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THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.
SENATE VACANCY
Governor's Message

Message from the Governor received and read notifying that a vacancy had happened in the representation of the
State of Western Australia in the Senate.

PETITION - GUILDERTON REGIONAL PARK
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [2.05 pm]: I present the following petition -
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled.

We the undersigned respectfully request that the Government establish a Regional Park immediately to the
south of Guilderton in order to protect the mouth and lower reaches of the Moore River and the significant
dunes and coastal heathland south of the mouth of Moore River.

We request that the Government take urgent action to acquire this land before it is further rezoned or
developed, and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 115 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 15.]

PETITION - METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME AMENDMENT 382/33
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled.

We request the M.R.S. Road Design Concept Plans Amendment No 382/33 as proposed be deferred and
the whole issue of an East West road through the Western suburbs be re-examined. The results of the re-
examination then be made available for comment.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest consideration and your
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 590 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 16.]
RULING - SPEAKER
Notice of Motion for Disallowance - Out of Order

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland): Notice of Motion No 7 on the Notice Paper today standing in the name of the
member for Fremantle is a notice to disallow the Health (Meat Inspection and Branding) Amendment Regulations
(No 3) 1997. Section 42(2) of the Interpretation Act 1984 provides that -

Notwithstanding any provision in any Act to the contrary, if either House of Parliament passes a resolution
disallowing any regulations of which resolution notice has been given within 14 sitting days of such House
after such regulations have been laid before it or if any regulations are not laid before both Houses of
Parliament in accordance with subsection (1), such regulations shall thereupon cease to have effect, but
without affecting the validity or curing the invalidity of anything done or of the omission of anything in the
meantime.
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In order for the disallowance to be valid, notice is to be given within 14 sitting days after the regulations have been
laid before the House. While it has been a practice of this House to allow the notice to be given on the same day as
the regulations are tabled, the giving of notice on a day prior to the tabling of regulations is out of order.

I therefore rule the notice out of order and in the circumstances call on the member for Fremantle, who I understand
will seek leave of the House to give a fresh notice of motion.

[Mr McGinty was given leave to move a late notice of motion.]

STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR WORKS
Industrial Dispute

MR BOARD (Murdoch - Minister for Works) [2.11 pm]: As acting Minister for Energy I inform the Parliament of
the facts of the effects of today's industrial action on the State's power supplies. As from 11.00 pm Western Power
is expected to announce that there will be no power supplies for industry and rotated power cuts for residential
customers. Coal plant operators at the Muja Power Station have been on strike since 1.30 pm yesterday and there
is no guarantee of a return to work.

Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union power station operators will meet tonight and it is anticipated the
picket line will be sustained and the night shift denied entry. Maintenance employees commenced a 24 hour strike
at 7.00 am today and are expected to return tomorrow if the picket line is removed. The coal plant operators' action
has Muja currently running at only 70 per cent capacity.

At Kwinana, CFMEU power plant operators started a minimum 24 hour strike action at midnight, resulting in only
two units running at Kwinana providing 220 megawatts to the system. Day workers were expected to join the rally
today and return to work later this afternoon.

At Bunbury, CFMEU operators met this morning and are on strike for 24 hours along with maintenance employees.
Bunbury is not generating at all today.

The situation will worsen dramatically tomorrow unless employees return to work. Western Power will keep the
community and industry fully informed of the current power situation.

[Questions without notice taken.]

MATTER OF PUBLIC INTEREST - LABOUR RELATIONS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland): Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the Leader of the
Opposition in the following terms -

Pursuant to Standing Order 82A I propose that the following matter of public interest be submitted to the
House for discussion today.

This House notes the widespread opposition to the divisive and undemocratic Labour Relations
Legislation Amendment Bill and calls on the Government to withdraw it from Parliament and
engage in full and extensive consultation with the community.

The matter appears to be in order. If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]

The SPEAKER: The matter shall proceed on the usual basis, with half an hour allocated to members on my left, half
an hour to members on my right, and five minutes in total to the Independent members, should they seek the call.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [2.47 pm]: I move the motion.

The Premier has a very big management problem today that can be broken into two parts. He has a management
problem within his Cabinet, because it is obvious to any sensible observer of the situation in Western Australia that
one of his Ministers is completely out of control and damaging the Government. The second management problem
is with the people of Western Australia, who are increasingly seeing through the Government's rhetoric on this
legislation and looking at the detail and not liking what they read. The Premier has lost control of the political
process in Western Australia; the Government has fallen victim to the arrogance of power; the Minister for Labour
Relations is totally out of touch with the feelings, traditions and whole concept of democracy in Western Australia,
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as was shown by his comments yesterday about Asian labour relations and how their framework is better than the
model we have had in our great Australian tradition.

The Premier faces a choice: Firstly, he can allow the Minister for Labour Relations to push on with this legislation,
despite all the division and conflict it is creating in the community, with the inevitable result that more and more
extreme measures will be needed to deal with the opposition to the legislation. We have already had a little taste of
that in the form of a departmental memorandum which became public. It indicated the extreme steps being
considered within the Government, one of which is to make it an offence to contemplate industrial action in Western
Australia. The option to push on, have the inevitable conflict and division in our society, and then add to the equation
more divisive legislation is, of course, a dead-end street which will lead to huge conflict within our society. The
second choice available to the Premier is tougher for the internal dynamics in the Cabinet. It is of course the proper
option of the Premier showing some statesmanship and restoring goodwill to the community, which is clearly being
divided on this issue, by withdrawing the legislation and starting to talk seriously with the unions and the community
about industrial relations.

