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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers,

QUESTIONS. ’

RATLWAYS.
fa} As to Financial Details, Couwntry
Lines.
Mr. CORNELL sasked the Minister for
Railways:
What are the operating positions, show-
ing in detail—
{(a) earnings;
(b) working expenses;
(¢) interest;
(d) depreciation,
on the following lines:—
(a) Burakin-Bonnie Rock;
(b) Busselton-Flinders Bay;
(¢} Elleker-Nornalup;
(d) Pinjarra-Dwellingup-Narrogin;
(e) Brookton-Corrigin;
(f) Lake Grace-Newdegate;
{g) Lake Grace-Hyden, -

the following financial years:—
Year ended the 30th June, 1951;
Year ended the 30th June, 1952;
Year ended the 30th June, 19537
The MINISTER replied;

The figures are as follows:—

for

‘Total
Bection of Line. Earuings. ﬁ‘;;;ﬂlg_ Interest. Deg::ia— Working Losa.
Expenses.

£ £ £ £ £ £
{a) Borakin-Bonnle Rock 1951-52 8 255 22,746 9,111 4,815 36,672 28,417
1050-61 8,380 18,492 9,162 4,842 32,406 24,116
{b) Busselton-Flinders Bay 1051-52 28, 141 48,858 8,423 6,485 80,606 54,425

1950-h1 31,402 46,512 7,821 5,002 59,425 K
{c) Elleker-Nornalup 105162 7,005 40,085 13,307 6,269 58,661 50,066
1950-51 8,132 21,935 12,699 4,086 89,514 31,382
(d) Pinjarra-Narrogin 1051-52 24,357 89,287 9,898 8,223 85,408 81,051
185061 34,678 48,007 0,604 6,096 83,796 49,218
{e) Brookton-Corrigin ... 1051-52 10,553 29,874 3,934 2,871 30,479 25,926
1850-61 12,856 22,403 3,621 2,569 28,493 16,837
{) Lake Grace Newdegate 1851-52 9,420 24,588 3,903 3,082 33,578 24,163
1950-51 10,171 21,178 3,927 8,100 ,200 18,020
{(g) Lake Grace-Hyden ... 1951-52 11,573 26,947 8,715 4,182 37,844 26,271
1850-51 10,145 17,708 8,641 4,073 28,412 18, 207

Information for 1853 I8 not yob available,
(b As to Criticism of Midland Junction

Workshops.

Mr. ANDREW asked the Minister for

Rallways:

(1) Did he see the statements by Messrs,

Roche and Jones as reported in “The West
Australian™ of the 1st October, in which
they attacked the workers employed at the
railway workshops at Midland Junction?

(2) Does he not consider that the state-

ments made are unwarranted, not in
accordance with fact, and uninformed?

(3) If the answers to Nos. 1 and 2 are
in the affirmative, will he suggest to these
persons that they look nearer home for
those who do not give service for re-
muneration recsived?

The MINISTER replied:
(1} Yes.
(2) Yes, completely.

(3) Because of parliamentary etiquette
between the two Houses it is not permis-
sible to express in sufficiently strong terms
the management's views on this phase
of the matter.

CORONER'S INQUESTS.
As to Number Awaiting Hearing.
" Mr. BRADY asked the Minister for Jus-
ce:

(1} What number of inquests are await-
ing hearing?
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(2) What has been the average period
of walting for hearing during the last three
years?

(3) Can any action be taken to speed
up the hearings before the coroner?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) At present eight inquests are out-
standing in the metropolitan area, of
which six have been set down for hearing.
The files for the other two were received
by the City Coroner only on Friday last.

(2) Between the date of death and com-
mencement of hearing:—

Year ended 30/9/51—average 50 days.

Year ended 30/9/52—average 6€1.8 days.

Year ended 30/9/53—average 67.4 days.

Mean average, 59.7 days.

{3) There is no delay so far as the City
Coroner is concerned but delays are some-
times caused by counsel requesting ad-
journments, and the abesence of witnesses.
The average period that elapses between
the time the flles are received from the
police and the date of the inquest is 14
days. It is always necessary to subpoena &
number of witnesses and a period of 14
days is usually allowed for the lssue and
service of witness summonses.

Some time must elapse after a death
occurs before police inquiries are com-
pleted, and before the flle can be sub-
mitted to the coroner for consideration as
to whether an inquest is necessary.

I am assured by the Acting Commis-
sioner of Police that the inquirles are
completed as quickly as possible.

Since February last the City Coroner
has completed 132 inquests.

SHIPPING.
As to Fruit Exports, Bunbury.

Mr. HILL asked the Premier:

Will he explain why no fruit was shipped
from the port of Bunbury, in view of the
fact that seven out of the 10 ships which
lifted fruit from Albany and 40 of the 66
ships which lifted fruit from Fremantle,
had a draught of 26 feet or less, and could
have loaded at Bunbury?

The PREMIER replied:

Shippers advise that the need of cargo
other than fruit may require ships to
berth at specified ports.

HEALTH.
As to Subsidising Infant Centre Buildings.

Mr. PERKINS asked the Minister for
Health:

(1) Has he decided which infant health
centres are to have construction of build-
ings subsidised by the Government this
financial year, and If so, which ones and
to what extent?

(2) If not when is a decision lkely to
be made?

[ASSEMBLY.]

The MINISTER replied:

(1) and (2) No. In view of the limited
amount of money available and the large
number of requests received for assistance,
each case i3 being considered on its merits.

LAND TITLES OFFICE,
As to Reviewing Fees.

Mr. JOHNSON asked the Minister for
Justice:

As the TMth annual report of the Com-
missioner of Titles reveals that fees col-
lected were Insufficient to meet wages and
salaries, and also that the “work of the
office continues to be severely hampered by
lack of accommodation,” will he give con-
sideration--

(8) to reviewing the fees to meet
costs and produce a surplus;
(b} applying the surplus to modern-
ising the facilities available to—
(1} the staff;
(i) the public?

The MINISTER replied:

{n) This question is now under review.

(b) It is not anticipated that a surplus
would ke produced from any increase in
fees which might be made.

HOSPITALS.
As to Employees’ Conditions, Metropolitan
Area.

Mr. HUTCHINSON asked the Minister
for Lgbour:

(1) Did the Government recently direct
the boards of management of the Royal
Perth, Fremantle, and Princess Margaret
hospitals, to enter into a consent award
with the Federated Clerks’ Union in re-
spect of any of the employees of the hos-
pitals mentioned?

(2) If the answer to No. 1 i3 in the
afirmative, why did the Government so
direct the boards?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) Cabinet decided that managements
of hospitals mentioned should act as in-
dicated in the guestion.

(2) To revert to the position obtaining
prior to the retirement by such manage-
l1:|1e|f;1t.t3 from the industrial instrument then
n force.

FORESTS.
As to Applicants for Position of
Conservator.

Mr. BOVELL gsked the Minister for
Forests:

(1) Does any applicant from outside
Western Australia, for the position of
Conservator of Forests, possess forestry
degrees and academic qualifications equal
to or higsher than those of Dr. T. N
Stoate?

(2) Are there any appllcants for the
position within Western Australia other
than Dr. Stoate who possess forestry de-
grees similar to or higher than his?
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(3) Is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to appoint the applicant who pos-
sesses the highest forestry degrees and
academic qualifications to the position of
Conservator of Forests?

The MINISTER replied:

(1), (2) and (3) Academic as well as
other qualifications will be taken into ac-
count in making the appointment. I am
not disposed to enter into public discus-
sions on the comparative qualifications
of applicants, particularly whilst con-
sidex;atlon is being given to the appoint-
ment.

It is obvious that the claims of a par-
ticular applicant are being canvassed by
the questioner and this is regarded as
most improper.

HARBOURS.
fa) As to Losses at Outports.
Mr. HILL asked the Premier:

(1) Is the Government desirous of
economising wherever possible? -

(2) Does he agree with the Common-
wealth Grants Commission and every
shipping witness that gave evidence be-
fore the Outports Royal Commission that
a multiplicity of ports is uneconomic?

(3) Is he aware that shipping com-
panies are demanding fewer ports?

(4) Has the Government ever con-
sidered effecting economies by carrying
out recommendation (b) of section 18 of
the report of the Commonwealth Trans-
port Committee, 1029, to reduce annual
losses incurred by outports by closing cer-
tain ports and concentrating overseas
trade at other more suitable ports?

The PREMIER replied:

(1), (2), (3) and (4> The Government
policy is to have a well balanced policy
of harbour development ahd not neces-
sartly development of one country port at
the expense of another country port, or
development of the city port at the ex-
pense of country ports.

(b) As to Losses gt Bunbury.

" Mr. HILL asked the Premier:

(1) What have been the losses of the
Bunbury Harbour Board on—

(a) working expenses;

(b) with interest added, for the years
1948, 1948, 1950, 1851, 19527

(2) Has the Government ever examined
Sir George Buchanan’s statement that,
“it will be cheaper to construct rallways to
Alhany than develop Bunbury as a port"?

235

The PREMIER replied:

Year. Loss on | Intereat. Total.
Working., !
£ £ £
1048 14,776 27,527 42,302
1049 8,772 28,069 37,741
1960 18,024 - 28,088 46,112
1061 .. 22,147 32,640 54,787
1062 .. 28,021 40,080 88,111
01,789 ‘ 167,314 240,053

(2) Answered by Nos. (1), (2), (3) and
(4) of the replies fo the hon. member's
previous question regarding losses at out-
ports.

{c) As to Reporls on Fremantle Scheme.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN (without notice}
asked the Minister for Works:
Is it his intention to issue members
with—
(1) A copy of Sir Alexander Gibbs's
report on the Fremantle harbour;
(2) A copy of the report of Messrs.
Brisbane and Dumas on the Fre-
mantie harbour?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) I do not think sufficient coples of
the report are available to comply with
the request, but if any member particularly
desires to have a copy, and makes gpplica-
tion to the Under Secretary for Works, I
shall see what can be done to meet the
request.

(2) This refers to a report not yet re-
ceived by the Government, so nc answer
can be given to it.

ENTERTAINMENTS TAX.

As to Exempting Surf Life Saving
Associgtion.
Mr. NIMMO (without notice) asked the
Premlier: .
Is it his Intention to exempt the Surf
Life Saving Association from the payment
of entertainments tax?

The PREMIER replied:
No decision has yet been made, but the

matter will be considered and decided dur-
ing the next two weeks.

ROYAL SHOW.
As to Arranging Through Bus Service,

Mr. YATES (without notice) asked the
Minister for Transport:

Has the Minister given consideration to
the question of running buses during Show
Week from the south side of the river
direct to the Show Grounds at Claremont,
and if so, what declsion has been made?

The MINISTER replied:

I regret that, following on the hon.
member’s question last week, I have not
informed him of the result of the inves-
tigation. The Tramway Department is of



936

opinion that, with the number of buses
available and the necessary duplication of
services to bring about a through service,
it would be impracticable.

COAL INDUSTRY.
As to Reported Statement by Premier.

Hon. D. BRAND {(without notice) asked
the Premier:

Was he correctly reported in the “Collie
Mail" of Thursday, the 24th September,
under the heading “Decision Deferred on
Open-Cuts,” as follows:—

“What would happen If the new
regulation was rejected by the Legis-
lative Counecil and if the present Gov-
ermment went out of office?” Mr.
Latter asked.

“If we are defeated, you will be in
the hands of the new Government as
much as anyone else,” Mr. Hawke
sald. “However, if a new Government
were elected and it trled to play
monkey tricks at Collle, I think that
the miners would have enough power
to bring them into line.

To what power did he refer?

The PREMIER replied:

I think the report is not correct. If the
hon. member does me the courtesy of
allowing me to study it, I shall have some-
thing further to say next week,

PFERSONAL EXPLANATION.

Mr. Bovell and Minister's Answer to
Question.

Mr. BOVELL: I wish to make a personal
explanation regarding the question I asked
the Minister for Forests about the qusali-
fications of applicants for the position of
Conservator of Forests. Members will re-
call that 1 asked the question without
notice on Thursday last, and the Minister
requested that it be placed on the notice
paper. I asked the question in good faith,
and I think that the Minister was most
discourteous In suggesting that I am can-
vassing the candidature or application of
Dr. Stoate. That statement is entirely in-
correct. My question was directed to the
Minister in the public {nterest and there-
fore I regret his statement. If he did not
wish to answer it, he could have sald so,
bhut the question was directed to him under
parliamentary privilege, and I consider his
attitude improper. I wish {o take this
opportunity of voicing my disapproval of
the Minister’s action.

The Minister for Forests: Cut out the
crocodile tears! That is the sort of thing
you did for 12 months,

BILL—CREMATION ACT AMENDMENT.
Second Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR HEALTH (Hon.
E. Nulsen—Eyre) [(4.47] in moving the
second reading said: This is a very short
Bill entailing a small alteration to the
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administration of the Act. The law at
present provides that, before a body may
be cremated, a permit must be obtained
from the Registrar General or the district
registrar, and must be accompanied by a
certificate from a medical practitioner
setting forth the cause of death, and also
& conflrmatory medical certificate, and
the reglstrar is required to assess the
medical evidence placed before him.

The Registrar General has pointed out
that this is an unfair responsibility to
place upon an administrative officer and
has suggested that medical referees be
appointed to assume the duty of super-
vising the issue of such permits. This
matter has been discussed by the Com-
missioner of Public Health, the City
Coroner, the Registrar General and fun-
eral directors, and all parties agree that
the proposal is workable and will be an
improvement on the present arrangement.

I shall now indicate the contents of the
Bill s0 that members may ponder over
the provisions between now and the time
when the Bill is agaln considered by the
House. It provides for the amending
Act to come Into operation on 8 date to
be proclaimed sop that new regulations,
forms, etc., can be promulgated before
the measure operates. Hence, there will
be no hitch in proceeding under the new
Act. Another provision in the Bill is a
consequential amendment resulting from
the appointment of medical referees to do
what was previously done by the Reg-
Istrar General of Births, Deaths and
Marriages under the principal Act. These
two new provisions will shorten the Act
and provide, in effect, for the certificate
of the coroner duly appointed under the
law of any State of the Commonwealth
to beedeﬁe{'.tive so far as this State is con-
cerned.

The effect of the next clause is to pro-
vide that objections to the granting of a
license to conduct a crematorium shall
be lodged with the Commissioner of
Public Health and not the Registrar of
Births, Deaths and Marriages. The com-
missioner is obviously the tmore appropri-
ate person to deal! with the matter. The
next amendment is complementary to the
one I have just dealt with and, in effect,
enlarges the class of persons who may
object to the granting of & license to con-
duct & crematorium.

The amendment contained in the next
clause is c¢onsequential on the Bill per-
mitting persons other than the adminis-
trator of the estate of a deceased person
to apply for a permit to cremate the de-
ceased person's body. Another clause
provides for the appointment of medical
practitioners as medical referees to carry
out under the amending Bill that which
formerly the Registrar of Births, Deaths
and Marriages did. It is thought that
the principal Act cast upon the registrar
résponsibilities which, as an adminlstra-
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tive officer, he should not be asked to
shoulder, and which are proper matters
for a medical practitioner.

The Bill provides for a permit to cre-
mate being granted to an administrator
or other duly authorised person so that
where an administrator is not resident
within the State or for one or another
reason he cannot make the application,
some other person may do so. It provides
who may apply for permits to cremate, the
procedure to he followed by a person
other than the administrator, and the
requirements of the medical referee. It
also provides for the payment of a fee
for a permit to cremate, and sets out that
such fee shall be retained by the medical
referee issuing the permit.

If it is suspected that there are sus-
picious circumstances, or death was
caused through violence or unnatural
causes, the coroner is to be notified and
no permit is to issue. There is provision
for an appeal to the Commissioner of
Public Health from the refusal of the
medical referee to issue a permit.
Another clause purports to set out the
cases in which a permit shall not be
issued by a medical referee, including the
case where the certifying medical prac-
titioner is & near relative of the deceased
or is in partnership with the medical
referee to whom the application for a per-
mit to cremate is made.

