there are for a job,
whether it be five or 20, if those people keep
applying for job interviews, but are not success-
ful because there are not enough jobs to go
around, they are told that they should not
worry because a CES officer will accompany
them to their next interview to improve their
skills.

Mrs Watkins: I thought they were going to
decrease the Public Service.

Mr DONOVAN: They are, but I guess that
they will have voluntary CES officers who will
do that work for them.

These measures are designed, Mr Howard
says, to save $510 million. It does not stop
here-, that is only mild.

With regard to supporting parents' benefits
the document suggests the sorts of options
which one would have thought belonged to the
last century. In fact, it stops just short of
adopting the workhouse prescription for sup-
porting parents. Among other things. Mr
Howard is suggesting that supporting parents'
benefits should terminate when the youngest
child in the family turns I0, not 16. He will
save $400 million by that means. Of course. it
will incur a cost to about 180 000 single parents
who are supporting about 50 000 children be-
tween the ages of 10 and 15: that is, school-age
children. It is the age group from which the
majority of children who appear in the Chil-
dren's Court come, and they appear in delin-
quency Figures and homeless figures. Mr
Howard sets out to increase, by the adoption of
this sort of draconian tax relief measure for the
wealthy, all the sorts of consequences which we
know are associated with poverty in 1987.

It is interesting that Mr Howard should be
doing this at a time when in this State members
opposite are asking this Government to pro-
vide 1 000 extra policemen. I do not know how
many they will be asking the Government to
provide in the expanded need for police control
which would be generated by this kind of
proposition.
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This evening Mr Keating described this tax
farce as a $21 per week vote buyer for middle
income families. The interesting point is that
Mr Carlton did not deny that; in fact, he went
on to justify it. He thought it was a reasonable
thing to do. No explanation was offered about
the cost or the source of the funding to meet the
cost.

What is clear from this document is that
middle income Australia will be set against low
income and dependent people and against their
children in the Federal Opposition's attempt to
woo enough votes to return it as the Govern-
ment-what can only be described as an elec-
toral miracle on I I July. 1 support the motion.

DR LAWRENCE (Subiaco) [9.55 pm): I
would like to draw the attention of the House
to another area in which the famous tax cuts
will have a great impact. Like many people I
looked forward, with some interest, to the rev-
elation today of the Federal Opposition's tax
policy. It has been dangling before us for long
enough. When I actually read the documents
this evening and what was reported in the DailY
Newis I was amazed. not least by the fact that,
in the one area in which I was particularly
interested, the figures are entirely wrong.

If members look at the section on the health
policy-if members can call it that-

Mr Bradshaw: It is not a policy.
Dr LAWRENCE: Oh, is it not? I will go into

that because we are up to about Mark VI in the
Opposition's health policy. To be accurate, I
will talk about health funding. If one looked for
some enlightment in this area one would be
thwarted. I would not call it creative account-
ing, but Fellini fantasy. There is no way one
can make any sense of it at all.

If members look at what is promised in this
area they will Find that it is a very grim pros-
pect indeed for the average person.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Obviously members op-

posite have not read it yet. I will go through it
in detail and if members opposite can make
sense of it at the end of the day, they are cer-
tainly ver clever.

We are told that the next Liberal Govern-
ment will basically do what the State Oppo-
sition plans to do; that is, abolish Medicare. It
is not pretending about it because the docu-
ment states that it will end the Medicare mon-
opoly and will return basic health insurance
responsibilities to the private sector. It is a
pretty clear statement and one can make sense

of it. It measures up with the State Oppo-
sition's last election policy. I think that item I
was to abolish Medicare and item 3 was to
return responsibility, as far as possible, to the
non-Government sector.

Mr Cash: Do you find it difficult to be nega-
t ive or does it come easy?

Dr LAWRENCE: I beg the member's par-
don. I thought I was being very positive. I was
saying that the Opposition's policy in that area
is very clear.

As a community-it is our responsibility as
members of Parliament to assist the com-
munity-we must be clear about the cost of
that policy. If it is not a policy, we must be
clear about what that statement of intention
will cost.

At the same time as it is proposed that we do
away with Medicare, by some sleight of hand it
is proposed to maintain the 1.25 per cent
Medicare levy. I thought that was a curious
mixture and it sounded to me like double jeop-
ardy. On the one hand we will do away with the
Medicare monopoly, but on the other hand we
will keep paying the 1.25 per cent levy. In case
we panicked at that point we were told that the
proceeds of that levy will be used to assist those
people who are paying private health insurance
to meet their costs.

Mr Bradshaw. If we end the Medicare mon-
opoly, those people who cannot afford to pay
for health insurance will be covered-

Dr LAWRENCE: The policy is clear about
that. Some of the money will be used to protect
those people who are unable to insure them-
selves. By and large the idea is to push the
majority of the population into private health
insurance.

Members might ask why the Federal Oppo-
sition would do that. People are already paying
the 1.25 per cent levy. The answer, under this
statement of intent, is that they would actually
be encouraged by rebates or subsidies of an
unspecified level to go into the private health
system. If this has a ring of familiarity, it is
because we have heard it all before. It is simply
a rerun of the Fraser-Howard dismantlement of
the Medibank system as it was then known
prior to the Labor Government coming into
off ice.

Mr Bradshaw: We had a magnificent health
system. It was the best and cheapest in the
world.

Dr LAWRENCE: I will speak about that in a
Moment.
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We will pay the 1.25 per eent levy and the
private health insurance cover which.
depending on the levels, would range between
$15 and $37 per week. It depends on whose
estimates we use. It certainly is not cheap. In
addition to that, just so they can actually show
a saving, each family or individual who is in-
sured will have to pay the first $250 of their
health care costs. Have any members been to a
doctor recently? I avoid them if]I can.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: This is a phantom policy.

it comes from the Liberal Party but it is not a
policy or a statement of intent. I am probably
not reading from it: it is a figment of my im-
agination. It is statement of some kind and it
might be an indication of the direction in
which the Libcral Party might go.

The additional cost to be borne by taxpayers
deserves to be estimated and I will do so in a
moment. In addition to the front end deduct-
ible-the $250 scheme, it is a bulldozer
scheme-it will remove bulk billing. That ad-
ditional cost has not been estimated.' The docu-
ment does not give details, we shall have to
wait for those, but the numbers in the docu-
ment are rather curious because at the end of
the day it states that $1.7 billion will be used
from the levy. That figure is out of kilter with
the Government's estimate of revenue from the
levy. but it is more or less in the same area.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: According to tI.s docu-

ment. people will pay the levy and they will
then receive some kind of rebate. It will be
taken in one hand and given back in the other
through some measure which we are not yet
clear about.

I made some quick estimates; the gap be-
tween the $1.8 billion, which will be raised
from the levy, and the actual cost of services, as
estimated in this document, is $2.8 billion plus
an additional $0.8 billion from the front end
deductible of $250 from each family. There-
fore. $2.8 billion is missing. Where will this
come from? On the one hand the Liberal Party
is saying it will relieve the taxpayer but on the
other hand it is saying that the extra $2.8
billion must come from taxes. It is not telling
people how much it will give them back at this
stage.

The Leader of the Opposition used the figure
of $450 for average weekly earnings. At this
level of income and using the phantom tax cuts
offered by the Opposition, and adding the $250
front end deductible, it would cost the average

family an additional $1 654 for private health
insurance as well as the existing levy. If we take
out the levy and add the tax advantage that still
leaves a gap of about $238 a year. For that
family to stand still, the Government would
have to give them a rebate of around $238.
Perhaps that is what it intends to do.

The administrative clumsiness of that
measure is extraordinary and I am talking only
about the health budget. I am not counting any
other area in which the Liberal Party intends to
cut tax or increase expenditure. The question
of its revenue raising statements leaves a lot to
be desired. I suggest to the Opposition that if
this is not a policy or a statement of intent, it is
very questionable whether it was wise to in-
clude the figures of the kind it has included.

In one area where reference is made to
sources of funds, there are two entries-one is
clearly a source of funds, the levy, and the
other is money which is outgoing, tax rebates or
subsidies. That is a major blunder in a docu-
ment that has been in preparation for two
years: a major element of a two-page statement
of health expenditure contains an estimate of
ingoings when, in fact, they are outgoings. We
are left with a series of questions about how on
earth the Liberal Party will fund those tax re-
bates and subsidies to insurers. Clearly, it will
come from general revenue unless it has some
other magic box from which it will draw.

The problem with the Opposition's poli-
cies-if this is not part of it I will probably
have to set my remarks aside to some extent-
is that in the First place it has had difficulty
deciding on a spokesman. It has a record of
tinkering with the health system, a general in-
decisive dithering and an appalling history in
this area. The scenario it is now proposing is a
familiar one: it is a pre-loved policy; we have
seen it before and in its previous form it lasted
21 months. That was not because the Liberal
Party lost Government but because it changed
its mind again. The Opposition says that it will
encourage millions of Australians to take out
private health insurance and the incentive will
be these tax rebates about which we are left in
the dark.

The previous Liberal Government had five
different Liberal health schemes in seven years:
that is not bad. The final scheme went furthest
in using this favourite user-pay principle that
the Liberals adopt at the expenses of fairness
and equity. The result was that two million
Australians could not afford any health care
cover at all. There are constant moans from the
Opposition about bed shortages and waiting
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lists, which they say could be reduced if mare
people had private insurance and, therefore.
used private hospitals. But, in fact, under the
Fraser-Howard health care system Mark V four
out of 10 private hospital beds were vacant,
which is about ihe same as it is at the moment.

In the run-up to the 1984 election the then
Opposition health spokesman, Mr Canton,
proposed three different health schemes in the
ensuing two years. We have never been clear
about the Opposition's proposals, We now find
that these proposals have been scrapped and
the spokesman until recently, MrT Porter, issued
a document which he called the health policy
just a few weeks ago. A lot of estimates and
costings were done on that document by vari-
ous Government departments. This assessment
of policy. which is the role of' all members of
Parliament, has been complicated by the an-
nouncement that there is another Opposition
health spokesman. Senator Baume. He is work-
ing on finalising another policy and that is pre-
sumably what we have today. Perhaps there is
more to come but 1 will believe it when I see it.

The result of this dithering is that it is now
absolutely impossible to determine whether the
Opposition stands by its previous commitment
under Porter to dump at least $3 billion from
the Commonwealth health budget into the pri-
vate health sector and onto families and indi-
viduals. The Opposition has been attacked
pretty ferociously for that suggestion, mainly
because people who looked at Ihe estimates
came to the conclusion, quite rightly, that the
Liberal Party was wrong about the amount of
money that could be saved.

Max Walsh is not alone in suggesting that not
much will be wrung out of Medicare to finance
these tax cuts. That is clearly the case. The
Opposition's policy in this area has been absol-
utely discredited. The Opposition has never
been able to show a clear line of thinking about
what health system Australians should operate
under and we have now seen the famous
denouement, this famous tax policy with the
indications of where the. revenue will be raised
from. At the most. even in this document at its
most optimistic. $0.8 billion would be saved.
not $3 billion. However, if one looks at these
figures in detail, it is questionable whether
there would be any saving at all.

In fact, the outcome for the individual would
be a considerably higher cost of health care.
The money given to individuals through the so-
called tax cuts would be taken back in health
care costs alone so the average family would be
no better off. In fact, it has been suggested that

a person would need an income of $ 10000 a
year before deriving any benefit from the Lib-
eral Party's tax cuts.

MR D. L. SMITH (Mitchell) [10.09 pm]: I
have been sitting here trying to work up the
appropriate degree of enthusiasm. I looked at
the Opposition benches and saw that there
were only six members on that side. I think it
appropriate to mention that of those members,
one is the member for Nedlands, another the
member for Cottesloc-they represent the
wealthier people in the community-and the
other four members on the Opposition benches
arc country members.

