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

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE OFFICE
AMENDMENT BILL

Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read
notifying that it did not insist on its amendment
No. 6 to which the Assembly had disagreed.

BILLS (2)t RETURNED

2.

Electoral Amendment Bill (No. 2).

Stamp Amendment Bill. (No. 2).

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

TOBACCO (PROMOTION AND SALE) DILL

Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read
notifying that it insisted on all its amendments to
which the Assembly had disagreed.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND ASSIST-
ANCE AMENDMENT DILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and,' on moti.on
by Mr Bryce (Deputy Premier), read a first time.

Second Reading

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Premier) [2.22
p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this legislation is to abolish the
Supplementary Workers' Compensation Board es-
tablished under the Workers' Compensation and
Assistance Act and to provide the nominee mem-
bers with meaningful employment until the expir-
ation of their current terms.

The Government has acted in this regard as a
result of the initiative of the Chairman of the
Workers' Compensation Board in suggesting that
the need for the supplementary board no longer
existed.

This action, combined with the resignation of
Judge Sands as Chairman of the Supplementary
Workers' Compensation Board, has provided a

unique opportunity for a review of the operation
of this judicial function.

Provisions for a Supplementary Workers' Com-
pensation Board were included in the Workers'
Compensation Act in 1978 on the basis that hear-
ing delays of from 12 to 17 months existed-a
situation which created immense hardship on
workers.

The supplementary board commenced hearings
in July 1978 and, as predicted, it has effected
significant reductions in hearing times. In ad-
dition to the effectiveness of the supplementary
board, the introduction of a legal registrar and
deputy registrar with extended power in the area
of preliminary hearings and pre-trial conferences
by the 1981 Act has further reduced the sitting
time of both the board and supplementary board.

A survey conducted on the actual sitting time
of both boards has indicated, quite clearly, that
present listings could be more than adequately
handled by one court and this confirms the atti-
tude expressed by the Chairman of the Workers'
Compensation Board in his submission suggesting
that the need for the supplementary board no
longer exists.

The Government recognises that instances may
occur when the chairman of the board is pre-
cluded from hearing a particular matter and,
therefore, provision has been made in this Bill for
the appointment of a temporary chairman to con-
duct proceedings at these times.

Provision is also made in the Bill to enable the
skills of the nominee members to be utilised in the
workers' compensation area by arranging relo-
cation at the Workers' Assistance Commission for
the balance of their current appointments.

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

COAL MINE WORKERS (PENSIONS)
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion
by Mr Bryce (Deputy Premier), read a first time.

Second Reading

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Premier) [2.25
p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The provisions contained in this Bill relate to the
pension scheme for coalminers in Western Aus-
tralia.

In 1943, the original Act was introduced so
that coalminers, who were compulsorily retired at
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60 years of age, could cover themselves for loss of
earning power between 60 and 65 years, at which
time an age pension would apply.

The Act also allowed pensions for injured
coalminers. and dependents of deceased miners.

The original WA legislation was modelled on
the NSW legislation, and WA has continued in
line with the NSW system. Because the WA fund
is considerably smaller than its NSW counterpart,
its contribution rates have remained slightly
higher than those of NSW although benefits are
at the same level.

Because each State has traditionally indexed its
benefits to its own local wage structure, there
have been instances when the benefits in NSW
have moved ahead of those in WA and, because of
that, the previous Minister for Mines had author-
ised catch-up legislation. This Bill raises WA pen-
sions as at I October 1983 to the same level en-
joyed by NSW pensioners since July 1982. To
overcome the need for future adjustments of this
kind, provision is also made in this Bill to delete
the WA local wage base and use the NSW rate in
common with NSW and the other Eastern States.

Since 1980, several amendments to the Coal
Mine Workers' (Pension) Act have introduced
lump-sum payments for new retirees and have
amended the retirement provisions by allowing
optional early retirement at 58 years and exten-
sion of service in administrative areas.

In this transitional three-year period, some age
pensioners would have been disadvantaged, as the
amending legislation inadvertently took away pen-
sion entitlements they had held for many years.
The pensioners continued to be paid on com-
passionate grounds and this Bill seeks to ratify
those payments.

It has been stated by the Crown Law Depart-
ment that the Coal Mine Workers (Pension) Act
is unnecessarily complex. A major effort has been
made in these amendments to simplify the Act by
deletion of obsolete provisions.

Provision is also made in the Bill to allow for
the variables, such as rates of contributions and
benefits, to be transferred to the regulations.

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

MacKinnon.

MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC AFFAIRS
COMMISSION BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council with an amend-

ment.

OFFENDERS PROBATION AND PAROLE
AMENDMENT BILL

Introduct ion

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Grill (Minister for Transport).

First Reading

MR G RI LL (Esperance-Dundas-Mimister for
Transport) [2.31 p.m.1: I move-

That the Bill be now read a first time.

Mr O'Connor: Is this one of the Bills of which
we have been informed?

Mr GRILL: Yes.

Mr O'Connor: This is another one of which we
have had no notification.

Mr Rushton: Disgraceful!

MrT O'Connor: Fair go! At least you could let us
know two minutes beforehand. I know it is prob-
ably not your fault;, it is Cabinet's fault.

Mr Brian Burke: If it was not on the list you
were given, it will not be proceeded with. All
right?

Mr O'Connor: If you are not in a rush about it,
why introduce it?

Mr Brian Burke: Because it has come down
from the other end, on behalf of a Minister up
there. That is all.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a first time.

HOSPITALS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 25 November.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [2.32 p.m.]: This

Bill is designed to bring socialised medicine to
Western Australia. This is a disappointing day for
us. I realise that in order that Medicare might be
introduced, it is necessary for the Parliament to
agree to legislation which has passed through the
Federal Parliament for the introduction of
Medicare into this State. For that reason, of
course, the State has very little option other than
to pass this complementary legislation. However,
that does not mean that it is good legislation, or
that it will improve health care in this State.

In fact, two things will happen with Medicare.
Health care costs will rise, and the standard of
health services in this State will fall. It is as plain
as the nose on anyone's face. That is what hap-
pened with socialised medicine in every other
country in the world.
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After the Fiasco in relation to health services
under the Whitlam Government, I could not be-
lieve that the next time we had a Federal Labor
Government we would see exactly the same thing.
The Government has changed a few words and a
few letters in the name, and it is back with us
again. The results will be the same.

As Australians, we are being asked to pay one
per cent of our income as from I February 1984
to support Medicare, but everybody knows that
one per cent of a person's income will not pay for
the Medicare service.

Mr Hodge: It is not meant 10.
Mr LAURANCE: Will it be subsidised by the

Australian taxpayers, or what?
Mr Hodge: You have not obviously studied the

remotest thing to do with the scheme.
Mr LAURANCE: I do not know how it will be

Financed.
Mr Hodge: I am telling you how it will be

funded.
Mr LAURANCE: It will cost three per cent of

one's salary. The one per cent is really only the
carrot to get us in in the first place.

Mr Hodge: The one per cent is not intended to
solely fund the scheme. You should know that. If
you have given any realistic study-

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister agrees with
me.

Mr Hodge: It is not intended to be enough.
Mr LAURANCE: That does not indicate how

the Federal Government will pay for it; but I
thank the Minister for his support. I am not sure
that I need it.

The Minister for Health may be able to tell us
when the levey will move to two per cent and
three per cent of taxable income. We need to
know these things. We are debating a Bill to bring
socialised medicine to this State, and we want to
know how much it will cost the taxpayers of the
State.

We know that from I February it will cost one
per cent of wages; but the Minister has said that
will not be enough. It will not cover the cost-

Mr Hodge: It is not intended to cover the cost.
How many times do you have lo be told?

Mr LAURANCE: If it does not pay the costs,
who will pay? Will it be pennies from heaven?

Mr Hodge: It will come out of other sources of
income.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government does not
have other sources of income. This is taxation,

and that is the Government's source of income.
Will it be by income tax-

The SPEAKER: Order! On several occasions in
the past few weeks I have asked that second read-
ing debates be debates, and not question and
answer periods. The Minister will have an oppor-
tunity at the end of the debate to reply to any
comments made by the member. The member for
Gascoyne has the call from the Chair, and I
suggest he addresses his remarks to the Chair.