The next clause provides for the ecir-
cumstances in which a medical referee
may issue a permit for cremation in re-
spect of the remains of a still-born child.
Another amendment is consequential
upon a medical referee being given the
duties hitherto carried on by the Reg-
istrar of Births, Deaths and Marriages.
The Bill is really necessary because at
present the Registrar of Births, Deaths
and Marriages administers the Act, and
he is not a medieal practitioner. In con-
sequence, there is great embarrassment,
especially on holidays, when people can-
not readily get in touch with the registrar
or his office. It is thought that if the
measure is brought under the medical
profession these disabilities will be ob-
viated and the administration of the
Act will be much more convenient to the
general public. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time,

On motion by Hon. A. F. Watts, debate
adjourned.

BILL—HOSPITALS ACT AMENDMENT.
In Committee.

Resumed from the 17th September. Mr.
J. Hegney in the Chair; the Minister for
Health in charge of the Bill.

Clause 2—Section 17 amended (partly
considered):

Clause put and passed.

Clause 3—agreed to.

Clause 4——Section 31A added:

€361
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The Bill makes
it compulsory for the owners of any ship
to provide hospital accommodation—or it
might be so interpreted—for the crew, but
there is no definition of ship in the Bill
A ship may mean, as far as I can ascer-
tain, any vessel that is used on water.
Small fishing ships might come within
the provisions of the measure, The amend-
ment I have on the notice paper is to
ensure that this provision shall apply only
to such ships as are now reauired to be
responsible for the hospitalisation or the
care and attention necessary for their
crews whilst they are signed on as such.
I move an amendment—

That in line 13 of Subsection (1)
of proposed new Section 31A after the
word “hospital” the word “and” bhe
inserted.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I have
no objection to the amendment, as we
have no wish to include small vessels such
as fishing boats in the restrictions.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I move an
amendment—

That in line 13 of Subsection (1)
of proposed new Section 31A after
the word “ship"” the words “is by law
required to defray the expense of pro-
viding hospital service for him in re-
spect of the hurt, injury, disease, or
illness, the owner” be inserted.

Amendment put and passed.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: I move an amend-
ment—

That at the end of Subsection (1)
of proposed new Section 31A the fol-
lowing words be added: “Provided
that in the case of British ships and
Australian ships the fees to be charged
under this subsection shall not ex-
ceed the fees which would have been
charged had such master, seaman, ap-
prentice, or other member of the crew
been admitted to a public hospital by
reason of a personal injury by ac-
cident for which he would be entitled
to compensation under the provisions
of the Workers' Compensation Act,
1912-1952.”

I foreshadowed this amendment when
speaking to the debate on the second read-
ing and pointed out the injustice of sing-
ling out one industry and making it pay
almost double the hospital eharges paid
by any other industry in this State. I
think some of my arguments impressed
the Minister, but I believe that he now
feels that there is less merit in them.
There is a story behind the bringing
down of this measure. When the hospital
board at Fremantle endeavoured to ex-
tract the full hospitalisation costs from
the shipping industry, the shippin_g com-
panies protested that they were being dis-
crimihated against and in the correspond-
ence hetween the board and the renrc.
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sentatives of the shipping companies it
was established that the hospital board
was endeavouring to extract the full hos-
pital costs from this one industry.

As the shipping companies could not
get the hoard to alter its view the fol-
lowing course was taken: The seamen had
the accounts presented to them. They had
to pay the accounts as patients and the
shipping companies then reimbursed them.
At no time did the companies try
to avoid their obligations. The action
taken alarmed the hospital board
and the Minister, with the result that
we now have the Bill before wus.
The shipping companies did not desire to
have their seamen pay the bills to the
hospital and then for the companies to
recompense the seamen. That was too
clumsy a method and I am certain that
the hospital board did not -desire to use
that system either.

The Bill seeks to make the owner, or
the agent of the owner, liable to pay the
prescribed fees which, to the shipping in-
dustry, are £3 7s. 4d. a day for each day
that a seaman spends in hospital. Thus
the Bill will prevenf, the shipping com-
panies from being able to recompense the
seamen after they have paid their bills.
The shipping companies are prepared to
use the proposed system but at the same
time this whole business highlights the
injustice that is being done to one in-
dustry. Figures have been extracted from
answers given by the Minister and at least
25 per cent. of all seamen treated In the
Fremantle hospital are Australian citizens.
Why should the shipping industry be forced
to pay £3 7s. 4d. a day for injured sea-
men when other industries pay only 35s.
a day for their employees. No member
could justify that anomaiy.

This is not a political matter but it is

gquestion of what is right or wrong. If
action were taken to discriminate against
any one section of employees everybody
would be up in arms, but the Bill will
enable discriminatory action to be taken
against one particular section of industry.
I hope the Minister will accept my amend-
ment and not oppose it In its entirety.
The Minister may have some justification
for opposing that portion of it which deals
with British ships, but I can see no justi-
fication for his opposing that section deal-
ing with Australian compantes.

Mr. Yates: What about the men from

the State Shipping Service? Will they
be penalised, too?
Mr. HUTCHINSON: Yes. It is a ludic-

rous state of affairs and my amendment
will rectify the position, s0¢ I hope the
Minister will accept it.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I
strongly oppose this amendment because
the Bill has nothing to do with charges;
it 1s a matter of clearing up a doubt as
to whether the shipowners shall pay hes-
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pital expenses incurred by their employees
direct to the employees or to the hospital.
As regards the question of fees, the pre-
sent state of affairs has been in existence
since 1906 and my predecessor signed many
Executive Council papers with regard to it,
No discriminatory action is being taken,
and, as far as I am concerned, I am sorry
Clause 4 is in the Bill, because shipowners
will still have to pay, as they have always
done tsimee 1906, direct to the hospital con-
cerned.

Now they think they bave found a loop-
hole—bhut there is a doubt about that—
and they have threatened to pay the ex-
penses incurred by the injured sailor or
employee direct to that employee and then
allow him to pay the hospital. 'The de-
partment wanted a Bill introduced to make
certain that for the future the shipowners
would pay the expenses direct to the hos-
pital, because that is the more convenient
way to do business, and this measure will
clear up any doubts as to whether the ship-
owners have power to pay the expenses
incurred direct to the employees concerned.

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: Why charge
the seaman more than anybody else?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: It iIs
a prescribed fee and we need not charge
them all the same. As has been pointed
out, only 25 per cent. of them are Aus-
tralians. Why should an Asiatie or some
other foreign seaman who makes no con-
tribution to our revenue or t{o any com-
munity hospital, be charged less than the
cost of maintenance?

Mr, Yates: But he might work for a
British shipping company.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: It
does not matter for whom he works.

Mr. Yates: It is British capital,

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
Minister may prescribe a fee according to
the coniributions such seamen make to
the hoespital fund. Why should we treat
a patient at less than cost? Most Aus-
granléan seamen make contributions to the
und.

Hon. A, V. R. Abbott: There is hardly
one shipping company that does not make
contributions to the fund.

Mr. Hutchinson: The shipping com-
panies make contributions.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
seamen are the patients, not the shipping
companies.

Mr. Hutchinson: But the shipping com-
panies make contributions. You are ex-
tracting money from the taxpaying com-
panies,

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: That
has been done since 19086.

Mr. Hutchinson: Because it has been
done for years does not make it right
now.
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The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
Bill was introduced only to clear up a
doubt as to whether the shipping com-
panies were t0 pay the hospital expenses
direct to the seamen or to the hospital
concerned.

Mr. Yates: The shipping companies gre
not, trying to dodge their obligations,

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: This
question is irrelevant because the clause
was never meant to have any reference
to finance.

Hon. Dame Florence Cardell-Oliver:
Why did you put it in the Bill?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH:
to clear up s doubt.

Mr. Yates: The interpretation of the
clause is open to doubt.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
Commonwealth Merchant Shipping Aet,
the Commonwealth Navigation Act of 1912
and the State Marine Act of 1948 all have
similar provisions in efect, namely, that
the cost of maintenance and the hospital
expenses of seamen shall be defrayed by
the owner of the ship by the deduction of
the amount involved from his wages. If
we were to lose the clause it would make
no difference to administration except that
there may be a doubt as to whether the
shipowners would pay the hospital ex-
penses of any seaman direct to the sea-
man or to the hospital itself.

Mr, Hutchison: You wish that you had
not inserted the clause in the Bill.

The MINISTER FQOR HEALTH: It
would have been hetter if it had been
left out; I do not mind if we lose it.

Mr. Hutchinson: That is a supine way
to rectify s wrong:

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH:
shipowners—

The Minister for Works: Did the Min-
ister hear what the hon. member said?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: No.

The Minister for Works: Ask him to
repeat it.

Mr. Hutchinson: Does the Minister
wish me to repeat what I said?

The CHATRMAN: 1 will ask the hon.
member to repeat his interjection.

Mr. Hutchinson: I said that to allow
the clause to be defeated is & supine way
to rectify the problem.

The Minister for Works: I would not
stand for that, even if the Minister for
Health would.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: It is
nothing of the sort. The shipowners are
merely taking advantage of the clause—

Mr. Yates: 'The shipowners do not ob-
ject to paying.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: They
do not object to paying, but they are try-
ing to get something at a cheaper rate
than others who enter hospital on occas-
sons,
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Hon, Sir Ross McLarty: They are try-
ing to get a rate that is the same as is
charged to other members of the com-
munity.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I do
not think the Leader of the Opposition
knows anything about the position.

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: The Minister
has put up a shockingly weak case. In
fact, until he went back to his advisers,
he knew nothing about the position,

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I have
just as much backbone as the Leader of
the Opposition, slthough I did give him
eredit for being fair. I am always pre-
pared to stand up to my convictons either
inside or outside the Chamber.

The CHAIRMAN: I would draw the
Minister’s attention to the fact that we
are not discussing either his backbone or
that of the Leader of the Opposition under
this Bill.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: Well,
1 am discussing mine because it is not
weak. Hereafter, the shipping companies
will make payment of hospital charges
direct to the board in respect of seamen
who are brought ashore for treatment on
account of illness.

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: What does the
member for Fremantle think about that?

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: I will tell you what
I think when the Minister sits down.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
amendment i5 only a means of taking
advantage of a clause that was Inserted
in the Bill to clear up a doubi as
to whether the shipping companies should
be permitted to pay the hospital ex-
penses resulting from a seaman’s ill-
ness direct to the seaman or to the hos-
pital concerned. Therefore, the member
for Cottesloe has no ground for complaint.
He has been prompted by some wise coun-
sellor to put forward these grievances in
order that he may bask in the glory of
the shipping companies represented.

Mr. Yates: Similar to the Conservator
of Forests.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I think
wtfis should have more clear thinking on
this.

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: Hear, hear!

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: If there
is clear thinking, it is one-sided, because
the members opposite are either not think-
ing of the purbose of the clause, or else
they are not honest.

Hon. 8ir Ross McLarty: I have never
before seen you in such a fighting mood.
Hon. L. Thorn: It is as clear as mud.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: It might
be as clear as mud to those who do not
understand it. However, they should get
on their feet and explain the position
themselves. The Bill does not seek to
fix any rate.

Mr. Hutchinson: No one suggested that.
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The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: All
that it tries to do is to clear up a doubt
as to who will pay the fees.

Mr. Hutchinson: What are the fees pre-
seribed in the Bill for the shipping indus-
tries?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: There
are none.

Mr. Hutchinson: What are the prescribed
fees charged by the Fremantle Hospital?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: The
fees may be prescribed but they are not
in the Bill. That has nothing to do with
the Bill at all. The cost of treatment is
not the subject of this Bill,

Mr. Hutchinson: Is the amendment in
my name irrelevant to the Bill?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: I
would say it is, because it has
only one purpose. The hon. member can,
and has, taken advantage of the drafting
of the Bill. It would have been better
had we not included the clause in the
measure at all. If we agree to the amenad-
ment, it will be unsatisfactory because
people from overseas will receive treatment
at & cheaper rate than those who are con-
tributing to the revenue of the State. With
the exception of a few, most of these
people are outside the scheme and cannot
come within its scope. I oppose the amend-
ment.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
QOLIVER: The Minister has suggested that
clear thinking is needed. I think a little
psychiatry is needed. We seem to be ab
loggerheads about what we really mean.
The Minister states that the reason for
the Bill is that the shipping people object
to having to pay for seamen. That is
not so, and the position was made clear
by the member for Cottesloe when he
moved the amendment. I have letfers
here which indicate that the shipping
people are quite willing to pay.

The Minister for Health: They have
notified the department.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: The Minister bases his argu-
ments on the words “prescribed fee.” The
other day, the Minister told us about the
number of British people who come to
Western Australia. I have not the num-
bers with me, but it seems unfair that
one fee should be prescribed for them
under the Workers' Compensation Act and
another for seamen. Some time ago, we
had difficulty in getting sufficient steel
in Western Australia and it had to be
brought from the East by road. The cost
of hauling it across was £53 a ton, and
this, of course, was added to the price
that people in Western Australia had to
pay. However, when it was brought by sea,
it cost £6 18s. a ton. That made a great
difference to people in this State.

The Minister for Health: That has
nothing to do with the Bill.
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Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL.-
OLIVER: It has a lot to do with the Bill,
inasmuch as, had the man bringing the
steel by road, say, to Kwinana, had an
accident when delivering it, he would have
been covered by the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act, and if he went into hospital at
Fremantle, he would have paid 35s. a day.
If it came by sea, however, and an ac-
cident had oceurred, the shipping people
would have been charged £3 7s. 4d. a day,
even although the steel was being brought
in at a cheaper rate and was thus of
great heneflt to the State.

The Minister for Health: You prescribed
that fee.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: As the Minister says, it is the
prescribed fee. The reason for this Bill
is that there is a board at the Fremantle
Hospital which can levy the prescribed fee,
but the Minister is also arranging one for
Wooroloo, which has no board and is con-
trolled by the Minister.

« The Minister for Health: You are on the
wrong track,

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: I am sure I am right. There
is a certain amount of Commonwealth
control at Wooroloo, but it is very litils,
It is the Minister who is responsible. At
Fremantle, we find the prescribed fee is
£3 T7s. 4. Many of the other hospitals are
cheaper. Why?

The Minister for Health: You were the
Minister.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
CLIVER: As the Minister knows, at the
Mount Hospital the charge is £2 to £3; at
St. Helen's, it is £1 18s. to £2 1s.; at St.
John of God, it is £1 %s. to £2 8s. The
prescribed fee is indeed a high one.
Why are these people singled out and told
they must pay under the terms of the
Navigation Act? They are the only ones
in Australia so treated. 1 took the trouble
to get in touch with the other States last
week and it is remarkable to note the dif-
ferent way they are treating their seamen.

The Minister for Health: This does not
affect the seamen two iotas.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: In Sydney the charges are 16s.
a day for all Australians and 24s. for
foreigners. Under the Workers' Com-
pensation Act the fligure is 25s. per day.
In Melbourne the cost is higher than in
most of the States, but it includes free
service by doctors, x-rays, theatre accom-
modation, etc. It works out at £25 a week.
In Brishane there is no charge for sea-
men. In Adelaide there is no charge for
Australian seamen who are in-patients.
but out-patients are charged.

When all the other States can do some-
thing for the seamen, surely we can do
so as well. Seeing that we are more de-
pendent than the Eastern States upon the
sea and the services of seamen, we are
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the people who should be holding out our
hands to them and telling them that we
will treat them free here. Instead. we
charge our own men who go to the North
in our own ships and who are taxpayers.
All of these Australians are taxpayers
somewhere in the Commonwealth.

The Minister for Health: What did you
do about it? Why did you sign the Ex-
ecutive Council papers?

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: If it is wrong,
let us right it.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: If I had been sitiing in the Min-
ister's place, I would not have taken the
advice he is accepting. I would have tried
to do something for the seamen because,
having been Minister for Supply and Ship-
ping I know how much they did for West-
ern Australin at a time when we badly
wanted certain cargoes. If I could have
helped in any way to secure a reduction
of the tremendous fee they are being
charged, I would have done so. The pre-
seribed fee was about £2 or less when I
relinquished office. Today it is £3 7s. 4d.
and the cost is mounting.