Mr H-assell: I represent all the wealthy people
in North Fremantle.

MrTD. L SMITH: I thoughtihat wasappropri-
ate because Howard's tax changes are about im-
proving the situation of the rich and
disadvantaging the country.

One of the truisms about the current elect ion
is that this is a watershed; this is a time when we
can determine the kind of Australia we are to
have fora longtime. 1 hope the Prime Minister's
judgment of the people of Australia's capacity to
see through the bribery and recognise good gov-
ernment is correct.

Mr Bradshaw: What did you guys do to get in
in 1983? You promised everything and gave
nothing.

Mr D. L. SMITH: We have a few historical
analogies. If one considers the situation of
Adam and Eve, it was a serpent which persuaded
them to take fruit from the tree, and the penalty
was the loss of paradise. And the old-fashioned
cad who goes along to the innocent girl, and for
a few minutes of pleasure, nine months later she
has to look after a baby on her own. That is the
situation here. John Howard is the serpent. John
Howard is the cad. He is trying to take away
paradise and impose burdens on our community
which we will regret for the rest of our lives.

Let us look at the basic thrusts of this tax
package, which have already been pointed out
by the member for Morley-Swan. Its object is
to take from the poor and give to the rich. If
members have any doubt about that they can
refer to the tables and graphs in the more
derailed documents to which the Federal Leader
of the Opposition has referred. They clearly in-
dicate that the economic benefits for people
earning 51 000 a week will be of the order of $65
a week. People on low incomes will benefit to the
extent of about $15 a week, in tax terms only.
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No wonder the member for Gascoyne has
found it necessary to talk about the paradox of
progressiveness, because that is what this is all
about. It is getting away from any notion of the
rich paying and the Government redistributing
or providing proper services.

We are told that this is necessary to give
people an incentive. If wc do not have these tax
changes, people like Rupert Murdoch. Alan
Bond and Robert Holmes a Court will sud-
denly stop investing and doing the sort of work
they have been doing in recent years, and
reaping the profits they have reaped in more
recent years.

The lie is given to that in the document itself.
Although income tax changes are alleged to be
enough inducement to do that, the Liberal Party
is not only changing the tax rates in the manner
suggested to achieve the new incentive but is
also doing several other things. Why is it necess-
ary to do all these other things the Liberal Party
is talking about in this document?

M r Cash: Do you have the right document?

Mr D. L. SMITH: I certainly do. One thing
which has become apparent is that the Oppo-
sition did not have a copy of the full document
early today. The contribution of members op-
posite is proof that their Federal colleagues
have not consulted them. They do not under-
stand the impact it will have on the Western
Australian economy. and the Western
Australian taxpayer in particular.

Let us look at whether members opposite be-
lieve that these income tax changes will have
the desired effect. Why do members Opposite
find it necessary to have the fringe benefits tax
abolished? Why is it necessary to provide in-
centives in relation to motor vehicles, loans.
housing, school fees, discounted goods and ser-
vices, private expenses paid by employers.
overseas travel, religious and non-profit organ-
isations, capital gains tax, entertainment tax.
company tax, a rural package, negative gearing.
the assets test and lump-sum superannuation?

The reason is that this is not about improv-
ing the economy; it is about currying favour
with those who control them, the new right, big
business and wealthy people in this country.
Members opposite cover it up by saying that
somehow or other it will benefit the family.
They do not say that the benefits will apply to
rich families as much as to poor ones. They do
not talk about what they are doing in the wel-
fare area.

I suppose some members will be saying that
the reason the Liberal Party is abl4! to deliver
on these tax cuts is that it is tightening up on
the welfare system. Looking at what the Liberal
Party is doing in the welfare system, its Federal
leader's estimate of savings in the welfare area
is $970 million. That must be set against $3.4
billion in relation to the family group which will
help wealthy families as much as poor families.
That is what it will cost.

In terms of that part of the Budget, the wel-
fare area, these policies will increase Federal
expenditure by $2.5 billion. Members opposite
try to cover it up by saying it is not welfare, it is
tax credit, it comes through the tax system and
it should not be described as welfare.

If welfare is not to be cut, where are cuts to
be made? Some of us have already said by way
of interjection that any Government can cut
taxes. The State Government could save an
enormous amount of money tomorrow by
abolishing the Police Force, prisons, the ju-
dicial system and Parliament. No member op-
posite would try to suggest that these are appro-
priate things to do. They would say that these
things are essential for law and order, and good
government, and we must have some place to
put people who offend against society.

That illustrates what all this is about-
checks and balances. It is what the Premier
likes to call the quality of life; the reward one
receives is not just the money in the bank, it is
not just the money one has to spend overseas. it
is not just a question of economic growt it is
the way this economic growth is distributed.
and it is a question of the goods and services. It
is the quality of life that the community pro-
vides which determines whether the checks and
balances are appropriate.

It is not hard to find where, the cuts wilt fall.
The First area is that the Commonwealth will
again screw the States. It will not wait until
next year: it will convene another Commob-
wealth Premiers' Conference immediately after
the election and ask for an immediate further
cut this year in the allocations to the States.
This will have the immediate impact of remov-
ing another $23 million from State revenues in
this State due to the reduction in Common-
wealth distributions.

The second suggestion is that over the next
triennium a further reduction of $1.5 billion
will be made in distributions to the States.
Where is the member for Mt Lawley to get the
money for extra policemen and extra prisons if
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we are to have a cut in expenditure in this State
of the order of $200 million? We will take 13 per
cent of that $1.5 billion over the next few years.

It will come from increased costs and charges
in this State. Those costs and charges, by and
large, will be borne by country people. The Op-
position will try to sell it to country people on
the basis that country people are already
subsidised by way of State taxes and charges.

One only has to turn to the annual report of
the Water Authority for this year, at page 46.
Country operating data is detailed. I nterest and
appreciation is shown as $272 per water ser-
vice. Total expenses in the Country are $654
per water service. Interest and depreciatioii, 30
cents per kilolitre. Total expenses for
producing water in the country. 91 cents per
kilolitre. Interest and depreciation, $l65 per
sewerage connection. Total expenses. $266 per
sewerage assessment. Interest and depreciation.
$47 per drainage assessment. Total expenses.
$160 per drainage assessment.

It goes on through the list of things. If one
turns to thc State Energy Commission report
for this year. one wilt find it talks about the $50
million subsidy to country services. If one con-
siders Westrait. one will find subsidies to
country services. These subsidies all come out
of the Consolidated Revenue Fund of this
State, which by and large derives its income
from Federal funds and from State taxes and
charges. Either we are going to reduce those sub-
sidies, or we are going to have to increase those
taxes and charges on a State basis to something
like a user-pay system, or we are going to have to
reduce the services provided by the State Energy
Commission and the Water Authority as a
means of taxing metropolitan areas and divert-
ing those extra revenues to country areas.

Mr Wiese: You are already doing the best
you can.

Mr D. 1. SMITH: I wonder whether the
member who has just spoken has really looked
at some of the areas where the Federal Liberal
leader is looking at reductions in assistance to
business, because I was interested that the
State Leader of the Opposition chose to ignore
that area altogether. I will just quote some of the
things the Federal leader was talking about,
apart from removing export incentives. On page
39 he was talking about restricting railway sub-
sidies, reducing industry bounties to the corpor-
ate sector, abolishing fertiliser dumping assist-

ance, terminating the export market
development grants scheme, and abolishing the
petroleum products prices scheme.

Did the Leader of the Opposition refer to
those? Did he refer to some of the organis-
at ions that were going to be abolished? He re-
ferred to some of them, and I will not bore the
House by going through the rest of the list, but
they included a number of economic advisory
bodies which have been most valuable in trying
to get the Federal Government and the Federal
economy going in the right direction.

However, it is noteworthy that the other area
where the Federal leader talks about savings is
the removal of duplication of some Federal
Government services by the State and about the
kinds of duplication that were referred to at
some stage by both the Commonwealth and
State Opposition Leaders, where there are some
duplicated services that could be done away
with, he talks about the transfer of functions
from Commonwealth to State. He seems to
think that when one transfers functions from
Commonwealth to State, it does not cost the
State anything to perform the functions.

Mr MacKinnon: Who spoke about that?

Mr D. L. SMITH-: That is the obvious infer-
ence. If one is talking about reducing the bur-
den of taxpayers from all three sources-Feder-
al. State and local government-and one wants
to perform the same functions, and all one is
doing is transferring them from Federal to
State, the natural corollary is one has to in-
crease State revenues, and therefore taxes, to
pay for it.

Mr Court: When you merge organisations,
you often get co nsi dera ble sav in gs, do you not?

Mr D. L. SMITH: I was at the public ac-
counts national convention in Sydney last
week, or the week before. The Chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee in South Australia
had a lot to say about asset replacement, as I do.
He was trying to forewarn Australian
Governments-State, Federal and local-that
in terms of future forecasting for budget expen-
diture they should be taking into account the
fact that we have been through a very big hump
in capital development in the provision of roads,
railways, and all the other kinds of services that
Government provide, and that in the future we
are going to have to cross a similar hump when
we have to go in and replace those services.

That is no less true in one area that I want to
address tonight, and that is the transport
area. If one looks at the way State Government
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money is expended on roads, for instance-
and 1 cannot find the appropriate graph at the
moment, but I can do it from memory-one
can see from the graph that certain pants of the
expenditure on roads in this State are locked
into the assistance paid to local authorities.
into the special assistance given for arterial-
type roads in country areas, into the mainten-
ance and renovation of thec existing road
system, and into the actual rebuilding of some
of those roads which were built sonic time ago
and now require replacing. At the top of the
pyramid, so to speak, one then comes across
new road construction.

The important thing is that when one starts
to cut expenditure on roads in order to reduce
taxation, maintenance cannot be cut because
then the whole system would start to run down.
One cannot cut the sorts of subsidies and assist-
ance that are provided to local authorities, be-
cause then they would have to increase their
rates. The only areas of expenditure that can
really be cut are either in the work force-which
has doubtful financial impact because one then
has to transfer the work they were doing out to
the private sector-or in new road construction.
So the natural corollary of less transport expen-
diture is a direct impact on the capacity of this
Governiment to provide extra roads in this State.
That will impact mostly on country areas. It will
increase the cost to this State of providing those
roads later; and up will go motor vehicle li-
cences, the State excise tax on petrol, and-all the
other things we draw on to try to assist with road
construction.

The Federal Opposition Leader, by sleight of
hand, would have us believe that because there
will be a reduction on the one hand, there is not
going to be a replacement of those sorts of taxes
and charges on the other. Indeed. the Federal
leader himself illustrates the point when he
says that one of the areas where he is going to
save money or make money is in making sure
that all of the services provided by the Com-
monwealth are charged out to people in an ap-
propriate way. I will not bore members by run-
ning through the list, but it deals with things
like Federal railways. Federal airports, and all
the other services of that kind provided by the
Federal Government. The immediate impact is
that one would suddenly find that air fares will
go up because the Federal Government will be
charging the airlines to make sure that those
charges are appropriate. information received
from the Department of Meteorology, and the
Bureau of Statistics, which currently goes out
almost free to members of Parliament. to local

authorities and others, will now be charged for,
and that will result in higher State Government
and local government charges.

The Federal Opposition Leader talked quite
condemningly about the fact that something
like $3 billion is lost in railway transport
throughout Australia, If one wants to cut back
on that kind of deficit in this State, how is that
going to be done? We have already reduced the
work force. We have put off something like
6 000 railwaymcn in the last 41/ years. We have
pruned all the excess railway lines. We have
closed Northcliffe: we have closed Boyup
Brook. Where is this saving in the railway defi-
cit to come from? The truth is it will not come
from further savings at all; it will come from
higher charges. The people who will pay for
that will be the wheat farmers of Mukinbudin
and Southern Cross, and the sheep breeders
and wheat farmers in Katanning-Roc.