That is what the Premier promised he would do. In 1995, the Premier told the unions that if there were a re-run of
this industrial relations agenda, there would be full consultation with the trade union movement. Those are the
options before the Government and the Premier, and that is the issue that we have placed on the agenda of this
Parliament today.

The first and most obvious conclusion that can be reached from the political situation that exists in Western Australia
is that either the Government completely misread the nature and the implications of the Labour Relations Legislation
Amendment Bill for politics in Western Australia, or it was sold a pup by the Minister for Labour Relations when
he told the Cabinet, "This legislation is only about secret ballots. You need not worry. A few union activists will
oppose this legislation, but we will win the argument and all will be fine in the end."

The Government should have known that this legislation is not just about secret ballots. It is about a range of issues
that will impact upon the rights of voluntary and registered associations in our community to participate in politics
and to undertake legitimate activities with regard to employers. It is also about how federal-state relations impact
upon the industrial relations scene in Western Australia. A sensible Government would have seen that given the
breadth and potential implications of this legislation, the community would react in a serious way, as it did in 1995,
when this issue first came onto the agenda, when it expressed the clear view that this legislation was conceived in
bias and prejudice.

That was bad enough in 1995, but we must add to that situation the two new elements of 1997: No 1, that there is
no mandate for the Bill, and, No 2, that an attempt is being made to rush this Bill through the Parliament before 22
May. When those factors are taken into account, there is no doubt that this legislation is controversial and will cause
a great deal of consternation and division within our community.

The art of government is not just to contemplate theoretical views on legislative propositions but to consider the
impact of that legislation upon different groups in the community. The art of government is to contemplate the
consequences as well as the intention of actions. The Government completely misread that situation, either because
it did not take the matter seriously enough when it went into Cabinet, or because it did take the matter seriously and
was happy to send out the Minister for Labour Relations as a battering ram to test the state of opinion to see how far
it could go with this extremist legislation. That is the first and most obvious conclusion that we can reach about the
situation in Western Australia today.

The second conclusion is that at the very peaceful and determined rally today were many young and elderly Western
Australians, many trade unionists and non-unionists, many Western Australians who were concerned about the
political and industrial implications of this Bill, many Western Australians who were concerned about the effect of
this legislation on the harmony of our society, and many Western Australians who were concerned about how this
legislation will affect their ability to conduct their affairs as trade unionists. The rally was very broadly based, and
the Government would do well to listen to what those people said.

We have great traditions in Western Australia, and I hope that the great Australian traditions are also great Western
Australian traditions. It is interesting to note how the debate about this legislation has shifted in the past couple of
weeks. Early in the debate, the Government thought, "Everyone is in favour of democracy; we will sell the message
of secret ballots and leave the trade union movement behind with regard to public opinion". However, the
Government failed to consider the important fact that the people of Western Australia had begun to read this
legislation and an important campaign had begun to give details of the legislation not only to the media but also to
wider elements within the community, and people were beginning to realise that this legislation posed real questions
about those great Australian traditions.
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The first great tradition of our country that is threatened by this legislation is a fair go for all. That was exemplified
extremely well on the steps of this Parliament during the rally when the moderator of the Uniting Church pointed out
that this legislation deals with only one group in our community - trade unions - and demonstrates no apparent
concern for democratic accountability for other groups in our community. Therefore, it is bound to be divisive. The
Australian people believe in a fair go. They believe that voluntary associations have the right to participate in our
community on the basis of equality with other voluntary associations.

All members of Parliament participated in the Anzac Day ceremonies last week, and it was interesting to note the
number of diggers who raised these issues with us as members of Parliament and said, "These issues have faced our
country in the past, and these are the issues that we want you to take up in the Parliament."

The second great Australian tradition that is not well understood by the government parties is the use of collective
action to defend individual rights. In the past few weeks, the Minister for Labour Relations has tried to defend his
legislation by saying that workers go to work to work and that is their function. He has no notion of workers being
citizens with rights. The only notion that he has is of workers as functional units within the great organisation of
production. That bias will never be accepted by the Australian people. That is why the arguments he put yesterday
about the South-East Asian labour laws created great antagonism within the community. We will not sacrifice our
Australian traditions to the views of authoritarian regimes in South-East Asia.

The third great Australian tradition is voluntary association and political participation. We are a free and an active
people. We stand up for our rights. We do not have a deferential political culture. That is one of the great traditions
that Australia has developed. Australia did not establish an aristocracy. Even in Great Britain today the aristocracy
establishes a point of view that is deferential to authority, whereas Australia's tradition is to stand up through
voluntary association and political participation when rights are being threatened. This legislation makes it very
difficult for one group of voluntary associations in our country to produce political action on behalf of their members.
The people saw those traditions threatened. That has resulted in a much larger group of people demonstrating today
than might have been the case three weeks ago when the Government tried to sell this legislation as all about secret
ballots.

The third observation on the situation is the growing and obvious division within government ranks on this matter.
In the last sitting week of this Parliament the body language of the Minister for Resources Development, Energy and
Education indicated only too clearly his contempt for this legislation, mainly because he is one of the Ministers who
will probably have to deal with its consequences and also, I hope, because of his belief in a fair go for all. The
Premier is now starting to show signs of nervousness about the legislation by indicating that the Government is
willing to talk about the details if not the principles of the Bill.

We had the appalling situation last week when on talk back radio the Deputy Premier informed the public of Western
Australia that he knew very little about the detail of the Bill and referred the issue to his Cabinet colleague the
Minister for Labour Relations who, unfortunately, was in China at the time and was unable to comment. This is a
major issue. When one is the Deputy Premier of the State one should know the detail. What went on in Cabinet?
Was there a proper discussion of the issues, the constitutional implications, and the politics of this legislation before
it came to this place?