The Minister for Health: It was still the
cost when you signed the papers.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: I regret I did not do something
before, but the fees were not nearly so
high as they are today. I hope the Min-
ister will see his way clear to drop this
part of the Bill. I gladly voted for the
first clause, because I realised the Minis-
ter wanted the money to do what he could
for the Royal Perth Hospital; but I feel
that it would be very gracious of mem-
bers on the other side, especially those
connected with the sea, to allow this clause
to fade away.

Mr. HUTCEINSON: To a certain extent
the Minister and I have been at cross
purposes. The Minister has confined him-
self to the purport of the Bill as it was
submitted, and he is endeavouring to con-
tinze doing that. Granting that the
amendment I have submitted has not any-
thing to do with the Bill—though, in-
cidentally, I do not grant anything of the
kind at all—does that mean that we can
lightly disregard our responsibilities now
that we have an apportunity to take some
action?

The amendment endeavours to cancel
out discriminatory action that has been
taking place over a number of vears. It
is all too rarely that in this place we have
an opportunity to decide an issue on its
rights or its wrongs. Here, however, is an
instance when the Party Whip has no
need to crack, and this amendment can
be viewed in the light of one’s highest
prineiples and as being entirely devoid of
any brand of politics.

I am inclined to think that, when I
made my second reading speech, several
members agreed that an injustice was being
done in singling out one industry to pay
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higher hospital charges. I admit that has
nothing to do with the original Bill. But
let us go back, 1 have no justification for
so feeling, but I do believe that some mem-
bers realised that an injustice was being
done and should be rectified if possible.
Members have had their eyes opened, and
they must now be judges of their own
action if they vote against the amend-
ment. The Minister has said that the
amendment is more or less irrelevant to
the purpose of the Bill, but what does the
Bill say?

The clause provides that the owner of
the ship and the agent of the owner are
jointly and severally liable to pay to the
board the prescribed fees for any hospital
service. The preseribed fee for the ship-
ping industry at present is £3 7s. 4d. per
day for each individual receiving hospital
service. That is almost double the £1 15s,
per day charged to all other workers who
are hospitalised under the Workers’ Com-
pensation Act. This amendmeni is an
attempt to aveid any discrimination and
50 put seamen on a par with railway em-
ployees, mineworkers or any ather workers
hospitalised under the Workers' Compen-
sation Act.

Mr. Heal: Does the board or the Medi-
cal Department fix the fees?

The Minister for Health: The Medical
Department subject to the Minister,

Mr. HUTCHINSON: The Act states that
the board has the power to preseribe the
fees.

The Minister for Health: But the mat-
ter has to go to the Minister.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: The shipping in-
dustry is already under much greater ob-
ligations than is any other industry with
regard to the welfare of its employees. 1If
a seaman suffers from appendicitis, he
has to be put ashore and the industry is
liable to pay the full cost of his hospital-
isation. ‘This applles Iirrespective of
whether the seaman is on or off duty. In
addition, the shipping industry is under an
obligation to transport sick and con-
valescent seamen to their home ports.

Now, however, it is proposed to charge
hospital fees double those charged to any
other industry. We should endeavour to
cancel out the discrimination that is pro-
posed. We should not be blind to our
obligations. The Minister for Works took
me up by saying we were endeavouring to
escape from the problem, but that is a
weak way of endeavouring to circumvent
my amendment. The Minister for Health
is prepared to allow certain conditions to
continue as between the shipping industry
and the hospital board.

The Minister for Health: You are only
guessing now. In administering the Act,
I am guided by merit. I accept advice,
but exercise my own judgement.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: I am not deny-
ing that.
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The Minister for Health: But you are
Implying that T am pguided wholly and
solely by the department.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
member’s time has expired.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: There is no party feeling in
this matter and we are certainly not
against the Minister. I am keenly anxious
to obtain goodwill and to do as other
States have done., Our men who serve
on the State ships should he treated just
as are men who come under the Workers’
Compensation Act. I do not see why the
State Government, for instance, should
have to pay the £3 7s. 4d. In respect of
seamen who are taxpayers of the State.
To insist on that would be absurd. If
the Minister accepted the amendment, the
whole matter would be cleared up satis-
factorily.

Hon. J. B. SLEEMAN: Many people
consider that the board preseribes the
fees. My opinion is that the Medical De-
partment does so. Irrespective of whether
there s & hospital board, the same fees
are prescribed. The member for Cottesloe
is a member of the Fremantle Hospital
Board and by interjection the other night
he indicated that he was not in agreement
with it. He did not say that he disagreed,
and he may escape by saying that he
did not understand what was intended.
Other members of the board understood
the position. Some time ago the Fre-
mantle board agreed to abolish the admis-
sion fee charged to visitors to the siek,
but in a couple of weeks the charge was
restored at the instigation of the Medi-
cal Department. I say that the board
has no power at all in these matters.

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: There
will be no discrimination. The huge and
wealthy shipping industry is not com-
parable with other industries in the State,
the employees of which live here and
make their econtribution to soclety in the
form of rates and taxes. The shipping
people, generally speaking, live in some
other country.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott:
taxes. .

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: They
foster the big fat man.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott:
that!

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH: That
is what the hon. member is doing. I
have to sanction these charges, though
the last word rests with the Executive
Council. We have power to prescribe fees
in accordance with the nature of the
industry. The Bill was introduced for the
sole purpose of clearing up doubt as to the
responsibility of shipowners in relation to
employees requiring hospital treatment.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDEIL-

OLIVER: We are not getting anywhere.
The Minister has spoken of the Hospitals

The hon.

And they pay
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Act. ‘That measure provides that the
Government may appoint a hospital board,
and if no board be appointed, the Mini-
ster shall contreol the hospital. The Minl-
ster controls Wooroloo, which deals with
8 good many seamen. Under the Act the
Minister has all the powers of the board.
The Fremantie hospital is an example of
2 public hospital where there is a board.
Woorcloo Sanatorium i5 an example of
8 public hospital where there is no board
and the Minister controls the institution.
Section 22 of the Act provides that a hos-
pital board may make by-laws prescribing
what fees shall be payable, etc. The Act
does not require these by-laws to recelve
the consent of any Minister, or the
Governor.

Section 36 of the Interpretation Act pro-
vides that the by-law must be published
in the "Government Gazette” and shall
take effect and have the force of a law
from the date of publication. This section
also provides that the by-law must be laid
before both Houses of Parliament. The
summing up is that a hospital board can
alter its charges as it pleases, without the
consent of the Minister or the Governor.
A hospital board should gazette its fees
and all charges.

A hospital board makes its own by-laws
by simply carrying a motion at a meeting,
recording that motion in 8 minute book
and then gazetting it. When the by-law
hefore the House refers to prescribed fees,
it refers to the fees of a hospital board,
fixed as I have mentioned, and Parlia-
ment may disallow the by-law. It may
be sald that the Medical Department fixes
these fees, but it is the board that does so.

The Minister for Health: Who is your
guthority for all this?

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: It is the Hospltals Act, but I am
not saying who did the summing up. The
Minister knows perfectly well that if he
said there would be no discrimination but
that he would allow the seamen to be
charged as under the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act, he would influence the people in
his department and have 1t done.

Hon. D. Brand: I belleve the Minister
thinks that way, too.

The Minister for Health: You would be
penalising your own subscribers.

Hon, Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: The Minister spoke about the
rich companies. The Minister is a rich
man, but he evidently has no shares in
a shipping company because the share-
holders do not get great returns from such
companies. The State Shipping Service
lost £500,000 last year. I would not like
members to leave until they decide to do
what the amendment seeks.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: The member for
Fremantle raised the point of what a hos-
pital board could do in the matter of pre-
scribing fees. Section 22 of the parent
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Act provides that a board may from time
to time make by-laws prescribing what fees
shall be payable for hospital service by
any public hospital under its control. That
clears up the legal point there, but it is
only a minor point and has nothing to do
with the main question hefore us. The
Minister said I was prompted to take this
action. I can assure the Committee I was
not prompted by anyone. I do not deny
that I contacted as many people as I could,
but the idea of the amendment to exclude
these two sections of the shipping industry
from having to pay the doubile charge was
entirely my own.

The Minister for Health: There is no
esprit de corps as far as your hospital is
concerned.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: I take all the blame
for not having realised the injustice of
this before. The fact that I am doing this
now means that I sm doing it so many
months too late. Should the Committee
not see fit to iron out the injustice, I shall
do all in my power on the Fremantie Hos-
pital Board to overcome the problem. I
believe the Committee can rectify a great
injustice. Does the Minister think it right
that the Australian shipping industry and
the 41 Australlan seamen who were in the
Fremantle hospital last year should be
charged at the rate of £3 7s. 4d. per day?

The Minister for Health: I was not the
Minister who prescribed it.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: It does not matter
who was the Minister.

The Minister for Health: Ask the Minis-
ter who prescribed it!

Mr. HUTCHINSON: It appears that the
Minister for Health will not give an answer
to my guestion,

The Minister for Health: It would de-
pend on my point of view when the mat-
ter came before me.

Mr. BRUTCHINSON: Does the Minister
think it right that 41 Australian seamen
who were so hospitalised last year had to
pay almost double the fees charged to any
other of our workers?

The Minister for Health: They did not
have to pay the fees.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: Do Australian sea-
men who go to the hospital receive the
benefits of the Commonwealth health
scheme or do the shipping companies re-
coup themselves to the extent of the 8s.
per day and/or the extra 4s. per day?

The Minister for Health: If the seamen
are deflnitely residents of Australia, they
ean do so.

Mr. HUTCHINSON: It would be absurd
to ask visitors to this State to pay double
the normal fares on our rallway system,
and it is almost as absurd to endeavour
to extract from the shipping industry the
losses shown by our hospitals. I am ask-
ing members to decide on a clear question
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of right and wrong. I hope the Premier
will take a hand in this matter and in-
vestigate it further because if the amend-
ment is not agreed to, this Chamber will
have missed an opportunity to do what
is right. I hope members opposite w:ll not
follow the Minister blindly, but will vote
for the amendment.

The PREMIER: As the shipping com-
panies are in a position different from that
of ordinary companles, I think they should
be made responsible for the hospital debts
of their employees and I hope the amend-
ment will be defeated.

Hon. Dame FLORENCE CARDELL-
OLIVER: I am sorry the Premier has taken
up his present attitude, as I hoped he
would see the logic of what members on
this side of the Chamber have had to say.
For the information of members, I will
tell them the numbers of these seamen
hospitalised in various hospitals last year.
At the Royal Perth Hospital there was only
one European seaman. At Fremantle there
were 41 Australian, 67 British, 31 European
and 19 Asiatic seamen. At Gerakiton there
were 12 Eritish, six European and seven
Aslatic seamen. At Bunbury there were
10 British, three European and one Asiatic
seamen, while at Albany there were three
British and one European. At each of
those hospitals the charge ls different. It
appears that the Government Intends to
charge at Fremantle the £3 Ts. 4d. per day
and the figure is rising all the time. I
feel that these seamen should be put on
the workers’ compensation rate and I hope
the Minister will give c¢onsideration to
all that hes been sald, and agvee to the
amendment.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. BUTCHINSON: I am disappointed
at the attitude adopted by the Minister in
that he not only opposes the amendment,
but also does not show himself to be in
any way amenable to a modification of
the clause so that only Australian ship-
ping companies eould be excluded from
paying charges double those that other
industries have to pay. I am also sur-
prised at the Premier’s attitude when he
said that shipping companies are in a
different position from that of ordinary
companies.

That s only partly true because I fail to
see how shipping companies differ from
Australian companies that conduct their
operations on land. The Premier also said
that shipping companies should be re-
sponsible for the debts they incur. I agree,
but I do not feel—and I doubt whether
the Premier does either—that this one in-
dustry should be singled out to meet hos-
pital charges double those which other
industries pay. I hope other members
will not take the Premier’s remarks as
an indication that they must vote against
the amendment and that they wil see jus-
tice is done.
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Amendment put and a division taken
with the following result;—

Ayes 16
Noes 16
A tie 0
Ayes.
Mr. Abbott Mr,
Mr. Brand Mr. Nimmo
Dame F. Cardell-Oliver Mr. Qidfield
Mr. Court Mr, Perkins
Mr. Doney Mr. Thorn
Mr. Hearman Mr. Watts
Mr. Eill Mr, Yates
Mr, Hutchinson Mr. Bovell
(Teller.}
Noes.
Mr. Andrew Mr. Norton
Mr. Brady Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Graham Mr. O’Brien
Mr, Heal Mr. Rhatigan
Mr, W. Hegney Mr. Sewell
. Jamieson Mr, Sleeman
Mr. Kelly Mr. Styants
Mr, Lapham Mr. ¥
{ Teiler.)
Palrs.
Ayes. Noes.
Mr. Cornell Mr. Hoar
Mr. Owen Mr, Johnson
Mr. Mann Mr. Lawrence
Mr. wild Mr. McCulloch
Mr. Ackland Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Nalder Mr. Tonkin
8ir Ross McLarty Mr. Hawke

The CHAIRMAN:
equal, I give my casting vote with the
“Noes.”

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Title—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments.

BILL—WORKERS' COMPENSATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

b Debate resumed from the 29th Septem-
€er.

HON. A. V. R. ABBOTT (Mt. Lawley}
[7.40]: This Bill is of more than ordinary
importance to the community because in-
directly it is a taxing measure, and it
also affords protection to a certain class
in the community under certain circum-
stances. So there are two points of view
to be considered. When a worker is in-
jured, we are naturally sympathetic and
like to ensure that he and his dependants
receive the maximum consideration com-
mensurate with the thought that the com-
munity at large has to pay, and the com-
munity at large includes many workers
on the basic wage and others on a small
margin ahove that wage.

We must look to the inferests of those
people because workers’ compensation is
paid at the production end. It is paid
by those who employ workers, and it is
one of the overheads that have to be taken
into consideration in computing the cost
of the goods produced or of the services
rendered by those workers; and that cost
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has to be pald by the whole community.
So there are two aspects to be considered,
and we have to try to hold the scales
fairly between hoth sides.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: Do not you think
that this Bill is fair?

Hon. A. V. R, ABBOTT: I will tell the
hon. member later.

Hon. J. B. Sleeman: “The West Aus-
tralian’ seems to think there is not much
wrong with it.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The scales have
to be held evenly between both sides. We
should get it out of our heads that this
is a charge on a certain section of the
community., Actually it is a charge on
industry, and industry must of necessity
pass that charge on to the community so
that it is paid by the worker on the lower
scale of remuneration, as well as by the
person on the higher scale. We all pay
our share of this social service, which I
think is very warranted, for the benefit
of those who are injured in the course
of their employment.

It would have been pertinent for the
Minister to give us some idea of the in-
creased cost to industry which will re-
sult from this Bill, but he did not do so
and as far as I can ascertain—I may he
doing him an injustice in this connection
—he has given no consideration to the
matter at all. He apparently looked upon
it from the point of view of one side
alone, and in that case I think he was not
doing his duty to those who have to con-
tribute to this particvlar social service.
I would have liked some estimate of the
additional cost to the community of these
new allowances, because they will be—
they must be—very considerable.

‘The cost to the community of workers’
compensation is already fairly large; and,
as the Minister knows, it is quite an ap-
preciable item in the cost of production
and distribution, and the cost of services.
In the circumsiances, on¢ might have ex-
pected to receive some more information
on this point. Through the Bill, the Min-
ister wants to throw this social service
open to those recelving £2,000 per year.
That would mean a pretty considerable
sum of money for the lower-paid members
of the community to have to coniribute.
Is it quite fair that the basic-wage earner
should have to contribute to social service
for a man who is on £2,000 a year?

Mr. Moir: What about the empleyers?
Is it not the employers who contribute?