Mr Trenorden: We know where it all finishes
up.

Mr D. L. SMITH: It all finishes up in a redis-
tribution of the tax burden and what happens is
one starts to tax the inputs of rural people and
the outputs of rural people, and make them pay
more for what they receive or consume, be-
cause of transport costs. It is country people
who will cop the main burden of this kind of
expenditure cut, because it is country people
who are the major beneficiaries of, for instance,
Telecom. What would it cost the member for
Katanning-Roe or some of his outer region
people to get the phone on if it were not a
subsidised service?

What about the Agaton water scheme, where
is that going to go under this sont of arrange-
ment? We have had motions moved by the
member's side in recent weeks about State elec-
tricity chargcs, about all sorts of issues which in
the end result involve the expenditure of
money.

One of the problems the State Energy Com-
mission has at the moment is servicing its
foreign debt. The problem has been created by
the depreciation of the Australian dollar. For-
tunately in recent months that has been eased
by the rise in the dollar, but what will happen
when the overseas economists and analysts get
hold of this irresponsible document? What are
they already saying on the foreign exchange?
They are saying this policy will drive the value
of the dollar down. The impact on Western
Australia will be that that debt servicing and
writing off of currency losses on the SEC will
accelerate to a degree where this State will
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have. not the most expensive power in
Australia but twice the most expensive power
in Australia.

That is what the motion we have moved is
about-the impact of this policy on Western
Australians, and I repeat that it is country
Western Australians who will suffer the major
impact. It is in our roads and the like running
down that the impact will be felt ; it is in terms
of our inputs being increased in cost and our
outputs being taxed more than at present. The
incipient recovery going on in the eastern
wheatbelt is garnered from the reduction in
interest rates and the good rains we have had
which have enabled farmers to do a reasonable
seeding. Where will that go, with the removal
of certain subsidies and the increase in rail
freights? Where are interest rates going when
the foreign exchange rate drops? They will go
back through the roof in defence of the dollar,
and who will be wiped out? Wheatbelt farmers
whom some members opposite purport to be
interested in will be wiped out. If they purport
to be interested in them they should analyse
this document on the basis of balances and
choices, We in this country have balances and
choices to make between a Federal Govern-
ment which has proved that it can bring the
economy out of trouble and bring back the
value of the dollar, and a magician who fa iled
even in the opinion of Fraser and Stone in
1983.

1 do not want to deprive the member for
Victoria Park of his time to speak and will
wind up now, but I suggest that all members
read this document carefully and try to assess
in an intelligent way the manner in which this
policy will impact on our revenues and our
quality of life. and the paradise we will lose if
we accept it.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [10.33 pm]: One
thing Mr Howard has done today is to get quite
a reaction from the Labor Party to his taxation
policy. We have not heard many of the mem-
bers opposite speaking for quite a while, and it
is good to hear them talking tonight about Mr
Howard's taxation policy, and although we
have not heard too much about what they will
do we all know what they have done. The reac-
tion that is coming through is that perhaps Mr
Howard's taxation policy does have some
merit.

We have seen the ALP obviously concerned
about this taxation policy because it has been
working up a strategy for some time and tried
to ridicule it even before it came out. Weeks
ago Mr Keating-famous for his "sleazebag"-

type attacks-said it would all be nonsense.
and this Government yesterday introduced this
motion into the House to try to rubbish the
taxation policy. We must thank the Govern-
ment for bringing this motion on because it has
given us the opportunity. firstly, to see how
Government members perform when talking
on this subject. and, secondly, to explain what a
future Liberal Government will do in this
country.

Only minutes after Mr Howard released the
policy, the Federal Treasurer tried to make an
instant criticism of it, but when one looks into
the policy one sees that it represents a major
change in the direction a future Federal Liberal
Government would take.

I believe we will continue to see the panic we
have seen from the ALP in the last week or so
because it is concerned that the taxation policy,
which is also very much about expenditure. will
have quite an impact on th is country. The Fed-
eral Government has become very cocky and
over-confident and I believe it will now realise
that it might not be quite as popular as it
thought. I believe the Labor Party will try its
usual misinformation campaign to rubbish the
Liberal Party policy, but this time the public
will not accept what the Labor Government Is
saying because they have seen it in action be-
fore. We have already heard the famous prom-
ise, "There will be no capital gains tax", and
the next thing we got was a capital gains tax.

The Prime Minister had the nerve to say on
television tonight that the result of the Howard
taxation policy would be lower standards of
living in Australia. Well, the Prime Minister is
one person who is well qualified to talk about
that;, he knows a lot about lowering living stan-
dards in Australia! He has quite a nerve to say
this policy will lower living standards when he
has been responsible for their decline. For the
first time in my lifetime the average Australian
has witnessed a decline in his standard of liv-
ing.

Mr Hawke was being interviewed tonight at
the new Darling Harbour development in
Sydney. The interview had something to do
with the new maritime museum being built
there, and 1 hope members opposite realise that
that is the museum where Australia 11 will be
displayed. I hope this Government does some-
thing now to enable that yacht to stay in this
State. That is digressing a little, but that is
where the Prime Minister was giving his inter-
view.
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The Labor Party's track record on taxation is
nothing flash. This country went through the
taxation summit debacle to try to achieve a so-
called consensus. It boiled down to the fact that
the Government was not prepared to make the
decision by itself. That Government was
elected to govern, and the Country was crying
out for a change in the taxation system. but we
went through that very lengthy debacle, the end
result of which was a fringe benefits tax, a capi-
tal gains tax the abolition of negative gearing.
and all the ill effects those taxes have brought
upon our economy.

I know the Minister for Housing in this
House is concerned that there is a housing
crisis in this State due largely to high interest
rates. In the rental market we have capital gains
tax and the abolition of the negative gearing
which has taken investors out of the market-
place. The Minister for Housing agrees that
that is the major cause of the housing problem.
so I do not see why members opposite get
uptight when the Liberal Party comes up with a
policy to allow that negative gearing to encour-
age investment back into the rental market.

As well, the capital gains tax is a major
disincentive for people who want to enter into
business in Australia. Australian people had
built up a mentality that if one went into busi-
ness and built it up. one could reap the rewards
if one was successful and then sold the busi-
ness. Now people think twice before going into
business because at the end of the day they will
have to pay a capital gains tax on what they
make. It is interesting to note that the taxation
summit completely ignored the interests of
small business.

Australia has no choice, and members op-
posite should agree with that because that was
the point their Prime Minister and Federal
Treasurer were trying to make recently.
Australia has no choice but to move towards
smaller government and lower taxation. Incen-
tive must be returned to the system. I believe
that John Howard today gave a gutsy perform-
ance. He has not run away from the fact that
there will have to be major expenditure cuts.

Mr Peter Dowding: Where do you suggest
that $1 500 mill Iion comes from?

Mr COURT: That is just the reaction we
expect. Members opposite say. "Where are you
going to cut: what are you going to do?" John
Howard has today outlined those areas where
there will be cuts.

Mr Peter Dowding: No he hasn't.

Mr COURT: We do not win votes by going
into an election campaign and saying we have
to make major expenditure cuts. Yet, we are
going into this election expressing both sides:
that is. the need for taxation cuts and the need
for tough decisions to be made on the expendi-
t ure side.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.

Mr COURT: I will make my speech and then
the Minister can make his speech. The public
know that this country has overspent and they
know we cannot keep spending money we have
not got. We all know the serious situation the
country is in. The Government talks about
deficits and makes a big, point about the
amount of the last Liberal Government deficit.
It should compare the Federal deficits of the
Liberal Governments and those of the Labor
Governments-

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.

Mr COURT: What was the amount of the
last Liberal deficit? We are talking about $1
billion or $2 billion deficits and the Minister
refers to a projected $10 billion deficit. What
absolute nonsense! Labor Governments get
into big-lime spending. They borrow money
and while they arc spending it in the first year
it is fantastic-the Speaker knows what it is
like-because it does not have to be paid back.
The crunch comes when it has to be paid back.
We have to move back to smaller government.
An old Chinese saying is. '"You should govern a
great nation the same way you cook a small
fish: Do not overdo it."' We have to get back to
that principle.

Around the world. Governments are being
forced to bite the bullet. We have mentioned
the fact that the roles of Departments of Hous-
ing and Construction. Arts, Heritage and En-
viron ment, Tou ri sm, and Resou rces and Energy
will be put back into the hands of the States. The
Minister for Labour. Productivity and Employ-
ment has been a Minister for Mines, and Fuel
and Energy. Does he think he was capable of
handling those portfolios without having to
have a Federal department? The Minister can-
not answer my question. When he was the Min-
ister he would have been quite capable of run-
ning that portfolio without having to have the
people in Canberra looking over his shoulder.
Members opposite should be rejoicing that at
last a Federal political party is prepared to bite
the bullet and start transferring some of its oper-
ations in Canberra back to the States. The Min-
ister should not be criticising.
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The Labor Party has dabbled in privatisation
and has its little list of items it is considering
selling off. in a recent statement, the Federal
Treasurer said he would sell off some real es-
tate. I think he was going to sell the Common-
wealth offices in Sydney, and he included that
in his current revenue calculations.

This document keeps those items separate. It
says if a Liberal Government sold off
Australian Airlines, a part of Qantas. and a
number of other things, the money received
would be used to. reduce this country's debt
level. That is a very responsible position- Look
at what happens in this State. The Government
flogs off a few properties in St Georges Terrace
to pay the bills. John Howard's policy shows a
responsible approach. It will be used to reduce
debts. which is an important matter to address.

I heard someone say the other day that
Australia had a great future behind it. That is
quite tragic. We have gone through a Period
where the Asian region has been booming and
we have been going backwards. We have not
taken advantage of the tremendous
opportunities available 1o us. That is some-
thins we cannot be proud of.

There is a need in Australia to cut back and
tighten up. We need incentive in our taxation
system. What we have seen today is a Federal
Liberal Party presenting a policy which will
move in that direction. The agenda for public
debate is about less taxation, less Government.
and less expenditure. The conservative parties
in this country. the Liberal or National Pantics,
are on that route. The ALP can scream as hard
as it likes and attack John Howard's policy but
the people of this country know they are going
backwards under Labor. We have a very
wealthy country with few people. There is hope
for a return to prosperity. They do not want to
see continual misery preached to them by the
Premier and the Prime Minister who are saying
our standards of living will have to drop. What
a negative approach.

It is great that we have a policy which is
optimistic and is prepared to face up to some of
those tough decisions. It has obviously caught
members opposite off guard because they have
reacted very sharply to this approach, one that
is very refreshing.

I reject the Government's Very negative mo-
tion and support what has been put forward. It
is a major breakthrough in a policy put forward
by a Federal political party in this country.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [10.48 pmJ: It
is indeed true that the Government party in
this Parliament takes the statement of the Fed-
eral Leader of the Opposition seriously. There
is a fundamental choice being offered to the
Australian people at this election. We have to
be absolutely clear on what the nature of the
choice is and how it is defined in the particular
areas of' Government activity. Speakers before
me have looked at those areas in terms of im-
pl icat ions of t he Opposi t ion pol i cies.

Before I look at what the implications may
be to the Federal system in general and the
Western Australian State Government in par-
ticular, I think it is important to make a few
comments about the way we define the John
Howard Liberal Party. It is very important to
have a clear view of what that type of party
would mean if it were to be in Government.

We have two options. One is that we can take
them seriously. In other words, we can assume
they are serious and fair dinkumn about the par-
ticular ideology they have of small government.
low taxes. privatisation, and deregulation, In
other words, we can assume they are commit-
ted Thatcherites and new rightists who will im-
plement these policies if put into Government.