It is clear that a division within the government ranks has now emerged. The Government initially misread the
situation. Huge public opposition is now developing to the legislation. With the show of unity today, the show of
determination, the peaceful expression of the point of view of a wide range of people in our community, we will now
see divisions within the government ranks develop even further.

The bottom line is that the Government does not have a mandate for this legislation. That is the issue that I will press
in this Parliament. Itis a concept that should become a very important part of political language in Western Australia.
The Government spoke in general terms about secret ballots during the election campaign. However, it gave no
details about what was intended. Everything else in this Bill came to the political centre stage after the election. The
Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill has no mandate from the election. That is the bottom line that should
be foremost in the minds of government members when they consider this issue. Whenever the Government plays
tricks of this sort it gets caught out. It thought it could play a trick on the people at the last election. It silenced the
Minister for Labour Relations and gave every impression that the big push for industrial relations change was off the
agenda. It thought that organised trade unionists and working people in this State would believe it.

The people of Western Australia have had enough of tricks. We will see in Western Australian politics this year a
very important change of opinion. The Government is now on the spot. It has broken too many promises. It has not
delivered on many of the commitments it gave in the election campaign. With the Labour Relations Legislation
Amendment Bill the Government is trying to use public relations stunts rather than deal with the substance of the



1844 [ASSEMBLY]

legislation. The legislation is undesirable and it is unwanted by the community of Western Australia. True
statesmanship requires that the Premier now intervene in the situation.

In my opening comments I referred to the management issue that the Premier now faces - in managing his own
Cabinet, his own team and his relations with the public of Western Australia. I will give the Premier some advice:
If he wants to manage his relations with the people of Western Australia the first thing he needs to do is to cut off
the Minister for Labour Relations at the pass, take this legislation out of the Parliament and start to talk seriously to
the trade union movement and the community about industrial relations issues. What sort of a message would that
be? First, the Premier must acknowledge that there is no mandate for the Bill. We have heard radio commentators,
and observers from outside the normal party political process, emphasise that this lack of mandate is something that
concerns them about this Bill, especially when they see the Government's effort to ram it through the Parliament
before the new numbers come into place on 22 May. A lot of goodwill would be shown to those people involved
in trade unions in this State if the Premier withdrew the Bill. They would be seen to be equal partners in the
management of this State rather than people who can be ignored and trodden upon in the process of politics.

To manage his affairs with the people of Western Australia, the Premier must first manage affairs within his Cabinet
a little differently from that which he has done. I am sure that many Ministers are telephoning the Premier saying,
"Look, we have had enough of the Minister for Labour Relations. It is time that you backed off in this issue. We
have had enough of the Minister for Labour Relations presenting the Government's position and damaging our
political prospects in Western Australia." There is no question that if the Premier's course of supporting the Minister
at all costs continues to be followed great damage will be done to the coalition Government in Western Australia.
The choice lies with the Premier; either he presses on or he backs off. If the Premier backs off he will show true
statesmanship and strength rather than the phoney strength that some of his advisers have told him to show through
acting tough in relation to a community campaign.

This legislation poses a massive threat to our community. I hope the Government will have the good sense and the
strength of character to reverse its position on this issue, to withdraw the legislation from the Parliament and to start
to talk seriously about the matter.

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.07 pm]: I support the motion. I ask the Government to think seriously about that
part of the motion which calls upon it to withdraw its Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill and engage in
full and extensive consultation with the community. What is becoming clear - the Leader of the Opposition has
alluded to this in part - is that members on the government side simply do not understand the Bill. Other than the
Minister and the keen interest taken by the member for Collie in some clauses, members on the government side have
no understanding of the Bill. The Premier should think about what happened in Perth today. At least 30 000 people
who had an understanding of the Bill beyond that of his members attended a rally in Northbridge, and many of them
came to Parliament House. Reporters said they had never seen a rally of that size in Perth before. A huge number
of people rallied, many of whom will forgo a day's pay.

People on low salary or middle income earners who were in that march do not forgo a day's wage lightly. They have
a better understanding of the Bill than the Premier and his Ministers and they had to take action. Part of that action
was the inconvenience of joining the rally today, but particularly forgoing one day's pay which those workers will
need to look after their families, especially considering the extra taxes and charges which the Treasurer will inflict
on the general public as a result of the recent Budget. People did not take this action lightly. They understand that
the Premier is attacking their working conditions, and that this legislation will take away their fundamental right to
organise through a union, to protect their working conditions and to pass on those rights and conditions to their
children and grandchildren. These people understand the Bill. They know what it is about, and it is certainly not
about secret ballots. We support secret ballots, despite the continual statements by the Minister for Labour
Relations -

Mr Court: You did not six weeks ago, my friend!

Mr KOBELKE: Prior to the election last December the Leader of the Opposition stated the Opposition's position
in support of secret ballots -

Mr Court: He supported them for six hours, and that is all.

Mr KOBELKE: The Premier's comments reflect what I am saying. He is a government member who has no
understanding of what the Bill is all about. If he continues to run his silly, cheap lines trying to misrepresent the
Opposition he will never understand the contents of the legislation and the reason for opposition to it. The
Government has spent a lot of taxpayers' money on polling. Unfortunately, that polling puts a particular slant on the
situation and serves only to handle the media. The Premier cannot seek through that polling to understand the issues
and thereby develop policies to address the important issues currently facing our community. If he did that, and if
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he could overcome his arrogance about government in this State, he would come to understand that the legislation
will not work. The legislation is not acceptable to the overwhelming majority of Western Australians; therefore, if
the Premier pushes ahead with it, he will face much industrial disputation which may go so far as flouting the law
and people going to gaol. It will certainly lead to continuing turmoil. The legislation will not work. The Premier
should try to understand it. He should not accept the half truths offered to him by the Minister for Labour Relations -

Mr Kierath interjected.