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: No. It is one
of the overheads of industry. The hon.
member knows very well that this sort
of charge must necessarily be passed on.
Admittedly 1t {s passed to the insurance
companies, including the State office, and
they average it; but it is definitely a charge
on industry and the community, on every
user of services and goods, including, of
course, the basic-wage earner and lower-
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paid workers. Is it fair that they should
have to contribute the same as the hon.
member and I?—because the cost is added
to the cost of goods and services and the
lower-paid workers, who supply most of
other workers or any person on a re-
muneration of £2,000 a year.

Is it fair that those on lower incomes
should have to contribute to the social
services for the beneflt of persons who are
extremely fortunate in being able to earn
£2,000 & year? Those folk are indeed in
a very fortunate position. I do not grudge
them their remuneration, because if a
man is in receipt of such a sum, there is
no doubt that the skill he has to employ
in earning it entitles him to receive it.
But I do not know that such persons
should expect to have social services pro-
vided for them at the expense of the
lower-paid workers, who supply most of
this money, since the workers on moderate
incomes are the greatest consumers of
services and goods, and not the persons on
£2,000 a year, because there are not very
many of the latter. Is it fair that men
on average incomes should bhe asked to
contribute to the benefits received by those
on £2,000 a . year? I doubt it. It would
have been better if the Minister had hased
the increase on the “C” series index of the
cost of living, and said that as that cost
had increased by 20 per cent. in 12 months,
the present figure of £1,250 should be in-
creased by the percentage.

The next provision in the Bill is a little
unreasonable, having in mind the fact that
those who contribute the bulk of the money
for this social service are those on the
lower range of income. Is it fair that they
should be asked to pay for, or contribute
to, benefits for dependants of persons who
have not been in the country very long,
those dependants living in places like
Poland. Yugoslavia, Russia and other
foreign countries? Those countries at pre-
sent have not reciprocity under the Act.

Mr. Moir: What about Great Britain?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: It is fully pro-
tected because there is reciprocity between
Great Britain and Western Australia.

Mr. Moir: Is there reciproecity?
Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes.
Mr, Moir: How long since?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: As far as 1
know, there has always been reciprocity.

Mr. Moir: That is one you do not know.

Hon. A. V. R, ABBOTT: The hon. mem-
ber is very well versed in industrial law.

Mr. Moir: New Zealand is the only
country with which we have reciprocity.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Is there not
reciprocity between Great Britain and this
State? .

Mr. Moir: You were the Minister, and
should know.
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I was under the
impression that there was. If not, there
is no reason why there should not he. I
always understood that British people
were fully protected.

Mr. Moir: Would you include South
Africa, Canada and other British Common-
wealth countries?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I would include
any country that extended to the workers
and Australian citizens equal proteciion to
what we are giving, Why should the
workers of this State be charged to pro-
tect someone who is resident in a foreign
country when that country does not give
like protection to an Australian citizen
working there?

The Minister for Railways: Why should
the children of a man in Italy starve when
they are—

Hon. A, V. R, ABBOTT: I do not see
why they should starve, but why should an
Australian citizen's children be unprotected
in Western Australia hecause he happens
to be working in Italy.

The Minister for Railways: Two wrongs
do not make & right.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is s0, but
there is a limit to the protection this State
should give to people living elsewhere,
Why should we have g higher standard of
living than the people in Italy? Why
should we not admit Asiatics and Italians
en bloe, and give them a better standard
of living?

The Minister for Railways: That has
nothing to do with this.

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, it has.
This State has a standard of living, and
what we are discussing represents part of
that standard which is paid for by the
citizens of this country. It is not
unreasonable to expect that there should
be reciprocity before the citizens of
Western Australia are asked to pay for
persons resident outside. That is my
view. I come to the maximum amount
for an individual, vnder the Act, excluding
dependants. It is proposed to increase it
from £1,750 to £2,800. I think there should
be some increase. We again have to adopt
& flgure that is balanced because after all,
we have to do justice to both sides. I do
not know that if we raised the amount
proportionately by the increase of the “C”
series index flgures during the last 12
months, it would be unreasonable. We
must have some gulde, but the Minister did
not suggest any. We cannot just take a
figure out of the blue, as the Minister did.
He said that Victoria did that, and it was
all right.

Mr. Moir: How did the previous Gov-
ernment arrange it?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The previous
Gavernment increased it mostly by the
increase in the “'C" series.

Mr. Moir: That was in the same pro-
portion,
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes

The Minister for Raliways: Keep them
on the breadiine?!

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: 'The Minister
calls it the breadline.

The Minister for Railways: It is
nothing above it.
Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I would not

c¢all it being on the breadline.

Hon. D. Brand: Of course it Is not on
the breadiine.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Do not forget
this: Who is golng to pay it?

The Minister for Rallways: In the final
analysis, the man pays it by the dividend
from the sweat of his hrow.

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: He does, and
we have to do justice to all those people
lt;\«'hcb are paying it with the sweat of thelr

Trow.

The Minister for Rallways: We have to
do Jjustice to the injured man,

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTY: Yes. 1 am
not suggesting that this is a simple prob-
lem, because it is not. I agalh suggest it
should not be a political one. This Is not
something for which any particular class
in the community pays. The whole com-
munity pays for this, but the lower wage-
earners pay most because there are more
of them. Of course, they probably get
more of the heneflis, too. T suggest that
a reasonable figure would be £2,100, which
again is a 20 per cent. increase. I do not
think that is unreasonable. It is higher
than the New South Wales flgure, end
higher than that in most of the other
States. I know that recently the Victorian
Act has been amended.

The Minister for Labour: Do you khow
there is no lUmit to compensation in New
South Wales?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No.

The Minister for Labour: There i5 no
limit..

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: There is on
death.

The Minister for Labour: That is the
finish.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: In that State,
it is £2,000 on death, plus £75 for each
child. I have suggested that we should
provide for a 20 per cent. increase, which
would be a reasonable charge on the com-
munity. That would raise the amount to
£2,000 or £2,100. I think that to increase
it to £2,800 is going a little further than is
essential.

It is proposed to bring in the mining
clauses—I call them the mining clauses
because so far they have related only to
mining—dealing with silicosis and pneumo-
coniosts, The Bill also talks about In-
cluding the iron and steel industry. No
one knows what the iron and steel in-
dusiry is. If we hammer a tack, we are
dealing with iron or steel. The Minister
has placed something in the RiL and it
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will take months of legal interpretation
to know what it means. He did not place
the slightest evidence hefore the House
to show that pneumoconlosis or silicosis
was an occupational disease of any par-
ticular section of the iron and steel in-
dustry—not even with respect to the smelt-
ing of iron.

There is no known case of either dis-
ease, as far as I know, at Wundowie,
There certainly was not during the period
I was in charge of the State Insurance
Office. I never heard of one. Why the
sudden idea to use this term? I do not
know. What is more, I do not know what
it means. Until we have some proof, by
medical evidence, that a particular disease
is likely to be an occupational disease of
an industry, I do not think the provision
is warranted. I believe it will lead to &
great deal of confusion. We do not know
what the insurance rates would be, or the
risk, or what would apply.

It would also cause another difficulfy,
because, up to date, where we have pro-
visions deallng with pheumoconiosis and
sllicosis, the men concerned are examined
before being allowed %o go into the in-
dustry. They sare examined periodically
while they are in the industry and, as soon
as they have contracied the disease, or
after it has reached a certain stage, they
bhave to leave the job. There {s no such
machinery for a similat examination in
any other industry. Does the Minister
propose to examine everyone in a moulder’s
shop, for instance? That might be a part
of the iron industry., Does the Minister
propose that every moulders’ shop shall
be classed as part of the iron industry?

An employer would certainly have to
ensure, before he engaged any worker,
that the man was not infected. If a
man were infetted before he entered the
industry there would be a responsibllity
for beneflts, 50 I think this is a provision
which is absolutely unwarranted. If
there is an industry in which there is
danger of a trade disease, no one wants
to prevent protection being given. But
there 15 no proof that there is any danger
in the iron and steel industry; in any
case, I do not know what the term means.

If one says that there is danger at the
Midland Junction workshops, I have no
knowledee of it. That is part of the iron
and steel industry. Moulders’ shops and
foundries are also part of the iron in-
dustry, but I do not know of eny danger
of disease in those establishments. There
has been no complaint about Wundowie,
and so I do not think the provision in
the Bill Is necessary.

Mr. O'Brien: Prevention is better than
cure.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I think s0, too
but one must have reasonable praoi
about these matters. We might as well
include drapers’ shops because we want
to prevent any chance of employees in



{6 October, 1853.]

that industry being outside the scope of
the provision. But surely members can
see the difficulty. When a provision
such as this is included, an employer has
to ensure that a man he engages is not
suffering from disease.

Mr, O’Brien: Every employer in the
mining industry must ensure that the
men whom he engages are examined be-
fore they are employed.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: And the same
thing will have to apply in the steel
industry, if this provision is agreed to.
A pgood deal of unnecessary expense
would be involved and in my view every-
body connected with the industry would
be caused inconvenience.

Apparently there is some objection
ahout persons selecting two companies to
handle their insurance business. I do not
see any great objection to it. We must
remember that the Act provides that any
company registered for workers’ com-
pensation business must saccept all the
business that Is offered te 1i, other thap
that dealing with silicosis and pneumo-
coniosis, Therefore I cannot see any
reason for the provision in the Bill. A
worker will get full protection because if
any employer goes to an insurance com-
pany and asks for cover, the company
must provide that cover at the rate pre-
scg;i:)ed by the Premium Rates Com-
mittee.

Mr. Mpir: Do you believe that one in-
surance company should have to cover
all the bad risks and the other insurance
companies should he able to take all the
good risks?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT': No, but I can-
not see any distinction because the
Fremium Rates Committee fixes the pre-
miums according to the risk in the in-
dustry. As far as I can see, there is no
distinction in the cost ratio of any in-
dustry; there should not be, because the
industry that has the greatest risk has
the heaviest premiums, and so on. If, for
some reason, an employer wishes to
divide his business, why should he not
be permitted to do so?

Mr. Moir: Why did the State Insurance
Office come into being? Was it not be-
cause other insurers would not cover cer-
tain types of industries?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I had a lot to
say about the State Insurance Office
when dealing with the measure intro-
duced the other evening, and I do not
propose to go over the same ground
again. Some companies have interests
all over Western Australia and they
cover many types of businesses. Is there
any particular reason why one side of the
business should not bhe in the hands of
one insurance company which may have
been handling that business for many
years? One employer might be carry-
ing on business in one portion of the
State and one compahy would be carry-
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ing the risk while in another portion of
the State another insurance company
might be handling the risk connected
with his business in that area. I c¢an-
not see anything wrong with that. The
Minister wants to ensure that all an em-
ployer’s business is handled by only one
insurance company.

A man might be carrying on a butcher-
ing business at Kalgoorlie and be engaged
in the dairving industry at Busselton. Is
there any reason why such an employer
should be forced to take all his business
to one insurance company? I think this
would be a most objectionable provision,
and it is wrong to have one class of
insurance loaded to provide a cheaper
risk for another class. Every wotkers'
compensation risk should bear its fair
proportion of the cost and I do not think
any useful purpose will be served by the
provision in the Bill. It {5 a restraint on
trade, a very unnecessary one, which
might cause 8 good deal of inconvenience.
Therefore I can see no reason why we
should agree to it.

There is another provision which, to all
intents and purposes, will give the Minis-
ter authority to fix the rate in respect of
the premium to be paid for pneumoconiosis
and silicosis. This seems at variance with
the policy of the Act in the past. Surely
if it is a falr thing to require a private
company to accept the rates fixed by the
Premium Rates Commitiee, it is only fair
to provide that the State Insurance Office
shall do likewise. I know that the State
Insurance Office does not always agree
with the Premium Rates Committee.

Mr. Moir: Do you know of any private
insurance company that covers the risk
of silicosis?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No.

Mr. Moir: It is only the State Insurance
Office that does that.

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: That is s0. But
why should not the rates of the State In-
surance Office be fixed in the same way as
the rates of the private companies? Why
should one be fixed by the Minister, and
at his diseretion?

Mr. Moir: This would be after consulta-
tion with mining companies.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: What is “con-
sultation?” The filnal decision rests en-
tirely with the Minister and, to my mind,
that is a wrong prineciple. There is already
provision in the Act—and this was in-
serted at my instigation last year—that
the Premium Rates Committee shall take
into consideration proper actuarial In-
formation and I think that should still
apply. I see no reason why & private in-
surer should have to go to the Premium
Rates Committee while the State Insur-
ance Office merely has to approach the
Minister. If the Government does not ap-
prove of the committee it should set up
8 new body to fix the rates. But do not
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let us have the Minister fixing some rates
while the committee fixes others. That
does not seem right at all.

Mr. Moir: The Premium Rates Commit-
tee cannot alter the premium rates except
by actuarial valuation, or with the ap-
proval of the Minister.

Hon. A. V. R. ABRBOTT: The committee
requires actuarial support.

The Minister for Labour:
proval of the Minister.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes.

The Minister for Labour: You sald that
he did not have the authority.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I did not. The
point is that the Premium Rates Commit-
tee should have all the possible informa-
tion before it in an important matter such
as this.

Mr. Moir: Do not you think that there
should bhe some provision to make sure
that it is advised and that it takes notice
of that advice?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes. The com-
mittee must do that and there is provi-
sion for it in the Act now. I introduced
the provision last year and it was agreed
to by both Houses. I do not think that
the rates of the State Insurance Office can
be fixed purely at the discretion of the
Minister. After all, people have to pay
these rates and such a difficult question
should not be in the hands of the Minis-
ter who would have to act on the advice
of the experts in the State Insurance
Office. Surely the Premium Rates Com-
mittee, which has an independent chair-
man—the Auditor General—and includes
representatives of the insurers, is a
competent body to do it. If it is not,
let us get another body, but do not put
such authority in the hands of the Minis~
ter. That is certainly not advisable.

It is intended, under this Bill, to pro-
tect ex-nuptial children. That was de-
bated on very open lines when the last
Bill granting increases was before this
House. I have not any strong views either
way but it was suggested that this is a
family social service and it might not be
advisable to include ex-nuptial children
who might be granted benefits at the
expense of legitimate children. That could
happen.

Mr. O'Brien: It has happened, too!

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That might be so
and I doubt whether this provision is advis-
able. One should have the deepest sym-
pathy for children born in such clrcum-
stances but, on the other hand, I suppose
we have to stick to certain prineiples, and
this Aect must lock after the family and
protect it to the greatest possible extent.
If we are going to bring in other children
who may be born outside the family circle,
it is possible that the legitimate children
and the widow might have to bear the

Or the ap-
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brunt of it. On the whole I do not think
the principle in the Act requires to be
disturbed.

Now we come to a more contentious and
more difficult question to decide. The
principle of compensation was to give to
a worker who had been injured, assistance
during such time as he was unable to
engage in his employment and to assist
him, of course, with respect to expenses
occasioned in consequence of his injury.
In my view, it was not intended, however,
to take it further than that. If we are
going to remunerate him and pretect him
to the same extent as when he is working,
I do not think it would be advisable,
human nature being what it is. A man
would consider it very attractive to re-
celve practically the same remuneration
when he is doing nothing as when he
was working, and he might consider it
would be well to remain that way.

As members know, the medical profes-
sion replies very largely on the oral in-
formation given to it by patients. It is
impossible to diagnose conditions unless
the reports of the patients are faithful.
Everybody knows that. A doctor cannot
tell the condition of a patient, in many
cases, unless the patient has given him
an accurate description. We know that
is one of the difficulties in diagnosing any
disease. A doctor should be able to get
an accurate and not an imaginative de-
scription of the patient’s complaint, and
that is deflnitely one of the difficulties of
diagnosis. It applies to workers’ compen-
sation cases.

We should give a worker all the en-
couragement £o get back to his work while
at the same time protecting him to a rea-
sonable extent while he is out of employ-
ment. If a man is given 66& per cent.—
which has been the custom for many years
and has been established on a firm basis
—1I do not think it is unreasonable.

Mr. O'Brien: I think it is very unreason-
able these days.

