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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

DEPUTY CHAIRMEN OF COMMITTEES
Appointment

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I desire to
announce that the following members have been
appointed Deputy Chairmen of Committees for
the present session-

The member for Vasse (Mr Blaikie)
The member for Bunbury (Mr Sibson)
The member for Albany (Mr Watt)
The member for Moore (Mr Crane)
The member for Canning (Mr Bateman).

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY CHAMBER
Sound Reinforcement Equipment:

Statement by Speaker
THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I desire to

announce that following my raising the matter at
a meeting of the Assembly House Committee,
certain equipment has been borrowed, through
the Public Works Department, to enable an
experiment to be carried out with sound
reinforcement in this Chamber.

For the period that the equipment is available I
shall be asking particular members-those whom
members have had some difficulty in hearing on
past occasions-to make use of a microphone
when speaking.

If other members feel the need to make use of
the system I would be glad if they would discuss
the matter with me.

I must ask members not to handle the
microphone, but to leave it for the officers. of the
House to move about the Chamber.

NOTICE PAPER No. I
Errors: Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): It is
necessary to announce that there is an error in the
Notice Paper for today's sitting.

I refer to Notices of Motion Nos. 5 and 7. As
these items are in each case the formal
introduction and First readings of Bills the usual
practice would be to deal with them before
proceeding to Orders of the Day.

1 therefore intend to call these Notices of
Motion prior to the resumption of the debate on
the Address- in -Reply, which is the first Order of
the Day.

HEALTH: CHIROPRACTORS
Australian Trained: Petition

MR HODGE (Melville) (4.33 p.m.]: I have
here the following petition-

We, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia do herewith pray that Her
Majesty's Government of Western Australia
will act to rectify the ludicrous and iniquitous
situation that has been created in our State
in respect of the practise of Chiropractic.

At present, due to inadequate and
outdated legislat ion a group of American
trained Chiropractors have control of the
W.A. Chiropractors Registration Board and
are prohibiting highly skilled Australian
trained Chiropractors from practising in
Western Australia.

Swift decisive action by the Government is
needed to provide a measure of justice and
equity for the Australian trained
practitioners and the opportunity for the
public to have access to a superior standard
of Chiropractic health care at a fair and
reasonable price.

Your Petitioners' therefore, humbly pray
that your Honourable House will give this
matter earnest consideration and your
Petitioners' as in duty bound will ever pray.

It contains 153 signatures and conforms with the
Standing Orders of the House. I certify
accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 7.

PORNOGRAPHY
Exploitation of Children:

Petition
DR DAIDOUR (Subiaco) [4.34 p.m.]: I have

here a petition from 61 people praying for the
greater protection of children in regard to their
exploitation through pornography. The petition
conforms with the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly, and I have certified
accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 8.
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PORNOGRAPH-Y
Exploitation of Children:

Petition
MR HODGE (Melville) [4.35 p.m.]: I have a

similar petition regarding pornography. It is
signed by 30 citizens and conforms with the
Standing Orders of the House. I have certified
accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

Sec petition No. 9.

ESSENTIAL FOODSTUFFS AND
COMMODITIES BILL

Standing Orders Suspension
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Prenier)

[4.36 p.m.): I move, without notice-
That so much of the Standing Orders be

suspended as is necessary to enable a Bill for
"an Act to make provision to ensure the
supply of essential foodstuffs and essential
commodities" to be introduced without
notice and to pass through all stages in the
one day, and to enable the aforesaid business
to be entered upon and dealt with before the
Address-in- Reply is adopted.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [4.37 p.m.]: If I could have a copy of
the motion I might be able to say a few words
about it. I am quite certain that members on the
Government side would be a little disappointed if
I did not pass a brief comment on the
Government's disgraceful show of grandstanding.
Tonight the Government is trying to do something
because it knows that if it does not do it tonight it
will be too late tomorrow night as the situation
which the Government is trying to develop into a
confrontation will have resolved itself by then. It
will be all over.

Mr Lawrence: Can you give us a guarantee of
that?

Mr DAVIES: If the Government was liaising
with its civil servants it would know what was said
before Commissioner Halliwell yesterday morning
and therefore it would know that there is a 99.9
per cent chance of the dispute being over by this
time tomorrow night.

However, if the Government takes ibis kind of
action and indulges in this type of confrontation
for which it is now famous, and proceeds along
these nonsensical lines, there is a 99 per cent
chance that the situation will develop into
something which will become completely out of
control.

Mr Bryce: That is what they want.
Mr DAVIES: I learnt from a reporter that this

move was likely. In fact my lunch was interrupted
in order that I might be acquainted with the
information. The Government did not have the
decency or common courtesy to tell me about it
until 3.00 o'clock this afternoon.

If this is a matter of such importance, if the
people of Western Australia are being held to
ransom, and if all these other things are occurring
and about which no doubt the Government will
advise us shortly-we have heard it so often-I
would have thought that in a spirit of common
sense, co-operation and consensus, the
Government would get together with us to see
what could be done about resolving the situation,
and consult the people concerned in the dispute to
see what they could do about it. The Government
should consider the real issues.

This situation has not developed overnight. It
has been with us for some time and the
Government knew as well as I did that such a
situation would develop if positive action was not
taken to ensure some kind of wage justice to all
the people in the industry. At present half the
employees involved are already enjoying the $8
per week rise, which the dispute concerns.

The Government has been remiss in not liaising
with its civil servants and asking the people who
appeared before the court just what the position
is. If those involved had been doing their job and
reporting honestly, the Government would know
what I know and what the secretary of the union
wias able to tell me not 20 minutes ago; that is,
that there is a 99.9 per cent chance of the dispute
being over by this time tomorrow night. Therefore
the Government must move tonight in order to
indulge in some sort of drama. It has to be
dramatic and indicate that it is tough. Because
the Government is adopting an attitude of, "we
will show them", it must take this action. It is not
necessary for the Government to do anything else
but use its numbers to suspend Standing Orders
and thus introduce legislation about which we
know nothing. All we know is what we have read
in this afternoon's newspaper.

When I asked the Deputy Premier when the
motion would be moved he said, "I don't know; I
think it might be before questions." They were his
very words. He did not even know when the
motion was to be moved-whether it would be
dealt with after questions and the other motions.
As I say, the whole thing is a sham and a charade
because-I repeat-the Government knows that
by this time tomorrow it will be too late. I can
only say this confrontation which the Government
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is presenting to the public of Western Australia is
just the type of thing which will escalate the
dispute, and goodness knows what will happen
then. The situation is likely to get completely out
of control and I will not be able to do anything
about it, much as I would like to.

Mr O'Connor: You have not done anything
about it now.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr DAVIES: The proper channels have been

used, and if the Government were doing its job
and were interested in a settlement rather than
escalating the dispute, it would know there is not
the slightest need for this phoney dramatic move
which was threatened back in January. At that
time I invited the Premier to call Parliament
together to discuss the record unemployment but
he declined my offer on that occasion. He did not
want to be embarrassed about that. But he was
going to show them; he was going to call
Parliament together over this matter. He was
going to call people back from all over Australia,
inconvenience you and interrupt your holiday, Mr
Speaker, and incovenience half a dozen other
people who were out of the country. He was goi .ng
to bring them back and show them how tough the
Government can be. How stupid!

In the three years of the Tonkin Government
there were 412 industrial disputes. In the time of
this Government there have been 724 industrial
disputes. What a magnificent industrial record
this Government has! Not conciliation, not
communication, not consensus; only
confrontation-that is the only thing the
Government knows. It is a disgraceful
performance. I am sorry that so early in the
session I must be saying the Government is
disgraceful. That is all it is. It has no idea at all
about industrial relations.

The Premier is moving this motion without
notice-the tough action of the Government.
Although the newspaper reporter was able to
inform me, the Premier was still not going to let
me know about it before he took the matter to the
party room. I bet he got three cheers from the
party members. They would have said, "This is
the kind of Government we want."

Mr Bryce: The Premier thinks it is a joke. Let
the record show he is cackling.

Mr DAVIES: So early in the session the
Premier is showing he is living in the 1960s. He
has no plans to deal with the 1980s. He is even
back in the 1950s, I would sAy; he remembers the
moments of glory he had then and the praise
heaped on him because of the fortuitous

circumstances in which the Government found
itself. He is still living in the 1960s. The
Government has no idea about moving in the
1980s or about what arbitration and conciliation
mean.

So the Premier moves this motion without
notice; that is not entirely correct, because he
gave me one and a half hours' notice. The Press
was kinder; it gave me an extra two hours' notice;
it gave me three and half hours' notice.

The motion reads-
I move, without notice, that so much of the

Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable a Bill for "an Act to make
provision to ensure the supply of essential
foodstuffs and essential commodities" to be
introduced without notice and to pass
through all stages in the one day, and to
enable the aforesaid business to be entered
upon and dealt with before the Address-in-
Reply is adopted.

I presume that means the Bill must go through
both Houses of Parliament. It cannot be dealt
with in the proper parliamentary manner until it
has gone through both Houses of Parliament. I
am prepared to stay here as long as the Premier
likes to discuss the issues.

The Bill is intended "to make provision to
ensure the supply of essential foodstuffs and
essential commodities". That is as wide an
interpretation of the Hill as we are ever likely to
get, and no doubt the Government can do many
things under it. According to the Daily News we
may have something like the Bill which was
brought in during the flour strike, and more than
a few words will be said about the disgraceful
action of the Government at that time and about
the fact that it refused to acknowledge it paid out
money to hire trucks. That was a disgracerul and
despicable move on the Government's part. It
paid money to a firm which has since indicated it
will be turning into a Pinkerton-type agency.

What are the essential foodstuffs and essential
commodities? We do not even know. If they are
eggs, bread, and milk, which are involved in the
strike at the present time, the Minister himself
has stated that no-one is missing out. He said no-
one is being inconvenienced.

Mr O'Connor: I did not say that.
Mr DAVIES: Supplies are still getting through

and no-one is being inconvenienced. List night I
was in a delicatessen where there was a stack of
bread I could not jump over. Milk was also
available there.

Several members interjected.
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Mr DAVIES: If any member wants to try out
his athletic prowess against mine, I am prepared
to take him on any day, with or without glasses.

I would have thought the Government had
enough problems on its hands without taking on
every working man in the State. If it is the
transport workers and the food processors today,
it will be another section tomorrow. The
Government has proved it cannot handle
industrial matters through negotiation and
conciliation, and this is the only way it can deal
with the matter.

This type of legislation does not even belong
back in the 1960s; it belongs back in the 1880s. It
seems to be the Government's only answer. It is
absolutely bereft of' any ideas in regard to settling
disputes of this nature.

By the Minister's own words, no-one has been
inconvenienced.

Mr O'Connor: I did not say that.
Mr DAVIES: He has been quoted on the air

and in the newspapers. Do not worry; I have the
quotes here. I quickly got everything together so
that we would be able to tell the Minister what he
said and did not say.

Mr Hodge: He did not hear the news bulletin.
Mr DAVIES: That is right; he probably does

not know what he said because he did not hear
the news bulletin.

Mr O'Connor: Will you tell me when I said
that?

Mr DAVIES: I will not run the Minister's
office for him. He has already indicated he is
incompetent, because he does not know what his
representatives before the Industrial Commission
are up to. About the only other statement we get
from the Minister is, "I am having legislation
prepared to bring into Parliament next week."
This is the only kind of move the Government
knows in regard to industrial matters. As I said,
this is not even 1960s legislation; it belongs in the
188Ss.

No-one has been inconvenienced; no-one is
likely to be inconvenienced. The strike will be
over by this time tomorrow night, and anyone
with any sense would know that. The strike will
be over if this Bill does not go through, but if it
does go through there is no saying what will
happen. I do not control the. trade union
movement. Many people think the ALP and the
trade union movement are one, but of course they
are completely separate organisations. It just
shows how stupid the Premier is in this matter: he
does not even realise they are completely separate
organisations with their own offices and their own

meeting times, and that some unions are affiliated
with the TLC and others with the ALP. The
Premier does not want to know. If he wanted to
do so, he could stand up and pontificate and tell
us how goad everything was, but that does not
suit his purpose.

We have been shabbily treated as a result of
the lack of notice given to us. There is no need for
the legislation to be introduced. The Government
will miss out in respect of its own terms and its
own needs if it does not introduce the legislation
tonight; but there is no need at all for this sense of
drama. "Let the whole State stop. We do not need
to get on with the business of running the
Parliament;, just let me have my way." That is the
attitude of the Premier.

As I said, it is a disgusting state of affairs and
we most certainly do not believe that the Standing
Orders, which the public expect us to abide by
and which set down certain rules and procedures
in respect of how Bills shall be handled in this
place, should be thrown out of the window in this
fashion. The Government is saying, "Throw them
out of the window: we do not want them because
we can use our numbers and do what we like."

That is exactly what is happening. At a time
when there is no need to capture a sense of drama
the Government is moving in this way and saying
it will disregard the Standing Orders of this place
which have been built up over some 80 years. The
Government is saying the Standing Orders mean
nothing to it, and that they should be thrown out
of the window and ignored completely. What do
Standing Orders provide under normal
circumstances? They provide that the Premier
should give notice this evening that he will move
to suspend Standing Orders tomorrow, and the
matter would be debated then. But not this
Premier, because tomorrow will be too late. He
says, "We must do it tonight" and he has moved
without notice to suspend Standing Orders.

Normally, if the Government were introducing
a Bill it would seek leave to introduce it and read
it a first time at one sitting and then move the
second reading at the next sitting, at which stage
we would find out what the legislation is all
about. Then we would debate the matter at a later
stage. I am presuming the legislation will be
brought in tonight and that we will be required to
debate it without having seen it before or having
prior knowledge of what it contains. That is a
disgusting state of affairs.

I can only say this Government should resign
immediately instead of waiting to be beaten at the
polls in less than 1 2 months' time. I oppose the
motion.
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MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Leader of the
Opposition) [5.53 p.m.]: This proposition has
been brought to the House by the greatest
stuntman the Parliament has known in a long
time. We could most properly and aptly refer to
him as "Evel Knievel Court". Evel Knievel visited
this country a short while ago and would not
perform. "Evell Knievel Court" shortly will leave
this House and the Parliament because he cannot
perform.

The essence of this proposition is that the
Premier when returning from the Eastern States
dreamt up something on his flight home. He has
decided he must pull off a stunt to push the
nuclear accident at Harrisburg off the f .ront page
and to distract the attention of the Opposition
from the principal issues which are before the
people of this State.

Mr Blaikie: Have you bought any eggs this
week?

Mr BRYCE: To answer the member for Vasse
as thoroughly at this point as I might have wished
to do a little later in my remarks, not one person
in the suburbs and communities I represent has
said to me that he has been inconvenienced by
this strike. Might I say this situation is a figment
of the imagination of the Government. The
Minister himself has said the people have not
been inconvenienced, and in reality that is
precisely the position. I doubt whether anybody in
this Chamber could stand up and say in all
sincerity that his household has insufficient eggs,
milk, or bread.

Mr Clarko: The strike is unsuccessful, then?
Mr Blaikie: You didn't answer my question:

Have you bought any eggs this week?
Mr BRYCE: I do not buy the eggs in my borne;

I am not in the practice of buying eggs because I
am far too busy and too preoccupied with the
issues that come before this place-or, more
properly, those issues with which this place should
be preoccupied.

I would like to make the point to you, Sir, that
it was only last weekend that I read a feature in
The National Times which concerned the demise
of democracy in the only other hillbilly State of
Australia. I refer to Queensland which has the
only other Parliament which is run on the sort of
basis upon which this Parliament is run. When I
read that feature I sincerely believed that at least
the Government of this State had not yet gone
that far. The newspaper contained a very lengthy
article about how that lunatic of a man whose
sanity is being seriously q'uestioned right across
the nation-

The SPEAKER: Order! The member will
resume his seat. I call upon the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition to withdraw the remark he made
concerning a member of another Parliament,
about whom he spoke in a most disparaging way.

Mr B. T. Burke: He has not referred to anyone.
The SPEAKER: I rule that he did and ask him

to withdraw the remark.
Mr BRYCE: Mr Speaker, if you have the

impression that I was referring to the Premier of
Queensland. you are quite right and I do
withdraw the remark.

There is no question that even in the State of
Queensland a member of the Liberal Party has
publicly questioned the mental stability of the
Premier of that State; and this is precisely the
way that Premier treats the Parliament of
Queensland. He moves into that place like a jack-
booted gestapo officer and says, "This Parliament
will consider this matter now; there will be no
warning; you will be given no opportunity to study
the Bill but will be required to debate it within
the scope of the guillotine measure I intend to
move."

I am most serious when I say that democracy in
Queensland is virtually extinct, and we are facing
the beginning of that trend right now in Western
Australia. This move has been introduced by an
aging prima donna who heads a Government
which is effectively a bloody-minded gestapo.
That is precisely the mentality of any
Government that would meet in a party room this
afternoon and approve a measure presented by
this aging politician who knows he has egg on his
face. Like Evel Knievel who would not perform,
the Premier of this State cannot perform. He
spent all those years as the power behind the
throne when he was the Minister for Industrial
Development in another Government, and then
when he got his god-sent opportunity to perform
the bottom fell out of the economy.

Everyone knows the number one issue upon
which we should be focusing our attention is the
extent to which the bottom has fallen out of the
economy. Even the mining industry, for which
this Premier is the most outspoken advocate, has
experienced a decline since he took over. So the
bottom has fallen out of his special project. The
Premier has been in office for nearly ive years
and has not produced the goods. He promised
100 000 jobs but in fact he is further behind now
than when he started; and he knows that is the
precise issue which this Parliament should be
debating.

Sir Charles Court: There are thousands of new
jobs.
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Mr B. T. Burke: You arc forgetting the total
number of jobs has fallen by 10 000.

Mr BRYCE: Absolutely, and this is the reality
of the situation. The Premier knows that after he
promised 100 000 jobs to the people of Western
Australia he could not deliver the goods, and he
has had to go into the kitchen to look for some
sops and little issues to distract attention because
the polling mechanism of his party is telling him
it is a good idea to attack the trade unions.

I sincerely think that tactic can be taken only
so far and then it will blow up because the
measures of public opinion in this State are
reflecting most positively that the greatest
weakness of this Government is the arrogance of
its leader. That will be its ultimate undoing, and
the Premier knows it.

Sir Charles Court: We have heard this all
before, time and time again.

Mr BRYCE: The essence of this proposition is
to inject into the Parliament a positive endeavour
to divide the Western Australian community and
to engender hatred and division, the sort of
feelings which are always around with this
Government. The Premier knows it; he has sat in
his place this afternoon and smiled and smirked.
If only the people of Western Australia could
have seen his countenance. If only the
Newspaper House branch of the Liberal Party
which governs public opinion in this State were
prepared just for one minute to run a photograph
of the Premier sitting here, smiling and smirking.

Mr Chirko: He is smiling at what you are
saying.

Mr BRYCE: On the contrary. nobody was
speaking when he smiled in that manner.

Mr Clarko: Cut it out!
Mr BRYCE: No, members were not. As the

Premier sat down in his place, implied in that big
smile was, "Let us see how they handle that one.
Let us see how they pull that one on."

Mr Sodeman: You usually do better than that.
Mr BRYCE: The tragedy of Western Australia

under the Court Government has been that every
time the Government has dabbled in industrial
relations, men and women have remained out of
work for longer than otherwise would have been
the case. The Government's attempts to interfere
in the system of conciliation and arbitration
repeatedly blow up in its face.

Mr Clarko: Would you like us to adopt the
Chifley method of using troops in the mines?

Mr BRYCE: This Government's handling of
the economy of the State has proved to be
completely incompetent. The Government knows

it has a bad track record, yet we see in this House
tonight the Government once again demonstrating
its incompetence in the field of industrial
relations. Every single time the Government
touches industrial relations, it blows up in its face.

One of the interesting long-term effects we can
anticipate in this, an election year, is that the
greatest issue of economic significance to this
State-[ refer to the North-West Shelf gas
project-will be placed in peril by this
Government's incompetent and inept handling of
industrial relations in Western Australia. It will
be of no use whatever the Premier lining up his
friends overseas to finance the project, no use him
lining up various people overseas to buy the gas,
and no use him lining up overseas companies to
carry out the bulk of the work if in fact there is a
possibility that the way in which his Government
handles and treats the work force of this State
promotes industrial unrest.

As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out,
one of the principal achievements of the Premier's
five years at the helm has been an increase in
industrial disputations from approximately 400
during the term of the Tonkin Government to
above 700 during the Premier's term of office.
That sort of record is one of the things we are told
will possibly imperil our chances of getting the
North-West Shelf gas project off the ground.

If only the Premier's friends in Japan.
California, and Western Europe could see how he
is deliberately responsible for so much of the
industrial disputation which occurs in Western
Australia.

Mr Sodeman: What is the strike activity
situation in New South Wales at the moment?

Mr BRYCE: Probably only half of the
frequency with which strikes occur in Western
Australia, because New South Wales has a
sensible Government.

The reality of the situation is that most
industrial stoppages in Western Australia at this
time are provoked, with workers who are involved
in Government employment. If members checked
the recent statistics in Western Australia they
would see that most industrial problems have
occurred as a direct result of Government
provocation. The Premier thinks he needs to
adopt such tactics in a pre-election year, and he is
adopting them today.

The Government is asking us to step straight
into a debate, and to deliberate upon this matter
as a Parliament without having a chance to
consider the substance of the measure. The
Premier is treating the Parliament and every
member in it with complete contempt. If members
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sitting behind the Premier think he is treating
only the Opposition with contempt, they had
better think again; the Premier has written their
instructions in the party room. In effect, he has
told members opposite how they are going to vote.
They will not be given the opportunity seriously to
consider the substance of the Bill; in fact, nobody
will be given that opportunity.

As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, all
that is necessary is a reasonable and decent
interval of time for the Parliament to consider the
contents of this legislation. My leader pointed out
that it is probable this dispute will end tomorrow.
This is an exercise in overkill that only the
Premier is capable of orchestrating.

The way in which the Premier now has placed
himself alongside that venerable gentleman who
dominates and dictates to the Parliament of
Queensland, he and the Premier of Queensland
are beginning to make people like Hitler and
Stalin look like well-mannered and decent people.

MR TONKIN (Morley) [5.06 p.m.J]: The
Leader of the Opposition hit the nail on the head
when he pointed out that the Premier had rushed
in this legislation to make sure it came to the
Parliament before the dispute was settled. This is
what the Premier is concerned about; namely, to
see to it that advantage is taken of an
inconvenience.

The Opposition was not told of this matter until
an hour ago. The Press learnt about it much
earlier because the Premier perceives that this
Parliament in fact is a farce, that it does not
really matter what the Opposition, thinks of a
measure because the measure will go through.
The Premier is quite sure this measure will go
through both Houses in the one night. That gives
people an idea of the extent to which the Premier
dominates the scene and this Parliament.

The Premier. continually foments bitterness and
division within our community. An election is
coming up, and public opinion polls indicate the
Premier's popularity is sliding steadily. The
people are concerned about Government charges
and unemployment and the fact that food prices
in this city are higher than they are anywhere else
in Australia. So, what the Premier must do is the
classic thing in politics, especially the politics of
cynicism: He must divert the people's minds from
one thing by concentrating them on another.

We saw for example how, because Indonesia
was likely to split up, Sukarno turned to
confrontation with Malaysia in order to turn
people's minds to another matter and away from
the more pressing problems at home. So we see
this cynical kind of philosophy being followed

today, the same philosophy which caused Liberal
Governments to have killed 500 Australians in
Vietnam-on the pretext they were saving
Australia from the communists-and were
prepared to allow Vietnamese to be killed in their
own country in order to win an election.

We see again that this Premier is prepared to
disrupt the economy, and people's lives, in order
to win an election. The figures quoted by the
Leader of the Opposition relating to the increased
incidence in strikes during the term of the Court
Government are really much worse than an
increase from 400 strikes to 700 strikes. When we
measure the actual man days lost we find that the
ratio is far greater, because disputes can be short
or long.

However, when we compare the position in the
Liberal-governed States of Queensland, Victoria,
and Western Australia, with that applying in the
Labor States of New South Wales, South
Australia, and Tasmania, we see that the
situation is really bad; the actual ratio is about
3:1.

This kind of abuse of power to disrupt people's
lives in order to win elections will continue as long
as the people continue to reward this Government
by voting for it. The Premier knows that every
time strike action is taken, the vote of the Liberal
Party goes up. That is why he is in favour of
strikes and more strikes. That is why the
Government tries to foment strikes leading up to
an election.

The figures prove what I am saying to be a
fact, and the situation will continue until the
people wake up to what is happening, and we as
the Labor Party can get the message across to the
people. I blame us, largely, for not getting the
message across, because we have not quite
managed to show the people the relevance of the
graph depicting the incidence of strikes shortly
before an election.

People come to me and say, "I am not going to
vote for you people because of all the strikes." I
say to them, "We are not in Government; we are
powerless. It is the Government which is in
control, and it is the Government which is trying
to foment trouble. Yet you are going to reward
the Government by putting it back for another
three years." As long as this happens and we do
not get the message across sufficiently well, this
kind of cynical abuse of power will continue.

I admit that I think the Premier is the most
superb politician in this State, because he knows
how to play upon the prejudices of people to win
elections. It is a simple formula: The Premier
spends half the time scaring the population to
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death and the other half of the time promising to
rescue it from the horrible position in which he
has placed it. That is a cynical abuse of power
and because the Press and the media refuse to
print these facts and reveal what is going on, the
people are not permitted to know what is going
on. This is the cynical attempt we see time and
time again just before a State election. We recall
how the Liberal Party tried to cause a strike over
the flicking of a pebble by a worker of the State
Energy Commission.

I do not blame Liberal back-benchers and the
Premier for smiling; they know they are on a
winner, and that this dispute will increase their
vote. However, we deplore this situation, and
condemn members opposite for their cynicism
while at the same time recognising the mechanism
of what is happening today.

Until the people of Western Australia recognise
what is going on and until the media accepts its
responsibility to inform the people, this kind of
disruption which is occurring at present and
which the Premier is determined to prolong as
long as he can by this kind of legislation will
continue, and the people will be in misery.

However, the Premier will not be able to fool
the people forever. One day they will wake up to
what is happening, just as they woke up to the
Liberal Party over Vietnam, and realised the
Government was condoning murder to win
elections. The people one day will realise this
Government is prepared to disrupt the economy in
order to win elections.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) [5.12 p.m.J: I do
not suppose a great many of us in this place have
intellectual pretensions. However, there is an
obligation on each of us when we do something to
try to justify that which we are doing, and to
present a reasoned argument to those whom,
theoretically at least, we are trying to persuade to
our point of view.

That probably is the most alarming aspect of
the move the Government has made this
afternoon. Quite clearly under our Standing
Orders, there is provision for the suspension of
those Standing Orders to allow motions to be
introduced; just as clearly, however, the Standing
Order which allows for that suspension talks
about urgent necessity in order that Standing
Orders are not suspended for matters which are
trivial or for reasons which do not warrant what is
considered to be a very serious step.

I ask all members to consider just what has
happened this afternoon. The Premier, in moving
for the suspension of Standing Orders, has not
advanced one tittle of evidence to support his

proposition that it is a matter of urgent necessity.
That is not only an allegation about his grasp of
the situation but is also an allegation about the
standing in which he holds this place. If the
Premier feels he can use and abuse Standing
Orders in this way, it certainly is not something
which any member on either side of the House
should accept very happily.

If the Premier is attempting to persuade us to
his point of view, he is certainly not producing for
our consumption any evidence about the urgent
necessity which attaches to the proposition he will
subsequently put before members.

It is not as though that urgent necessity is
obvious to everyone, because regardless of what
the Minister for Labour and Industry now says he
is still on record as having said that the strike
action which has been taken has not been as
effective as some people might claim. So there is
certainly room for doubt about the urgent
necessity to ensure the delivery or food supplies.

I noticed that as usual there were sandwiches
for afternoon tea which were going to waste in the
members' corridor, so if this is a matter of urgent
necessity I wonder why they were made. I wonder
why the bread was available. I noticed too there
was plenty of milk to pour into cups even though
those cups were not going to be used by members.

The most objectionable thing about the whole
exercise is that by introducing a one-sentence
motion the Premier thinks he can convert
members to believe there is an urgent necessity
for it. He may be able to convert members on his
side of the House to that point of view but that is
certainly not the case as far as members on this
side of the House are concerned. So, even though
this motion will be carried by the superior
numbers the Premier has around him it is food for
thought to remember that when taking this sort of
action in the future the mover of such a motion
should justify his position and put forward urgent
reasons to support his argument. It should be
considered whether it is acceptable for members
to be told merely that there is a necessity and to
be treated to the indignity of a one-sentence
motion that ignores Standing Orders and at the
same time seeks to suspend them.

Mr Bryce: That is how he runs his Cabinet.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The other very serious

situation is this, and this has been pointed out by
speakers who preceded me: there is due to be
convened tomorrow a meeting of those striking
unionists to decide on what course they will take
from tomorrow on. It is certain that by the time
this legislation passes both Houses of this
Parliament that meeting will be well nigh upon us

110



[Tuesday, 3rd April, 19791Il

and any provisions which are incorporated in this
legislation will not have had time to be
implemented by the time the meeting has
considered its proposed course of action. So the
speakers who have preceded me on this side of the
House were perfectly right when they said that
this was a deliberate act of provocation on the
part of the Government.

The Government may well have foreshadowed
its intention to introduce legislation of this sort
and told those people meeting tomorrow that
depending upon the results of that meeting the
legislation would be introduced. That is what the
industrial commissioner said, was it not, when he
talked about retrospectivity and about the
continuation of the hearing of the claim? He did
not blackmail or threaten; he said his course of
action would depend on the result of the meeting
that will take place.

Of course, the Premier is in the political arena
and he has to maximise his advantage before the
decision of the meeting is known; a decision which
could possibly confiscate from him the prospect of
that advantage. The Premier does not bother to
explain his position in respect of the urgent
necessity to move this motion because the only
urgent necessity attaching to it is the political
expediency and that is all. There is no urgent
necessity about the food supplies and their safety
of supply in this State. If the Premier can by
interjection illustrate to me the nature of that
necessity [ will pause to allow him to do so.

Sir Charles Court: You are obviously not in
touch with the position.

Mr B. T. BURKE: If we are not in touch with
the position why did not the Premier explain it
when seeking to suspend Standing Orders?

Sir Charles Court: The Minister will explain.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Minister did not move

to suspend Standing Orders. Under Standing
Orders the member moving to suspend them is
bound to justify his case by referring to the urgent
necessity. The Premier did not bother to do so and
by interjection he claims there is that urgent
necessity.

If this strike continues in an unreasonable
fashion it will be the responsiblity of this
Government in forcing this legislation through
Parliament tonight. Let there be no mistake about
that. Let members opposite realise this. Let them
realise they can go on in this fashion on so many
occasions but after that the tide of public opinion
will very surely turn against them and they will be
recognised for what they are, as their actions are
identified and categorised.

If the Government seeks cheap political gain by
trying to force tomorrow's meeting of these
unionists into a certain course of action that will
suit it politically, it should still remember that the
day of reckoning will come. The time will come
when the Government will try this trick once too
often, just like the boy who cried wolf. The people
will ignore the Government's cries.

There is no shortage of goods and part of the
reason for this is that the Minister has tried to
have people break the law by setting up roadside
stalls. There is no shortage of bread because
bread is available; there is no shortage of milk,
evidenced by the fact that milk is available.

The only urgent necessity for this motion being
moved is one of political expediency. It will not
work with respect to this motion but if it does,
then on the next occasion it will become that
much harder, and on the next occasion it will
become even harder still. The Government should
never make the mistake of treating the public
with this sort of indignity and disdain because
they will come to realise what is happening.

The last point is the point raised by way of
interjection when the Premier tried to explain his
own failure to fulfil his own responsibilities by
saying the Minister was going to explain the
urgent necessity when he introduced the Bill. Let
us all be clear that the onus of demonstrating
urgent necessity under our Standing Orders rests
not with the mover of the Bill that results from
the suspension of Standing Orders but with the
person who seeks their suspension. Members
opposite should ask themselves why the Premier
has not bothered to explain just what is the
compulsion to introduce this legislation. I submit
there is no compulsion apart from that to which I
have referred: the compulsion of political
expediency attaching to the situation and to this
Government's political fortunes.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [5.22p.m.J: I remind
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that the
National Party does not take its instructions from
the Premier. However, we do believe the
Government has a responsibility to ensure there is
a maintenance of essential supplies and as such,
despite the fact that this suspension may not be
necessary, there is no guarantee that it will not be.

Mr Davies: It will be too late tomorrow.
Mr COWAN: The members of the National

Party are in accord with the suspension of
Standing Orders. If it does anything at all it
proves there should be, at the earliest opportunity,
a complete inquiry into the entire matter of
industrial relations. The National Party supports
this move.
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MR H. D. EVANS (Warren) 15.24 p.m.]: The
Leader of the Opposition said the Government
had no idea about industrial relations. He could
not have been more incorrect. The Government
knows full welt what it is doing. It is doing this
deliberately and calculatingly for reasons which
are more than obvious. .The Government is simply
provoking confrontation. It does not want to seek
to avoid it as it wants to do all it can to provoke
the situation for one reason: the reason is for
political advantage and gain; it has no other
thought at the back of its mind.

The reason is not far to seek because the
Government has no other issue it can develop in
this election year. It is coming to the run-up of a
general election and it is on its last legs.
Unemployment is higher in this State than it is
anywhere else in Australia. The only issues the
Government can go to the elections with are
industrial disputation and law and order. The
Government has to generate these issues before it
can present its face to the public; it is too
ashamed to stand on its record.

What justification exists to suspend Standing
Orders and to throw parliamentary procedure,
duties, and the Address-in-Reply, into a state of
total confusion? The Government knows full well
that Commissioner Halliwell has got the matter
in hand. The dispute is proceeding according to
proper practices. But that is not good enough,
because there is no political mileage in this for the
Government; it does not suit the Government.

This motion will almost certainly provoke not
only the Transport Workers' Union and the food
processors union, but also the entire union
movement. That is all the Government seeks to
do. The effects of the issue have not been
discussed. Those on the other side throw up their
hands in horror and say that the Opposition is not
worried about the public.

Let us look at the Government's
responsibilities; those that involve among other
things industrial harmony. The root issue has not
been explained. Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to the facts behind this move by the
Government to suspend Standing Orders. The
food processors' union, in its deliberations with
the Public Service Board which was representing
the Egg Marketing Board, was to be granted the
right of increased service pay. This was to be
consummated in an exchange of letters of
understanding. At the same time the question of
long service conditions arose and the Egg
Marketing Board in effect said to the food
processors' union that this was something it had
to take before the Industrial Commission. This
the food processors union did, and it won its case.

Having obtained the decision in regard to long
service entitlements, the Egg Marketing Board
said that the Public Service Board representative
had made an error and so the board refused to
consummate the understanding for the increased
service pay. It was at that stage that the food
processors' union took umbrage, -and
understandably so. It was not given the
opportunity to take the two issues before
arbitration, as it most certainly would have done,
but on the understanding which the Egg
Marketing Board broke it decided it would take
industrial action, which it did. This brought the
management into carrying out the duties of the
food processors' union members and it was at this
juncture that the Transport Workers' Union
considered it was an issue of scabbing and it
supported its colleague union.

Those on the other side of the House have the
cheek to tell us the union is completely wrong.
There is no black and white; there must be some
apportionment of blame. All the facts must be
considered; the blame must not be laid at the feet
of the unions only. The blame must be attributed
to the Egg Marketing Board and also to this
Government for its failure to act; for its inability
to act and for its attitude of duping the public on
what fundamentally is a purely political gimmick.
It is one which is likely to proceed with a degree
of success.

Mr Hassell: When was it that the secretary of
the union went to the egg farmers with the threat
of blacklisting them if they sold their produce?

Mr H. D. EVANS: The member forgot, of
course, that the union pointed out it would not
take action against the producers when produce
was delivered directly. The member for Cottesloc
should well know that it was not the producers the
union was seeking to inconvenience.

Several members interjected.
Mr H. D. EVANS: That is the situation in

relation to the first point raised. As far as the
other matter is concernedi-the flow-on of $8.50
to which the members of the Transport Workers'
Union in this State are entitled, if not legally then
morally-the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry has acquitted itself poorly.
This flow-on has been awarded in the Federal
sphere and half the members of the union in other
States are receivihg it. The union sought leave to
apply to the Industrial Commission in order that
the flow-on be received by the balance of the
members of the union who were not receiving it
already. However, the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry said, "No. we will wait until
the decision is made in Melbourne."
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Mr Mclver: They always do.
Mr H. D. EVANS: In Melbourne the

counterpart of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry made it known it intended to
oppose the decision on various grounds. As a
result of this, the members of the union in this
State could well have been faced with a two-year
waiting period prior to receiving the flow-on.

These are the facts underlying the matter, but
the Government will not raise these issues and get
down to the root causes of the problem in the
interests of common decency and justice.

The Government is prepared to go to any
lengths to try to improve its electoral prospects
which arc rather dim at the moment. If the
Government went to the people on the basis of its
record of Government, it would fare poorly. The
Government is using Parliament as the means not
only of promoting its electoral prospects, but also
to disadvantage the people of this State.

It is outrageous for members opposite to say
that we on this side of the House have no regard
for the people of this State. It is only to be hoped
that the people of Western Australia gain a full
understanding of what the Government is about.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-
That the House do now divide.

Several members interjected.
Mr B. T. Burke: The gag! The guillotine!

The SPEAKER: The question is that the House
do now divide. Those in favour say "Aye", to the
contrary "No". The "Ayes" have it.

The question is that the motion moved by the
Premier be agreed to.

Mr Davies: Mr Speaker, I called "Divide" after
the vote was taken.

The SPEAKER: I was rather surprised that I
did not hear a division called for. If the Leader of
the Opposition says he called "Divide", I will take
it that he did so and I ask for the bells to be rung.

Mr Skidmore: Get the Liberal sock out of your
ear.

The SPEAKER: Before I put the question that
the House do now divide, there is a matter with
which I want to deal. Just after I accepted the
assurance of the Leader of the Opposition that he
had called "Divide", the member for Swan
interjected and said, "Get the Liberal sock out of
your ear." I want to ask the member for Swan
whether he is referring to me.

Mr Skidmore: I ;ertainly was not referring to
you, Mr Speaker.

The SPEAKER: The motion is that the House
do now divide. Those of that opinion say .Aye",
to the contrary "No". The "Ayes" have it.

Opposition Members: Divide!

The SPEAKER: The House has divided. Even
members of the Opposition can make mistakes, as
can the Speaker.

Motion put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr H-assell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MePharlin

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

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'NeiI
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tabby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Taylor
M r Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)

The SPEAKER: Motion (that the House do
now divide) carried by a constitutional majority.

Question put and
following result-

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

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeinan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
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Noes 22
Mr Barnett Mr Hodge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamieson
Mr Bryce M rT. H. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Pearce
Mr Carr Mr Skidmore
Mr Davies Mr Taylor
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans Dr Troy
Mr Grill Mr Wiln
Mr Harman Mr Bateman

(Teller)

The SPEAKER: Question carried by an
absolute majority.

Leave to Introduce

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [5.36 p~m.]: I move,
without notice-

That leave be given to introduce a Bill. for
an Act to make provision to ensure the

supply of essential foodstuffs and essential
commodities".

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [53 p.m.]: The Premier and
members of the Government would have been
disappointed had we not made some comment on
the disgraceful display which they have just
concluded. Not only has the Premier misled the-

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not think it is
appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition to
debate this particular formal procedure; therefore,
I shall put the question to the vote.

Point of Order

Mir DAVIES: Can you tell me, Sir, which
Standing Order covers this matter? I cannot see
where we are, precluded from doing this, but I
might not be able to pick up the Standing Order
quickly enough. As I see it, the first reading
cannot be debated, but the Minister has to have
leave to introduce the Bill and we do not want to
give him leave.

Sir Charles Court: The House has decided to
give him leave.

Mr DAVIES: No, it has not. It has decided to
suspend Standing Orders.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will leave the Chair
until the ringing of the bells to enable me to
consider the point raised by the Leader of the
Opposition.

Sitting suspended from 5.38 to 6.14 p.m.

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: It is no exaggeration to say

that this House has seen thousands of Bills
introduced into it since its inception. Indeed, since
1973 alone, approximately 600 Bills have been
introduced. In all of the time since its inception
the House has recorded, so far as I am aware,
only three precedents for a debate on the question
of giving leave to introduce a Bill.

In the first of these precedents, in 1928, the
Speaker was very careful to apply the restrictions
observed on such debates in the House of
Commons; that is, that the debate was not to
extend beyond the person introducing and one
speaker in opposition, and that the debate was
allowed at the Speaker's discretion.

On the two other occasions, in 1947 and 1952,
some debate did take place, apparently without
restriction. 'It is my view that the broad practice
of this House has been that no debate be allowed,
and so I see little validity in the 1947 and 1952
cases.

The current position of the House of Commons
is set out in the nineteenth edition of May's
Parliamentary Practice, at page 352, where the
following appears-

When such motions are opposed, the
Speaker, after permitting, if he thinks fit, a
brief explanatory statement from the
member who moves, and from the member
who opposes the motion, puts the question
thereon without further debate.

This House tonight has considered already a
motion that the Standing Orders be suspended for
the express purpose of considering a particular
Bill, and in view of these circumstances which
make this case different from the previous ones I
rule that there be no debate on the question that
leave be given to introduce the Bill.

I see it is now 6.15 p.m., and so I shall leave the
Chair until approximately 7.30 p.m.

Mr DAVIES: Will this continue after tea?
The SPEAKER: I should imagine it might.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling

Mr DAVIES: I move-
That the Speaker's ruling be disagreed

with.
Mr Speaker, with due respect, your ruling was
one of the most astounding I have ever heard.
You said that, during the life of this Parliament,
so many dozen Bills had gone through and that
each one was required to be introduced in this
formal way.
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You said that in 1928, someone had moved to
challenge the motion that leave be granted and
debate was allowed, apparently by the kindness of
the Speaker of the day, with one speaker from
each side being permitted. You said that in 1947
and 1952, debates had taken place involving a
number of speakers from both sides.

Mr Speaker, you will recall that you read your
ruling to the House just before the suspension of
the sitting for tea, and none of us yet has a copy
of it. However, from memory, you indicated there
was no challenge on the last two occasions, and
that a number of people had spoken and
eventually, apparently, the question was put.

However, you then Lopped all this off by saying,
"It does not matter what happened in the past.
There are no Standing Orders, therefore you
cannot debate the question." We contend that if
there are no Standing Orders, we can debate the
question.

What you have said, Mr Speaker, is precisely
the opposite of what I am saying. We have
suspended so much or the Standing Orders as is
necessary to enable a Bill to be introduced
without notice, etc. This suspension has not taken
place with the connivance of members on this side
of the House. Not all Standing Orders have been
suspended, just the particular Standing Order
which deals with the progress of Bills through the
House.

Mr Speaker, you cannot have it both ways. You
cannot stand up there-once again, with due
respect-and say, "There is no precedent for me
to go on, but because there are no Standing
Orders I am creating a precedent." We say that
because there are no Standing Orders, obviously
we can debate the question, just as much as you
say that we cannot debate it because there are no
Standing Orders. That is precisely where your
ruling falls down. You cannot find any precedent.
You came to the rather astounding conclusion
that we have no Standing Orders. We are all
aware we have no Standing Orders. Had you
ruled that we could have debated the question,
possibly someone on the other side of the House
would have disagreed with your ruling on the very
grounds that we have no Standing Orders.

I am not quite certain where we go from here. I
think this matter should be cleared up once and
for all; now is the time to clarify whether or not
we can debate the question that leave be granted.
Why should we oppose the question that leave be
granted? I do not suppose it is really up to me to
debate that point at this stage, because ye are
debating only whether or not Your ruling should
be disagreed with.

Mr Speaker, I know you gave the matter a
great deal of consideration, because the sitting of
the House was suspended for something like half
an hour whilst you pondered the problem. I know
you must have gone back through the records and
looked for precedents. You came in here without
precedents to establish a stand and then, as I have
said several times already, you said, "It does not
matter what the precedent is. In this situation
there are no Standing Orders, therefore you
cannot debate the question."

I am sure the member for Welshpool, who did
some research on this matter during the
suspension of the sitting for tea, will be able to
show quite conclusively from the nature of the
debate which took place on the earlier
occasions-we must thank you, Mr Speaker, for
giving us those references-that we are able to
debate this question.

Whether or not 6 892 Bills have been
introduced over the years and this form of
procedure has been challenged on only three
occasions is quite irrelevant. Perhaps on all but
three of those 6 892 occasions there was no need
to challenge the procedure. Tonight there is a
need to challenge it, otherwise we simply would
be dealing with the normal procedure of the
House.

If the Government were fair in introducing its
legislation and realised that the Opposition is
trying to prevent a situation from developing into
confrontation, which could escalate the present
dispute and cause a great deal of hardship, I am
sure it would have a second look at this matter.

If there is any justice and sense in the
Government, this is precisely what I would expect
it to do. However, to suggest as you have done,
Mr Speaker, that there are no Standing Orders
therefore, under Standing Orders, we cannot
debate it is perfectly ludicrous.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Mr Speaker, the
Government opposes the Opposition's motion
because we believe you have acted in a responsible
and sensible way. If we are going to deny the
Speaker the opportunity to exercise good sense in
a case like this-

Mr Pearce: Never mind about the law or about
Standing Orders; let us have a bit of good sense.

Sir CHARLES COURT: -we are just
going-

Mr Tonkin: Why have Standing Orders?
Throw them out the window!

Sir CHARLES COURT: -to make the
Speaker's position a farce.

115



116 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr Bertram: It would be consistent with this
sham, wouldn't it?

Mr Grill: You are talking about subjective
judgment.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Speaker gave a
very clear explanation of the circumstances-

Mr Davies: He was ludicrous!
Mr Pearce: He said that there were three

precedents, all of which he intended to ignore.
Sir CHARLES COURT:-that had prevailed

over a long period, and members opposite know
that full well. Call it a convention, call it what we
like; it has been customary for motions for leave
to introduce a Bill to be passed without debate.

There have been some occasions, as the
Speaker enunciated, where a different set of
circumstances Prevailed. Having weighed up all of
those situations, the Speaker then made a
judgment as to what was a fair and proper thing
in the circumstances. It is a fact that the
Opposition was allowed a reasonable amount of
time-

Mr Pearce: Every time they sought to debate it,
debate was allowed. Name a precedent where
people were prevented from debating it.

Mr Clarko: Read Standing Order No. 1.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The motion that was

introduced at the beginning of these proceedings
made it very clear that the Bill could proceed
once that motion was passed, without the
necessity for notice; and, as was permitted by the
motion which was passed, the Minister moved for
leave to introduce the Bill. If the Opposition were
genuine about this, it would want to see the Bill as
quickly as it could, and get on to debating its
contents.

Mr B. T. Burke: The thing has been a shambles
from its inception.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Opposition is
doing its best to make it a shambles because for
some extraordinary reason it has no regard at all
for the public. The Bill we are seeking to debate
has not been introduced to Parliament for the
benefit of any particular section within the
community at large. It is not for the benefit of the
employers or the union; it is for the benefit of the
public at large.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker. I wonder whether

the Premier is canvassing the question of whether
or not leave should be granted and not whether or
not your ruling should be disagreed with.

The SPEAKER: The member 1v. osnells asks
whether the Premier is debating t. question
before the Chair, and I rule that he is.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's
Resumed

ruin.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I come back to the
core of the whole matter: There is an emergency
situation in this State which concerns the public
and their ability to have access to basic
commodities such as food. The Minister will
explain-as soon as the House will permit
him-exactly what this emergency is, and why it
is imperative this Bill be passed tonight. For that
reason, quite apart from anything else, one would
have thought the Opposition would have the good
sense to allow the Bill to be introduced so that it
could be explained to them in detail.