Mr KOBELKE: That was when the native title legislation was debated, and I told the Government that it would be
thrown out of the High Court. The result was a 7-0 decision.

The matters dealt with today are of similar significance. The similarity of the significance is that the Premier does
not understand his own legislation. Because he does not understand it, and because he is arrogantly pushing ahead
he will bring the Government into disrepute. We do not have difficulty with that, but unfortunately he is dragging
down Western Australia, because he fails to realise the havoc he will wreak as a result of this unnecessary and
extravagant legislation. We do not need the provisions in this Bill. The Opposition moved two amendments to allow
secret ballots but the Minister for Labour Relations would not accept them.

The Premier should withdraw the legislation, and introduce further legislation which will meet his election promise
on secret ballots - nothing else. This Bill is not about secret ballots. The provisions are so convoluted and difficult
and contain so many penalties that it is obvious that this is an attack on the unions. The provisions are not about
providing an avenue for secret ballots that will work. That is clear to anyone who has read the legislation.

The Premier should withdraw the legislation, and return to his mandate to provide a Bill relating to secret ballots
alone. We may not like it, but the Government has a mandate for that. It has no mandate for this type of legislation.
The Government's only option is to withdraw the legislation. To push it through will wreak havoc in the State, and
the Premier must accept responsibility for that.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.14 pm]: I do not support the motion. There has been some fantasising by
members opposite. The Leader of the Opposition said that [ have been receiving phone calls from various Ministers
encouraging me to back off from this legislation. It will upset his argument, but I have not been contacted by
Ministers wanting me to back off. On the contrary, I have received strong support within the party room saying that
these measures are not the measures being painted by the Trades and Labor Council.

Mr Shave: I have 24 000 constituents in my electorate, and I have received only two letters against the legislation.
Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: The member for Nollamara said that this legislation is all about attacking working conditions. Let us
get it straight: Members opposite have come around to accepting the principle of secret ballots -

Mr Kobelke: No. We accepted them last year.

Mr COURT: Members opposite fought against them in this Parliament. Even during the election campaign the
Leader of the Opposition said that he had no problems with secret ballots; but someone must have spoken to him,
because he backed off at a thousand miles an hour.

I'have discussed this matter with Tony Cooke and briefly with Jennie George, and I will do that again tonight. There
is overall acceptance of the concept of secret ballots. The question is how they will be implemented. People have
said to me that we can sit down and work out how to implement secret ballots, and we have been trying to do that
for four and a half years. Therefore, I do not think that secret ballots will affect working conditions.

Mr Kobelke: But this proposal does!

Mr COURT: On the question of political expenditure, is there anything wrong with a person paying union dues
making a choice about to which political party he wishes to donate his money? Will that affect working conditions?
It certainly will not. On the question of federal award coverage where unions must choose between a state and federal
award, people cannot have a foot in both camps. They cannot move to a federal award and retain state coverage.
Will that affect working conditions?

Mr Kobelke: It will, when it undermines the right of the unions to represent workers.
Mr COURT: Why would they move to a federal award if it were to undermine working conditions?

Several members interjected.
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Mr COURT: On the question of right of entry, the union movement has put arguments about provisions that should
be in place relating to statutory declarations. We believe those suggestions may be good, and we will be moving
amendments on those matters. Will the arrangement where employees and employers are able to enter voluntary
collective workplace agreements to override relative federal awards, undermine working conditions?

Mr Brown: Yes, in the same way as you are now pushing people to get a job to negotiate workplace agreements at
a lower award rate.

Mr COURT: The TLC is now supporting that proposal.
Mr Brown: I do not think the TLC is supporting that in its entirety.

Mr COURT: The member wants to discuss the detail, when I have read out only the main provision of the legislation.
Does this attack working conditions? Let us get to the facts of the matter.

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: A lot of misinformation has been spread regarding these matters. The member spoke about a mandate.
I do not want to become involved in an argument about whether we have a mandate. Five years ago - and again
before the last election - we released the detail of our industrial relations policies. We have made those policies clear,
and we have introduced legislation to this Parliament which contains most of those provisions. We have undertaken
ongoing consultation with a wide range of groups, and one can hardly say -

Mr Kobelke: This is all nonsense! You are in cuckoo land!

Mr COURT: Have we negotiated with the TLC this year?

Mr Kobelke: No. Negotiations are when people sit down and listen to other people and work things out.
Mr COURT: How can we sit down and listen to the TLC if it will not negotiate?

Mr Kobelke: You gave an undertaking that you would not bring in this legislation without talking to those people.

Mr COURT: The motion contains the words "and engage in full and extensive consultation with the community".
The most interested group in the community is the TLC. The Trades and Labor Council made it clear to the
Government last week that it had no intention of negotiating because it did not want to be seen to be giving any
support to the legislation. Members opposite cannot have it both ways. They cannot move a motion which says that
the Government must consult and negotiate when the main group involved will not negotiate.

Mr Thomas interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Cockburn!

Mr COURT: This State will be damaged if the public is held to ransom by power stoppages.
Dr Gallop: Stop that nonsense.

Mr COURT: What does the Leader of the Opposition mean by "nonsense"? Industry in this State will close down
tomorrow and stoppages are occurring today.