The evidence for that proposition certainly
would not come from the record of the Fraser-
Howard Government from 1975 to 1983. That
Government lurched from one position to
another in terms of its macro-economic poli-
cies and in terms of its overall approach to
Government. as is acknowledged by most of
the members of the Western Australian Liberal
Party. Those people who believe we ought to
take the John Howard Liberal Party seriously
say there have been changes in the party since
that time.

It is said they have finally got rid of the
dreadful wets from Victoria and now we have
the leadership of honest John Howard, the
most committed Thatcherite of all within the
Liberal Partly.

That is option No. I -we can take members
of the Liberal Party seriously and believe they
will do what they say they will do. The other
option is to treat them as cynical politicians
who are seeking power in a very difficult set of
circumstances for them as a party, and dressing
up that lurch for power with an economic and
political theory that serves the function of
uniting the parliamentary members and win-
ning the hearts and minds of New Right
businessmen in this country. It is very similar
to the method used by Malcolm Fraser to
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justify his lurch for power through highly im-
proper methods in 1975. He did not really be-
lieve in what he said, but he needed to have a
belief and an ideology to justify what he did. In
other words, the new model Liberal Parry is
just like the old modl-full of very cynical
politicians who need a rationale for their activ-
ity-

The truth is somewhere between those two
positions as proved to be the experience with
the Fraser Government from 1973 to 1975.
They are cynical politicians, particularly John
Howard, but they have attached to themselves
a ragbag of advisers and supporters with New
Right ideologies. We will get from their
Government, if elected, an awful dose of cyni-
cism and ideological madness, which is exactly
what we got from the Fraser Government.

In analysing the impact on the welfare of the
people. let us start with the central proposition
they are putting to the nation-the proposition
they are dressing up as an economic theory. 11
is that tax cuts beyond those already offered to
the Australian people by the Hawke-Keating
Government are necessary now, particularly
for those earning very large incomes. Their
economic theory tells them that type of policy
will lead to economic growth and the expansion
of wealth in this country. However, they are
left with the problem that if they offer these tax
cuts on an enormous range they are left with a
large gap between revenue and expenditure.
Without expenditure cuts there would be a
massive deficit in this country which would
lead to a decline in the currency. as the member
for Mitchell explained, and a further hike in
interest rates that would be disastrous for the
economy and the Australian people. The media
and the people of Australia quite properly arc
asking John Howard where the money is
coming from.

There is a meet ing going on on the other side
of the House at the moment between the mem-
bers for Murehison-Eyre and Mt Lawley. They
arc discussing their new goldmining company.
It would seem to make the member for
Murchison-Eyre's comments on the gold tax
somewhat biased and render them totally self-
interested and without value. They are not
denying the fact that as members of Parliament
they are taking an interest in the gold tax. They
are forming their own company. They are
discussing the question of a gold tax in a so-
called unbiased manner at the same timec as
they are forming their own goldmining
company.

Mr Brian Burke: Who is forming a company?

Dr GALLOP: The members for Murehison-
Eyre and Mt Lawley. with their friend Mr
Duncan Bell.

Mr Lightfoot: It will be a top float.

Mr Peter Dowding: it will be the first time in
a long time that you have not rampled the
shares in a company.

Dr GALLOP: The question that is being
asked of the Howard Opposition by the media.
the people, and the Government is, where is
the money coming from? Today we have been
given some sort of an account of where Mr
Howard expects to cut expenditure to fill the
credibility gap.

The member for Subiaco looked at the health
area and some other speakers mentioned pro-
posals in respect of the Commonwealth Public
Service, and the member for Morley-Swan
looked at the impact on welfare, unemploy-
ment, and industry assistance. If we took the
Opposition seriously we would say that com-
bining the tax and expenditure measures would
lead to a massive increase in inequality in this
country without any benefit on the 'economic
front. It is a perfect mixture of economic illiter-
acy and social. injusdlie commonly called
voodoo economics.

The area I am interested in relates to the
Federal system of Government in general and
the impact on the Western Australian Govern-
ment in particular. The Opposition has said
that on top of the cuts implemented at the
recent Premiers' Conference it will add a
further massive cutback in funds to the States
of $ 1.5 billion. On top of that there are certain
programmes and administrative costs which
have not been included in its assessment. As
functions are transferred to the States which
are currently performed to some extent at least
by Commonwealth departments, there would
have to be a cost for the States even in the four
major areas mentioned-housing and con-
struction. arts, heritage and environment,
sport. recreation and tourism, and resources
and energy. So on top of the $1.5 billion there
would be further expenditure problems for
State Governments.

We have come up with a figure of $200
million for the impact on Western Australia. It
is not particularly difficult to come up with
that figure even if we take a very conservative
estimate.

Mr MacKinnon: Let us see the documen-
tation.
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Dr GALLOP: Would the Leader of the Op-
position acknowledge that $1.5 billion is the
slated amount in the Federal Leader of the Op-
position's statement?

Mr MacKinnon: Provide us with the docu-
mentation.

Dr GALLOP: It is in the member's Federal
leader's statement on page 9. It says there will
be a reduction of $1.5 billion in payments to
the States. It says, "This will represent a total
saving of $1 500 million." If I am not mis-
taken, and we are not including the other fac-
tors which would need to be taken into account
by a proper analysis-the extra administration
costs involved in the transfer of functions-it
is a conservative estimate in the firs: instance,
We in Western Australia get about 13 per cent
of the total funds to the States, and that is $195
milIlion out of a f igu re of $1. 5 bilIlion. That is a
conservative Figure. If the percentage is lower
than 13 per cent we still have to add in the
administrative costs and the functional factors
which need to be taken into account. I think
$200 million is not a bad figure to start with. It
may be slightly less or slightly more, but it is a
useful framework for discussion.

Mr Brian Burke: But remember that they are
the direct cuts. They are also the costs to the
States for the responsi bili ties abdicated by the
Commonwealth.

Dr GA LLOP: I sa id itI may be a conservati ve
figure on top of the cuts of between $90 mill ion
and $ 100 million implemented at the Premiers'
Conference. I would like to know what the
members of the National Party who.
unfortunately, are not here tonight think of
these cuts in the light of the statement made on
television tonight by the Premier of
Queensland who was under the unfortunate
misapprehension that he was in Queensland
making his statement and not in Western
Australia. He was highly critical of the
statement and argued that his State could not
afford another cut of that magnitude.

If we are to take the Opposition seriously,
what would further cuts mean for individuals?
The fact is that State Governments, in our Fed-
eral system, play a crucial role in providing
services to the people of this State and this
country. Those services play a very important
pant in the living standards of our people.

In looking at some of the impacts. it is worth
recalling the context in which we have to de-
bate federalism. The Federal system in
Australia-the System of intergovernmental
financial relations-is defined by a very im-

portent feature-that is, most of the money is
raised by the Commonwealth and most of it
tends to be spent by'the States. Economists call
this vertical fiscal imbalance. Indeed, 50 per
cent of the revenue for all of the impontant
functions performed by State Governments-a
range of functions including law and order, the
provision of' health. education, and many im-
portant welfare services-comes from the
Commonwealth. So we already have a very
delicate balance in the system defined by the
fact that most of the money is raised at the
centre and then, through the processes of
governmental haggling, given to the States. As I
said,' 50 per cent of our revenue in Western
Australia comes from the Commonwealth.

Western Australia has already lost $90
million to $ 100 million and this Government,
more than any other Government in recent
years. has been very serious about efficiency. as
the member for Mitchell pointed out in his
speech. This Government has already taken
many steps to improve efficiency. It looked at
the functioning of the public sector and took a
very responsible attitude. On top of that, it lost
$90 million to $100 million at the last
Premiers' Conference and the Federal Oppo-
sition now thinks that we should take it
seriously when it suggests that this State can
cop another cut of $200 million. As I said
earlier, that may be a conservative estimate.
We have the choice of taking it seriously and
believing that there will be no increases in State
taxes and charges. However, there would be an
enormous loss in services to the people of this
community. That loss in services was hinted at
tonight by the Premier when he spoke about
the implications of a $200 million cut for West-
ern Australia.

The calculations are easy. We take the vari-
ous areas of governmental activity provided by
the Western Australian Government, look at
what a $200 million cut would be in percentage
terms, and spread that through the system.
That may not be a perfect form of analysis. but
it is a very illustrative form of analysis. For
education, it would mean that school class sizes
would rise by 12 per cent. It would mean that
nursing staff in public hospitals would be cut
by 22 per cent.

Mr Lewis: How many students would that
mean-two or three?

Dr GALLOP: I am not talking about
students: i am talking about school class sizes.

Mr Lewis: How many students?
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Dr GALLOP: I cannot tell the member be-
cause I have not calculated the figure. We have
the alternative of not increasing State taxes and
charges but creating a severe loss in services.
That loss would mean a decline in living stan-
dards for our people.

On the other hand, we may be able to raise
the revenue lost by increasing State taxes and
charges. Again, we should look at the areas
from which those increases would come. We
could consider a mix of cuts and services in an
increase in State taxes or charges. or we could
consider a State income tax. What sort of a
percentage income tax would be necessary to
meet the difference between OUr current expen-
diture levels and the cuts to the State's rev-
enue? It would require every family in this
State to pay an extra $6.40 per week in income
tax to make up the shortfall of the $200
million. Those are the sorts of implications that
arise from Mr Koward's new taxation policies.

I believe there is another important element
to this argument. To illustrate it I will draw on
the historical experience of the Fraser years. I
believe that if we were to take the Howard
proposals seriously, the Federal system in this
country would be under threat. To illuminate
the point. I will read from a statement made by
the Leader of t he Opposition today. He said-

These reduced payments will in no way
constitute a justification for the States to
increase their own taxes and charges. or to
increase borrowing programs. Instead.
what is required is the same searching
scrutiny of all State functions and
programs as that which will be undertaken
by the next Liberal Federal Government.
to ensure that waste. over-staffing and un-
necessary programs are progressively
eliminated and a timetable Of relevant
asset sales to the private Sector is devel-
oped. The most notable example of the
potential for reform and substantial
savings is in the area of State railways.
which presently incur aggregate annual
losses of a staggering $3 billion.

The member for Mitchell pointed out the im-
plications of the effects on our State railway
system for country people.

Members should note the tone of the Leader
of the Opposition's comments. His tone is
exactly the same as the tone of his ideological
bedfellow in England when she told local
government in that country that it should be
spending and raising its money in a particular
way. The Leader of the Opposition is now say-

ing to the States in our Federal system of
government that that is what they should be
doing.

In a Federal system of government it is much
harder for constitutional and other reasons for
a central Government to tell a State Govern-
ment what to do. I am sure the member for
Cottesloc could lecture us on that point this
evening. In Britain, of course. with a centralist
system of government. Mrs Thatcher capped
the rates of many local authorities and went on
to tell them how they should spend their
money.

Let us consider the statement of the Federal
Leader of the Opposition. If we take him
seriously and agree there will be no large in-
creases in State taxes and charges, as sure as
anything a new Federal Government will tell
State Governments how much they can raise in
taxes and before we kno~w it. it will start telling
us how to spend our mroney. That is the real
implication of this new ideological rightism.
We began to see it in the Fraser years until it
l urched back to the spend-free po~sition in its last
year of Government. We started to see the real
meaning of this new ideological rightism. It is a
threat to the Federal system of government in
this country because the financial basis of the
Federal system would, without question, be put
under severe scrutiny.

Mr Lewis: Tell us about the Fabian Society.

Dr GALLOP: On another occasion I will be
happy to lecture the member for East Melville
on the Fabian Society. Perhaps, however, the
member for Geraldton could give a better lec-
ture on the Fabian society than I could. He has
written a letter to The Geraldion Guardian
about it.