I believe that, having regard for the debate
which was previously allowed, and the fact that
we are talking about a motion to seek leave to
introduce a Bill, the Speaker's ruling is the
sensible one in all the circumstances. If we are not
going to permit that sort of ruling in this place, it
will make an absolute farce of the position of
Speaker.

MrIJAMIESON: Mr Speaker-
Mr SHALDERS. Mr Speaker, I move-

That the House do now divide.
Motion put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided.

Remarks during Division
Opposition Members: What a farce!
Mr Pearce: The member for Murray should be

ashamed of himself for moving a motion like that.
Mr Jamieson: You will not even listen to your

own arguments.
Mr Davies: You have made a mess of it from

the start. The record will show that.
Mr Jamieson: You have made a nice old mess

of it now.
Sir Charles Court: Mr Speaker, what is the

question?
The SPEAKER: The question is that the House

do now divide.
Mr Davies: You do not even know what you are

doing.
Mr Jamieson: You do not even know what the

question is.
Mr Davies: You are so stupid, you do not know

what is happening. You are getting too old.
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Mr Jamieson: You should get down with the
rest of them at Sunset, where you belong.

Mr H. T. Burke: It is called "senile decay".
Mr Pearce: It is the iron man suffering from

metal fatigue.
Sir Charles Court: I only hope you keep this up

all the way to the election.
Mr Davies: You are not game to debate this

matter. You do not have the intestinal fortitude to
debate it. We have it all here.

Mr Pearce: You should sit the member for
Murray on the front bench for the rest of the
night so he does not miss the call on cue.

Mr Davies: When you are as gutless as that
about your legislation, it does you little credit.

Sir Charles Court: We are in good company
with New South Wales tonight.

Mr Davies: What about New Caledonia, the
Bahamas, and the banana republics?

Mr Jamieson: What about Queensland? You
ought to be there.

Mr Bryce: I think Bjelke Joh has taught you a
few of his best tricks.

Result of Division
Division resulted as follows-

Ayes 32
Mr Blaikic Mr Mensaros
Mr Clarko Mr Nanovich
Sir CharlesmCourt Mr O'Connor
M r Cowan Mr Old
Mr Coyne Mr O'Necil
Mrs Craig Mr Ridge
Mr Crane Mr Rushton
Dr Dadour Mr Sibson
Mr Grayden Mr Sodemnan
Mr Grewar Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell M r Stephens
Mr H-erzfeld Mr Tubby
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Watt
Mr Laurance Mr Williams
Mr MacKinnon Mr Young
Mr McPharlin Mr Shalders

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

Noes 22
Mr H-odge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)
Motion thus passed.
Question (dissent from Speaker's ruling) put

and a division taken with the following result-

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

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Orewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Maci~innon
Mr McPharlin

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
MrT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin

Mr WiLso
Mr Bateman

Noes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson'
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
M r Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Question thus negatived.

Debate (on leave to introduce)
Resumed

Question put and
following result-

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

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
M r B. T. Burke
MrT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H-. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
M r Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Taylor
MrTonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Batenman

Question thus passed.

(Teller)

(Teller)

(Teller)

(Teller)

117



118 [ASSEMBLY]

First Reading

The SPEAKER: The question now is that the
Bill be read a first time.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [7.35p.m.]: Mr Speaker-

The SPEAKER: Are you rising to a point of
order?

Mr DAVIES: I am opposing the motion before
the Chair, that the Bill be read a first time. I
know that you, Si r, have ruled in regard to one
matter. I know that in our Standing Orders,
under the clause dealing with the initiation of
Bills-

The SPEAKER: Are you taking a point of
order?

Mr DAVIES: According to Standing Orders
Nos. 247 to 252, I am not allowed to oppose the
motion. I wish to remind you, Sir, that you have
said there are no Standing Orders. If there are no
Standing Orders in regard to the passage of this
Bill, presumably I am allowed to oppose the
motion, that the Bill be now read a first time.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
The SPEAKER: Order! I submit to the Leader

of the Opposition-I wish to say this before
dealing specifically with the point he has
raised-that he has misunderstood that which I
said when I gave my ruling. I referred to the fact
that there had been a debate on the question to
allow the introduction of this Bill, and I stated
that as a reason for the circumstances in which we
find ourselves tonight differing markedly from
those situations that pertained in 1928, 1947, and
1953. I did not at any stage say that the Leader of
the Opposition could not oppose the Bill because
Standing Orders were suspended. That was
clearly a ruling that I had given, taking into
account the occurrences in 1928, 1947, and 1953.
1 came to the conclusion that I should rule the
way I did.

A precedent is a precedent until someone else
does something else. Therefore, tonight I have
created a precedent.

Dealing specifically with the question raised by
the Leader of the Opposition, I state there is no
right for him to debate the question that I have
put, that the Bill be read a first time.

Mr DAVIES: Are-Standing Orders suspended,
or are they not?

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition
would know that so much of the Standing Orders
as will permit a certain thing to happen have been
suspended.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cla rko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Macl~innon
Mr McPharlin

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Br cc
Mr B. 4. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
M r Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilon
Mr Bateman

Question thus passed.
Bill read a first time.

(Teller)

(Teller)

Second Reading

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [8.00 p.m.J: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

Points of Order

Mr DAVIES: Mr Speaker, on a point of order,
so that we can quite clearly understand where we
are going with this legislation tonight, and
because of the differing opinions and decisions
already given, could you clearly enunciate for us
which of the Standing Orders are in operation
and which are not?

The SPEAKER: Order! No Speaker would be
able to recite precisely those Standing Orders
which are operative and those which are not. If
you have any doubt you may rise on a point of
order.

Mr Davies: You can guarantee I will!
Mr GRILL: On a point of order, this matter

has been exercising my mind as well.
The SPEAKER: Order! Will the honourable

member come to the point of order?
Mr GRILL: The point of order is this: We do

not know-none of us knows-which of the
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Standing Orders are to be obeyed and which are
not to be obeyed.

The SPEAKER: Order! I have already given a
decision on that matter. The Minister for Labour
and Industry.

Debate Resumed
Mr O'CONNOR: It is interesting to note that

when the present Leader of the Opposition took
over from the member for Welshpool, one of the
things he said he would do was improve the
conduct of the House. We can all observe the
results he has achieved so far.

Several members interjected.
Mr Mclver: Get on with the Bill!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Pearce: We have not even had time to read

the Bill!
Several members interjected.
Mr Bryce: What sort of second reading speech

is this?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order! The Minister.

Point of Order
Mr BRYCE: On a point of order. it is a custom

in this House to permit the Minister introducing a
Bill to read his speech. As we have suspended
Standing Orders are we, in fact, intending to
permit the Minister to read his speech on this
occasion?

The SPEAKER: Indeed I am if he wishes to do
so. That has been the practice. The Minister for
Labour and Industry.

Mr Bryce: Perhaps he had better refer to his
notes then.

Debate resumed
Mr O'CONNOR: We have suffered a barrage

of personal abuse which does not do the House or
anyone else any good.

Several members interjected.
An Opposition member: Who is being abused?
Mr O'CONNOR: I am pleased to note the

number of people in the gallery who can observe
the action of the Opposition.

Mr Mclver: What about your action?
Mr O'CONNOR: We saw the disgraceful

conduct on the steps of Parliament House on

opening night, by some members of the ALP or.
their friends.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Point of Order
Mr B. T. BURKE: On a point of order,

although the Minister is only very early in the
progress of his speech, it is probably in order that
he be asked to refer to the substance of the Bill.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of

'order.
Mr Pearce: Like us, he has probably not read

the Bill.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister.

Debate Resumed
Mr O'CONNOR: It is unfortunate that the

Opposition has endeavoured to frustrate the
progress of this Bill tonight, to the disadvantage
of the community generally.

Several members interjected.
Mr O'CONNOR: Members opposite have no

concern for the public because they do not care
whether they will be able to obtain milk, bread, or
eggs.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CONNOR: This Bill, entitled an Act to

make provision to ensure the supply of essential
foodstuffs and essential commodities, is relatively
self-explanatory. It is reluctantly introduced by
the Government-

Mr Bateman: Reluctantly?
Mr O'CONNOR: -to ensure the public

obtains the essential commodities they need-
Mr B. T. Burke: Are you saying there is

difficulty now in obtaining these commodities?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CONNOR: -and indeed to which they

are entitled, and indicates clearly that the
Government is not prepared to sit idly by and see
the community held tq ransom.

Mr Bateman: They are not being held to
ransom. That is rubbish!

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister will

resume his seat.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Gosnells has been almost continuously
interjecting since the Minister started his
speech-as have several other members, all at the
same time. I will not permit a situation in this
House where there is a barrage of interjections.
On previous occasions I have said that I will allow
members to interject in order to obtain
explanations, elaborations, and so on. However, I
will not allow a situation where a member who is
correctly addressing himself to the question
before the Chair is subjected to harassment by
other members in the House.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: My interjections have been in an

endeavour to obtain time in which we can read
the Bill.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member will
resume his seat. There is no point of order. I
would ask him and other members of the House
to adhere to my wish and not indulge in a barrage
of interjections.

Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker-
The SPEAKER: The member will resume his

scat at least until I sit down. I ask that members
have some regard for the decorous behaviour
required of members of Parliament.

Mr PEARCE: I was rising to ask you a
question, not on a point of order. Are you
intending to give members some time to read the
Bill?

The SPEAKER: The member for Gosnells
knows I have no power to permit time for
anything. It is a matter for the House to decide
whether a debate will be adjourned to enable a
Bill to be considered.

Mr PEARCE: Could you inform me at what
stage I will be permitted to move a motion to give
the House some time-

Debate Resumed
Mr O'CONNOR: As the member for Gosnells

did not rise on a point of order, I presume I may
continue?

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: I was not rising on a point of

order, but I an) now.
The SPEAKER: The Minister will resume his

seat.
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, are you intending

to reply to my question? I will be more specific.

Am I entitled now, before the Minister reads his
speech, to move that the House be given 10
minutes in which to read the Bill through? I
would like to move that now.

The SPEAKER: No.
Mr PEARCE: At what stage will I be able to

move that motion?
The SPEAKER: The opportunity for you to

move for the adjournment of the debate will arise
when the Minister concludes his speech, if you get
the call.

Several members interjected.
Mr Bryce: That is all arranged, too!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! When the Minister

concludes his speech it will be in order for any
member to rise to seek the call. The Minister.

Debate Resumed

Mr O'CONNOR: I am very pleased we have a
large number of people in the gallery to observe
the sense of fair play by members of the
Opposition who do not want to listen to the
debate.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I now warn the

member for Gosnells that if he again interjects I
will name him. The Minister for Labour and
Industry.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will read-
Mr T. H. Jones: You ought to talk about fair

play!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CONNOR: I will read the sentence I

previously read as I do not think members heard
it in view of the barrage of interjections. The Bill
is reluctantly introduced by the Government-

Mr Pearce: Nonsense!
Mr Jamieson: This is needless repetition.
The SPEAKER: Order! I give the member for

Gosnells one further warning. If he interjects
again I will name him. The Minister.

Mr O'CONNOR: This Bill is made necesary
by the action of the Transport Workers' Union,
which by a number of 24-hour stoppages,
culminating in the current dispute, is attempting
to prevent essential foodstuffs such as bread, milk,
and eggs reaching the public.

Mr B. T. Burke: Could I ask whether there is
difficulty in obtaining these commodities now?

120



[Tuesday, 3rd April, 1979] 2

Mr O'CONNOR: If there is not, it is because
of the action of the Government.

Mr B. T. Burke: Is there difficulty in obtaining
these things?

Mr O'CONNOR: There is difficulty in
obtaining some of them, yes. Here, a handful of
employees, reported to be only 550, by a majority
vote of 80, put a reputed 3 000 transport workers
out on strike, affecting the supply of essential
commodities to approximately one million people.

Mr T. H. Jones: This is laughable!
Mr O'CONNOR: The honourable member

may think it is funny, but the people who do not
get these commodities do not think it is funny.

Mr T. H. Jones: Give us some evidence.
Mr O'CONNOR: The Government has not

stood idly by, and had it not been for the goodwill
and assistance of the producers and suppliers and
the tolerance of-the public, the community would
now be subjected to grave food shortages.

Mr Bateman: Don't talk rot!
Several members interjected.
Mr O'CONNOR: Members obviously do not

understand the situation or they would know that
milk has been brought to the metropolitan area by
private individuals. It has been processed and
placed in containers by private individuals. In
other words, the commodities which have been
distributed in the metropolitan area in the last
few days would not have been distributed had it
not been for their action.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CON NOR: What about the sick and the

pensioners? Members opposite forget about them.
Mr B. T. Burke: What about pensioners!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order!
Mr Tonkin: Since when have you cared about

pensioners?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order! The Minister.
Mr O'CONNOR: The Government took

immediate action to facilitate the sale of eggs
through sources other than the normal channels.

According to information provided yesterday
there was a record sale of eggs at up to 20c less
than the normal price.

Mr Tonkin: That is good for pensioners?

Mr O'CONNOR: If the Government had not
taken that action and permitted people to operate,
the eggs would not have been available.

Mr B. T. Burke: How can there be a shortage
when there is a record sale?

Mr O'CONNOR: As far as milk is concerned,
both the producers and consumers have been
severely harassed with the dairy farmer in many
case having to pour his milk out or sell it at 14c
per gallon less than the normal price, while others
have had to arrange, with the co-operation of the
Farmers Union. the Dairy Industry Authority,
and volunteers, to cart milk and personally
process it at pilot plants set up quickly and close
to the metropolitan area, but nevertheless at a
considerable deal of inconvenience.

Inconvenience has been experienced not only by
members of the public, but also by me because on
the last two mornings I have been woken at 4.30
am. by people seeking my assistance in this
matter and I have done what I could to ensure
that the public get the commodities to which they
are entitled. This is what the Government intends
to do.

The Public Health Department has also co-
operated extremely well by assisting and
facilitating the movement of milk and advising
the public of the necessary action in treating raw
milk.

I would like to pay tribute to all the
organisations and individuals who have assisted to
facilitate the movement of essential commodities
to the community.

I want the public to know that it is through
their efforts that many of the commodities have
been distributed to their houses in the last few
days. Bread has been regularly baked, but flour
supplies are likely to run short unless immediate
action is taken.

Some members have asked why we do not wait
until tomorrow. Last Thursday we did
contemplate taking action because we understood
what the union intended to do, but in order to try
to assist and enable commodities to be made
available in the normal way, the Government took
no action. However, the situation is critical and
unless we take action now the housewives and
other people at home will not have bread the day
after tomorrow. We will not sit by and let this
occur.

Mr Mclver: Why did you not liaise with the
union in the first place and you would have been
saved all this?
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Mr O'CONNOR: Does the honourable
member believe that they would have gone-back
to work?

Mr Mclver: You did not try.
Mr O'CONNOR: The honourable member did

not try. They did not try.
Mr Mclver: They did on several occasions.
Mr O'CONNOR: They rang me on one

occasion and I spoke to them. I 'said I would
phone back and when I did so I asked for the
secretary. I was told to wait a minute because he
was on another line. I waited a couple of minutes
and then I was told he was out. When they knew
who I was, I was told the secretary would be back
in an hour.

Mr Mclver: That is not unusual. How many
times have you rung the union secretary? You
had no intention of liaising.

Mr O'CONNOR: I do not know of any other
calls made by them to me since that time.

Mr Mclver: We will have a little to say about
that.

Mr O'CONNOR: I hope so, and I hope that
members opposite have some compassion for the
people who have been affected, and who will be
affected if the strike is allowed to continue.

The fact remains that an attempt is being made
by a small minority to hold the whole community
to ransom, an action which is totally unreasonable
in view of the fact that it is well known that the
matter is before industrial tribunals and a
decision can be expected in a few days. In fact,
the decision is being delayed because of this
irresponsible action by the Transport Workers'
Union. I believe that the decision would have been
made already, if the men had been back at work
when representations were made before
Commissioner Halliwell.

This Bill is not concerned with the rights and
wrongs of industrial disputes. Tribunals have been
set up 10 deal with these.

However, the Government has a responsibility
to see that the community is not denied essential
foodstuffs and commodities, and the intent of this
Bill is to give the Government the power to
purchase, to sell, and to distribute essential
foodstuffs and commodities in situati ons such as
exist at the moment and which may occur during
the term of the legislation.

Adequate provis5on is made for compensation
in addition to the normal rights of citizens before
the courts. The Bill provides for a person who, as
a result of compliance with a direction given
under the legislation or while engaged in carrying
out such direction, suffers loss, damage, or injury

to have an extra option as regards settlement of
claims.

This extra option has been provided for in the
interests of expediency and reduced costs, as some
people may prefer to apply for compensation
direct to the Minister.

The Government has no intention or desire to
disadvantage any trader, nor does it have any
desire to disadvantage anyone else in the
community. The Government will not tolerate
interference to any citizen who is carrying out his
lawful business.

In recent years there have been many instances
of threats being made against people who are
acting within the law, and intimidatory tactics
have been used against them. The Bill proposes
that a person who, by coercion, intimidation, or
threats in relation to another person, that person's
family, household, property, or employment,
attempts to restrain that person from carrying out
any activity authorised by the legislation, shall be
guilty of an offence against the legislation.

It is again stressed that the Bill is aimed solely
at securing the right of every member of the
community to access to essential foodstuffs and
commodities.

To me it appears strange that an organisation
such as the Transport Workers' Union, with the
action it has taken, has the greatest detrimental
effect on the low-income earner and pensioner,
those who have less finance available to store
goods in refrigeration and those who have less
cash available to purchase the more expensive
substitutes. It has shown a total disregard for the
low-income earner, the pensioner, children, the ill,
and those who have a need for the essential
commodities, and also those who can ill afford to
use transport to go in search of such commodities.

Mr Tonkin: You have the cheek to talk about
pensioners!

Mr O'CONNOR: I thought the member for
Morley would withhold his remarks and restrain
himself until he could give us some assistance in
connection with the arbitration Bill.

Mr Bertram: Which one is that?
Mr O'CONNOR: I thought the honourable

member had some desire to get rid of preference
clauses in awards.

Several members interjected.
Mr Tonkin: You took free transport from the

pensioners.
Mr O'CONNOR: To continue: This union has

disrupted the community continually and it is
disappointing to see its lack of concern for the
public.
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Today, if a person is going east he cannot be
sure, with the number of airline strikes, when he
will return, lust prior to Christmas a number of
people who had saved for many years to go on a
holiday were unable to do so because of an airline
strike that precluded them from catching their
boats and other transport from the east.

The tactics and the inconvenience this union
has caused to the public, has been regular and has
been in many cases irresponsible and unnecessary.
It has not used courses open to it through
arbitration and in many cases has caused
hardship to its own members.

The majority of the public and the Government
are sick of the irresponsible action so often taken
by irresponsible unions which leave a stamp,
unfortunately, on the responsible unions.

Some members will complain tonight that they
have not had time to peruse the Bill. Had they
been reasonable, they would have had copies of
the Bill before the tea suspension.

Mr Skidmore: How come?
Mr O'CONNOR: Had we been able to go

ahead with the first reading, copies of the Bill
would have been available. Instead, members
opposite tried to frustrate the Bill and hold it
back, so that tomorrow and the day after the
people will be prevented from getting the
commodities they desire. We had legislation
prepared last Thursday and refrained from
proceeding with it in the hope that the Transport
Workers' Union would do the right thing by the
community.

It is interesting to note that tonight Mr Wran,
the Premier of New South Wales, is taking action
against the same union.

Mr Skidmore: You had better go and check
your facts.

Mr Davies: They are the owner-drivers, a
different group altogether. You are the Minister
for Labour and Industry. Go and read the paper
again.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CONNOR: As an indication of the

problems that exist in this field, the New South
Wales Government is taking action against
transporters in that State and is introducing
legislation with severe penalties, I believe, to try
to cope with some of the problems in this area.

Mr Davies: They are irresponsible owner-
drivers. There is no need for the Premier to grunt
as though it is his last gasp.

Sir Charles Court: You did not hear their
Minister on the radio tonight.

Mr Davies: So he should.
The SPEAKER: Order! This House will come

to order.
Mr O'CONNOR: The public expect us to take

some action in this area, and the Opposition
should give some assistance to the Government to
ensure the supply of essential commodities.

The Government, as the elected representative
of the community, can no longer allow the public
to be denied essential and basic commodities by a
militant minority. I believe the public have been
more than tolerant and feel that we should act on
their behalf. We intend to do just that.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Adjournment of Debate

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.21 p.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned for one
week.

Motion put and a division taken with the
following result-

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

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

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
MrTonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
MrRushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Sprigs
Mr Steph ens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Motion thus negat~ved.

(Teller)

(Teller)

Debate Resumed

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) I8.25p.m.1: Mr Speaker, I am afraid
I will have to repeat a few of the th~ings I said
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earlier this evening when the Government sought
leave to suspend Standing Orders, and with the
audience we have in the gallery I think it is very
proper that they should hear them.

The tenor of the Government's action tonight is
that it must move very quickly in the matter
because the position is now urgent, indeed it is
almost desperate. That is all nonsense, of course. I
instanced my experience in buying bread, milk,
and eggs last night. I had no difficulty
whatsoever, and despite the fact that we had a
chorus of chants from the other side of the House
about what we would know about it, I doubt
whether any or those over there have been out
shopping to see what the situation is.

Mr Blaikie: What was the shop?
Mr DAVIES: I will show the member for Vasse

the very shop.
Mr Blaikie: I am doubting your word. What

was the shop?
Mr DAVIES: If the honourable member is

calling me a liar-
Mr Blaikie: What was the shop?
Mr DAVIES: The local delicatessen. The

honourable member knows where I live and he
knows the delicatessen around the corner.

Mr Blaikie: I happen to have brought up a
carload of bread and milk to people in that area
because they cannot buy bread and milk.

Mr DAVIES: I doubt very much what the
member for Vasse is saying. If he brought u p a
carload, I do not know why he stopped at a
carload.

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the Leader of the
Opposition resume his seat? I ask the House to
give the Leader of the Opposition an opportunity
to state his case.

Mr DAVIES: If the member for Vasse brought
up a carload, he obviously did so for one of two
reasons, the first being to make a cop out of what
is going on. He probably sold it at an outrageous
price. The other is that he was seen off; he was a
sucker; people said, "We can't get it", so he said,
"Have a loaf, have a bottle, have a dozen", and
they took him for a sucker, because had he gone
into the shops he would have seen the goods on
the shelf. So either he was hoping to make a cop
or he was taken for a sucker. I can think of no
other option.

I said the Government was grandstanding on
this issue. It had to rush the Bill through tonight.
It could not wait until tomorrow night because
tomorrow night would be too late; the offenders
would be back at work. I said there was 99.9 per

cent certainty that the strikers would be back at
work.

Mr Laurance: You could not guarantee that.
Mr DAVIES: I made a forecast and I think I

will have to back it up. Only the passage of time
will tell.

Mr O'Connor: If they are, there is no need for
the legislation.

Mr DAVIES: The ABC news said tonight that
the Egg Marketing Board had accepted a
recommendation from Commissioner Halliwell
that it begin meaningful talks with the union, and
that if the talks broke down it would go to
arbitration. The workers are returning to work at
the Egg Marketing Board tomorrow as a result of
ordinary arbitration procedures which took place
this afternoon and about which the Minister
should have known. Through his incompetence, as
demonstrated tonight, there is no communication
between his own officers and his department.

So we had another headlong rush to get this
legislation before the Parliament-legislation
which will only escalate any dispute. We have this
headlong rush to grab headlines, with the
complete connivance of the Premier, the Cabinet,
and the Governmcnt. The Premier would have
been disappointed had he not been able to do this
because for days he has been saying, "I am
getting legislation prepared" and repeating it over
and over. This will not stop the normal processes
of arbitration; they are continuing. It has not
prevented the processes of arbitration from
getting to the brink-where it is hanging now-of
getting the workers back to work. The only thing
that will Stop the Workers resuming work
tomorrow is this stupid piece of legislation which
has been introduced at the eleventh hour with a
great sense of drama. We were advised of this
legislation by the Press, which was told straight
after the Cabinet meeting this morning.

Mr O'Connor: It will not affect the workers if
they are back at work.

Mr DAVIES: I might have interrupted some
other speakers but I do not think I interrupted the
Minister for Labour and Industry while he was
introducing his Dill.

I want to detail the contempt with which the
Opposition-which is a significant part of this
Parliament-has been treated. We heard from a
reporter from the evening Press that the Bill
would be introduced. That reporter was told after
the Cabinet meeting this morning. At 3.00 p.m.
today there was a gentle knock on our door, and
the beaming face of the Deputy Premier asked for
me. In the passage outside my office he told me
legislation would be introduced to protect the
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supply of foodstuffs. When I asked, "What
foodstuffs?", he said, "You know." I said I did
not know. I asked the Deputy Premier whether
the Government would bring in the legislation as
soon as the House met or whether questions
would be taken first. He said he did not know.

That is all I knew up to the time I came into
the House. That should have been apparent from
the remarks I made to the House when we were
discussing the suspension of Standing Orders
prior to the tea suspension. A notice was sent
across to us regarding the suspension of Standing
Orders. When I rose to debate the issue I did not
even have the notice in my hand; the Premier did
not do us the courtesy of sending us a copy
beforehand. However, we debated that matter at
some considerable length and I thought I made it
perfectly obvious that I believe this is dangerous
legislation and that if anything would inflame
strikers and escalate the strike, this would be it.
That is the reason we opposed the suspension of
Standing Orders. Indeed, I said to my Whip-and
I am not afraid to say this-"We will keep this
going to the tea suspension and get onto the Dill
after tea."

When we did get up the Premier told me his
plan was to bring the matter before the House
before the tea suspension. I told him my plan was
just the opposite. If we do not win another point
tonight, at least that is one point the Opposition
won.

The Premier then offered to give me a copy of
the Bill because on a previous occasion when the
Tonkin Government was in office, under
completely different circumstances, it gave the
present Premier and the then Leader of the
Government in the Legislative Council acopy of
the Bill in question. I told the Premier that I
could not take a copy of the Bill and did not want
to because I was going to tea and immediately
after that I was to attend a meeting; and that if I
took the Bill he would expect me to know it word
for word when I returned to the House. That is
the reason I did not want a copy of the Bill; and I
still do not want it because I think it can only
cause trouble within the work force.

On the ABC news tonight it was reported that
some striking workers were to go back to work
tomorrow, so that one of the commodities which
was likely to be short would no longer be
threatened. That situation was arrived at under
the processes of normal arbitration, not under the
threat of coercion. It was arrived at by
conciliation, consensus, compromise, and
communication-the four "Cs" were used and
used well. That is how every dispute should be
settled. This Government knows only the fifth

"C"--confrontation. Just go through the Press
cuttings and try to ind what the Government has
done in an effort to settle this dispute. It has done
nothing but say it will introduce legislation and
that it is all right to break the law and to supply
and sell eggs under unlawful conditions. The
Government has said it will not prosecute people
who break the law in this respect.

Mr O'Connor: Are you complaining about
that?

Mr DAVIES: Of course I am complaining
about it because the Government says on other
occasions that we must abide by the law. The
Government cannot apply different principles to
different occasions.

Mr Hassell: You wanted to ensure the public
received no eggs.

Mr DAVIES: I suppose the member for
Cottesloe would want people to eat cake if they
had no bread. That is the kind of mentality we see
from members of the Government. We are
dealing with a mentality which relates back to the
1960s instead of looking ahead to the 1980s. That
is where the Government is failing; it is still living
in the 1960s. As I said before the tea suspension,
this legislation is not 1960 legislation; it is 1930 or
even 1880 legislation-it goes back as far as that.

The Government does not realise that unions
are part of the community. Of course unions do
things which are distressing to all of us. They do
things which are hurtful to the ALP and to me at
times, hut they are still part of the community
just as much as are the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry, the Liberal Party, the
kindergarten union, and so on; and they are
entitled to their say and to the processes of law
which apply to them.

Having applied the processes of law, one part of
the dispute has now been settled, and it is likely
the second part will be settled by this time
tomorrow. Therefore, the Government is carrying
on with humbug and giving a grandstanding
performance. It is giving a great demonstration of
its 1960 thinking when it takes such absolutely
irresponsible and heavy-handed action.

I believe the public in some respects must have
been disadvantaged occasionally; but then I have
been disadvantaged myself at times. I have gone
to the store and found there is no bread and other
stores have been closed. Everyone has experienced
this kind of thing. However, the goods we are
talking about are available.

I wonder whether anyone really understands
why the Transport Workers' Union is on strike.
The union is striking because it has been the
subject of double dealing by employers. Half of
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the TWU workers in this State have now received
the $8 flow-an; but as a result of the way the
union is organised into State and Federal
branches we have the spectacle of some people
being paid $8 a week more than people working
alongside them and doing almost identical work.
When the court said those people should receive
the flow-on, the employers decided to appeal, and
it is likely to be a further 12 or 18 months before
a decision is handed down. Why should those
workers be disadvantaged?

Mr O'Connor: But it is retrospective.
Mr DAVIES: The commission has not the

power to make it retrospective.
Mr O'Connor: It has been agreed to in the

arbitration court.
Mr B. T. Burke: It is retrospective for one

week, It should be retrospective to December.
Mr DAVIES: It is not retrospective to the time

the dispute started, and it is now something like
1 2 months old.

How many speakers will be allowed before the
gag is moved?

Mr O'Connor: That depends on how reasonable
or ridiculous you are.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister for Labour and
Industry established the level or ridicule, then I
have a long way to go.

It is not always the unions which are to blame.
In the Weekend News of the 31st March, there
was a statement of the President of the Dairy
Section of the Farmers' Union, as follows-

The president of the Farmers' Union dairy
section, Mr Sam Lang, said dairy farmers
were sick of being the only ones to suffer
when unions, processors and the Government
were in dispute.

"Every time this happens it is the producer
who gets kicked in the guts," he said.

'It's not just the TWU. The Confederation
of Industry policy is to delay any decisions
which might result in wage increases. It
doesn't make sense to have two blokes doing
the same job but one gets $8 a week more
than the other. It's obvious that the employer
is going to pay up eventually-meanwhile,
we have to pay."

Mr B. T. Burke: Who said that? lack Marks?
Mr DAVIES: I am sure members opposite

would love Jack Marks to say that, because he is
a well-known member of the Communist Party
and he is on the list of the ASL which is drafting
a list of Communist Party members, as did
McCarthy in America. However, that statement

was made by the President of the Dairy Section of
the Farmers' Union.

Mr B. T. Burke: I wonder what old Dick thinks
about this.

Mr DAVIES: Of course, the Minister has
already said no people are being inconvenienced.
Then he went through a diatribe of mish-mash
and gave no cogent reasons that the Bill should be
introduced. His speech simply rehashed all the old
cliches we have heard over the years. He even had
us sparing a thought or two for the pensioners.
This is the first time the Government has ever
thought of the pensioners during its five years in
offrice.

The Minister also said the Government
introduced the Bill with reluctance. Let me point
out there, was no reluctance at all; I suggest the
Bill was introduced with a joyous rubbing
together of hands. The Government quickly
received the approval of its members in the party
room, because it is popular to bash unions. That is
the only thing the Government has going for it
because it has fallen behind with its development
and it has record unemployment. We now have
10000 fewer jobs than when the Government
came into office, so it is no wonder it wishes to
divert the attention of the people.

Of course, we are talking about producers; and
there has been a-record sale of eggs at up to 20c
less than normal price. I do not know whether
that price applies at the point of production, but
surely to goodness if the farmer does not have to
take his eggs to the board and people are going to
his property to buy eggs, it is only reasonable the
price should be less. That is part of the supply and
demand principle.

The only complaint I have received during the
whole of this fiasco is from a shopkeeper who said
her milk vendor was overcharging her. He was
taking advantage of the shortage and saying she
had to sell two-litre containers of milk at 93c,
when it had been announced by "the authorities"
that the price should be 90c. That man was
saying, "That is my price; if you do not take it at
that price, you will not get it." That is the kind of
situation which develops when we have shortages.

Mr O'Connor: The TWU is responsible for
that.

Mr DAVIES: It is not. The milk was here.
According to the Minister, the TWU has been
beaten and because there were no TWU drivers,
vendors were able to do just as they wished. Shops
were able to sell a two-litre container of milk for
90c but here we had one person who was prepared
to profiteer in respect of one shopkeeper. No
doubt he was doing it to other shopkeepers. There
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is no control on the price of milk because the law
does not apply any longer. People can bake bread
when they like and they can break the law as they
like and no-one has any right of redress.

Of course, if the shopkeepers did not accept the
situation, it was a case of "Like it or leave it". In
these circumstances, the woman to whiom I was
referring, I am proud to say, said, "You can keep
your milk. If you are going to try and profiteer by
it, I don't want to deal with you." That man has
now lost a customer. I say all strength to that
woman for what she did.

I am not going to quote examples at great
length because I am sure there are other speakers
who wish to make comments. I know the
Government will have the member for Murray
gag the debate. That is probably being discussed
between the Premier and the Minister for Labour
and Industry now. The Government has clearly
indicated it does not want any free speech on the
issue. It does not want the Opposition to put its
side of the story in case the truth comes out. The
humbug we have heard tonight is far from the
truth.

The Minister says, "We are doing it only to
protect the supply of foodstuffs. We are not
interested in industrial matters." However, on
page 4 of his speech-and I am privileged because
I am the only member on this side of the House
with a copy of the speech-the Minister refers to
the matter's being before the industrial tribunals.
He says a decision can be expected in a few days.
Of course it is before the tribunals. If the public
servants dealing with this matter had been
reporting Properly to the Minister and the
Government, and if the Government had wanted
to listen, the Government would have known that
by this time tomorrow the strike in relation to
transport and the Egg Marketing Board strike are
already over.

What a shameful occurrence that dispute with
the Egg Marketing Board has been. There were
two matters in dispute, one relating to servi ce pay
and another relating to long service leave. The
Public Service Board ;aid, "You can have your
service pay. We will take your long service leave
to the arbitration court."

The matter was taken to the arbitration court,
and the arbitration court said, "You can have
your long service leave." The union won on both
points. Then the Public Service Board said, "Now
we will withdraw your service pay." What kind of
conciliation, communication, and compromise
attitude is that? That is no attitude at all. It is
completely foreign to everything that is decent.

The Public Service Board caused this dispute by
its stupidity.

Mr H. D. Evans: That is not quite right. The
Egg Marketing Board sacked the Public Service
representative, and then they knocked back the
pay conditions.

Mr DAVIES: I am grateful to the member for
Warren. We deal in facts over here. We do not
deal in fantasy.

Mr O'Neil: You should check your facts.
Mr H. D. Evans: It was the Egg Marketing

Board, which was directly responsible to the
Minister.

Mr DAVIES: That is all it amounted to. I am
grateful to the member for Warren for putting
the record straight. We like to deal with facts.

Mr H. D. Evans: The Government should have
been aware of it.

Mr DAVIES: The Government should have
known precisely what was going on. All it said
was, "What, another strike? Let's renew that
legislation. It is always good for a few votes." I
know many people will support the Government.
However, those people do not realise that they
may be attacked next week. They are the ones
likely to be in the "gun" as soon as they start to
express views, or as soon as they stand up for
what they believe to be right.

We have heard these cliches time and time
again-"- The Government will not tolerate"; "We
don't believe that anyone should be
inconvenienced"; "There is getting to be too much
of this, and we have warned them. They won't
take a warning, so now we are going to act:'
These are tired cliches.

As I said, there have been more strikes under
this Government than there were under the
Tonkin Government-41 2 as opposed to 724.

Mr Watt: You are comparing three years with
five years.

Mr DAVIES: It was the same period of
time-in the first three years of each
Government. I am not talking about the record of
the present Government over the last two years.
The number would be over I 000. The number
would be into four figures if I added those two
years into the total. I am dealing with the three
years of the Tonkin Government and the first
three years of the Court-Mcrharlin, now Court-
Old-I do not know what it will be next
week-Government. Generally it is referred to as
"The Court Government", because the National
Country Party has been completely disregarded.
The number of members of the National Party in
the House now equals the number of members of

127



128 [ASSEMBLY]

the National Country Party. There are three
members of each party in this House.

We find that the Government is showing its
compassion and concern. It says that the action
taken will have the greatest detrimental effect on
the low income earner and pensioners. It will
affect those who have fewer facilities to store
goods in refrigeration, and those who have less
cash available to purchase the more expensive
substitutes. One could also say they eat less
because of the nature of the pensions they receive.
Their increases are 18 months behind. It could be
said that those people will not suffer as much
because they have to eat less. That is a callous
attitude.

If the Government is so worried about the
pensioners, why does it not restore the fare
concessions which have been removed? If the
Government wishes to improve the lot of the
pensioner, it should give him the right to travel
down to the senior citizens' centre where he can
obtain a good three-course meal fairly cheaply.
Many pensioners cannot go to the centres any
longer because of the additional impost on fares.

Why does the Government not allow pensioners
to take advantage of some of the cheaper
groceries and cheaper meals which are available
in some parts of the city by allowing them to use
the buses free of charge? That would not hurt the
Government at all. If we are to worry about the
pensioners, the Government should refer to the
report which was prepared as the response to a
major electoral promise five years ago. That
report was completed, and for months we could
not obtain a copy of it. When we obtained a copy,
we found it contained a lot of splendid
recommendations. What has happened to that
report?

As far as I can remember, the only
recommendation carried out, of a whole string of
recommendations in regard to pensioners, is the
concession in regard to the payment of water rates
and local government rates, if the rates are paid
under certain conditions. That is the only
concession granted.

Shamefully, the Government had the report for
18 months before the report saw the light of
day-before we were able to see the report. Now
the Government's heart bleeds for (he pensioners!
What humbug! I have never heard such
nonsenese.

We find that the Government's heart bleeds
when persons intending to go east are unable to
do so because the airlines are on strike, The
Minister is not suggesting that the air traffic
controllers and the airline pilots are associated or

affiliated with the ALP or the ACTU, is he?
Those pilots would probably use their ejection
seats if anyone suggested that they vote Labor.
They are earning $35 000 a year, and they are
holding the country to ransom for another $5 000
a year. What does the Minister say about that?
Not a word.

Those pilots are members of a privileged class.
They are holding the country to ransom, and not
a word of complaint is heard from the
Government. There are no threats made, and
there is no action taken.

What about the air traffic controllers? Mr
Hlawke convinced those people to return to work
the time before last. They said, "Yes, we will join
up with you." We have seen neither hide nor hair
of them.

Mr O'Connor: Are they a federal union?
Mr DAVIES: I do not know. It does not

matter. The Minister has not threatened them
with what would happen if they did not return to
work immediately.

Plenty of people have been affected by strikes
by air traffic controllers. My own relatives have
been affected. I have the greatest sympathy for
the people affected. The controllers should not be
related to the trade union movement. They do not
want to belong to us. I do not think they would
come within the trade union movement. If they
did, they would be further right than Hitler.

Mr O'Neil: I thought you said earlier this
evening that we should not relate the trade union
movement to the ALP. You have just been talking
about "we" and "us".

Mr DAVIES: I am stating precisely why they
should not be related to the trade union
movement. They are not part of it.

Mr O'Neil: You are saying, "They do not
belong to US."

Mr DAVIES: I am certainly saying they are
not part of us. Here is the complete ignorance of
the Deputy Premier in his dotage-in his
declining years.

Mr O'NeiI: "Twilight years", the expression is.
Mr DAVIES: I apologise. The Deputy Premier

should have learnt by now the association of the
unions and the ALP. The ACTU, the Trades and
Labor Council, and the State executive of the
ALP are completely different organisations. In
this State they have different offices, different
staff, different meeting times, diffcrent
procedures, and different unions are affiliated to
the TUC.

Mr O'Neil: And different policies?
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Mr DAVIES: Yes, very often. Members should
refer to the uranium policy, for a start.

Mr O'Neil: And compulsory unionism policies?
Mr DAVIES: There is often divergence of

opinion. I am trying to explain that the ALP
should not take the blame for it every time there
is a strike. There is a group of privileged people in
this country holding us all to ransom, and yet we
never hear the Premier, the Deputy Premier,' the
Minister for Labour and Industry, or the
Government saying anything about that.' I
suppose they do not have to make any complaint,
because they have charter rights. They can
charter a plane if they wish to go anywhere. An
air strike would not inconvenience them at all.
However, let us not talk about that nonsense.

Let us ask why the Government made this
move. Who approached it? How many letters of
protest did the Government receive? How many
petitions? If the Government tells us how many
petitions it received, we can presume that it acts
on petitions. We can presume that it acts on
protest, and we can presume it will do so in regard
to double taxation, the Perth-Fremantle railway,
and other matters which have been brought
before the House by way of petition, or which will
be brought before the House by way of petition.
Surely the Government cannot say it feels that
the position is so desperate that it has to do
something.

I return to my opening remarks. The
Government is grandstanding. It is union bashing.
It is trying to make itself appear to be in control
of the unions. It is saying it has complete
disregard and disrespect for the processes of
industrial arbitration-a statement it has
mouthed time and time again. It has said, "The
Government cannot make a decision on that.
Take it to arbitration." This matter has been
taken to arbitration. It is on the brink of being
settled. There is no need for legislation of this
kind now. The very best that the legislation can
do for the Government is to escalate and inflame
the present dispute.

Members will have gathered from my
comments that I oppose the Bill. I have not had
the time to read it. The Government's handling of
the situation has been reprehensible. The
Government at least should have given us the
Minister's speech notes earlier in the day-that is,
if they were prepared. I think they must have
been prepared, because the Mininster has been
talking about legislation of this kind for a long
time. It is a pity that the Minister's staff have not
been paying attention to the events in the

(5)

Industrial Commission, instead of writing
speeches for him.

There is a disgraceful situation existing in the
Department of Labour and Industry. I know some
of the people there, and they are really fed up
with what they have to do. Those people would
rather consult and arbitrate, and use the processes
of industrial conciliation, than have to carry out
the orders of the present Government. It is
shameful for me to have to say that. However,
those people are civil servants; they do as they are
told.

In the present circumstances, it would have
been far better for the Minister to have regard for
the success being achieved in the Industrial
Commission. His staff should not have been
helping him prepare this kind of legislation and
these speech notes.

I repeat that the way the Opposition has been
treated is reprehensible. We expected more co-
operation from the Government. The Minister
received less than he deserved from this side of
the House tonight. The Government received less
than it should have received because members of
the Opposition have acted as politicians should
act, and as Ministers should act-perhaps even as
statesmen should act. There are certain
procedures for dealing in this House with this
kind of legislation.

I am quite certain that if we are allowed to
have more speakers-and it seems the
Government would be anxious to restrict the
number of speakers-whilst those members are
speaking I will read through the Bill and ascertain
what parts of it I object to most strongly. I object
to all of it but I might be able to highlight some
of the more objectionable parts. I certainly oppose
this Bill which will do nothing to assist industrial
harmony or conciliation.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [9.10 p.m.]: I rise to
support the Bill which is a Bill, as the title
indicates, to make provision to ensure the supply
of essential foodstuffs and essential commodities
to the community. It is vital and important to the
entire community. In the time allowed to me I
will give some indication of just how the
community at large has been held to ransom, I
fail to see why a union should hold the State,
and the community to ransom.

It has been only through the goodwill of the
primary producers of this State that a meagre
trickle of food supplies has been enabled to get to
the people of this State. One could look at the
supply of eggs; I think this has been successful,
but it has created problems to the people in the
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merchandising sector because there is not a
normal flow of supplies.

While there has been a limited and meagre
supply of milk it has not been without a great deal
of hardship to those producers in communities
that are not able to send their milk to Perth. I
believe the member for Warren represents
producers in a similar situation to people in my
area, producers who are losing hundreds and
thousands of dollars.

Mr H. D. Evans: The Government should have
helped them along.

Mr BLAIKIE: I am supporting the
Government for slipping in to help the producers I
represent and for supporting and helping the
producers represented by the member for Warren.
lHe should feel as I do as he should not want to
see these producers losing this sort of money. This
is a senseless and stupid strike which is holding
not only the consumers but also the producers to
ransom. I only hope the member for Warren has
told his colleagues the true story. He should have
told them that milk producers are receiving only
25c a gallon instead of the usual 75c a gallon-
and that is provided the milk is being picked up.
If it is not picked up they get nothing.

I am supporting the Bill so that these producers
may get some recompense for their efforts. I
would like to see the member for Warren support
this Bill. We have heard Opposition members
such as the members for Ascot, Rockingham,
Balcatta and Victoria Park indicate there is no
public concern and no shortage.

Mr B. T'. Burke: I did not say concern; I said
urgent shortages.

Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Balcatta
indicated there was no public concern and there
were no urgent shortages. The Leader of the
Opposition said the same. I came to Perth today
and brought with me bread and milk for my two
daughters and sister. I did not sell it at a filthy
profit; I gave it to them.

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: And any surplus they gave to

their friends.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order.
Mr BLAIKIE: I hope the Opposition takes the

joke, otherwise I will look very funny in Hansard.
I know I am on safe ground because there are
shortages and problems in the community. My
daughters live in the electorate of the member for
Victoria Park, the Leader of the Opposition. My
sister lives in the electorate of the member for

Welshpool and she has not been able to get bread
or milk for 24 hours.

Mr Davies: That is her story.
Mr Jamieson: I will give her a white stick.
Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Ascot was very

vocal when he said there was no problem. I will
obtain a copy of my speeech and his remarks
because I make it known to members opposite
that tonight, in company with the member for
Murchison-Eyre, I visited eight delicatessens in
his electorate.

Mr Bryce: You would be battling to find eight.
Mr BLAIKE: At the very first we went to I

asked whether they had problems in getting
supplies of bread, milk, and eggs. I will use the
owner's words as he explained his problems to us.
He said, "I do not know whether it i's the fault of
the Government or the unions on strike. The
strike is not my business. The Government has got
to stop this crazy business immediately because I
am losing pasta-I am losing money."

Mr Bryce: What was the address?
Mr BLAIKIE: It was the Belvedere Shopping

Centre. The member may like to go and ask the
man himself.

Mr Bryce: YOU Will Swallow Your words in
time.

Mr BLAIKIE: Yet another person said he was
losing $700 a week. This is being said while
members on the other side say the strike is not
creating any problems. Of the number of
delicatessen owners the member for Murchinson-
Eyre and I approached there was only one who
indicated he was having no trouble, although he
did indicate he had a problem from two o'clock
yesterday until nine o'clock this morning when he
was not able to obtain supplies of milk. All the
delicatessens indicated their incomes had been
affected; they they had lost sales and were losing
customers.

The customers I spoke to were also very
perturbed. I did not question their politics. They
indicated it was time the Government did
something about the problem. I think members of
this House should go out and conduct these
surveys. I hope the Press takes the opportunity to
go out and conduct similar surveys to see whether
the reporters concerned are able to purchase these
items and to learn how the public is being
disadvantaged. The community has been held to
ransom. [ support the Bill.

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Leader of the
Opposition) [9.07 p.m.): I believe the speech by
the member for Vasse was an extraordinary
misrepresentation of the truth. Tonight we heard
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the Minister for Labour and Industry explain to
the House that the Government brought the Bill
before the House urgently to enable people to get
the products which they so desperately needed
and to which they were entitled.

The Minister said the Government would not
sit by and watch the community being held to
ransom. He said there was a great scarcity of
these commodities and there were tremendous
difficulties in securing these essential products. I
think he spells out these cowimodities in the
Bill-bread, eggs, and milk.

Mr O'Connor: There is no shortage of eggs.
Mr BRYCE: The Minister's able friend the

member for Vasse said there was a shortage of
eggs. We all listened when he explained how he
had brought up a carload of produce to Perth.