Mr Thomas: There are no industrial problems in this State. You should withdraw that legislation; there is no need
for it.

Mr COURT: Is the member for Cockburn saying that the people of Western Australia can be held to ransom if he
makes a decision to turn off the power?

Dr Gallop: The Premier should get real, as they say.

Mr COURT: I was in this Parliament when we were told the world would collapse as a result of the workplace
agreements legislation.

Dr Gallop: For many young people it has and you don't know about it because you don't want to listen to them.

Mr COURT: We were told that wages would be cut by 25 per cent, workers would be forced to sign or resign, state
awards would be abolished, there would be no minimum standards of employment and the Industrial Relations
Commission would be abolished. The list goes on. Every scare tactic was used that members opposite could think
of. Now we are told by the TLC that the workplace agreements are fine and that they have become an accepted part
of our industrial relations system.
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Dr Gallop: They are not saying that. Who in the TLC said that?
Mr COURT: I was told on Friday that there were no problems with the concept of workplace agreements.

Mr Kobelke: Nonsense. In negotiations do you sit down with people and totally misrepresent them or don't you even
listen?

Mr Cowan: I was there and I heard them say it.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! Obviously members have very strong feelings and views on this topic and I have allowed
a fair amount of interjection. From time to time the Premier has invited interjection and I have allowed certain levels
of'it to occur. However, we are generating interjections beyond that point. If members are invited to interject I will
allow it, but if several people interject at once, I will put a stop to it.

Mr COURT: The Opposition has moved a motion saying that the Government should engage in full and extensive
consultation. I have never known more debate or consultation on industrial relations matters than have occurred in
this State over the past four and a half years. We have not walked away from any debate. The door has always been
open to my office, the Minister's office and the office of any other Minister where these matters could be discussed.

The Opposition has argued that the labour relations legislation will be an attack on working conditions. I have just
run through the legislation and members opposite have not been able to spell out how it will be an attack on working
conditions. Members would be laughed at by the rest of the world if they sought international sanctions based on
the content of this legislation.

Mr Thomas interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call the member for Cockburn to order for the first time.

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [3.24 pm]: The Premier hit the nail on the head when
he said that we have already heard all the arguments by the Opposition. Members opposite argued that the first wave
of industrial relations reforms would have far worse effects than this latest legislation; that it would result in the end
of civilisation as we know it and workers' wages and conditions would decrease by 25 per cent. However, Western
Australia has experienced the highest increase in wages in the country.

All the prophecies of doom and gloom have been false. In fact, the exact opposite has occurred. We have not
abolished the Industrial Relations Commission. Not one award has been abolished and we have allowed genuine
choice.

I will outline to the House the process of discussions and issues in relation to the Labour Relations Legislation
Amendment Bill. In the coalition's October 1992 policy the Government proposed dispute settlement procedures
for awards and agreements, secret ballots for industrial action, consent of union members for political donations and
state and federal award systems to be reviewed to streamline award coverage. On 26 May 1995 at the Western
Australian Labour Relations Advisory Council, of which the TLC is a member, I provided an extensive summary of
the Industrial Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill. It was second read on 21 September 1995 and passed through
various processes of the House. Part of the legislation was passed in December 1995. Part went before the
Legislation Committee, which reported to Parliament on 8 May 1996.

It was on the Notice Paper when Parliament was prorogued in December 1996, so members knew the Government's
intention. Cabinet approved in January 1997 the Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill which passed through
this House earlier this month.

Unions claim probity and honesty in their holding of secret ballots and that the Government's proposed system is far
too bureaucratic. However, the following are some examples of the unions' behaviour: A federal review will be held
into rorts in ballots after it was found that the elections for the Communications, Electrical and Plumbing Union had
been affected by "widespread electoral fraud" which involved tampering with about 930 ballot papers. That same
union received $621 303 in grants from the federal Australian Labor Party in 1994-95.

In 1995, 1 000 discrepancies were discovered in an electoral roll for a Transport Workers Union election - a union
in which officials are paid $60 000 a year.

Another complaint about our labour relations legislation is that workers could be fined for not obeying rules.
According to the rules of the Public Transport Union, if members refused to observe "a lawful ruling" from their
executive, they could be fined $100.
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The State School Teachers Union claims that in passing the legislation the Government is not being fair to workers.
The head of the SSTU was accused by his own general secretary of being dictatorial. The union's claim about the
Government is a case of the pot calling the kettle black. That issue was between the President and the Secretary of
the State School Teachers Union.

Unions complain that I will be able to control union coverage. That is wrong. Unions have been doing it for years.
In 1995 a federal squabble was eroding local support for the SSTU. The Metal Workers Union and the Federal
Teachers Union were spending thousands of dollars on a battle for membership coverage. They did not dream of
asking their members what they wanted. The battle was not about members; it was about money and power.

According to one of the union leaders, the civil war in the AWU-FIME has cost members the best part of $17m.
Mr Prince: That is a new high school.

Mr KIERATH: It is more than a new high school. That is why the labour relations legislation provides that unions
must be financially accountable.

Last year in one Western Australian union questions arose of embezzlement and mismanagement. The Hospital and
Salaried Officers' Association and the Community and Public Sector Union spent $500 000 on a membership dispute.
Is that spending money and effort looking after workers?

Mr Bloffwitch: It didn't do the workers a lot of good.

Mr KIERATH: That is right; the unions were fighting among themselves. Jim McGiveron of the TWU has been
screaming about his members. Why is he worried about provisions controlling donations? What do his members
think of him? One of his members said in a union election, "You need to be a mate of Jim's to get looked after. He
gave away $20 000 of members' money as political donations. Is he trying to buy himself a seat in Parliament at
members' expense?"