Mr LAURANCE: Thank you. I will be looking
forward to the Minister's reply. I appeciate his
support; but I guess he was running counter to
your ruling, Sir. It would be better if he let me get
on with the job.

The SPEAKER: You are running counter to
my ruling, too.

Mr LAURANCE: When the people start pay-
ing one per cent of their taxable income as from I
February, they will not have any improvement in
public health standards. They will not be able to
choose their doctors and they will not be able to
go to private hospitals. Therefore, they will be ad-
vised to maintain their hospital benefit cover. It
has been said by the proponents of this scheme
that the cost of private health cover will fall. One
would hope so; but I guess, when one knows what
has happened to the private health funds and how
they have been carved up by this legislation, it is
difficult to know how much the costs will fall.

That will be the situation for many Western
Australians. They will be forced to maintain pri-
vate health cover, and they will be forced to pay
at least one per cent of their taxable income. The
Minister admits that that will be two per cent or
three per cent before we get very far down the
track.

Mr Hedge: That is not true at all. I did not say
that. Tell the truth.

Mr LAURANCE: The taxpayers will have to
fund the scheme firom their taxation. The Minis-
ter likes to call it the Consolidated Revenue Fund;
but what is the CRF? It is taxation. The Govern-
ment will have to obtain the funds in one way or
another, so it will be either through the levy or
through increased taxation. There is no other way
around it.

Point of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I draw your attention,
Sir, to the operation of the microphones. I do not
know whether other members feel this, but it
seems to me that the sound is very metallic.

Mr Clarko: You are right.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Can something be done?
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The SPEAKER: I will ask the Clerks to
investigate the matter.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAUIRANCE: If the Premier is having dif-

ficulty hearing me-

Mr Brian Burke: It is the opposite.
Mr LAURANCE: If he is hearing me loudly

and clearly, perhaps that is what I am hoping for,
anyway.

Mr Clarko: You have got your message over.
One of the things you missed was that you did not
say how the ordinary person will have to pay I5
per cent to the doctors for the medical attention,
and the doctors are supposed to take I5 per cent
less, too.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes. I am worried about
that. The standard of individual care will fall, and
the queues in public hospital waiting rooms will
become longer and longer. The doctors know that
they are being forced by the Federal and State
Governments to bulkbill for their patients. They
do not want to do so, but they will be forced into
it-

There are many undesirable elements in this
Bill.

It was nice to see the Prime Minister having his
Medicare letter delivered to his door, signing it,
and so on; but it is the greatest hoax. The medical
system of this country will bog down, and it will
be very expensive. All of the things that happened
in Canada and in the United Kingdom will hap-
pen here.

it is all very well for the State Government to
bring enabling legislation to this Parliament so
that we can be part of the scheme right around
the country and part of the agreement between
the Federal Government and all the States to
introduce Medicare, but it is another cost to the
people of this State.

We spent all last night talking about a new
tax-the Financial institutions duty. We know
that electricity charges have gone up by 16 per
cent in the first year of this Labor Government.
We know that stamp duty on motor vehicle
transfers has gone up 100 per cent. All these are
taxes and charges.

-I hope we all make sure that the taxpayers of
this State are not fooled and that they realise that
all these taxes and charges introduced by this
State Labor Government are the same sorts of in-
creases in taxes and charges that will be
introduced by the Federal Labor Government. So,
when the taxpayers realise on 1 February next
year that they are being subjected to a new tax
bite into their incomes to fund Medicare, I hope

they realise it will have been brought about by an
ALP high-tax Government. That is what the
people are paying for, so let the people of Western
Australia be quite clear about that; let that point
register with them. It does not matter whether it
is the Federal or the State ALP; the people will
still pay plenty for the privilege of having these
State and Federal Labor Governments.

One of the biggest mistakes the Fraser Govern-
ment made, apart from losing office, was not kill-
ing Medibank the day that Government was re-
turned to office in 1975. For somne reason, that
Government seemed committed to strangling
Medibank to death slowly rather than killing it
straight off. That was a mistake.

I am very pleased that the present Federal Lib-
eral Opposition is committed to an immediate re-
versal of the ALP Government's Medicare
system. That is very good news for the people of
Australia. I trust that when the Liberals get the
opportunity to implement this commitment, they
will do so.

Mr Bertram: Do you think they might renege?

Mr LAURANCE: I am worried that they
might.

Mr Bertram: You cannot trust even your own
people.

Mr LAURANCE: We as an Opposition under-
stand that it is necessary for this Government to
bring forward legislation here to complement the
Federal Government's Medicare legislation, but
this Bill goes a lot further than is necessary. It is a
thinly-disguised method of giving this Labor
Government much greater control over our
health-care system. Why does the Government
need to do this? It should have simply introduced
a one-clause Bill to support the introduction of
Medicare in this State.

The Government has used this opportunity to
introduce a whole lot of other regulatory and con-
trolling measures to put the medical system, par-
ticularly the doctors of this State, right under the
thumb of this ALP Government. It did not need
to do that.

The medical fraternity in this State has been
quick to point out to the public and to the Oppo-
sit ion that the Government here has gone too far
in using this amendment to the Hospitals Act to
put the State's medical system under the Govern-
ment's thumb.

An important aspect I want to raise on behalf
of country people, and particularly those in the
north-west of the State, relates to the fact that in
recent times we have seen Medibank pay-out
agencies established in country areas. These
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agencies have been established in Busselton,
Carnarvon, Collie. Esperance, Karratha,
Katanning, Mandurah, Manjimup, Merredin,
Northam, and South Hedland. These Medibank
pay-out agencies have usually been established in
private pharmacies. People in country areas have
been able to take their medical accounts to these
agencies and receive a cash refund. It has stream-
lined the procedures and enabled these country
people to obtain refunds quickly.

Mr Old: Their pending closure is causing worry
to many old people.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, that is the case, be-
cause on I February they will all have been
closed.

Mr Old: This is designed to force doctors to
bulkbi Ii.

Mr LAURANCE: That is true, although that
is not stated in this Bill or in the answers I re-
ceived to questions asked of the Minister for
Health on 1 5 November. Nonetheless, what this
move is designed to accomplish is to have country
doctors bulkbill their patients. The fact is that in
these major country centres around the State,
people will not be able to get a cash refund in
future after a medical consultation. This is a cut-
back in the services currently being provided to
country people.

I have been approached by some pharmacists in
the north-west of the State who have explained
that these Medibank pay-out agencies partly sup-
port the employment of a number of people in
these pharmacies. It is not full-time employment.
Nevertheless, I have been told that some people
will lose their employment when these Medibank
pay-out agencies close.

I asked the Minister for Health-
Can he Live an indication of how many

people will be retrenched when the agencies
close?

The Minister replied-
Medibank Private has indicated that at

this stage redundancies are not expected to
occur.

I understand some people will lose their jobs be-
cause, while they may spend only a part of their
time dealing with this service, without this service
there will not be enough work to occupy their
time for them to continue to be employed. This
will mean a diminution of services to country
people. I also asked-

What can he do to overcome the obvious
delays that will be experienced by country
people in claiming their recoups when these
agencies close?

The Minister replied-
Medibank Private aims to provide an ef-

ficient and fast mail claim service for country
people. If the member has further inquiries. I
suggest he contact Medibank direct.

So country people will have to send their accounts
to Perth and their accounts will have to wait their
turn to be dealt with before a refund is mailed off.
That is a less than satisfactory system for these
country people in the centres I have already listed.
They will no longer be able to go to their local
pay-out agency and receive an immediate cash re-
fund. They will have to post the documentation
down to Perth and await a refund. I know many
other people have to do this now and it may take
just 10 days or two weeks.

Mrs Buchanan: Five days.
Mr LAURANCE: I hope the member is right.

I am sure she would not want to see a diminution
of services to people in her area. Any centralising
of these operations in Perth because of the closure
of these pay-out agencies in country centres, par-
ticularly in the north of the State, is less than de-
sirable.

Mr Old: Another nail in the coffin of country
towns.