Mr Blaikie: There was a shortage in the stores
which is affecting trade.

Mr BRYCE: It was said there was a great
shortage and as my leader has mentioned, the
Minister shed crocodile tears on behalf of the
pensioners who were not able to get bread, milk,
and eggs. He said it was a catastrophe; that it was
not right and that it should not happen. He said
the community should not be held to ransom.

Mr Sodeman: Is that not correct?
Mr BRYCE: Earlier, when the Government

was seeking to suspend Standing Orders, we
suggested that the Government was
grandstanding, that it was seeking to deflect
public attention from the real issues. We said the
Premier was indulging in leading his Government
in this manner in a monstrous overkill. That was
basically the position we put to the House and we
stand by it.

Mr O'Neil: You are using the royal "we"; you
are the only one who said those things.

Mr BRYCE: The whole Opposition stands by
it.

Mr Laurance: Do you speak for everyone?
Mr BRYCE: I am expressing a commonly held

vie wpoint.
Mr O'Connor: Do you speak for the member

for Morley?
Mr BRYCE: Yes, the member for Morley

shares my sense of disgust at the way the
Government treated this institution this eveni .ng
by behaving in a manner that only the dictator
from Queensland adopts. We argued that the Bill
itself and the decision to bring the Bill in are
completely shallow, totally unnecessary, and
opportunistic. It will be seen as such by the
public.

One can imagine what the subject of
conversation was in the dining room at dinner this
evening. We were told that people in Perth are
doing without bread. As we sat down for our
evening meal we noticed there was plenty of toast
on the tables and we asked the Parliament House
dining room representative if there was plenty of
bread, and if so could we have more. We received
more. Like Oliver Twist we again asked for more
and more was brought to us. We then asked if we
could have an extra serving of bread because we
wanted to convince the Government that we were
dinkum. We wanted to convince the Government
that perhaps it is possible that members of
Parliament are being given preferential treatment.
I was given this extra bread. I was assured there
was no shortage in Parliament House, and
assured there was no shortage of milk and that
cakes are being baked in the House, cakes that
require eggs. We were told there was no shortage
of eggs.

Like the member for Bunbury, I followed the
idea of bringing a cardboard carton into the
Chamber because I thought it was possible that
this great Victorian club of ours was being given
preferential treatment and that we were being
treated differently from people outside.

The member for Melville and I decided we
would pay a visit to a few delicatessens which
were as close as possible to Parliament House. We
left this building at 7.10 p.m. and we were away
for 20 minutes.

Mr Blaikie: You should have gone to the Ascot
electorate.

Mr O'Connor: Have you conferred with the
bakers to find out about the flour supplies?

Mr BRYCE: I shall show the House certain
items. I have in this carton four loaves of bread,
four one dozen cartons of eggs and four two-litre
bottles of milk.

Mr B. T. Burke: Grapes; a side of lamb; a pear
tree; and a trench coat.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRYCE: The point of the exercise is very

simple. This legislation is a joke as far as the
Parliament is concerned. It is monstrous as far as
the State is concerned because we visited a couple
of delicatessens up the street-

Mr Laurence: Think of the families that will
starve tonight because you took all that. Why
didn't you leave it for the children?

Mr Sibson: He knew there was nothing in his
own electorate.
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Mr BRYCE: All three delicatessens we visited
had bread; two of the three had eggs. The only
one that did not have eggs was one that was a
liquor and food store combined, and did not sell
them anyway. Two of the three had milk.

Mr O'Connor: How much of the milk would
have got there if the Government had not acted?

Mr BRYCE: Is not the Minister beginning to
beg the question?

The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come
to order.

Mr BRYCE: You, Mr Speaker, can see from
your position that the Minister is begging the
question. The Government came to the Chamber
this afternoon and said, "There is an emergency;
we have to act." We, on this side of the House,
know it was an exercise in blatant opportunism.
There is an exaggerated shortage. There are
plenty of so-called precedents for exaggerating a
situation--building a phantom-and then trying
to knock it down. The reality of the situation is
that the resolution brought before the House is
totally unjustified.

I would like to answer a question for the benefit
of the member for Gascoyne. I draw the attention
of the member to page 3 of the Bill where clause
5(2)(d)(i) provides for direction to be given i~n
writing in times of shortages.

Before I make that point I wonder whether I
could seek leave of the House to table the very
scarce commodities which I have before me. We
have seen chickens on the Table of the House and
a whole range of other items during the past. I
seek leave of the House to table the commodities.

The SPEAKER: It seems to be rather pointless
but if the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants
to have the items placed on the Table of the
House for the information of members, I would
ask that they be placed there for the balance of
the debate on this question.

The items were table.
Mr BRYCE: I do not wish to continue my

remarks any further because I believe the point
has been made. The Bill has been brought to the
House because the Government desperately needs
a diversion. It should now be clearly demonstrated
to everybody that the Government has grossly
overstated the facts and that there was absolutely
no need for the Bill in the first place, much less
the academy award winning performance of the
Premier earlier with his sense of drama in
suspending Standing Orders in order to shove this
Bill through both Houses of Parliament before
anyone goes home this evening.

Mr Speaker, they are the principal objections
that we on this side of the House have. I will
conclude by once again drawing the attention of
members to clause 5(2)(d)(i) which refers to the
powers that will be given to the authority in an
emergency. The paragraph states that the
Minister-

(d) by a direction given in writing-
(i) authorise the taking of possession or

control and the disposal or use of
arty essential foodstuffs or essential
commodities and the packaging of
any essential foodstuffs or essential
commodities and require any
person-

That is the crux of the point I wish to
make-"- require any person". The subparagraph
continues-

to place any such essential
foodstuffs or essential commodities
and packaging in his possession or
control at the disposal of the
Minister;

Through you, Mr Speaker, I conclude by saying
to the Minister I am very happy to place these
commodities at his disposal.

Mr O'Connor: Thank you; I will accept.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) [9.19 pi.mn.: I have

no doubt the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
regards himself as a very clever fellow by coming
along tonight and tabling some milk in plastic
containers, some bread in plastic bags, and some
eggs in an attempt to make out that these items
make some sort of case for the proposition that
this legislation is not necessary.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I ask you, Mr Speaker; do I

have to be subjected to this behaviour from the
Opposition while I am trying to speak to the
House?

The SPEAKER: Order? The House will come
to order. The member for Cottesloe.

Mr HASSELL: Perhaps the point of the
legislation has been underlined by the tabling of
the milk which is in plastic bottles-
unpasteurised-and has been brought to Perth
and processed under conditions which must be
regarded as less than ideal.

In a number of speeches from its members, the
Opposition has tried to make out tonight that the
effects of the strikes have been minimal and have
not caused any significant inconvenience.

Mr B. T. Burke: Come to the point.
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Mr HASSELL: That type of argument is just
about the most senseless we could have. The
Government has introduced Measures to try to
protect the public from these strikes, and has
succeeded very well in making sure the public is
inconvenienced to the minimum extent possible.

Realistically, it could not be imagined that the
situation could go on. The City of Perth-a city
of some 800 000 people-cannot rely on voluntary
labour to produce essential commodities.

Members opposite might think it is a great joke
when there is no bread, and eggs have to be
distributed from points around the outskirts of the
city.

Mr Skidmore: The bakeries are still baking
bread.

Mr HASSELL: It may be a great joke to the
Opposition that milk has to be bottled in a field.
That would suit the political posturing of the
Opposition but it Comes here with no alternative
whatever; without any responsibility; and without
anything to say to the public except that the
strikes must be allowed to go on and to run their
course until some union organiser somewhere gets
around, some time--if he does-to taking the
matter to arbitration, if it suits him.

Let us face up to the reality that the Opposition
is totally irresponsible and has been seen to be
irresponsible, and of course that is why the
Opposition is so concerned about this legislation.

Several members interjected.
Mr T. H. Jones: You are still serving your

apprenticeship in this place.
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask members please

to refrain from multiple interjections.
Mr HASSELL: That is why the Opposition is

particularly annoyed about the 'legislation: it
shows up the Opposition for its attitude towards
the public or this State who are inconvenienced. I
do not suppose members of the Opposition have
given a thought to families in which there are
young children who depend on milk supplies. It is
all right if milk comes in plastic bottles, as
organised by a volunteer labour force and the
Government, which may be obtained if one goes
to the store to get it, or if it arrives on one's
doorstep one morning and another morning it
does not. It does not matter a hang if mothers
wake up at ive o'clock in the morning to feed
children who are screaming, and find they have
no milk. It does not matter to members opposite
as long as they can maintain their strikes and
serve their masters in the union movement. They
do not care a bit.

The matter of intimidation was previously
mentioned, but I refer in particular to an article
in The West Australian on the 29th March, under
the heading "Eggs to go on direct sale", which
reads-

Poultry farmers in WA will sell eggs direct
to the public today-

Further on it reads-
A union organiser, Mr P. Hartnett. said

yesterday that the union would try to stop
the plan by cutting off all supplies to poultry
farmers if necessary.

This would include feed, the supply of
chickens and heating oil.

These are the great union people who the
member for Warren said were protecting the
poultry farmers and would not act against them.
These are the gutless guttersnipes whom members
opposite support. These are the ratbags whom
members opposite represent. These are the
ratbags from whom members opposite do not care
to protect the public.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: On they go, because they are

embarrassed by the situation they find themselves
in, where a Government which represents the
people of the State is prepared to act for those
people. This situation is a disgrace and there is no
way the Opposition will succeed in establishing
that this legislation is not necessary.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: Here we have a situation

where, after months of strikes, a Government tries
to do something, and the union people, the Labor
Opposition, and Mr Hawke, on television tonight,
condemn whatever Governments do as
provocative. What kind of inverted nonsense is
that? We have stale bread, no eggs, no milk, the
roads blocked in New South Wales, air transport
not happening, people not getting away on
holidays or business trips, postal services being
brought to a standstill, and the post office being
crippled. The Government tries to do something
but members opposite do not want to do anything
about it.

Mr H. D. Evans interjected.
Mr HASSELL: The member for Warren says

that because he has nothing else to offer. lHe has
no responsible course of action to suggest.

Mr B. T. Burke: You want to exacerbate the
situation when you know there is a meeting
tomorrow morning.

Mr HASSELL: Let me refer briefly to the
bread situation, and all the bread on the Table of
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the House. It is so easy! The situation in the
bakeries is that flour is desperately short. The
situation is, although it has not been mentioned,
that yesterday morning these men whom members
opposite represent-these brilliant, brave union
organisers-tried to block the driveways to the
bakeries. What do members opposite have to say
about that, except to defend it? They have
nothing to say and nothing to offer. They condone
that behaviour; they support it. They have not
come out to condemn it.

One thing alone upsets the Labor Opposition;
that is, the Government has succeeded in breaking
these strikes and will do so more successfully with
this legislation. They do not want the strikes to be
broken.

Mr B. T. Burke: Don't be silly! Did you hear
the Leader of the Opposition single out several
strikes and unions for criticism tonight? You are
as thick as two short bricks.

Mr HASSELL: Members of the Opposition do
not want the strikes to be broken. They regard
anyone who breaks a strike-

Several members interjected.
Mr B. T. Burke: Sit down!
Mr HASSELL: They apply a foul-mouthed

epithet to anyone who breaks a strike. They use
their strong-arm tactics and their union thugs.
They then expect the Parliament to sit back and
do nothing. They know very well that had the
Government not done what it did to supply milk,
bread, and eggs, and had it not introduced this
legislation, we would be no nearer to a solution
than we were three weeks ago.

On the basis that this legislation is appropriate
and will last for an appropriate term, I support
the Bill.

MR MeIVER (Avon) [9.29 p.m.]: In the last
12 months we have been able to book seats for
various shows at the Perth Entertainment Centre.
There have been ballet companies, plays, and so
on. But I think Sarah Bernhardt would have been
very proud indeed of the show we have witnessed
here tonight, and if Oscars were to be awarded
the Government would certainly win one this
evening.

There is no need for me to emphasise the real
reason behind the Government's intention in
introducing this Bill. The Government has been
talking about it for weeks. We have wasted five
hours of the time of this Parliament: I have it on
very good authority that the Minister was advised
today that there will be no strike by tomorrow.

Mr O'Connor: That is not true.

Mr McI VER: I am referring, Mr Speaker, to
the Transport Workers' Union issue. All this talk
about the eggs has nothing to do with the TWU
dispute. I have been advised, also on good
authority, that the union has endeavoured to
contact the Minister for Labour and Industry but
he has not been available to it.

How sensible is this Government? We have just
heard a lot of ridiculous tripe from the apprentice
from Cottesloc. He could only refer to union
thugs; in fact I have never heard a more shocking
speech during my time in this Parliament. It is
quite obvious that he only motors around the
precincts of Cottesloe and Floreat Park, and that
he has never endeavoured to understand the
industrial situation in Australasia today.

Mr Coyne: He is very close to it.
Mr McI VER: This is not the first occasion on

which the TWU has gone on strike about this
issue. The same thing has happened on several
other occasions, and I would like to refer to these
very briefly. The TWU went on strike in 1972, in
1974, and now in 1979. On these occasions it did
not strike to deny the people of Western Australia
eggs, milk, and bread; it went on strike because of
a wage rise allocated to its members in the
Federal arbitration court in 1979. The union has
to take this extreme measure to obtain the flow-
on that it rightly deserves.

Mr O'Connor: It was not allocated to these
people in the Federal court.

Mr Skidmore: Don't be too sure about that.
Mr McIVER: If members on the other side will

be a little patient, I will tell them the real story of
this matter. Prior to 1970 one Federal award
embraced the whole of Australia, and
consequently any increase flowed automatically to
all the States. However, in 1970 two other awards
emerged and made the original award defunct
except for the country road boards of Victoria,
the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works,
and Government instrumentalities in Tasmania
and South Australia. Although this has no
connection with transport generally-

Mr O'Connor: Hear, hear!
Mr McI VER: -the Confederation of Western

Australian Industry delayed the flow-on as.long
as possible. Tonight in this Parliament we should
be castigating the federation, and we should be
seeking a nexus between the employers and the
employees so that when there is a Federal wage
rise the flow-on is automatic, If we did this there
would be no more strikes. So the comments of
Government members tonight have been quite
irrelevant to the issue.
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The TWU is not atone in having to takce
this action; the union representing railway
employees had to take similar action when it was
granted an increase under a Federal award. We
have had many crocodile tears shed here tonight
about milk and egg producers, but what about the
truck driver? Do members on the Government
benches know the take-home pay of a truck
driver? It is $130 a week, and from this sum the
truck driver must pay his rent, raise and educate
his children, as well as meet the many other
commitments that we all have to meet.

Mr Olaikie: They cannot afford to go on strike.
Mr McIVER: I would like members to put

themselves in Gilligan's shoes. Let us say that one
truck driver is not granted this increase. but the
truck driver who lives next door to him, even
though he does the same job for the same firm,
receives this extra $8.50 a week because he is
working under a Federal award. Surely we can
imagine how the first truck driver must feel.

Let us be fair about this matter. We have heard
a lot of nonsense here tonight about the people of
Western Australia, and particularly the
pensioners and housewives. We heard the same
remarks in connection with the fuel and energy
legislation, although the Government has never
been game enough to proclaim that Act.

Mr Blaikie: What about the flour millers?
Mr Mc! VER: I am very pleased the member

for Vasse brought that up. The Government still
has the flour that it obtained at that time. Iwoul
like the member to name the bakery that
purchased that flour because no-one did. That
was an exercise to incite the union.

Not all unionists are irresponsible left-wing
militants. There are many responsible people in
the unions, and this fact is recognised in
arbitration circl~s. We are very fortunate indeed
in Western Australia because of the calibre of our
trade union leaders. These people have been
forced to take action; forced to withdraw their
labour in an attempt to gain something that had
already been granted to them. As I have
mentioned already, these increases were granted
in 1972, 1974, 2977, and now 1979, but on each
occasion the union has had to go through the
same process.

When will this Government get down to the
nitty-gritty and realise that a sensible approach
must be made to the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry to see that such increases are
actually paid? I agree with Mr Lang of the dairy
industry who said that it is time to come to grips
with the real problem.

At this stage I would like to refer to the notes
supplied by the Minister for Labour and Industry.

Mr O'Connor: They are very good notes.
Mr McIVER: On page 2 the Minister had this

to say-
As far as milk is concerned, both the

producers and consumers have been severely
harassed with the dairy farmer in many cases
having to pour his milk out or sell it at 14c
per gallon less than the normal price, while
others have had to arrange with the co-
operation of the Farmers Union,...

When he replies I would like the Minister to
name one dairy farmer who has had to dispose of
milk because of this strike action. He knows very
well that the TWU conferred with him and
assured him that farmers would not be
disadvantaged, that the milk would be transported
to the manufacturing points. The Minister knows
that the union representative said that.

Mr Blaikie: But what did they do?
Mr McI VER: The member for Vasse has had

his go.
Mr Blaikie: Ask the member for Warren. You

are embarrassing him.
Mr McIVER: The member for Vasse must

know more about it than Mr Lang does, although
evidently Mr Lang is the spokesman for the dairy
farmers section of the Farmers' Union. At least
Mr Lang is a man of some principles, and he is
not endeavouring to obtain votes for the Liberal
Party as members opposite are doing. We are
aware that a Victorian State election is in the
offing, and the Liberal Party in that State does
not have an issue to hang its hat on, and so it has
to incite the trade union movement. It is always a
winner to tell the electorate what the Liberal
Party will do in regard to the trade union
movement and strikes. When we get down to the
issue we find on the part of the Government it is a
matter of generalisation and words, but no
action at all. There is more than a 99 per cent
chance that the men will return to work
tomorrow.

Mr Coyne: Will you guarantee that?
Mr McIVER: Yes, I will, because the Minister

has already been told.
Mr O'Connor: I have not.
Mr McIVER: Well, the Minister tells the

House he has not been told, but I am telling it he
has been told. I will leave it to members to judge
who is correct.

Mr O'Connor: Who told me? Will you not tell
me that?
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Mr McIVER: The Premier always says we
must abide by the umpire and that there must be
a process of arbitration. However, in his second
reading speech the Minister said a decision has
been delayed because of this irresponsible attitude
by the TWU. The truth of the matter is that the
commission is not available to hear any matters
other than appeals this week. No doubt the
Government and the Minister and his department
have known that for weeks. Therefore, that
statement by the Minister is utter humbug. The
Transport Workers' Union has been before
Commissioner Halliwell, who has made his
recommendations which, in true democratic style,
will be delivered to the men tomorrow. There is
no question in my mind that the men will return
to work.

I repeat that, being aware of those facts, the
Government is endeavouring to bulldoze this Bill
through the House tonight, knowing full well the
men will return to work tomorrow. The
Government is taking this action so that it can say
to the people of Western Australia, "What a
wonderful Government we are. We have solved
the strike and saved you all. There will be normal
supplies of bread and milk."

I want to tell members I have seen this happen
before, and the Government is only inciting the
trade union movement. The actions of the
Government could result in a national stoppage.
If the Government continues its harassment of the
trade union movement everything throughout
Australia could be brought to a halt.

Mr O'Connor: Are you going to tell me who is
supposed to have told me the men will return to
work, because if one person has said that will
occur it means the meeting tomorrow will be to no
purpose?

Mr McIV ER: I will not enter into a witch hunt.
I was told on very good authority that the
Minister was informed the men would return to
work tomorrow.

Mr O'Connor: Surely you can tell me by whom
I was told.

Several members interjected.
Mr McOVER: I do not mind interjections, as

long as they are made one at a time. Let me
handle the young lad from the Pilbara first. What
is his worry?

Mr Sodeman:. I asked you did not the men
themselves have a vote, or are they dictated to by
somebody?

Mr McIV ER: That shows how much members
opposite know about the trade union movement.
Of course the men will have a say. Earlier in the

debate someone said that only 300 of the many
thousands of members spoke. Of course they all
have a say; but I do not have the time at this
stage to explain the fundamentals of the trade
union movement. I will explain them on another
occasion when I have plenty of time.

Mr Sodeman: Despite your condescending
manner, you did say they would be told to go back
to work.

Mr McIVER: It would do the member for
Pilbara good, improve his general knowledge, and
improve him as a politician if he were to obtain
some literature concerning the trade union
movement so that he may learn how it operates
and may understand the democratic system it
supports.

Mr Sodeman: Pontificating does not become
you.

Mr McIVER: The Leader of the Opposition
also referred to the case of the airline pilots and
air traffic controllers. I wholeheartedly support
his comments. One of the prime reasons the air
traffic controllers went on strike was that of the
safety of air travellers in Australia. I wonder how
many members of this House have been in an air
controllers' room, particularly at an international
airport such as Heathrow. If members have seen,
these men at their work they would realise the
responsibility they accept. They went on strike to
ensure that the safety of the people of Australia
would be maintained.

I remember that many years ago when I was
employed by the railways we were forced to
take trains through a tunnel one after the other.
This continued until a driver-Fireman was gassed
and the train ran back and was derailed, It caused
no end of trouble. We were forced to strike to
bring to the attention of the Government the
ridiculous and dangerous situation. That occurred
during war time when everyone was playing his
part and the cartage of war materials was vital.
The principle that applied then applies today.

Let me leave this thought with members
opposite: A man may take home $130 in his pay
packet, and he must face his wife when he gets
home and he has commitments to meet; yet next
door to him another man doing similar work has
already been granted an increase of $8.50. What
is his reaction when asked to stop work? The
answer is obvious.

We had the same situation in respect of
Australian Iron and Steel when men were forced
to Strike because other workers working for Alcoa
on the other side of a cyclone-wire fence had
received an increase. They were fitters and
turners, and yet the men working for Australian
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Iron and Steel and doing the same job were
unable to receive a flow-on. Such situations are
encouraged by the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry and the President of the
Liberal Party, who is emerging as an orator in
respect of union matters.

This has been happening right throughout the
trade union movement, not only in this State but
also throughout the rest of Australia, and
particularly where Liberal Governments are in
office-although now only a few are left and after
the Victorian elections there will be one less. So
we see the real reason for the introduction of this
Bill.

The Leader of the Opposition immediately saw
through this charade and has clearly indicated, as
have my other colleagues, the real reason for the
introduction of the measure.

To strengthen my argument I might add that
70 000 workers in Australia today already receive
the $8.50; 35 000 workers in New South Wales
and 35 000 workers in other States receive that
payment, except those in Western Australia and
those in the banana State of Queensland, which is
led by that unbalanced madman.

Sir Charles Court: It has not got them very far
in New South Wales because they happen to be
joining with the long-distance truck operators.

Mr MOIVER: In that State 35 000 workers are
receiving the $8.50. The payment has not been
applied only in Western Australia and
Queensland. Do not forget that Western Australia
has the highest cost of living in Australasia. Mr
Speaker, do you not think it would be just and
reasonable that Western Australian workers
should be the first to receive the $8.50, and not
the last?

Mr O'Connor: If we cannot get milk, bread or
eggs the cost of living will come down.

Mr McI VER: Even if we did not eat bread,
milk or eggs I think our cost of living would still
be the highest. In fact, I think it would do some of
us a lot of good to go without those things
occasionally.

I wish to make the point to members opposite
that when a union makes a submission, it is not
automatically granted a flow-on. A very solid case
must be prepared. In many cases, too, the union
advocate is simply a person who has come from
the rank and file membership. The member for
Collie is a typical example of this; from the
depths of the mine, he was made an advocate of
his union. When these people go into court, they
are up against the best lawyers the companies and
the Confederation of Western Australian Industry
can produce. Do members think the Industrial

Commission simply grants the increase because
the union has asked for it? Let them just ponder
that point when they are hounding unions at every
available opportunity.

When this matter was before the Full Bench of
the Arbitration Court under the judicious eye of
Deputy President Williams, there was no doubt in
his mind that these people were justified and
entitled to an increase of $8.50. This is what the
strike is all about. It is not about the withdrawal
of the supply of milk, bread and eggs; it concerns
the right of union members to receive a decent
wage in return for their labour, so that their
families for whom they are responsible can be fed,
clothed and educated. We all like a raise; every
worker in the community likes to keep pace with
the cost of living.

If the Government is going to concentrate on
the trade union movement and if it wants full
confrontation with that movement, let it have the
courage to stand and tell us. It should not do it
behind newspapers or through the various
publicity officers it is able to employ from the
very adequate finances of the Liberal Party. It
should tell the people concerned in this dispute
what it is going to do.

However, irrespective of whether the
Government gaols them, gasses them, or puts
them away on Devil's Island, the principle
embodied in the trade union movement will stand
strong. The union movement consists of genuine
people. Of course, we will always get a few bad
apples in every barrel. However, I am talking now
about the genuine unionists who in the past have
strived to obtain conditions which the younger
generation today enjoy and which, unfortunately,
.many of them do not appreciate. Of course, in
many ways we are all apathetic and do not attend
union meetings as we should.

Nevertheless if the Government is out to try to
destroy these people, let it say so. I know whom
my money is going to be on when the chips are
down and the votes are counted.

There is an old saying, "When the boys are
with you, you will swamp to victory but when
they are cold you should give it away". I oppose
the Bill in its entirety.

MR SKIDMORE (Swan) (9.55 p.m.]: I can
recall some time ago when the flourmillers' union
was in dispute over its entitlements to a flow-on of
a Federal award that the powers of Government
were brought down upon that union in the form of
a Bill introduced in this House. That legislation
subsequently became an Act of Parliament and
has only recently been removed from the Statute
book due to the effluxion of time.
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Perhaps it is not commonly known that the
reasons behind the introduction of that legislation
were Virtually the same as those applying on this
occasion.

However, before getting on to that side of the
matter to show how insincere the Government has
been in its effotts to conciliate, arbitrate and
confer and to try to solve disputes-as distinct
from causing disputes-with trade unions I wish
to go over some of the points made in passing by
the member for Avon relating to the history of
this award. He Covered the subject very well.
However, I should like to make a few pertinent
points for the benefit of the member for Cottesloe,
who made such outrageous statements regarding
the manner in which the Transport Workers'
Union conducted its affairs, when he claimed it
did not go to arbitration and refused to accept the
referee's decision. I believe the term he used was
"guttersnipe people" or some such derogatory
term.

A parent award in the industrial scene is that
award which sets the standards and conditions of
all other awards which are married to it by the
criteria established by the Industrial Commissions
throughout Australia. In this case, the parent
award is the Federal transport workers' award of
1972; that is the vehicle which has affected
all related awards in every State of Australia for
quite some time.

However, when an application was made by the
Transport Workers' Union to the Federal
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission for a
flow-on from the Federal award a very strange
circumstance arose. In some way or another, the
employers Were able to convince the-commission
to place that hearing at the bottom of the list so
that the Federal parent award would not appear
ahead of any others until such time as they had a
fragmented award situation.

What this means, of course, is that until the
Federal award comes to the top of the list, each
State will have to fight its own peculiar issues.
That is a classic example of an industrial situation
being used by employers to circumvent what has
been going on for years as a fair and reasonable
proposition. Until such time as the parent award
gets to the top of the court lists, obviously this
dispute regarding the flow-on award will
continue.

When the union approached the employers they
refused to negotiate and would not try to have the
commission place the Federal parent award at the
top of the list so that it could be determined. To
this day, it has not been done.

The member for Avon mentioned the situation
in New South Wales, and the Premier jumped in
boots, belt and braces about the workers in New
South Wales not receiving the $8.50. The Premier
says workers in New South Wales are not covered
by transport awards, so it would be a very small
number of workers receiving the $8.50. Let me
bring the Premier up to date. The relevant New
South Wales union has been able to convince the
commission--either federally or State-to amend
13 awards in New South Wales to allow the $8.50
flow-on. That gives the lie to the specious
argument of the Premier when interjecting on the
member for Avon, trying to denigrate the fact
that so many workers in New South Wales had
been awarded the flow-on.

The member for Avon referred to Tasmania,
Victoria and South Australia. It is a great pity
that the industrial relations apprentice is not in
the House; he would be able to gain a little
knowledge of how our system works for the
betterment of both the employer and
employee-that is, of course, if the Government
would only stop interfering in industrial relations
and allow them to get on with the job of
conciliation.

The parent award in those three States is the
Transport Workers' (Federal) General Award.
Members will realise that until such time as it is
possible for workers under those circumstances to
have the award dealt with, there will be dispute.
The parent award is not being dealt with. That
dispute will continue.

In relation to the question raised by the
member for Vasse, it is true there are about
70 000 workers in Australia already receiving the
$8.50 flow-on. The commission in this State has
always been conscious of the requirement of
ensuring that, where there is a nexus with a
Federal award, it grants a flow-on as a matter of
industrial courtesy and as a matter of equity and
good conscience, as stated in the Act. An
argument has rarely been advanced in the
Industrial Commission, except by the employers,
indicating good reasons for the flow-on not to take
place.

In fact, that happened in relation to the millers'
award on several occasions. There was a
continuous fight for a flow-on from the parent
award to the State awards for something like the
lifetime of $he millers' union. However, a couple
of years ago we were able to say to the employers,
"if you persist in your attitude of saying that we
in this State cannot get the flow-on of the rates
now being paid to every other State in Australia,
we are going to go Federal, and you can stick
your arbitration court in this State. We will not
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have a bar of it." When we said that, there was a
Change of attitude by the employers. They
immediately said, "That is no good to us.'" That
was the attitude of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry. It said, "If it goes Federal,
we are going to lose business because we won't
have any employers to look after. They will get
out of our employers' federation because there
will be no need for them to come to us and ask us
to work on their side."

Those are the vexatious reasons given at times
in industrial issues. They are the reasons which
have raced the Transport Workers' Union on the
occasion of this dispute.

I said I would refer to the question of the close
analogy between - this situation and the
flourmillers' dispute of recent times. However,
before dealing with that I would like to deal with
some of the remarks made by the apprentice of
the Government in industrial matters, the
member for Cottesloe.

I suggest with great respect that if the member
for Cottesloc adopted before an Industrial
Commission the attitude he has adopted in this
House, he would be pulled into gear very smartly.
He would be required to be respectful to the
commission and respectful to those he
represented.

The attitude of the member for Cottesloc
tonight was one of disrespect to the worker. He
denigrated the workers by calling them names,
which I do not wish to repeat. They can be read in
the Hansard. Those names certainly were not to
the credit of the member for Cottesloe.

I detected a weakness in the argument of the
member for Cottesloc. When one looks at it, the
weakness in his argument is abundantly clear
when it comes to the question of, what he was
trying to do in regard to the Transport Workers'
Union- He took out the big tar brush. He waved it
here, there, and everywhere; and he hoped that a
bit of the tar would stick. He has failed dismally.
He finished up with a one inch brush and an
empty tar bucket, at the end of the road. All of
what he said has little bearing on the dispute the
Transport Workers' Union is presently involved
in.

That dispute has been to arbitration. The union
is still before the Industrial Commission on this
question. The union will consider the
commission's decision tomorrow, and it will
probably accept the arbitrator's decision. After
discussing the situation with the officials of the
Transport Workers' Union tonight, I believe that
the members of that union will in all probability
accept the decision of the arbitrator.

I wish to deal with the issue raised by the
member for Cotiesloc. He read an article from a
paper indicating that one Paddy Hartnett of the
Transport Workers' Union had said they were
going to stop the feed getting to the poultry
farmers, and that they were going to see that
supplies were cut off to the firms which did not
measure up. I challenge the member for Cottesloe
to tell me in this House, later in the debate, of
any supplier of goods or any industry which had
been refused any of those things needed to carry
on business. My challenge is in regard to oil for
bakeries, flour for bakers, as mentioned by the
Minister tonight, and feed for poultry farmers.

I am aware in relation to the feed for poultry
farmers that the feed is getting through. The
members of my union mill the feed, and they are
distributing it. It is getting through. There is no
restriction on that. On every occasion when our
union has been involved in a dispute, we have
ensured that those people receive their supplies so
that there are no dead chickens. That would be a
terrible thing, and it would be an indictment of
any union if that were done.

With regard to flour, I can only maintain my
surprise that the Tip Top Bakery had any trouble
at all at the early stage of the dispute. I would
suggest to the Minister it had no more a flour
shortage than I have money-that is a fairly good
analogy to make. Frankly, I just do not believe it
has had a flour shortage.

Mr O'Connor: The Roman Bakery has been out
or flour for days.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am not talking about those
bakeries. I am talking about the one mentioned by
the Minister-the Tip Top Bakery. That firm has
a storage bin with plenty of flour in it. There is a
large quantity of flour leaving the Cottesloe mill
for the Tip Top Bakeries which must be going
down the drain somewhere. It is going out in the
trucks, and it is not returning to the mill. I do not
know where it is going. The bakery is receiving its
flour.

In relation to milk, I am aware of the effort
that the Government and the producers have
made to ensure that the public receive their milk.
I am also aware of the fact that the Government
has been able, through the Public Health
Department, to give the unipasteurised milk a
clearance. Let us face the fact that for many,
many years unpasteurised milk was used. It is a
simple matter for the householder to pasteurise it.
That is not something remarkable or something
wonderful.

It has been proved tonight that milk is
available. In fact, that applies to the three
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commodities flQw on the Table of the
H-ouse-eggs, bread, and milk. I would be happy
to take the member for Vasse and the member
who accompanied him through my bailiwick, to
visit the stores. There are the Centrepoint at
Midland, the Bassendean town centre, three or
four delicatessens on the old Bassendean-Perib
road, the delicatessen where I purchase my
newspaper, and one next door to it, and there is a
delicatessen next to my office. I had no trouble in
any of those in being able to purchase any of the
three commodities on the Table of' the House, in
any quantity I wanted. In fact, in one of the shops
I said, "Your bread is not in the usual place." The
lass behind the counter said, "No, Mr Skidmore.
There is a great big trolley over there. That's how
much we've got of it. Here is all the bread you
need", and the Government says there is a
shortage of bread, eggs, and milk. There does not
appear to be any shortage. So much for the
validity of the argument put to the Chamber by
the Minister that the Government has to bring in
this legislation to protect the interests of the
consumers who are not receiving those goods
which they should rightly receive.

I understand the member for Collie, by way of
interjection, mentioned that little attention was
being given to those people for whom I
understand possibly the member for Cottesloc and
certainly the Minister cried crocodile tears; that
is, the pensioners. What the transport union has
done to them in this dispute is no more nor less an
imposition than they are subjected to month after
month. They are in no worse position in regard to
milk supplies or bread supplies than they are
normally, because each and everyk one of them
knows that in many suburbs he would be lucky to
Aind a milk vendor to deliver his milk. These
vendors are no longer available as people are
going to one-stop shops where they can buy all
goods at all times.

Whereas aged pensioners were able to travel
free on public transport under the Tonkin
Government they now pay a fee for the dubious
right to get on a bus or train and pick up their
eggs, bread and milk. So much for the Minister
and his concern for the pensioners.

I shall refer now to a matter raised by
interjection by "the mouth", the member for
Karrinyup. He stated that the Transport
Workers' Union was directly concerned in New
South Wales in a dispute involving truck hauliers
who were blocking the highway on the Razorback
Range about 35 kilometres out of Sydney. He
said the dispute was the result of action by the
TWU. Perhaps my ears were deceiving me when I
received a phone call in this regard. My

understanding of the position is that, as correctly
reported in the Daily News, the organisation
involved is an association of owner-drivers. It is
not a union affiliated with any commission I know
of in New South Wales or in the rest of Australia.

Mr Blaikie: The Long Distance Road Hauliers
Transport Association. They are members of the
Transport Workers' Union.

Point of Order
Mr BRYCE: I request that the member for

Vasse, having now been able to attest to the
authenticity of the milk, bread, and eggs in front
of him, return them to the Table of the House. I
tabled them for the benefit of the House; I did not
bring them here so that they could be given to the
daughters of the member for Vasse.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps the
member for Vasse might explain what has
occurred.

Mr BLAIKIE: I took the bread under the right
available to all members of the Chamber to
inspect any document, papers, or other matters
tabled in the Parliament. I have done this by
courtesy of the attendant who asked the Speaker
whether this was satisfactory. I am still in the
process of studying the goods and at the
appropriate time they will be returned to the
Table of the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There is no point of
order.

Debate Resumed

Mr SKIDMORE: The analogy was made by
the member for Cottesloe that the actions of the
association involved in the dispute in New South
Wales were parallel to the actions of the TWU in
this State. There is a big difference between
trucks blocking a highway and stopping people
going about their lawful business and what is
occurring here. It would be just as reprehensible
for any group of people here to adopt the policy of
those truck owners in New South Wales. I believe
that is sufficient answer to the rather nebulous
proposition the member for Cottesloe tried to
relate when referring to the workers in this State
and in particular the TWU. He should not have
compared the way in which the truck drivers in
New South Wales were acting with the actions of
the TWU in this State.

My understanding of the situation in New
South Wales is that the Minister for Transport
there, a Mr Cox, stated that whilst there has been
disputation with the association for quite some
time regarding the imposition of road tax which
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the drivers have refused to pay, the Minister has
made an offer to those people on the Razorback
Range that he would make an arrangement for a
helicopter to pick up their negotiators, transport
them to Sydney for discussions, and then have
them returned in the helicopter to report on what
the Minister had to say about the situation.

So much for the efforts of the member for
Cottesloe to make something out of an issue
which has nothing to do with what is before this
House. I come to the very pertinent point of the
great similarity between the actions of the
Government during the flourmillers' dispute and
the introduction of this Bill tonight.

I have said it before and I say again that
because of the interference of the present
Minister for Labour and Industry's predecessor,
the H-on. William Grayden, that flourmillers'
dispute was exacerbated when he arranged for
trucks to move into the mills when the dispute
had been solved in the courts. These were trucks
to be supplied by the company known as ASL,
about whose activities the police have had
something to say. The trucks were moved in an
hour after the unions, the employers, and the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry
had solved the problem and come to an
agreement.

Mr Grayden: What rubbish!
Mr SKIDMORE: I was at the negotiating

table on the Saturday morning in question and,
during the Period of an hour and a half discussi on,
we reached agreement on all points in dispute and
had indicated to the employers we would return to
work. That was exactly at 9.28 am. I know that
because I took particular note of the time.
Having reached that decision we then sat around
for perhaps a further quarter of an hour
discussing how we would set things in motion, get
the men b4ck to work, and the way in which the
mills would begin their shifts on the Monday. One
cannot simply press a green button and start a
mill rolling, because we do not allow gristing to
take place in flour mills on Sunday unless four
times the going rate is paid.

We allowed it to occur on this occasion so that
the mills could roll. We had no sooner completed
negotiations than we received advice over the
telephone. The message was taken by an
employee of the confederation. I shall not use his
particular terms, but I will paraphrase what he
said. He used strong language. He came to us and
said, "You will not believe it; that silly bloody so-
and-so has moved the strike breakers into the
mill." The employer said, "For hell's sake, what is
going on?" That is the truth of the matter. I put

that matter in its proper context to indicate the
similarity between that situation and the one with
which we are dealing at present.

This union is negotiating and intends to accept
a settlement on the basis of an arbitrated decision
in this State. The union is on the threshold of
accepting the settlement. The present position, of
course, is that the union must go to the men-and
they are the only people to whom it should go-in
the morning. They will make the final decision.

Like all unions, the officers have a
responsibility to the people of Western Australia.
They have carried out their responsibility by
performing the tasks they have been briefed to
perform under the Industrial Arbitration Act.
The poor old union officials of the Transport
Workers' Union have received the greatest
roasting of their lives tonight, because they are
supposed to have performed these duties. The
union officials will be going to the meeting
tomorrow and putting the proposition to the
members that they should return to work and
accept the decision of the arbitrator. That is my
understanding of the position.

I should like to take a bet on the decision the
men will arrive at tomorrow. I am sure they will
accept the arbitrated decision. I simply ask, "Why
the need?" The Minister said that, had the
situation I have just enunciated occurred, the
Government would not have introduced this
legislation tonight. I do not believe that the
Government would forgo the opportunity to
introduce this legislation to the House, supported
by the specious arguments put forward, which will
cripple the Transport Workers' Union or any
other union that fights for its rights.

The Government hopes this legislation will
cripple unions which have fought to achieve a
flow-on arrangement over many years by
negotiation and which have achieved it as a result
of the decision of the Federal Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission and by the Western
Australian Industrial Commission.

Can members blame unions for taking umbrage
at the way in which Governments operate in
regard to industrial disputes in this country? Mr
Street, the Minister for Labour and Industry in
the Federal Government, moved for the
deregistration of the Transport Workers' Union in
the Federal court. If our State Minister ever does
that, I hope he will sit back and think of the
consequences of his action. What happens if we
deregister a union in the legal sense? We remove
the control the union has over the members it
represents.

Mir Sibson: That is what worries them.
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Mr SKIDMORE: It does not worry me at all.
Mr Sibson: No; it worries the unions.
Mr SKIDMORE: It does not Worry the uni ons

in the way the member for Bunbury is implying.
It removes the very control which industrial
arbitration places upon the unions.

Mr Sibson: It allowsthemn to join a less militant
union.

Mr SKIDMORE: I ask the member for
Bunbury to be quiet and to educate himself.

Mr Sibson: I have finished now.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Government removes

the control of the unions by saying to the officials
concerned, "You are not able legally to go out
and speak to your members. If you do, you will be
in breach of the Industrial Arbitration Act. You
are not allowed to operate the funds of the union,
because if you do you will be in breach of the
Industrial Arbitration Act. If you do anything
that you normally do to achieve industrial peace
and to get workers to remain on the job, you will
be in breach of the Industrial Arbitration Act." I
should like to make it clear that trade union
officials generally endeavour to avoid strike
action.

As far as this particular matter is concerned,
the Transport Workers' Union has been
negotiating for two years. If members believe that
negotiating for two years on an award flow-on is
an unreasonably short time for negotiations
before taking strike action, then their idea of
industrial peace and harmony is different from
mine.

Deregistration will achieve nothing. If the
Transport Workers' Union is deregistered in this
State the Government will get the backs up of the
whole of the Transport Workers' Union
throughout Australia, and for what purpose?
Nothing at all will be achieved, other than, as the
member for Warren so ably said, to embarrass
people politically. One is not unmindful of the
fact that an election campaign is presently under
way in Victoria. Perhaps because the H-amer
Government is doing so Poorly in achieving its
aspirations for re-e!ection, it needs a rabbit to be
pulled out of the hat. Perhaps hashing unions at
the appropriate time is the tactic which will spare
the Hamer Government from failure.

This may be the intention of the Government,
resulting from its ineptitude in its legislative
programme and its inability to do all the
wonderful things for the country it said it would
do. If this is to be another political stunt to
confront the unions with a piece of legislation
such as this, I can only agree that it is politicking.

I believe this is the case. I do not believe the
Minister when he says that had the workers
indicated their acceptance of the arbitrated
decision, and had the Government been given that
assurance, it would not have introduced this
legislation. If that is the case, I ask why the Act,
once it is gazetted, should remain on the Statute
book for so long. Why does it have to last until
the 21st sitting day of the next Parliament?

Mr JIamieson: About October next year.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister has admitted

that the legislation is designed to control the
ruthless Transport Workers' Union which is
denying the public the supply of eggs, milk, and
bread. We have indicated that these commodities
are able to be obtained very easily. The Minister
says that is the only reason for the Bill, and yet it
is to remain on the Statute book for 12 or 14
months. Is the Government fair dinkum or does it
wish to use this legislation on other unions? If
that is the case, the Government should be honest
and it should let the trade union movement know
that it is hell-bent on causing and fomenting
industrial disputation in this State. That is
precisely what this legislation will achieve.'

This situation is almost identical with the
situation we had with the legislation introduced in
the flourmillers' dispute. This Bill transgresses
once more all the issues which the commissioners
have tried to build up over the Years in order to
assist industrial conciliation. It makes the
commissioners look like a lot of billy goats; like
people who are inefficient and unable to make
decisions; and like people who have no knowledge
of industrial law. The Government has said the
commissioners are a mob of idiots, because they
brought down these decisions previously and they
will bring them down again. The Government has
said the commissioners are causing disputation in
the unions and it will not have a bar of it. The
Government has said, "We intend to make sure
we take the power of conciliation out of your
hands and we will place it in our hands." This
Government is anti-union and has so little to offer
the people of Western Australia that it is going to
use this as a form of politicking when we come to
a general election.

With my knowledge of the trade union
movement I believe that if the Government
pursues its present course it will be on the road of
no return. If it uses such legislation at this time or
at any other time in connection with any union
the Government will not only face the problems it
is encountering now, but it will also ruin the
whole of the arbitration system in Western
Australia. It will be brought into disrepute by the
legislation. Such responsibility will rest fairly and
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squarely on the shoulders of the Government
because it has submitted the legislation to us.

In the remaining nine minutes available to me,
in all sincerity, I would like to suggest to the
Government that it does not proceed with the
legislation. The Opposition has adequately
demonstrated that there are no shortages. I am
aware that at a later stage in the debate the
Minister will indicate that the actions of the
Government have overcome these shortages.

I understand that the Government has
indicated that it cannot, for much longer,
maintain milk supplies under the present system.

r ail to understand why this is not possible. The
TWU has indicated that it will transport the milk
to the normal depots. Is that not so?

Mr O'Connor: No. It will transport the milk
only to country depots, not metropolitan depots.

Mr SICIDMORE: What happens subsequently
to the milk which is transported to the country
depots? Is it not then transported to Perth?

Mr O'Connor: No. They will not bring it to
Perth. It goes to depots iwhere it is treated in a
different way and the farmer gets much less than
he does normally. They have not agreed to bring
the milk to Perth, if that is what you are asking.

Mr SKCIDMORE: I cannot understand why
there is so much concern about milk supplies
when it is quite obvious adequate supplies are
available.

Mr Sibson: But you do not-
Mr SKIDMORE: I turn my back on the

member who is rudely interjecting. If he were to
say anything intelligent I would reply, but usually
he does not say anything intelligent which is
worthy of a reply.

The Government is flying in the face of danger.
It has indicated it wants the legislation because it
cannot sustain the present situation. I want to
know why it cannot.

Mr O'Connor: How about sending a few people
to help bottle the milk?

Mr SKIDMORE: I do not know where we will
get volunteer workers.

Mr O'Connor: That answers the question. It is
impossible unless we have volunteer labour.

Mr SKIDMORE: If the Government wants
volunteer labour it cannot look to all the
unemployed who would very much like to
volunteer for work. If the Government will find
the wherewithal to pay them and will let me know
how many workers it wants for the bottling of
milk, I will guarantee to get all the workers
required.

Mr Sibson: You would not let them work
though.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am hazarding a guess that
there will be no need tomorrow.

Mr Clarko: That would be scab labour, you
know.

Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Karrinyup
did not listen. He is almost as bad as the member
for Bunbury.

Mr Clarko: Do you deny that the TWU is
involved in New South Wales?

Mr Pearce: You will have to get the Governor
up at dawn tomorrow if he is to assent to this Bill
before the dispute is over.

Mr Clarko: I did not know you were allowed to
interject.

Mr Pearce: I have been quiet for an hour. You
cannot ask for more than that.

Mr SKIDMORE: I hope I have given Hansard
sufficient time in which to record those asides.

Mr Clarko: You think the paper is wrong?
Mr SKIDMORE: The honourable member is

referring to the Daily News.
Mr Clarko: Say it is wrong if you think so.
Mr SKIDMORE: If the member for Karrinyup

will settle down I will continue. While he was
absent I answered the remarks regarding the
Daily News.

Mr Clarko: I was not absent.
Mr B. T. Burke: You have been absent every

minute you have been here.
Mr SKIDMORE: I will allow the member for

Karrinyup to draw his own conclusions. I suggest
he read the highly intelligent, well-constructed
speech by the member for Swan and he will
understand precisely what was said.

Mr B. T. Burke: He probably cannot read.
Mr SKIDMORE: If he cannot read, I will

make available to him three quarters of an hour
of my time to read the speech to him, including
all the punctuation.