Other accusations have been made of financial mismanagement. Finally, someone said, "Jim McGiveron doesn't
realise that unions are for the benefit of members, not for the benefit of union officials." This Bill tries to achieve
democracy for union members and that is why power hungry unions and their leaders fear it so much. Their
membership has plummeted from 218 600 in August 1990 to 174 000 in August 1996 - 25 per cent of the work force.
It means the unions have lost the gravy train provided by their mates when in government.

During the 13 years of federal ALP Government, according to a document from the Federal Parliament the union
movement received $150m of taxpayers' money. Now the unions are hurting. They are not getting that money from
the Government. Union officials may also lose their cosy career paths. According to Dr Thomas Bramble of the
University of Queensland Graduate School of Management, union officials are three times more likely than the
average Australian to earn more than $40 000 a year. Is that not interesting?

Throughout my ministerial career I have always consulted. I set up the mental health task force and the strata titles
consultative group. I have negotiated with the TLC on workplace agreements, and there is no doubt that I talked to
its members on the Government's first wave of reforms. They made 38 suggestions, of which the Government
accepted approximately one-third. The TLC has advised me that the Government's acceptance of its proposals hurt
the TLC publicly, and that is why it has not wanted to negotiate on the Bill this time around. I cannot negotiate with
an empty chair. I am willing and prepared to negotiate but, if the other party will not do so, there is little I can do.
Despite that, I am still prepared to sit down with members of the TLC today and embrace any constructive
suggestions they make.

I have had telephone calls in the past week from ordinary workers saying they were too scared not to strike. One
teacher who rang my office today said she would not only strike, but also take part in the march because others were
checking and had threatened to blackball anyone at that school who did not attend.

If this issue is so important to the State Opposition, why did it not raise it at the last state election? They knew that
people supported secret ballots but the union movement did not. The Premier and I launched the Government's
policy at the Hyatt hotel, and an hour or two later the Leader of the Opposition said he supported secret ballots. Later
that afternoon after the TLC had got to him, he changed his mind. I promise the member for Nollamara that I will
provide him with a copy of the press reports and what was said by the Leader of the Opposition when he did a
backflip within the space of one day.

The ALP said before the 1993 election that it would debate the workplace agreements Bill for four years and bring
it to the minds of the electorate before the election. Its members' use of Parliament has been a disgrace; they
filibustered and wasted time rather than offering constructive suggestions in the debate. That is the dilemma of the
Opposition; its members have not worked it out. To be an effective Opposition, members opposite must forget the
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silly wrist slashing exercises; they must be constructive, make sensible suggestions and try to get the Government
to change the legislation. That is the role of a responsible Opposition. While they maintain their present position,
they will be no threat to the Government.

If the TLC believes in industrial democracy, why does it not let the workers decide for themselves? Why not give
them secret ballots? Why did the State School Teachers Union issue a directive to its members? At least in previous
industrial disputes rallies were held and they were given some say. This time they have had no say. The TLC is
scared that when it has views with which the membership does not agree, it will not succeed in winning a ballot. For
example, it will not get agreement to donate to a political party or to go to the federal system if its members do not
support it. I told someone yesterday that this is the hardest thing I have ever been involved in, yet I thought the ALP
would support putting democracy in the decision making process by placing the power in the hands of the union
membership and out of the hands of union officials. Members opposite have not learnt their lesson and do not
understand their role in this Parliament, and for as long as that continues, they will be an ineffective Opposition.

I have tried to supply as much information as I can in the short space of time I have had. I sat down with members
of'the TLC earlier this year and indicated I was prepared to negotiate the details of this Bill with them. They asked
whether the legislation resembled the previous Bill - and they have acknowledged that it does. Both the TLC and
the ALP in their election campaign material said that if people voted for the coalition Government they would get
the second wave of reforms. Members will find examples of that, and I am more than happy to provide them if
members want those examples. In the election campaign they tried to frighten people.

Mr Kobelke: You said you were not going to do the same.

Mr KIERATH: No, the Government did not. The Bill was on the Notice Paper. Of course, it was an initiative of
this Government. Members opposite have done their best to alert the public. The Government has also alerted the
public, but members opposite cannot come to grips with that because they lost the election. The ALP did not succeed
in frightening people and its campaign backfired on it. A number of members on this side of the House took seats
from the Opposition. The member for Burrup is a classic example; he held the fifth safest Labor seat in this State,
which ranked with Girrawheen, Peel and others. He turned it into a marginal seat because of the ALP's lack of
understanding of industrial relations. When the member for Fremantle was Leader of the Opposition, he was howled
down at a meeting in the Pilbara when he said his party would get rid of workplace agreements. He later said he
would change their name and find some other mechanism because most of the workers in the Pilbara obviously
supported them. It is interesting that when he confronted the workers he finally recognised that.

I have been a member of this Parliament for nine years and the Deputy Premier is the longest serving member in this
place, and during that time I do not know of a single initiative that has been subject to more scrutiny. It was the
subject of two election policies and two other Bills. This is the third such Bill and it has been the subject of
considerable debate and discussion. It has been examined in detail by the Legislation Committee of the upper House.
It is rubbish for the Opposition to say that no-one knew about this legislation. I can accept their strong opposition
to it, but they should not tell furphies and say things that are not true. I place on the record again that I met members
ofthe TLC earlier this year and they would not negotiate on this legislation. I am prepared to negotiate with the TLC
if it will make constructive suggestions, and I am prepared to take those suggestions on board.