Mr LAURANCE: It will be a black day for
Western Australia when the Medicare system is
introduced because of the poor health services
that will result and because of the additional costs
that will be imposed by these Labor Governments.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) 12.49 p.m.J: I want to
comment on this most serious matter of the
nationalisation of health in this country. This is
the target of the Federal Government. It is some-
thing that non-Labor parties will never accept at
any time. 1 assure the Government I will do all I
can to ensure that the system is removed. I went
through the trials of banking nationalisation in
earlier years, and that whetted my appetite to
take on socialism and nationalisation. This system
will do more damage to people's health because of
its restrictions and controls than ever the advertis-
ing of cigarettes could be contemplated to do.
People will experience inconvenience, anxiety, un-
necessary pain, and will perhaps even die because
of services denied as a result of the unnecessary
overuse of health services.

Obviously this will transpire as the legislation is
put into action. We fully support the Federal Op-
position's resolve to dismantle Medicare when the
conservatives are re-elected to Government. I
fully support this Parlk'ments' Opposition's
intention to amend this legislation to make sure it
complies with the Federal Medicare legislation,
and does nothing more.
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It has been said the legislation is required to at-
tract Medicare funds from the Federal Govern-
rnent. Certainly we should not put a yoke around
our medical services by doing anything unnecess-
a ry,

I have been quite amazed by the Government's
intrusion through this legislation into private
medical practices. The legislation has become an
example of the usual form in which this Govern-
ment acts. I dwell on the fact that this legislation
shows clearly the differences in the approaches of
the Labor and non-Labor Governments in this
Parliament. Labor Governments do not worry
about freedom of choice; they take that freedom
from our people. As Car as I am concerned,' this
Government's actions will give the public a clear
demonstration of what Labor is all about.

The choice of one's own doctor is regarded by
the public generally as a necessity. It does not
matter what a person's politics are, he regards
that choice as a necessity, and in the end the de-
cisions of this Government and the Federal
Government will lead to the destruction of both
Governments. I have received a number of letters
from people of all political persuasions indicating
their tremendous concern over this legislation.

Medicare must fail. It will take away the incen-
tive to work. It is highly undesirable that we
change from our present system. The British ex-
perience and the Canadian results have confirmed
that Medicare will fail. It might be propped up
for a period, but it will fail.

The health needs of this State until now have
been wonderfully serviced by our doctors, and I
refer particularly to the doctors in my locality.
They have co-operated with the local hospital
fully and have created a roster to give full-time
service to the people in my area. This service will
be destroyed by the Government's move to ap-
point resident doctors in hospitals. Even with
those appointments, the private doctors are
willing to co-operate so long as there is close
liaison and co-operation between the residents and
the local private doctors. It is not hard to visualise
that the resident doctors in the main will lack ex-
perience to the degree that the local doctors have
it, and therefore the Government's move will be a
costly experience.

Approximately seven resident doctors will be
needed at my local hospital in order to give the
area proper service, and that number takes into
account holidays and time off. All in all, these ap-
pointments will cost between $330 000 and
$500000 in addition to the present costs of the
hospital. The alternative is to use the ready co-op-
er-atiori of the private. medicos, who have put

together a roster to give service at the Armadale-
Kelmscott Memorial Hospital for 24 hours a day,
seven days a week.

Now and again, complaints have been made
about the service at the hospital, complaints
which have been highlighted for political use by
the local ALP members. In fact, this Minister for
Health got into the act a few times before this
Government was elected to state that if elected,
the ALP would introduce resident doctors at the
hospital. Of course, there are always one or two
occasions when people believe they have not re-
ceived the immediate service they have felt they
should have had, and, in the local Press, Labor
members have exploited those occasions, as has
the Minister for Health. Of course, such occasions
get headlines; it is not hard to get reports of such
things into the Press. However, they are not
always accurate. The remarks denigrated the
wonderful service our doctors have given to the
area, and the service generally provided by the
hospital.

I emphasise that at this time an excellent group
of highly professional doctors-quite a large
number of them now-service the hospital on a
roster basis, and the people of our district and
others who attend the hospital for general health
services or casualty needs have received excellent
service. The doctors are prepared to carry on in
this way, to service the new casualty facilities at
Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital, but ap-
parently that course is not satisfactory to the new
Government. It wants to impose its resident doc-
tors on the area.

The first suggestion was that as long as the
local doctors would man the hospital for 24 hours
a day on a sessional basis, their assistance would
be accepted. One can imagine how reasonable
such a course would be. The doctors have an obli-
gation to service their own patients, which they
will do, but have offered to work closely with the
appointed residents to provide the casualty ser-
vice. But once again, arrangements have not been
completed and we do not know what agreement
the Minister will insist upon. This has led to great
anxiety about what form those arrangements will
take.

I will touch now on a number of points in this
legislation. It is the second step in the nationalis--
ation of our hospital system. The first was the
Medicare legislation. This second step will use the
runaway costs of Medicare as an excuse for
nationalising our hospital system. We will see the
complete abolition of the fee-for-service system,
and we will witness the end of health services as
we know them today. The lists of patients to see
doctors will grow and there will not be reasonable
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time available to give the service required. People
will be denied access to their family doctors at our
hospitals, a prospect which has caused major con-
cern. This restriction will severely curtail the ac-
tivities of private doctors and examples of this
prospect can be found at Wanneroo and Osborne
Park Hospitals:

A patient will lose the right to have the GP of
his choice treat him in a hospital. The Minister
for Health seems to think that such a prospect is
quite rational. The Government thinks it has a
God-like right to control the hospitals so that a
person cannot have the doctor of his choice to ser-
vice him in a hospital. That intention is quite ob-
noxious to me.

Inevitably there will be a degree of hypocrisy in
the administration of this legislation. For
example, a metropolitan GP will have his hospital
rights severely curtailed, but in the country a doc-
tor who is the only medico in a town will be re-
quired to handle all health services in the area.

I refer members to the inequality in the fee
range. The metropolitan OP will be limited by
control, but in the country agreements will be
forced upon towns which have only one doctor,
who will be restricted in his attempts to service
the people of his community. This just should not
happen, which is the reason I am totally support-
ive of the amendments proposed by the Oppo-
sition spokesman on health, the member for South
Perth.

I hope the Government will accept those pro-
posed amendments in due course, so that we can
remove some of these anomolies and have, at
least, a period with Medicare restricted to the
area intended for its operation by the Federal
Labor Government.

Under the Bill, the deletion of section 31(l)
will remove any financial obligation on a doctor to
his patient, which will remove any moral obli-
gation by the patient to the doctor; but the doctor
will be expected to maintain his professional and
moral obligations to the patient. That is a quite
frightening prospect and represents a one-sided
argument, which we should not countenance for
one moment.

I refer to clause 7 (b) of the Bill which reads as
follows-

(b) By repealing subsection (2) and substi-
tuting the following subsection-

-(2) Nothing in subsection (I) of
this section prevents the admission to
any hospital maintained under the pro-
visions of this Act of any person in
urgent need of medical or nursing atten-
tion. "

It would prove embarrassing if no beds were
available for patients. Armadale-Kelmscott Mem-
orial Hospital frequently does not have beds
available. It is a serious situation and many
people are turned away from the hospital. It is a
problem that all hospitals will face when no beds
are available.

Doctors appointed to hospitals may be
inadequate, but the Bill contains no provision
under which their employment can be terminated
if they fail in their duties.

I am highlighting the anomalies and the weak-
nesses of the legislation. In the Minister's second
reading speech, he stated that provisions had been
included in the Bill to enable him to exempt some
medical practitioners from the requirements of
the legislation. This certainly will result in jobs
for the boys, and as far as I am concerned it is un-
acceptable that the Minister for Health should
have such powers. I c~annot ind where the pre-
scribed item is defined in the Bill, and I would
like the Minister's opinion in this regard.

I would be interested to know the names of the
doctors who have applied for exemption; I know
the number, but I do not know their names.

I have not had the time to ascertain the costs
that will be incurred as a result of this legislation.
We need look only briefly at the Bill to realise
ho destructive Medicare will be to the ordinary
wage earner. Everyone will be taxed at one per
cent of his salary and I am sure this percentage
will be increased in due course. The contribution
to Medicare will not be included in the Consumer
Price Index and therefore the Federal Govern-
ment is taking credit from it for reducing in-
flation. It will be a deduction in the CPI and this
will result in a false position for the wage earner
because the contribution will not be allowed as a
taxation deduction. The wage earner will receive
lower wages because the CPI will be affected, but
he will still have to pay tax. It will be a costly ex-
ercise for the taxpayer.