My analysis tonight has taken the Howard
proposals seriously. The fact of the matter is
that we cannot take them too seriously because
they really do not add up. We should take them
halfway seriously, just as we took the Fraser
proposals in 1975.

What sort of Government did we have from
1975 to 1983? It was a Government with ideo-
logical fanaticism on the one side and cynical
polities on the other side. That is the sort of
mix we would get from a Howard Government.
We would lurch from crisis to crisis.

The First crisis we would have would be on
the balance of payments which would lead to a
decline in the value of the dollar and a rise in
interest rates. That would be the first crisis we
would have from a Howard-led Government.
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In looking at the implications of a Howard
Government in terms of the welfare of the
people of Australia, we need to look at the two
sides of its politics. On the one hand, its ideo-
logical obsessions which, if carried through.
would, without question, reduce the living
standards of every family in this country who
earned less than the $31 000 at which the 38
per cent tax rate came into operation.

If we looked at the Howard Government's
proposals on taxation. Commonwealth expen-
diture. health, education, welfare, and the im-
plications of its proposals on the States. there
would be no doubt that every family which
earns below $31 000 would lose. What percent-
age of the Australian population is that? It is 95
per cent. In other words, only five per cent of
the population would gain from such proposals.

That is only one-half of the Liberal Oppo-
sition's political position. The other half comes
from the fact that it consists of a bunch of
cynics and it cannot properly account for its
proposals. If it were elected to Government it
would go in that direction and would find enor-
mous difficulties in implementing its policies.
It would come up against conflict not only from
the States. but also from a massive range of
pressure groups and we would get the style of
government we had in the Fraser years. Who
was the Treasurer during that time? It was John
Howard. We lurched from crisis to crisis and
there was no consistency in the economic pol-
icy framework of this country. The Fraser
Government was stingey in respect of social
justice and it was irresponsible in respect of
economic planning. It was no surprise that it
was thrown out of office in 1983.

The alternatives to that are the responsible
macro-economic and industrial policies of the
Hawke Government-policies which provide
for both economic efficiency and social justice.
That is something which the Leader of the Op-
position and his running partner. the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, do not seem to com-
prehend. They would lurch from crisis to crisis
and in the process the living standards of most
of the families in this country would decline.

I certainly support the motion.
MR HASSELL (Cotteslac) [11. 14 pmJ: The

hysteria we have seen displayed tonight on the
part of Government members is indicative of
the size of the victory that has been won in
Australia today. That victory is enormous.

What we have seen today is the culmination
of a long debate which has brought to the fore-
front in Australia the fundamental questions

and the Fundamental issues of the role and the
size and the cost of Government. Whether ihe
policy that has ben released today guarantees
the Liberal Party electoral success is beside the
point in terms of the tide of history that the
policy represents.

The hysteria we have seen displayed by
Government members is not just a recognition
by them that the things they stand for are not
acceptable to the Australian electorate and that
their failure to perform on these very issues is
the reason they arc in danger at the Federal
election. Their hysteria is representative of
their deep-down recognition that the tide of
political thought in Australia is swinging
against them, inextricably and inevitably.

The fact is that Australia has moved its pol-
itical thought base in the last couple of years. It
is the Australian informed opinion, the opinion
leaders in Australia, who are now debating
these issues of government, its cost. and its
size. They are debating the role of government
and whether it will continue to grow in its
domination of our lives or whether it should be
realistically and sharply trimmed and a new
release of pri va te cho ice gi ven.

The policy is about the courage of an
Australian political leader to put on record, fol-
lowing detailed research, the choices that have
to be made if Australia is to change its direc-
tion as has already been done by the Federal
Liberal Party and the State Liberal Party in
their approach to industrial relations, and now
in relation to tax and spending.

Mr Speaker, you will observe that it is those
issues that we. the Liberals, have placed on the
national agenda that are today being debated.
They are not Labor issues, they are Liberal
Party and National Party issues.

The reality is that we are hearing tonight a
panic reaction from members opposite. We are
not seeing the Labor Party bring forth a policy
that it wants to promote and defend itslf-a
belief that it has,, we are seeing an attack on
what the Liberals propose for Australia. They
do not fear it for July. but also they fear it for
the rest of this year and next year. They know
that as a nation our whole direction is chang-
ing. They will not even admit it to themselves
in some cases, but deep down they know that
Australia is changing and that this tax policy
represents the evidence of that change and rep-
resents a great pinnacle in the evolution of pub-
lic debate and the evolution of a new direction
for this country.
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It was just ridiculous to hear the member for
Victoria Park speak about this policy being an
attack on federalism. 1 would have thought that
for him to raise such a point would cause him
to choke over his words.

One would expect him to have remembered
that he sat in this House on a Wednesday two
weeks ago at about this hour and voted against
a motion which asked the Federal Government
to withdraw its industrial relations legis-
lation-which would take over a massive cl-
ement of Western Australian constitutional re-
sponsibility-and that he would not presume
to stand and lecture us about federalism. This
Government and the member for Victoria
Park's colleagues refused repeatedly in the past
four years ever to join the Opposition in con-
demning. the Federal Government over its at-
tempts to subvert the constitutional rights of
Tasmania and other States in relation to their
own lands and forests:. it refused to join in a
constitutional challenge to the abuse of the
Constitution being roiled and struck at by the
Federal Government every day: and the mem-
ber then presumes to lecture us about federal-
ism. He clearly does not understand the basic
issues: he clearly does not understand that the
victory today is the victory of ideas about the
future direction of Australia.

Last night at your behest. Mr Speaker, we
had a visit from the Commission for the Future
and the eminent person whom you arranged to
address those present spoke about
biotechnology and the future direction in that
field. But tonight we are talking about the fu-
ture direction of Australia in its political.
social. and economic organisation. We. the
Liberals. are saying to Australia through this
tax policy that We arc tuned into the aspirations
of middle-class Australians to return to a situ-
ation in which they assume and take responsi-
bility for their own lives: in which they assume
and take both the rights and responsibility to
provide for themselves:, in which they have the
right to decide, not just a marginal increase in
the direction they put their disposable income
but also a substantial change in the way the
economy is structured.

The fundamental question is not the whole
pile of little points that have been raised by
Government speakers in their vain attempts to
discredit a thoroughly researched and
presented policy. The fundamental point is that
15 or 20 years ago the combined efforts of
Government in Australia took a little more
than 30 per cent of the gross domestic product
and today it takes more than 45 per cent. That

is the issue: the fact that Governments have
grown and grown. They h~ve taken more and
more from what wealth is produced in
Australia and it has now reached the point
where the counterproductivity of the growth of
that take is reflected in the decline of living
standards. The wealth producers in Australia
have been so damaged by industrial disruption.
industrial blackmail, and economic sabotage
through excessive taxation that they have
stopped creating wealth.

The Federal Liberals are saying to Australia,
"Give us the chance to put in place policies
which will allow productive Australia to be
productive again. Let us have the chance to put
in place policies which will promote initiative,
enterprise and growth. that will give us the op-
portunity again to be competitive in the world,
again to take our place at the top of the scale of
standards of living. and again to take our place
as leaders in modernity, progress and pro-
duction." That is what it is alt about and not
one member on the Government side has
grasped the point.

Every one of the Government speakers
wanted to puddle around in the minutiae of the
policy without recognising what it is aimed at
in terms of our future directions. There is no
need for a Commission for the Future on these
issues because the Australian people are
deciding it in their political debate every day of
the week. There is not a Government member.
including thc Minister for Health, who could in
truth say that in the past two years there has
not been a significant change in the political
direction of Australia. Sometimes some things
are brought on too soon and we found our-
selves I think, in retrospect. in that position
when we advocated some of our industrial re-
lations and privatisation policies before the last
election. I think we were a bit too far ahead but
those same policies are being adopted now.
even by Labor Govern men ts-pol ic ies of
privahisation, reform and industrial relations-
not as we would do it but the basic thrust of the
ideas is being accepted because Australia is
demanding their acceptance. That is precisely
what will happen with this taxation and expen-
diture policy. Mark my words.

I put it on the record here tonight that
whether this Labor Party at the national level
succeeds in somehow pulling down this policy
between now and I I July, or whether it is
received in triumph, that will not alter the fact
that the direction of this policy is the direction
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Australia will take. If it takes the agony of a
longer period it will not alter the fact that this
is Australia's direction.

I make it clear that what is represented by
this policy is the triumph of the recognition of
a deep-seated wish on the part of the Australian
people that we should change direction in
terms of Government, that we should not
fiddle at the edges, that we should not talk
about the little bits, but that we take hold of the
problem very firmly and say that we are going
to make a change. Of course, it will cause some
pain but it is a pain that we will suffer because'
we as a nation want it. The Government mem-
bers can fiddle around and raise silly little argu-
ments about whether we should have two extra
students in the class. The fact is that when
talking to Australians about the opportunity for
their families to maintain their standard of liv-
ing, to return to a growth in their standard of
living, and for them to see on the horizon the
restoration of Australia's belief in the inevita-
bility of this opportunity, its jobs for young
people and its greatness, then the Government
will fail because it failed to recognise those
things.

This policy goes forward as a landmark pol-
icy, It is clear from the weeks and weeks in
which the Labor Party has been attempting to
attack it, even before it was released, that it
knows from its own research-and let us not
forget how much research it had-that this is
the fundamental direction Australians are look-
ing for, and the Labor Party is terribly fright-
ened of it. Members opposite are terribly
frightened, they are not in tune with it.

At the behest of the Federal Labor Party's
continual carping, and with the full cooper-
ation of the Australian media, the Liberal Party
has been put in a position where it has found it
necessary to produce the most thoroughly
detailed pre-election policy that has ever been
presented in Australia.

What is the Labor Party's taxation policy?
Where is the detail of what it would do if re-
elected? Where is the detail of what it will do
even in the August Budget? Where is the detail
of the principles members opposite stand for?

Mr Court: Why are we having an election
before the August Budget?

Mr HASSELL: Indeed, why are we having an
election before the August Budget, in breach of
promises made very clearly and distinctly by
the Labor Party's leader?

Mr Stephens: They were fearful of Jolt

Mr H-ASSELL: They were fearful of the
combined forces, not of the Opposition but of
the direction of political thought in Australia.
The essential point is the direction Australia is
taking.

In the flurry of interjections. members op-
posite have not answered the question. Their
taxation policy is yet to be released. We know
that the Labor Party has made all the tax cuts it
proposes to make. We have no commitment
not to increase taxation.

Several members interjected.
M r Cash: The member for Victoria Park for-

got about the agreement.
Mr Pearce: I did not say anything for 10

minutes.
Mr Cash: Then ask your clowns to stop

interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HASSELL: I place on the record that I

am not aware of being in breach of any arrange-
ment. However I also record that the member
for Victoria Park used all but two minutes of
his time.

Mr Pearce: That is why we did not raise the
matter for 10 minutes. The member for Mr
Lawley said it was to be given to you.

Mr HASSELL: if 1 am in breach of some
arrangement. I wish someone had drawn it. to
my attention. I will draw my remarks to a close
very rapidly.

What we already know about the Labor
Party's taxation policy is this: It has introduced
the capital gains tax, and not only does it not
intend to repeal it. but also significant elements
in the Labor Party new want an inquiry into
wealth with a view to introducing a wealth tax.
That is the philosophy of many people in the
Labor Party. It has introduced the fringe ben-
efits tax. It has collected far more money than
estimated, and it has no intention of repealing
that tax. Negative gearing has been abolished,
which is producing a housing shortage. The
Liberal Party will reintroduce negative gearing,
which will allow housing to be generated in the
private sector.

The Labor Party offers to the Australian
people absolutely nothing by way of change of
direction as regards spending the people's
money and reducing the burden on them.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce
(Leader of t he H ouse).