One amendment suggested by the Opposition was accepted, another suggestion by the TLC was accepted and I
understand a further change suggested after private discussions will be accepted. I was not at the meeting with the
TLC on Friday but the Premier and the Deputy Premier were, and they said the provisions on workplace agreements
would be accepted. They warned that they will try to import the no-disadvantage test from the workplace agreements
coming from federal awards into the wider workplace agreements. The member for Bassendean is out of touch with
the TLC. He should ring to get his further marching orders and instructions, so that he will be better informed.

This Government has been prepared to negotiate. It has not had negotiations with the other side but it is still prepared
to negotiate on one condition; that is, they should try to change the Bill and not use it as a stalling tactic until after
21 May. The Government will not agree to that. If members opposite are prepared to make constructive suggestions,
I assure them the Government will consider them very carefully, and I give the undertaking that, if at all possible,
the Government will accommodate them.

MR BROWN (Bassendean) [3.39 pm]: Each time the Minister for Labour Relations gets to his feet he talks about
the predictions that were made prior to the introduction of the workplace agreements legislation in this place in 1993.
I remind the Minister about an important prediction that was made prior to the introduction of that legislation.

In 1993 a member of this House predicted that up to 20 per cent of people on award rates of pay would receive lower
terms and conditions of employment when they moved to workplace agreements. Can anyone recall the member who
predicted that the legislation of the coalition Government would lead to that situation? It was the Minister for Labour
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Relations. When he introduced the workplace agreements legislation in this House the Government predicted that
it would lower the terms and conditions of employment of Western Australian workers. Despite having a supine,
gutless Commissioner of Workplace Agreements, who camouflages the information brought to this House, the
Minister's prediction is pretty right - except that it is a little underdone.

When the Opposition asks the Minister for Labour Relations or the Minister for Education whether it is true that a
considerable number of cleaners employed by contractors in schools who prior to the introduction of the workplace
agreements legislation would have been entitled to award rates of pay and conditions are now employed under
workplace agreements, and whether it is true that they are employed on lower terms and conditions, the Ministers
play Pontius Pilate and do not answer the question and pretend not to know.

We are given a series of half truths and misrepresentations in this House by the Minister and the Premier, who are
trying to sell a stinking item. That item is workplace agreements, which have led to a lowering of the terms and
conditions of workers in this State, as predicted by the Minister for Labour Relations - the Minister who introduced
the Bill in the knowledge that it would lower the living standards and employment conditions of workers in Western
Australia. That is the legacy of this Minister. The Government now wants to exacerbate that situation with the
legislation it has introduced to hasten the process.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [3.42 pm]: I will correct one or two misapprehensions on the part of
the Opposition.

Mr Brown: Do you take issue with the statement I made about the Minister for Labour Relations' prediction?

Mr COWAN: The Minister for Labour Relations made some predictions about workplace agreements. I will not
put the slant on them that the member has. The Minister certainly indicated there would be greater flexibility and
a greater opportunity for individuals to negotiate their wages and conditions with the employer. I am not prepared
to concede that the member for Bassendean gets it right all the time. He does not. I have not found too many people
opting out of a workplace agreement and moving back to the award.

Mr Brown: Because they don't have a choice.

Mr COWAN: The argument has always been put by people like the member for Bassendean that people do not have
that option. That is nonsense.

I will make a number of other points clear. The Leader of the Opposition claimed that the Government did not have
a united position on this legislation. I am sorry I was not in my seat when he made that claim because I think he
directed that statement at me. I will take a little of the time of the House to make it clear that this legislation is
supported by the Government; it is supported by the coalition. Everyone talks about people not listening in this place.
I agree with that on many occasions.

A number of people are now demonstrating their lack of preparedness to listen. It has always been said that the
principles behind this legislation - pre-strike ballots, the right of entry, political donations and the transfer from one
union to another, or union coverage - are strongly supported by everybody in the coalition. The Minister for Labour
Relations said that if someone could demonstrate that the implementation of those principles could be enhanced or
improved, the Government would listen to any variation or amendment to those provisions that in our view applied
those principles. The Minister for Labour Relations is right: No-one was prepared to negotiate with him or talk to
him.

When I was representing the Premier last week I was obliged to honour a request to meet representatives from the
emergency services unions. I met them. Outside the proposals that were put by the Opposition during the course
of debate on the Labour Relations Legislation Amendment Bill, that meeting last Wednesday was the first time
somebody had come to the Government with the processes the Government must implement if it is to improve the
principles it stands by. The Government took that on board.

Changes will be made to the legislation in the upper House. As the Minister for Labour Relations has said often,
those changes will not change the principles of the legislation, but they may change the efficiency by which those
principles may be applied. In other words, they will change the process.

Dr Gallop: What are the principles?

Mr COWAN: They are the principles associated with pre-strike ballots, right to entry, unfair dismissal, and coverage
of workers by unions. It is those principles this Government supports.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (17)
Mr Brown Ms MacTiernan Mr Ripper
Mr Carpenter Mr Marlborough Mrs Roberts
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Mr McGowan Ms Warnock
Mr Grill Ms McHale Mr Cunningham (Teller)
Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling
Noes (32)
Mr Ainsworth Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mrs Parker
Mr Baker Mrs Holmes Mr Pendal
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr House Mr Prince
Mr Board Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr Bradshaw Mr Kierath Mr Sweetman
Dr Constable Mr MacLean Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Marshall Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Masters Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Day Mr McNee Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Dr Hames Mr Nicholls
Pairs
Mr Graham Mr Omodei
Ms Anwyl Mr Barnett

Question thus negatived.
SESSIONAL ORDERS - TIME MANAGEMENT

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [3.52 pm]: Inaccordance with the sessional order for time management,
I move -

That the following items of business be completed up to and including the stages specified at 5.30 pm on
Thursday, 1 May -

(1) Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger Transport Trust Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
2) Limitation Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;

3) Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill - all remaining stages; and

@) Trustees Amendment Bill - all remaining stages.