It will be less efficient than the medical fund
systems we have enjoyed, and I suggest that, with
a minor amendment, we could continue to enjoy
those services for many years. That would be far
more acceptable than what is being proposed at
the present time.

As a result of Medicare, people will be encour-
aged to receive something for nothing. They will
have no responsibility and will overuse the ser-
vices, and this will, of course, result in a costly ex-
ercise and in people not receiving the health ser-
vices to which they are entitled.

I refer to the point raised by the Minister re-
garding the restrictions or controls in the legis-
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lation. It has apparently been denied by the Fed-
eral Minister for H--alth (Dr Blewet).

Mr Old: He will "blew out" all right!
Mr RUJSHTON: He seems to be so power

hungry. When one looks at him, he does not ap-
pear to be like that, but apparently there is some-
thing under that facade. When he was in oppo-
sition, he terrorised the then Minister for Health.

Several members interjected.
Mr RUSHTON: 1 would like to refer to the

comments of the Minister for Health relating to
the Government's stand on Medicare and to quote
the following from an article which appeared in
The West Australian today-

THE WA Minister for Health, Mr Hodge,
has sought to clarify his comments on the
hotly debated issue of contracts for doctors
under Medicare legislation.

Further on it says-
However, the Federal Minister for Health,

Dr Bleweti, issued a statement on Friday
saying that it was not true that Medicare
legislation required surgeons to enter into
contracts with the hospitals.

Dr Blewett said that the only doctors re-
quired to enter contracts were those offering
diagnostic services such as radiology and
pathology.

Mr Hodge moved his position closer to the
Federal Government yesterday, after first
saying that the Commonwealth Medicare
legislation required doctors to enter into con-
tracts if the system of national health care
was to work.

He will be put to the test because amendments
will be moved to the legislation to remove the un-
necessary restrictions. The article continues-

However, Mr Hodge later said that the
contracts applied to diagnostic services and
to certain formal agreements where a doctor
wished to conduct a private practice in a pub-
lic hospital.

Mr Hodge stood by his original position
that any doctor who wanted to exercise his
-righLt o practise in a private hospital-

I think he meant public hospital. The article con-
tinues-

-would have to agree to abide by Certain
conditions. They would have to agree not to
send private accounts to patients but to ac-
cept a remuneration determined by the hospi-
tal, either in the form of a sessional payment
or a modified fee for service.

The contracts issue first flared in State
Parliament last week when the Opposition
spokesman on health, Mr W. Grayden,
moved amendments-

That statement is inaccurate because Mr Grayden
has not yet moved the amendments, but they will
be moved in the Committee stage. It continues-

-to big sections of the State legislation that
will give greater Government control of pub-
lic hospitals.

And yesterday Mr Hiodge stood by a pre-
vious statement that the Grayden a mend-
ments would seriously jeopardise the
introduction of Medicare into WA on
February 1.

Mr Grayden has not yet demonstrated that fact,
but he will have his opportunity in the Committe
stage. As far as 1 am concerned, the Minister has
been misleading the public by seeking excessive
controls while indicating that that was not his
intention.

It can easily be seen that, by the time we have
contracts for specialists and others, there will be
control over doctors' rights as far as services are
concerned. There can be only one result, and that
will be a lack of productivity from these highly
skilled people, and there will be an incentive to
the public to seek services because they will be
free. The doctors will not be able to keep up with
the demand.

I just want to summarise the points I have
made. This legislation clearly shows the Govern-
ment's socialistic objectives on the nationalisation
of health. It talks about a concensus, listing the
reasons it is imposing on people who have no wish
to have Medicare. Twenty-five per cent may sup-
port the Government on this, but people are sensi-
tive about their freedom of choice of medical ser-
vices. I have the firm conviction that if we can re-
move Medicare and return to the freedom of
choice, which we have enjoyed for a long time,
whereby people make some contribution them-
selves, and whereby, if they are unable to make
that contribution, they receive assistance through
an adjustment of our present scheme, a more de-
sirable position will be created. I welcome the
intention of the amendments coming forward and
I pledge my full support to them-.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [3.12 p.m.1: I will
be brief. I am prompted to make these remarks in
respect of the member for Gascoyne who brought
up a very pertinent point with regard to the pay-
ment of doctors' accounts and the ability to get a
cash refund for them, especially for people who
find it hard to pay money out and then wait for a
refund. I do not oppose the whole concept of
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Medicare when it is a rail accompli, but we must
make the best of what I consider to be a very bad
job. We have already had a serving of Medibank,
which, fortunately, was dismantled, and we were
able to return to the situation where people had
some choice of treatment and of who adminis-
tered that treatment. The severely disadvantaged
people were catered for. There was no indignity
because people were recognised as being in need
otf assistance, and they were given that assistance
by means of a predetermined formula.

I have had representation in Katanning on the
ability to receive cash repayments immediately on
presentation of the doctors' receipted accounts.
Under Medibank Private this has been possible at
two cash agents in Katanning, both of whom are
members of the pharmaceutical profession, and
both of whom told me that they processed a large
number of doctors' accounts. People who are not
so well off ind it is very comforting to be able to
pay a doctor's account and to know that responsi-
bility has been lifted off their shoulders. They
walk down the street, pass over the account, and
get immediate repayment of most of the amount.

Apart from the fact that this will be another
small light turned off in a country town in ad-
dition to the Westrail proposition it is a great in-
convenience to the people who will remain in the
country. I. would make the paint that it is up to
Government and Opposition alike to make sure
that people do remain in the country. I have said
it before, and I never get tired of reminding this
House, that we are one of the most urbanised
countries in the world.

It gave me food for thought when I attended a
civic reception for the High Commissioner for
Uganda this morning. Uganda is a very small
country with a population of some 14 million
people. While I ackowledge that that country is
nowhere near as advanced as we are, its popu-
lation is some 95 per cent rural, with the other
five per cent in the urban areas. This is purely an
example of two extremes. It is little things like the
ability to be able to walk down the street. as one
can in Perth, and get a cash refund of a medical
account, which tends to keep people happy in the
environment in which they live.

Apart from that, the employment situation
must be considered. Two out of three local phar-
macists were appointed as cash agents. They will
both lose their agencies now and this may mean a
redundancy, because they have each relied upon
that cash agency to employ another girl. When
the agency did not keep her fully occupied, she
served in another part of the shop.

I see this as an undue pressure on the medical
profession. The doctors in Katanning are a very
good and compassionate group of people. I believe
this is not done for any purpose other than to
force those doctors into butkbilling. They do not
wish to bulkbill, but the philosophy of the doctors,
following the abolition of any cash refund in
Katanning, will make them feel obliged to
bulkbill, especially when they know patients are
not in very good financial circumstances. Let me
assure the House that if they do it-I do not know
that they will, present indications are that they
would not-they wilt do it under protest.They
may not do it.

This will not apply only to Katanning. We are
likely to have a situation where we will further
disadvantage people who are already in a disad-
vantaged situation.

White on that subject, I wilt make a couple of
quick points about two towns, one of which,
Dumbleyung, was in my electorate until the
redistribution, but I am quite sure that the mem-
ber for Narrogin will not take any umbrage at my
mentioning this point. The other is Jerramungup
part of my new electorate. A new town
-Dumbleyting-has battled for years to attract
and keep doctors. Normally the residents are able
to get a doctor, usually from overseas, who is pre-
pared to practise in Dumbleyung and attend some
other towns as well on a consulting basis. The
situation is that they were able to attract a doctor
From Malaysia last year or the year before-I just
cannot recall the exact date-and the department
allowed him to practise in Dumbleyung only. He
was confined to an area. I do not quarrel with the
concept of the department and the Government
having the ability and the right to decide what
qualifications are required for doctors to practise
in our State. I think it is necessary.

However, it seems strange that a doctor can be
given the right to practise in one shire area only
and is precluded from seeing patients outside the
border of that shire. The situation is such now
that the doctor is now leaving Dumbleyung and, I
understand, is going to the Eastern States.