Hon. A, V. R. ABBOTT: If a man is
getting 66&% per cent. of what he normally
earns, it is a very satisfactory safeguard,
is it not? Most people who suffer from
ordinary sicknesses have to give them-
selves protection; not that it is not
desirable that everyone should have the
maximum protection. We also have the
hospital benefits scheme that provides pro-
tection to some extent if one is ill. Though
it does not protect us in respect of our
remuneration, it protects us regarding
hospital and medical expenses and medi-
cines. But if one is unfortunate encugh
to be ill, then in many cases one’s re-
muneration ceases. If one is sick as a
result of some accident, I do not know
that one would bhe harshly dealt with if
one was recouped hospital and medical
expenses, and did not pay anything for
the protection, except indirectly, and,
in addition, got 66% per cent. of one's
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remuneration. T feel that should be sufli-
cient. The Minister proposes to increase
the amount to 80 per cent. and I do not
think he has had regard to the burden
that will be imposed on the pecple who
have to pay.

Mr. Lapham: The maximum is £8.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is so.

Mr. Lapham: The 66% per cent, does
not apply.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, it does.
I will deal with the question of the pay-
ment of £8 a week presently. If I re-
member rightly, under the present Act the
provisions are £10 for a married man
with dependants. It must be admitted
that some distinction is reasonable, The
man who most needs this social service
is the family man, the married man
with dependants, because he usually has
to shoulder greater responsibility by far
than the single man. Accordingly I think
we must accept the fact that there should
be some distinction in the maximum that
can be received. However, I consider an
increase should be made to the £10
and I feel that a 20 per cent. increase
should be sufficient. That would mean
that a single man would receive £8 16s.,
and a married man £12 16s, I am taking
the 20 per cent. increase right through.
We must not forget that if someone is in-
sured for £2,000 and gets 80 per cent.,
he could remain on & compensation return
of £30 a week.

The Minister for Labour: I would like
to correct your figpures. You agree to 20
per cent. increase which would be £1 12s.
That would be £9 12s. for the single man
and would bring the maximum to £12,
not to £12 16s.

Hon, A, V. R, ABBOTT: I would stick
to my 20 per cent. increase; I worked it
out guickly. We can see, therefore, that
it is & little too much to provide that a
man can draw as much as £30 a week,
if he is single, plus, of course, an allowance
perhaps up to another £8 a week if he is
married and has dependants; it would be
too much to load on to the community.
We could increase the maximum amount
by 20 per cent.

It is also proposed to increase amounts
payable under the Second Schedule, There
again I think there ought to be an in-
crease. But I feel we should be consistent
and it would not be unreasonable fo in-
crease this also by 20 per cent. If the
Minister insisted—and I know he can in-
sist so far as this argument is concerned
—1 think he should consider some reduc-
tlon in the Second Schedule charges to
what he had in mind; say by 20 per cent.,
even if he carried his view in respect of
the other matters of compensation. I do
not know that there is justification for
such heavy compensation as that set out
in the Second Schedule.

The Minister for Labour: The chaps
who lose an arm or & leg do.
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: They are very
unfortunate and one must be sympathetic,
hut after all, we must think of the people
who have to pay il. Another man may
lose an arm in an accident and receive
nothing at all; we must be sorry for him.
A man who was unfortunate enough to
do that would still have to contribute
his share through the generally added
cost to industry, although getting nothing
himself. I know the Minister tries to see
it from g fair point of view, but I think he
may be a little influenced by those by
whom he is surrounded.

The Minister for Labour:
influence.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Well, of course,
there are so many arguments and so many
points of view about everything. I have
deliberately left this next question to the
last, because although I am not, say. per-
sonally concerned I am interested to the
extent that it is most unreasonahle and
unfair to the profession to which I belong.
I refer to the fact that, except with the
consent of all concerned, a party cannot be
represented by the man who is most
skilled to put a case before the board. I al-
ways find it a little difficult to understand
why the Minister should feel so inclined to
prejudice or be unkind to the legal pro-
fession when he is such a strong supporter
of the principle of every man to his
trade. ‘The Minister knows that among
the people he represents, and with whom
he associates, none would think of doing
another man’'s job. If someone did, there
would be trouble immediately. Has any
member ever heard of a plumber using
a paint brush?

The Minister for Labour: Yes, I saw
one painting his house yesterday.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: He was using
it for his own benefit. It would not be
done, in the manner I refer to. The Minis-
ter knows there is a strict umion rule
that each man shall stick to his own in-
dustry. Time and time again we see re-
peated questions of this nature which have
to be solved by the Arbitration Court. The
unions jealously guard the rights of their
skilled members, and I do not blame them
for doing so. The argument is thai they
have served an apprenticeship for many
vears, have become skilled in a particu-
lar avocation and il is in the interests of
the community that only those who do
undergo such training and have such ex-
perience should be permitied to engage in
their particular industry. They say it is
unreasonable that others should do so. I
think there is something in their argu-
ment. I cannot see how the Minister dis-
tinguishes that point of view from that
which he adopts regarding the legal prac-
titioner. He is a man who must have
considerable ability to be able to obtain
his university degrees, and he has to be a
man of some acumen and serve an ap-
prenticeship.

Mr., J. Hegney:

A very good

Two years.
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: And three
years at the University, which makes
five years in all. Then he has to do
some years in practice before he is recog-
nised as a fully trained craftsman. A man
who has just finished his articles has to
accept a junior position for quite a num-
ber of years, not by law, but because
people will not employ him. Litigants want
a more experienced man to look after their
interests. I am speaking now in general
terms. The provision is unreasonable, not
only for the reason I have given, but also
for a much more important one. It is
in the interests ¢of those who have claims
that they should he represented by the
men who are most capable of presenting
the facts and the law as applicable io¢
their cases.

Mr. O'Brien: Is that the idea of in-
creasing the amount—to enable employees
to get that advice?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I do not think
s0. The profession is and always has been
quite willing to assist any person who is
not in a position to pay for the best legal
advice, and I should like the Minister to
co-operate in the suggestion put forward
by the Law Society to establish some
method whereby anyone may obtain the
bhest advice. I know that the Law Society
would sponsor such a scheme, which would
mean a lot of work for its members for
considerably less remuneration than they
are normally entitled to receive. If we
feel that there are some workers who can-
not afford to obtain the best advice—
and that was the Minister’s argument—
here is a way to tackle the problem,

Mr. Moir: How could one tell whether
it was the best advice?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is an ex-
tremely difficult question to answer; it is
all a matter of personal opinion. The
practise of the law is a science—

Mr. Norton: Involving psychology.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, and it is
difficult at times to determine who would
be able to give the best advice, but taking
it by and large, as with medical, engi-
neering or eny other advice involving
science or trade, the best man seems to
forge ahead and become recognised as
such. I suggest that the Minister take
up with the Minister for Justice the sug-
gestion of the Law Society and see
whether something can be done so that
each claimant may get the advice and as-
gistance of a trained man where it is
necessary for him to have his interests
represented before a judicial body.

Mr. O'Brien: I know a person who went
to a member of the Law Society and the
case hung on for over six months and
he was then told that it was too late to
proceed,

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: If the facts were
as related by the hon. member, that was
quite wrong. A lawyer so employed would
have been personally responsible, because
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he is a servant of the court and, if he
were negligent, he would be responsible
for any loss sustalned by the client. That
principle is well known, and it would be
the proper course for the client te take.
To say that any man about to appear be-
fore a judicial body should not have the
assistance of the hest person ohtainable
would be unreasonable and unfalr, and
I hope that the Minister, after further
consideration, will see the matter in that
light. I support the second reading and
hope to deal with provisions in Committee
as I have indicated.

MR. MOIR (Boulder) [8.351: It is in-
deed pleasing to find these very necessary
amendments being brought forward, al-
though I was disappointed to hear the
views enunciated by the member for Mt.
Lawley. I would have thought that the
debates that have taken place on the sub-
teet in past sessions would have tended
to make him a little more liberal-minded
in these matters, but he is still inclined
to be unsympathetic.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: No, but T am
sympathetic to the man that has to pay.
That is all.

Mr. MOIR: It is of lttle use heing
sympathetic if we do nothing practical
gbout it, and I think a member’s sympathy
should go out to an injured worker rather
than to the man that has to pay. Insur-
ance, after all, is a business proposition.
It is merely & question of cover for lia-
biity under the Workers’ Compensation
Act. Most industries have to insure
against various risks, and the cost of this
insurance forms one of the charges upon
industry.

Although, as I have said, I am pleased
that these amendments have been brought
down, I feel some disappointment that
other matters that eould justifiably have
heen dealt with in the Bill have not been
included. I can only assume that the
Minister has introduced the matters that
he regards as heing of the greatest im-
portance. I agree that the proposed
amendments are necessary and desirable,
but there are others that might well have
been introduced.

One that occurs to me is in the case
of an injured worker who has received
medical treatment and perhaps also hos-
pitalisation for some time and is then
certified by the doetor as being fit for
light work., The injured worker might
not always be able to obtaln light work
from his employer or from any other em-
ployer. I think of the mining industry
where o man might meet with a more or
less serious accident involving medical
treatment and hospitalisation, and sub-
sequently he might be certified as being
fit for light work. On returning to his
former employer, he is told, “I am sorry,
but I have not any light wotk for you
to do’.
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What is the position of that man? He
cannot very well ask some other employer
to give him light work, and it is an econo-
mic fact that when a man offers his ser-
vices in any capacity, the employer is in-
terested only in what return the man can
give in the way of labour or skill. If his
physical abllity is impaired, an employer
has not much interest in such an applicant.
Conseguently the worker is in the posi-
tion of having been certified fit for light
work, but the onus is on him to find it
and, if he cannot find it, he is unemployed
and is not In receipt of compensation.

Provision should be made in the Bill
to specify that, when a worker is so certi-
fled and returns to his employer, if the
employer cannot or will not find light
work for him, the man should be con-
tinued on weekly payments of compensa-
tion uniil such time as he is able, or is
certified by the doctor as being fit to
resume his occupation. The exception
would be that if a man were suffering a
permanent disability, there are other pro-
visions in the Act under which he might
be compensated. This is a matter that
the Minister should consider with a view
to the introduction on a future occasion of
further amending legislation.

Prom the point of view of the worker,
another serious matter is the amouni al-
lowed for medical and hospital charges.
We all know how medical and hospital
charges have been soaring year by year—
soaring at a greater rate than even the
cost of living., It is certainly more expen-
sive to be sick than to be well. The
amount, of money provided in the measure
is nowhere near sufficient {o meet the case
of a worker who is seriously injured and
has to spend a fairly lengthy term in hos-
pital or under medical treatment. In
heavy industry, accidents of the serious
type occur, and this means that when
workers are injured, they need a lot of
hospitalisation and medical care.

There have heen numerous instances of
workers before returning to industry be-
ing confronted with heavy hospital or
medical hills or both. This sort of thing
adds to a man's trouble. It is bad enough
for him to have been out of work or in
receipt of part payment, which compensa-
tion really represents, without having the
bughegr of heavy hospital and medical ac-
counts. There would not be many such
cases, but there are some, and they occur
too often for us to be complacent about
them. I feel that before long attention
will have to be given to this aspect.

Another matter about which I feel very
strongly Is that of the memorandum of
agreement between employer and employee.
Provision should be made in the Act con-
stituting it an offence for an insurer to ask
a worker to sign a memorandum of agree-
ment before receiving & sum of money
by way of compensation for his disability.
The law of the land provides what the
worker shall receive, the amount being
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agreed upon in accordance with the
worker’s incapacity. That is due to the
injured worker by right, the law having
stipulated to that effect, and he should not
have a form of agreement put before him
and told that he will he paid a certain
sum if he signs the agreement,

He can obtain the compensation without
slgning an agreement, but it causes some
delay. The matter can be taken before
the Workers' Compensation Board, which
can make an order that the amount be
paid. That means that if there is a fur-
ther deterioration in the man’s state of
health and he is found later to be suffering
a greater disability, the board ecan con-
sider awarding him an additional amount;
but if he has sighed a memorandum of
agreement, agreeing to release his em-
ployer from all further claims, after the
payment of that sum he receives nothing
further, even though his condition deterior-
ates by 25 or even 50 per cent., or more.

The signing of & memorandum of agree-
ment can protect only the employer as it
releases him from any further claim, Not-
withstanding the fact that the Act pro-
vides that should there he a further de-
terioration in the worker's condition he
can meake a further claim, if he has signed
the memorandum of agreement he has
signed his rights away, and that should
not be permitted. Te my knowledge, a
number of workers have done that and
have therefore had no further claims on
aecount of injury—

Mr. O'Brien: Some of them lose hun-
dreds of pounds in that way.

Mr. MOIR: That is true. I think the
proposed increases in compensation, as
contained in the Bill, are excellent pro-
visions. They are necessery hot only to
keep up with the present trend of money
values, but in order to provide a hetter
basis for compensation. No worker desires
to go on compensation or becomes injured
purposely and when he is injured he should
receive a reasonable weekly payment and
a fair sum of money to cover any disability.

When referring to serious disabilities,
the member for Mt. Lawley said we would
have to be careful about increasing these
amounts of compensation because they are
a charge on industry, but I do not see how
be can sustain that argument. All the
charges on industry appear in the costs,
and I feel that the cost of insurance against
the injury of workers should be a first
charge on industry hefore any other cost
at all is considered.

The figures provided in the Pocket Year
Book for 1953, with regard to insurance
companies, are illuminating. On listening
to the member for Mt. Lawley, one would
almost have concluded that the premiums
paid on workers’ compensation insurance
were hecoming an insuperable burden to
industry, although he put it that the bur-
den was on the workers. At page 64 of
the year book, under the heading “Employ-
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ers’ Liahility and Workers' Compensation,”
we see that the revenue from premiums in
1950-51 was £682,390 and the expenditure
on claims £356,023. For 1951-52—after
the amending legislation was passed rais-
ing the amounts payable and bringing the
total compensation from £1,250 to £1,750
—the revenue from premiums was £740,928
and the expenditure on claims £350,284.

Members will see there a considerable
drop in the expenditure on claims. The
figures quoted refer to the general insur-
ance companies and not the State Insur-
ance Office. Despite the fact of the higher
liabilities as laid down by the amending
legislation of 1952, the expenditure on
claims last year was considerably lower
than in the previous 12 months. I have
not any figures dealing with the expansion
of industry in this State, but it may be
assumed to have been considerable over
the last couple of years. It is therefore
interesting to note that the revenue has
inereased from £682,390 in 1951 to £740,928
in 1952,

For 1950-51 the premium revenue of the
State Insurance Office was £406,578 and
the expenditure on c¢laims £197,41¢, the
total expenditure being £229,676 and the
loss ratio 48.55. In 1951-52 the premium
revenue was £461,08, the expenditure on
claims £157,127 and the total expenditure
£199,397, with a loss ratio of 34.02. That
is an excellent tribute to the management
of the State Insurance Office, but it also
proves to me that, despite the fact that
increases were made in workers' compen-
sation under the Act, it has not cost more
to provide compensation for the injured
worker., If we compare the expenditure on
claims for 1950-51, £197,410, with that in
1951-52, £157,127, we find a considerable
decrease.

Mr. Norton: And this with an increase
in employment.

Mr. MOIR: An increase in employment
and a considerable decrease in the amount
paid out in <claims, Those who have
studied the position over the years know
that the incidence of accidents has a cer-
tain ratio to the number of work-
ers employed at any given time in
industry, and it will be seen that
the increase in compensation has not
had the effect suggested tonight by the
member for Mt. Lawley. I think he should
consider seriously the figures I have quoted
before making airy statements about the
cost to industry of workers’ compensation.

I submit that when an employver knows
he must pay premiums under the com-
pensation legislation In order to protect
his workers, he is more likely to give con-
sideration to safety factors in his indus-
try because he realises that he must do
everything possible to prevent accidents.
I might mention that the employers in
the mining industry are cognisant of this
fact and do everything possible to reduce
the incidence of accidents.

(ASSEMBLY.]