Mr Clarko: The only thing you know about
education is that you went to school once!

Mr SKIDMORE: The Government requires a
weapon with which 10 whip the trade union
movement in the period before the forthcoming
election. It is hoping to foment trouble in the
movement for the purpose of political conniving.
It wants to be able to say to the people of Western
Australia that the so-and-so unions are destroying
the economy of the country; that the workers will
not bend their backs to do a decent day's work;
that all the troubles are the result of the rotten
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things done by the trade union movement with its
"lefties". I suggest that the Government considers
the "lefties" are the long distance transport
drivers in New South Wales. All unionists
involved in disputes are "lefties", according to the
Government.

Such talk does not hold water. It is as worn out
as are the old railway carriages about which we
have heard recently. The Government has allowed
them to deteriorate so that people have become
sick and tired of riding in antiquated carriages.
This is one of the reasons given by the
Government for the closure of the Fremantle-
Perth railway line; but that is another subject.
The Government is hiding behind all kinds of
accusations it makes concerning unions.

Amendment to Motion
Mr SKIDMORE: I move an amendment-

That the passage "in 24 hours" be added
to the motion after the Word "time".

Mr JAMIHESON: Mr Speaker-
Mr SHALDERS: Mr Speaker-
The SPEAKER: The member for Murray.
Mr SHALDERS: I move-

That the House do now divide.
Mr Davies: Steady! My goodness!
Several members interjected.

Point of Order

Mr DAVIES: Mr Speaker, I have to object to
your decision, on this occasion on behalf of the
member for Welshpool, who was on his feet and
who was speaking.

Mr Clarko: There is no rule.
Mr DAVIES: I am objecting on behalf of the

member for Welshpool. If the member for
Karrinyup wants to enter the debate, let him get
up and do so.

Mr Clarko: That is solid!
Mr DAVIES: I am objecting on behalf of the

member for Welshpool. You looked directly at
him. You nodded your head back and forth
waiting for the member for Murray, who was
dilatory in rising to his feet. You knew he would
move the gag. The member for Welshpool was
properly on his feet and is entitled to speak.

The SPEAKER: Order! I want to draw the
attention of the Leader of the Opposition to the
fact that there have been two speakers from the
Opposition side and I was looking for a
spokesman from the Government side, bearing in

mind that an amendment had been moved by the
last speaker for the Opposition.

Mr Skidmore: The member for Swan.
The SPEAKER: I submit there is no Standing

Order or any other precedent under which a
Speaker must call any particular member
irrespective of whether that member is on his feet
first or some considerable time later.

Mr Clarko: That is right.
The SPEAKER: I have given the call to the

member for Murray, and that is the way it stands.
Mr DAVIES: Are you suggesting there is no

Standing Order indicating that the member who
first rises to his feet and attracts the Speaker's
attention is the person to be given the call? I am
sure that if you gave us five minutes we could rind
such a Standing Order.

The SPEAKER: Order! Let me tell the Leader
of the Opposition that there is no Standing Order.
If he can find one he is entitled to challenge my
ruling, but my understanding of Standing Orders
is that there is no particular Standing Order
which requires me to give the call to the first
person who rises to his feet. The member for
Murray.

Mr SHALDERS: I have moved that the House
do now divide.

The SPEAKER: Order! The question is that
the House do now divide. The division will be on
the-amendment moved by the member for Swan.

Mr DAVIES: Are we dividing on the
amendment moved by the member for Swan?
With respect, I think the question is that the
House do now divide, not with regard to the
amendment moved by the member for Swan.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
The SPEAKER: That is right; the question is

that the House do now divide.
Motion put and a division taken with the

following result-
Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
MrsCraig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mdr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rush to
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
MtrSpriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
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Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Motion thus passed.

Amendment put an
following result-

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

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
MrGrayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Maci~innon
Mr McPharlin

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

da division taken with the

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rush ton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [10.48 p.m.]: I
have tried to say a few words on a number of
occasions tonight and at last I am successful. I
will try to apply myself to the Bill now that I have
had an opportunity to read it. It makes interesting
reading and, under other circumstances, one
might congratulate the Government on its
amazing turn to socialism. This is exactly that;, an
extreme measure of socialism. In other words, the
Government takes everything it wants for the
purpose of implementing the provisions of this
Bill.

Mr Coyne: Only for a certain time.

Mr Bertram: What does that matter?

Mr JAMIESON; If the Government changes
next year, and the new Government decides to
take the produce off the properties of the
producers, it will have the authority to do so
under the provisions of this Bill. That
Government will have the authority to sell the
produce, and argue about compensation
afterwards, It is a nationalisation of farm
produce. Every time the Premier wants to use
some heavy stick against the union movement, he
always turns to the extreme of socialism, which he
hates so much.

I often wonder whether the Premier's father
rests soundly in his grave. All his life he was a
jreat advocate of the trade union movement and
he was a very active and capable member of the
movement. That we are now faced with somebody
who is the direct opposite and who brings forward
into the Houses of Parliament, through his
Government, legislation such as this befuddles the
mind and makes one wonder what one can expect
as a parent in the future. Perhaps the progress of
the world is becoming too fast for some people,
and I suggest that is the case with the Premier.
He cannot keep up with it, so he has to pull
everything back to his range of movement. That
seems to be the situation existing today.

The practice of dealing with the problems that
come up from time to time by using a heavy stick
must stop. There must be more talking. When
the Labor Party is in government it has no
alternative but to talk because it cannot get
legislation through the Parliament to enable it to
dominate situations which arise. It has to talk; it
has to be conciliatory; and it has to be able to
discuss with people. When the Liberal Party is in
government it is a different matter. It is a matter
of using the big stick and hitting wherever one
sees a head.

This kind of action has been typical this year.
People must dress up in the uniform of the landed
gentry of I50 years ago who gave the orders and
the beltings to the workers. That must be kept
going! That is what the Government has been
doing. We have seen the Premier parading around
like a stuffed duck, not in the garb of the people
who were in Western Australia 150 years ago but
in the garb of the landed gentry, the very few who
came here with many possessions and were given
land and authority over the people. The people
had the commodities that were given to them in
those days, and the Premier would have that
Situation again today.

That is not good enough in this day and age.
We are entitled to expect a conciliatory attitude
on the part of the Premier. This is 1979, in case
the Premier does not know it-in case he has
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missed a few years. His thinking seems to be that
of 150 years ago. There are no problems that will
not be solved effectively if he is prepared to get
around the table and discuss them. Has he ever
personally attempted to come to grips with these
problems! He has not offered to discuss the
problems that beset the various unions from time
to time.

I recall Premier Tonkin doing that on a number
of occasions with a great deal of success. He had
a hot receptiofl from Alcoa workers on occasions
and also from the transport workers at Perth
Oval. Nevertheless, he was prepared to go there
and put the situation of his Government and the
situation of the people of this State to the workers
assembled. Is this Premier prepared to do that?
Of course he is not. Are any of his Ministers
prepared to do that? Of course they are not. They
are neither capable of taking nor game to take
such action, and that is where the whole trouble
lies. They are incompetent. They are unable to
discuss matters in the way they should with the
organisations and the people they represent. They
should be forced into some action of this kind.

It is a pity the Government has not had a taste
of the forbidding action of the Legislative Council
to force it into some conciliatory action. If it is
worth its salt as a House of Review, it is about
time the Legislative Council took some action
when legislation of this kind comes up; but it will
not, It will put a rubber stamp on what occurs
here, and I can predict now that when we have
finished with the Bill we will be going home and
the Premier will know that even though an
amendment could be moved in the Legislative
Council it will put its rubber stamp on the Bill
and it will not be amended.

That is the kind of charade that occurs in this
Parliament under absolute power. The old saying
that power corrupts and absolute power corrupts
absolutely is borne out by the Court Government.
It is corrupt in its use of power. The corruption is
very obvious and there is no doubt that the
Government is prepared to use it. It is a weakness
of Governments. If Governments are strong they
can solve their problems without recourse to law,
without hitting everywhere they see a head, and
without recourse to excessive legislation to cover
their weaknesses. But this Government is not
prepared to try to solve problems in that way. All
it is prepared tod do is scurry to the legislative
chambers to get some coverage so that it can soole
the police onto somebody and put more people
into gaols which are already full, creating more
problems for those who are trying to administer
that part of our system.

That is all this legislation will do. It will give
further permission to cover such circumstances,
enabling people to be gaoled for up to six months
and enabling individuals to be fined $2 000 and
bodies corporate to be fined $5 000. It is a penalty
type of Government. We might have expected
something like this at the beginning of the colony
but surely we have got beyond that now. We
would have thought we had, but obviously we
have not.

The Dill gives the Minister some wondrous
powers. He has power to proclaim foodstuffs and
commodities which are to be brought under the
control of the legislation. He has power to set up
the administration and powers to seize essential
foodstuffs, packaging, and everything related to
them. The Minister also has power to delegate his
authority. He can retain those powers for a time.

The Dill also states how compensation may be
awarded. Under a certain type of Government it
would be rather remarkable to see milk being
taken from the property of the member for Vasse
or someone who had fallen foul of the
Government, who would then have to go before a
single arbitrator appointed by the Minister from
amongst the judges of the Supreme Court.

I should not imagine a judge of the Supreme
Court would be keen to adjudicate on how much
to pay the member for Vasse for a few gallons of
milk. However, that is the somewhat ludicrous
procedure laid down in this legislation. I do not
think the Government gave very much thought to
that aspect of the Bill. It should have brought into
the field arbitrators who are associated with the
particular kind of produce and who would know
more about the justification of a price than the
arbitrators referred to in the Dill. Judges are a
very select group. They are kept away from the
community. All the niceties of the normal type of
living disappear when one enters the high ranks of
the judiciary. So judges would not know very
much about these matters, and they would have to
accept recomnmendations from advisors.

As is always the case with legislation of this
kind, a person who coerces or compels another
person to act against its provisions will be subject
to a considerable penalty also.

We deserve better legislation from the
Parliament of Western Australia. It is high time
we sought to be a little more conciliatory. For a
long time the Premier has been looking for an
issue to push before the public. Earlier tonight the
Leader of the Opposition reminded us that at one
stage the Premier intended to recall Parliament
just after Christmas for a special session to take
similar action to that which he is now taking. No
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Premier should take action such as this, but, of
course, our Premier must use this bogeyman to
cover up the weaknesses of his party's policies.

The member for Cottesloe demonstrated
tonight that Government members must have a
gimmick to get them through. They must attempt
to knock down people or groups to justify their
own existence and to gain votes at the next
election. Without doubt, this present legislation is
a gimmick with that aim in mind. It was for this
reason that on our opening day I asked a question
about the next election.

The Liberal Party cannot hope to win the next
election on the usual issue of economics because it
has been an absolute failure in that regard. So
tonight we are witnessing a build up to our 150th
year election; the Liberal Party is looking for
another issue. It will force people into doing
something they would not normally do. There is
no doubt in my mind that had this situation been
left until the morrow, it would have been solved to
everybody's satisfaction. We all know that there
may be recurrences in the future, as happens in
all fields of arbitration, but it would have been
solved for the time being.

I cannot guarantee the attitude of members of
the trade union movement now they have this
Damocles' sword hanging over their heads. I know
what my reaction would be if I were a member of
the trade union movement. I would say, "Darn
the Government; we will stand up to it if it is
going to act in this way when we have been to
arbitration and we have sought to solve our
problems in that manner. If the Government
wants to whack at us with the biggest stick it can
find, we will take what action we can to make life
uncomfortable for its members." That would be
my reaction, and I feel sure it would be the
reaction of most members on the other side of the
House if they were placed in a similar situation. 1
know what the reaction of the Deputy Premier
would be if someone tried to force him along a
certain line. He would react violently to such
coercion.

This is the situation in which the trade
unionists find themselves today. Even at this late
stage I suggest to the Premier that he would be
well advised not to proceed further with this
measure. Let us see what happens tomorrow.
What does it matter if another day has passed? It
does not appear that there is a great shortage of
the various commodities concerned. We have
heard a fairy story from the member for Vasse,
but we are used to his ramblings. I believe that a
few gremlins get to himn in the paddocks around
Vasse.

Where is the urgent necessity for this type of
legislation? Perhaps the measure could be
justified after a long stand-up fight when nothing
res ulIted, as occurred recently i n Great
Britain, but in the present situation, there is an
arbitrary means of overcoming the problem; it
looks as though the problem could be overcome
using the present legal devices. However, if this
measure is passed, we may have some future use
for it when there is a change of Government at
the next election. That is about all the good I can
see in it. For the reasons I have stated, I oppose
the Bill.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-

That the House now divide.

Motion put and a division taken with the
following result-

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

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodenian
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephlens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Slialders

Noes 22
Mr IHodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr 'T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin

Mr Wiron
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)

Motion thus passed.

Question put and a division taken with the

following result-
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Mr Blaikie
Mr Cla rko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rtushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman

Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shaliders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. HI. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarke) in

the Chair; Mr O'Connor (Minister for Labour
and Industry) in charge of the Dill.

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Interpretation-
Mr DAVIES: I am sure the Government would

like an opportunity to explain the clauses to us, as
by its use of the gag it has shown a marked
reluctance to reply to any of the debate tonight.
We oppose the Bill in its entirety, and we do not
oppose it irresponsibly but rather because we
believe it can only escalate the issue and be used
as an excuse to continue the strike. In tomorrow
morning's paper, a copy of which has just been
delivered to me, it can be seen conclusively that
the egg strike is over. I believe the rest of the
strike will be over by this time tomorrow, and
probably much earlier.

We have been referring to eggs, milk, and
bread, but we find in this clause essential
commodities include any commodity declared to
be an essential commodity by a proclamation in
force under clause 3 of the Bill. Then the clause
provides that essential foodstuffs include bread,
eggs, and milk, and any other foodstuff declared
to be essential under clause 3. 1 do not know why
we must talk about eggs, bread, and milk.

Essential foodstuffs should include any item
considered to be essential.

I am certain many people can do without eggs,
bread, and milk. More and more people stern to
be going away from those foodstuffs because they
think they are unnecessary. I heard a programme
on the radio yesterday morning which indicated
that.

Therefore, we must decide what is an essential
floodstuff-and eggs, bread, and milk may not be
essential foodstuffs even though the Dill says they
are. So we can disagree immediately. The Bill
should provide for foodstuffs which are essential
in the considered opinion of the Government,
rather than name some and then say the rest will
be dealt with by proclamation.

The scope of this measure concerns me because
if it fell into the wrong hands irreparable harm
could be done to the community at large. A
commodity may be anything in the world that the
Minister thinks may be at risk; and it need only
be in the opinion of the Minister. He is not
required to seek advice or to bring the matter to
Parliament. The matter could be left in the hands
of someone who could be a madman for all we
know; and, goodness knows, there has been plenty
of talk lately about politicians needing to undergo
a brain scan once they are over the age of 45
years, because they may suffer some serious
deterioration of the brain.

If we were talking about money, that might be
an essential commodity; but I do not know that it
is likely to be in short supply as a result of any act
of any union. What else is likely to be an essential
commodity? The beds we sleep in and the floor
coverings we walk on could be considered to be
essential commodities.

I oppose this legislation because it has been
introduced under the subterfuge of getting
supplies to people who are allegedly short of
them. It has been proven the people are not short
of the items in question. However, under this
subterfuge the Minister is giving to himself wide-
ranging powers to control any commodity or
foodstuff which in his opinion sho'ijd be
controlled by the Government.

The member for Welshjool was perfectly
correct in his comments. When we examine the
clauses in the Bill we will be able to show just
how socialistic is the measure. The Government
will be able to say anything is an essential
commodity, and as far as I can see it cannot be
challenged. The Minister will declare something
to be an essential commodity and the Governor
will proclaim it as such at the request of the
Government; that is what he is there for.

148



[Tuesday, 3rd April, 19791 4

Nothing can be done about the matter in
Parliament. No regulations need be tabled as far
as I can see. If I have made any misstatement I
will be subject to correction, but if I have made a
misstatement it is because I have not had
sufficient time properly to digest the Bill.

So, we oppose this clause as we oppose every
other clause in the Bill. We believe it is being
used as a subterfuge for some action which the
Government may care to take. I believe the
Government is evil enough to be looking far
enough ahead to Set itself up to be in a position to
take action of this nature. I do not trust the
Government. Its actions in the past, its
disgraceful actions on some occasions in the last
Parliament, its reluctance to tell the people what
is going on, and its propensity to assassinate the
character of anyone who dares to criticise it do
not encourage one to trust the Government. That
is the kind of government we are getting, and that
is why I am frightened of this legislation.

The Minister may say that this will never
happen. As far as he is concerned, it may not.
However, he may be directed to do something by
some senior member of the Government who
might be getting beyond his reasonable age limit
and who might be living in the past, and he may
have no option but to do so if he wants to remain
"in favour".

The provisions of clause 2 are far too
widesweeping. If the Government says that the
dispute involving eggs, bread, and milk is the sole
reason for the introduction of this legislation, let
us talk only about eggs, bread, and milk. Having
decided to do that, let us remove eggs from that
list, because the condition which allegedly
prompted this legislation-I say "allegedly"
because I am suspicious of it-no longer exists.
According to tomorrow's newspaper, which the
member for Cockburn is reading on my side and
which the Premier is reading on the Government
side, the egg strike is over and the men are back
at work.

Mr Old: They are meeting in the morning.
Mr DAVIES: The Minister for Agriculture

should read the headline.
Mr Old: I do not care about the headline; they

are meeting in the morning.
Mr DAVIES: I do not care what the Minister

for Agriculture cares about; it is contained in
black and white in tomorrow's newspaper. Let the
Leader of the National Country Party go back to
sleep. If he wants to put some daylight between
his bottom and his seat, let him do so and tell us
what is going on in regard to this legislation. He
should not just sit there and stay mum, acting as

a lapdog to the Premier and other members of the
Government. That is what we think of the
National Country Party. Why do not they join the
Liberal Party? Why are they not honest? If they
were honest they would join the Liberal Party.
Instead of sitting there, making snide
remarks-no doubt at the Premier's direction-to
support the Premier, let the - Minister for
Agriculture put some daylight between his bottom
and the seat and defend this legislation which will
socialise the products of the people he is supposed
to represent. The Minister for Agriculture
supports the Liberal Party in a disgusting and
disgraceful manner. Surely the farmers must
know what is going on. If the Minister wants to
enter the debate let him do so, or shut up and join
the Liberal Party.

Mr Jamieson: He had a ticket, at one stage.
Mr DAVIES: He had one. The Minister for

Education and the Minister for Agriculture know
what is going on in the Liberal Party because they
belonged to that party at one stage before they
thought the Country Party was their best bet. The
only men I admire are the three members of the
National Party who had the guts to stand and say
what they thought of the Government. and let us
know what was going on in the Government.

I realise my time is short, but if anyone else
wants to interject I will be happy to take him on.
If any member opposite wants to laugh, as the
Minister for Agriculture is now doing, let him
laugh and enjoy himself. Those members will
have to face up to this kind of legislation in their
electorates, and when their constituents' bread,
milk, eggs or any of their commodities are
confiscated we are going to say. "Do not forget
that your members supported this legislation in
Parliament."

I know what the Minister is going to say; he
will say, "Trust us." I say that we cannot trust
this Government; it is becoming increasingly clear
that we cannot. The Minister may say, "We will
never do these things." If the Government is
genuine in its assertion that the legislation is
aimed only at bread and milk, let it be honest and
write it into the legislation. The legislation should
not encompass all commodities which in the
opinion of the Minister are essential. The
Government is being dishonest by talking about
one thing, and under the subterfuge of this
legislation, proposing to establish an umbrella
coverage of any kind-of commodity-anything in
this State that it wants to proclaim as "essential".
That is why we oppose clause 2.

Mr O'CONNOR: I believe this Bill to be the
simplest and most clearly set out Bill I have seen
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in this place for a very long time. Clause 2
describes what are "essential commodities" and
".essential foodstuffs". If the Leader of the
Opposition and his colleagues will read further
into the Bill they will see that the Minister will
not have sole authority to declare any commodity
or foodstuff to be essential, but that the decision
must go through Executive Council.

Mr Davies: I admitted that.
Mr O'CONNOR: The Leader of the

Opposition said that the Minister can do what he
wants.

Mr Davies: Yes, with the Governor's approval.
You are not suggesting the Governor would say
"You cannot do that"? The only bloke who did
that is hiding somewhere in London. "Curr" is the
name of the bloke hiding in London.

Mr O'CONNOR: Clause 5 of the Bill provides
that where it appears to the Minister that the
supply or provision of any essential foodstuffs or
commodities is likely to be affected, he may take
certain action. However, he may take action only
on behalf and with the approval of Executive
Council.

The Leader of the Opposition claims clause 2 is
too wideranging. The Government is concerned
that if a strike continues, the supply of other
commodities such as medicines may be affected;
therefore we decided to leave clause 2 open in
order to ensure the _public are properly
protected. I see no harm in the Bill as it is
presently worded.

The Flour Bill has been mentioned. I do not
think anything occurred under that legislation
which members opposite could point to. A 12-
month time limit was placed on the legislation
when it was introduced, and recently it was
removed from the Statute book. I ask members to
support clause 2.

Mr SKIDMORE: In his second reading speech,
the Minister claimed the purpose of the
legislation was to correct the position where
commodities were in short supply due to
industrial action taken by the Transport Workers'
Union.

Mr O'Connor: And to cover any others which
may be affected.

Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister has only just
thrown that one in because he realises the
credibility of the Opposition's stand on this
matter. We have said time and time again this
Bill is purely a political stunt, introduced in an
endeavour to gain kudos for the Liberal Party in
an election year, and as a means of whipping the
trade union movement. I challenge the Minister's

statement that the Bill is designed only to control
the present situation.

We indicated to the Government we felt the
need for the legislation would not exist after
tomorrow's meeting. We have indicated that at
the moment the need does not exist in regard to
the three commodities.

I have to accept the fact that, with the term
,.essential commodities", the Government does
require this Bill for all Purposes and for other
unions besides the Transport Workers' Union.

Mr O'Connor: No.
Mr SKIDMORE: If the Government does not

want the Bill to apply to other matters, why do we
have the all-embracing term, "essential
commodities"? If the Transport Workers' Union
strike concluded tomorrow, the necessity for the
legislation would not exist. Therefore my request
for a 24-hour adjournment is a right and proper
one. If the debate had been adjourned for 24
hours, we would have learnt the decision of the
members of the Transport Workers' Union
whether they would continue the dispute. The
Minister is trying to have us on this side of the
Chamber accept that the Government has no
intention of using this Bill against any other union
in the future, and therefore we have nothing to
worry about. I suggest that the Minister should
show how fair dinkum the Government is by
simply naming the three foods concerned-that is,
eggs, milk, and bread. The Government should
remove the words "essential commodities". Then
I might be able to believe that the Government is
concerned only with an individual dispute. It is
false for the Minister to say, "That is all it is. We
are not going to do anything other than that."

The question of what are essential foodstuffs
worries me. Who is to determine what will be an
essential foodstuff? One could gather a wide
range of foodstuffs which could be considered
essential to some people but are certainly not
essential to other people.

The term "essential foodstuffs" is loose. I
believe it is couched in that loose way so that the
Government, when any union steps out of line,
can immediately bring down upon it the force of
this legislation. In that way, the Government
would again circumvent the very well set up
arbitration commission in this State and federally.
We do not always agree with the decisions of the
commission. Unions quarrel with the system of
arbitration; but we all know that the ultimate
result of any strike bears the stamp of approval of
a commissioner of either the State commission or
the Federal court.
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I see no need for the inclusion of the term
"essential commodities". If the truthfulness of the
Government were to be examined by the public,
all that would be needed in this Bill would be to
indicate that the Bill is meant to apply to bread,
eggs, and milk. We could then say that the
Government had some honesty of purpose.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie,
MrClarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Orayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovicli
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman

Mr StepheClns
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Barnett -Mr Hodge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamnieson
Mr Bryce Mr T. H. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Pearce
Mr Carr Mr Skidmnore
Mr Davies Mr Taylor
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans Dr Troy
Mr Grill Mr Wilson
Mr Harman Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Clause thus passed.
Clause 3: Proclamations of essential foodstuffs

and commodities-
Mr DAVIES: I want to take the opportunity to

thank the Minister for his courtesy in making
some comments on the Bill. As I said, by the
skilful use of the guillotine the Government has
been prevented from answering any of the
criticisms of the legislation. It has not been able
to answer the criticisms against the procedures
which have been adopted in regard to the
suspension of Standing Orders. I am pleased that
the Minister has been prepared to debate the Bill
with us, although he only repeated what I said in
my speech. I dealt with the question of who would
proclaim the essential foodstuffs and certain
commodities-

Mr O'Connor: That is all we want in the clause.
Mr DAVIES: The Minister agreed with me on

that point. However, he did not share any of my

The Governor will make the proclamation. lie
will do so in Executive Council. He will do so
because he is told to do it. We know how the
Executive Council works. Probably the Governor
would not like my saying that he had to do it; but
I think he would sign the things put to him,
knowing how they camne to be before him.

In this case, the measure will be given
respectability by the Governor's proclaiming it.
That means nothing. It is just another procedure
which has to be carried out to make the move
legal. It does not mean the Governor will vet the
proclamation. It does not mean he will send it
back and say, "Have another look at that. I do
not think eggs are really short." The Governor
will sign the proclamation when he is told to sign
it. That is a reality of government.

In relation to clause 3, 1 am opposing it. We
will divide on the clause because my colleagues
and I feel so badly about it. I do not know how
the Premier's colleagues feel about it. However,
my colleagues feel so badly about the Bill that we
will be dividing on every clause. I will explain
briefly, in relation to every clause, why we oppose
it and why we are dividing.

Dr TROY: I take exception to this clause and
in particular to subclause (2) which states "the
Governor may from time to time by proclamation
declare any commodity to be an essential
commodity for the purposes of this Act". I
contend that when considering commodities one
should look at two features. One feature is the use
value and that is the use value traded at the
market price under this economic system. That
also, of course, includes the commodity called
labour power. Therefore, this subclause means
that the Government would have absolute control
over all kinds of goods and services; it is a very
sweeping power. I think the clause should be
removed from the Bill.

Mr SKIDMORE: I think the substantiation of
what I have said becomes apparent when one
looks at this clause. I have said to the
Government repeatedly tonight that I challenged
it on the grounds of veracity when it tried to kid
members of the Chamber, the people of Western
Australia, and the trade union movement that this
Bill was directed at the Transport Workers'
Union and the present dispute.

The previous clause referred to essential
foodstuffs, and named bread, eggs and milk. In
this subclause it refers to a commodity considered
to be an essential commodity for the purposes of
this Act. One does not have to be a very
knowledgeable person in regard to parliamentary
Acts to appreciate the intent of this subclause. It
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means that anything at all the Government
recommends in future can be considered an
essential commodity and this measure will give
the Government. power to come down on the
unions concerned. It is not designed just to cover
the Transport Workers' Union dispute; it is all-
embracing. It is typical of the conniving the
Government carries on with at election time when
it tries to find something which can divide the
unity existing between the trade union movement
and the ALP:

The Government would dearly love to destroy
this unity, which is not unity based on
dictatorship by the trade union movement. We
make our own decisions in line with party policy.
The union movement is closely bound up with the
aspirations and ideals we have as a party. At
times the things we do are in common with the
causes espoused by the trade union movement and
they are certainly in accord with our objection to
this clause.

I oppose the clause because of the duplicity of
the Government when it says it applies only to
essential foodstuffs such as bread, milk and eggs,
while it can in fact be applied to all commodities.
The Government "snuck" in this extra provision
hoping no-one would realise just what it could do.
I oppose the clause most vehemently. It proves the
Government cannot be trusted and that the
Minister cannot be trusted when he tries to
mislead the Chamber by saying the legislation is
to cover the present dispute only. It is wrong this
should happen in the Parliament of Western
Australia when the Minister knows the legislation
would cover the whole of the trade union
movement and not just the Transport Workers'
Union.

Clause put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
M r Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryc
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Cart
Mr Davies
Mr H-. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmnore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Batemnan

Clause thus passed.

Clause 4: Administration-

Clause put and a division taken
following result-

Mr Blailde
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Slialders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Janieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

with the

(Teller)

(Teller)
Clause thus passed.

Clause 5: Powers-

Mr B. T. BURKE: If this shabby piece of
legislation is to be forced through this Chamber in
this manner tonight, then it is incumbent on all
members to attempt to safeguard against some of
the worst features of it. Some of those worst
features are to be found in this clause which deals
with the implementation of the Government's
plan with respect to essential commodities.

Earlier tonight we heard some extravagant
language used by the member for Cotteslee when
he referred to unionists as thugs and said that
these people were hell-bent on disrupting the
public's life and inconveniencing the life of the
community in general.
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The Opposition wants to warn the Government
about the involvement of its own particular set of
thugs in any dispute that arises and that causes
this legislation to be implemented. I am referring,
of course, to Assistance and Security Limited
which was recently granted a restricted security
licence. If the Government plans to use this bunch
of thugs and professional scabs in combatting
what it sees as union disruption, then let it bear
full knowledge of the magistrate's warning and
prohibition in granting the licence to this gang of
strike busters. Every one of us will know that the
magistrate, when granting the licence, warned
these people they should in no way be associated
with any industrial dispute. Notwithstanding that,
we have seen already their presence on building
sites in association with industrial matters and we
have seen also that they are prepared to waive the
magistrate's warning and to thumb their noses at
the conditions imposed on their licence.

The Government's inaction in this matter has
been significant and it begs the question as to
whether this Government intends to involve these
sorts of people in the implementation of this
legislation. It becomes necessary-

Mr Bateman: Of course they will-aided and
abetted by them.

Mr B. T. BURKE: It is desirable, Sir, with
your concurrence to pause for a moment to allow
the Minister to give an assurance to this Chamber
that this particular body wiUl not be involved in
the implementation of this legislation.

Mr O'Connor: I will reply in due course.
Mr B. T. BURKE: It is significant that the

assurance is not forthcoming.
Mr Bateman; They are infiltrated into every

union in Australia. We get the backlash of it all
the time. They are paid by the Liberals.

The C HA I RMA N: Order!
Mr Bateman: When you want something

stirred up, ask the Minister for Labour and
Industry for some of the professional thugs they
have to stir it up. IHe knows them all. Do not
worry about it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr B. T. BURKE: We have seen an example of

the Government's treatment of the Assistance and
Security Corporation, as it was then, during the
flourmillers' dispute. You will remember, Sir, on
the 6th September, 1978, the Premier was asked
whether or not the Government had had any
dealings with the Assistance and Security
Corporation, either formally or informally. The
Premier said, "Not to my knowledge."

Subsequently, on the following day, the
Premier was asked whether any payment had
been made by the Government to the Assistance
and Security Corporation. The Premier replied
that since the member's last question inquiries
had shown that a cheque had been forwarded to a
payee of that name.

Mr Davies: How much?
Mr B. T. BURKE: Subsequently it was

discovered just how much was involved when, in
reply to a question the following day, the Premier
said the figure was $1 815. Almost $2 000 was
paid to a professional gang of strike busters-a
professional gang of anti-union thugs, led by Ric
New and seconded by Don Thomas who
recommended that we should secede from the
Commonwealth, exacerbated union disputes, and
aided the Government in its efforts to gain union
disruption.

Mr Tonkin: Jack boots!
Mr B. T. BURKE: In reply to a question about

the services that this corporation, as it was then,
had provided, the Premier said, "Provision of
transport and associated staff for delivery of
flour." If that is not a role that this new company,
Assistance and Security Limited, could fulfil in
the implementation of this legislation, then I am
not sure what role it could play.

But the magistrate in granting the licence to
this gang of outlaws has included specifically a
prohibition against their participation in any
industrial dispute. We know the damage and the
exacerbation that they can. cause. The Parliament
has a right to demand from the Government that,
if it intends to implement and rush through this
legislation, people of this ilk should have no part
in the matter.

Mr O'Connor: I have had no contact with this
organisation and I do not intend to have contact
with it.

Mr Davies: There were some serious lapses of
memory.

Mr B. T. BURKE: We have achieved
something in that the Minister has conceded he
has had no contact with this organisation and also
that he does not intend to have contact with it.

Mr Bateman: It is hard to believe.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Opposition points out

to the Chamber that the former Minister for
Labour and Industry has been busy behind the
present Minister's back contradicting him.

Mr Grayden: That is absolutely untrue.
Mir B. T. BURKE: We hope the Minister will

abide by the assurance he has given the
Committee tonight, because there will be no
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firmer proof that the Government's sole intention
was to gain political expediency and to exacerbate
a distressing industrial situation in the
implementation of this legislation, than the ASI
organisation figure. If the member for Cottesloe
wants to talk about thugs and people holding
others to ransom, then let him look in his
petulance to his own back yard, because there are
the sorts 'of standover men against whom
magistrates have to make prohibitions to prevent
the use of savage tactics and guns. They cannot
be trusted in the normal exercise of a power that
is conferred on them by a licence and they
certainly cannot be trusted as a result of the
decision by the magistrate to act responsibly in
any industrial situation.

I am thankful for the Minister's assurance.
Dr TROY: If this particular clause of the Bill is

passed, it will mean that all other Acts of
Parliament will be superseded. It gives absolute
power to the Minister on almost everything; in
fact, I cannot think of one situation which is
excluded.

We have established already, when we look at
the question of the definition of "commodities",
that it can and does include labour power. The
Government will have absolute power under
subclause (t). We can go a little further and look
at subclause (2) (a).

In essence, this particular clause actually
indicates what the Government is up to. It has
nothing to do with the supply of foodstuffs or the
particular problem with regard to bread, milk and
eggs about which we have heard so much tonight.
This clause grants absolute power to the
Government of this State and to the State
apparatus. It is necessary to look at the kind of
State apparatus to which we are giving this
absolute power too. It is not a socialist State
apparatus; it is a capitalist State apparatus. In
summary, this means we are creating the basis for
fascist law. Hitler would have been very proud of
this particular clause in the Bill had he dreamed it
up. I daresay the Minister is proud of this and he
will go down in history alongside Hitler and a few
others.

It is interesting to note the kind of powers
which will be conferred under the clause. They
are to be found in subclause (2). All the trappings
of a very fine police State are contained in the
clause and if we pass it we will be going a great
step towards the establishment of a fascist State.

Mr GRILL: The clause contains some extreme
powers. In fact, it is a draconian piece of
legislation, as most members would agree. It
contains the kind of powers which would not be

used by a Government in normal circles. We must
look very hard at the purposes for which the
powers are to used. The word "purposes" is
contained in the last line of subclause (1) and I
would like to ask the Minister what is meant by
that word because the purposes are not spelt out
in the Bill itself. Nowhere in clauses I to 13 are
the purposes spelt out. They are merely implied.

Mr O'Connor: What about commodities for the
community?

Mr GRILL: That is not stated in the Bill, and
the Minister knows that the interpretation of any
piece of legislation depends on the legislation
itself. A court cannot refer to a speech made by
the Minister or by anyone else.

Mr O'Neil: What is the proposed long title?
Mr GRILL: "Essential Foodstuffs and

Comniod~ties Act".
Mr O'Neil: That is the short title. I am

referring to the long title.
Mr GRILL: That does not help.
Mr O'Neil: Read it. It will tell you the purpose

of the legislation.
Mr GRILL: It does not help at all.
Mr O'Neil: Read it.
Mr GRILL: It gives us nothing.
Mr O'Neil: Read it. You are not game to read

it because it tells the purpose of the legislation.
Mr GRILL: Obviously the Deputy Premier has

not read the long title, because it tells us nothing.
Mr O'Neil: Read it. You are not game to read

it and have it put in Hansard in your words.
Mr GRILL: If the Deputy Premier wants to

read it he can do so.
Mr O'Neil; You will not, because you know you

are wrong.
Mr GRILL: It does not help. Nowhere are the

purposes of the Act spelt out despite the fact that
the word is used.

In his second reading speech the Minister
endeavoured to indicate the purpose of the
legislation. On page 4 he said-

However, the Government has a
responsibility to see that thy community is
not denied essential foodstuffs and
commodities, and the intent of this Bill is to
give the Government the power to purchase,
to sell, and to distribute essential foodstuffs
and commodities in situations such as exist at
the moment and which may occur during the
term of the legislation.

Obviously the Minister is referring to a situation
involving an industrial dispute.
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Mr O'Connor: Not necessarily. I am referring
to any issue which would preclude the public
getting commodities essential to them.

Mr GRILL: That is the point I am getting to.
It could include any drought or any situation
involving a natural holdup of traffic due to
flooding. This is the point I made at the
beginning. I would have thought that a Bill of this
nature would be implemented only in unusual or
extreme circumstances.

If the Bill is to be implemented-as the
Minister has indicated-in very natural and
ordinary circumstances, we must look at it again
because it gives extreme powers to the Minister,
whoever he may be. It is no good the Minister
going back on what he said. He is hoist on hi s
own petard. The Minister has said the legislation
could be implemented in normal circumstances.
Therefore in natural and ordinary circumstances
it gives the Minister power to implement
draconian and extreme measures.

In an extreme piece of legislation like this, is it
not proper when the word "purposes" is used, to
spell out those purposes in a concise way?

The legislation could be used when there was
an industrial dispute. To use an extreme example,
it could be implemented during a war or during a
civil commotion or emergency. That is probably
what the Minister is getting at, but he does not
spell it out in the Bill.

The legislation permits extreme measures to be
used and the Minister has already conceded that
they could be used if there were a shortage of
foodstuffs as a result of a natural and
commonplace occurence. If that is the sort of
legislation we are passing, we ought to think
about it again because I am sure it is not the kind
of legislation the Government wants. Certainly it
is not the kind of legislation we want. I suggest
the clause should be grossly amended or deleted.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am concerned about
subclause (2)(d)(ii) and subclause (3) because it
is obvious that subelause (3) will override the
Industrial Arbitration Act.

The Minister shakes his head, but I will
demonstrate that I am right. Subclause 1(2)(d)(ii)
contains the word "transporation". Obviously it is
meant to be "transportation". The subparagraph
deals with the power the Minister has and then
subclause (3) indicates that anyone who fails to
comply with a direction given by the Minister
commits an offence against the Act.

This means that, if the powers of the
legislation are put into operation, a person in a
factory-say, a forklift driver-can be told

exactly what he must do, because absolute power
is given under the legislation.

There is no question about it; all awards will be
worthless. This particular clause was not included
in the Flour Bill; it is a new provision.

Mr O'Connor: When you refer to "all awards",
you should realise that compensation is included
in this.

Mr SKIDMORE: Well, compensation has
nothing to do with awards.

Mr O'Connor: It would be in connection with
goods or services provided.

Mr SKIDMORE: We would like compensation
to be part of the award covering fire brigade
workers so that they would be able to enjoy 100
per cent of wages while on workers'
compensation.

Mr O'Connor: I did not say, "workers'
compensation".

Mr SKIDMORE: Clearly, the Minister is not
referring to workers' compensation. If a group of
workers decide not to work in a particular factory,
the Government will be able to direct them by
means of this Bill.

Mr O'Neil: It does not do that. It requires a
person to hand over equipment.

Mr SKIDMORE: The Bill states that a person
who fails to comply commits an offence.

Mr O'Neil: The direction to hand over
equipment.

Mr SKIDMORE: If the Government were to
go into the Coca-Cola factory, which is
considered by some people to be manufacturing a
foodstuff line, the workers would obviously have
to be directed in what to do.

Mr O'Connor: Not according to this clause.
Mr O'Neil: The workers do not own the

factory.
Mr SKIDMORE: No, but the Government

wants to run the factory.
Mr O'Neil: The Government does not need the

workers' permission to take over.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Government wants to

take over.
Mr O'Neil: Rubbish; you should read it again.
Mr SKIDMORE: I have previously been told

",rubbish", and subsequently it has been shown
that the member for Swan was not such a nitwit.
People experienced in industrial law have told me
I have been right, and if the Minister wants to
know of the incidents concerned I would be quite
happy to provide him with a list.
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Mr O'NeiI: I am sure you are big enough to
read the clause again and admit you are wrong.

Mr SKCIDMORE: The Minister does not make
a contribution to the debate; he sits there and says
" rubbish".

Mr O'Neil: I also said you are big enough to
read it again and admit YOU are wrong,

Mr SKIDMORE: I am big enough to read it
again but I do not want to waste the time of the
Committee.

If the process of manufacture is referred to,
that process must include labour unless It
concerns a fully automated plant and I do not
think there are too many of those plants in
Western Australia. If the manufacturing process
is taken over-

Mr O'NeiI: There is no mention of the taking
Over Of a manufacturing process.

Mr SKIDMORE: What is meant by the term,
"'authorise the taking possession or control, and
Use Of Premises"?

Mr O'Neil: The reference is to premises,
vehicles, machinery, plant or other equipment.

Mr SKCIDMORE: The Minister said the
Government did not intend to take over a factory.

Mr O'Neil: I did not.
Mr SKIDMORE: What did the Minister say?
Mr O'Neil: You referred to a manufacturing

process.
Mr Bertram: What does it matter whether he is

right or wrong in this place?
Mr O'Neil: I agree; it does not matter. The

member for Swan does not know what he is
saying.

Mr SKIDMORE: I will tell the Minister that I
know more about the clause than he does. He is
trying to ram down my throat that in taking
possession one does not take over.

Mr O'Neil: I did not say that at all.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister could have

fooled me. He should read Hansard to see what
he said.

Mr O'Neil: You arc making a fool of yourself
with every word you say. You said that in taking
over the management of a factory the
Government would be breaching an industrial
award.

Mr SKIDMORE: That is obvious to me if the
Government takes over the entire manufacturing
process. For instance, if the Government took over
a flour mill, where in this State would it get one
ASL man to Trn the mill?

Mr O'Connor: I never thought of getting them
to run anything.

Mr SKIDMORE: I would like the Minister to
tell me of anybody who would have the capacity
to run a flourmill without the assistance of the
workers. Therefore, the workers will be directed,.
otherwise the effect of this legislation will be
nothing.

Mr O'Neil: We are having milk bottled and
delivered now.

Mr SKIDMORE: I left the subject of milk
some time ago. I am now referring to a
flourmilling process. I say it would be impossible
to operate a flour mill without directing the
workers.

Mr O'Connor: I did not say that; I said there
would be people who would operate it.

Mr SKIDMORE-. The Minister has no idea
what happens in a flour mill.

Mr O'Connor: I do not, but I know people who
do.

Mr SKIDMORE: Well, name them.
Mr O'Connor: So that you can get into them!
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister has talked

about making this measure work in the interests
of the people, and I am trying to show him how
stupid it is to usurp the powers of arbitration and
to dictate the workers' conditions of employment.
That is precisely what will happen.

Mr O'Connor: No, it will not.
Mr SKIDMORE: The millers may not be on

strike, but the Government could want to
introduce a second shift. Who will operate the
plant? They will have to be strike breakers, but
the plant will not be on strike. That seems to me
to be a stupid sort of way to operate. What I am
saying is true; there is no shadow of doubt that
this particular clause will be used. If it is not to be
used in the fashion I have outlined, why does the
Government want to take over a manufacturing
industry?

I ask the Minister to tell me that is not the
intention of the Bill. To take possession means to
take possession of the workers in a manufacturing
industry and to direct them at the wish of the
Government to do certain work.

Mr O'Connor: It is not the intention to take
over the workers in a factory.

Mr SKIDMORE: I know all about that.
Mr O'Connor: You asked a question, and I

have answered it.
Mr SKIDMORE: I asked whether the

Government would direct the workers at any time
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and the Minister said it was not the intention to
take over.

Mr O'Neil: You have misread the clause.
Mr SKIDMORE: I cannot get an assurance to

satisfy me in regard to this particular aspect, so I
can only assume that this draconian measure-to
usse the term of my learned friend, the member for
Yilgarn-Dundas-will be used in the way I have
outlined, at the appropriate time. Equally silly is
the issue which will be involved when it comes to
the question of strike breakers. I oppose the
clause.

Progress
Mr DAVIES: I move-

That the Chairman do now report progress
and ask leave to sit again.

Motion put and a division taken with the
following result-

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

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
M r Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MePharlin

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wlon
Mr Bateman

Noes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wat
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

Motion thus negatived.

Committee Resumed
Mr DAVIES: Mr Deputy Chairman-
Mr SHALDERS: Mr Deputy Chairman-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):

The member for Murray.
Mr DAVIES: I had the call.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Will the Leader

of the Opposition resume his seat, please? The
member for Murray called and I gave him the

oill. The Leader of the Opposition moved a
motion on which the House divided and it was
resolved. The member for Murray called and I
gave him the call.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-

That the Committee do now divide.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question is

that the Committee do now divide.
Mr DAVIES: On a point of order, Mr Deputy

Chairman, are you going to ask me to speak or
not? Or are you as incompetent as some of the
rest of them? I am calling for the floor, Mr
Deputy Chairman. Am I getting it or am I not?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member for
Murray has moved that the House do now divide.

Mr DAVIES: Mr Deputy Chairman I am on a
point of order.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is no
point of order. The question is that the House do
now divide.

Motion put and passed.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
Clause put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the Committee divided.

Remarks during Division
Mr Davies: What a disgraceful running of the

Chamber!
Mr Bateman: What a Government!
Mr Davies: Why do you not take them outside

and teach them how to run the Chamber? You
have been here long enough.

Mr Clarko: He is spot on.
Mr JIamieson: Read the Standing Orders. What

a lard-head you are!
Mr Harman: You are paid to be the Chairman

of Committees; the member for Vasse is not.
Mr Davies: Why do you not get your Standing

Orders correct before you bring us into the
Chamber? Why do you not show them how to run
the Committee? You are a disgrace as a leader.
What a sh *ambles it has been here tonight!

Mr Jamieson: When you move that the
Committee divide, you see that the Committee
divides. It is obliged to under the Standing
Orders, and you know it. He did not do it. He has
to divide the Committee on that motion, and you
know it. He should have sounded the bells
automatically.

Sir Charles Court: You should be more
respectful to the Chairman.
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Mr Bryce: The Chairman should earn that
respect. He has a responsibility to earn that
respect.

Sir Charles Court: He will put you out, the way
you are going.

Mr Bryce: It may be the way you run the
Liberal Party but it is a disgrace.

Mr H. D. Evans: I was one of
called for a division.

several who

Result of Division

Division resulted

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

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

Clause thus passed.

as follows-
Ayes 32

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

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H-. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Clause 6: Delegation-
Mr DAVIES: This provision really worries me.

Earlier in the evening I said that the whole system
rests on the whim of a Minister, and of course,
under the provisions of this clause, a Minister
may delegate any of his powers to any person at
his whim. This makes the whole situation worse.
The clause reads-

The powers of the Minister under this Act
may be exercised on his behalf by any person
for the time being so authorised by the
Minister.

I am not quite certain under what conditions an
authority will be issued. Does it mean that the
Minister nods his head and until he shakes his
head the person authorised is so authorised? Does
it mean the authority should be in writing? Does

it mean that the Minister's seal is required, if
there is such a thing as a Minister's seal?

Mr O'Connor: You will see that any authority
must be given in writing.

Mr DAVIES: That is right, but under this
provision a Minister may authorise any person. I
was alarmed at the provision in the previous
clause that persons may be required to disclose
information when this is demanded, but there is
no secrecy clause. Where information comes by
way of Statute to the Government on demand, at
least there should be the protection of a secrecy
clause. Under the subterfuge of the necessity to
take over supplies during a strike, if tomatoes
were a substance, commodity, or foodstuff
proclaimed under the legislation I would be
committing an offence if I dug my tomatoes into
the ground.

A person authorised under this legislation could
enter business premises and obtain any
information, but he is under no obligation to keep
such information secret. This is quite disgusting,
and again I point out that it is sloppy legislation.
Time and time again I spoke about sloppy
legislation during the last session of Parliament,
and I point out that the legislation is sloppy
because of the way in which the Ministers
approach their jobs and not because of the
drafting of the Crown Law Department.
Ministers should look through proposed
legislation and do something about provisions
such as this. The Crown Law Department has
done what it was told to do.