Mluse adjourned at 11.35 pin
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SUPERANNUATION
Old Scheme: A-ctuarial Cost

1206. Mr HASSELL. to the Treasurer:
(1) What 'is the estimated actuarially

calculated cost to the State Budget of
State superannuation under the
Superannuation and Family Benefits
Act scheme currently in operation for
each of the next 10 years?

(2) What is the estimated cost to the
annual State Budget for each of the
next 10 years of the new Government
employees' superannuation scheme
under legislation introduced by him?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The information is being collated and
the member will be advised in writing
in due course.

EDUCATION
WA Ci(olle'ge ol.-ldvanccd Education: Nedlands

Campus
1218. Mr COURT. to the Minister for

Education:
(1) Is the Western Australian College of

Advanced Education planning to sell
the Nedlands campus?

(2) If yes, to where would the functions
currently being carried out at this
campus be transferred?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes, if appropriate arrangements can

be made.
(2) Other campuses of the Western

Australian College of Advanced Edu-
cation. particularly Mt Lawley cam-
pus.

EDUCATION
HW.4 C'olctt ob.ldranced Education: Claremont

Camurpus
1219. Mr COURT. to the Minister for

Education:
(1) Is the Western Australian College of

Advanced Education planning to
move from the Claremont campus?

(2) If yes, to what use -will this campus he
put by the Education Department?

Mr PEARCE replied:
1I) No. although the present use of the

campus is under review.
(2) Not applicable.

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS
Cleaners:- Work Practices

1221. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

What work practices does he beclieve
need to be changed to improve pro-
ductivity of cleaners employed by the
Education Department as outlined by
him in his answer to question 834 of
1987?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The following are proposed for dis-
cussions with unions and staff-
(1) Reduction of hours of cleaners

from 18.3/4 per week to 15 per
week,

(2) the working of single shifts in-
stead of spl it sh irfts;-

(3) an increase in external cleaning
areas allocated to individual
cleaners:

(4) deletion of some allowances.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
School: Prindiril/c Catholic College

1225. Mr CASH. to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is he aware of the concern of parents

of students attending Prindiville Cath-
olic College at Ocean Reef of the un-
satisfactory scheduled bus service
which currently requires many chil-
dren to catch two or more buses to get
transport to the college?

(2) Will he consider a special bus service
to accommodate the students
attending this college which next year
anticipates an enrolment of
approximately 400 students?

(3) Will he agree to meet a deputation of
parents from the college to discuss
alternative transport arrangements?

M rTROY replied:
(I ) As with all colleges of this type,

students come from widely diversified
addresses. Transperth provides a ser-
vice using the Warwick Bus Station as

2242



(Wednesday. 10 J une t9871 24

a central collection point. In the morn-
ing, Prindiville students catch the 8.05
am, route 392. bus and transfer at
Banks Avenue to a direct school
special at 8.30 am. In the afternoon,
there is a direct bus, route 727, which
depants Prindiville College at 3.35 pm
for Warwick Bus Station, where con-
nections are available to other ser-
vices.

(2) Transperth is currently investigating
provision of a direct bus from
Warwick to eliminate the need to
transfer at Banks Avenue.

(3) 1 suggest that parent representatives
and college officials meet directly with
Transperth's senior traffic officers.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

A riadole: Construction Costs

1227. Mr THOMPSON. to the Minister for
Education:

(1) What is the total cost estimated for the
construction of the new primary
school in Armadale?

(2) Of that total cost. how much applies to
the earthworks and retaining walls?

(3) Was consideration given to
establishing the school on a site which
had fewer level differentials than the
site chosen?

(4) If so. why was not another more suit-
able site chosen?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) The total cost of the new Armadale
Primary School, which will include fa-
cilities not available at the old school,
is $2.465 million. $2.08 million of this
will be recouped from the old school.

(2) $236 814 for earthworks and $68 000
for rock walling.

(3) Yes.

(4) The only other available site of
approximately four hectares was on
the southern extremity of the
townsite. This was considered unsu it-
able by the Education Department
and the Parents and Citizens Associ-
ation because of its location.

TRANSPORT

Heaiyv Haulage Weighing: Private Firm

1229. Mr COWAN. to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

(j1) Is it a fact that heavy haulage weighing
is not being carried out by officers of
the weights and measures branch but
by Les Cooke Instruments Pty Ltd?

(2) If yes, why?

(3) W hen d id t he cha nge take place?

M r CORDON HILL replied:

(1) to (3) Police officers; attached to the
heavy haulage section of the police
traffic branch. Perth and Port
Hedland, are responsible for weighing
vehicles on roads. However, vehicles
may also be weighed on weighbridges.-

Insofar as public weighbridges are
concerned, I have referred this ques-
tion to the Minister for Transport for
his reply in writing.

POLICE

Breathalvser Units: Mlobile

1231. Mr CASH. to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

(1) Did the police have two motor vans
fitted out with breathalyser units
which could have been used as mobile
vehicles involved in testing drivers
suspected of drink driving offences?

(2) Do the police still maintain these ve-
hicles?

(3) If not, have they been disposed of and
if so, was there any financial loss
sustained after taking into account the
cost of fitting out the vehicles?

Mr GORDON H ILL replied:

(1) Yes. Vehicles were used during the
Road Traffic Authority period.

(2) No.

(3) (a) Both vehicles have been disposed
of,

(b) the member should direct this
question to the Treasurer.
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HEALTH
Alcohol and Drug Authorityr: Director

1232. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
( 1) Has a replacement been appointed to

(2)

the position of Director of the Alcohol
and Drug Authority?
If not. will the position be advertised?

(3) If a replacement has been appointed.
was the position advertised?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) No.
(2) Yes.
(3) Not applicable.

BUILDING MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
Da ' Labour Employees

1233. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Works and Services:
(1) What day labour employees were

employed by the Building Manage-
ment Authority at I July 1986?

(2) What numbers of day labour em-
ployees are employed by the Building
Management Authority?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) I 239.
(2) At 31 May 1987 there were 1 127 day

labour employees.

ENERGY
Solar 1 eiwrgr Research Insitute: Funds

1234. Mr MacKINNON. to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) As the Solar Energy Research Institute

ceased operation on 31 December
1986. will he advise what has
happened to the funds held by the in-
stitute on that date?

(2) Have any allocations or grants been
made by the Solar Energy Research
Institute, or any other arm of Govern-
ment. since 31 December 1986 for re-
search into solar energy matters?

(3) If so. who made the payments, and to
whom were they made?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The balance of funds held by the Solar

Energy Research Institute after meet-
ing commitments incurred prior to the

closure of the institute are held in the
institute's account. These will be
transferred in accordance with (he
provisions of the legislation when the
Solar Energy Research Act 1977 is
repealed.

(2) SERIWA and SECWA have made
payments to honour grants approved
prior to the closure of SER [WA. No
new grants have been made by either
organisation since 31 December 1986.

(3) As above.

DEFENCE
United Slates Person net. Expenditure

1235. Mr MacKINNON. to the Minister for
Tourism:

Can she advise what was the
estimated expenditure of United
States serv ice personnel visiting West-
ern Australia in 1984-85 and 1985-86?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
1984-85, $5.5 million: 1985-86, $30.6
million.

WATER AUTHORITY
Concessionol Charges: Revenue Lost

1240. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What refund, if any. does the Western
Australian Water Authority receive
for lost revenue on account of
concessional rates or charges and de-
ferred rates or charges for pensioners
and other ratepayers entitled to con-
cessions?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Nil.

WATER AUTHORITY
Non-raten ble Land

1241. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Waler Resources:
(1) What was the roughly estimated yearly

loss of revenue by the Water Authority
of Western Australia on account of the
fact that certain categories of land be-
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ing used for charitable, religious or
other public purposes-schools, hos-
pitals, etc.-being 'presently called
"non-rateable" are not rated and
charged with the same rates or charges
as land not in this special category?

(2) Does the Water Authority of Western
Australia receive any refund for this
loss from the Government?

M r BR IDG E repied:
(1) Land used for charitable, religious.

educational, or gublic purposes is
exempt from rates under Water Auth-
ority legislation. The Valuer General
does not provide valuations for these
classes of land. and it is not possible to
calculate rates that would apply if the
land was not exempt from rates.

(2) No.

WATER AUTHORITY

Ralepavers

1242. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) How many-

(a) domestic:
(b) non-domestic,
ratepayers did the Water Authority of
Western Australia have during the last
financial year as far as water, sewer-
age, and drainage rates or charges are
concerned?

(2) What was the revenue collected
from-
(a) domestic:

(b) non-domestic.
ratepayers separately for waler, sewer-
age, and drainage charges or rates dur-
ing that period?

(3f Would he please supply the answers to
(1) and (2) above separately as far as
the metropolitan and country areas
are concerned as they applied to the
former jurisdiction of the Metropoli-
tan Water Authority and country
water undertakings under the Public
Works Department?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Metropolitan

1985.86 Financial Year
1. Domestic Non-donmesiC

Water 3608544 627223
sewerage 247919 40032
Drainage 173258 194."A

2. Domestic
WaIt $27,225 M
Sewerage S53.377 Mt
Drainage 3 4,278 MI

Cuntiry

2.

Water
Sewerage

Drainage

Water
Sewerage

Drainage

Non-domestic
$29.632 Mt
S22.503 M
$ 3.400 M

1985.86 F inancial Year
Domestic
91 365
54170

1 8660

Domstic
S 6.623 M4
$1l.98 Nt

S 0.875 84

Non-dorseslic
42 896

Domestic and non-domestic
combined

Domestic and nos-dometlic
combined

Country data for sewerage and
drainage does nost readily differ-
entliate between domestic and
non-domstic proprties.

Non-domestic
$ 6.477 M

Domestic and rtosdomest ic
comtbined

Domestic and son-doetettic
combi ned

Country data for sewerage and
drainage does not readily differ-
entiate between domeCstic and
nors-dometric properties.

WATER RESOURCES
Pa,'nen: for Use: introduction

1243. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Will he please detail the *moves
towards pay for use" which he
mentioned in his second reading
speech when introducing the Acts
Amendment (Water Authority Rates
and Charges) Bill, 1987 and which are
progressively reducing the property
value and land area based rating
system?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
The rate structure in charges for 1987-
88 was generally designed to maisc a
larger proportion of the revenue from
volume consumption charges than
from rates. This is particularly true For
higher levels of consumption in both
the residential and non-residential
sectors.
in addition, changes to the minima in
country residential water rates rep-
resent a stepping stone for the future
replacement of current GRV-based
rates with a standard fixed charge
similar to that applicable in the metro-
politan area. The abolition of area-
based rates for country residential
blocks in excess of 2 500 mn2 also con-
stitutes a move towards pay-for-use.
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HOSPITAL
Murray' District: Radiologyt Equipment

1244. Mr DRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Does he intend to upgrade the radi-

oiogy equipment at the Murray Dis-
trict Hospital at Pinjarra?

(2) If so, when?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) A committee has been convened to

consider the radiology needs in the
Pinjarra-Mandurah area, and I am
awaiting i 'ts report.

(2) Answered by (1).

HEALTH
Patients' Travel Assistance Sc/wine: Refiunds

1246. Mr BRADSHAW. to the Minister for
Health:

Does a person ever qualify for refunds
from the assisted patient travel
scheme, even though regular visits for
specialist treatment are required and
the person is unable to apply in the
first place because the refund for
travel does not exceed the $40
required to be paid by the patient?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
No.

HOUSING
* Relocations

1249. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for
Housing:

On how many occasions in the last 1 2
months' has Homcswest. *at its dis-
cretion, relocated families outside the
metropolitan area, both within the
same town and to other towns, rela-
tive to-
(a) single-parent families:,
(b) two-parent families?