A safety committee composed of work-
ers’ representatives from the various mines
has met the mine managers from time to
time to discuss the problems that arise
relating to the safety factor in industry.
That committee does iis best to devise
means for preventing accidents and as a
result of those conferences and the co-
operation between managements and men,
the number of serious accidents in the
goldmining industry is being minimised.
That is a lesson which could well be learnt
by both workers and managements in in-
dustries elsewhere.

Now I come to the provision regarding
reciprocity. It is a terrible thing that
if a worker comes here from some other
country and loses his life in industry be-
fore he has been able to bring his de-
pendants to this land, they receive no
compensation. We are asking workers to
leave their homes in other parts of the
world and come here, and such people are
becoming part of the population of this
couniry and are assisting us to build it
into the great nation which it should
become; yet if, having left their families
overseas until they can affiord to bring
them here, they are killed in industry,
those dependants recelve no compensation.

That sort of thing is happening fire-
quently and I say definitely thatl no worker
should be placed in that unfortunate posi-
tion, nor should his family overseas, hav-
ing been deprived of the bread-winner, be
denled compensation. I feel very strongly
on this matter, In the mining industry
recently, three new Australians lost their
lives. Such workers come to this State
and live in the hope that they wiil
be able to bring their dependants from
overseas to live with them here. What
father or husband in a foreign coun-
try—and this is a foreign country to
such men—does not long and work for
the day when he can bring his family to
join him? The dependants of these three
men have not received a penny compensa-
tion, and it is a crying shame.

Strange to relate, the only country with
which we have reclprocity in regard to
workers’ compensation is New Zealand. It
will probably astound many members to
know that if an Englishman, a Scotsman
or an Irishman comes to this State to
work and is eventually killed in his oc-
cupation his dependants are not entitled
to compensation. The same applies to a
worker from South Africa, Canada or any
other country that is a member of the
British Commonwealth of Nations. The
sponer we rectify that anomaly the better.

There seems to be some misconception
about this provision in the Act. The
member for Mi. Lawley stated that if an-
other country had legislation that would
compensate the dependants of an Austra-
lian who had lost his life in that coun-
try, reciprocity should operate. Even if
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such g tountty did have reciprocal legisla-
tion, the clause would not operate, because
Subsection (5) of Section (6) reads as
follows:~—

If the Governor is satisfled that
hy the laws, operating similarly to
the provisions of this Act, of any
other country, whether part of the
Dominions of the Crown or not, com-
pensation for injury by accldent to a
deceased worker is payable to his de-
pendants who are resident in this
State, the Governor may, by Order in
Council, declare that when a worker
is so injured in this State and dles
as a result of the injury, his depend-
ants who are not resident in this State
shall have the same rights and re-
medles under the provislons of this
Act, as if they were resident In this
State and if satisfled that those laws
have ceased wholly or partly so to
operate the Governor may in like
manner revoke or vary such declara-
tion and effect shall be given thereto.

Therefore, there is nothing mandatory
about that. Reciprocity can exist in an-
other country but it does not necessarily
follow that a worker will receive the bene-
fit of reciprocity in this country hecause
that provision merely states that the Gov-
ernor “may" grant it.

My predecessor, Mr. Oliver, went to the
trouble of obtaining a copy of the Jugo-
slavian Act and having it interpreted by
students at the University, but he found
that that legislation meant nothing he-
cause, unless reciprocity is granted in this
State It does not exist for workers from
other countries. In these days when we
invite people to our shores we should en-
sure that the dependants of the workers
that do come here should be fully com-
penslalatped if their bread-winner should lose
his life.

I am also in accord with the definition
of “worker”, although, here again; the
member for Mt. Lawley did not seem to
think it was necessary. ¥or some time
past, we have heard a great deal about in-
centive payments. If we want a worker
to do his best and receive payment for
such effort, there should not be any limita-
tion on the definition of “worker”. Under
that definition, there would be quite a few
workers in the mining industry who would
not be eligible for compensation today.
That position has existed for some years.
It appears that the employer in the mining
industry is prepared to cover those men.
He does not want the definition limited
and I doubt whether any other employer
would desire that either. An employer is
prepared to pay such workers as long as
he gets the best from them.

We have heard a great deal of talk not
only here but also in another place about
workers loafing on the job. It has always
been my opinion that an emplover wants
to get the best out of his workers and
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quite a few are prepared to pay them ac-
cordingly. However, if a worker is pre-
pared to give of his best and his employer
is prepared to pay wages commensurate
with such effort., that employee cannot
be covered under the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act. That is too silly for words! If
an employer was fortunate enough to have
all his workers come within that category,
he would be only too pleased to pay the
premium to protect them according to
the provision in the Workers' Compensa-
tion Act.

The member for Mt. Lawley stated that
during his Government’s term of office,
when it increased the paymentis made
under this legislation, it took Into con-
sideration the fluctuations in the “C* series
index. An analysis of those figures shows
that not a great deal of notice has been
taken of them. They show that £1,250
was provided under the Act. Payment
to 8 married man was limited to £8 a
week which covered him for only a total
period of three years and six weeks, When
the compensation payments were Increased
by the previous Government to £1,750,
that amount covered a disabled worker
who was married, for three years and nine-
teen weeks; an increase of only 13 weeks.

It is only right that we should take
cognisance of the diminishing value of the
£, but we must ask ourselves whether the
standards that were set flve years ago
or those that were set this year are to re-
main forever, Everyone strives to better
his standard of living, no matter what
sphere he is in. 'The employer strives for
a better production standard and a better
standard of living for himself. We should
not be satisfied with the ¢ld standards that
have been set down for the payment of
compensation to the workers. We should
be seeking a better standard and trying
to obtain improvement in the lot of an
injured worker.

There is no doubt that an injured
worker is an unfortunate person, He not
only has to suffer the physical hurt of the
injury fitself but also he goes through a
great deal of mental stress in that he is
aware he Iis deprived of his earning
capacity. He worries whether he will be
completely cured of his disability or only
partially cured. If members had the ex-
perience 1 have had of workers who have
been serlously injured in indusiry, they
would realise that such men often lose
hope because they think they have been
deprived of their principal asset, namely,
their ability to work, or that their skill
has been greatly diminished by the loss of
say, a limb. It is a painful experience to
watch and speak to such a man who has
suffered both a physical and mental hurt.

Hon. A, V. R. Abbott: The hon. member
is wrong with regard to a British worker
not belng protected. He is protected all
the time. Look at the definition of
“dependants”. You are not always right.
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Mr. MOIR: That again is a matter of
opinion. I would ask the member for Mt.
Lawley from where he obtained his ad-
vice. I have seen many cases taken to
court where the lawyer on one side has
stated that the Act provides so-and-so
and the lawyer on the other side
has stated that 1t means something
different. The member for Mt. Lawley will
be quite aware of that. He has not al-
ways been right when he has taken such
cases to the court. It is & question of in-
terpretation.

Hon. A. V. R. Abhott: The hon. member
challenged me and I merely wished to
put him right.

Mr. MOIR: I am not prepared to ergue
the point now. I still say that the hon.
member is wrong. That is my opinion,
whatever it may be worth.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: The hon. mem-
ber should look at the definition of “de-
pendants.”

Mr. MOIR: There are one or two other
matters in the Bill about which I am not
too happy. I would like the Minister to
have a look at Clause 2 which proposes to
repeal Section 4 of the Act and re-enact a
new section. If that is done, a serlous in-
justice to workers will result, inasmuch
as something will be taken away from
them which they have already and, on the
face of it, the clause will not do that
which 1is intended, Another provision
which appears on page 6 of the Bill is not
quite clear to me and I would like the
Minister to explain it more fully when he
replies. I am referring to the last part
of Clause 7, which reads as follows:—

In this section the expression, “the
full amount of compensation at the
appropriate ruling rate applying to and
in respect of a period of incapacity”
means the full amount of seven hun-
dred and fifty pounds payable prior to
the coming into operation of the
Workers’ Compensation Act Amend-
ment Act, 1948, and the rate at which
that sum was then payable, and in-
cludes increases in that amount and
that rate effected by subsequent
amendments to this Act whether
coming into operation before, by, or
after, the Workers’ Compensation Act
Amendment Act, 1953, where those in-
creases become effective during the
period of incapacity, but excludes those
increases where they become effective
on or after the expiration of the period
of incapacity.

That provision does not make sense to me
and I would like to have it clarified by the
Minister because when a worker contracts
silocosls his incapacity continues until he
dies. Otherwise the Bill is excellent, ex-
cept that it does not go as far as I would
ke, However, I suppose we have to be
thankful for small mercies, and I can only
express the hope that this House will give
favourable consideration to the proposed
amendments and see that they are passed.

[ASSEMBLY.]

There is & necessary amendment that I
think should have been incorporated in the
Act long ago. It is one covering workers in
the iron and steel industry agalnst sili-
cosis. I gather that the member for Mt.
Lawley is critical of that provision; but if
a worker contracts a disease in industry
that incapacitates him, why should he not
be protected? We know that workers in
that industry are subject to silicosis, par-
ticularly those engaged in iron founding.
The Third Schedule covers only certain
sections of industry and I could never see
why it did not apply to all in which the
disease is liable to be contracted.

It does not matter whether a man has
his arm cut off while working at a cir-
cular saw, or whether it is cut off by a
chaff-cutting machine. The fact remains
that the man has lost it, and did so in the
course of his employment. In the same
way, it should not tmake any difference
where a man contracts a disease. The
point is that the disease has been con-
tracted and should be compensable. For
many years, the legislature has regarded
silicosis as being compensable in the min-
ing industry and the quarrying industry,
and I cannot see why it should not be
covered in other industries, and especially
the one proposed in the Bill, since it is a
hazardous industry and the workers should
be protected. I hope that members will
give earnest consideration to the Bill and
see that 1t is passed without any unneces-
sary amendments.

MR. O’'BRIEN (Murchison) [9.191: The
Bill has been well presentdd and the Min-
ister is to be congratulated. I fear, how-
ever, that the amount of compensation is
not sufficient, especially for men engaged
in the mining industry. I was employed
for ten years in that industry, partly with
explosives and partly as an ambulance
officer; and I have seen very many sad
accidents, and have assisted to bring in-
jured men to the surface from great depths.
In my occupation I was obliged to safe-
guard the emplover as well as the em-
ployee; and I must confirm what the mem-
ber for Boulder stated, that the manage-
ments of all the mines do a great job in
trying to ensure that accidents are avoided
by training the employees, having lectures
delivered to them, and providing qualified
divisions on different shifis and at different
levels to direct the men as to the safe
working of the mines.

It -is nof sufficient to pay a qualified
miner, who can earn from £7 to £8 per
shift, a paliry 66% per cent. of the basic
wage. That is a very low fleure, and it is
one of the reasons that organisations re-
presenting the employees and the man-
agement have co-operated in order to try
to avold accidents. The majority of the
large mines cover their employees through
the State Insurance Office, and that office
is very particular about what is done.
Those who have to fill in forms Nos. 1, 2
and 3 have to be careful In compiling them,
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end the office is careful when examining
the forms to see that everything is fair
both to the employer and the employee.

A worker does not meet with an accident
just for the sake of doing so. He en-
deavours to avoid accidents so that he is
not in the position of having to accept the
paltry amount of compensation that is
paid. If a man is employed by the week
and is obliged to accept compensation, he
should be paid a full week's wage, because
he has been hurt in the course of his em-
ployment and should receive the full
amount in order to cover him for the time
he is incapacitated.

It Is gratifying to know that the clause
relating to silicosis has been included in
the Bill, and that all men employed in the
mining industry will be covered, whether
on the surface or underground. They will
be obliged to present themselves before a
medical officer—in this instance the
laboratory doctor—because they can from
time to time develop silicosis, whether they
are engaged on the surface of the mine, in
the oxy-welding department, in pipe-fit-
ting, or in any other occupation. I am
glad that clause has heen inserted. With
the exception of the provision outlined by
the member for Boulder, the Bill is com-
plete in every detail, and I feel sure it will
meet with the approval of this Chamber.
I support the second reading.

HON. A. F. WATTS (Stirling) [8.25]:
When the Minister was addressing him-
self to this Bill, there was one thing I
would have liked very much to hear from
him, and that was some information as
to recent happenings with the Premium
Rates Commitiee and any estimation he
cared to make, either with or without the
guidance of that committee, as to what
changes, if any, might have to be made
in the premiums if this Bill becomes an
Act. In the absence of that information,
it is only natural for some members to
form the impression that very considerable
changes, not only in the amounts of com-
pensation but in the methods to be acted
on if this Bill becomes law, will make very
substantial increases in the premiums that
have to be pald. I would have thought
that, having had for some four years the
benefit of the operations of the Premium
Rates Committee and the Workers’ Com-
pensation Board, the Minister would have
taken steps to see that some sort of estima-
tlon was avallable to the House in order
that 1t might be fully informed on that
aspect.

I can assure the hon, gentleman that if
I were fully informed on that subject I
should have much less reason to question
some of the proposals in this measure than
I have at present. In fact, If my own
opinion as to what might happen were
borne out by the report which he might
have secured or the estimation he might
have obtained from the committee, I think
the greater part of this measure would be
acceptable to me. As I understand the
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s{tuation, since the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Board and the Premium Rates Com-
mittee were incorporated in the workers'
compensation law in this State in 1948,
while there have been many and quite con-
siderable increases in the maximum
amounts of compensation and other as-
pects of workers' compensation law, the
premiums have been kept down; and, In
consequence, 1t would be reasonable enough
to suppose that even the Increases pro-
posed in this measure would not have a
very great effect upon the premium
charges.

In the absence of reliable information,
or any information at all so far as I know,
one is not able completely to form that
conclusion. I have had a look at the
figures in the Pocket Year Book to which
the member for Boulder made some refer-
ence, and I must say, from a perusal of
them, that it seems to me that they sup-
port the point of view I have just sub-
mitted. But again, in the absence of re-
liable information I do not know, and I
think this House is entitled to as much
reliable information as it can be glven on
a matter of this nature.

S0 I ask the hon. gentleman—I assume
it will be a week from tonight before he
will be dealing with the measure In detail
--t0 make some effort to supply us
with estimates or some further informa-
tion which will enable us to form a betier
opinion of the project he has put before
the House and, in all probability, to lend
it far more enthusiastic support than we
have done so far. I do not suppose there
is anyone these days who will argue
against the proposition that a worker is
entitled to be compensated in respect of
accidents or injuries bona fide suffered by
him and arising out of or taking place in
the course of his employment.

In a time of rapidly rising costs., and
therefore diminishing purchasing power of
money, it 1s obvious there must he some
increases in the rates of compensation and
in the maximum amounts of compensation
payable. That trend has been going on
for a considerable number of years. In
1948 a Royal Commission was appointed to
inguire into and report upon varlous
aspects of workers’ compensation which,
as was mentioned in the terms of refer-
ence, was regarded as a soclal service. In
the following year nearly all the recom-
mendations of the Royal Commission, upon
which all interested parties were repre-
sented with an independent chairman,
were carried Into effect.

Prior to that time the maximum amount
of compensation which could be received
by a worker—this was under the law as
it stood in 1947 which was when, for a
period, I had charge of both the State
Insurance Office and the Workers' Com-
pensation Act—was g maximum of £750.
By the amending measure of 1948 that
figure was increased to £1,250, which com-
pensated fully, and I think a little more
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than that, for the increases that had taken
place in the intervening period of approxi-
mately 18 months or two years.

The same measure set up the Workers’
Compensation Board and the Premium
Rates Committee, both of which were
recommended by the Royal Commission,
and both of which, I venture to say, have
made a substantial contribution, on the
one hand to stabilising the law and the
practice of workers' compensation in this
State, and on the other to ensuring that
the cost to industry did not rise to the
extent that otherwise it might have done;
in short, by keeping down the premiums
payable. Subsequently, in 1949, further
amendments were made to the law which
cleared up some of the difficulties arising
out of the operations of the Workers’ Com-
pensation Board and the Premium Rates
Committee and it made one or two other
minor amendments.