An arrangement has been made behind the Chair for the Leader of the Opposition to deliver his response to the
Budget before we progress to the Bills that are the subject of this time management sessional order. The full extent
of the debate on some of those Bills in another place took no more than three and a half hours. Bills such as the
Limitation Amendment Bill, while important, are not expected to require extensive debate for their completion. The
same could be said for the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill, which was introduced into this House last
August. The amendments in that Bill are minor and non-controversial and we do not expect an extensive debate to
take place. However, part of that time will be encroached upon by the requirement by the Government for the bank
mergers legislation to be debated on Thursday. Therefore, I want government members in their seats to ensure that
we have an absolute majority to suspend standing orders for that issue to be debated. Again, I do not expect the
introduction and the second reading of that legislation to consume too much time.

I am confident that we will be able to recommence debate on the Budget on Thursday. There has been some
discussion, again behind the Chair, about what members can or cannot scrutinise during the estimates debate. 1
understand that if the Appropriation Bills Nos 1 and 2 are debated cognately, the second Bill can be the subject of
questions during the Estimates Committees. I am suggesting that is an option; I cannot confirm that it will be the
case. Nevertheless, to put that process into place, I will move that the Bills be debated cognately before the Leader
of the Opposition gives his response to the second reading of the Bills. Then it is up to the House to determine
whether it will permit that to happen to enable discussion of both Bills during the estimates debate. If the House does
not permit that, members will be permitted to discuss only that which is contained in the first Bill. That is a matter
for the House to determine. The Government is comfortable, provided there is a cognate debate, for that to occur.
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MRS ROBERTS (Midland) [3.57 pm]: The Opposition opposes this time management motion in principle. The
argument used by the Deputy Premier highlights our position on time management rather than his own. In presenting
this motion, the Deputy Premier said that debate on the Bills contained in the time management motion had taken
only about three and a half hours in the upper House. I have not had the time to check whether that is the case;
however, assuming he is correct and these Bills were dealt with in the upper House in three and a half hours without
time management or a guillotine in place, one wonders why he has moved this motion in this place. If the
Government properly organised its parliamentary agenda, it would find it should not have to use this guillotine week
in and week out. It could, if it took the Opposition and others on good faith and negotiated with us properly on the
legislative program, progress most of this legislation without the need for a guillotine. The Deputy Premier's debate
questions his own motion; these Bills can be debated properly in a reasonable time without their being guillotined.
That is why it is so pointless guillotining small Bills like these each week.

I note the Deputy Premier's comments regarding arrangements being made behind the Chair for the two budget Bills
to be debated cognately so that we have the opportunity to ask questions on capital works during the Estimates
Committees. We welcome that opportunity. The Government previously suggested that an additional half a day
would be allocated to Estimates Committees for this purpose.

We must also consider the format in which the budget papers this year were presented to us. They were arranged
in an alphabetical format, and not listed according to each Minister. I hope that when we are advised of the dates
on which the Estimates Committees will be held, those papers will be presented again in a different format which
makes them more easily understandable when we deal with them during the estimates debate. The way in which they
are presented currently does not provide information to enable comparisons to be made with the figures for past years.
The Government is aware of that. In some budget areas some of our shadow spokespeople have been advised that
some figures will be made available by the end of May, or thereabouts, that will enable comparisons to be made. 1
hope the Government does not proceed with the debates in the Estimates Committees until the figures are presented
in a way that will enable us to compare easily the expenditures of previous years.

We welcome the opportunity to ask questions on capital works. However, I reiterate that we totally oppose the
guillotine time management order being used routinely in this House. There is clearly no need for that, especially
given the example alluded to by the Deputy Premier of this legislation being dealt with effectively in a relatively short
time in the upper House with no such guillotine in place.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (29)
Mr Ainsworth Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mrs Parker
Mr Baker Mrs Holmes Mr Prince
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr House Mr Shave
Mr Board Mr Johnson Mr Sweetman
Mr Bradshaw Mr MacLean Mr Tubby
Mr Court Mr Marshall Dr Turnbull
Mr Cowan Mr Masters Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Day Mr McNee Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Dr Hames Mr Nicholls
Noes (19)
Mr Brown Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling
Mr Carpenter Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper
Dr Constable Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts
Dr Edwards Mr McGowan Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Ms McHale Ms Warnock
Mr Grill Mr Pendal Mr Cunningham (7eller)
Mr Kobelke
Pairs
Mr Omodei Ms Anwyl
Mr Barnett Mr Graham

Question thus passed.
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BANK MERGERS BILL
BANK MERGERS (TAXING) BILL
Standing Orders Suspension
MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [4.02 pm]: I move -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the Bank Mergers Bill and the
Bank Mergers (Taxing) Bill to be introduced without notice and to proceed up to and including the motion
for the second reading at this sitting.

The purpose behind seeking to suspend standing orders is to ensure that this legislation is completed in time for it
to be applied. Members will recall that a number of Bills have been introduced to this place to permit bank mergers.
That seems to be an ongoing program. Rather than introduce separate pieces of legislation every time there is a
merger within the private sector, it is felt appropriate that we should have legislation that will cover any event with
respect to a bank merger.

I know that during the time I was acting as the Premier a letter of invitation was sent to the Leader of the Opposition
and the Independent members in this place as well as to members of the minor parties in the other place, advising
that a briefing wo