Mr O'Connor: This was in the previous Bill
relating to flour.

Mr DAVIES: It does not matter whether it was
in the previous Bill or not.

Mr O'Connor: That clause is used in many
Bills, and you ought to know it.

Mr DAVIES: I am completely disregarding
that interjection. The Flour Bill was discussed in
the past, and we are dealing with something
different now. Time and time again we see that
this Government is living in the 1960s. We do not
want to refer back to what happened in the past;
we want to deal with the present moment, and at
the present moment we pre debating this
disgusting piece of legislation which, as I say,
does not provide any protection in regard to
information which may come the way of the
Minister or the Government. or indeed, under this
clause, anybody authorised by the Minister. That
situation is untenable. I am sorry that the gag was
applied to the debate on the previous clause
because obviously the Government understood
that clause 5 will cause a great deal of
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controversy. The Minister showed that
unable to answer the questions raised by
who has had vast trade union experience,
another who has had much legal exp
Despite the prompting from the DeputyI
who did not rise to his feet tor
contribution, the only way the Governme
answer the criticism was to gag the debate

Mr O'Connor. Not so.

Mr DAVIES: That was the only ad
Government could take, to gag the debat'
anyone could talk about the lack of
provisions. I would have liked to commen
secrecy provisions during the debate
previous clause.

I have another 10 minutes, and I w
going as long as I can so that the men
Murray understands clearly what he ha
and I will alert the Deputy Chairm
Blaikie) to the fact that the member for
will make a move at the direction of the
Premier very soon.

I am concerned that the powers of theI
may be exercised by any person authoriso
Minister under this legislation. Certai
previous clause contains the provisionI
Minister's authority to do those things
clause shall be in writing, but there is
provision that any deputising of power sh;
writing. It would be possible for a perso
information obtained in this way to
advantage, simply because the Governir
not have the decency to include a
provision. I oppose the clause.

Clause nut and a division taken w
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MePharlin

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'NeiI
Mr Ridg
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

he was

a man
and by

'erience.
Premier,
nake a
nt could

tion the
e before
secrecy

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
M r T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D, Evans
Mr Grill
Mr H-arman

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

Clause thus passed.

Clause 7: Compensation-

t on the Dr TROY: Subclause (I) can cover a multitude
onteof sins. I refer members to the wording of the
ontesubclause. It could include people such as Ric

New's truck drivers suffering loss of income, as
ill keep they did when they carried flour through a picket
iber for line last year and were paid by the Government.

s odThe provision gives the Government authority to
todmake a payment for which it has already created

an (Mr a precedent; and that means making payments to
Murray strike-breaking organisations, scabs, and the like.
Deputy That is unwarranted, and I oppose it completely.

Mr BERTRAM: When one reads clauses 7 and
9 one is reminded of the Government's

~vinister "evenhandedness", and one can also see in these
dby the provisions the malevolent hand of the Clarko

nly the committee.
that the Clause 9 enables a mere stipendiary magistrate
in that to impose a fine of $5 000 upon a union.

no such Now let us consider the "evenhanded" manner
all be in in which the matter of compensation is dealt with

n oueunder clause 7. Subclause (1) states-

his own 7. (1) A person who, as the result of
compliance with any direction given under

tent did this Act or while complying with or being
secrecy engaged in the carrying into effect of any

such direction, suffers loss, damage or injury
ith the shall be entitled to compensation under this
ith the Act from the Minister.

Then subclause (3) states-
(3) In default of agreement as to the

amount of compensation between the
Minister and the claimant, the Minister shall
direct that the claim shall be referred to
arbitration before a single arbitrator who
shall rbe appointed by the Minister from
amongst the Judges of the Supreme Court
and of The District Court of Western
Australia.

So a corporation may be entitled to a few hundred
dollars or perhaps to $10 000-

(eller) Mr O'Connor: Maybe $ 100 000.
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Mr BERTRAM: Yes, maybe; and if that
amount is involved I have no objection to a judge
of the Supreme Court or the District Court
determining the amount of damage to which a
person or body corporate may be entitled
pursuant to this clause. However, what if the
corporation is entitled to damages of a few
hundred dollars or of $1000 or $2000; why
should a Supreme Court or District Court judge
be bothered with that? Why should that be the
case when in any other jurisdiction claims of a
small nature are referred to the Local Court?
That would be consistent with what occurs under
clause 9. where a mere magistrate can impose a
penalty not exceeding $5 000.

Mr B. T. Burke: I can see the fine hand of the
member for Cottesloc in that.

Mr BERTRAM: I was going to say I could see
the malevolent hand of the Clarko committee.

Mr B. T. Burke: If it was the Clarko committee
it would be 55 paragraphs long.

Mr O'Connor: If, for example, you took 100
tonnes of flour, the cost would be substantial.

Mr BERTRAM: I have already made the point
that if the claim is for a large sum I have no
objection to a judge of the Supreme Court or of
the District Court arbitrating upon the
matter-although the Supreme Court judges may
have a different view upon that.

However, what if only a few hundred dollars or
$1 000 is involved? The matter will still be
saddled onto a judge of the Supreme Court or of
the District Court.

Mr O'Connor: It could be negotiated with the
Minister, as you would know.

Mr BERTRAM: Yes, but if the parties cannot
agree the Minister is compelled to obtain the
services of a judge of the Supreme Court or of the
District Court, and all those judges are already
busy enough.

Mr B. T. Burke: The list is only six months'
long.

Mr BERTRAM: That is the position in a
nutshell. The Bill is cockeyed and departs from
the usual procedure. It saddles a complainant
with all, sorts of unnecessary paperwork and
expense when he could be saved that by having
the matter determined by a Local Court
magistrate. In most other civil claims the
Supreme Court deals with the highest claims, the
Local Court deals with the petty claims, and the
District Court deals with those in between.

Mr B. T. Burke: It was a magistrate who
imposed sanctions on Assistance and Security
Limited. Obviously the Government does not

want matters to be referred to a magistrate who
is hostile to its plans.

Mr BERTRAM: What the Minister should do
here-

Mr B. T. Burke: Is drop dead.
Mr BERTRAM: Yes, but just before he does

that he should amend this clause to bring it into
reasonable sanity. Why should complainants be
put to the expense and be burdened with the
procedural rigmarole of the Supreme Court when
the matter could be dealt with in a lesser court if
a small sum is involved? Will the Minister please
give us an indication as to why he is departing
from the normal procedure? What mischief is he
up to here?

I do not know whether the Minister will bother
to answer; he does not seem to be interested in
this. He is reading the paper.

Mr O'Connor: I made it clear previously, and I
do so again, that I advised the Parliamentary
Draftsman to make this legislation conform with
that which was previously passed by this
Parliament. If large sums are involved I see no
problem with this. I see no problems with it,
anyhow.

Mr BERTRAM: The Minister keeps on
harping about large sums; that is not in issue. I
have agreed that if a person has a $50 000 or a
$500 000 claim, a judge should preside. However,
I am talking about the people who have small
claims. The effect of this provision really will be
that a small claimant-a person who has suffered
a small damages loss-will be advised by his
solicitor, "You are, claiming $1 000 or $2 000. I
advise you that the cost, the difficulties, the time
delays and so forth of going to the Supreme Court
do not justify your pursuing this claim. You will
have to take the Minister's figure." This is simply
a device to frighten off and force into submission
the smaller claimants. It is no good the Minister
shaking his head; that is what it is going to do.

Does the Minister have any idea why we have
local court jurisdiction in civil claims? It is to
allow small people access to that thing we call
justice. This provision will bar them from
obtaining justice. I am not worrigd about the
Parliamentary Draftsman. We all know what I
am saying is a fact, and that we should not bring
petty claimants before judges and put them to all
that trauma and expense. We should not have a
Bill which favours those with big
claims-probably the big fish, financially-and
places small claimants at a distinct disadvantage
and puts them in a position where they are no
longer able sanely to pursue their claims.
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In other words, the situation will be that when
the Minister digs in his toes and says. "You will
receive $2 500" the claimant will be forced to
accept it because he simply cannot afford to
hazard an excursion into the superior court.

The Opposition has no choice but to oppose this
clause. It is perfectly obvious the Minister has not
the faintest intention of attempting to justify it.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes 31
Mr Nanovichi
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Ruston
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
MrStephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Barnett Mr Hodge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamieson
Mr Bryce Mr T. H'. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Pearce
Mr Carr Mr Skidmore
Mr Davies Mr Taylor
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Tonkin
MrT. D. Evans Dr Troy
Mr Grill Mr Wilson
MrI-Harman Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Clause thus passed
Clause 8: Special offence re coercion,

obstruction, intimidation, etc.
Mr DAVIES: I wonder whether this clause is

written in the language of Her Majesty, because
it does not .read too well to me. It states as
follows-

A person who without lawful authority and
with intent-
(a) to coerce or compel ...

If we leave Out the qualifying words and simply
say, "A person to coerce or compel" or, "A person
who to coerce and compel" we find that it just
does not make sense. Has this been carefully
checked? Could there have been a misprint, or
even a line left out somewhere? Already, we have
found one spelling mistake and a few other
omissions from the legislation.

Mr O'Connor: A person must have intent to
coerce or compel.

Mr DAVIES: It just does not make sense.

(6)

Mr O'Connor: The two of them combined
make sense. He must be without lawful authority
and with intent to coerce or compel. He must
have both of those things.

Mr DAVIES: If the Minister is able to give mec
an assurance it is correct, I will have to accept it.
However, even on simple matters we have been
unable to obtain satisfactory explanations or an
assurance that the Dill would be amended in any
respect.

Mr Young: If you read the clause as follows,
"with intent to coerce or to prevent or to
obstruct" it starts to make sense.

Mr DAVIES: That is the difficulty; it just does
not make sense. What the Minister for Health
says is quite true; at least he is sharp enough to
see that. That is the only way one can take it. I
believe the mumbo jumbo which seems to
surround this legislation and the odd way of
turning a phrase could create a great deal of
difficulty in interpreting the law. It has been said
many times that our responsibility is to make the
law as simple as possible.

I believe the clause should read, "A person
shall have no lawful authority to do so and so, if
he does this with intent, etc." I believe it should
be spelt out as widely as that. As I have already
indicated, there is no likelihood of the
Government doing that, or accepting an
amendment, so we will just have to accept it as it
is.

I am also worried about subclause (3) which
states-

For the purposes of subsection (2) of this
section, a thing shall be taken to have been
done, omitted, or threatened against a person
if it was done, omitted, or threatened against
a member of his family or household.

We can remember one person who has now risen
to dizzy heights in this Chamber almost crying
like a bleating schoolboy about bricks being
thrown on his roof. This was allegedly done
because on one occasion he spoke out against
some trade unionists. Whether it was done by
trade unionists or by mischievous children who in
no way were connected with the member's
statements we will never know. However, this
clause seems to throw the matter open very
widely. Some person could do something not even
connected with a particular incident and could be
judged to be in contravention of the legislation
because he made some threat to a member of a
person's family or in some way damaged his home
or threw rocks on his roof or the like.

This does not make sense. I can understand the
Government's trying to embrace every possible
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aspect by using a wide net clause of this type.
However, if this-

Mr O'Connor: It would have to be proved to
have been done.

Mr DAVIES: Naturally. Every case has to be
proved before a person is round guilty. One does
not have to prove it before action is taken. It is
one o'clock in the morning, but we are not quite
as dense as that. When we talk about cases like
this, we know that basic procedures have to be
carried out.

The point I am trying to make is that in clauses
like this completely unrelated matters not
associated with the proposed Act can be brought
in. A boyfriend may have an argument with his
girlfriend, and his girlfriend may be in a house
associated in some way with this. He may
threaten her, and then it can be said, "Well, you
threatened us because of the situation which has
developed." It would not be because of their love
life. All kinds of situations could arise. I am
drawing the long bow in a lot of this. However, I
am saying that one could find oneself before the
court with this kind of legislation. This is a
despicable type of legislation which is
unnecessary. The situation for which it is
allegedly-and I underline "allegedly"-brought
into being no longer exists. The Minister should
have considered the legislation moire carefully'
before bringing it before the Chamber. On his
own admission, it is the Flour Bill all over again.
That Act was never tested, because the need did
not arise.

The Minister has said that the Government is
considering legislation. I doubt whether the
Government had a look at this legislation before it
was brought in. The Premier is now studying the
Bill with some degree of interest. I doubt whether
it was properly considered in the party room when
the parties met at two o'clock. I presume the
Government parties also met at that time. I do
not know whether it was a joint meeting, or
whether the National Country Party was ever
advised about it.

The meeting was held at two o'clock, and by
three o'clock the Deputy Premier was able to tell
me, in the briefest possible terms, what was going
to happen in regard to special legislation. I doubt
whether any mature consideration of the
legislation had been given by anyone in the
Liberal Party room or the coalition party room
during the hour that they met. I am sure other
procedures had to be dealt with, such as apologies
and reading of the minutes.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! I draw the attention of the Leader of the

Opposition to clause 8 which is "Special offence
re coercion, obstruction, intimidation, etc." I
would ask that- the Leader of the Opposition
confine his remarks to clause 8, in order that the
Committee may make progress.

Mr DAVIES: I will even direct my remarks to
that clause. I was doing so, and I say it is a Mess.
I cannot interpret the clause itself. I have made
some interpretations which could apply. No-one
has denied that they could not apply. I am sure
other far-reaching interpretations could be
applied.

Mr O'Neil: The clause does refer to "activities
under this Act".

Mr DAVIES: That is right. As I say-
Mr O'Neil: You said you were drawing the

long bow.
Mr DAVIES: We are required to draw the long

bow, As I have said, I do not trust the
Government. Fewer people are trusting the
Government.

By this subterfuge, the Government can do all
kinds of things. The Government only has to
proclaim a commodity. The Governor has to
agree in Executive Council that a commodity or
foodstuff is one to which the proposed Act should
apply. The Government could stretch the
provisions of the Bill as wide as the boundaries of
the State, and probably beyond them.

The point I was making, Mr Deputy Chairman,
was that I eannot fully comprehend this clause. I
suggest that most of the members on the
Government side probably have not read the
clause.

Mr Bertram: That is a certainty.
Mr DAVIES: If they did, they would be

jumping to their feet to Prove that I was an
idiot-

Mr Bertram: They have been told to keep quiet.
Mr DAVIES: I appreciate that. I doubt that

they were even told wbat was in the Bill. I firmly
believe, because of the way in which the measure
has evolved, that they knew very little about it.
Certainly members on the other side had not read
the Bill before they put up their hands indicating
that the measure should be introduced into the
Parliament.

It is disgraceful Wthat we are being treated in
this way. It is disgraceful that a Government
should take such action when its members do not
know what is going on.

Although we have had a little time to look at
the Bill now, we have not had time to deal with it
in the manner in which I usually like to deal with
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legislation. I like to sit down quietly for an hour
or two, endeavouring to digest it. I would need
more than an hour or two to digest clause 8,
because it is very vague.

Mr Bertram: You would suffer from
indigestion, too.

Mr DAVIES: Because of the fact clause 8
could be applied in the manner I have suggested. I
can do nothing else but regretfully oppose this
clause.

Dr TROY: It is worth reconsidering the
wording of clause 8. It is a sweeping definition of
an offence, when one considers that the activities
which could be included in the Bill include every
activity of normal human life, in any
circumstance as defined, at the whim of the given
Government Minister.

Every conceivable activity has been covered in
the Bill, in that definition of an offence. It is
mind-boggling to consider the range of people
who could be accused of an offence under this
clause. There is total power over every human
activity.

This is completely outrageous. It is a vague
definition of an offence. It allows the Minister, at
his whim, to determine that, in fact, an offence
has been committed.

There is a comment one could make in relation
to the next clause. The situation is so outrageous
it is almost hard to believe. As I said, this has
nothing to do with the supply of eggs, milk, and
bread; but it seems to have a lot to do with trying
to hog-tie a union or, for that matter, any
individual who in the Government's opinion was
acting against the whim of the Government.
Clause 8 is an outrageous proposition.

Mr PEARCE: There is an impeccable if rather
horrifying logic to this clause. The purpose of the
legislation is to pervert the normal course of
industrial relations and to provoke confrontation
with people involved in industrial disputes. If one
has legislation which has as its aim the creation of
confrontation then one must give oneself very
draconian powers to deal with the confrontation
created. If one gives oneself these powers to deal
with confrontation stirred up by the legislation
one must depart from the normal processes of
industrial relations.

At a time when the trend in industrial relations
appears to be moving away from penal clauses
and more to the settling of matters rather more
amicably, this legislation is seeking power to gaol
people. If one has had time to read the Bill one
discovers that a person can be fined up to $2 000
or sent to gaol for six months. It may be that
someone could be gaoled for doing something

which under any other state of industrial
circumstance would be perfectly reasonable and
not subject to any penalty at all. If the
Government puts such powers into effect it will
increase confrontation. If the aim of the
legislation is to settle industrial disputes then it is
a gross and abject failure. The main failure is
summarised in this and the following clause. If
the Government puts draconian penalties into
legislation it will increase industrial disputes.

The point has been made that this dispute is
just about over and the Governor will have to be
up with the first crowing of the roosters or before
in order to sign the legislation before the dispute
is over. Perhaps the Government will be
successful in keeping the dispute going a few more
days for electoral purposes. Perhaps it will even
start seizing milk supplies and directing people to
do things which could get them into trouble. The
Government may catch some unionist attempting
to block a truck driven by personnel from the
Assistance and Security organisation and put him
in gaol for six months. That would be no way to
end the dispute and the ramifications of such an
action would reverberate around the State for the
rest of the year.

It could be that the Government is looking for a
strike it can keep running until the next election
and so take the public's concern away from
nuclear accidents in America and Korea.

I have been in this Chamber for two years and
have always argued for a more harmonious
approach to industrial relations. What is required
to settle industrial disputes is a degree of
consultation and co-operation which this
Government has never shown to unions of any
colour. I have frequently instanced the Teachers'
Union in this regard. If the Government were
prepared to take a more harmonious attitude in
industrial relations we would probably not find
ourselves in the present situation.

I will not agree to give the Government powers
to impose penalties of this type which will tend
only to aggravate industrial disputes. Perhaps it
would be politically sound in a vote-catching sense
for the Government to impose laws containing
harsher penalties for offences, but that has never
been the way to settle industrial disputes. I defy
the Government to point to any industrial dispute
in this State which has been settled by these
methods. I see no reason that it should feel any
confidence at all in settling disputes in this way, if
that is the Government's purpose.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-
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Ayes 32
Mr Clarko Mr Nanovich
Sir Charles Court Mr O'Connor
Mr Cowan Mr Old
M rCoyne MrO'Neil
Mrs Craig Mr Ridge
Mr Crane Mr Rushton
Dr Dadour Mr Sibson
Mr Orayden Mr Sodeman
Mr Grewar Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell Mr Stephens
Mr Herzfeld Mr Tuabby
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Watt
Mr Laurance Mr Williams
Mr MacKinnon Mr Young
Mr McPharlin Mr Shalders
Mr Mensaros (Teller)

Noes 22
Mr Barnett Mr Hodge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamieson
Mr Bryce Mr T. H. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Pearce
Mr Carr Mr Skidmore
Mr Davies Mr Taylor
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans Dr Tfoy
Mr Grill Mr Wilson
Mr Harman Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Clause thus passed.
Clause 9: Penalties for offences-
Mr BERTRAM: As a few of the members of

this Assembly would know, this Bill is largely a
duplication of Act No. 33 of 1977. I think it is
appropriate to read subclause (1) of the Bill. It
reads as follows-

9. (I) A person who is guilty of an offence
against this Act is liable-
(a) if a body corporate-to a penalty not

exceeding five thousand dollars;
(b) if any other person-to a penalty not

exceeding two thousand dollars or to
imprisonment for a term not exceeding
six months or to both such penalty and
imprisonment.

Can the Minister tell me what the penalty was in
the Flour Act to which I have just referred?

Mr O'Connor: It was $500 and $200.
Mr BERTRAM: That Bill became law and was

assented to by His Excellency the Governor on
the 4th November, 1977, and was law up till
October of last year.

Under this Bill, the penalty proposed is $5000.
That is 10 times the figure contained in the
legislation relating to flourmillers.

Mr O'Connor: They are, of course, maximums,
as you would know.

Mr BERTRAM: I agree with the Minister.
They are comparable figures and that is the point
he is trying to ram home. I do not expect to get a

reasonable answer, but I would like to know why
he has chosen the multiple of I0. Is the Minister
able to give us the faintest clue to that? Is the
Parliamentary Draftsman to be blamed for that
also?

Mr O'Connor: No. It was considered that the
other figure was too low when trying to get
commodities such as food to people, if this was
being prevented by others.

Mr BERTRAM: The Minister's answer is
rather unsatisfactory. This Bill is comparable
with the flourmillers' legislation. Approximately
I8 months have elapsed since that legislation was
introduced. The spirit of this Bill and of the Act
to which I have just referred is identical. In the
space of 18 months the penalty to be imposed has
been multiplied 10 times.

Are we to gather from this that that is the level
of inflation which has occurred during that time?
We know inflation has been dramatic and the
Fraser Government has done nothing about it,
except to put thousands of people out of work but
I do not believe anyone argues that a proper
adjustment in the value of money would convert
$500 from November, 1977, to $5 000 in April,
1979.

It took approximately 140 years for the State
Budget to go from nothing to about $500 million.
When the Premier took over he doubled the
Budget in approximately three years. As a result
of his financial housekeeping the Budget
increased greatly. It took 100 years for the
Budget to get to $500 000 and it took another
three or four years for it to double as a result of
the Premier's stewardship. This can be done only
by imposing taxes and charges. The Premier has
doubled these charges, but he has niot increased
them tenfold.

This Bill contains a grave error. The figure of
$5 000 is clearly in error. Accordingly I move an
amendment-

Page 6, line 4-Delete the words "five
thousand" and substitute the words "one
thousand, five hundred".

Mr Mensaros: That means you accept the Bill,
does it not, because otherwise you would not move
an amendment? You accept the Bill.

Mr BERTRAM: I have never heard that type
of logic expressed previously. The Minister has
been pulled in(o line by the Premier who has told
him politely to shut up. The Minister should know
better than that. All members sitting around him
have been as silent as the grave on this matter,
including the Minister for Labour and Industry.
When members on this side have been discussing
the Bill the Minister has not even been in his seat.
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Mr O'Connor: I have not been out of the
Chamber all night.

Mr BERTRAM: I am not talking about the
Chamber; I am talking about the seat. I believe
the Minister understands that word. If a person is
not in his seat in this place lhe cannot participate
in the debate.

Nobody in this place is very interested-there
are one or two people in the public gallery-but
my comments will give the readers of H-ansard an
idea of what is happening here.

The Government is allowing the Committee
stage to proceed. No matter how meritorious our
comments or proposed admendments may be, the
Government has made up its mind that they will
not be accepted and this Bill will be passed in the
form in which it was introduced.

We are used to this situation. The people of
Western Australia will continue to receive this
Sort of treatment from the Parliament of the State
as long as they give this Government or any other
Government a margin of numbers such as the
Government has at the present time. If the people
of Western Australia want to treat themselves to
this luxury in the future, the Parliament will
become less and less a place for decision-making.
and more and more a farce.

Parliament is a farce for a number of reasons
which I shall not explore at this stage unless the
member for Scarborough wishes me particularly
to do so. We are pretending to the public that this
is a legitimate Committee when in fact it is a
farce.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): I do
not wish you to pursue that line. I should prefer
you to stick to the clause.

Mr BERTRAM: I am sure the Deputy
Chairman does not want me to pursue it, but it is
in fact the truth.

Mr O'Connor: That is being rather rude to the
Deputy Chairman.

Mr BERTRAM: I am not being rude to the
Deputy Chairman. I am telling the truth.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I ask the
member to confine his remarks to clause 9.

Mr BERTRAM: I shall do so, Sir. I have
moved my amendment because no good reason
has been given to justify the increase in the
penalty contained in this Bill. It is not acceptable
to increase the penalty tenfold.

If the Government intends to increase the
penalty by such dimensions in the space of IS
months only, the people have the right to expect it
to put forward an extraordinary case in
justification. Nobody suggested in 1977 that the

penalty was wrong; therefore, it follows that a
Figure of $5 000 in April, 1979, is excessive and it
is clearly an error.

Mr GRILL: I should like to support the
amendment. We are dealing with the penalty
clause as it affects industrial people involved in
what would be industrial disputes. It is common
knowledge that in the past penalty clauses in
industrial legislation have not worked and such
penalties will not work either now or in the future.
They are quite unnecessary. They are there to
dress up the Bill or the Act. They are there to
reassure the people passing the legislation and the
people looking on from the sidelines and
barracking. These people are normally the
ignorant public, predominantly Liberal voters. It
is a fact that penalty clauses in industrial
legislation are not used.

The Government's reaction is predictable. It is
its normal reaction. The Government believes in
confrontation, severe penalties, and draconian
measures, accompanied by all the histrionics and
humbug it can muster. The Government has
mustered some of it tonight with the little, smart
giggles of members on the other side of the
Chamber; but the situation is that industrial
disputes in this State and in other parts of the
Commonwealth are increasing day by day.

It is a simple fact that these particular disputes
are grist for the conservatives' electoral mill. It is
also true that because the strikes create
inconvenience and are a nuisance to the publi c,
they are unpopular and the Government preys
upon these particular facts. Strikes also interrupt
the economy and this is what the Government
wants to see day in and day out.

Here we have it-harsh penalties, draconian
laws, and confrontation. We have laws which are
designed to encourage confrontation. On the other
hand, 'co-operation is something about which the
Government does not seem to have heard
anything. Industrial democracy and worker
participation with the workers having some share
in decision-making and productivity are aspects
about which the Government does not want to
hear because it considers they may just work, as
they have done in many European countries
where unions, employers, and Governments get
together and enjoy industrial harmony and
productivity. These the Government does not
want because they do not provide votes. Co-
operation is Out the window as far as this
Government is concerned. It wants legislation
such as the fuel and energy Dill, the Flour Dill,
and the Bill before us. It will foist this legislation
upon the people of Western Australia and back-
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benchers opposite do not have a say in what goes
on.

The fact is that the present policy is not
working. Day after day industrial disputes are
increasing merely because of the farcical
approach of the Government which has no new
ideas. It is completely bereft of any ideas
whatever in respect of industry and industrial
relations, and it is getting absolutely nowhere.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt):
Order! The honourable member should be
relating his remarks to the amendment which is to
delete certain words; and I rule he is ranging far
and wide from that.

Mr GRILL: We are dealing with penalties and
all my remarks were directed towards those
penalties. Under the clause we are dealing with
the penalties which will be imposed on people who
do not carry out the directives given by whoever
may be in charge of the legislation at the relevant
time the Government sees fit to promulgate it.. I
say that the penalties to be imposed are far too
high. The member for Mt. Hawthorn has
correctly put his finger on the problem and the
amendments he has suggested are fair and proper
when we take into account the fact that the
legislation is to be administered by a bureaucracy
and that in due course the justice side will be
administered by a single stipendiary magistrate
on his own, not by the District Court or the
Supreme Court.

Who are the stipendiary magistrates in this
State? With all due respect to them, some are
very good, but many are lawyers who could not
make a quid in private practice, frustrated clerks
who passed a magistrates' examination, or
frustrated bureaucrats who came up through the
Crown Law Department. They are not people who
have any knowledge whatever of industrial
matters or any background in that sphere. In my
view they are people who are not fit to hand down
penalties of $5 000.

In this respect the legislation goes far beyond
any other legislation in the State. For instance,
under section 94 of the Police Act, the
magistrates are permitted to find a person guilty
of a drug offence, for which the penalty is $4 000.
However, the magistrates are not permitted to
impose that penalty. Having found the person
guilty, they must transfer the case to the District
Court which can impose a penalty of that nature.

Under the extreme piece of legislation before
us, a single magistrate, with no industrial
background or training, will be permitted to
impose a penalty of $5 000. So it makes very good
sense that the clause should be amended in the

way suggested by the member for Mt. Hawthorn,
and I strongly support his move.

Mr BERTRAM: As the member who has just
resumed his seat has pointed out, the clause needs
to be studied together with clause 11.

As has been pointed out, a stipendiary
magistrate, sitting alone, can convict a person and
then impose a penalty up to but not exceeding
$5 000. Can the Minister inform the Committee
of other precedents where a justice has the power
to impose a penalty of those dimensions?

The Minister does not reply and in legal circles
such behaviour is construed as being an admission
that the person questioned does not have a clue.
That is the position.

Under clause 7 we have the reverse approach.
A union which is being dealt with can be hit as
hard as possible. It can be fined $5 000 by the
lowest possible jurisdiction. Such a magistrate can
try the case, record the conviction, and impose the
penalty.

Mr O'Connor: Would that not be against an
employer or a company also?

Mr BERTRAM: It may be that it could be.
Mr O'Connot: There is no "may be" about it.
Mr BERTRAM: Most people know at whom

the legislation is aimed particularly, and we will
see what the future brings. It is aimed
particularly at union people and more particularly
at industrial trade unions which are corporate
bodies under the relevant Act.

We now go to the other side of the coin and
consider the structure of the administration and
court procedure the Bill provides for other people.
These other people, no matter what size their
claim, are not saddled with a magistrate. All of
them have the opportunity-irrespective of the
size of their claim-to be dealt with by a judge of
the Supreme Court or a judge of the District
Court. That is the vivid distinction and is another
example of what the Premier describes as even-
handedness.

Most members recall the first classic example
the Premier gave when he said one thing, causing
the public to believe something, knowing full well
that the result would be quite different.

In the light of those remarks, and in the light of
the gross unfairness I have demonstrated, because
the Minister is at a loss to give one similar
example in any other law, we say that what has
occurred-and this is the best we can say about
the Minister-is that when the Minister
substitued the $5 000 for the $500, he forgot the
repercussions it would have on the legislation.
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The Minister forgot to look at clause I I to see
what a shambles and what a disgraceful situation
this really is. It has to be remembered that this
Sort of provision will go before courts in an
emotive atmosphere. It is absolutely important
that an accused person should get a fair go. An
accused person, being up (or a fine to the tune of
$5 000, should be entitled to a jury trial. Supreme
Court judges often impose fines and penalties far
less than $5 000, and I believe in the
circumstances this power should be taken away
from stipendiary magistrates. For the reasons I
gave earlier-namely, this penalty in comparable
Bills has gone from 5500 to $5 000 in I8
months-the Opposition has said that the Bill
should be amended and the penalty reduced from
$5 000 to $] 500.

I know that is an arbitrary figure but let us get
one thing perfectly clear in case anyone is stupid
enough not to comprehend it: This amendment is
not moved in any way to approve of the Bill. We
know the Bill will become law. We are going
through a charade and we are saying to the public
that at least we tried to do something about the
penalties. The measure is obviously wrong and
unfair. We know it will become law but we do not
want people to be fleeced of $5 000 in the way
this Bill proposes. Let us get that abundantly
clear; if anyone does not understand the
Opposition's view on this Bill, there is something
wrong with him. We do not in any way support
this Hill; we will have nothing to do with it at all,
but we have some humanity in us and we do not
want to see people butchered in this manner.

Mr PEARCE: I would like to reinforce the
point made by my colleague that in supporting
this amendment the Opposition does not accept
the concept of penalties as they appear in this
Bill. Our intention, even if the amendment is
carried, still is to vote against the clause, and to
move to delete penalties from the Bill altogether.

We recognise the commitment of the back-
benchers to a Bill they have not read. The chances
are the penalties will be carried into effect and it
would be far preferable to have a lesser penalty.
In essence, we reject the penalties altogether. If
there is any rationale in penalties, it is better they
are minor, rather than draconian, as they appear
here.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Curf
Mr Davies
Mr HI. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarlco
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

and a division taken with the

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidnmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Tr
Mr MWI st
Mr Bateman

Noes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

(Teller)
Amendment thus negatived.

Mr BERTRAM: The Opposition intended to
move an amendment to clause 9(0(b); that is to
say, at line 6 to delete the words "two thousand
dollars" with the intention of substituting "six
hundred dollars". It is hardly appropriate to move
that amendment in view of the fact that the
previous amendment has been defeated. The
Opposition does not change its position at all.

Mr Davies: We would have opposed the whole
of the Bill anyway, even if it had been amended.

Mr BERTRAM: That is very true. It is futile
to try to work some justice into the situation. We
repeat the arguments we raised previously, and we
note the Minister's inability really to put up
anything purporting to be a reasonable defence of
the Government's position in respect of this
particular clause.

Dr TROY: I oppose clause 9 in toto. I do not
think the Government has learnt anything from
the history of this country with regard to the use
of penalties. In particular, if one looks at history
in relation to penalties, fines, and gaolings. one
does not have to go beyond the Clarrie O'Shea
case of 1969. On that occasion the whole country
stopped until Clarrie O'Shea was released from
gaol. We are opposed to any kind of penalty,
monetary or gaoling, for anyone.
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Under subelause (2) we have the position
where a shop steward at Wyndham, who at the
whim of the Minister is claimed to have
committed one of the offences which are vitually
impossible to define, then involves the whole of his
corporate body. A shop steward at Albany would
then have to do one of two things; either disown
his organisation or face gaol or a fine. A further
interesting aspect of this subclause is that it says
"unless he proves that the offence was committed
without his knowledge". So he has to turn copper
or scab on his mates. The onus of proving
culpability is on him and not on the Government,
which is quite extraordinary in what purports to
be an example of British justice.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-

That the Committee do now divide.

Motion put and a division taken with the

following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cla rko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grower
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Motion thus passed.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grower
Mr H-assell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPbarlin

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT.iJ. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Ayes 32
Mr Measares
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
M r Itephns
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)
Clause thus passed.
Clause 10: Consent to prosecutions-
Mr BERTRAM: The Opposition is at a loss to

understand why a provision in the form of
subclause (1) should be in the Bill at all. I wonder
whether the Minister, by way of interjection, will
be good enough to tell us precisely why that
provision is needed. It is somewhat unique.

Mr O'Connor: We thought this provision would
probably be more acceptable to you.

Mr BERTRAM: The Opposition is greatly
moved by that answer.

Mr Grill: What was the answer? I could not
(Teller) hear it.

Mr BERTRAM: One of the reasons for this
provision is to content the Opposition because
presumably it was thought that this is what we
would want. It may be that some members of the
Opposition believe that explanation; others may
have some doubts about its validity and accuracy.

A number of offences are set out in this
legislation. The Opposition is at a loss to
understand why the consent of the Attorney
General is required at all. The offences are clearly
ones that are capable of being observed by a

(Teller) policeman, and in ordinary law a policeman may
issue a complaint when he sees a breach of the
law.
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The Opposition is not impressed by what the
Minister has said. In fact, we do not accept it, and
we believe that the provision is in the Bill to allow
scope for some political manoeuvring which will
be adverse to the public and favourable to the
Government. It is a political provision.

Sir Charles Court: I do not want to disappoint
you, but if you were a good lawyer you would be
objecting if it were not in a Bill of this kind.

Mr BERTRAM: Is that so?
Sir Charles Court: Yes you would. If the

member for Boulder-Dundas were here, he would
have screamed blue murder if it were not there.

Mr BERTRAM: The member for Yilgarn-
Dundas is here.

Sir Charles Court: I meant the former member
for Roulder-Dundas.

Mr BERTRAM: I must say I am impressed
that a mere lay person can give an opinion of
what a good lawyer would do. If he were a good
leader of the Government, he would not have this
Bill here at all.

Mr Skidmore: I know with whom I'd rather go
to court!

Mr Young: So do I
Mr Grill: If the Premier knows so much about

it, why does he not tell us?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr

Order! The member for Mt. Hawthorn.
Watt):

Mr BERTRAM: If one went before a court
represented by the Premier, before the case got
underway, one would be minus any representation
at all.

Mr Young: You would still be better off.
An Opposition member: He never goes to

court-he uses the sub judice rule.
Mr BERTRAM: Does the Minister for Health

base his statement on fact or fiction?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest that

the interjections are not related to the clause, and
that you should ignore them.

Mr BERTRAM: It is now 2.05 a.m., and as
best we can we ought to stick strictly to the
subject under discussion. Certainly the Premier's
interjections do not help when we want to get on
with this matter and make the Parliament
function in a proper manner.

As I have said, I believe this provision is a
device to allow political nmanoeuvring and
manipulation in respect of prosecutions dependent
upon whether it is politically viable and sensible
for a prosecution to be brought. That is what the
Opposition believes this is all about. Attorneys
General in Australian Parliaments do not behave

in the same manner as do Attorneys General
under the Westminster system. People who say
that we operate under the Westminster system are
only deceiving themselves, and if they are not
deceiving themselves, they are deceiving others. In
Australia, Attorneys General play the political
game, and there is plenty of evidence of that if the
Committee wants it. If it does not want it, I will
content myself with making that assertion and
repeating that the Opposition believes this is a
political ploy, a little bit of political chicanery.
Let us see what the future brings.

Mr GRILL: The inclusion of this particular
clause is an admission by the Government that it
is an extreme measure; it is a piece of legislation
which should be used only in extreme
circumstances. Clause 10 is included because even
the Government understands there must be some
brake on the use of this legislation. However, the
Government falls down in its thinking because the
Bill will be used in normal and ordinary
circumstances-that particular point was given
away by the Minister earlier in the debate.

It is only in a few other instances that it is
necessary for an Attorney General to give his
written consent to a prosecution before it can be
launched. Mostly such consent relates to cases of
Criminal libel, and it is necessary in these cases
because all the rules of evidence and of general
libel are reversed. In fact, in regard to criminal
libel, a person is liable on the basis that the
greater the truth of what he says, the greater the
libel. So in those strangely reversed or convoluted
circumstances, it is necessary for the Attorney
General to give his approval before a prosecution
is launched.

Under our law it is necessary also for an
Attorney General to issue indictments in respect
of indictable offences. However, prosecutions for
indictable offences can go right through the
preliminary hearing stage without any consent
from an Attorney General, and that happens time
and time again. Ordinarily policemen commence
the prosecutions, and if a person is committed to
trial, it is up to the Attorney General to issue the
indictment.

The inclusion of this particular clause is a
recognition by the Government that it is extreme
legislation. If the provisions of the Bill are
proclaimed, they will be used in very limited
circumstances. This is an attempt by the
Government to put some sort of brake on the
situation. My comment does not detract from
what the member for Mt. Hawthorn said, because
it is quite obvious that the use of that brake will
be a political one. The politics of a situation will
decide when and if this particular legislation and
this particular provision will be used. We would
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all be kidding ourselves if we did not appreciate
that fact.

This is a political measure and clause 10
entrenches its politicism, inasmuch as the
Attorney General must consent to any prosecution
under it. We are not fooled by the fact that this
clause is included; we understand what it is all
about. It merely underlines the fact that the Bill
is a very, very extreme one.

Clause put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laura nce
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

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

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
Noes 22

Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilon
Mr Bateman

Clause thus passed.

Clause 11: Proceedings to be taken
summarily-

Mr BERTRAM: This clause has been pinched
word for word from the Flour Act of 1977. It
must be remembered that section 7 of the Flour
Act, which compares with clause 9 of this Bill,
was a very different provision from clause 9;
because the latter provides for a penalty of $5 000
whilst under the Flour Act the provision enabled
the imposition of a fine of only $500. Therefore, if
we approach this logically it would seem that
when the Government altered the fines from $500
to $5 000 and from $200 to $2 000 it forgot about
gearing up clause 11.

People being dealt with under this legislation
will be dealt with by a stipendiary magistrate
sitting alone under the provisions of the Justices
Act, 1902. The Opposition opposes this provision
because it is unreal and improper. It is a legacy of
the inepitude of the Government in respect of the

piecemeal fashion in which the Bill has been
drafted; or alternatively, it is evidence of
Government mischief ins bringing in a law which
enables a stipendiary magistrate, perhaps for the
first time in history, to impose a penalty as high
as $5 000.

We oppose the clause.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 12 put and passed.
Clause 13: Duration of Act-
Mr BERTRAM: This clause states that the

Act shall continue in operation until the twenty-
first sitting day of the Legislative Assembly of the
first session of the thirtieth Parliament, and no
longer. That will take it up to about October,
1980. That space of time is different from that for
which the Flour Act operated. Why is the time
different on this occasion?

Why is the Bill given a limited life? Do not let
anyone read into that question that I want the Bill
at all; but why was this period of time selected,
and why is there a time limit at all?

Mr O'Connor: The reason is that Parliament
will not sit during that time, and the Act will be
carried through. If any problems develop in the
interim period the Government will have power to
take action, if necessary.

Mr BERTRAM: In other words, when this
legislation expires in or about October, 1980,
another Bill will be introduced?

Mr O'Connor: I did not say that. The
Government of the day would decide that.

Mr BERTRAM: Yes. It seems to me to be
extraordinary that we should be getting these
repetitive Bills. What precedent is there for them?

Mr O'Connor: If the Government wishes the
Act to be extended, it would have to bring it to
Parliament.

.Mr BERTRAM: Ordinarily if there is
repetitive mischief occurring in the community we
would bring in a Dill to deal with it. There are
endless examples of one Bill dealing with a
position that recurs.

Now, for some extraordinary reason, the
Government does not do it in that way. It brought
in a Bill in 1977 and another in 1979.
Presumably, there will be a similar type of Bill in
1980-if members opposite are still in
Govern ment-another one in 1982, and another
in 1983. Why should that be the case?

Mr O'Connor: I do not know; I have not lived
in 1983.

Mr BERTRAM: It is a situation with very
little precedent and therefore a situation which
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calls for a clear explanation. In the absence of
explanation, what the opposition says is this: This
Government is not a reluctant introducer of this
Bill. It says it is, but in fact it is not. That is a
"Fraserism". Members know the Fraser
technique: Whatever he says, expect the opposite.

Mr B. T. Burke: He tells lies.
Mr BERTRAM: That is right; he is a liar and

is known to be a liar. There is no question about
that. In fact, Bob Hawke has mentioned it on
national television and has never been sued by
Fraser.

Fraser is not the only practitioner of that art in
the Liberal Party. We believe this legislation is a
ploy to maximise certain circumstances. We were
given a king-size build-up in respect of this Bill. It
was mooted two or three days ago and the
Premier now is highly elated that once again he is
in the news. He is described in today's newspaper
as being "tough".

Mr B. T. Burke: They said he was thick.
Mr BERTRAM: I suppose the Premier

considers that to mean "firm hands". The
Opposition believes this Government does not
worry how much lime this Chamber or the
Parliament wastes in discussing repetitive Bills of
this nature when any other responsible
Government would introduce one Bill and bring it
into action when it was required. Not this
Government; it does not do the reasonable and
responsible thing. It is prepared to bring in a new
Bill and go through the same performance every
time.

If the people of Western Australia want that
sort of thing they are certainly going to get it.
This is the second time such a Bill has been
produced and I forecast it will not be the last.

Mr JIAMIESON: This is an interesting clause
which has far-reaching ramifications. 1 suggest
that, should the Government change at the next
election, it will have interesting possibilities. The
legislation will enable the new Government to
establish fixed-price marketing of produce. While
members opposite may think I am stretching the
legislation a little far, if they read it properly they
will see that is exactly what it will allow a
Government to do. The Government would have
only to declare a foodstuff as essential and then
proclaim all the other associated features which
will enable it to set up fixed-price marketing. A
Government could even overcome inflation in this
way. This is a distinct possibility.

Mr Stephens: So you have now decided to
support it, have you?

Mr JAMIESON: No, because it was never
intended by the Government that this should be
the position. I am simply pointing out that the Bill
is drafted in such a way that it may be used for
that purpose. I do not know whether the present
Government would use it for that purpose but I
could imagine it would be desirable for some
other Government under certain circumstances to
take advantage of this situation. A new
Government would be able to regulate the
inflation rate by having control of the foodstuffs it
considered to be essential. This would be one way
of overcoming all those CPI adjustments we so
often hear about. This has some attraction for me.
However, I am sure it was never intended the
legislation should cover such circumstances.

I am naturally opposed to this clause.
Nevertheless, it shows that when legislation is
drafted in this manner, a Government must be
very careful that it knows what it is doing.
Obviously, whoever directed the draftsman did
not point him in the right direction. A new
Government would have from February until
October to set up a fixed-price marketing
arrangement and regulate prices if that was
considered necessary-and, indeed, sometimes it
is necessary.

I have no doubt that if a Government had cause
to establish such a marketing arrangement, and
bad the necessary legislation under which to set
up such a market it would take advantage of it.
This is rather an unusual slant to the legislation.

That is why I said earlier that the Government
usually is apt to use the heavy hand of socialism
when it is to its own advantage and to decry it on
other occasions. This cannot be classified in any
other way than as socialism, because once a
Government takes commodities unto the State
and sets a price on those commodities and then
goes ab~out arguing compensation with people
after it has taken their produce it is delving in the
ultimate of socialism. Here again, of course, this
was never intended. I am sure it was just an
accident.

I oppose this clause because, unless the
Government knew what its intention was when it
brought this legislation forward, it is not
legislation we should go along with. I am sure the
Government did not give a thought to this
particular quirk of the legislation.

Mr DAVIES: Already, the Government has
broken a promise it made in regard to this
legislation. On a number of occasions we have
heard bleatings on the other side to the effect the
legislation will last for only 12 months, after
which it will expire. I have heard it on the air:

171



172 (ASSEMBLY]

Twelve months, and the Act is no more; it does its
job, and that is the end of it. Of course, that is not
correct. It is going to be longer than 12 months
because of the way this clause is worded.

If the Government want the legislation to last
only 12 months, and the Bill completes its passage
through Parliament today, this clause should be
amended to read "4lth April, 1980". Instead of
that, we are told it will expire on the 21st sitting
day of the first session of the 30th Parliament.

If the general procedure is followed, Parliament
will be called together on about the 24th May for
swearing in of new members and then it will
adjourn until the end of July or the beginning of
August, as it has on other occasions. So, if what
happened in 1977 happens in 1980 it will be
something like the 20th September-

Mr, Jamieson: Later than that because of Show
Week.

Mr DAVIES: If this had applied in 1977, we
sat on the 24th May and resumed on the 28th
July, and the 21 days would have expired on the
20th September. I think Show Week fell later in
that year, about the end of September. So. all this
means that this piece of legislation is likely to be
in operation until the end of September next year,
depending on when the Parliament resumes.

When we are returned as the Government, we
will have this legislation removed from the
Statute book as quickly as possible. If the present
Government members want special sessions of
Parliament, we will have them back at a special
session of Parliament to remove the legislation. It
is not the type of legislation that accords with a
Labor Party Government.

Mr O'Connor: We might not be able to extend
it that long.

Mr DAVIES: The Government has already
broken a promise by its legislation. Apparently
the Government did not know what was in the
legislation, or the legislation has been sloppily
drawn up. It is drawn up sloppily only because it
has been drawn up in accordance with the
directions given to the Crown Law Department by
the Minister. It has not been checked properly by
the Government, by the department, or by the
Cabinet. It certainly has not been checked by the
members of the party. I am quite certain the
drafting of the Bill was a "rush- hurrah" job.

I believe the Government should do what it has
indicated it intends to do, and that is to have this
Bill in operation for 12 months, if it is to operate
at all. I am opposing the Bill, as members might
have gathered by now. However, the
Government's pushing through a clause like this,
which means that the legislation will be in force

for 16 months, or possibly longer, is completely
unfair to the public and to the Parliament. If the
Government intends, the Act to operate for 12
months, it should say "12 months". If it means 21
days after the First day of sitting of the thirtieth
Parliament, that would remain. However, if the
Government goes to the hustings and tries to
make excuses in the marketplace, it should be
honest about the matter. It should say that the
Act will be in operation for something like 16 or
17 months, and not say it will be in for only 12
months. It is completely wrong to go about saying
that. For that reason, we oppose this clause.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

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

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Sprigs

MrStephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wiln
Mr Bateman

Clause thus passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment,
report adopted.