(2) What were the reasons for such relo-
cations?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) and (2) Homeswest does not have a

discretionary ability to compulsorily
relocate tenants. In some instances,
existing tenants may be offered
alternative accommodation in recog-
nition of problems they experience in
their locality. In other instances, ap-

plicants may be advised that while
there is a waiting period for assistance
in certain areas, accommodation is
immediately available in other areas.
No statistics are kept of such in-
stances.

HOUSING
Relocations

1250. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for
Housing:

What is Homeswest's policy that de-
termines the location of families
outside the metropolitan area. specifi-
cally in relation to-
(a) single-parent families:
(b) two-parent families?

Mr WILSON replied:
Allocations State-wide are made ac-
cording to bedroom entitlement, area
of preference, whether applicant is pri-
ority listed or turn reached. and avail-
ability of stock.

ENERGY
Electric/tv Power Stations: Fau/tv Equipment

1251. Mr LAURANCE. to thc Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) W it h regard to t he powe r bl ackouts o n

Sunday 7 June 1987. and State Energy
Commission advice that the faulty
equipment will be replaced. will he
state how regularly the equipment was
monitored?

(2) Was the equipment reaching obsol-
escence?

(3) How old was the equipment?
(4) What was its expected performance

rate?
(5) What was the equipment's life expect-

ancy?
(6) What steps will be taken to examine

technically why the equipment was
not able to withhold the surge?

Mr PARKER replied:
(I) Daily.
(2) No.
(3) Purchased 1982.
(4) Not applicable to the device in ques-

tion.
(5) 20 years.
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(6) Appropriate laboratory tests by the
manufacturer. SEC will provide
samples for the tests.

COYVER N MENT CH EM ICAL
LABORATORIES

1252. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:
(1) Has a decision been made on the fu-

ture direction of the Government
Chemical Laboratories?

(2) ifyes-
(a) what changes are to be made to

the laboratories' operation and
staff:

(b) when will the changes be
implemented?

(3) If no to (I), when is a decision
expected and when will details be re-
leased?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Within the next few weeks.

FI.NANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Building Socenes.- lnier'st Rate ,Issislance

1253. Mr CASH, to the Premier:
(1) Since home loan interest rates have

not fallen since September 1985, does
the Government intend to introduce a
programme to assist building society
borrowers, as it did in September
1985?

(2) If no. why not?
(3) If yes to (1), when will the programme

be introduced?
(4) How many borrowers have found the

need to seek assistance from the mort-
gage assistance and relief scheme in
t he following years-
(a) 1083-84-,
(b) 1984-85:.
(c) 1985-86-:
(d) July 1986 to May 1987?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) This is a matter for Budget de-

termination, and I do not intend to
pre-empt the normal budgetary pro-
cess.

(4) (a) 790:.
(lb) 53 5;
(c) 65 1:-
(d) 902.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
Publicj~ Service Rec'lassifications.: freeze

1255. Mr CASH. to the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) Has the Government lifted the freeze

it introduced in June 1986 on the
reclassification of employees in the
Public Service?

(2) If yes, have any reclassi fi cat ions been
backdated to a date prior to the-
(a) imposition of the freeze;
(b) lifting of the freeze?

(3) If so, how many employees are
involved, and what was the estimated
cost of the increase?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes, t he freeze h as bee n i fted.
(2) Some recl assi ficat ions have been

backdated to either prior to the impo-
sition of the freeze or prior to the
lifting of the freeze. These
reclassi ficat ions have only occurred
where the officer had an expectation
of reclassification from a specific date
which would have applied but for the
operation of the freeze or where an
award requirement applied.

(3) The mcmber would be aware that to
provide the information in the form
sought would require substantial ef-
fort and cost. If he specifies his
reasons for requiring the information.
I will give consideration to applying
the necessary resources to provide the
information he seeks.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Perthil, (e: Printing Trade Facilities
1259. Mr COURT, to the Minister for

Labour Productivity and Employment:
(1) What firm arrangements have been

made for the relocation of the Perth
Technical College printing trade facil i-
ties from the St George's Terrace site?

(2) Where will the printing school be
located?
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(3) Will this new location be in existing
buildings or will new buildings be
required?

(4) When will the relocation take place?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) to (4) Matters pcrtaining to the relo-

cation of thc Perth Technical College
printing trade facilities from the St
Georgcs Terrace site are currently
under consideration, and all panics
affected will be consulted at the appro-
priate time.

PASTORAL LEASES
.llorina/ Groups

1261. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Lands:
What are the names of the 22 pastoral
leases controlled by Aboriginal organ-
isat ions?

Mr WILSON replied:
The information given in answer to
question 1181 was incorrect. There
are in fact 23 pastoral leases con-
trolled by Aboriginal organisations,
not 22 as previously stated. They
a re-

Panlijan
Dunham River
Noonkanbah
Millijiddee
Frazier Dawns
Billuluna
Lake Gregory
Carson River
Mt Anderson
Mowanjum
Carlindie
Coongan
Kangan
Lalla Rookh
Mt Welcome
Peedlamulla
Pippingarra
Walagunya
Callawa
Coonana
Bow River
Glen Hill
La Grange*

*held by the Roman Catholic Bishop
of Broome for the benefit of Aborigi-
nes. Transfer to local community
intended.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Business Migrat ion Programmie: Participaion

1262. Mr COURT. to the Minister for
Economic Development:
(1) When did the Government first an-

nounce that Exim Corporation would
participate in Australia's business mi-
gration programme?

(2) When will Exim's investment trust be
established?

(3) In what areas will the Exim invest-
ment trust invest?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The Government has made no an-

nouncements on this matter.
(2) Hopefully within months.
(3) The Western Australian Business Mi-

gration Investment Trust will be per-
mitted to invest only in securities, de-
posits, and loans guaranteed by the
Australian Government. the Govern-
menit of Western Australia. or an
Australian bank.

DISCRIMINATION: SEXIST LANGUAGE
Schools: Polioi'

1263. Mr COWAN. to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is there currently a policy to prohibit

or discourage the use of so-called
"sexist" language in schools?

(2) If yes. does this policy apply equally to
Government and non-Government
schools?

(3) Is it departmental policy or practice to
tell a child that it is wrong to use
words such as -chairman". "police-
man", "mankind'> etc?

M r PEARCE replied:
(1) A guide for teachers entitled "A Fair

Say: Language Usage in Education" is
in the final stages of production.

(2) It will be distributed to all Govern-
ment schools. Copies will be available
on request for non-Government
schools.

(3) Strict conformity with the suggestions
made in the guide is not required. It
provides alternatives to examples
given that can be used when
describing only women or groups
comprising men and women.
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EDUCATION
School Uniforms: Polic ' 

1264. Mr COWAN. to :he Moister for
Education:
(1) Is there currently a policy to prohibit

or discourage the wearing of long
trousers by girls in ..2hools"

(2) If yes. on what ground other than gen-
der is the policy based?

(3) Are there any Government schools
where the girls' uniform allows the
wearing of long trousers?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Yes.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SWAN RIVER FORESHORE
Dievelopments

185. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) Will the Minister table the report on

the development on the Swan River
foreshore referred to in an article on
page three of this morning's The West
Australian?

(2) Will the Minister advise his Cabinet
colleagues to agree to a moratorium
on all further development on the
Swan River foreshore, particularly the
development of the old Swan Brewery
site and the proposed Anchorage de-
velopment at North Fremantle, until
the report has been properly evaluated
by this Parliament, by the relevant lo-
cal authority, by conservation groups,
and by the wider community?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) and (2) The report which the Leader

of the Opposition is requesting be re-
leased has not been finalised. The
article in this morning's edition of The
West Australian was based on a sec-
tion of an early copy of the draft re-
port, It was apparently leaked by
somebody-
A few days ago I received in my office
a preliminary rough draft of the re-
port. It has not been typed yet and
final touches still have to be made to it

by the people in charge of preparing it.
I expect to receive the finished report
in the next few weeks.

I have not had a chance to read the
rough draft which arrived in my office
either on Thursday or Friday. How-
ever, the Leader of the Opposition
knows that when the Giovernment
commissions a report. it is the normal
practice for the report to go initially to
the Minister and Cabinet for consider-
ation. I expect that, in this case, Cabi-
net will decide that the draft report
should be made public and that sub-
missions and comments be invited
over a two or three-month period. The
report will be finalised after those sub-
missions have been considered.

Mr MacKinnon: In the meantime, the
other developments will be allowed to
proceed.

Mr HODGE: Which other developments?

Mr MacKinnon: Any other development
on the Swan River referred to in the
article.

Mr HODGE: The report will not have the
power to allow any development to
proceed. The Environmental Protec-
tion Act and the Minister for Planning
have extremely wide powers in that
regard. The Government can exercise
those powers at any time.

M r MacKinnon: And those developments
will be allowed to proceed?

Mr HODGE: That has nothing to do with
this report. Cabinet will make that de-
cision as projects arise.

There has been widespread public in-
put into the report so far. The task
force has done a sterling job. It has
consulted every local authority with
an interest in the foreshore. It has
consulted with conservation groups,
and professional associations repre-
senting planners have made sub-
missions. Everyone will be proud of
the Swan and Canning Rivers strategy
plan when it is finally released.

I assure the Leader of the Opposition
that, when the report is finalised, pub-
lic submissions on it will be invited
and he and all members will be de-
lighted with the report.
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TAXES AND CHARGES
Federal Liberal Parl *' Proposals

186. Mrs HENDERSON. to the Treasurer:
Will he outline the effcts on the
State's finances and the Western
Australian public of (he Federal Op-
position's taxation policies released
today by Mr Howard?

M r BR IAN BU RKE replied:
If ever there was an occasion on which
the Opposition and the Government
should come together to defend this
State and to ensure, in that defence,
the State's future, it is on this occasion
of the announcement of the ill-
considered and unsupportable-in
financial terms-package announced
by the Federal Leader of the Oppo-
sit ion.
I do not know whether Opposition
members have had an opportunity to
look at the proposal. If they have and
are not prepared to condemn the ef-
fects of the proposal on our State, they
are saying that they are not prepared
to stand up for Western Australia.
I will advise members of some of the
effects of the package on this State.
Leaving aside the fact that the sums
do not add up, and the package in-
volves the raising of insufficient rev-
enue to pay for the promises, and
accepting the straitened circumstances
in which we find ourselves, acknowl-
edging the need for restraint and the
need to wind back the deficit and to
reduce public sector indebtedness, its
effects will be devastating.
Acknowledging all of the virtues of the
policy and what the Federal
Opposition says it has set out to
achieve, in order for us to meet the
obligation that Mr Howard would im-
pose on us, we will be required to,
firstly, increase school class sizes by
12 per cent. Secondly, we will be
forced to reduce nursing staff in
Government hospitals by 22 per cent.
Where does the State Opposition
stand on that issue because it has been
telling us that we need more nurses
and that nurses are getting a rough
deal? Yet this policy announcement
by the Liberal Federal leader would
mean a reduction by 22 per cent in
nursing staff.

It is worse than that. We would be
forced also to close I I country hospi-
tals. To save the sort of money that
the Federal Liberal Party says the
States will be forced to save, and leav-
ing aside the extra functions we are
going to have to pay for when all of
these unspecified departments and
agencies are abolished, and with the
12 per cent saving in revenue that is
detailed, we will be forced to close I I
country hospitals.

Mr MacKinnon: Which country hospitals?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Even on the Federal

Leader of the Opposition's estimates,
if we sacked our advisers 10 times
over-I will say to the Leader of the
Opposition that we will sack the ad-
visers 20 times over and save $40
million on his estimation-we will
still be $160 million short of the Fed-
eral Liberal Party's target. In addition.
a wide range of Government taxes and
charges will have to be increased. For
example, increased water and sewer-
age charges will involve an extra $76 a
year for the average household.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Opposition

should tell the Government where it
will find $200 million. The Oppo-
sition is so smart! It is its package.