Here is another anomaly. While in Western
Australia that doctor is restricted to practising
within the shire boundaries of one town, I under-
stand he is registered for full practice in South
Australia and one other State-I think it is Vic-
toria, but I am not certain of that.

This means Dumbleyung is now without a doc-
tor so :hat the people there will have to travel to
either Wagin or Katanining to obtain medical at-
tention. On top of that, they will have to send
their accounts and receipts to Perth so that they
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may be processed and a refund returned to
them. Due to the inability or reluctance of the
Minister to vary that boundary to allow the doc-
tor to practise in that area-

Mr H-odge: You know I do not have the auth-
ority to do that.

Mr OLD: I indicated it was either the Minis-
ter's inability or his reluctance to do this. I know
he does not have the authority under the Act.
However, the result is that these people now suf-
Fer a double disadvantage. They must travel some
30 to 40 miles when they are ill to see a doctor.
They certainly will not receive any house calls in
future and a doctor will be visiting the area for
approximately two hours a week.

Mr Bryce: What is the approximate population
of Dumbleyung?

Mr OLD: It is very small. Dumbleyung and the
surrounding district probably have about 1 000
people, but that figure might be inflated a little.

I turn now to the position at Jerramungup. To
my knowledge, the only doctor between
Ginowangerup and Ravensthorpe is at
Jerramungup and that is rather a long stretch
both for the travelling public and for the residents
in the area. We have a nursing post, not a hospi-
tal, at Jerramungup and a nursing sister is resi -
dent. There is also a practising doctor. I have met
this gentleman only once, but I understand that,
rather than retire, he has taken on the responsi .-
bility of looking after a medical practice in a
reasonably small community. However, that prac-
tice is building up and naturally it is the hope of
the Jerramungup Shire Council that it will be
able to attract another doctor to the area in the
event that the present doctor retires.

This is not likely without the establishment of
some sort of hospital. Jerramungup has only a
nursing post and there is no provision to retain
patients overnight. Representations have been
made by the shire to the Minister to have the
Jerramungup nursing post upgraded to a hospital.

I am aware of the financial stringencies
Governments are experiencing at present and I
know the disbursement of funds is a very intricate
operation expecially when money is in short
supply, but I exhort the Minister to take note of
the position at Jerramungup and, if possible, to
take a trip down there and look at the setup so
that he can make an on-the-spot assessment. I
think the Minister will agree with me when he
considers the whole matter that, as a growing
cent re-Jerra inunsup is one of the few centres in
Western Australia where agricultural activity is
still increasing and services in the town are
improving-Jerraniiungup needs provision for at

least the retention of overnight patients in the
nursing post and/or hospital. If that district were
denied a doctor, it would be severely disadvan-
taged.

Part of the problem we will experience in the
future stems from the inability of local agents to
make cash payments. Having made an inquiry or
the Commonwealth department and having re-
ceived a reply acknowledging that there would be
no cash pay-outs, but assuring me that the fast
mail treatment of these claims would obviate any
problems, let me say I do not share the Common-
wealth Government's faith in the postal system.
Mail deliveries are fine to Katanning, but perhaps
if members go to some of the areas in my elector-
ate and listen to the problems people are experi-
encing with mail services, they will understand
the position. Admittedly the mail service to two
areas has improved dramatically recently, but
many people would probably wait weeks to obtain
a refund of their medical accounts. I see that as a
major stumbling block in the whole system.

I do not like any part of Medicare. but if we
must have it, let us try to provide a service which
will be equitable to people throughout the State.

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the
Opposition) [3.25 p.mn.]: I support the remarks
make previously by the member for South Perth
and express my strong objection to having to par-
ticipate in Medicare. I have been a member of the
Hospital Benefit Fund of WA for a long time and
I do not see why I should be forced to join an or-
ganisation I do not want to join. Without doubt,
this is another step along the path to nationalis-
ation of this country by the ALP. Why should I
pay into and join an organisation to which I do
not wish to belong? I want to invest my money in
a company of my choice. I want to invest my
money in a company that has served me well for a
long period. If it costs me more or less, it is for me
to worry about and not the Government. I indi-
cate my very strong objection to Medicare.

People are now beginning to realise the socialis-
ation or nationalisation which is taking place in
Western Australia and which is being forced on
people much more quickly than they realised pre-
viously. We have seen this occur in respect of the
SGo. The Government has indicated it intends
to take steps in this direction in relation to
workers' compensation. It intends to impose on us
a company which will deal only with workers'
compensation in this State; in other words, people
will be precluded from investing in a company of
their choice. We see the rights of individuals
being taken away from them and this is a trend
which we have seen frequently as a result oF the
nationalisation policy of the ALP. Not only do we
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see this trend in respect of the SGlO and workers'
compensation, but also in relation to the WA de-
velopment corporation and Medicare. The next
thing we will see is a wealth tax followed by a
capital gains tax which will handicap the individ-
ual who needs incentive to produce something for
himself-the sort of person who in the past has
helped to develop this country.

In his second reading speech, the Minister said
that every Australian resident is entitled to ac-
commodation and treatment at public hospitals
without charge. What a lot of tommyrot! It is not
correct to say that we are entitled to accomrpo-
dlation and treatment at public hospitals without
charge. The Minister knows that statement is un-
true, because a levy is being imposed on the wages
and salaries of everyone in Australia and that will
be used to fund the public hospital system. How
can the Minister say accommodation and
treatment will be provided without charge? I hope
you, Sir, will speak to the Minister severely in the
party room later and indicate that he should not
mislead us once again.

Mr Davies: The member for Dale just said that
we were getting it without charge.

Mr O'CONNOR: We are not, If the member
for Dale said it-and I did not hear him-he is
wrong. I know the Minister is wrong and the
member for Dale has probably only taken up the
point that the Minister raised. The Minister
stated that in his speech. He is wrong and I sup-
pose the member for Dale thought he could rely
on what the Minister said. If the member for Dale
said that, he now knows he cannot rely on the
Minister. I found that out some time ago.

Let us make it clear that accommodation and
treatment at public hospitals will not be without
charge. A one per cent levy is to be imposed on all
our wages to pay for it.

The Minister said the Bill will give effect to
Commonwealth guidelines, and that those
guidelines were too lengthy to incorporate. I agree
that is the case. The Minister introduced this Bill
on 15 October and said the guidelines were too
lengthy to incorporate, but he is forcing the Bill
through within two weeks. That is typical of what
the Government has done in this Chamber this
year. At times it has forced legislation through
with undue haste and that has occurred not only
in the last few days of the session, but also in the
last few weeks.

The Premier indicated some time ago that we
would not have legislation by exhaustion, but he is
forcing that upon us today. He is forcing us to
deal with this Bill and we have not had sufficient
time to consider it. I refer not only to this Bill, but

also to the FID legislation, the WA devlopment
bank corporation legislation, and other Bills of
that nature.

Mr Bryce: The WA development bank legis-
lation contains only 25 pages.

Mr O'CONNOR: It happens to have some re-
percussions on the industry. The Opposition
should not be trampled on by jackboots in an ef-
fort to force legislation through, without being
given the proper time to consider it.

Mr Bryce: You don't sound like the then Prem-
ier who brought in a 165-page diamond agree-
ment to this place and gave me and my colleagues
a week in which to consider it. That was about 12
months ago to the day.

Mr O'CONNOR: Last week the Government
gave us notice of 43 Bills it wished to pass
through this House, and those Bills included four
major ones-the hospital Bill, the WA develop-
ment bank Bill, the industrial arbitration legis-
lation, and the FID legislation. That was quite
unfair.

Mr Bryce: I am saying that that is nothing new.

Mr O'CONNOR: There is something new in
bringing forward 43 Bills.

Mr Bryce: I can remember I spent a week on
the telephone to South Africa and London trying
to find out information which your Government
would not make available. We had five days to do
it.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am making the point that
it has been quite unfair-

Mr Davies: You have had a fortnight to con-
sider this. Cast your mind back. You have been
here longer than I have.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Minister does not want
me to speak.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I indicate to
the Leader of the Opposition that if he ignores the
interjections, I will give him the protection of the
Chair.