In 1951 there were further increases in
the maximum amount of compensation
payable and in 1952 the maximum amount
was raised to £1,750. Today we are asked
to increase it to £2,800 and to provide
that the weekly payments shall be, in
effect, equivalent to the basic wage and
subject to the adjustments accordingly
and, in certain circumstances relating to
married men, 1o some additional payments
for dependent children and the like. In
general I suppose I could have no ohjec-
tion to these proposals, but because I want
to be well informed on the subject, I
have submitted the request I have to the
Minister before I declare myself un-
equivocally on the matter.

I would like to make some reference to
the question of reciprocity. I am sorry
{0 have to disagree with my colleague
from Mt. Lawley. We had better have a
ruling from the most senior officer the
Minister has in the Crown Law Depart-
ment because it would be well to have
the matter under control. As I see the
position under the parent Act, the benefits
have fo be extended, not only to other
countries, but to the British Dominions.
This is so because of the provisions in
Section 6 empowering the Governor to
meke the extension., I also hold the
tlew that in regard to the British Domin-
ions there should be reclprocal arrange-
ments without any question whatever.

In general, I say the same with regard
to other countries, but I would like to be
sure that in the event—in some cases an
unlikely event—of any Western Australian
citizen being employed in another country,
the conditions we are proposing to apply
to the nationals of that country, if they
were here, would be applied to our
nationals if they were there, because there
are one or two southern European coun-
tries at the present time where I feel
the possibility of any such reciprocal
arrengement, whether on a statutory basts
or not, is remote. We ought to go fairly
carefulls Into the matter.
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The definition of the word “dependants”
wants a little attention. If I remember
aright, when I was dealing with the
State Insurance Office some four years ago
there was one claim made by a so-called
dependant from one of the southern Euro-
pean countries. Upon inguiry it was as-
certained that the lady’s husband, who
had been resident and working in this
State for a number of years had, I think,
in all that time contributed £15 towards
her maintenance. It does not seem a
reasonable proposition if, over a period of
ten years or so, he sent here only 30s. a
year on the average, that we should sud-
denly have to send her £A2,800 fo the
country in which she might be living.

Mr. Moir; The Act provides that the
dependency has to be proved, even in the
State.

Hon. A. P. WATTS: Yes, but the. Act
states, “wholly or in part.”” The expression
“in part” has a pretty wide meaning and
it might be argued successfully that even
such a payment as I have just mentioned
is “in part.” So I offer a word of warning
in regard to that aspect.

Mr. Moir: The State Insurance Office
has watched that position very closely.

Hon. A. F. WATTS: I am aware ot
that, but we do not want to put it in
the position that it has to pay this money,
no matter how carefully it watches the
situation. I am fearful of that occurring
if we are not a little more careful about
this legislation than we have been up to
the present time. I am a little worried,
too, about the provision in the Bill which
states that the employer shall have all his
workers’ compensation insurance in one
insurance company. The Minister may
be able to elucidate this for me.

At the moment miner’s phthisis must be
insured with the State Insurance Office.
Presumably if the Bill becomes an Act all
other forms of Insurance that mining
companies do will have to be done with
the State Insurance Office, because it
will all have to be with one company. 1
do not know whether that s what is in-
tended, but I cannot read anything else
into the measure at the present time. So
we shall find that long-standing insurance
arrangements will, perhaps, have to be
obliterated. That does not seem exactly
8 fair proposition.

Hon. D. Brand:
say.

Hon. A. F. WATTS: We also find a
proposal in the Bill with respect to sili-
cosis and similar diseases in the steel in-
dustry. Quite apart from the point raised
by the member for Mt. Lawley as to what
is the steel industry, as to which I am
not well informed, I want to know this:
If there is going to be an Iinsurance
policy, is it going to be taken out with
the State Insurance Office also, or Is it
going to be that the employer will be left
in the position of being refused by his

Dictatorial, I should
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insurance company, as it is alleged oc- -

curred in certain instances in the mining
industry, and therefore quite unable to
comply with the provisions of the Act?

It seems to me that the proposals in
the Act and in the amending Bill must
be elucidated bhefore we can decide
whether we shall support them or not. I
think the Minister is going the wrong
way about the question of legal repre-
sentation before the Workers' Compen-
sation Board. In view of the fact that
the workers’ compensation law is be-
coming considerably involved he, instead
of obviously trying to place the employer
in the position that he cannot have legal
representation, should seek to place the
worker in the position that he can have it.
The Minister is obviously seeking to do
the former because he provides that there
cannot be legal representation unless both
parties agree.

I put myself for the moment in the place
of the injured worker who has come to
the conclusion—probably quite reasonably
—that he cannot afford this representa-
tion. He tosses up in his mind whether
he will allow the employer to have it, and
naturally comes to the conclusion that he
will not, and so neither has it. I am of
the opinion that the Minister should en-
deavour, if he wants some reforms In this
direction, to place the worker in the posi-
tion that he can have legal representa-
tion. I suggest that cannot be approached
very easily through the Workers' Com-
pensation Act, although a skilful drafts-
man might find ways and means of doing
it there. I suggest it should be done
through some such legislation as the Poor
Persons Legal Assistance Act, though I do
not like the title of that legislation,

Some such legislation as that would, in
these cases, enable counsel to be provided
for the worker and if he were successful
counsel would be paid for out of the em-
ployers' funds. Normally, when & person
loses a case at law, he expects to pay a
substantial portion of the costs which have
been incurred hy the other party to the
action, and I think in these circumstances
it would be the hest thing to do.

Then we would not find that parties
before the Workers’ Compensation Board
would have—as I think will be the effect
under this Bill—no counsel at all and then
when they came, as they occasionally do,
to some higher court of appeal both sides
would probably have to employ counsel,
The employer would certainly have to do
that and the counsel would not have had
the benefit of appearing in the inferior
court; and the agent who appeared in the
inferior court would not be able to appear
in the higher one.

S0 it seems to me that the Minister is
going the wrong way about it. If he wants
to reform this legislation—and I do not
object to him seeking, from his point of
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view, to get a more complete measure of
equality in this matter—I think he ought
to go gbout it from the direction of amend-
ing some other law. It is not my intention
to speak at length on this matter; suffice
it to say in conclusion that I shall willingly
support the second reading of the Bill.
My conduct as to certain other aspects of
the measure, when it goes into Committee,
will be guided, I hope, by what the Minister
gag to say in reply to the second reading
ebate. ’

MR. WILD (Dale) [948); I, like the
member for Stirling, want to bave much
more information from the Minister as
to just what the effect of these amend-
ments will be and how much they will
cost industry. It is that aspect of the
matter which I wish to discuss this even-
ing. The member for Boulder endeavoured
to indicate to the House that this is not
going to cost the people anything. That
is just utter balderdash.

Mr. Moir: I did not'say that.

Mr, WILD: Somebody has to pay for
all these extra benefits, and it can only
be the consumer.

Mr. Moir: I did not say that.

Mr. WILD: I want to make my position
clear. Like all members in this House I
believe that workers’ compensation is
absolutely essential, but we must have a
proper halance and look at things in their
right perspective. So I suggest to the
Minister that he have a thorough lock at
this aspect because I am certain that we
in Australia have reached the stage where
industry cannot afford to have any more
burdens thrust upon it.

Mr. Moir: They said that 20 years ago.

Mr. WILD: I know that and I should
like to read to the House a small passage
dealing with this aspect. In 1912, Mr.
Frank Wilson, member for Sussex, had
this to say—

We have to consider it not only
from the standpoint of the unfortunate
individual who has suffered from in-
jury, or perhaps from disease con-
tracted in the course of employment,
but also from the standpoint of the
general public because, after all is
said and done, it is upon the shoulders
of the general public that legislation
of this description falls, that is as
far as the cost is concerned.

I suggest that that situation has not
altered one whit in the 40 odd intervening
years. It will not alter because every
time the compensation rates are raised,
somebody has to pay for it. Who pays?
Probably the very man whom members
oppgsit,e are endeavouring to assist—the
worker.

Mr. Moir: This is a cost that he does
not mind having to bear.
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Mr. WILD: Let us face up sqguarely to
the position. Where are we heading? We
all read in the Fress, only about a fort-
night ago, that an industry which had
been sef up in Australia had been forced
to close down because it had been beaten
by costs; I refer to the Westelox industry.
We have another industry much closer
to Western Australin and members will
recall these words in the not too distant
future. We are fast losing our market for
:;mrlxi-l, not only overseas, hut also in Aus-
ralia,

Today South Australia can land oregon
from Canada at a cheaper price than we
can market our karri in South Austra-
lia. That i1s only because costs are build-
ing up. I do not say that workers' com-
pensation henefits are the cause, but they
are one of the many charges that are
added to the cost of producing an article.
All of the timber firms say the same thing;
they are having difficulty in selling their
karri.

When I was in London a couple of
months ago I discussed this question with
Millars Timber and Trading Coy. with
Bunnings' agents and also David Howard
and Sons who are representatives of the
State Saw Mills in London. I saw them all
independently and they all sald the same
thing—*“The cost of your karri is getting
50 high that we cannotf sell it on the Lon-
don market.” From 1948 onwards karri
has comprised almost two-thirds of our
export timber because of the need to con-
serve our jarrah.

But we have just about lost all of our
markets. At one time the people in Lon-
don used all karrl for wagon scantlings,
but now they are able to obtain timber
from South America, Kenya and other
places at a much cheaper price. When
I saw David Howard and Sons at their
office in the East End of London they
showed me 300 varieties of timber that
they have avallable. They told me that
they are able to import many timbers from
overseas and sell them at & cheaper price
than they can purchase karri from Western
Australia.

In the main we have to face up to the
fact that Australia is a primary producing
country and we look to other countries
to buy our wheat and wool; in other words,
primary production Is our life blood. But
can we, with all these rising costs, turn
round to the countries that buy our wheat
and wool—England in the main—and say
to them, “Well, our costs are rising and
even though you can produce cheap
articles, and land them in Western Aus-
tralia cheaper than we can produce them,
we are going to bulld up a tariff wall and
finally keep them out”?

What will be their reaction? They will
say “To hell with Australia. We won't
buy her wheat.” That is something we
must take into consideration. There will
not always be a shortage of wheat or
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wool and so we must take into considera-
tion all these other factors. Industry to-
day cannot afford any further increases
in costs. We have reached the peak and
in looking at this legislation, and while
I agree with it in principle, I want the
Minister to tell the House exactly what
these extra costs will be to industry.

When the various clauses are dealt with
in Committee, I shall express my views
in exactly the same way as the member
for Stirling will express his views, but I
would point out to the Minister that we
must take stock of the position otherwise
we will have that dreadful state of affairs
that we hear so much about from Labour
members in Canberra—I refer to the word
“depression”.

If we cannot sell our goods at reason-
able prices, unemployment will hecome
rife and depression must follow. Since I
have been in Parliament the Minister has
always, on behalf of his party, dealt with
workers' compensation legislation, and I
think possibly he is hoping that out of 10
or 12 drastic and rather radical amend-
ments he may be able to have two or three
of them passed. But I hope he will look
at the aspects I have mentioned because
I think we have reached the peak in our
costs on goods and while we agree in
principle with this legislation we must look
at it from s broader aspect. I support
the second reading.

MRE. COURT (Nedlands) 19.55]: I agree
that the workers’ compensation legisla-
tion must at all times be kept up to date
and in line with the current trends both
in money values and in the conditions of
employment. But I do suggest that at no
time should the legislation get to a stage
where it encourages the seeking of
compensation, it imposes a burden on in-
dustry detrimental to the successful op-
erations of industry in competition with
the world, or it transfers a burden from
the normally accepted and current social
service system to industry when the Com-
monwealth financial structure has already
allowed for the requisite assistance in
certain cases.

Mr. Moir: But not in regard to workers’
compensation.

Mr. COURT: I am not suggesting that
workers’ compensation is unnecessary; on
the eontrary, I support it to the full. But
there is need for a degree of caution in
approaching this particular subject. It
i3 nice for us to make concessions, but if
we have a complete disregard for the re-
actions of human nature—of which the
member for Boulder has had considerable
experience—and we have a complete dis-
regard for the economical reasonableness
of concesslons, we will surely land our-
selves in trouble.

It cannot be denied that it is almost
impossible to retract a concession once it
has been given. There is nothing more
pleasant than giving concessions; it Is so
easy to do, but In a place such as this,
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where there is a great degree of responsi-
bility on members, we must have due re-
gard for the long term effect of some of
these concessions. It would be idle for
me, or anyone else, to say that Australian
industry has not enjoyed a considerable
degree of prosperity over the last few
years. I like to see everyone working in
industry participating in that prosperity,
but we have to be careful that we do not
make arrangements of a permanent na-
ture which have to be withdrawn or re-
duced.

I realise, because of my experience of
less buoyant economic conditions, that
when one has to contract, it is not a very
happy position. It is unhappy for the
persons who have something taken away
from them and it is even more unhappy
for those who have to take away the con-
cessions.

Mr. May; The position of the injured
worker today is not a very happy one.

Mr, COURT: I consider that the Bill
savours of a request for a good many con-
cessions in the hope of achieving some
of them, and I do no} blame the Minister
for that. As far as I can see it, the Bill
seeks to achieve several far-reaching
objectives. It aims at Iincreasing the
amount of certain existing benefits pay-
able to workers by way of workers' ¢om-
pensation. It has a far-reaching clause
which attempts to extend the range of
the people covered by the principal Act.
it seeks to alter the basis of the settle-
ment of claims in respect of death from
injury covered by the Act, and 1 secks to
have retrospective action in respect of
certain claims outstanding if and when the
Bill becomes law.

Furthermore, it introduces an area of
responstbility for employees—I refer to the
the journey provisions to and from the
place of employment. It further seeks to
interfere—and I use the word after due
consideration——with the relationship of
the insured employer and his insurance
company. In addition it seeks to close the
gap between the rates of compensation
during the period away from employinent
as compared with the ordinary remunera-
tion received by the worker.

Another matter of importance that the
Bill seeks to achieve is the method of
representation before the board concern-
ing claims. There are one or two other
things that the Bill sets out fo achieve
which are important but I will not labour
them at this stage. My criticism of the
measure—and I want {o make it clear
that I am not opposing workers' com-
pensation benefits for employees provid-
ed they are reasonable and properly cal-
culated, with due regard to the ability of
industry to pay and the needs of the
worker—is that first of all it attempts to
achieve too much in one bite.

Secondly, I think it attempts to break
down some of the safeguards that I have
always regarded as being there in the

interests of the conscientious worker,
namely, a well-considered and well-
understcod margin between compensa-
tion rates and the normal remuneration
recelved by the worker whilst he is in his
ordinary employment. Another matter
on which T have found myself at variance
with the measure is the fact that it could
be the means—unintentionally or other-
wise—o0f creating a set of circumstances
to provide a monopoly for the State
Insurance Office in respect of workers’
compensation insurance,

Dealing with some of the points the
Bill sets out to achieve, I would like to
comment on the question of Iincreased
benefits. I have tried to relate benefits
prescribed by the Bill to the rise or move-
ment in the "C” series index or, taking it
another way, to relate it to the move-
ment in mohey since the last concessions
were made, Perhaps the Minister might
be able to give some more information in
his reply as to how these amounts were
arrived at. From my reading of the re-
port of his second reading speech, it
would appear that certain benefits or
entitlements were largely hased on the
proposals contained in the Victorian leg-
islation. I feel there should be some
motre scientific and more readily under-
standable basis of arriving at these fig-
ures than merely the adoption of
another State's figures.

I could understand an approach by the
Minister along the lines that the worker
should be recompensed to cover the change
in the value of money and the advances in
the standard of living we claim to have
achieved from year to year in the last
few years in Australia, Such an approach
would of necessity command the respect
of all members in this House, In deal-
ing with the range of people to be cov-
ered by the measure, I am rather sur-
prised that there has been an extension
as high as £2,000 per annum.

It is rather contrary to my understand-
Ing of the originel objects of workers’
compensation. I know it could be claim-
ed that many employers already have
speclal arrangements with their insurance
companies that cover their employees,
regardless of the amount of their income.
Buf that is a private arrangement. In
most cases the higher income groups are
able to afford, and have often made their
own arrangements concerning, personal
accident insurance, the theory being that

lc;lhey_tha.ve extra income and are able to
0 1C.