(Teller)

(Teller)

and the

Third Reading

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [2.36 am.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the

Opposition) [2.37 a.m.]: Members would have
gathered that the Opposition does not favour this
measure.
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Mr O'Connor: I wish you had said that earlier.
Mr DAVIES: We should briefly recap the

reasons that we do not favour the Bill. It should
go on record that we look on tonight's proceedings
as a disgraceful display by the Government, right
from the time it had the germ of a thought about
this. The Government does not have many germs
of thoughts. However, right from the very
beginning to this moment, the attitude of the
Government has been anything but creditable.

We look to the Government to make the way a
little better for the people in the community. In
certain circumstances we believe that stringent
action is necessary to ensure that the community
is not seriously inconvenienced. Had not the
situation to which this Bill refers been almost in
the past, we might not have taken such a stand to
it as we did on this occasion. However, the
Government is doing nothing but grandstanding.

I made that comment at the outset. Nothing in
the Government's actions between then and now
has changed my mind. Indeed, the actions of the
Government have reinforced my opinion.

Since the debate began, there has been clear
evidence that one section of the dispute has been
settled. There has been clear evidence that there
is a 99.9 per cent chance of the other part of the
dispute being settled. Indeed, if we talk here long
enough, and if the members talk for tong enough
in another place, all of the strikers will be back at
work and there will be, as the Minister has
interjected on so many occasions, no need for
legislation of this type.

There is no need to wait for the settlement of
the strike. There is no need for this type of
legislation now.

One of the things that has marked this debate
has been the contributions by members from their
seats. We have become used to that in the past;
but tonight we have had a continuous run of
interjections and contributions from persons who
will have to answer to sections of the electorate
for taking the stand that they did. They should
have stood up to the Premier, to the Minister for
Labour and Industry, and to the Cabinet and not
accepted and promoted this kind of legislation,
which can only harm and split the community.

There is a distinct lack of proof of the need for
the legislation. We wandered far and wide at
timcs; but basically the Bill relates to eggs, milk,
and bread. Despite the attempt by the member for
Vasse to embarrass my deputy leader, my deputy
leader was able to come back very quickly and
show that the claims by the member for Vasse
were so much nonsense, and that within a short

distance of this place the commodities in question
were readily available.

Mr Sibson: Provided by non-strikers.

Mr DAVIES: It does not matter by whom they
were provided. The Minister himself said there
was no problem, and he was quoted a number of
times. If there is no problem, what is the need for
taking any action at this stage? There has been a
distinct lack, indeed, absence of any proof in
regard to the alleged shortages and the need to
take some drastic draconian action.

There has been a complete disregard for the
situation and a complete lack of interest by the
Government in trying to settle the dispute. No
regard has been paid to the reasons for the
dispute and there has certainly been no sympathy
from the Government for persons affected by it.

One might have thought the Government would
have sympathy for the people who are working
alongside one another when some are getting paid
$8 less than others. One might have thought when
the Public Service Board double-crossed the egg
workers that the Government would interest itself
in seeing there was fair play from the Public
Service Board. None of these things happened
and it will be to the eternal shame of the
Government that it is not interested in settling
industrial disputes but is interested only in
promoting them. That is precisely what the
Government wants to happen. It wants to give the
impression of being a strong manager, using firm
hands to see that no-one in the community is
disadvantaged. The legislation to which the House
has shamefully agreed tonight disadvantages
people. It might not disadvantage the majority in
the opinion of the Government but it could
disadvantage any section of the community at any
time dare they do the last thing left to them in
many cases, which is to withdraw their labour.

This will be a shameful State in which to live.
It is getting bad enough now, but if we ever reach
the stage where the worker does not have the
right to withdraw his labour, which is often the
only action he can take, and which he takes
reluctantly in most cases as people cannot afford
to go on strike in a State which has the highcst
level of inflation and the highest rate of
unemployment, then we are reaching a very bad
stage indeed. The people need every penny they
can get merely to exist, so they do not take the
decision to strike lightly.

I will not accept the suggestion that they are
dragooned into striking; that is against every tenet
of what the Australian worker is supposed to be.
He is supposed to be fearless, outspoken, and one
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who wants to see fair play for himself and his
mates. Yet the Government is working towards a
situation where no-one will dare go on strike.

While some people who may have been
inconvenienced by the present situation might
applaud the Government's action on this occasion,
those self-same peo)ple may be the ones who will
be in the "gun" on another occasion when the
Government may slap them with this kind of
legislation which wilt take the matter completely
out of their control. More importantly, the
Government is showing its complete disregard and
disrespect for the processes of arbitration. The
Minister knows, or should know, and the Premier
knows or should know that there have been
continuing talks on this dispute. I have said ad
nauseam that the egg dispute is now settled; no-
one has even suggested that it has not been
settled.

The Government should applaud the moves
that have been made by Commissioner Halliwell,
the representatives of the Public Service Board
and the union for the efforts they have made to
get a settlement rather than bring in this kind of
legislation which only threatens the very system
which the Government has propounded on so
many occasions. How many times have people
gone to the Government and said, "Give us this,
grant us that, help us with this", to which the
Government has replied it was not its function,
the matter should be taken to the courts, that it
would not interfere and that Statutes have been
passed which entitle the people to certain
procedures which will allow them a fair hearing?
How many times has the Government said it was
not the Industrial Commission or the courts?

Statements have been made by the Premier and
by the Minister for Labour and Industry, who has
shown a very poor grip of the workings of the
department and the Industrial Commission. We
know the Minister was plummetted into his new
position because the Government was
embarrassed on another occasion by certain
happenings.

it is disgusting that the present Minister should
have been given his job because he is well known
for his attitude to the trade union movement and
the people who are behind the Assistance and
Security Corporation. I do not know how deep
these ties go but they are there. One has only to
read the newspapers to know they are there. I
think it is shameful for the Government to have
put this man in charge of the Labour and
Industry portfolio in an attempt to keep industrial
peace.

One of the persons we have been talking about
is one of the main antagonists of the trade union
movement. He is deliberately antagonistic and he
has said he would do this deliberately. He is
bringing some of the worst features of
McCarthyism into this State and it is shameful
that we do not speak against it. It is
acknowledged throughout the world that
McCarthyism was one of the worst features of
government in America in the 1950s yet we are
promoting it as we go into the 1980s.

This Government is living in the 1950s and
1960s; it is not prepared to go into the 1980s. It
does not have the policies to deal with the
situations that are going to arise more often in the
1980s. It does not have the policies for the people
who are running the country and those working
for the country; people who are getting their
living from the country. They are the people the
Government will have to deal with increasingly.

Trade unions are here to stay despite what the
Government has said. Worse things have
happened to trade unions in years gone by than
ever this Government can do to them. It might
like to do more to them but it does not matter
because the trade unions will be here always and
the workers will exert their rights.

This evening I have seen one of the worst pieces
of legislation that 1 have ever seen brought into
the House. I thought the earlier measure dealing
with the SEC which the Government has not yet
proclarimed, and the one dealing with the
flourmillers were bad, but the Minister says this is
just the latter piece of legislation introduced
again. However, it has been made worse by the
penalties it contains. It is lacking in many
respects, including secrecy provisions. Every piece
of legislation brought in over the last 10 years.
where the Government has taken unto itself the
power to investigate people and firms, has had
secrecy provisions except this one and the flour
supplies legislation.

What is the Government coming to? Does it
not have any responsibilities? If it takes action
against a person does it not have the responsibility
to keep certain things secret? The Government
said this Bill was going to be in force for only 12
months, yet it can be seen it will last for at least
16 months and probably I8 months.

The Government just cannot be trusted. It is
living in the past. it has disregarded the situation
which exists. It was afraid the legislation would
not get through before the strikes were over, in
which case Government members would have had
egg all over their faces. They sought a sense of the
dramatic and the only way they could do it was to
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go straight into the legislation today. We did not
receive even 24 hours' notice. We did not even
deal with questions first. We were not passed a
copy of the resolution members opposite intended
to use to get the matter under way. Members
opposite displayed a complete disregard for
members of the Opposition and we are supposed
to sit here and take it. We will not and members
opposite will hear more and more from us as the
year goes by if they try to repeat the shameful
performance we have seen tonight.

We should all go home and possibly ask
forgiveness for what has happened here tonight,
because I am beginning to be ashamed to be a
Western Australian, particularly in this 15.0th
Anniversary year. Back in the 1880s things were
not as bad as members are proposing to make
them today.

I am almost ashamed to be a Western
Australian, because I can see this State getting
closer to. Queensland and there are few
Australians living out of Queensland who have a
good word to say about that State. Some people in
ministerial positions are prepared tp stand up and
speak on its behalf when the occasion demands.
Some people in ministerial positions want to run
away from Queensland, especially when the
Premier comes over here and tells them how to
run the National Country Party and maintain the
coalition. That is just not on. They do not want to
talk about it.

I will not say much more about this and I am
sure members will breathe a great sigh of relief
when they hear that. The Government has over-
reacted to a situation which, in five or six hours,
will no longer exist. In doing so, it has brought the
Parliament into disrepute, not only as a result of
the tenor of the legislation, but also because of the
manner in which members opposite have treated
the Opposition and Government members. I am
certain that the majority of members on the other
side of the House would not have read the Bill
before it was introduced into Parliament. I have
said that before and no-one has denied it. I have
said it before in the debate tonight and no-one has
denied it; but it is only one of a whole string of
queries raised by myself and most of my
colleagues on this side. None of these questions
have been answered.

Why do these questions remain unanswered?
They do so because the Government has used the
guillotine-the gag-and once the motion has
been put that the House do now divide-we did
experience some slight difficulties at times with
procedures-no further debate has been allowed.
I do not know whether the decision, in relation to
further discussion after the motion that the House

divide had been put, was proper; but we have
more important matters to discuss.

However, by using that type of procedural skill
the Government very adroitly dodged answering
any of the questions asked in debate. We are not
unaccustomed to the Government failing to
answer questions asked in debate. I do not know
whether this is prompted by ignorance or
incompetence; but we have noticed it and
complained about it during earlier sessions of
Parliament. We have said that Ministers sit and
doze and might scribble a word or two, but they
do not answer the queries of members on this side
of the House. I would have imagined more people
would take part in the debate tonight in an
endeavour to answer some of the very pertinent
questions asked by members on this side of the
House.

In view of the lateness of the hour, I can only
say the Opposition supports any move introduced
in this House which will improve the lot of men
and women in the community. We expect the
Government to justify its legislation. If it is able
to do so , in the spirit of reasonableness, we will
support it. But we will not support legislation
introduced unnecessarily and without proof to
back it up when the sole purpose of the legislation
is to generate a sense of the dramatic, and it keeps
members here much longer than they need to be
kept.

Government members have not answered the
queries raised. If we debate this for another three
or four hours the strike will be over. The whole
situation is changing, but the worst aspect of this
legislation is that Government members have
expressed no confidence in the arbitration system.

I oppose the third reading of this Bill.
MR T. H. JONES (Collie) [2.55 a.m.]: I have

refrained from taking part in this debate up to
this point, but it would be wrong of me if I did not
go on record as opposing this legislation strongly.
One has to query the motives of the Government
in introducing this Bill at this time. Commissioner
Halliwell will deliver his recommendation in a few
hours and one would have assumed that, knowing
the industrial set-up in Western Australia, the
Government would act wisely and would not
introduce this legislation which might provoke
further trouble at this stage. I am certain unions
in Western Australia will not accept this type of
legislation lightly.

Ample evidence is available in Western
Australia to indicate that the Government should
be trying to encourage better understanding and
greater conciliation between employers and
unions generally.
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The member for Cottesloe made a very strong
onslaught on the trade union leaders in this State
and called them all sorts of names. I remind him
that he lacks knowledge of the industrial
machinery in Western Australia and if we cast
our minds back for a moment to the two unions
which had the worst industrial records we can see
what has been achievtd in that area. Surely this
makes it obvious that in Parliament we should be
aiming at achieving conciliation.

I am referring to the Waterside Workers'
Federation of Western Australia. It had a terrible
record for some years in the eyes of Government
members. Do we hear of any disputation on the
waterfront now? Of course we do not. We hear of
very little disputation because conciliation has
been introduced and it has overcome the
disputation which had occurred year after year.

Of course, the union of which I used to be a
member, the Collie Coal Miners' Union,' had a
bad industrial record up till the 1960s; but what
happened in 1960? A change came over the
industry when one of the employers,
Amalgamated Collieries, was not prepared to
negotiate and left the scene. We saw two
companies left in the field: they were Griffin Coal
Mining and Western Collieries. In January, 1961,
they indicated they were prepared to introduce a
system of conciliation and what has been
achieved? Three days only have been lost as a
result of strikes in the I8 years since that time
because of this new concept. This is what the
Government should be striving for. The type of
legislation we are discussing does not assist good
industrial understanding between employers and
the trade union movement generally in this State.

It is all very fine for the member for Cottesloe
to condemn the actions of the Transport Workers'
Union; but he must understand the conciliation
set-up relating to the State and Federal unions.
Surely he knows that in many instances, and
indeed in this instance involving the $8 flow-on,
the Federal determination is the yardstick for
wage fixation in Western Australia. This does not
apply only to the Transport Workers' Union. It
applies also to railway workers and indeed to
coalminers as far as margins, long service leave,
and many other conditions are concerned. What
do the industrial arbitrators in this State wait for?
They wait for the decisions which have been
brought down federally and are passed on
generally to workers in Western Australia.

Of course this is what the TWU in this State
has been waiting for. Some members are receiving
the benefit of that Federal decision, and some are
not, so is it any wonder that members of the union
have taken the action they have? Would any

member suggest that it is wrong in principle for
them to show opposition to the attitude of the
employers and the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry when a man driving a 10-ton
truck gets $8 a week rise while a person living
next door doing the same work in the same area
does not receive it? Surely we have to agree that
this is wrong in principle. We must understand
and appreciate the feelings of the workers
involved.

As so many members on this side of the House
have indicated strongly and clearly tonight, the
legislation is ill-timed. What is the Government
trying to prove? Is this a warning to the trade
union movement in Western Australia that if its
members do not behave themselves and toe the
line in the future they will be subjected to similar
legislation. Is the Government trying to indicate
to the public of Western Australia that it is a
strong Government which will stand up to the
trade union movement?

Mr T. J. Burke: It is an election gimmick.
Mr T. H. JONES: Of course it is. The 150th

Anniversary celebrations have fallen flat. The
thousands of visitors who were expected to come
to Western Australia have not arrived. No-one
can deny that. Is the Government trying to pull
the trade union movement on? From my 17 to I8
years' industrial experience I am certain that the
miners I represented would not accept this
legislation lightly and we cannot expect the TWU
members to accept it lightly.

In my view the Government is looking for
trouble. It has demonstrated a complete
inexperience in regard to the situation and, as the
member for Avon mentioned tonight, I am certain
the Minister for Labour and Industry knows the
position. He is aware of the fact that within a few
hours-all members on the Government side are
aware of this-these men will be back at work.

This is a nice piece of window dressing to
demonstrate the strong-arm tactics of the
Government. However, it is a numbers game, and
irrespective of what the Opposition says, the
Government will take no notice. We have seen
this so often. We are aware of the knowledgeable
Premier and his boys who are pulled into gear in
the party room. Mistake after mistake has been
made by the Gqvernment and one of the biggest
mistakes is the one it is making in trying to pull
on the trade union movement. Instead it should be
looking for better understanding, and it should be
encouraging the confederation, the employees,
and the employers generally to get around the
table and talk about the problems, as has been
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done by so many unions and industry in this State
with great success.

The Government should be introducing
legislation which will be effective and not short
lived. I doubt whether the Bill before us would be
as effective as the Government seems to think it
would be. It is easy for the Government to
introduce legislation into this place because it is a
numbers game, but to make it work is a horse of
another colour. Those involved in the trade union
movement are not fools, but perhaps the
Government has misunderstood their ability
because they certainly know that one and one
make two. In some way they will indicate their
resentment of the legislation before us.

What opportunity did we have to discuss the
Bill? It was introduced and the second reading
took place after which we were supposed to be in
a position to debate what is very important
legislation. What a sham! Is that the
constitutional way we should be operating the
Parliament of Western Australia? It is clear to
me that the legislation before us is similar to the
fuel and energy Bill. The strong arm of the
Government is being used to make the workers do
what the Government wants--or else!

Members must know why we are resentful. In
the limited time available to us we had no
opportunity to discuss the contents of the Bill or
even consider it. As my leader has said, the
Government stands condemned for the manner in
which it introduced the Bill and for the shabby
way it has treated the Opposition.

I hope the Government will learn a lesson and
realise that the strong-arm tactics will not go
over. They might in Queensland and other States,
but certainly the workers in this State will resist
strongly this or any similar legislation introduced
by this anti-working class Government of Western
Australia. I hope that similar legislation will
never be introduced and placed on the Statute
book of this Parliament.

I conclude my speech by appealing to the
Government. There is ample evidence-not only
in Western Australia but also in other parts of
Australia and in other cocintries-to indicate that
conciliation is the order of the day. It is
successful in a number of big countries and it is
time the Minister recommended amendments to
the Industrial Arbitration Act which will result in
better industrial relations and harmony to the
ultimate benefit not only of the workers, but also
industry in Western Australia. I want it to be on
record that I believe the Government should be
condemned for the despicable manner in which it
has treated the Opposition in this House, and I

strongly oppose the legislation at the third reading

stage.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-

That the House do now divide.

Motion put and a division taken with the

following result-

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

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

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
M r O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)

Motion thus passed.

Question put and a division taken with the

following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarka
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Graydcn
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin

Ayes 32
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Rids
Mr Rsbton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
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Noes 22
Mr Barnett Mr I-odge
Mr Bertram Mr Jamieson
Mr Bryce Mr T. H.Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Pearce
MrCarr Mr Skidmore
Mr Davies Mr Taylor
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Tonkin
Mr T. D. Evans Dr Troy
Mr Grill Mr Wilson
Mr Harmuan Mr Bateman

Question thus passed. Tle

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

Message: Appropriations

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

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

SITT'INGS OF THE HOUSE

Days and Hours
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

[4.07 am.]: I move-
That the House unless otherwise ordered,

shalt meet for the despatch of business on
Tuesdays and Wednesdays at 4.30 p.m., and
on Thursdays at 2. 15 p.m., and shall sit until
6.15 p.m., if necessary, and, if requisite, from
7.30 p.m. onwards.

These are the times that are normally agreed to at
this time of the session and of course as the
session progresses they can be varied.

However, representations have been made for a
more careful study of the sitting times of the
House as distinct from the traditional times and I
am hopeful discussions will ensue between the
Opposition and the Government on particular
aspects to ascertain whether any changes are
necessary and if so they will be dealt with in due
course by the House. In the meantime I commend
the motion.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [4.08 am.]: We do not oppose the
motion. Indeed, we acknowledge that at long last
some action is being taken in regard to a realistic
study of the sitting hours of Parliament. About
the 8th December, I received from the member
for Cockburn a letter containing a sharp
reminder. However, it was not until the 4th
January that I was able to write to the Premier
and ask him to do something about the matter.

He acknowledged my letter and said he would
consider it and a few days ago I received a letter
indicating that the Deputy Premier, together with
representatives of the other side of the House and
this side of the House, could meet on an ad hoc
basis to discuss what might be reasonable
changes, if any.

I am pleased to say that in accordance with the
suggestion from the Premier that two members,
preferably with ministerial experience, be
selected, the Hon. C. J. Jamieson (member for
Welshpool) and the H-on. D. Taylor (member for
Cockburn) have been selected as our
representatives. I notice that the Deputy Premier
is taking notes and I am sure that this will be
sufficient advice to him and that any further
action will be taken by him at his convenience.
Possibly the members could meet while
Parliament is sitting because we are not all
required in the Chamber at all times. As a result
of those meetings mentioned, I hope that we can
get to some basis where the hours of sitting relate
more properly to changed conditions and to what
will occur in the 1980s instead of what did occur
in the 1880s.

I did some research on sitting hours and the
only significant change I could see over the years
was that we now sit at 2.15 p.m. on a Thursday
afternoon, but do not sit after tea earlier in the
session. I forget when that fairly dramatic change
took place, but it was designed to meet the
convenience of country members who were
thereby enabled to return to their homes for the
weekends.

As the Premier said, these sitting hours are
almost standard but are varied from time to time.

1 do not know whether he has given
consideration to the sitting dates over Easter, and
this might be a convenient time for him to
mention them. It was said that we would not sit
during the week after Easter. Last year I believe
we concluded about midday on Easter Thursday
and did not sit in the afternoon, although we sat
earlier in the morning and possibly covered
approximately the same sitting hours.

Apparently we will not be sitting during the
week after Easter. The following week includes
Anzac Day on the Wednesaay, and on that day
we will not be sitting. The Premier indicated that
possibly we would sit on the Friday of that week,
which would be the 27th April, and that would
make up the sitting hours, if he still has in mind
that we will conclude the first part of the session
about the 18th May.

I do not know whether he has given those two
matters any consideration; that is, the Thursday
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before Easter and the sittings for the week in
which Anzac Day falls. If he has, I think he
would be only too pleased td tell the House what
his thoughts are so that members can make
necessary arrangements.

We support the motion.
SIR CHA RLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

[4.12 a.m.]: 1 thank the Leader of the Opposition
for his support of the motion.

In response to the specific queries he raised, so
far as Easter eve is concerned-that is, the
Thursday before Good Friday-I intended to
discuss this matter in more detail with the Leader
of the Opposition. I had in mind that we would sit
until the afternoon tea break-that is, at 3.45
p.m.-having perhaps commenced earlier in the
morning at, say 10.30. If we rose at 3.45 p.m. it
would enable all members to get home to their
families in reasonable time.

So far as Anzac Day is concerned, I recall that
we discussed the possibility of substituting
another day, and here again I would like to
discuss some alternative with the Leader of the
Opposition so we can announce the decision fairly
soon.

There will be no sitting in the week after
Easter, but in view of the fact that we have the
CPA conference here which will be using the
other Chamber in the second week of the May
holidays, it was intended that instead of our
having the first week off, we would have the
second week off in order to meet the convenience
of the CPA. As far as I am concerned that still
stands and I have already given notice of that
earlier. However it is as well to repeat it so that
members can take it into account in the course of
their own arrangements.

Question put and passed.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS PRECEDENCE

Tuesdays and Thursdays

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[4.14 am.]: I move-

That on Tuesdays and Thursdays,
Government Business shall take precedence
of all Motions and Orders of the Day.

This is the normal motion, the practical effect of
which is that until otherwise ordered, Wednesday
is private members' day.

Question put and passed.

COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION

Appointment
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

[4.15 a.m.J: I move-
That for the present session-
I)The Library Committee shall consist of

Mr Speaker, Mr Hassell, and Mr
Pearce.

(2) The Standing Orders Committee shall
consist of Mr Speaker, the Chairman of
Committees, Mr Sibson, Mr Batemnan,
and Mr Tonkin.

(3) The House Committee shall consist of
Mr Speaker, Mr P. V. Jones, Mr
Nanlovich, Mr Jamieson, and Mr
Bateman.

(4) The Printing Committee shall consist of
Mr Speaker, Mr Williams, and Mr
Skid more,

(5) The Public Accounts Committee shall
consist of Mr MacKinnon, Mr Watt,
and Mr Crane.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: Mr Speaker, I seek your ruling

as to whether or not the Premier is in order in
moving part (5) of this motion. I refer to Standing
Order No. 411.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Standing Order No. 411

states-
A Public Accounts Committee, to consist

of five Members to be chosen as the House
may direct, shall be appointed at the
commencement of each Session with power
to act during the recess. Unless otherwise
ordered the quorum of the Committee shall
be three.

I believe it is within the competence of the House
to elect three people to that committee, but it
would appear to me that the committee cannot
operate until the two remaining members are
elected to it. As I see it, the motion moved by the
Premier is in order.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: On another point or order, could

we have some indication when the other two
members are to be nominated and elected?

The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order. It is for the House to make a determination
as to when it will elect the members of the
committee.
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Debate Resumed

Sir CHARLES COURT: I was about to
explain that, as is customary, the Opposition was
invited to submit names for the various
committees, and this it did except in respect of
part (5) of the motion. In view of the fact that the
official Opposition did not choose to nominate
two members, I felt it was a matter of courtesy to
leave the two positions vacant for the time being,
because it is within the competence of the House
to make changes and add the other names if the
Opposition decides later on to nominate members
and participate in the committee. I hope it does
so. I was not prepared to nominate five members
without including two members of the official
Opposition. That is the reason that the
nominations are as they are.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [4.18 a.m.J: We are not opposed to
parts (1) to (4) of the motion, but we have some
explaining to do in regard to part (5). We do not
cavil at the right of the Government to appoint
representatives to this committee, and we want
the House-and indeed the world at large-to
know that we will have no bar of the committee
while it remains in this form.

We believe the committee is not properly
representative of the House, and not only because
we are not represented on it. We believe it is not
properly representative because during the last
session of Parliament the Government moved to
take certain people off the committee and put
other people on it. In so doing it destroyed the
committee as we believe it should operate.

Indeed, the committee now has a representative
of the National Country Party but no
representative of the National Party. There are
three members of each party in the House. Surely
the National Party is just as much entitled to
representation on the committee as is the
National Country Party. I believe the National
Party is more entitled to representation because
the National Country Party is part of the
coalition but the National Party stands alone. If
the committee is to be properly representative, we
should ensure that a representative of the
National Party is included in place of the member
representing the National Country Party.

The Leader of the National Country Party said
in debate last year that his party was entitled to
representation on this committee and he asked
that there be a replacement; and that was the
reason that the replacement was being effected. It
is a rather startling statement that he believes the
committee shoauld be set up to answer the whims
of the Government. By the action it took last year,

I believe the Government destroyed this
committee's credibility completely and absolutely.

I have never been very excited about the work
the committee has done, but that has not been
any fault of the committee. Over the years it has
Worked extremely hard within its parameters but
it has not been afforded any reasonable
assistance, despite the fact that the Premier said
he would give it some expert Treasury advice. I
think he sent up a minimal grade clerk to shunt
the papers around and get the morning tea, but
that could not be termed expert Treasury advice.
If this committee is to do any meaningful work we
must clothe it with powers to do that work and it
must also have some assistance. I have already
acknowledged that it has done a good deal of
work within the limits of its capacity.

The disturbing aspect is to note the
Government has not taken any action on any of
the reports the committee has brought down, or if
it has taken action it has been of little
consequence. From memory, the committee has
brought down nine reports, and one would have
hoped something effective would be done.

Mr B. T. Burke: None of them worth a
bumper.

Mr DAVIES: Some of the reports contained
some good suggestions. In producing some other
reports the committee wasted a lot of time
because it was not atble to home in on the essential
points under discussion in view of the fact that it
did not have the expertise available to assist it. I
say that without any disrespect to members of the
committee, who have put in long hours of work;
but I believe the efforts of the members of the
committee are largely wasted because of lack of
action by the Government.

I was a little disappointed in you, Mr Speaker,
with due respect. When two members from this
side of the House resigned, I would have thought
it was your place to have their resignations
processed. Perhaps the Government thought it
was being clever. It was of little consequence to us
because, whether or not their resignations were
accepted, to all intents and purposes the two
members had in fact resigned. If the Government
thought it was being smart in not acknowledging
those resignations-

Mr Harman: The Public Accounts Committee
was very impressed by your arguments.

Mr DAVIES: -then it has another think
coming.

By its actions lost year the Government showed
it wanted the committee to be nothing more than
a cipher for the Government. I believe the way it
effected the membership merely indicated it was
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stacking the committee to ensure the committee
did what the Government wanted it to do. I was
disappointed that the resignations were not
properly acknowledged and processed. You, Mr
Speaker, read the resignations to the House but
no action was taken after that. Neither I nor my
colleagues followed up the matter because it was
of little consequence to US.

The work of the committee stopped in mid-air.
It was doing some research into health matters
and as far as I know that report has never been
completed, despite the fact that it had almost
reached the stage where conclusions could be
tabulated. All that seems to have fallen by the
wayside. Three members still constituted a
quorum and the committee could still have Sat,
but apparently it has elected to take the easy way
out and do nothing at all in the interim.

It was about the middle of the spring session
last year that, because of the Government's
action, our members felt compelled to resign. I
endorse the action they took, because no self-
respecting person will waste time sitting on a
committee when he knows it has been
manipulated with a Government bias and that in
any case the work it is doing is not being
acknowledged and no action is being taken on it.
Not surprisingly, the committee has developed
into a sham because the Government has never
wanted committees of any kind. We have moved
for Standing Committees of all kinds at various
times but it was only when the Tonkin
Government was in office that the Public
Accounts Committee was established. I believe
the Government does not want committees. It is
happy to see them inactive or inert, and that is
exactly what will happen in the months ahead.

In a statement in The West Australian on the
31st October last year the Premier was quoted as
saying of the committee as it was then
constituted-

It would not be advisable for them to
undertake any major new studies while there
are only Government members on the
committee.

However, they could complete studies that
were current and near finality when the
Labor members resigned.

With the end of the current session only a
few weeks away, the Government will take
no action to move for the formal acceptance
of the ALP resignations, which under
standing orders have to be formally accepted
by the Assembly.

I do not know whether he was thinking our two
members, the member for Swan and the member

for Melville, would have a change of heart, but I
can assure the Premier that while the committee
acts as it is, dancing to the Government's tune,
stacked with Government bias, manipulated by
the Government without having any effective
assistance in carrying out its work, and certainly
not having any formal representation of the
Parliament, the Opposition will not be taking any
part in the committee.

The Premier might breathe a sigh of relief
because I have reminded him that on the 31st
October he said the committee could not work
effectively and it would be unfair of it to work
with only three Government members. Yet he is
now setting up the situation where there will be
only three Government members. We want real
committees of this House. We want them to have
some power. We want them to be able to bring
down reports which are large in substance and in
fact and will enable the Parliament to take action
on specific issues. Otherwise, members of the
committee are wasting their time. The committee
seems to have been wasting its time in the past
because of the Goverment's lack of action on any
of its reports, and it is hoped the committee will
not operate now because it has only three
members.

Most of all the committee as it stands now is
not representative of the House, not because there
are no Opposition members on it. but because
there are no National Party members on it.
Members of the National Party are as much a
part of this House as the Opposition, whether the
Premier and the National Country Party like it or
not. The members of the National Party are
entitled to representation on the committee. One
of its members was previously on the committee
and did a very good job within the capabilities of
the committee. lie was shamefully removed from
the committee by the Government.

Therefore, the committee is not representative,
and for that reason and the other reasons I have
stated the Opposition will not take part in the
Public Accounts Committee unless we can get
some solid, cast iron guarantees that the
committee will mean something.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [4.31 am.]: The
members of the National Party believe that all
the committees which are the subject of this
motion are committees of the House, and, as such,
they should be elected by the House. I am well
aware that Standing Orders say the committees
are to be appointed as the House shall direct. At
the moment the House is directing that they be
appointed in accordance with the motion moved
by the Premier.
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We believe this simply means the committees
will represent the Premier rather than the House,
and there is a vast difference between the two.
Therefore, in order to test the feeling of the
House I intend to move an amendment which will
perhaps make the election of members to these
committees a little more democratic.

If I could be convinced that the member for
Subiaco was consulted about being removed from
the Library Committee, or that the member for
Mt. Marshall was consulted about being removed
from the House Committee, or that in the joint
Government party room some debate occurred on
the issue of who would be nominated to represent
the Government parties, then I would feel the
procedure is a little more democratic rather than
merely having this motion nominating members
who quite obviously are the nominees of the
Premier.

Amendments to Motion

Mr COWAN: Therefore, I move an
amendment-

That in part (2) of the motion all words
after the word "Speaker" in line 2 be deleted.

It is my intention that those words be deleted with
a view to substituting the words, "and four other
members to be selected by the House by secret
ballot".

SIR CHAARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[4.35 am.]: I oppose the amendment. There is a
long-standing practice in respect of the
nomination of these committees. I have not had a
chance to look at the appropriate Standing Order
in respect of the Standing Orders Committee, but
it may be the Standing Order is explicit regarding
certain members. Obviously Mr Speaker and the
Chairman of Committees are two most
appropriate members of that committee. A
Standing Orders Committee without either of
those two persons would to my mind be quite
foolish because they are the men who must
interpret Standing Orders day in and day out in
the operations of this House. It would not make
sense to omit them from the committee.

So far as the proposition for a secret ballot is
concerned, I cannot see that would achieve the
purpose originally foreshadowed when the
committee was established and the Standing
Orders were written. When we are dealing with
Standing Orders 'we are dealing with a most
important matter in respect of the conduct of the
House. The present system has worked extremely
well over the years. The Government has had a
majority on the committee and the Opposition has
been Firmly represented in a sensible manner over

the years. When there has been a change of
Government, of course, the balance has changed.

It is only natural that the Premier of the day,
after consulting with the Leader of the
Opposition, should submit nominations for
membership of the respective committees. The
procedure is well known. I do not know what
procedure the Labor Party adopts, but as far as
the Liberal Party is concerned the Premier takes
to the party room the list that he proposes to
present to the Parliament.

Mr T. J. Burke: And tells them what he wants.
Mr Pearce: We conduct elections.
Sir CHARLES COURT: That is the business

of members opposite; as they know, we have a
different system of electing Ministers.

Mr Pearce: You are using the term "election" a
little loosely.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Certain positions in
our party are the subject of elections, and others
are the subject of selection by the Premier. There
is no secret about that.

Mr Pearce: You said "election". Which
Ministers are elected?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Premier and the
Deputy Premier are elected, and the Leader of the
Government in the Legislative Council is elected
by Legislative Councillors. So do not let members
opposite think somebody just plucks names out of
a hat.

Mr Pearce: I am prepared to concede that four
out of the 13 Ministers are elected, but the other
nine are not.

Sir CHARLES COURT: For the reasons I
have given I oppose the amendment. It cuts
across something that has worked very well over
the years and has full regard for the practicalities
of the situation.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [4.38 a.m.]: The Opposition cannot
support a secret ballot although there are
conditions under which it could be expected to
respect the secrecy of an election. One of those
occasions is when we go to the polls. However,
once we are elected to the Parliament we should
be able to stand up and be counted on every vote
taken in this Chamber. For that reason, we do not
support the amendment.

Amendment put and negatived.

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [4.40 a.m.J: I wish to
move two amendments to the motion, the first
to part (I) and the second to part (3). In the first
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vase I propose that the words "Mr Hassell" be
deleted with a. view to substituting -Dr Dadour".

I move an amendment-

That in part (1) of the motion the words
"Mr Hassell" be deleted.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is not possible to
move to amend anything prior to part (2) of the
motion because the House has already considered
that part. It is only possible to move to amend
parts after part (2).,

Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, I stood and sought
the call at the same time as the member for
Merredin. When he rose to speak I was unaware
that he intended to move to deal with part (2).
Had he wished to move an amendment to the last
line of part (5) and obtained the call first, I would
not have an opportunity to do anything, The
procedure we are dealing with now is not the
same as the procedure in Committee. It should be
competent for you to allow me an opportunity,
which I have not yet had, to move an amendment
to part (1).

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: I advise the member for

Gosnells that I have reconsidered the position. I
have ruled it is not within his competence to move
an amendment to part (1). He should have
indicated to me that he wished to move an
amendment to part (t) at the time the member
for Merredin indicated his wish to amend part
(2). 1 rule accordingly.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling

Mr PEARCE: I move-
That the House dissent from the Speaker's

ruling.
I do so on the following grounds: Firstly, it is my
understanding of Standing Orders that I was not
in a position to interrupt the member for
Merredin whilst he was speaking.

The SPEAKER: You couid have taken a point
of order.

Mr PEARCE: In that case I would have been
raising a point of order and not seeking the vaill
ahead of the member for Merredin. It is my belief
that the procedure you have outlined is perfectly
accurate when we are dealing with the clauses of
a Bill in Committee and when obviously there
must be some order. I submit that the present
Situation is a totally different proposition because
we are dealing with a motion in toto. We are not
a Committee of the whole House, but we are the

whole House discussing a motion which has been
moved in several parts.

Let me put to you. Sir, this proposition:
Suppose the paragraphs of the motion were not
numbered. A member of the House could rise to
amend a part of the motion towards the end of it.
For example, if a member proposed an
amendment to line 5 and that amendment was put
and either carried or defeated, that would not
prevent another member from proposing an
amendment to line 2 or 3. The procedure for
amending motions is quite different from that
adopted when we are dealing with the clauses of
a Bill.

Obviously I have an interest in the Library
Committee and I wish to discuss the position of
Dr Dadour on that committee, It seems to mc
that the fact that the member for Merredin has
chosen to speak to a different committee does not
take away from me the right to move an
amendment regarding the Library Committee.

I feel in making your ruling you have erred by
not presenting to me the Standing Order by which
I am prevented from moving my amendment.
What you have quoted quite accurately is the
procedure for dealing with clauses of a Bill in
Committee. However, in my view, you have erred
in applying that situation to the situation in which
the full House is discussing a motion.

Mr SKIDMORE: I must also disagree with
your ruling, Mr Speaker, because the member for
Gosnells has been placed in a completely
untenable position.

The Premier has put before the House a
complete resolution. The mere fact that it is
divided, as a matter of convenience, into five
separate parts does not in any way take away the
fact that it is one motion. The notice paper reads,
"The Premier to move"; and he did so. He moved
the whole of the motion. If we were to take away
the numerals that appear alongside the portions
appertaining to the Library Committee, the
Standing Orders Committee, the House
Committee, the Printing Committee, and the
Public Accounts Committee, we would find we
have a motion in total.

It seems to me it would be wrong and improper,
and in fact it would be an infringement upon the
rights of members, for this situation to prevail.
We would have another one of those remarkable
precedents created. We would be in a heck of a
lot of trouble in the future debating issues before
this House. We would have to be forewarned so
we could prepare a document reading, "I am niot
too Sure what the members Over there from the
National Party are going to do, but assuming that
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the member for Merredin is going to move an
amendment, I want to know what that
amendment is so that I can protect my interests, if
it is one of those earlier issues dealt with before I
speak." Now, that is ludicrous. It is just too
stupid for words. Somebody has to presuppose
that something will happen about which he has
not the faintest idea. He would have to have the
wisdom of Solomon to look into the crystal ball to
say, "Yes, some changes will be made." Then he
will rise and say, ' Mr Speaker, I claim the right
of a point of order." It may be dealt with by a
point of explanation. The position would be
clarified, and the member could say, "I wish to
deal with part (2)."

As I have said, the mere fact that numerals
appear in the motion makes no real difference to
the argument put forward if it is a total motion
before the House. We could have the situation in
a second reading speech where a clause is dealt
with in two parts. I may refer to the second part
and not the first part. It could happen that one
could refer to the numerals on the pages. It could
be construed that one could not turn back to page
2 after one had already dealt with page 3. That is
a crazy set-up. I cannot accept that. There should
be some sensibility about these things. Whilst it is
nice to sit down with a clear and concise decision
that has been made by yourself, with all due
respect I suggest it was the wrong one.

Your ruling, Mr Speaker, was wrong on two
grounds. I believe it was wrong in accordance
with the Standing Orders; and with due deference
to you, I believe that it was wrong morally to
impose such a restriction on debate in this House.
It would be a great tragedy if the point could not
be discussed in this House.

Therefore I feel I must, in fairness, disagree
with your ruling so that members receive the
opportunity to debate fairly and properly the
motions before the House.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I can only assume
that the Opposition is trying to cover its tracks.
The Opposition is fully conscious of what
happens. The procedure is as old as the hills, as
far as I am concerned. It has been laid down by
Mr Speaker, and it does not apply only to
amendments to Bills. We have many motions in
the House in the course of a session. Those of us
who deal with motions are alert to the motions,
and are conscious that if anyone seeks to move
amendments further on, we remind Mr Seaker
about our earlier amendments. That is the time to
do it. It would have been quite competent fr the
member to have-

Mr PEARCE: I am prepared to withdraw the
motion.

The SPEAKER: The member for Gosnells
seeks leave of the House to withdraw his motion
of dissent. Is leave granted?

Leave granted.
Motion (dissent from Speaker's ruling)

withdrawn.
Mr PEARCE: I do apologise for that. I was

clearly in error. Standing Order No. 188 did not
support me. As soon as that was drawn to my
attention, I was prepared to withdraw the motion.

It is unfortunate that the Standing Orders are
worded in that way, because it leaves us in a
difficult situation. I shall certainly be asking the
representatives on the Standing Orders
Committee to look at that particular point.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: I am left in the position where I

wish to oppose part (1) of the motion. I am
entitled to do that. If in fact this part is defeated,
it would be competent for me to move something
to replace it, would it not?

The SPEAKER: You can only vote to defeat
the whole thing. You cannot deal with one part.

Mr PEARCE: In that case, I will oppose the
whole motion. I am also proposing an amendment
to part (3). Perhaps I can deal with my
amendment there.

The SPEAKER: Move your amendment to (3).
Mr PEARCE: Then I will have an opportunity

to oppose the whole proposition subsequently?
The SPEAKER: Yes, if you do not speak on

the motion now.
Amendment to Motion

Mr PEARCE: In relation to part (3) I move an
amendment-

That in part (3) of the motion the words
"Mr Nanovich" be deleted and the words
"Mr McPharlin" be substituted therefor.

Point of Order
Mr HARMAN: Could I seek your guidance,

Mr Speaker?
The SPEAKER: I am accepting an amendment

that is proposed and has been moved by the
member for Gosnells. Do you wish to raise a point
of order?

Mr HARMAN: I wish to seek your guidance
on part (5) of this motion. Assuming you put the
question on the amendment moved by the
member for Gosnells, should I give you notice
now that I wish to raise a matter in relation to
part (5)?
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The SPEAKER: Yes. We will deal with the
amendment moved by the member for Gosnells.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: In relation to my proposed

amendment-
The SPEAKER: You have already spoken to

the motion to amend.
Mr PEARCE: I have not.
The SPEAKER: You have-by moving it.
Mr PEARCE: I moved the amendment, and

you asked mec to put the amendment in writing.' I
put it in writing, and I was waiting for the call.* In
the meantime, the member for Maylands-

The SPEAKER: Very well, proceed.
Mr PEARCE:' There does seem to be a

question about the degree of voluntariness with
which the member for Subiaco and the member
for Mt. Marshall vacated their positions on two of
the committees listed here. It is not clear to the
House-

Point of Order
Mr SKIDMORE: I rise on what I think is a

point of order. I am not too sure where I stand in
this debate. I wish to indicate to you, Mr Speaker,
that I desire to amend part (4) if that is in order.
I give you due notice that I intend so to do, in
case I am cut off.

The SPEAKER: I thank the member for Swan.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: I am sorry to be encouraging all

these people, if indeed I am. The point I am
making is that there does seem to be some doubt.
and an answer should be given to the House,
whether or not the member for Subiaco came off
the Library Committee at his own behest, and
whether the member for Mt. Marshall was taken
off the House Committee at his own request.

Mr Stephens: Or the member for Stirling off
the Printing Committee.

Mr PEARCE: That is one I was not aware of.
Possibly the member for Swan will give his
attention to that.

Mr Bertram: You fellows should learn that if
you do not do as you are told, you will get into
trouble.

Mr PEARCE: The committees appointed are
sessional committees in the sense that they are
reappointed at the beginning of each
parliamentary year. However, I think there is
good reason for appointing people to the

committees, in essence, for a three-year term. The
work of the Library Committee, of which I am a
member, is on-going work. The member for
Subiaco has made a contribution to the work of
the Library Committee. I was surprised that the
name of the member for Subiaco did not
reappear-

Mr Bertram: How long was he on it?
Mr PEARCE: For the two years I have been on

the committee. Last Thursday the Premier gave
us the names of the members on the Library
Committee, and the name of the member for
Subiaco did not reappear. I was surprised that the
member for Subiaco had hung up his guernsey
and his boots.

Mr Bertram: What does the member for
Subiaco think about it?

Mr PEARCE: I am unaware of the position of
the member for Subiaco in relation to
preselection. I would be the last to countenance
scurrilous dealings of this type. However, I was
surprised to notice that the member for Subiaco
had hung up his guernsey with the Library
Committee. He was doing a fine job on it. He had
said nothing to me to indicate that he was
considering an early retirement from the Library
Committee. He had shown a considerable amount
of interest in the work of the Library Committee.
and in fact in the Library as well.

[ was astounded that the member for Subiaco
had decided not to continue his work on that
committee. It never would have occurred to me,
young and naive as I am, that there may have
been any skulduggery in that regard.

The SPEAKER: I remind the member for
Gosnells that the question to which he should be
addressing his remarks is the amendment he has
moved. We are not dealing with the Library
Committee. We are dealing with the House
committee.

Mr PEARCE: I appreciate that. However, I
was advised I could oppose the motion generally.

The SPEAKER: You can speak to the motion
generally after you deal with the amendment.

Mr PEARCE: I will still have the right to
speak to the motion later?

The SPEAKER: If you have not already
spoken on the motion.

Mr PEARCE: There is a degree of connection
with this, because it was the departure of the
member for Mt. Marshall which drew my
attention to the fact that there may have been
dirty work at the crossroads with regard to the
members of several committees.

Mr Bertram: There has been a bit of butchery.
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Mr PEARCE: It has been suggested to me in
fairly strong terms that the member for Mt.
Marshal! did not voluntarily remove himself from
the House Committee. Perhaps we could ask
him-

Mr MePharlin: I will explain in a few minutes.
Mr PEARCE: The point of my amendment is

that it is my belief that the member for Mt.
Marshall did not voluntarily come off the House
Committee. I am informed by the ALP members
of the House Committee that the member for Mt.
Marshall made a significant contribution to that
committee's efforts.

Members should bear in mind the words of the
Premier, who made clear the method of election
in the joint party room. It seems that the member
for Mt. Marshall was not selected in the private
election. We have only heard the 'results of that
election.

Mr B. T. Burke: How many votes were cast?
Mr Bryce: A very small constituency.
Mr PEARCE: If I were to hazard a guess, I

would say that the member for Mt. Marshall lost
one-nil.

I would like to take up the case of the member
for Mt. Marshall in these circumstances He has
been unjustly dealt with. It seems to me that the
member for Mt. Marshall faced the problem
faced by his party colleagues last year, and hie
acted courageously and wisely in his decision to
go over with the National Party, rather than stay
with his former National Country Party. When he
made that decision he had no idea that he was
putting his position with the House Committee on
the line.

Possibly it did not occur to him at the time that
the position which he held with such distinction
for such a long time, would be taken from him as
a result of that particular decision.

Mr B. T. Burke: lHe had the same chance as
everyone else in the Premier's election, surely.

Mr PEARCE: Under these circumstances, I
felt the House ought to have the opportunity to
consider whether or not it wished to persist with
the member for Mt. Marshall as a member of the
Joint House Committee serving us all and not just
the Premier, or indeed the members of. the joint
Government parties, on that committee.

The new National Patty has no representation
on the Joint House Committee and I feel it
should.

Mr Young: What proportion?
Mr PEARCE: A Minister is not in a position to

talk in terms of proportions when he has behind

him some of the most malapportioned members
one would find in any State outside Queensland.
On a committee as small as the Joint House
Committee, which has five members, it is not
possible to maintain exact proportions; but since
the member for Mt. Marshall had already been
appointed to the Joint House Committee,
presumably in the Premier's previous election and
supported by the joint Government parties, they
must have had some confidence in his ability to
help administer this House.

As I pointed out when we discussed the Public
Accounts Committee last year, these committees
of the Assembly are not there for any political
purpose. The sole purpose of the Joint House
Committee is to operate these buildings in a way
that serves all members of all parties.