Mr O'CONNOR: I cannot recollect three
weeks of any sitting of Parliament in which we
have had something like 50 Bills introduced. We
have not had to deal with so many Bills of such
major nature in that time. We did not have suf-
ficient time last night to deal with the FID legis-
lation. The Minister says that the guidelines were
too lengthy to incorporate, but we have had only
two weeks in which to complete our work on this
legislation. I have been told that, irrespective of
what the Opposition wants, the Government will
push the Bills through this House today.
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I have been told that the WA development
bank legislation will be pushed through today as
will this legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: The legislation you object to
is that which Mr Grill introduced and you knew
about it on 9 November.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CONNOR: The Bill we have before us

now had its second reading on 15 October, ac-
cording to Hansard.

Mr Brian Burke: The letter informed you-

Mr O'CONNOR: That is pretty decent.
Mr Brian Burke: You said you had not heard of

the Bill.
Mr O'CONNOR: If I told someone in this

House that I intended to introduce a Bill within
the next 12 months and then introduced it in one
day and pushed it through Parliament on that
day, that would not be sufficient notice.

No medical practitioner, according to this legis-
lation. is to engage in private practice unless an
agreement is made between him and the hospital.
This will preclude the privacy of doctors and
patients as we have known it in the past.

The medical system in this State has been ex-
tremely good. Doctors have had co-operation and
co-ordination with their patients. Some have
treated their patients for nervous problems and of
course it is a private matter. I would hate that
system to break down. Unfortunately, it will, be-
cause there will be an increase in the number of
patients attending hospitals in this State and
people will have to wait a long time for treatment.

Our shadow Minister for Health has explained
that in the United Kingdom the situation is that
there is a waiting list of up to five years for minor
operations. This situation will occur in this State.
When we nationalise medicine and its associated
industries, this- will occur and that is what the
Government intends to do.

The medical system in England is in a crisis
and some medical practitioners have said that un-
less a person has money, he will have to wait a
long time for treatment. If a person has cash, he
can do a lot better.

I think this is likely to occur in this country un-
less we can take a step in the right direction, and
the Government is not taking that step. Some
specialists in England have stated that patients
are allowed to die because of lack of money. Is
this what we what to occur in this State? Do we
wish to follow the example of the United King-
dom? This appears to be the pattern when there is
nationalisation of industry. It is a disaster. Appar-

ently, unemployment increased to 13 or 14 per
cent and recovery has not occurred.

The situation is the same in the medical field.
We have a health system in this State but the
Minister and his Government are helping it to de-
teriorate.

The member for South Perth said that in
England 2 000 people die annually of kidney
problems because they are not able to be given di-
alysis treatment or transplants. I hope we do not
reach that stage in this State.

The Bill goes far beyond complementing the
Commonwealth legislation. The Bill contains 19
pages and four provisions for Medicare. We note
that it also contains five provisions for parking at
hospitals and it is clear this Government is more
concerned about parking at hospitals than about
Medicare. When we consider the other 10 pages
of the Bill, we realise that the Government is set-
ting up a dictatorial situation under which the
Minister for Health will control the medical field
in this State.

We know that Medicare is a (aft accompli. We
object strongly and take exception to the 10 pages
of the Bill which go far beyond the provisions for
Medicare. We have seen the previous actions of
this Minister for Health. He has been quite para-
noid in certain areas-which we saw in connec-
tion with the tobacco advertising legislation. He
wanted to adopt a dictatorial role in that regard,
just as he does with medical practitioners in this
State.

He wishes to have extra controls and power so
that he can push people around. The people of
this State will not let him get away with it. We
and the Opposition are strongly opposed to those
provisions.

We do not want a dictator in charge of the op-
eration of an organisation which has worked so
well in this State over a long time.

If this Bill goes through in its present form, it
will give absolute control over every facet of the
private practitioners' work in the Government
hospital system in this State. It will reduce self-
regulation and self-reliance and will be abhorrent
to most Western Australians. It will continue the
assault Started by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment on the medical practitioners by a Ministe .r
who some few weeks ago was seeking the support
of medical practitioners in banning the advertis-
ing of a commodity the use of which he did not
have the courage to ban. He claimed this com-
modity was doing damage to the State. However,
the Minister permitted it to be sold, but wanted to
ban the advertising of it. The Minister was on his
knees pleading to the people he is now crucifying.
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This legislation will result in lower standards in
the medical field in Western Australia which
would be to the disadvantage of most of the
people. I have nto complaints about medical prac-
titioners in this State or the way our health
system operates. As a member of Parliament, I
have received very few complaints in recent times
about the operation of the medical profession.
Those I have received were in connection with
Princess Margaret Hospital and its lack of staff.
They did not refer to the activities of medical
practitioners themselves. When one considers the
large number of people being treated from day to
day, one realises that the standard of medical
practitioners in this State leaves little to be de-
sired. It is first-class and, in my opinion, better
than that provided anywhere else in Australia.

This fact was recognised by the Grants Com-
mission which penalised Western Australia by
$119 million because the standard of medical fa-
cilities in this State was way above that of other
States. I cannot understand why we should now
denigrate ourselves and lower our standards. We
should support the standards of the medical pro-
fession and enable it to continue to provide that
standard of service.

In its present form, the Bill will lower the stan-
dards of health and medical treatment in this
State. It will curtail initiative in the medical field.
Why should private practitioners try to improve
their standards and their methods of treatment if
they will be beaten down by the Minister and the
Government in this way, and if they will become
part of a nationalised or Communist system?
They will have no reason to continue to raise their
standards as they have in the past.

Increased pressure will be placed on public hos-
pitals in this State. Over the years. problems have
evolved in Britain as a result or such a system and
some people niust wait for years for simple oper-
ations. The system in WA is far better and we
should not be following the nationalised system in
Britain. This relates not only to the field of medi-
cal practice, but also to its cost. That is one of the
things which brought Britain to its knees.

Mr Pearce: That and World War 11.
Mr O'CONNOR: After World War 11, Britain

was all right. After it started nationalising the
coal, steel, and aircraft industries, it dropped so
far that it went through the ground, and the Min-
ister well knows that.

Mr Brian Burke: You must admit that we do
not have a choice in this matter.

Mr O'CONNOR: Yes, I have said that. How-
ever, that does not stop me from objecting,
althought I know Medicare is a fail accomipli. Be-

fore the Premier came in, I made a strong per-
sonal objection to Medicare. I believe I should be
able to invest in the company of my choice for my
medical benefits. I pay plenty of taxation for
other operations in the State, but if I wish to re-
main with the Hospital Benefit Fund-which I
have done for some years-whether it costs me
more or less is my concern and not that of the
Government. I realise that Medicare is a fail
accompli and that this part of the Bill must go
through.

However I strongly object to other parts of the
Bill. The Australian Surgeons Association advised
its members not to sign contracts with public hos-
pitals. The Western Australian Government is
heading for confrontation with the medical prac-
titioners of this State. The AMA in Western Aus-
tralia has backed the surgeons and I congratulate
it for so doing. If we follow the steps of this Bill,
we will follow a line to the edge of a cliff. It will
be disadvantageous to the people of this State and
medical care in Western Australia will eventually
cost more even though the standard will deterio-
rate.

On behalf of the people of Western Australia,
although I support those parts of the Bill which
are a fail accompli, I clearly indicate that it is my
intention to support the well-thought-out and
cared-for amendments put forward by the mem-
ber for South Perth. I believe those amendments
will put some sanity into this Bill.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [3.47 p.m.]: In the
last 10 years, there has been a great deal of con-
fusion surrounding our medical and health ser-
vices, particularly because of the issue of the level
of subsidisation. It relates to the question of what
level of direct contribution to the cost of health
care should be made by the person seeking such
health care. The confusion began in 1972 with the
first Federal Labor Government and, regrettably,
it has continued ever since. No Federal Govern-
ment since 1972 has been able to successfully ad-
dress itself to this problem and nor could they re-
sist the challenge to try to obtain even greater
control of the health system. The Federal Govern-
ment has always wanted to intervene in whatever
services doctors or medical facilities may wish to
provide.

There are three facets to the Bill before the
House. The first relates to parking facilities at
hospitals in the metropolitan area. I do not think
the Minister for HeIalth would expect the
National Party to showv tremendous interest in
that aspect. The second relates to the complemen-
tary legislation dealing with Medicare. As every
member knows, constitutionally it does not matter
what this House agrees; the Commonwealth legis-
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lation will prevail. Therefore, as the Leader of the
Opposition has said, that is a fail accompli.