Point of Order
Mr MacKiN NON: The Treasurer has now

been answering the question for five
minutes. Mr Speaker, you would be
aware of the Government's motion on
the Notice Paper, and it will be
debated later tonight. For the
Treasurer to continue at length in
answering this question is a flagrant
abuse of question time. I ask you to
ask the Treasurer to bring his answer
to a close.

The SPEAKER: I had strong vibrations
that the Treasurer was going to do
that.

Questions withbout Notice Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Regardless of the

squeals from the Opposition in this
place, this package is an impossible
proposition. I paused a moment ago
when I said that if the Opposition dis-
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agrees with these things, it should tell
the Government where it could save
$200 million.

Dr Gallop: They can tell us tonight in the
debate.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Opposition does
not know. The truth is that the 0 ppo-
sit ion's sums do not add up and it will
promise anything in an effort to win
an election, but once again, it will be
roundly defeated.

ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES
Advisers: Corruption

187. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is the Minister aware of allegations of

widespread Corruption and misappro-
priation totalling hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars by advisers and em-
ployees associated with the running of
Aboriginal communities in the north
of the State?

(2) Specifically, is he aware of any such
allegations with respect to the Jigalong
Community?

(3) If yes to (2), what is he doing to have
these matters investigated?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) to (3) No, l am not aware of such alle-

gations. I am surprised that such an
allegation has been made. It is well
known throughout the -State that
strong measures have been put in
place by my department, the Com-
monwealth Department of Aboriginal
Affairs, and other agencies which are
responsible for the administration of
Aboriginal affairs in this State, for a
positive plan in respect of the account-
ability of taxpayers' funds. The plan is
currently in place and I am keen to see
that it is effectively applied. The Ab-
original communities in this State sup-
port the Government's move.
The Aboriginal people are very keen
to see Governments put in place
measures that are very strict in their
application of the accountability of
taxpayers' funds. It Surprises me to
hear such an allegation. Perhaps the
member could give me some evidence
of the allegation and I will be more
than keen to follow it up.

Mr Brian Burke: You will wait until hell
freezes over before he had any evi-
dence about any allegation he has
made.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIDGE: The allegation does concern

me. I am sure that members would
know of the commitment .1 have as
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to
make sure that the Aboriginal people
are supported positively in that pro-
cess. When one understands the keen-
ness of the communities he will realise
why I am keen not only to see that
plan in place, but also to see it work-
ing effectively.
As I have said, I am not aware of any
allegations about that action taking
place in this State. I would be very
keen to hear about it and I seek that
information from the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition if, in fact, he has it.

HEA LTH
Federal Liberal Pariy Policy'

188. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for
Health:

Further to the question answered last
week by the M in ister about the Feder-
al Liberal Opposition's health policy,
would he please indicate to the House
the latest advice he has received on
the likely effects of that policy on
Western Australians?

M r TAYLOR replied:
It is a pleasure to answer the question
and to follow on from the answer I
gave last week. I notice that the Oppo-
sition has not made any comment
whatsoever on the remarks made
about its version of a health policy.
The policy that was released today can
only be described as a bastardised ver-
sion of Medicare. The Federal Liberal
Party will continue the 1.25 per cent
levy on Australians, and in addition
they will pay an up-front amount of
something in the order of $250 per
family before they can claim from the
Commonwealth.

Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: Does the member for

Murray-Wellington want to abolish
Medicare?
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Not only do we have a 1.25 per cent
levy or the $250 up-front payment to
be made by every family, but also we
are looking at private health insurance
that will cost Australian familics
something like $27 a week extra. The
point is that the Liberal Opposition
released its policy today and said how
it would pay for it. The 1.25 per cent
levy will bring in $1.8 billion. The
total cost of its package is $4.6 billion.
In addition to the levy if will have
additional tax rebates or subsidies to
insurers bringing in $2.8 billion. If we
add $1.8 billion and $2.8 billion we
have a total of $4.6 billion, which is
the cost of its scheme. The fact is that
additional tax rebates or subsidies to
insurers are not, in fact, an income, but
a cost to the Government. It is costing
the Government $2.8 billion and it is
receiving $ 1.8 billion from the 1.25 per
cent levy and adding t $2.8 billion of
revenue, which means that the revenue
is a east.
I rang Neil fileweit's office and asked
him if they had looked at the Federal
Opposition's proposals in relation to
its health policy.

Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I asked how the Opposition

proposed to pay for it. Mr Bleweti's
office told me that they had the best
health economists trying to work this
out and they had failed to do so.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I would like mem-

bers to consider two things. When I
call order it does not necessarily mean
that members should not interject
again for a certain period of time.
What it means is that members should
not interject within three seconds of
the Minister's resuming his answer.
The second point is that this is now
the fourth question and by the end of
this answer we are running into 20
minutes of question time. While I
understand that some questions have
answers which need to be long, every
single question does not.

Mr TAYLOR: I will bring the answer to a
conclusion.
I asked Neil Blewelt's office what the
Liberal Opposition spokesman had to
say about this momentous blue of $2.8

billion, and I was told that they did
not know and that the Press could not
find out because it was telephoning
them for an answer. The fact is that
Senator Baume has gone to ground
and cannot be found anywhere. That
is the truth of the Liberal Opposition's
policy in relation to health. It is a
minimum of $2.8 billion short of the
cost of what it is proposing.

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS
Incinerator Opposition

189. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Now that the Federal membcr for

Kalgoorlie has expressed his oppo-
sition to the siting of a
polychlorinated biphenyls waste dis-
posal plant at Koalyanobbing, will he
reconsider this proposal?

(2) Will the Minister suppofl the estab-
lishment of a national hazardous
waste management facility in an ap-
propriate environmental and geo-
graphic location in Western Australia?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
In abiding by your request. Mr
Speaker, to keep answers shart, I refer
the member for Nedlands to the
speech I made in this House last week
on that very matter. Perhaps if he
reads that Speech again he will ind the
answers to his questions.

WATER POLICE HEADQUARTERS
Swimmners: Safer;'

190. Mr READ, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

Is the Minister able to say whether
there is any substance to allegations
made by the member for Cattesloc to
the effect that the Government had
breached a promise by allowing the
safety of swimmers adjacent to the
Water Police facility in North
Fremantle to be compromised by
police boats manoeuvring to and from
mooring pens?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
I am aware of the allegation by the
member for Cottesloe, and am able to
inform the Parliament that it is totally
without substance or foundation.
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1 have a photograph of the vicinity of
the swimming beach area which
clearly shows a physical barrier be-
tween the swimming area and the
mooring pen immediately adjacent to
the swimming area. Swimmers are at
liberty to swim right to the physical
barrier without risk of interference by
boats, a fact which is plainly obvious
to anyone who has knowledge of the
course of correspondence between the
North Fremantle Community Associ-
ation and the Department of Marine
and Harbours, and a knowledge of the
site.
I accept that the allegation was made
in good faith by a busy member who
perhaps has not been able to inspect
the scene and who has not
unreasonably accepted what his con-
stituents told him.
However, it is clear that the member
for Cottesloc has in good faith allowed
himself to be used. I am prepared to
reveal to him how that was achieved
by selective use of correspondence if
he wishes to pursue that aspect with
me privately.
I am also prepared to speak with the
member for Cottesloc about any con-
stituent concerns over the swimming
beach, including its upgrading at any
time: and I suggest that his credibility
in this place may be better served by
accepting my offer before making pub-
lic comment in the future.

(The photograph was tabled for the infor-
inalion of inembers.)

RURAL ADJUSTMENT AND FINANCE
CORP0ORATION

Household Support Grant
191. Mr SCHELL. to the Minister for

Agriculture:
(1) When a farmer forced to leave the

land applies for the household support
and rehabilitation grant available
through the Rural Adjustment and
Finance Corporation. how is his eligi-
bility affected if his wife is receiving
unemployment benefits?

(2) Does the Government plan to intro-
duce the Western Australian Farmers
Federation's proposal to increase the
rehabilitation grant to $25 000?

(3) If so, when?

M r GR ILL repl ied:

(1) Under the provisions of the rural ad-
justment scheme the person is
unfortunately ineligible. The Act
states the applicant must not at the
time of application or while in receipt
of household support be also in receipt
of unemployment benefits. They are
the conditions of eligibility under the
States' and Northern Territory's Rural
Adjustment and Finance Corporation
Act 1985. These conditions are actu-
ally set out in an agreement between
all State Governments and the Federal
Government, and they are not change-
able at my wh im.

(2) and (3) 1 have pushed the Federal
Minister for Primary Industry, Mr
Kerin, as hard as I can over the
proposed $25 000 grant for farmers
forced to sell their properties. I under-
stand that the rehabilitation aid issue
is before Federal Cabinet. However,
when the Agricultural Council agreed
to the new grants early this year, it was
pointed out that it would have to be
considered in the Budget context.

That $25 000 rehabilitation grant pro-
posal is not necessarily the proposal
which came from the Western
Australian Farmers Federation. It was
also put forward by the agriculture
Ministers at a conference some
months ago. I do not know why both
parties came up with the same figure
but it happened; there was general
agreement at the conference that that
sum would be pursued and I have
every reason to believe it will be
gran ted.

I am a little disappointed that it will
have to be considered in the Budget
context but, nonetheless, it is a very
large sum of money that can and will,
I hope, be paid to farmers forced off
the land who have to rehabilitate else-
where. If one thinks about it, it places
farmers in a different category from
other people in businesses which for
one reason or another fail and who
have to get out of that business.

1 hope that it comes about and I trust
that it will.
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ENERGY: GAS
North Wt Shelf Project

192. Mr LEWIS, to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of the Channel 9
"Sunday" program ifC of 30 May

when the Minister for Minerals and
Energy denigrated the Woodside LNG
North West Shelf project?

(2) Has the Premier discussed with Mr
Charles Allen, the managing director
of Woodside, the inaccuracies of the
Minister's assertions, particularly the
suggestion that the taxpayers of West-
ern Australia will be subsidising the
project by $80 million a year for 10
years?

(3) Has the Premier expressed his disap-
pointment with the Minister for his
remarks?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (3) That whole diatribe is absolutely
untrue. I did speak to Mr Allen who
rang to express his disappointment in
the programme. I do not recall his
mentioning the Minister.

the Minister for Minerals and Energy
has my absolute and unswerving con-
fidence. not only for the way in which
he handled himself on that pro-
gramme but also for the way in which
he has retrieved a very difficult situ-
ation that was left to him specifically.
and the Government generally. by the
previous Liberal Government. That is
where it stands.

Mr Lewis: Do you want a copy of Mr
Allen's letter?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, I do not mind. I
am perfectly happy to have a copy of
it. As far as I am concerned Mr Allen
expressed no disappointment in any-

thing the Minister said but expressed
disappointment about the generally
negative aspect of the programme.
In any case the Minister has my full
support and I do not believe he
overstated the difficulties. In fact. I
think he understated them and it was
sad to see Sir Charles Court defending
the indefensible.

Mr Court: You are an absolute disgrace.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why am I a disgrace

by saying that it was a disappointment
to see Sir Charles Court defending the
indefensible?

Mr Court: You have said it is a first-class
project and it is very important to the
State. You and the Minister should be
ashamed of yourselves.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is critically import-
ant to the State and I was not trying to
knock it. I was saying that as a result
of the Minister's efforts we were able
to-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am still waiting for

a copy of the letter. Is the member not
going to give me one?

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to

answer the question. In conclusion, I
think one of the real feathers in the
cap of the present Minister and of the
present Federal Government was the
way, with the joint venturers, the
problems that would have precluded
the second stage progressing were
overcome. The joint venturers could
not obtain the finance necessary to go
ahead with the project until those
negotiations, successfully led for the
Government by the Minister, were
completed. 1 am very proud of what
he did.
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