Mr O'Neil: You would not object if the
Opposition was not represented on any of them
then?

Mr PEARCE: Of course I would object if the
Opposition was not represented on any of them,
because to serve the interests of all members we
must have an inkling of the needs of all members.

Mr Laurance: Perhaps the Opposition could
nominate the member for Mt. Marshall in place
of one of its members.

Mr PEARCE: We are nominating the member
for Mt. Marshall right now. I am suggesting to
the House that it might like to leave him on the
committee to which the member for Gascoyne
helped to appoint him last year and the year
before.

Mr Laurance: In lieu of the member for
Canning or the member for Morley?

Mr B. T. Burke: You tell us what he has done
wrong. Has his performance been faulty?

Mr PEARCE: Both the member for Canning
and the member for Morley have done excellent
jobs on the Joint House Committee. The only
sound reason for replacing a member of a non-
political committee of this type is that the
member is incompetent or not doing his job. That
has not been suggested about the member for Mt.
Marshall in this case. It has not been suggested
that he has been derelict in his duties.

Mr B. T. Burke: There might have been some
argument about that.

Mr Laurance: The member for Canning looks
very secure. He must be talking about the
member for Morley.

Mr B. T. Burke: The only thing they have not
lost in Carnarvon is the post office and yet he is
still talking.
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Mr PEARCE: In all seriousness, if the Premier
is going to put it-

The SPEAKER: Order! There is far too much
audible conversation.

Mr PEARCE: I am finding it hard to follow
myself. If the Premier intends to put to the House
that we should replace on a committee a person
all of us have been quite happy to have for the
last two years, against that person's will, then we
are entitled to something more than a mere recital
of the name of the person whom the Premier
expects to replace. For a start, it is a slur on the
member to be removed from a committee against
his will under these circumstances. It does nothing
for the member's reputation in the House and we
wonder whether there is a solid reason for it. It
seems in the case of the member for Mt. Marshall
that he has changed his party designation, but
that is not a good enough reason to replace him. I
have every confidence in the ability of the
member for Mt. Marshall to represent the
interests of all members in the administration of
these buildings and environs. I see no reason that
he should be replaced by the member For
Whitford.

I have nothing against the member for
Whitford in this particular matter. It just so
happens that if he wants to be on the Joint House
Committee he should get there by some means
other than those adopted at the present time.I
should like to know whether the member for
Whitford was even consulted about his placement
on this committee. If members are whipped off
the committee without being consulted, I wonder
whether members are whipped onto it with the
same lack of consultation.

There is a most unsatisfactory situation with
regard to all the committees. I will take up the
question of the Library Committee later when I
oppose the whole motion; but at the moment there
is no good reason for the member for Mt.
Marshall to be taken off the Joint House
Committee and that is the reason I have moved
my amendment.

MR MePHARLIN (Mt. Marshall) (5.05 a.mn.J:
I thank the member for Gosnells for bringing the
matter forward and for nominating me as a
member of the Joint House Committee. I have
enjoyed being a member of that committee.

Mr Bertram: And you have done a very good
job.

Mr McPHARLIN: I have done my best. On
one or two occasions I may have missed a
meeting, but through no fault of my own. I wrote
a letter to the National Country Party indicating
that I would be prepared to continue to represent

its interests on the Joint House Committee if it so
desired. I wrote a letter also to the Premier
pointing out that I have been a member of the
Joint House Committee and would appreciate the
opportunity to continue in that capacity. To this
day I have not received a reply or an
acknowledgment to either of those letters.

Mr Bryce: An act of discourtesy to say the
least.

Mr Pearce: Probably there is nobody left in the
NCP who can write.

Mr Bertram: It is a bogus party anyway.
Mr MoPI-ARLIN: It is a position of

responsibility and one which most members of the
committee accept in that way. I found it to be
most interesting, sometimes perhaps a little
controversial on certain points, but that is to be
expected when we have an active committee. I
would very much appreciate being reappointed,
because I enjoyed the work.

I had thoughts that I would appreciate very
much being appointed to the Standing Orders
Committee but now that this matter has come up
1 would appreciate it if the House saw Fit to
continue with my representation on the Joint
House Committee. I have nothing against the
member for Whitford.

Mr H-arman: He has gone away.
Mr McPI-ARLIN: I feel that the National

Party should be represented. I have had some
experience on the committee and I appeal to the
House to consider the amendment moved by the
member for Gosnells. It is appreciated by my
colleagues and by myself and I ask members to
give some consideration to it.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[5.07 am.]: One does not have to be around this
place very long to be able to smell out when there
is a little devilment around.

Mr Skidmore: We want to go home. It is five
o'clock in the morning.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I came into this
House when the Hon. A. R. G. Hawke was
Premier and the great sport which he indulged in
frequently and with great skill was to try to drive
the biggest wedge possible between the Liberal
Party and what was then known as the Country
Party. I learnt to be very receptive and very quick
off the mark. I was able to discern when the
wedge was being taken out and whether it was to
be used with a little hammer or a big one.
Fortunately it did not have very good effect and
when we went into government it continued year
after year, but again without any great effect.
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I notice one of the least experienced members
of the Opposition has been selected or elected as
the case may be to move this amendment, hoping
it will cause some embarrassment between the
Government and the National Party or some
members of it, or some embarrassment between
the NCP and the NP.

Mr Skidmore: That was not the point at all.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I cannot recall

receiving the letter to which the honourable
member referred; but I have made a note of it
already and I will have it brought to my attention
if in fact there is such a letter, because I would
certainly have acknowledged it had I known of it.

Regardless of the letter, the cold, hard facts are
that on this particular committee traditionally
there have been two members of the Government
and two members of the Opposition. The
Government comprises a coalition which is partly
Liberal, partly NCP; and the National Party-

Mr Skidmore: A very small part.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -is not part of that

coalition and it stands aloof. That is its decision. I
notice the Labor Party has been very
magnanimous about removing one or two of the
Government members, regardless of the
overwhelming numbers the Government has in
this House, but members opposite do not want to
remove a member of the Labor Party from the
committee. This does not make sense.

The whole matter is just nonsense and I ask the
House to reject it, because this is the sort of thing
which does not do anyone any good. It is an
embarrassment to the person whose name is put
forward. It is of no embarrassment to the person
they seek to take off the committee; but it is an
embarrassment to the man they seek by way of
replacement. If members ponder for a moment
and are more serious and responsible about the
matter, they will realise the Government has a
majority in the House and that the Government
comprises Liberal members and NCP members.
It does not include any NP members and,
therefore, it would be quite cockeyed if the two
members from the Government side did not in
fact come from the Government parties, which
are the Liberal Party and the NCP.

I oppose the amendment.
MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [5.11 am.]: I

intend to support the amendment and I am rather
surprised at some of the comments made by the
Premier. He made reference to the fact that the
National Party is no longer part of the coalition
and, therefore, it would not be reasonable for it to
have any representation on those committees. Of
course, that overlooks completely the first matter

and that is these are committees of the House and
they should not be party politically biased. That is
pointed out quite clearly in Standing Orders.
They are committees of the House; they are not
committees elected by political parties.

But the Premier seems to overlook one aspect
entirely and that is last year it was absolutely
essential to remove the member for Merredin
from the Public Accounts Committee forthwith,
because he was no longer a member of the other
Liberal Party which sometimes is referred to as
the National Country Party and, therefore, he
had to be removed.

At the same time the member for Mt. Marshall
was a member of the National Party and I was a
member of the National Party also. The member
for Mt. Marshall was a member of the Joint
House Committee and I was a member of the
Joint Printing Committee. Notwithstanding the
fact that the member for Mt. Marshall and I were
members of the National Party, we were allowed
to continue as members of those committees. I
find the actions of the Premier last year and his
comments now to be rather inconsistent and
difficult to understand.

Sir Charles Court: You are not that naive.

Mr STEPHENS: The point has just been made
that now the member for Subiaco has been
removed from the Library Committee, is he still
regarded as a member of the Government?

Mr B. T. Burke: No, he is in the National
Party.

Mr STEPHENS: I am waiting for the Premier
to answer, I am deafened by his silence. I make
the point that this House is being treated with
contempt when one looks at the comments just
made by the Premier and the inconsistency
contained in them. I have great faith in the ability
of the member for Mt. Marshall. I believe he will
carry out the duties of the committee sincerely,
honestly, and with integrity. In saying that, I
should like to point out also that I have no
argument whatsoever with the member for
Whitford. I have the greatest respect for him.

However, I think it is desirable that a man
who has served faithfully and effectively on a
committee should continue. Just because he had
the good sense to join the National Party is no
reason whatever that he should be removed from
the committee. I support the amendment.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-
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Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
MrT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mrs Craig
M r Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzf'eld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
MrMa cKin non
Mr Mensaros

Ayes 24
Mr Jamieson
MT.T H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkcin
Dr Troy
Mr Wil
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Necil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rusbton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodemnan
Mr Spriggs
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders.

Amendment thus negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR SKIDMIORE (Swan) [5.19 a.m.]: I move
an amendment-

That in part (4) of the motion, in line 3,
insert after the word "and" the word "Mr".

The SPEAKER: Order! The member will
resume his seat. The member for Swan raised this
matter with me very early in this sitting. I
indicated to him that the omission of the title

"M"was a printing error and, therefore. I see no
requirement for this House to deal with that
particular error.

Mr B. T. Burke: Seeing what happened to the
member for Mt. Marshall it appears the skids are
now under the member for Swan.

Points of Order
Mr HARMAN: On a point of order, Mr

Speaker, I ask for a ruling on this question. I refer
to Standing Order No. All1 which sets out that a
Public Accounts Committee to consist of ive
members is to be chosen as the House may direct,
and shall be appointed at the commencement of
each session with power to act during the recess.

The SPEAKER: Could I interrupt the member
for Maylands. He may have been out of the
House when I dealt with a similar point of order
to the one he has now raised.

Mr HARMAN: Well, I may have been out of
the House but I have not heard your ruling, Mr

Speaker, and I have flat fully presented my point
of order to you.

The SPEAKER: You may continue.
Mr HARMAN: I reached the end of the first

sentence of Standing Order No. 411. The
Standing Order continues to state that unless
otherwise ordered the quorum of the committee
shall be three. That is the end of the second
sentence.

The proposition we have before us is that the
Public Accounts Committee shall consist of Mr
MacKininon, Mr Watt, and Mr Crane. I am
asking whether the motion moved by the Premier
is in accordance with Standing Orders.

The SPEAKER: I ruled that it is in accordance
with Standing Orders. I said earlier, when ruling
on a similar matter which was raised, that it is
within the competence of the House to elect three
members to the committee which obviously needs
five members to be functional. I said it would be
inappropriate and, in fact, illegal for three
members-if they were appointed as a result of
the Premier's motion-to meet as the Public
Accounts Committee. In fact, the Public
Accounts Committee is not properly constituted
until five members are elected. So, I say it is
quite within the competence of the House to elect
three members, and -when the House makes up its
mind it will probably elect another two members
and the committee will become operational.

Mr B. T. BURKE: On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker, I ask you to reconsider your ruling
on that matter by further reference to Standing
Order No. 4l1.

You will notice the Standing Order sets out
that the Public Accounts Committee shall be
appointed at the commencement of each session,
and it is also set out that the committee shall
consist of five members. Under the plan, or
scheme, you have outlined it certainly is not
possible to appoint at the commencement of the
session a committee that will consist of Five
members. What you are saying in fact is that a
committee which has a potential membership of
five shall be appointed. But, of course, that is not
what the Standing Order sets out. I do not believe
the committee can be appointed until the five
members are elected, and that the committee can
be formed at any time other than at the
commencement of the session. So, I do not see
how you can maintain that subsequent
membership will be Completed at some time other
than at the commencement of the session.

The SPEAKER: I would like to hear some
submission from the Government side before I
make a determination on the point of order.
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Mr HARMAN: I would like to add to my point
of order. I am guided only by what I read in the
Standing Orders. I am asking you, Mr Speaker,
to give me some interpretation, based on
procedure, or based on what may be set out in
Erskine May, of the course that you have
adopted.

The words of the Standing Order are quite
clear. They read-

A Public Accounts Committee, to consist
of five Members to be chosen as the House
may direct, shall be appointed at the
commencement of each Session with power
to act during the recess.

I think it is quite impossible for you to accept the
motion from the Premier with only three
members appointed to the Public Accounts
Committee when the Standing Order sets out
that the committee shall consist of five members.

Mr B. T. Burke: There is no direction as to how
the other two members shall be elected later.

Mr HARMAN: The Premier has not
mentioned the other two members in the motion.
All we can address ourselves to is the motion
moved by the Premier; not a suggestion by
somebody that another two members will be
appointed.

If you are to uphold the dignity of this House
and uphold Standing Orders then you must
address yourself to the Standing Order which
states that a Public Accounts Committee to
consist of five members shall be chosen as the
House may direct. I ask you to reconsider the
ruling you have now given.

The SPEAKER: The only comment I am
prepared to add to the ruling I have already given
is to say that one member's interpretation of when
the session commences will probably differ from
the interpretation of another member. Is the
commencement of the session today, or was it last
Thursday?

As far as I am concerned I have given a ruling.
I believe it to be a common-sense ruling. Under
the ruling I have given there is no way that the
Public Accounts Committee can operate. I can
see no harm, in fact, in the appointment of this
committee occurring in two bites.

Mr BARN ETT: On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker, I wonder whether you could advise
the House when you consider the commencement
of the session will finish and we will enter the
session proper.

Mr B. T. Burke: It might be a year after next
Thursday.

The SPEAKER: No, I am not in a position to
define the commencement of the session. But,
certainly, the "commencement of the session"
does not mean it is this particular day.

Mr H. D. EVANS: It is not a case of one
member's interpretation differing from another, it
is your interpretation Mr Speaker. You, in your
position, should be able to say when the
commencement is.

The SPEAKER: I would say there is still time
for two additional members to be appointed to
this committee.

Mr HARMIAN: I am wondering whether or
not you could elaborate because we have heard
varying definitions with regard to a reasonable
time in the future. When would you, Mr Speaker,
consider that the end of the "commencement of
the session" will be reached?

The SPEAKER: Ask me at another time.

Debate Resumed

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) 15.29 am.]: I wish to
oppose the whole motion. The membership of five
committees has been presented to this House.
During the course of the last hour or so, the
membership of four of those committees has been
brought into some form of question. With regard
to the Library Committee, there is a suggestion at
least, and probably a belief by some members,
that the member for Subiaco (Dr Dadour) has
been removed from the committee without his
agreement. Now, the Hlouse is being
asked-without good reason-to agree to that
change.

The Standing Orders Committee is the only
committee of the five about which no question has
-been raised and the sole reason for that, as far as
I can see, is that the same people who constituted
this committee last year have been nominated
again. This makes it unique amongst the five
committees.

We have had a discussion about the H-ouse
Committee, and it has been made quite clear to us
that the member for Mt. Marshall has been
removed from that committee against his wishes.
He has written two letters to demonstrate that he
wished to remain on the committee. When the
Premier moved the motion, he did not draw our
attention to that fact. He asked the House to
agree to the motion, and had it not been for the
point I raised, this substitution would never have
come to our notice.

It came up during the debate on the
amendment that Mr Stephens is to be replaced on
the Printing Committee, again against his wishes,
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and certainly not at his request. I am not aware
whether or not Mr Stephens wrote letters asking
to remain on the Printing Committee.

Mr Stephens: I did not write; I just assumed
my performance was such that I would remain a
member of it.

Mr PEARCE: A member's past performance
should have shown through, but clearly it did not
do so on this occasion, as we now know the
member for Clontarf has been appointed to the
Public Accounts Committee. One wonders what is
going on. It has now been made quite clear that a
legal question arises in regard to the appointment
of three members only to the Public Accounts
Committee.

Mr Bertram: It certainly is not legal.
Mr PEARCE: There is a question about the

legality of that, and the future operation of this
committee could be fascinating. As I understood
the Speaker's ruling, the Operations of the
committee will be nil. Although it is competent to
appoint three members to the committee now, the
committee itself cannot operate until another two
members are appointed to it, and if these two
members are not appointed at the commencement
of the session-whenever that may be-the
committee may not be able to operate for the rest
of the year. So what Sort of situation is that?

The Premier rose in this House and moved a
motion to appoint five committees, and on three
of these committees he has decided this session to
replace three members of the House with three
other members, and he has not offered a skerrick
of a reason for the substitutions. When pressed he
came out with a few halting reasons for removing
the member for Mt. Marshall, but to my mind his
reasons hold no water at all. Even though he was
able to persuade the House by the same methods
he uses to conduct elections that a bare majority
should stick with him, that does not give me any
confidence in his reasons.

The Public Accounts Committee can only be
described as being in a mess at the present time,
and this mess has resulted from the Premier's
actions. I might point out to the House that the
Public Accounts Committee is in the mess it is in
because of the Premier's previous fiddling with
its membership, when he moved to remove the
member for Merredin from it. I might remind
the House that some of my indignation about this
matter arose because the Premier misled the
House when the member for Merredin was in the
process of changing from one party to the other,
and I pointed out in the debate last year that the
Premier's answer to a question given in the House

that day was contradictory to the statement he
made subsequently when discussing the matter.

In reply to the question the Premier told the
House that no consideration had been given to the
position of the member for Merredin. However, in
a subsequent debate he let it slip that from the
time the party designation of the member for
Merredin was in doubt, his position on the
committee was in doubt. So the Premier should
have learnt from his Aiddling with the committee
last year and the mess he created. The Premier
should have learnt not to fiddle with committees.
What sort of learner was the Premier?

Mr Bertram: Slow.
Mr PEARCE: Had I been teaching him, on

several occasions I would have been obliged to
keep him in. Having messed up one committee by
fiddling with it, he then proceeded to Fiddle with
three more. He has left only one committee
unfiddled with.

Mr Bertram: He would be better to stick to his
trumpet.

Mr PEARCE: This is not a very good situation,
and one expects better of the Premier who holds
a most responsible position in this Chamber. One
expects the Premier to be looking after the
privileges of members of the Chamber.

So members can see that membership of two
committees is to be altered because of the party
designation of some members, and, the
composition of another committee is to be altered
for unspecified reasons. We are then left to
consider the Library Committee, and we see that
the member for Subiaco is to be removed from
this committee. I can assure the House that the
member for Subicao has done a good job on this
committee because I have served on it with him. I
see no reason for dumping him. Perhaps we could
say that the member for Subiaco lost the
Premier's little private election because he does
not get on too well with the Premier.

Mr B. T. Burke: That is only corridor gossip.
Mr PEARCE: I hate to relate corridor gossip

to the Chamber.
Mr MacKinnon: While you are so keen on

explanations for people being dumped, perhaps
you will tell us why the member for Welshpool
was dumped as your leader.

Mr B. T. Burke: We had an election for that.
Mr MacKinnon: But we never heard the

reason.
Mr PEARCE: That has nothing to do with it;

we do not query elections.
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Mr MacKinnon: You do not give explanations
either.

Mr PEARCE: I give speeches standing up,
which puts me ahead of the member for Murdoch
for a start. What we are discussing is the
membership of committees. As members of this
Chamber, we all have responsibilities, and if the
member for Murdoch is prepared to abrogate his
vote on the question of the committees of the
Parliament, the Opposition is not. The House
should not put up with the Premier's Aiddling with
the committees.

We have only this chance to rescue the rights of
the House over the committees. They are
committees of the Parliament. If we accept the
Premier's decision on this occasion, we are giving
him almost total rights over the composition of
these committees. He has sought to alter the
composition of four of the five committees; it is
only the Standing Orders Committee that is
untampered with. I am not prepared to go along
with that situation, and I only hope other
members of the House will agree with me and
reject the Premier's motion.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) [5.37 am.]: I rise
to support the comments made by the member for
Gosnells. I wonder, firstly, could he rush up and
ask the question before the member for the North
Metropolitan province is around.

Mr Bertram: R. G. Bob!
Mr B. T. BURKE: I want to make only one

point; the debate has served to exercise one very
significant feature of developments in this
Parliament, and that is, whether the Government
likes it or not, the National Party has arrived and
has a representation in this Chamber equal to that
now boasted of by the National Country Party. I
venture to say that after the next election, the
National Party will exceed by one member the
representation that the National Country Party
now enjoys, as we say "bye, bye" to the member
for Moore. But nevertheless and regardless of
that, the Premier has a responsibility, as do other
members of the House, to come to grips with the
emergence of the National Party, to concede its
existence, its size, and its scale of representation.

I do not think that the Parliament can continue
to say that it should be ignored, and that a party
with as many members, numerically at least, as
has the j .unior partner in the coalition, does not
warrant some sort of recognition. So while the
Premier may think that the exercise has been an
idle one in devilment, it really has not been
that. It has been an attempt, and I think a
successful attempt, to draw to the attention of
members the fact that the National Party has

three members in this place also, and that the
Premier is applying to them an attitude that is not
warranted, an attitude that he should reverse, and
an attitude that we should take note of.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [5.40 a.m.): Mr
Speaker-

The SPEAKER: I am of the view that the
member for Merredin has spoken to this motion.

Mr COWAN: I spoke to move an amendment.
The SPEAKER: The member was given the

call, in fact, to debate the question that the
Premier's motion be agreed to, and so in that case
as well as speaking to his amendment, he has
spoken also to the main motion.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [5.41 a.m.]: I
would like to indicate that the National Party will
oppose the motion. We tried to amend it in one or
two places, and I feel that the approach we took
was justifiable. As I said earlier, we are discussing
committees of the House, and it is patently
obvious that the Government is meddling in and
interfering with the composition of these
committees. I do not think we could, with any
respect whatever, do other than to oppose the
motion.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[5.42 a.m.]: I want to reply briefly, mainly to the
comments made by the Leader of the Opposition
when he spoke tothe motion. However, I want to
say that some of the discussion this morning has
been rather illuminating, and I am assuming, in
view of the great affection that the Opposition
now has for the National Party, that when we
receive nominations from the Opposition for the
committees in the future, it will leave a vacancy
for a member of the National Party to be
included.

Mr Davies: [ think you can be sure of that.
Mr Pearce: We have been stupporting the idea

all night.
Sir CHARLES COURT: [ do not think anyone

in his right mind, no matter how much
embarrassment and devilment he wished to cause,
would want the Government to have less than its
proper representation on the committees. I repeat
that the Government is made up of Liberal Party
and National Country Party mfembers working in
coalition. So the representation from the
Government will be Government members, and
make no bones about it, my attitude is no
different from that of any Premier. standing here,
whatever colour his politics may be.

Mr Harman: It is not the same in Victoria.
Mr Davies: These are committees of the

Parliament.
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Sir CHARLES COURT: Some of the names
put forward for these committees are the names
of Government members because the Government
is expected to nominate such members.

Mr Harman: Have a talk with Dick Hamer.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The other point that

is overlooked by some members opposite is that
these committees are reappointed each year. It is
not a question of a member being dumped; the
committee members are appointed by the
Parliament each year, through a motion of this
kind.

I have explained how we on our side decide on
nominations, and what the Opposition does is its
own business. Before the actual list is presented to
Parliament it is presented to a party meeting
when I let members know its contents. Any
member who wishes to do so has the right to
object.

Mr B. T. Burke: He would be a brave man.
Sir CHARLES COURT: How little the

member for balcatta knows of our party
meetings.

I want to refer to the fact that the Leader of
the Opposition said the Public Accounts
Committee is a sham. If in fact it is a sham, the
reason is that the Labor Party, as such, refused
to nominate members to make up its full
membership.

Mr Davies: For very good reasons.
Mr Pearce: It was a problem long before that.
Sir CHARLES COURT: It seems that the

Opposition has fallen in love with the National
Party. I do not know whether the Opposition
wants one of the Labor members to be dropped.

Mr Bryce: Have you not looked over your
shoulder all night?

Sir CHARLES COURT: If the Labor Party
wishes to replace one of its members with a
National Party member, I would like to hear
about it. This whole matter is in the hands of the
Labor Party.

I believe the Speaker ruled correctly when he
said the Government could put forward its
nominations and, in fact, that it would be
competent and good sense for us to do so. If at a
later date the Labor Party changes its mind and
puts forward- two names, they can be put in
through the proper channels and the committee
would then have its regulation five members,
bearing in mind that the quorum of the
committee is three.

In the meantime, it was my responsibility to put
forward at least the names the Government was

prepared to submit. What a furore there would
have been here tonight if I had put forward five
Government names because the Leader or the
Opposition had said he was not prepared to
nominate any member to the committee. Then the
committee really would have been a sham and a.
farce. However, I was not prepared to put forward
any more than the normal three members
representing the Government side.

That is the explanation of what has occurred. I
hope this nonsense now will end and we can get
the motion passed.

Question put and passed.

BILLS (2): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Country Areas Water Supply Act

Amendment Bill.
Hill introduced, on motion by Mr

Stephens, and read a first time.
2. Electoral Act Amendment Sill.

Hill introduced, on motion by Mr
Jamieson, and read a first time.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will leave the Chair
until the ringing of the Bells.

Sitting suspended from 5.48 to
10.58 a.m. (Wednesday).

ESSENTIAL FOODSTUFFS AND
COMMODITIES BILL

Returned

Bill returned fronm the Council without
amendment.

AWJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE
SPECIAL

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Prerier)
[10.59 a.nm.]: I move--

That the House at its rising adjourn until
2.15 p.m., Thursday, the 5th April.

Question put and passed.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Closing Time

The SPEAKER: I desire to announce that
questions for Thursday will close at noon today.

House adjourned at 11.00 a.m. (Wednesday).

(71
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
CHIV12LEBOROUGH, DR G.

Premier's Discussion with Victorian Government
1.Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

When and in what manlier did he
discuss Dr Graham Chittleborough with
the Victorian Government?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
The Leader of the Opposition would
know that no Premier discusses matters
of this kind, if they should in fact take
place, in public because Premiers of all
political colours do talk to one another
on a variety of matters.

Mr Davies: Not of this nature.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I remind the

Leader of the Opposition it would not be
normal practice for such discussions to
take place in public.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION: BOARD

Hearings: Public and Private
2. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour

and Industry:
Will he now name the section of the
Workers' Compensation Act which he
claimed on opening night gave the board
the right to hold certain proceedings in
private and which therefore overrides
section 28?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
If the honourable member gives me
notice of the question I will give him an
answer.

ANIMAL

Greenough Electorate
3. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Fisheries

and Wildlife:
(1) Is it a fact that a strange large

animal has been seen slinking
through the Greenough electorate?

(2) Is it a fact that it has the
characteristics of a dingo except
that it has thinning hair and a large
bushy tail?

(3) If so, what plans are afoot to stop
its unpleasant activities'?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) to (3) I know of no such animal.

CHIrrLEBOROUGH, DR G.
Premier's Discussion with Victorian Government

4. Mr BARNETT, to the Premier:
(1) Did the Premier's approach to the

Victorian Government concerning
Dr Graham Chittleborough arise
from Dr Chitileborough's action in
alerting the public to the
environmental deterioration of
Cockburn Sound?

(2) If not, what was the reason?
Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) and (2) I can only repeat what I
told the Leader of the Opposition.
Even if such discussions took place
I would not be prepared to discuss
them here.

ENERGY: NUCLEAR
Power Station

5. Mr T. H. JONES, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:

In view of his statement to this House on
the 1st August, last year, recorded in
Hansard at page 1930, that "based on
overseas estimates for a first-off I 000
MW nuclear power station, the capital
cost would be in the range of $600-$800
per kw", why did he say on ABC
television last night that he was unable
to estimate the costs of establishing a
nuclear power station in Western
Australia?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
The cost of establishing nuclear power
stations, and for that matter any power
station, varies from time to time. The
Government's announced policy was
that we need nuclear power generation
by the middle of the 1990s. It would be
impossible to estimate how much it
would cost by then but the latest report
by Burmot Australia Proprietary
Limited, which is retained by the State
Energy Commission as a consultant in
nuclear matters, indicates that any
reasonably sized station would cost
about $600 to $800 per kw. A 1 000
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megawatt power station in today's
money and in Australian. dollars would
therefore be about $600 to $800 million.
Referring to the ABC television
programme, I indicate that it was not an
interview as shown. It was a cutout
formed by taking only certain pieces
from a long interview despite the fact
the interviewer had assured me this
would not be done. Usually I will only
appear on TV live. 1 round the
interviewer cheated me and showed only
pieces of the original interview. I assure
the member that I am reasonably
familiar with my subjects.

EN ERG Y: N UCLEA R
Power Station

6. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:

Was the State Government's decision to
build a nuclear power plant in Western
Australia based on the estimated cost of
$600 million to $800 million which he
gave this House on the I st August last
year or was it made before the
Government had any cost estimates?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
As it has been announced very often, the
State Government's decision for a
nuclear generated power station is based
on the necessity and the desire of any
responsible Government to supply the
community with its required power.

CHITTLEBOROUGH, DR G.

Premier's Discussion with Victorian Government
7. Mr BA RNETT, to the Premier:

(1) Was he advised of the results of the
investigation conducted by the
Victorian Government into Dr
Graham Chittleborough?

(2) If so, will he now advise the House
of the results?

-(3) Is he aware whether any Western
Australian public servants were
interviewed in the course of the
inyestigation and, if so, does he
know the substance of the
information they gave?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) to (3) -The honourable member's
question is merely an extension of
his previous question; he is trying to
be a little smart, My answer would
be the same as for his previous
question.

GRAIN: WHEAT

Premier's Press Remarks

8. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Premier:

In view of the remarks made by the
Premier which appear on page 10 of
today's issue of The West
Australian-that is, yesterday's
issue-where he is quoted as saying,
"You would stop growing wheat for fear
YOU Were going to get rust in it", does
this mean the Premier values human
lives in the same way as he values grains
of wheat, as being purchasable products
in both instances?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
I regard this question as being quite
irrelevant and for the life of me I cannot
understand why the member has asked
it or why he has sought an aniswer in the
terms that he has.

HOUSING
Interest Rates: Low-interest Borrowers' Scheme

9. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

Referring to question 59 on today's
Notice Paper, the answer to which was
not read out, is the Minister surprised
that there has been no demand whatever
on the Government's low-interest
borrowers' scheme, taking into account
the fact that, to be eligible, people must
earn less than those who are eligible for
SHC assistance, and that the interest
rate on this low-interest borrowers'
scheme money is I11 per cent?

Mr RIDGE replied:
In the interest of accuracy, I suggest the
honourable member puts his question on
the Notice Paper.
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HOUSING: PURCHASE
Applicants: Acceptance, Rejection of Offers, and

Referral to Terminating Building Societies
10. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Minister for

Housing:
For the illumination of the House, and
referring to question 67, taking into
account the fact that only 206 out of
3 221 offers of assistance by purchase
applicants have been accepted, does the
Minister concede that the Opposition
warned the Government that this would
happen when the new agreement was
introduced into the Chamber, and will
he tell the House how long his
consideration will take before we will
learn of the steps the Government will
take to relieve this situation?

Mr RIDGE replied:
Whilst it is true to say that only 206
offers have been approved up to the
present, it is also indicated in the answer
to the question asked by the honourable
member that a great number of other
offers are still under consideration and
at this stage it is too early to determine
just how many will be approved
eventually.
With regard to the second part of the
question, I expect I will be able to
announce in the comparatively near
future what additional assistance will be
provided.

The SPEAKER: Before we continue I
indicate that I will allow two more
questions-one by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and one by the member
for Swan, both of whom indicated a
desire to ask a question.

STATE FINANCE
Income Tax: State

11. Mr BRYCE, to the Premier:
I preface my question by drawing
attention to the fact that in the latter
half of last year we were told the
Government would introduce legislation
to impose a State income tax, but that
the legislation was withdrawn on the
grounds of its complexity. Will the
Premier indicate to the House whether,
in fact, it is his Government's intention

to proceed to introduce that enabling
legislation, or whether the Government
has decided to drop this particular
proposal?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

The legislation in question for tax
sharing is still in the process of
preparation. As I explained to the House
last year, it is much more complex than
was expected, but with the co-operation
of the Federal taxation experts and our
own, we have just about reached the
stage where we have a Bill completed.

ABORIGINES: FRINGE DWELLERS

Accommodation

I12. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:

(I) How many sites were finally
selected by the Government that
were suitable for the settlement of
homeless Aborigines?

(2) Would the Minister table a map
showing the exact locations of the
three most favourable sites?

(3) Were the Aboriginal communities
asked to take part in the selection
and final choice of the most suitable
land?

(4) Does the Government intend to
take steps to house the Aborigines
who are now camped in the grounds
of St. Matthew's Church,
Guildford, before the onset of
winter, and thus honour the
assurances given to me in this place
that they would be so housed?

(5) Would the Minister meet with the
Aboriginal communities and discuss
their problems with a view to
solving same?

(6) 'Has the Federal Government
finally made any decision to finance
resettlement of these homeless
people?

(7) What were the reasons for the
rejection of the three most favoured
sites?
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Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) A number of sites have been
considered by the Government to be
worth investigating as possible sites
for the settlement of homeless
Aborigines. None has been finally
selected.

(2) 1 will provide a map for the
honourable member showing the
various sites which were or are
being considered.

(3) On each occasion it was considered
that a site may have been suitable
for the settlement, Aboriginal
communities or their
representatives were taken to the
sites and the advantages and
disadvantages were discussed with
them by me or my officers.

(4) The Aboriginal communities to
whom the honourable member
refers have made it clear in word
and deed that they do not seek
housing in the conventional sense.
It is not a simple matter to house
the groups because they want a
specific type of accommodation in a
village setting. To provide that
setting we must firstly find suitable
land-and it must be land which is
suitable to the Aborigines and in a
location acceptable to them
geographically and historically.
Also it must be large enough to
enable different groups to live
separately from one another, but be
close enough to enable them to
meet and mix when required.
The Government will certainly not
build houses if there is any risk that
they will be deserted or abused
because they are unsuitable to the
tenants, and we will not build
houses in a conventional setting.

Suitable land must there-fore be
agreed upon before any building
can take place.
Officers of the Department for
Community Welfare have been
working under my instructions to
provide more substantial temporary
accommodation to see the fringe
dwellers through the winter.

(5) 1 am happy to meet with the
communities again to confirm their
attitudes and to discuss their
problems.

(6) 1 have approached the
Commonwealth Government in
regard to this matter and have
urged it to consider this project as a
special case for funding by the
Department of Aboriginal Affairs. I
am hopeful of a favourable reply,
but have not had a final answer yet.

(7) One site was discarded as a
proposition because it became
apparent that community conflict
would develop if the site were to be
used. Such conflict would not have
been in the interest of the
Aborigines or anyone else.
Two sites thought to be suitable and
acknowledged publicly as such by
Mr Robert Bropho were finally
discarded as unsuitable. One was
subject to considerable flooding in
winter and the other would not have
had sufficient area to meet the
criteria, as is the case with all
existing fringe dweller sites.
Another site is currently being
considered and all fringe dwelling
communities, except those led by
Mr Bropho, agree that the site is
potentially suitable. I understand
that Mr Dropho will not consider
putting the proposition to his people
for their consideration.
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QUEMIONS ON N071CE

RAILWAYS

Derailmnents: Northamn District

1.Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:
(I) (a) Would he advise how many derail-

ments occurred in she Northanm
district during the month of Febru-
ary, 1979; and what was the

estimated cost of the derailments;

(b) how many of thes derailments were
between Northam and Kalannie;

(c) were departmental inquiries carried
out to ascertain the cause of the
derailments?

(2) (a) If answer to (c) is "Yes", what were
the findings:

(b) if answer to (C) is "No" why were
inquiries not undertaken?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) (a) Three mainline derailments occurred
during the month of February,
1979. Custs are not available.

(bi) One.

(c) Yes.

(2) (a) and (bi) Two caused by mechanical
failure associated with, a wagon
and a third inquiry has yet to be
completed.

STATE FINANCE

Cash Loans

2. Mr McIVER, to the Treasurer:

(1) Would he advise what has been the
response by the public to Cash Loan
No. I which closed on the 2nd Febru-
ary, 1979?

(2) Will further loans be floated?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) The Westrail Cash Loan No. I which
closed on the 2nd February. 1979, was
fully underwritten and therefore the loan
of $13 million was fully subscribed.

(2) I am not clear whether the Member re-
fers to Westrail alone, or loans generally.
However, the following information is
supplied which should cover either
situation-

(a) a further cash loan is scheduled to
be floated by the Metropolitan Water
Hoard later this financial year;

(b) as the Railways programme for
1978/79 is filled, no further bor-
rowing by the commission is planned
for this financial year.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Closure: Alternative Transport

3. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) With the closure of the Petbl-Frematotle
railway, what arrangements will be made
for-

(a) patrons to Royal Shows;

(b) patrons to WA football league
headquarters, Subiaco?

(2) What arrangements will be made with
private companies such as Hlumes and
others when the Perth-Fremantle rail-
way has closed?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) Special arrangements are to tie made
for both the Royal Show and football
loadings. Sufficient capacity can be pro-
vided to adequately cater for these
events.

(2) When goods rail services are terminated
on this section of line, it is proposed
that most Subiaco clients will continue
to be serviced by Westrail's road truck
service. However, flumes Ltd. will case
to be serviced by Westrail unless their
pipes etc. are transported to Kewdale
and transhipped to rail.

Westrail is currently examining ways of
maintaining a service to Thomas Ltd.

-siding at Cottesloe, the only other com-
pany involved on this section of line.

RAILWAYS

Mail to Albany

4. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is it Westrail's intention to cancel their
contract with Australia Post on carting
mail to Albany?

(2) If "Yes" what is the reason?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) and (2) No.

TRANSPORT

Fish: Albany-Parth

5. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:

Will he advise what is the current situa-
tion with the transporting of fish from
Albany to Perth?

Mr RUJSHTON replied:

At my request, officers of the Transport
Commission met the south coast fisher-
men's association in Albany on Tuesday,
27th March to discuss this matter.
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There are still some problems relating
to the proposed road transport of this
fish which are being actively examined.
tn the meantime, fish from Albany will
continue to be transported by Westrail.

TRANSPORT

Studnman Report

6. Mr MeIVER, to the Minister for Transport:
(a) Has the Studman report been concluded;
(b) if so, will any of the recommendations

contained therein be implemented; and
(c) when?

Mr RUJSHTON replied:
(a) Yes.
(b) and (c) Discussions on the report and

its recommendations have been held with
interested parties and the matter is still
receiving my consideration.

TRANSPORT

Air: Two-airline System

7. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Following reports on air fares, is it now

time to introduce a two-airline system
in Western Australia?

(2) If "No" would he state his reasons?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) No.

(2) The economic climate at the present time
and the absence of a complete and sin-
tamned growth in airline revenue passen-
ger figures over the past three years
would preclude giving any further con-
sideration to the introduction of a two-
airline system in Western Australia.

RAtLWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Upgrading

8. Mr MoIVERt, to the Minister for Transport:
Would he advise what cost was involved
in the recent upgrading of the permanent
way between Perth and Fremantle?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

$125 000 approximately.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

CrC Signalling

9. Mr MctVER, to the Minister for Transport:
Would he advise what was the total cost
to install CTC signalling on the Perth-
Fremantle section of railway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
There is no CTC (Centralised Traffic
Control) signalling between Perth and
Fremantle.
The signalling consists of automatic
colour light signals on the main lines
between stations with coloured light and
semaphore signals operated from signal
boxes at station yards.
This system was progressively introduced
and modified between 1960 antd 1964 at
a cost of $368 000.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Stations: Upgrading

10. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for Transport:
What was the total cost to upgrade sub-
urban stations in the last five years on
the Perth-Fremantle section of railway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
The programme referred to consisted of
the removal of redundant buildings and
pedestrian bridges, and a general clean
up of station areas. Some new passenger
shelters were provided.
The programme commenced in 1976 and
cost approximately $309 000.

ABATTOIR

Midland ]unction: Pig Floor

11. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Is it intended that the pvg floor at Mid-

land abattoirs will be clossed?
(2) If 'Yes" when will the Midland pig floor

cease to operate?

Mr OLD replied:
(1) and (2) The operation of the pig floor

is currently being assessed by the West-
ern Australian Meat Commission and I
expect a report in the near future.

ABATTOIR

Midland function: Sheep Floor

12. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) 1s it intended that the sheep floor at

Midland Abattoir will be opened for the
1979 lamb season?

(2) If "Yes" how many slaughtermen is it
expected will be required to enable the
operation to function?

(3) (a) Have any measures been undertaken
to ensure the required number of'
slaughtermen will be available to
operate the lamb/sheep floor at
Midland in the 1979 season; and

(b) if so. what are these measures?
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Mr OLD replied:

(I) The Western Australian Lamb Market-
Ing Board has not yet indicated to the
Western Australian Meat Commission
whether it will require Midland to
saughter lambs during the 1979 season.

(2) and (3) These aspects will be consid-
ered by the commission should it be
determined that lambs are to be slaught-
ered at Midland.

RAILWAYS

Locomotives: Warren District

13. Mr H. D). EVANS, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What class of locomotive is used on

each of the following lines:
(a) Masijimup-Northcliffe;
(b) Wonnerup-Nansoup;
(c) Donnybrook-Kainoning?

(2) For how long has each of these classes
of locomotive been in service?

(3) For how long is it estimated that each
of these classes of locomotive will be
retined in operation?

(4) Is it intended to replace themn?

Mr RUSHITON replied:
(I) (a) "X" class of locomotive. (The wood-

chip train which is rail hauled by
"N" and "D" class locomotives, en-
ters this section of line by only a
few kilomnetres.)

(b) and (c) "X" class of locomotive.
(On occasions an -F" class lco-
motive is used when for Various
reasons an "XC" class is not avail-
able.)

(2) 48 "XC" class locomotives were progres-
sively introduced into service between
March 1954 and September, 1956.
7 "7F' class locomotives were obtained
by the Midland Railway Company in
2958 and were subsequently taken over
by Weatrail in 1964.
20 'N" class locomotives are currently
in service and were introduced during
1978479.
S "D" class locomotives are in service
and were introduced during 1971.

(3) and (4) It is intended to progressively
replace the "IC" class locomotives over a
period of approximately 10.12 years.
Tenders will be awarded this year for
the initial replacement units.
All other locomotives mentioned will
remain in service for many years.

LAND

Salt-affected: Restoration Projects

14. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) How many salt-land restoration projects

have been undertaken by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in each of the past
seven years?

(2) (a) What area is involved in ech; and
(b) where is each located?

Mr OLD replied:
(1) In addition to hydrologicaL studies the

restoration projects established within
the last seven years by my department
are-

1972 .... Z8

1973 ...21
1974 .. 1
1975 ...21
1976 _30
1977 ... 1
1978 ...9

Most of the restoration trials have been
concerned with studies of salt tolerant
plant species.

(2) (a) The sites in the agricultural areas
on which the above studies have
been initiated have involved treated
areas of salt affected land between
0.5 to 13 hectares. Shortage of
seed has limited such trials to a
maximum of 15 hectaresusually
only a part of the affected area at
each site.

(b) A list containing the location of the
trial sites is tabled.

The list was tabled (see paper No. 84).

ABATTOIR: MIDLAND JUNCTION

Saleyards: Operaing Cost and Revenue

15. Mr H. 0. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What was the total cost of operating

Midland salcyards in-
(a) 1976;
(b) 1977; and
(c) 1978?

(2) (a) What was the total revenue derived
by the Midland saleyards in each
of these years;

(b) what were the sources of revenue
to the aaleyards: and

(c) what wa, the amount from each
source in each of these years?
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Mir OLD replied:
The WA Mess Commission has advised
as follows:

(c)
(2)

1975-76

1976-77
1977-78

601 565
719834
828 006

(a) 1975-76 622901
1976-77 710263
1977-78 534 969

(b) Saleyard and agistmentfes
Saieyard Agistment

fees fem
$ 31

(c) 1975-76 597419 25482
1976-77 676658 33605
1977-78 581 606 3 363

LAND

Sarfffeleid: Resoration Projects

16. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) How many projects in connection with

the restoration of salt affected land in
the Warren and Denmark River water
cazchment areas have been initiated by
the Department of Agriculture in the past
tO years?

(2) (a) Where are these projects, if any,
located;

(b) what is the ares of land involved
in each case;

(c) what has been the cost of each
prject?

Mir OLD replied:.

(1) and (2) None. The emphasis in experi-
mental work on salinity by my depart-
ment has been directed to districts where
soil salinity is a major problem.

Shires such as Manjimup and Denmark,
and others within these catcbnients, have
very small areas of salt affected land as
distinct from a Problem of Water quality
deterioration.

EDUCATION

High School: Forresilield

17, Mr SKIDMORE. to the Minister for Educa.
tiosi:

(1) Did the Forrestfield High School con-
duct an IQ test for the students of year
7 who attended the High Wycombe prim-
ary school in t.9718?

(2) Were the results of this test used for
grading purposes of year 8 students
attending the Forrestfield High School
in 1979?

(3) 11 (2) is "No" what method of gradin
was used for year 8 students attending
Porreatfield Hi1gh School in 1979?

(4) If the IQ test was the basis for gading.
why were not the students end teachers
told clearly the purpose of the test so
that the students and teachers could have
placed the proper importance on the
IQitest?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(2) yes.

(2) and (3) Yes, but together with other in-
forsnation such as primary teac-hers' re-
ports for the initial placement.

(4) The exact introduction used is not knows
becamse the person who administered the
test is no longer employed by the depart-
ment but it is expected that all tests
should be treated seriously. Also, it
should be noted that initial placement is
tentative.

TOWN PLANNING

Margaret River Shirt Scheme

18. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

(I) Has the Margaret River Shire submitted
an interim town planning scheme to the
Town Planning Board?

(2) If "Yes"' what was the date of its lodge-
ment and what is the present position
regarding its acceptance or rejection7

(3) If a town planning scheme has been
submitted, would she table a copy of
same?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (3) No. However, an interim policy

document has been submitted which
covers the area between Margaret River
and Prevelly Park.

LAND

Coastal Strip

19. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Con-
servation and the Environment,

(1) What is the present position regarding
the establishment of the interimn authority
over the proposed one kilonsette. coastal
strip reserve?

(2) (a) Was an authority to be at up to
control and administer this coastal
strip;

(b) if so, has the authority been estab-
lished; and

(c) who are its members?
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Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1) There are no measures being taken to
establish an authority for the coastal
zone.

The member may be referring to one of
a number of discussion points raised in
an EPA working draft document 'Guide-
lines for an Environmental Protection
Policy on the Coastal Zone in Western
Australia', which was released for gen-
eral comment in June, 1977.
The present position is that a coastal
planning steering committee has been
established by the Conservation and
Environment Council to examine in
depth the policy proposals.

The document does not refer to a "I kmn
coastal strip reserve", but discusses the
merit of having a kilometre wide coastal
zone which should be managed carefully
for all uses.

(2) Not applicable.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Clothing and Fabrics: Labelling

20. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs:
(1) Was he factually reported in The West

Australian of the 91h March. 1979 where
he is alleged to have said that com-
plementary legislation for the compul-
sory care and labelling of clothing and
household fabrics would not be intro-
duced?

(2) If so, why has he made this decision?

(3) Which other Austratian Governments are
tegislating for such compulsory labelling?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1) and (2) No. Only a portion of my
statement was used and several essential
elements were omitted.
In my media release I said that I have
expressed concern to the Federal Minister
for Business and Consumer Affairs for
what I betieve to be premature moves
to require compulsory care tabetting of
garments and fabrics. I said that I
agreed with moves to introduce manda-
tory care labelling but that I bad doubts
about introducing them before agencies
could police them. Under the proposed
standard, labels would have to carry
.appropriate words- but nobody can tell
whether words are appropriate unless
there are proper criteria to judge them
by. At present there are no such criteria
although the Standards Association of
Australia has work under way On this
question.