The third and perhaps the most difficult issue
which is the most contentious, is that relating to
the Minister's desire through this legislation to
seek greater control of air public hospitals in
Western Australia and, through those hospitals,
control of the medical profession. That is where
most of the differences arise over this Bill and
they can be addressed by this Parliament, which
can make decisions in those matters. The Parlia-
ment cannot do anything about Medicare other
than register an official or formal complaint.

I do not know that the parking issue is of great
importance to people in the community. However,
the matter of control of public hospitals and of
the medical profession in Western Australia con-
cerns us all, certainly those of us in a private en-
terprise party.

The matter of country hospitals is quite
interesting. In many country towns, we are mov-
ing towards dual practices or a single practice
with a number of doctors within it. I would like
the Minister to make some comment about his
intention if a doctor within a country practice will
not or cannot agree to sign these contracts which
will be issued by his department to enable him to
he able to use the facilities of the country hospi-
tal. Because of the number of doctors available,
not just in WA, but also in Australia as a whole, I
am interested to know whether the Minister
would be prepared in some of the major country
towns to go to the length of offering a contract of
service to a particular hospital, thereby destroying
a medical practice which will give a reasonable in-
come to a general practitioner prepared to live in
a country region and provide what is usually an
excellent health service.

In regard to Medicare itself, I would like the
Minister to make some comment-I know it is in
the Commonwealth legislation, but I could not
find reference to it in the second reading
speech-on the decision that no private health
insurance group will be able to provide gap
insurance. That matter should have been ad-
dressed in his second reading speech, but it was
not, although 1 am sure he has an opinion on it. I
would have thought that, as the Minister for
Health, he has a responsibility to the public and
to the medical profession. He might have gone to
the Commonwealth Department of Health and to
Dr Blewett to tell him it would be better if gap
insurance were provided.

Mr IHodge: That is not my view.

Mr COWAN: There are many people who
would like to be able to exercise that right. They
are now being denied it; people object to that.

I will not speak for any great length about a
fair accompli. I would like to say, in conclusion,
though, what has been said by many other people.
For some reason or another, Australians appear to
be somewhere between seven and 10 years behind
European communities. Politically, Australia has
now accepted a swing to the left. We have Labor
Governments in States, and we have a Labor
Government in the Commonwealth Parliament.
That was the trend in Europe over 10 years ago,
but the trend over there now is away from social-
ism and towards a more conservative political
point of view, except, of course, in France; every-
one will accept that that country must do every-
thing the wrong way round.

Mr Bertram: You are not saying that about
Ireland?

Mr COWAN: No, I have a great deal of re-
spect for the Irish. Politically, the European com-
munity there has had a tendency to move to the
right. The British, one might say ironically, led
the world with the national health scheme, yet
people regard Britain's health scheme as one of
the worst in the world. And here we are in Aus-
tralia doing our utmost to follow the same path,
knowing the pitfalls associated with Britain's
health scheme which pitfalls have been well ad-
vertised and publicised. We seem to be a group of
lemmings going over the edge. 1 cannot support
that concept. What has been tried and found
wanting in Britain is something we should reject.

Until 1972, we had a reasonably good medical
system. We had a mix of subsidised payment and
user payment. All the intervention in the last 10
years has not assisted the situation. This latest
Commonwealth intervention with Medicare will
make no contribution at all, and the Minister's
provisions in this Bill, which provisions are not
necessary, and are not related to the provisions of
Medicare, are designed to give him greater con-
trol over public hospitals and over the medical
profession. We in the National Party are for pri-
vate enterprise. We are opposed to this concept of
bureaucratic intervention in our health system.

MR H-ODGE (Melville-Minister for Health)
[3.56 p.m.]: We have had a long debate on this
Bill-eight speakers have debated it at
length-but, I have been generally disappointed
in the standard of the debate. I know the Bill is
very complex and technical, and because of its
complexity I think most members have been put
off from really studying it. Most have paraded
their ideological positions on the general eoncept
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of what they imagine Medicare is and most of the
Opposition speakers have compared Medicare
with the British health system.

There is no similarity at all between the pro-
posed Medicare scheme and the British national
health scheme. It really is stretching the imagin-
ation to the limit to draw parallels between the
British national health scheme and the proposed
Medicare national health insurance scheme. I
think most members did not study the Bill in any
detail because of its difficulty and complexity.
and they decided on a political speech in which
they paraded their general political concepts
about Medicare.

The member for South Perth, who is the
shadow Minister for Health, led the debate for
the Opposition. He started off, as most members
did, with a comparison of the British NHS
scheme with Medicare. I do not intend to com-
ment on that aspect at any length, because I re-
ject the concept that it is similar to the British
scheme and that the same sort of problems that
scheme has will be encountered in Australia.

Many of the speakers, including the member
for South Perth, made the statement that the Bill
goes further than necessary to implement
Medicare. Again, that statement has been made
in ignorance by people who are not familiar with
the very complex negotiations which have ensued
over many months between the Commonwealth
and the State on the introduction of Medicare. I
have been to two special Health Ministers' Con-
ferences to debate and discuss the issue. It has
been discussed at some length at the Premiers'
Conference, and numerous meetings have been
held between senior officers of the various health
departments in the States and the Common-
wealth. The legislation is very complex, as is the
arrangement which is being entered into. Mem-
bers of this State Parliament who, with only a
fairly sketchy knowledge of the workings of this
scheme, stand up to tell this Parliament and me
that the legislation is unnecessary have a very odd
and incorrect point of view.

Mr Coyne: Do you think you have superior
intellect and you are the only one who can under-
stand it?

Mr HODGE: No. The member could not have
been listening because I did not say that. I am not
casting any aspersions on anyone's intellect. I am
saying the matter is very complex. The nego-
tiations and discussions have been proceeding for
about 1 2 months and Opposition members here
are not familiar with all those complexities They
would not be able to be familiar with them and,
therefore, the statements that they are making

that the legislation goes further than is necessary
are not legitimate or correct. I was not casting as-
persions on anyone's intellect.

I can accept the argument from the Oppo-
sition-the member for South Perth, the Leader
of the Opposition, and other members of the Lib-
eral and National Country Parties. I can accept
their ideological objections to Medicare although
I do not agree with them. I think Medicare will be
a marvellous scheme and I support it strongly as
do other Government members. However, I ac-
cept that it is their right on an ideological basis to
object to Medicare.

Many members, including the member for
Merredin who spoke last, have said that it is a fait
accompli. They all acknowledge that Medicare
will be introduced and, therefore, they agree that
the legislation must go through and be made to
work. I am very pleased they have said that, but I
want to sound a note of caution in respect of the
many amendments the member for South Perth is
contemplating, because they will severely jeopard-
ise the introduction of Medicare. Even if
Medicare can still be implemented, those amend-
ments will make its management and operation
very difficult indeed, if at all possible.

The member for South Perth indicated orig-
inally that he intended to move a long series of
amendments. I received word of that some time
ago. Then the member for South Perth altered
those amendments and placed on the Notice
Paper another series of amendments. A little
while ago he gave me yet another list of amend-
ments. Those amendments are different from the
preceding two series of amendments. As I have
said already, it is very dangerous when dealing
with such complex legislation for members of this
Chamber to draw up amendments which they be-
lieve will not affect the operation of Medicare
when we are under an obligation to the Common-
wealth to do certain things.

I have received very extensive advice from Par-
liamentary Counsel and senior officers of my de-
partment. My officers assure me that the legis-
lation I have introduced into this House goes no
further and is no less than is necessary to
introduce Medicare and to ensure that it is ef-
ficiently and effectively implemented and man-
aged in this State.

Several people have made comments to the ef-
fect that this is a power grab. They have said the
Minister for Health has a plot to grab excessive
power over the hospital system and/or the medi-
cal profession.

I make the point that I am not interested in
gaining control over the medical profession. I am
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not interested in extending control over that pro-
Cession; but I am intere 'sted in expanding control
over State-owned and operated hospitals. I am not
the only one who is interested in that, because my
predecessor was interested in it, also. Indeed, he
was at a very advanced stage in draft legislation
very similar in effect to that which I have
introduced into the Chamber.