The basis of settlement provided by the
measure has two rather far-reaching pro-
visions. Firstly, I would deal with the
question of the retrospective effect of the
provisions in the Bill. I feel that the
retrospective action proposed is wrong in
principle. Surely the law at the time of
Injury should be the determining factor,
I am afraid that the provisions suggested
in this measure would have the effect of



960

being far wider than the Minister him-
self might imagine. For instance, I have
not yet been able to satisfy myself as to
the position of the new group of workers
that have been brought into this measure
who were not there before.

Is there any retrospective action so far
as those people are concerned? When 1
first read the measure I said, “No,” but
if one re-reads it, one sees that if some-
body wanted to be smart, he would be
able to prove that some of this retro-
spective action goes back to the new group
of people provided for in the measure.
I hope the Minister will reassure the House
on that point, because I do not think he
wants this measure to open the door to
people who are in the group between £1,250
and £2,000 who probably had an accident
many months ago and who have no claim
and therefore would have no settlement.

The Minister for Labour: I think what
you are suggesting now was done in 1948.

Mr. COURT: I do not think so, though
I might be wrong on that point. I feel
that the retrospective provisions of the
Bill, as I understand them, are much more
sweeping and wide in effect than anything
suggested previously. In all sincerity, I
mentioned the new group of workers com-
ing under this measure and the possibility
that there may be some unanticipated
retrospective action in respect of these
people.

Mr. Moir: There were the same circum-
stances respecting the 1949 amendment.

Mr. COURT: Regardless of whether it
was in any other measure or not, I feel
that the retrospective action cuts across
the contractual commitments of these
people. Here we find there is a retro-
spective increase in the liability of the
insurer, but he cannot go back and ask
for a retrospective payment of premiums
—there would be chaps if he could.
But he could be faced with an increase
in his commitments because of the nature
of this measure. It must create a degree
of uncertainty and leave itself open to
abuse,

As far as the method of settling death
amounts and the prior payments are con-
cerned, I can quite see what the Minister
seeks to achieve. But from my analysis
of the measure, I feel there js some in-
trusion to the detriment of the widow
of a deceased worker in respect of social
services. I may be wrong in that, but if
she receives a sum of £2,400, I take it
there will be a degree of disqualification
as far as she is concerned in respect of
widows’ pension.

I would make a simple calculation: At
5 per cent. per annum it will yield her
£120 per annum on £2,400, whereas a
widow's pension, quite apart from -child
endowment, which is unaffected, would be
in the vicinity of £3 12s. 6d. a week. Un-
less I am misinformed, there would be
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some detrimental effect on the widow her-
self, and I submit that for the considera-
tion of the Minister.

There is another provision in the Bill
on which I have not yet been able to
satisfy myself and that is the amendment
which it is proposed to make to provide
for an £800 maximum. It appears to me
to be in conflict with the amount of £2,400
and it would be of great value if the
Minister could clarify the situation, As
a layman, I see conflict between those two
provisions—one a maximum of £800, and
the other a maximum of £2,400. The new
area of responsibility which is related to
the journey to and from the employee's
home and to and from his work is, I feel,
going a little too far. In saying that I
have regard to the origin of workers’ com-
pensation. It was a statutory provision
to ensure relief in many cases where there
would be no c¢laim under common law.
At least that is how I understand its origin.

In fact, it could be that workers' com-
pensation was payable to an employee who
might have even been careless, not in-
tentionally, and who under common law
would not have had a claim. We all
acknowledge the fact that 1t would be
unduly harsh and inconsistent with our
20th century ideas of working conditions
if there were not some provision for a
man to be compensated for injuries sus-
tained in connection with his work, But
I feel that this proposed provision in the
measure to cover 8 worker from his home
to his work and from his work to his
home 1is almost impossible of being policed.

Mr. Moir: It works in other States,

Mr. COURT: 1 am glad the hon. mem-
ber has raised that point. I have my
doubts. If the hon. member reads par-
ticulars of some of the situations that
arise over this question when a person
is moving between his home and his place
of work and between his place of work
and his home, subject to reasonable devi-
ations, he will find that some of the most
amazing circumstances arise.

The Minister for Labour: You find that
in any aspect of compensation.

Mr. COURT: I have in mind the case
which I have no doubt is known to the
Minister. I refer to the man that rescued
the lady from a fearsome bull. That
shows how extreme conditions can be when
a man is moving from his home to his
work and from his work to his home.
He was injured during an attempt to be
gallant, and the question of interpreting
& provision of this sort entered into the
case. I am fearful that this feature of the
measure could bhe the means of in-
troducing a degree of irresponsibility, and
I do not think that any worker of the
decent type wants protection against ir-
responsibility. It is unfortunate that we
cannot legislate in any matter to single
out the type that we would like to help.
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Mr. Moir: There are medical authorities
to decide that.

Mr. COURT: We cannot single out the
type we would like to obtain benefits as
against those for whom the benefits were
never intended, but that sort of thing does
creep in.

The proposal to interfere with the right
of an employer to spread his insurance is
going too far. I can see a real danger
that a state of affairs could be created
whereby a monopoly of this type of In-
surance could fall into the hands of the
State Insurance Office. I do not think
that is intended, but it could easily arise.
There are many instances where people,
by mutual arrangement between the
various insurance companies, spread their
risks with several companies.

I could give the Minister examples, if
he so desires, where people have their
workers’ compensation Insurance split up
between two companies, and the com-
panies have been happy to divide the busi-
ness, one taking the hazardous risks and
the other the comparatively safe risks.
This is just a matter of arrangement that
has been worked out over the years and
gives satisfaction. If the provisions of
this measure come into force, it follows
that the people I have in mind must im-

mediately cancel an arrangement they

have had for many years with their in-
surance companies and decide whether
they are going to place all their risks with
company X. or company Y.

The next peint is the attempt to close
the gap between the amount a worker
may receive while on compensation com-
- pared with his normal earning rate. 1
feel that the provision in the measure
goes too far for general adoption. I made
some rapid calculations and, as I see it,
a person in the higher bracket of incomes
proposed to be brought within the ambit
of the measure could be in receipt of an
income not much less than £40 a week
while on compensation, and I think that
would he tempting human nature a little
too far.

Mr. May:
there be?

Mr. COURT: I gather from the sincerity
and earnestness with which the case has
been advocated this evening that there
would be a considerable number. The
provision of 66% per cent. appeals to me
as being a reasonable and realistic ap-
proach to the problem. The reasons for
it are well understood, and I believe it is
a desirable measure to retain, rather than
exﬂ:lend the provision as proposed in the
Bill.

The Minister for Labour: The same
argument was put up when it was 50 per
cent. and we got It jumped up to 66§ per
cent.

Mr. Moir: Very seldom does it operate
under present-day wages.
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Mr. COURT: I am not suggesting that
the ceiling be kept so low as to be un-
reasonable, but as I read the measure, the
ceiling has been liffed completely so that
a man’s full earning rate will be the ceil-
ing If he has dependants.

Mr. Moir: A married man cannot re-
ceive the benefit from the allowance for
his wife and children.

Mr. COURT: I do not think the mem-
ber for Boulder would disagree with me
when I say that a worker with depend-
ants under this measure could receive the
equivalent of his full normal earning rate.

The Minister for Railways: Why should
not he receive it? A worker is often in-
jured through the neglect of his employer.

Mr. COURT: I have commented upon
the reasons for preserving a margin be-
tween the compensation rates and a work-
er's normal earning rate.

Mr. Moir: You are not suggesting that
a worker likes to get injured, are you?

Mr. COURT: There has been no men-
tion whatsoever of that, and I am not
even implying it. The provision in the
prineipal Act is 668 per cent., and I agree
with the number for Boulder about an
unreasonable celling having an effect on
the mental state of an Injured worker.

Mr, Moir: That rate is obsolete.

Mr, COURT: It is not obsolete. The
proposal to fix premiums for silicosis over
a three-year period is not fair or reason-
able. During the short period that I have
occupied a seat in this Chamber, much has
been sald about the State Insurance Office
being the only one that would undertake
this particular type of insurance for the
mining industry. That is not in accord-
ance with an examination I made of the
posjtion some two or three years ago.

The Minister for Labour: You need to
go back a bit further than that.

Mr. COURT: The history, as I under-
stood it, was that at one stage a detailed
examination of the situation had been
made, and I have yet to find that the pri-
vate companies were given the informa-
tion to enable them to quote for this type
of insurance, I think the hon. member
will find that that is correet. Certain
research was undertaken, the result of
which was kept confidential to officers of
the Government, and at no stage was it
given to any private company, tariff or
non-tariff, to enable it to quote. That
was my understanding of the matter two
or three years ago, and I do not think
any change has occurred since. It is quite
wrong to say that private companies were
never prepared to do business of this class.

I consider it would be quite wrong if
the rate for this type of insurance, which
is the exclusive preserve of one office at
the moment, should, in effect, be frozen
for three years, though there are provi-
slons for it to be unfrozen, Yet we
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expect all other rates to be subject to
periodical adjustment by a committee ap-
pointed for the purpose.

Dealing with the question of legal repre-
sentation, I consider that the restriction
intended to be imposed will, if anything,
react against the worker. I know that
certain people acquire a very substantial
and expert knowledge of an Act without
having legal training; in fact, they often
become more skilled in that restricted
sphere of legislation than do legal men
themselves. This is only natural.

Mr, Moir: The member for Mi. Lawley
does not agree with you,

Mr, COURT: He would agree that officials
like the Deputy Registrar of Companies,
the Oifficial Receiver in Bankruptey and so
forth, though not qualified legal men, are
dealing with one restricted sphere of legis-
lation all day and every day, and can
snswer £ guestion readily, while those
who have to deal with such questions at
greater intervals need to do more research.
Therefore, it is quite possible that a union
advocate could well and worthily repre-
sent a worker before the board, and I do
not think a worker should be debarred
from that privilege; but I believe it is
wrong to impose a restriction on legal
representation. One of our most learned
Judges in recent weeks made the point
that he never sat in judgment in any case
without receiving benefit from the views
expressed hy counsel on either side, no
matter how bad the counsel might be.

Mr. Molr: Some of them are pretty
bad.
Mr. COURT: In view of the fact that

the chairman of the board is, I under-
stand, a legally trained man, he would
receive benefit from legal opinion, If we
do not permit legal representation, we
shall be placing the chairman of the board
in the position of having to interpret all
the law, and so he would become almost
judge and advocate at the same time, and
that is not a desirable state of affairs.

The Minister for Labour: If both
parties want legal representation, they
can have it.

Mr. COURT: The danger in not per-
mitting parties to have legal representa-
tion is that the appeals to the Sup-
reme Court will increase. When the find-
ings are given, & flne toothcomb will be

‘passed over them to determine whether

there is a right of appeal at law, and
I can imagine many more appeals being
made at great cost to the worker. There
is always a degree of risk involved
in litigation. If there were free legal
representation before the board, the ulti-
mate benefit would be to the worker rather
than to the employer.

I was rather surprised at the remarks
made regarding the assistance available
to persons under the Poor Persons Legal
Assistance Act. I understand that the
Law Soclety has made approaches to vari-
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ous Governments with a view to glving
some really worth-while assistance to the
cause, and I suggest that the Minister
might examine the appreach that has been
made to this Government—if one has been
made—to assist people gualified to recelve
advice under that law.

The question of cost to industry has
been treated rather airily by some mem-
bers, though not by others, but it must
be taken into account by a responsible
House such as we profess to be. When
I raise the gquestion of cost to indusiry,
I do not raise it as the be-all and end-all.
I do not contend that, because the cost
will be greater, we should not have the
increased beneflts. But let us examine
the effect of this proposal on industry.
I cannot bhelieve -that there will not be
8 big.increase in premiums; in fact, I
am rather surprised that there has not
been some indication already of an in-
crease in premiums based on the existing
entitlement. From the flgures made pub-
lic, it would appear that the loss ratio
used by the premiums committee could be
--I am not saying it is—out of line with
the current experience in respect of losses.

Quite apart from any increase in en-
titlement, it could he that a premium rise
is inevitable, if a true accounting 1s made
of the loss incidence. As far as I can
determine from the figures available, there
has been a policy of treating losses as they
are paid and not as they are accrued, and
with an expanding industry such as we
have in this State, it would appear to me
that just around the corner could be &
heavy burden of accruing losses that would
throw themselves back into a given year
or have to be stood In a future year., On
the other hand, of course, it may be that
industry has so improved its safety factors
and efficiency that it has been able to off-
set some of the risks and losses.

Mr. Moir: That is more likely to be
the position.

Mr. COURT: I hope it is. because I
would rather see fewer people being in-
jured in industry than a mere increase
in the payment of claims, and the hon.
member would be the first to admit that.

Mr. Moir: That is true.

Mr. COURT: I feel that, if necessary, we
should encourage the expenditure of funds
on research to reduce the accident ratio
as the mere passing of legislation to pro-
vide increased compensation is not the
complete answer. 1 will now comment
ont the ratio of injuries and payments. It
always seem to me that the person who
deserves the greatest sympathy is the man
who sustains s major injury, such as the
loss of an arm, leg or eye.

The Minister for Labour: Your acting
Deputy Leader does not think so.

Mr. COURT: 1 am not speaking on his
behalf at the moment. I think a survey
by the Minister—if he could give us this
information when replying—would indicate
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that the greatest burden on industry today
in respect of workers’ compensation les
in the minor claims. One would never
imagine any man intentionally or willingly
incwrring a major injury such as we read
about and which appals everyone, but I
would suggest that there 1s less care on
the part of some people with regard to
minor injuries.

My last point has reference t0 the ques-
tion of what are referred to in the measure
a3 exnuptial children. I know that in
recent years the attitude of the community
has become much more tolerant to such
happenings and that most of us are in-
clined to say, “Why punish the child?”
But I feel that if we bring into a measure
such as this specific provision to condone
things of that kind we will not be acting
properly on behalf of the community.

Mr. Moir: The Commonweslth social
iﬁ;\gces legislation provides cover of that

Mr. COURT: That may be so but, as
someone sald tonight, two wrongs do not
make a right and I am surprised to see
that provision contained in the legislation
mentioned. I support the second reading.
Doubtless the other matters discussed will
be dealt with during the Committee stage.

On motion by Mr. Brady, debate ad-
journed.

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.

THE MINISTER FOR NATIVE WEL-
FARE (Hon. W. Hegney——Mt. Hawthorn)
—I move—

That the House at its rising adjourn
til Tuesday, the 13th October, at 4.30
p.m.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 10.35 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chalr at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION.

NORTH-WEST.
As to Mineral Production and Treatment.

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER asked the Chief
Secretary:

(1> In view of the present mineral
production in the Pilhara fleld, will the
Government give consideration to the
establishment at Marble Bar of a suitably
equipped laboratory to enable prospectors
to get a prompt identification of ores and
mineral content?

(2} Has the Government considered the
possibility of additions to the State bat-
tery at Marble Bar, to enable prospectors
to have treated minerals, other than gold,
which occur in that district?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: -

(1} and (2) The mineral produced in
the Pilbara district is generally disposed
of direct to ore-buying firms. Technical
officers of the depariment recently in-
vestigated the position and, as & result,
there appears no present warrant for
special treatment facllities. To establish
a mineral laboratory at Marble Bar would
¢ost a considerable amount and there is
no warrant for that at present. A Geiger
counter is located at the mining regis-
trar’s office and samples can be tested
there for radioactive items. At this office
there is also a box of mineral specimens
to enable prospectors to identify minerals.

Prospectors can also despatch their
samples by air or beat to the Mines De-
partment's laboratories in Perth for de-
termination. The position will be watched,
and should there be any warrant for ad-
ditional facilities at the Marble Bar bat-
tery, the provision of these will be con-
sidered.

BILL-—ENTERTAINMENTS TAX ACT
AMENDMENT.
Second Reading. -

b Debate resumed from the 24th Septem-
er.