I have no intention of advising this
Government to slavishly follow the
Commonwealth whenever it introduces
new laws. We witl undoubtedly introduce
complementary legislation but not until
the problem of performance criteria and
thus the problem of policing and compli-
ance have been satisfactorily resolved.

(3) 1 have not been informed of any an-
nouncement by other States.

FUEL: PETROLEUM AND PETROL

Distribution and Marketing

21. Mr TONKIN, to the Premier:

(1) Has he received a letter from the Prime
Minister requesting his Governmensf
views on the distribution and marketing
of petroleum?

(2) Has his Government replied to the letter
and/or made a submission to the Aus-
talian Government on the distribution
and marketing of petroleum?

(3) Dloes his Government support the package
of measures to improve petrot market-
ing in Australia which were announced
by the Minister for Business and Con-
sumer Affairs in October 19711?

(4) What other views does the submission
referred to in (2) above contain?

(5) To what degree does his Government
support the package of. measures and
what components of the package does it
not support?

(6) What is his Government doing to press
the Australian Government into intro-
ducing the measures as expeditiously as
possible?

Sir CHARLES COURT reptied:

(1) and (2) Yes.

(3) Not entirely.

(4) to (6) The Government of Western
Australia does not agree that it would be
in the moorists' best interests to entirely
prohibit major oil companies from own-
ing and operating direct sales sites. This
aspect of Mr Fife's proposed policy may
be' assumed to be of benefit to independ-
ent petrol station operators, but the
Government must also be concerned
with ensuring the maximum possible
petrol distribution efficiency and the low-
est possible costs to the motorise.

The Government is also opposed in
principle to any additional bureaucratic
interference in the marketplace unlessa
clear public benefit can be demonstrated.
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22. Mr
(I)

HEALTH

Sunscreening Lotions

TONKIN, to the Minister for Health:
Considering the incidence of skin cancer
in Western Australia, what is the policy
of the Government with respect to the
reduction of sates tax on sunscreen
lotions?

(2) Does this policy differentiate between
those substances which contain para-
amonibcnzoic acid which effectively
screens the sun's rays and those sub-
stances which do not contain para-
amonibenzoic acid?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) This Government supports the exemption

of effective sunscreen lotions from sales
tax and representations were made to
the Federal Government.

(2) The policy as announced in a joint Press
statcment by the Federal Treasurer and
the Federal Minister for Health on 30th
March, 1978 is based on the ability to
screen out at least 90 per cent of damag-
ing uiltra-violet rays. This is determined
by testing by the Australian government
analyst who assesses the efficiency in fil-
tering out those rays thought to be
directly related to skin cancer, sunbturn
and general skin damage. This policy.
as far as can be ascertained, is not dir-
ectly based on chemical entity but upon
physical efficiency under the tests used.

TRANSPORT: AIR

Fares: Domestic

23. Mr TONKIN, to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government made a submission

to the Fraser Government with respect
to the increase and/or general level of
domestic air fares?

(2) If so, would he table these submissions?

Sir CHARLES COU;RT replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No. The submissions and discussions

are of a continuing nature and no good
purpose would be served in tabling the
papers especially as they relate to only
part of the representations made by the
Government on this subject.

POLICE

Security Agenrts,

24. Mr TONKIN. to the Minister for Police and
Traffic:
(1) Did the Wanneroo police receive a com

plaint in late February from Mr Colin

Walpole that a blue car, registration
number XKM417 was parked outside
their home?

(2) What was the result of the police
inquiry?

(3) What was the name and address of the
person owning and driving the car?

(4) Was he a registered security agent?

(5) Did the person concerned give false in-
formation to the police?

(6) If so, what charges will be preferred
against that person?

(7) Was the person employed by CE Heath
Insturance Braking (Aust.) Pty. Ltd.?

(8) Is the degree of protection afforded to
citizens against harassment by security
agents at the behest of insurance com-
panies satisfactory?

(9) What action is the Police Department
taking to rectify this state of affairs?

Sir Charles Court (for Mr O'NEIL) replied:
(1) Yes.

42) The complaint was investigated a nd the
complainant advised the full particulars
of vehicle occupant, that no unlawful
action occurred and that no further
action was to be taken by police.

(3) Kenneth Ross Pierce, 23 Mentone Road,
Balga.

(4) No.
(5) and (6) As jar as the police are aware,

no-

(7) The person was employed by CE Heath
Insurance Broking (Aust.) Pty. Ltd.

(8) and (9) See answer to (4).

CE HEATH INSURANCE BROKING
(AUST.) PTY. LTD.

Security Agent: ilarssnent

25. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

(1) Has he received a complaint from Denise
Anne Walpole or her representatives to
the effect that she has been harassed
and intimidated by a private investigator
acting on behalf of the CE Heath
Insurance Broking (Aust.) Pty. Ltd.?

(2) Is it a fact that Mrs Walpole had twice
-bcen checked by a specialist chosen by

CE Heath Insurance and which had
verified the fact of her injury?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(D and (2) The letter referred 1o is dated
25th March. 1979 and his just been re-
ceived. Inquiries are being made.
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WORKERS' COMPENSATION: BOARD

Hjearings: Delay

26. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

How long is the delay at present in
obtaining a hearing before the Workers'
Compensation Board?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
Delays in hearings have been reduced
from over 12 months to 5 months.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION

Photographic Processing Workshop

27. Mr T7ONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:
(1) (a) Is it a fact that the State Govern-

ment Insurance Office has insisted
that all employees in a photographic
processing workshop be charged at
the workers' compensation premium
rate of $3.96 per $100;

(b) is it a fact that some of the em-
ployees are purely clerical and
therifore could have been charged
at the rate of 23e per $100?

(2) Is it a fact that such differential pre-
miums have been pranted by private
insurance companies?

(3) Will he investigate to see whether it
would be possible for the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office to give differential
premiums in this way?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(I) (a) and (b) It is ihe policy of the
SGlO to charge the industry rate
for all employees in photographic
processing workshops except those
cngaged on purely clerical activities
when the clerical rate is charged.
If the Member is referring to a
particular policy-holder and will let
mie know the name of that policy-
holder I will make further inquiries.

(2) 1 have no doubt that some private corn-
panics follow the 5010 practice and
charge differential premiums.

(3) See above.

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Youths Unemployed: Education Program'me

28. Mr TlONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:
(I) Is the education programme for unem-

ployed youth in operation in Western
Australia?

(2) If so, where is the course available and
how many people are enrolled?

Mr Ot-ONNOR replied:
(1) Yea.
(2) Educational Programme for Unemployed

Youth (EUPY) counses are available at
Perth, Midland and Gersldton Technical
Colleges.
Current entrolments on these courses
which are of 12 weeks' duration are;

Perth-23

Midland-I S

Geraldton-12

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Youthss Unemployed: Work Experience Training

29. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

(1) Is it a fact that the New South Wales
Government is providing Work experi-
ence training for young unemployed
people within the Public Service?

(2) Does a similar scheme operate in West-
ern Australia?

(3) If not, is it intended that such a scheme
shall be introduced into Western Aus-
tralia?

(4) If the answer to (2) is in the affirmative,
what are the details?

(5) Is it a fact that the New South Wales
scheme is subsidised by the Australian
Government?

(6) If so, what similar subsidy is availahle
to the Government of Western.Australia?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1) I am advised that the New South Wales
Government has to date made 500 posi-
tions available for unemployed young
people under ste Special Youth Employ-
ment Training Programme (SYETP) and
a further intake under this scheme is
planned for later this year-

(2) and (3) The Western Australian Gov-
ernment has also to this point provided a
total of 500 positions under SYETP in
a wide cross-section of departments and
instrumentalities. The possibility of
further intakes under this programme is
under consideration.

(4) to (6) In Western Australia the first
intake of 250 SYEPT trainees com-
menced in December 1971 sod the second
in March 1978. Under the recently
revised guidelines for this scheme, the
Commonwealth Government will provide
a wage subsidy of $43.00 per week, for a
period of I7 weeks to employers engaging
young people who are unable to meet
that employer's normal entry require-
nients for she position in question.
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Generally, to be eligible for SYETP as-
sistatce, a young person must meet the
following criteria, although not all young
people who do so are automatically made
eligible for the programme:

be 15-24 years old:
have been away from Nill-time educa-
tion for at least tour months in the
last twelve months;
have been registered with the Corn-
monwealth Employment Service for
not less than four months in the last
twelve months or be able to provide
satisfactory evidence that be/she has
been unemployed for four months
during that period;
be registered with the CES.

(5) Yes, in accordance with the terms out-
lined 1st (4) above.

FACTORY WELFARE BOARD

Members and Meetings

30. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

( 1) Who are the members of' the Factory
Welfare Board and what interests do
they represent?

(2) Upon what dates has this board met in--
(a) 1976;
(b) 5977;
(c) 1978;' and
(d) to date in 1979?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(I) The members of the Factory Welfare
Board are:

H'. A. Jones, Under Secretary for Lab-
our and Industry, as Chairman;
F. 1. Malone, Director, Manufacturing
Industry Council, The Confederation
of Western Australian Industry (tnc),
member representingf the occupiers of
factories;

W. 1. Brown, Director, Labour Rela-
tions Division, The Confederation of
Western Australian Industry (Inc),
deputy member representing the occu-
piers of factories;

N. I. Millar, on the nomination of the
Trades and Labor Council, member
representing employees in factories;

J, C. Seedham, on the nomination of
the Trades and Labor Council, deputy
member representing employees in
factories.

(2) The board has met ont:

(a) 3rd December, 1976;

(b) 2nd March, 4th May, tat June, 27th
July, 1977;

(c) 23rd May, 3rd August, IdIs August,
fth September, 23rd October, 25th

October, 1973;

(d) 23rd March, 1979.

EXPLOSIVES

Government Departments

31. M~r TONKIN, to the Premier:

(1) Which Government departments use
explosives?

(2) Which of these departments are subject
to the Explosives Act and/or adopt the
Australian Standards Code in the use of
ex plosives?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) Agriculture.
Community Welfare.
Education.
Fisheries A Wildlife.
Forests.
Labour & Industry.
Lands & Surveys.
Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage &

Drainage Board.
Mines.
Police.
Public Works.

(2) All departments, except Folice, and sec-
tion of Mines Department, are subject
to the Explosives A Dangerous Goods
Act.

Australian Standards Code is prescribed
in regutation under Ste Explosives &
Dangerous Goods Act.

Like myself, the Member might find it
strange that some of those departments
were listed under this category. I found
that explosives do not necessarily mean
gelignite. It could be a type of gun-
powder or lire powder for burning off.
The Department of Fisheries and Wild-
life uses small rockets for propelling nets
to capture wildlife. All these depart-
ments have taken out "shot firers" licen-
ces required under the. Act.

EXPLOSIVES

Accident, of Wangong barn

32. Mr TON0KI, to 'the Minister for Mines:
(1) What was the cause of the explosives

accident at the Wungong Dam in January
this year?

(2) Was the person Injured employed
directly by the Government or by a
person having a contract with the Gov-
ernment?
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(3) Were the contractors or tlse Govern-
ment department involved bound by the
operations of the Explosives Act?

(4) Were the contractors or the Govern-
ment department involved bound by the
Australian Standards Code in the use of
explosives?

(5) What acti:-r has Veen taken to prevent
a.vcu1 n .of such ain :rccidcnt?

Mr MENSAROS replied:

(1) Explosives in the bench of the quarry
were drilled into.

(2) By a company having a contract with
the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewer-
age and Drainage Board.

(3) The contractors' operations were subject
to the Mines Regulation Act, 1946-1974
and Regulatios.

(4) Yet,

(5) Area was thoroughly examined for ex-
plosives before resumption of drilling.

ENERGY: SOLAR

Heating: Subsidy

33. Mr TONKCIN, to the Premier:

What is tibe Gov~rnments policy with
respect to the payment of a subsidy to
private individuals who install approved
solar heating devices in their homes?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

The practice of subtidics to private in-
dividuals 'is largely a matter connected
with taxation policies which are the
province of the Federal Government.

The Government has made representa-
tions to the Commonwealth on several
occasions seeking a mnore positive ap-
proach to encourage solar waler beatens
in Australian homes, but I regret to say
these approaches have not been success-
ful to date.

LAND

Erosion: Study and Report

34. Mr TONKCIN, to the Minister for Agri-
culture:
(1) Has the State Government participated

in a Study team On soil erosion?
(2) Who are the State representatives in the

team?
(3) Has a report been presented?

(4) If riot, whena is it expected that such a
report will be presented?

(5) Wilt he table the report?

Mr OLD replied:

(1) Yes, there was full participation in the
Commonwealth and State Governments'
collaborative soil conservation study
197S- 1977.

(2) The Commissioner of Soil Conservation
as a member of standing committee on
soil conservation was involved.

The Deputy Commissioner of Soil Con-
servation supervised detailed liaison with
the Canberra central study team. Six
other officers of resource management
division of my Department provided
technical assistance and information for
the study on a part-time basis.

(3) to (5) Yes, two reports recently became
available. I seek leave to table the re-
ports and subject to availability I wilt
endeavour to provide copies to members
on request.

The reports were tabled (see paper Nos. 85 and
86j,

HEALTH

Radioactivity Levels: Rainwater and Air

35. Mr TONKCIN, to the Mittisi for Health:

(1) Is the State X- 'Ray Laboratory still
monitoring radioactivity levels for
Perth's rainwater and air?

(2) If so, what are the most recent results
and how do they compare with earlier
levels recorded?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) The most recent levels recorded are:

week ended 281h February, 1979

activity in air-.O58 picocuries per
cubic metre

rainwatr-no Sample
week ended 9th Marcb, 1979

activity in air-0.0S5 picoctiries per
litre

rainwater-no sample
week ended 16th March, 1979

activity in air-O.037
rainwater-no sample

These figures are given in picocuries
normalised to the activity of Strontium
903. The levels are similar to those ob-
tained for the past 2 years and show
a low level of activity consistent with
that which would be expected from
natural background.
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EDUCATION: SCHOOLS AND
NON.GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS

MACOS and SEMP

36. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Educa-
tion:

To what extent are--

Man-A Course of Study (MACOS)
and Social Education Materials Project
(SEMP)

in use in Western Australian

(a) State; and

(b) Private schools?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

The following informtation relates to ste
in Government schools, as usage in nuts-
Government Schools is not known at this
stage.

Man, a Course of Study:

This course (in part) is in use in-

(a) two primary schools

(h) four district high schools

(c) three high schools.

All teachers using MACOS have been
through a speciat in-service course and
parents have had the opportunity to view
all materials.

It is worth noting that Education Mediai
Australia have recently published a list
of Western Australian schools using
MACOS. This list, which includes
fourteen schools in Western Australia, is
not correct.

Social Education Materials Project:
Materials developed as a result of this
nAlional project are available commer-
cially from the curriculum development
Ccntre in Canberra. Their distribution
is not controlled by the Education Dc-
parirnent.
Although the extent to which these
materials are being taken up by schoot%
is riot known at this stage, the situation
is being monitored, and by mid-year
more information will he available.

EDUCATION

Tea~chers and SwI7/i Resignations

37. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Education:

What have been the number of resigna-
tions in-

(a) primary;
(b) secondary divisioins of education,

for each of the years--
(i) 1977;

(ii) 1978;
(iii) to date in 1979?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(i) SOS.
(i i) 415.

(iii) 61.
The break'down of these figures into pri-

mary, secondary and other sections of
she department is not available and could
not be obtained without considerable re-
search effort.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS

Training Colleges and Sectionss: Enroirnents

38. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Education:

What has been the enrolment in-
(a) 1st year;

(bi) 2nd year;

(c) 3rd year;

(d) all other groups st each of the fol-
lowing institutions:

(i Secondary Teachers College;

(ii) Mt ILa wley Teachers Coi lege;

(iii) Craylands Teachers College;,

(iv) Churchlands Teachers College;

(Y) Claremont leachrrs Cohiere;

(vi) Murdoch Univcrsiiy each.,r
training section;

(vii) W.A. Institute of Technology
teacher training section,

for each of the years 1977, 1978, 1979?

Mr PR V. JONES replied:.

The former teachers colleges (Church-
lands, Claremont. Graylands, Mt. Lawley
and Nedlands), she Western Australian
institute of Technology, the University-
of Western Australia and Murdoch Uni-
versity, Offer a ittinber of courses which
provide either for the initial preparation
of teachers or for the further education
of qualified tcachers. The progress of a
student through each course is not always
effected in a uniform manner. This is
due to differences in individual student
work loads and the variation in comple-
tion rates for the subjects which are
taken in each course. It is not there-
fore possible to derive meaningful en-
rolment statistics by year of course. Con-
sequently, a number of institutions do rot
collect student statistics on a course/
year basis.

The tables below provide details of stu-
dents commencing and students comn-
pleting gre-service and post experience
teacher education courses at each of the
institutions referred to shove for the
years 1977 to 1979, present enrolme;nt
information which may be of interest to
the Member.
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Table I

Students Caomadego and completing pro-u%*e teachmedcadinon cses.a Wetern Australia. Actal 397 WWd 1972. Estdmated
1979 (and 1920 for atodente completing

Suents Comnmying Students Completing (year availeble
AtmLaph of for ankpnyrni)

1977 1972 5979(o) 1977 1973 197 191

Early Childhood ... Churcjhbles I so 73 7S 44 61 69 60
W.AJI.T ............. 3 63 74 731 79 37 65 43

sub-tota 14$ 152 130 123 111 1.14 10$

Primary .............. Cltarchiends .. 3 256 234 260 3W 298 1"O 200
Clareont ... 3 20 171 160 210 205 128 170

1 47 26 45 24 25 12 36
Graylonda 3 154 .. 163 160 152 130
biL Lawley 3 231 267 269 il1 340 243 20D
WAL1T.. 3 78 65 67 2 3 '0 3

1 7 9 7 2 6 6 3
1±WA. . 4 1I 5 7 . 4 6 a

1 20 20 20 It Is [a
Murdoch 3 35 47 50 26 23 30 16

I7 ... .. 2 7

Sub-toWa 1049 394 876 1049 1147 U34 793

Secondary Nedlands 3 377 W9 35 256 296 251 260
1 76 125 125 77 72 105 10)

WALT .... ........ 4 30 21 26 20 2D
3 29 29 30 22 51 31 23

1 62 54 0 49 42 39 47
U.W.A.........4 62 44 42 20 14 iS 20

1 172 159 159 116 169 129 129
Murdoc 4 26 26 40 I I 17 Is

1 64 3S 35 48 29 37 40

Sub-toa 39 I 9 8 42 3391 6541 6741 662

TOTAL 2092 13936 1963 17311 1919 13672 15435

Not (0) Esta band on jpted intake. The census date for univerities end *Ocolee is 30 Apri1 end, Accordingly, aanal Shine
for atadetit cmmencIng in IM arc cot yet available.

Table 2

Studets cotmtvcnci and conipletios pot-esprmeta tmcr itisna couurm. Westecu Auttralia, Aewuat 1977 and t97a. Estimated
1979 (a" IM3 fr students completine)

Students Commencing Students Completing
(yeur available for emaploymest)

Area Institution
1977 1978 1979 () 1977 0970 1979 1980

EryCidodCbuebandis.. . 17 19 20 5 14
Eai~ilt dWA..?. . .. 11 21 12 I S 7

Subtota 28 42 52 I lB 21

Prmo.. .. .. . Clerchlands. 251 213 215 74 65s l0S 170
Cleremont ... .. .. 254 143 lIto 10 73 71 so
Greytanda 100 I1 .- 26, 52 60
Mit.tkwley 575 546 330 33 114 135 455
W.A.I.T .3.. .. 2 112 66 16. tO 1 55
I5.A 1 2 .. .. ..
Murdoch 45 42 40 a It 13 I9

Sub-toal 1233 1074 loll 296 356 465 779

SestrodtrY.................yiedlads lID 114 lID 19.... I 60
W.A.I. 69 93 102 5 I5 57 60
tJ.W.A. at 62 64 105 47 65 61
Mrdochi.. 61 76 75 I0 17 49 42

sub-low 3 245 552 121 79 113 223

TOTAL 1639 1461 1595 417 416 661 1025

Note (a) Estitmate haaed on planned Intakee. The census date for univerities end coilea in 30 Apil and, accordingly, actual
figue (or students cnmoneina in 1979 are sot yu available.
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CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Waste Disposal and Wetlands

39. Mr TONKIN, to the Premier:
(t) What plans does the Government have

(or a co-ordisatec approach to the
problem of waste disposal so that the
present state of affairs will be remedied?

(2) Is it a fact that the Australian Labor
Party years ago put forward a plan for
a co-ordinated approach which would
have obviated some of the problems at
present being experienced?

(3) Is his Government continuing its adher-
ence to present methods of waste disposal
in our fast vanishing wetlands antd river
frontages?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(I) There is already a high degree of co-
ordination between local authorities
and, with the exception of the City of
Perth, tile local authorities in the metro-
potitan area have combined into waste
disposal zones to ensure continued co-
Ordination.

(2) Not that I am aware of.

(3) In 1971 the Department of Conservation
and Environment made a recommenda-
tion that there should be no further de-
velopment of wetlands as waste disposal
sites.
Since that date there has been no' ap-
proval given for new disposal sites on
wetlands or river frontages.
A number of proposals for the use of
waste disposal methods, other than the
land fill methods, are being examined
by the waste disposal advisory commit-
tee and its supporting technical commit-
lt.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND
INSTRUMENTALITIES

Tenders.' Ceiling~ Materials

40. Mr TONKIN, to the Premier:

(1) Is it a fact, that State Government
departments and isnstrumentalities when
calling for tenders are stating in the
specifications that Gyproc ceiling mate-
rials stall be used?

(2) Is it a fact that there are many other
small producers in Western Australia
who manufacture ceiling materials which
have a better fire rating and which are
equally as satisfactory in other respects?

(3) Will he investigate the question of such
restrictive specifications with a view to
widening them so that competition will
be enhanced?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(I) Yes, but not to the exclusion of others.

(2) Yes, and these producers are not ex-
cluded from tendering.

(3) Steps have already been taken to en-
sure that no particular product is given
preference in the specifications.

HOUSING

Lockridge

41. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Is it a fact that a very large number

of apartments, town houses, duplexes
and houses are unallolted for months on
end in Loctridge?

(2) What is cte reason for this?

(3) What is he doing to remedy the matter?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) Only in relation to apartments.

(2) Selectivity on the part of'applicants.

(3) Apart from making offers to applicants
in the normal manner there are no alter-
native plans to have the apartments oc-
cupied.

TRAFFIC: LIGHTS

Beechbaro-Collier Roads Intersection

42. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) With reference to question 2555 of the,

28th November, 1978, have traffic signal
priorities been reviewed in relation to
the intersection of Beecboro aind Collier
Roads, Baytwaser?

(2) If so, what has been the result of the
review?

MrJRUSHTON replied:
(1) Review is in progress.

(2) It is anticipated that traffic signals will
be installed nest financial year.

HEALTH: DENTAL THERAPY CENTRE

School: Emblevon

43. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Health:
(1) When will the children of the Embleton

primary school be afforded the services
of a dental health clinic?

(2) Is it still intended that they be accom-
mnodated at the Hillcrest clinic?

(3) Ia it a fact that these are the only
ehidren in a considerable area who are
not so served?

(4) What is the cause for the delay in pro-
viding this service?
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Mr YOUNG replied:
(I) A mobile clinic for Embleton, North

Inglewood and St. Peters Primatry
Schools will commence operations about
1st June, 1979.

(2) No, they are not going to Hillcrest.

(3) No, there are a number of metropolitan
and country schools for which services
are not yet developed.

(4) There is no delay. All schools are be-
ing serviced as quickly as allocated funds
and trained staff become available.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS

Reamedied Teaching

44. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for Education:
(1) How eatensive is the attention given in

schools to low achieving secondary
students who may be in this situation
through no fault of their own?

(2) Are these students Separated from low
ability students and given intensive
remedial help in small classes where
behaviour problems can be reduced?

(3) If not, why not, considering the large
number of unemployed School tec2her.
available at present?

(4) Would the money now being spent on
teaching aids and equipment be baster
spent in attempting to reduce the number
of lower aecondary students who leave
school semi-literate and are therefore
often unemployable?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(1) Schools snake extensive provision for
the education of low achieving second-
ary students through guidance, special
education, special classes and pars-time
specially organized classes in mnathem-
atics and science.

(2) Yes-depending upon the organization
and resources of ihe school.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) In terms of the priorities of the educa-
tional needs of all students and in view
of the relative costs-No.

HEALTH: CHIROPRACTORS

Registration Board: Prosecutions for Breaches
of Act or Rules

45. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:
How many successful prosecutions have
been initiated since 1964 by the WA
Chiropractors Registration Board for
breaches of either she Chiropractors Act
1964 or the board's rules, and in each

case what sections of the Act or which
rule was involved?

Mr YOUNG replied:

Five-Breach of Rule IIIC(l)(a)-two
Breach of Rule IOA(t) -one
Breach of Act, Section 19-two

HEALTH: CHIROPRACTORS

Registration Board: Prosecutions for Use 01
"Doctor" P'ejlr

46. Mr H-ODGE, to the Minister for Health.
Why has the WA Chiropractors Regis-
tration Board not taken legal action
against those Chiropractors who continue
to apparently flout the law by describing
themselves as 'doctor" in newspaper
articles, advertising signs and advertise-
ments in the Perth telephone directory?

Mr YOUNG replied:
The board has taken legal action against
those few members where investigation
of occurrences has shown that the mem-
ber deliberately contravened the law in
the Chiropractors Act or its Rules re-
garding use of title or advertising.
The board has not taken action against
members where the term "doctor" has
been used in newspaper articles. Inves-
tigation of several cases indicated that
it was she newspaper that chose to des-
cribec the member as "Dr" and not the
member, and it would be difficult or
impossible to prove to the contrary.
Providing a member describes himself as
"Doctor of Chiropractic" or any abbrevi-
ation of those three words, no action is
taken by the hoard as ibis is not use of
the sole title "Doctor" and is in accord-
ance with the terms used on the qualify-
ing award, issued by the three colleges
listed in Rule 7 which states ". . . and
has qualified as Doctor of Chiropractic".
The board therefore considers that ad-
vertising signs and entries in she classified
telephone directory of the Perth Tele-
phone Directory bearing the above
qualifications are not contravening the
law.

HIEALTH: NOISE

Abatement Act: Amndirewis

47. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Healt
(1) ls he received a request from either

the Public Health Department, occupa-
tional division, or the Noise and Vibra-
tion Control Council suggesting that
amendments be made to the Noise
Abatement Act?

(2) If so, has this matter been referred to
Cabinet?
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(3) If in the affirmative, does the Govern-
ment intend to legilate for the suggested
amsendmensts?

(4) If "Yea" when?

Mr YOUNG replied:-

(1) Yes-just received,

(2) Not yet.

(3) and (4) Not applicable.

Mr YOUNG replied:

(I)

(3)

and (2) Yes,

Yes. Australian Chiropractors Associa-
tion.

(4) Unknown as this is the busines of
the Australian Chiropractors Associa-
Lion.

(53 No current information is held by the
Chiropractors Registration Board to
enable a reply to be made.

(63 and (7) Yes.

(8)

(9)
HEALTH: CHIROPRACTORS

Registration Board: Prosecution and United
Chiropractors Association

48. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is it a fact that an unsuccessful attempt
was made by the WA Chiropractors
Registration Board to prosecute Herman
Yen Der Veldon for allegedly illegally
using the title chiropractor?

(2) Is it a fact that the prosecution was based
largely on evidence given by a private
detective who was hired to pose as an
injured person requiring immediate chfro-
praclic treatment?

(3) Does he know who hired the private
detective and who paid for his services?

(4) What were the coats for the unsuccessful
legal action and who paid them?

(S) Is it a fact that Herman Van Der Veldon
has a diploma of chiropractic issued in
Victoria, is registered to practise in
Victoria as a chiropractor and is a memi-
ber of the United Chiropractors Associa-
tion?

(6) Is it a fact that Australia's largest or-ga-
nisation representing qualified chiroprac-
tors, the United Chiropractors Associa-
tion is not represented on the WA
Chiropractors Registration Board?

(7) Is it a fact that only the one association,
the Australian Chiropractors Association,
is represented on the WA Chiropractors
Registration Board?

(8) is it a fact that New South Wales.
Victoria and South Australia have all
recently passed legislation providing for
representation fronm both chiropractic
associations on those States' registration
boards?

(9) Will the Western Australian Oovernment
take action to see that the present treat-
ment accorded to United Chiropractors
Association members in this State ceases
by immediately giving the United Chiro-
practors Association equal representation
on the registration board?

I hove no information on such legislation.

No. There is, 1 believe, only one
registered Chiropractor in this State who
is a member of the United Chin,.
praclors Association.

RECREATION

Point Walter Reserve

49. Mrt HODGE, to the Minister for Recreation:
(1) Have negotiations between the Corn.

munity Recreation Council and the City
of Melville over the future of the Point
Walter reserve been finelised yet?

(2) If "Yes" what terms and conditions have
been agreed upon and when was agree-
ment reached?

(3) If agreement has not been reached, what
is the reason for the delay?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(0) to (3) The Department for Youth,
Sport and Recreation has been
advised by the Melville City Council
that it accepts' the Governments
requirements for the vesting of the
Point Walter reserve.
The agreement provides for:
(a) the Point Walter reserve to be

vested in the Melville City Council;
(b) the reserve to be subdivided and

the camping reserve to he'leased to
the Minister for 21 years with an
option Of tenewal for a further 21
years;

(c) the ground rental paid by the
Minister to be nominal.

TRAFFIC

Noise: Report

50. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the Government received a copy of

a report on traffic noise pollution in
Melviale prepared recently by Dr .1.
Spickett of the Western Australian Insti-
lute of Technology?

a
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(2) Is it a fact that Dr Spicktt's repon
shows that serious traffic noise problems
exist in areas of Melville and that traffic
noise is a source of great annoyance and
discomfort to ninny people?

(3) Is the Government planning to rate any
action to combat traffic noise in view of
the facts revealed in the report?

(4) Has the inter-depantmental committee
established to examine the traffic noise
problem reported to the Government yet
on any of the following points:

(a) the magnitude and e"tent of the
traffic noise problem in Western
Australia now and in the immediate
(uttire;

(b) the traffic noise levels that should be
considered acceptable for the dif-
ferent land usages and activities in
various communities;

(c) existing legislation and suitability
and success in reducing traffic noise
problems?

(5) Has the inter-departmental committee
made recommendations to the Govern-
ment concerning-
(a) proposals to reduce the nuisance

caused by traffic noise;
(b) the possible need to alter existing

legislation and/or create new legis-
lation with respect to the control
of traffic noise;

(c) co-ordination of department acti-
vities in the administration of control
of traffic noise?

Mr YOUNG replied.
(1) and (2) Yea.

(3) Not until the full report from the inter-
departmental committee has been re-
ceived.

(4) and (5) No.

HEALTH: MENTAL

Green plate Hoste!

5t. Mr H-ODGE, to the Minister for Health:
Is it a fact Ithat the Government recently
spent in the vicinity of $100000 on main-
tenance and upgrading facilities at the
Greenpisce Hostel in Mosinan Park?

Mr YOUNG replied:
No.

TRAFFIC

Noise: Mfelville High School

52. -Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Education:
(1) Is it a fact that traffic noise pollution

emanating fronm Leach Highway it
causing serious disruption to students'
studies at the Melville High School?

(2) Have any noise level tests been con-
ducted at Melville High School to deter-
mine the extent of the traffic noise
problem?

(3) What steps have been taken by the
Education Department to alleviate the
traffic noise problemn evident at Melville
High School?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(t) to (3) Modificstions and improvements

to the Melville Senior High School to
reduce the noise problem from Leach
Highway were made sonme years ago. No-
further complaint was received from
the school until several days ago
when two teachers wrote to the Educa-
tion Department outlining their opinion
of the difficulty. This request will be
investigated.

LAND

Bicton Animal Quarantine Station Site

53. Mr HODGE, to the premier:
(1) Have negotiations with the Federal

Government over the future of the Bi1cton
animal quarantine station site concluded
Yet?

(2) If "Yes" on what date was agreement
reached and what are the terms and
conditionsof the 'ugreement?

(3) If agreement has not yet been reached,
what is the reason (or the delay int
settling this matter?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) and (2) No.

(3) The terms for the transfer are still being
negotiated.

TRAFFIC

Noise: Control

54. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Police and
Traffic:-

(I) How many overladen vehicles have been
apprehended by the Road Traffic Auth-
orkty during the last six months between
the hours of 6.00 p.m. anl 6.00 a.m. in
the following areas:
(a) Melville area;
(b) metropolitan area;
(c) outside metropolitan area?

12) How many Vehicles in the Mel[ville area
have been apprehended by the Road
Traffic Authority during the last six
months for making "ecsie or
"undue" noise?

212



[Tuesday, 3rd April, 1979123

(3) H-ow many successful prosecutions re-
sulted from the above-mentioned toad
Traffic Authority action?

(4) How many Road Traffic Authority
officers are employed fiu time on duties
directly concerned with combating trafi
noise pollution?

(St What equipment and facilities does the
Road Traffic Authority possess for
checkcing noisy vehicles and measuring
traffic noise levels?

(6) Does the Road Traffic Authority have
plant for improving its ability to appre-
hend noisy vehicles and reduce levels
of traffic noise pollution?

(7) Has the Road Traffic Authority Con-
sidered fighting traffic noise pollution
by any of the following ways:

(a) establishing a vehicle noise testing
station;

(b) acquiring additional noise measur-
ing equipment;

(c) detaching more Road Traffic Auth-
ority patrol men from other duties
to allow them to concenstrate n
vehicle noise checks?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) (a) Nil

(h) 7
(c) 40

(2) and (3) Not known.

(4) Eight specially engaged on seekiag de-
fective vehicles which includes inefficient
exhausts.

(5) Nine noise level meters. No other facili-
ties-

(6) The Road Traffic Authority has a repre-
sentative on an interdepartmental com-
mittee which is studying vehicle noise.
It expects ultimately to have more ade-
quate regulations governing in-service
vehicle noise.

(7) (a) Yes, depending on the availability
of a suitable site and funds.

(b) and (c) No.

TRAFFIC

Noise: Melville

55. hMr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:
Can he in form mte what progress has
been made by the Noise and Vibration
Control Council on the complaint that
I lodged with the Commissioner of
Public Health on the 1st April, 1977,
concerning moad traffic noise problems in
Melville?

Mr YOUNG replied:

Three meetings of the interdepartmental
committee on Road Traffic noise have
been held. A survey in the Melville district
has been completed by W.A.I.T. and the
department working together. Modified
one-day noise surveys will be held in
selected metropolitan areas. A motor
vehicle noise complaint form for re-
cordiag complaints has beta prepared
and distributed to local authorities, Main
Roads Department and Road Traffic
Authority. Two small sub-committees
will be looking at:

(I) the legal aspects of traffic noise;
and

(2) the traffic noise susrvevs in the met-
ropolitan area.

I am sure that the Member is not naive
enough to believe that the problem of
woad traffic noise is confined to Melville-
The problem is world wide and be has
been repeatedly told that there will be
no early solution. What is certain too
is that any solution will be extremely
expensive; perhaps prohibitively expen-
sive.

ABORIGINES

Reserves and Hoursfnf

56. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Community Welfare.
(1) How miuch money has been allocated for

each Aboriginal reserve throughout
Western Australia for-

(a) standing charges;

(b) maintenance;
(c) other projects;

(d) other expenses?

(2) How many people are on each reserve?

(3) How many houses or shelters are there
on each reserve?

(4) How many of these houses have plumb-
* ing and laundry and washing facilities
in the house as opposed to communal
facilities?

(5) How much money baa the Department
for Community Welfare allocated for
upgrading housing on each reserve?

(6) How much money has been allocated
for building houses on reserves?

(7) How much money has the Department
for Community Welfare allocated for
building houses off reserves?

(8) As to each reserve does his department
regard existing accommodation as -suit-

able for the occupants of those reserves?
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Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) to (4) See tabled schedules.

(5) During the current financial year no
specific funds were allocated or spent
on the upgrading of housing other than
for general maintenance. The major
allocations have been in the provision of
funds for upgrading of water supplies
and electric power and ablution blocks.

(6) Nil.

(7),No funds were allocated this financial
year, but, in effect, $29 235 has been
spent to Complete the reserve rehousing
programme.

()I do not regard the existing accommoda-
tion on the reserves as being suitable
for the occupants. Over the past two
years seven reserves in the southern half
of the State have been closed. The
occupants have been rehoused in con-
ventional homes within the local town-
site. Thirty-five families were involved
and it required a capital outlay of over
one million dollars.

As the opportunity arises and finance
becomes available, I am determined that
other reserves will be closed and the
occupants offered better accommodation.

The schedules were tabled (see paper No. 87).

IMMIGRATION

Immigrants: Number and Cosuntries of Origin

57. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister fo.
Immigration:

(1) How many migrants arrived in Western
Australia under all schemes in the year
ended the 30th June, 1978?

(2) How did this number compare with the
two previous years?

(3) Of those who arrived in the last fin-
ancial Year, what number came fromt-

(a) the United Kingdom;

(b) other sources?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1) and (2)

1977-78 1976-77 1975-76
9856 8685 7360

(3) (a) 4 699

(b) S 157

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics
Catalogue No. 3402.0.

INTEREST RATES: REDUCTIONS

Representations from Building Socities

58. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Is he informed of the dangers--aluded

to by the Chairman of the Perth Build-
ing Society in his annual address-of
imposing interest rate reductions on
specific parts of the money mArket?

(2) Has he received representations from
one or more societies about the dangers
referred to in (1) above?

(3) If 'Yes" what was the nature of each
such representation?

(4) What Consideration Was given to each
such representation and what resulted
from any such consideration?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) 1 am aware of the contents of the Chair-

man's address to the annual meeting of
Perch Building Society, and of the fact
that the gentleman referred to does
not necessarily reflect the consensus
opinion of Permanent Building Socteties.
I amn also aware that building society in-
terest rates are neither totally dependent
on, nor totally independent of, rates in
other parts of the money market. There-
fore, in suitable circumstances the dan-
gers atluded to are not necessarily pre-
sent.

('2) and (3) Not specifically. However, I
have had discussions- with representa-
tives of the Building Societies Associa-
tion from time to time and this topic has
been canvassed.

(4) Resulting from one such discussion,
building society rates were reduced on
new loan. and for on-call shares and
deposits. Lower rates on existing loans
were to be phased in over a six month
period.

HOUSING

Interest Rates: Low-interest Borrowers' Schemne

59. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

Would he please give full details of the
low-interest borrowers' scheme (includ-
ing the number of borrowers) promised
by the present Government in 1974 and
reaffirmed in 1975?

Mr RIDGE replied:
Details of the Low Income Borrowers
Scheme are:
The Scheme
Introduced by the WA State Govern-
ment in Co-operation with permanent
building societies to Assist prospective
purchasers unable to afford the repay-
ments on a Conventional loan.
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Who May Apply
Families where the breadwinner, up to
35 years of age, earns no more than
$8931 per annum ($173.70 per week).
Assistance under the scheme will be given
only once, and an applicant or his de-
pendants must not be the owner, either
wholly or partly, of another house.

Maximum Loan.
With an interest rate of I I per cent P.-..
three limes a breadwinner's annual in-
come or $21 500, whichever is the lower.

Period of Loan
Based on thtirty (30) years, but can be
less if repayments increased in later
years.

Minimum Deposit
Five (5) per cent of value of house and
land.
Other Costs
Entrance fee, valuation fee, mortgage in-
surance, premium and legal costs.

Monthly Repayments
The initial repayment is not to exceed
274 per cent of income and may be as
low as 75 per cent of normal repayment
on a conventional loan. It will not
cover the interest charged on (he loan,
and the balance not paid is to be added
to the loan.
Based on the assumption that incomes
are to rise from year to year, repay-
ments are to be increased annually until
a level of repayment is reached which
allows for the loan to be repaid within
the original term.
If interest rates vary during the period
of a loan the level of repayment will
be adjusted, and remain within the pur-
chaser's capacity to pay over the original
term.
There has been virtually no demand for
this Scheme since it was announced.
Neither have there been any requests
from intending borrowers or participating
lenders for any changes to income eli-
gibility or other conditions.

HOUSING

Finance: Policy

60. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

What is the Governument's policy in
respect of those home seekers who do
not meet the financial criteria required
to obtain low-interest Government funds,
but whose financial circumstances do not
permit then, to support a loan through
normal banking Or building society
channels?

Mr RIDGE replied:
It is the policy of the Government to
encourage home ownership by a many
families as possible.
Within that broad principle the Govern.
nient's efforts have been primarily di-
rected to assisting families whose income
is toward the lower end of the income
scale, and to increasing, either absolutely
or by way of interest subsidy, the fonts
available for home purchase loans to
this category of family.
On recent experience, the deposit gap,
resulting from the maximum advance
being limited to 90 per cent of value,
may be giving rise to difficulty for some
applicants in obtaining a loan. I anm
presently considering whether, and to
what extent, a change in lenditng term
and conditions may be necessary.
In regard to home-seekers, whose bread-
winner income is above the eligibility
for home purchase assistance finance, I
am not aware of any representation to
the Government, to myself, or to the
Stale Housing Commission. The answer
to Question 59 of 1979 would suggest
there is little demand.
Consideration of my extension of, or
new initiatives for, Government action,
would depend on the determination of
the extent and elements of the problem
and in particular, whether it is the de-
posit, the actual repayments, or the
comparison of weekly outgoings on a
purchase contract, as against renting, or
a combination of these which is the
difficulty.
While some thought has been given to the
matter, the lack of positive information
sources or expressed demand makes it
very difficult to formulate any useful
proposals.

HOUSING

Problems: Compilation of Informion

61. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

(1) Is it a fact that accurate and up-to-date
information is essential in predicting and
satisfying housing probtems?

(2) Does the State Housing Comnnission
maintain any compilation system whereby
the average time taken to satisfy appli-
cants placed in the
(a) needs;
(b) emergency,
categories can be ascertained?

(3) If not, why not?

(4) If "Yes" to (2) what is the average
time referred to for each category in the
past six months?
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Mr RIDGE replied:

(1) to (3) Yes.

(4) (a) Apartment accommodation is
immediately available in some
areas: town house accommodation
in the order of six months. Where
applicants are selective and seeking
single detached. housing only, the
waiting period could be in excess of
24 months.

(b) Within three months of cate of
approval.

LAND: BUILDING BLOCKS

State Housing Commission: Sales go Builders

62. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) How many building blocks have been

sold by the State Housing Commission
to builders in each of the past tout
years

(2) In each case-
(a) what was the name of the builder

to whom the blocks were sold: and
(b) bow many were sold?

Mr
(1)

RIDGE replied:
During the previous four financial years,
a total of 135 sites were sold to
builders under the project developers
scheme.
This total does not include sites sold
to builders during auctions where
conditions permitted, and no differentia-
tion made as to occupation of the
purchaser.

(2) (a) and (b).
This information is confidential between
purchaser and the commission.

HO USING

Granny Fieas.: Transportable

63. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Has the State Housing Commission con-

sidered providing transportable "granny
fiats" to tenants and others who wish to
arrange to house aged parents close to
their family?

(2) If "Yes" what is the result of such con-
sideration?

M-r RIDGE replied:

(1) Yet.

(2) Extensive research by the commission
indicated there were no great advantages
in proceeding with transportable
"granny flats" at this time.

Plans for suitable transportable self-
contained units which could be located
in the prounds of residential properties
as separate structures were designed,
Which preserved the independence and
privacy of the occuipants. The design
allowed for re-siting when no longer
required.
The commission encountered two major
Problems. One relates to building by-
laws with the local authorities being
concerned about insufficient set-back
room, and being reluctant to allow
movable granny type units to be placed
in areas zoned for single residential use.
Secondly, the cost of a transportable
"granny flat" is little different from that
of an additional or pensioner unit, and if
the project proceeded it would be at
the expense of other types of housing.

HOUSING

Purchase: Survey

64. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

During the survey conducted by the
State Housing Commission during 1978
of applicants on the purchase list:
(1) How many people were sent ques-

tionnaires?
i2) How many recipients failed to

respond and were removed from
the list as a result?

(3) How many recipients indicated they
no longer required assistance?

(4) How many app~licants, as a reult
of the survey, were removed from
the commission's list?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) The survey questionnaires were not

sent to people but a sample of 2 084
people comprising tenants and both
rental and purchase applicants were
contacted in person by the interview.
ing staff, Applicants were not with-
drawn from the lists as a result of
this contact.
The survey was preceded by a pre-
liminary enquiry in which all appli-
cants, except I1023 lodged in the
previous three months, listed at that
time were contacted by post.
Allowing fur dual (both rental and
purchase) and duplicated applica-
tions, the number contacted was
13 700 of which 10 032 were listed
for purchase (6 569 purchase and
3 463 dual).

(2) and (3) Not available.

(4) The total number removed from the
list was 1 251. (Separate figures for
(2) and (3) were not recorded.)
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HOUSING: PURCHASE

Applicants; Refusal of Loans

65. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

Ins the past two years, how many appli-
cants for State Housing Commission
purchase assistance were refused a lo
on the basis of their financial inability
to meet the commitmtents involved in
the loan?

Mr RIDGE replied:
Forty.

HOUSING

Flats

66. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Is it a fact that the State Housing Corn-

mission's policy is to continue the con-
stniction of fiats?

(2) If "Ye' how many fiats will be built
by the commission in the next two yen.r?

(3)-Where will they be located?

Mr RIDGE replied:

(1) The State Mousing Commission's policy
is flexible in this matter, and is related
to need.

(2) With the exception of 26 units nearing
completion at Subiaxo, noe family apart-
meals (flats) have been positively pro-
grammred as yet. This does not preclude:
the possibility.

(3) Not applicable.

HOUSING: PURCHASE

Applicants: Acceptance, Rejection of Offers,
Refernal to Terminating Building Societies

67. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Housing:

(1) How many offers of financial assistance
have been made to State Housing Com-
mission applicants since the most recent
Comnmonwealtb-State Housing Agree-
ment came into operation?

(2) How many of these offers were rejected?

(3) How many people to whom offers, were
made failed to reply?

(4) How many were referred to terminating
building societies?

(5) How many of those referred *were:
(a) approved:
(b) declined?

(6) How many of those who failed to reply
were living in State Housing Comamis
sion rental accommodation?

(7) How many of the total to whom offers
were sent were living in State Housing
Commission rental accommodation?

Mr RIDGE replied:

(1) 3221.

(2) 207 offers were rejected by applicants.

(3) I1360.

(4) 376.

(5) (a) 206.
(b) 29.

(6) 72).

(7) 1 767.

EDUCATION

School: Uipper Swan

68. Mr HERZFELD, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:

(1) Does a hazardous situation exist at
Upper Swan primary school with
children having to cross a busy highway
to embark and disembark from buses?

(2) (a) Is urgent remedial action proposed:

and

(b) if so, when will the work be com-
menced?

(3) What work is proposed?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:

(1) to (3) Approval has been given for a
bits bay to be constructed on the school
site so that children do not have to ecss
the highway. I ams advised, that work is
expected to commence shortly.

LAND

Aborigines: Aboriginal Linds Tus

659. Mr McPHARLIN. to the Minister repre-
tenting the Minister for Lands:

(1) What is the total area of land hseld in
Western Australia by the Aboriginal
Lands Trust?

(2) Is it anticipated that more land will be
made available in the near future?

(3) Are maps available showing where the
areas are located?
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Mrs CRAIG replied:
(t) Appendix N' of the Aboriginal Land

Trust's report of 30th June. 1978 put the
total area at 20 464 395.3 hectares, Land
held by the trust is not wholly from
Land Act reservation.

(2) The extent of possible future availability
of land to the trust is not known by
Lands Department.

(3) Reserve areas are shown on public plans
hut there is no published map showing
all locations.
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