Mr Peter Jones: He did not introduce that
legislation.

Mr HODGE: The previous Minister for Health
was up to the fifth draft of a new hospital Bill. He
had obviously been authorised by Cabinet to pre-
pare draft legislation which he had done and it
was very similar legislation 10 that which I have
introduced. It was a much more extensive piece of
legislation which was being worked on by my pre-
decessor.

The member for South Perth predicted that
long waiting lists would occur at Government hos-
pitals as a result of Medicare. I am not sure
whether the member for South Perth said that at
the moment there were, or in the future there
would be, long waiting lists for elective surgery in
Government hospitals and that queues would
build up as is apparently the case under the
scheme in Britain.

Firstly, I make the point that if the member for
South Perth is saying there are long queues for
elective surgery in Government hospitals at pres-
ent, he is not correct. If he is saying there will be
long queues for elective surgery in Government
hospitals as a result of Medicare, 1 indicate he is
making an unduly pessimistic prediction.

I have some statistics which show the waiting
lists for elective surgery in the major teaching
hospitals in the metropolitan area of Perth, and I
am pleased to advise the House that there are
very few waiting lists for elective surgery at our
teaching hospitals currently. I am advised there is
generally a wait for elective surgery of an average
duration of less than one month at Royal Perth
and Sir Charles Gairdner Hospitals. At
Fremantle Hospital 1 am told the wait is generally
two to three weeks and at Princess Margaret and
King Edward Memorial Hospitals the period is
aqbout_ eight weeks.

I am not sure why Opposition members keep
suggesting that enormous queues of people will
suddenly start appearing at public hospitals as a
result of Medicare. While Medicare makes some
members of the Opposition feel slightly sick, it
will not cause the incidence of disease in the com-
munity to increase and it will not cause more op-
erations to be performed,

About the same number of illnesses will occur
in the community and the number of people be-
coming ill and requiring medical attention will not
suddenly increase because of a change in the
health insurance system.

The member for East Melville outlined his
ideological disagreement to the basis of Medicare.
I-e complained about the increase in power of the
Minister to control hospitals. I find it quite amaz-
ing that members of the Opposition should com-
plain about the ability of the Minister for Health,
who is legally responsible for the operation of hos-
pitals in this State, to have the power to properly
manage and control the operations of State-owned
hospitals. That is incredible. All I am seeking the
ability is to efficiently and effectively manage
hospitals.

I am hoping I will be able to manage Medicare
in such an efficient way that all the dire predic-
tions of long waiting periods, etc., which Oppo-
sition members have suggested will occur, will not
in fact occur because I will be able to manage the
operations of the hospitals.

We may have to balance the amount of private
practice in public hospitals to ensure public
patients are not subjected to long waiting queues
for treatment. Public patients must receive first
priority at public hospitals. That is the reason
they were built. Therefore, I must have control
over all the doctors practising in Government hos-
pitals as to when they work, what they do, aiid
how many beds are allocated to them.

I must also accept responsibility for the stan-
dard of medical care that is rendered in Govern-
ment hospitals. If something goes wrong when a
doctor is treating a patient in a Government hos-
pital, the Minister for Health is the prime target
to be sued. There are a number of court cases in
the pipeline at the moment because people have
been dissatisfied with the care and attention they
have received in a Government hospital.

Mr Rushton: Surely that happens in other port-
folios as well.

Mr HODGE: I am not saying it does not-, but
the buck stops with the Minister For Health in re-
spet of what happens in public hospitals. There-
fore, I hope to have the ability to control those
hospitals. I must be able to assure patients -that if
they go into a Government hospital, they will re-
ceive a certain minimum standard of care and at-
tention. if I cannot say which doctors can practise
in public hospitals, I cannot give that assurance.

If I am to be able to say that Medicare will not
result in long queues of patients waiting to get
into public hospitals, I must be able to control the
amount of private practice compared with the
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amount of public practice in public hospitals. IF
general practitioners and family doctors in the
community are to continue to enjoy their access to
Government hospitals and arc not to be squeezed
out by specialists, I also need to have the power to
be able to say that family doctors will get some
form of priority. I must be able to say that as they
are local medical practitioners working in a giv en
local community, and as they serve that area
around the particular hospital, those doctors are
to receive some priority over specialists who may
live in another part of the metropolitan area and
who arc perhaps utilising an inordinate number of
beds and facilities in that local Government hospi-
tal, thereby squeezing out the local family doc-
tors.

The member for Murray-Wellington com-
plained about hospital waiting lists and asked how
the hospitals would get on with increased patients.
If this legislation is passed, it will give me the
ability to properly manage and control Govern-
mnent hospitals in this State. With some goodwill
on the part of all parties-the medical profession,
the Government, and the Opposition-the
Medicare system will be introduced successfully.
If Medicare is properly managed, I see no reason
for there being increased waiting lists at Govern-
ment hospitals. We have an excess capacity in a
number of Government hospitals at present, so we
will be able to cope with any increased demand.
The Commonwealth will compensate us for any
increased activity in Government hospitals, and
this compensation will involve the appointment of
additional staff.

The member for Gascoyne made some very
misleading comments about the one per cent levy
on taxable income. Obviously, he does not have a
clue how the scheme is to be funded. The one per
cent levy on funding is not intended to be the sole
source of revenue for the Medicare scheme. Dr
Blewett and other spokesmen have made that
abundantly clear on many occasions. The present
scheme is grossly inefficient and is awash with
public money. which is being poured into it.

Mr Old: The pamphlet says it will be funded by
a one per cent levy.

Mr HODGE: It will be partially funded by that
levy. The rest of the funds will be made up by a
restructuring of existing funds which arc presently
being poured into the current system at an ever-
increasing rate. The taxation concession that
people currently obtain for private health
insurance is costing, from memory, about $500
million. That money will be taken back and
ploughed directly into Medicare. So the scheme
will be funded by several sources, and not just the
one per cent levy.

Mr Old: That will make it dearer.
Mr HODGE: The contributions people will

make in future will be cheaper. The Federal Min-
ister has said that three out of four people in Aus-
tralia will pay less for their health insurance
under Medicare than they presently do. He is on
record as saying that.

Mr Old: That does not mean a thing.
Mr HODGE: The member for Dale made a

long speech and talked about the nationalisation
of medicine, and I have already commented on
this. He also mentioned the fee-for-service policy.
I do not know from where he got his information,
because I can assure him nothing in this legis-
lation will bring about a termination of the policy
of the Fee-for-service policy.

Mr Rushton: That will be the next step.

Mr HODGE: The thin-edge-of-the-wedge argu-
ment-of course. Recently, I gave the AMA an
assurance that those doctors who wish to continue
working in public hospitals on a modified fee-for-
service basis at the 80 per cent remuneration of
the scheduled Fee, a system introduced by the pre-
vious Government, will be able to continue until
the end of this present Medicare agreement in
1986. The AMA seemed pleased to have my as-
surance.

Mr Old: Wasn't there an argument not long
ago between the doctors and the hospitals about
an amount and about who would be engaged in
negotiating that figure? I understand that the
complaint was that there was to be a negotiated
figure, but they were not to be part of the nego-
tiation.

Mr HODGE: This is very complex, and I think
the member for Katanning-Roc is now referring
to the fee associated with diagnostic treatment by
radiologists and pathologists. I will deal with that
aspect in a moment. Certainly it is a different
question from that involving remuneration for the
ordinary GP who works in a Government hospital.
At the moment, many family doctors working in
Government hospitals receive a modified fee for
service. The previous Government reduced that
fee from 85 per cent to 80 per cent of the common
fee, a move that did not exactly endear members
opposite to the AMA. The present practice will
continue and doctors will have the option of re-
ceiving a modified fee-for-service remuneration or
opting for a sessional payment.

Mr Old: Is that the one to be negotiated?

Mr HODGE: Yes.
Mr Old: Is that negotiated between the doctor

and the hospital or between the department and
the hospitalI?
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Mr HODGE: It would probably be negotiated
by the hospital board, if a board was involved, on
behalf of the Minister.

Mr Old: Direct with the doctor?
Mr HODGE: Yes. Where no board exists, the

Minister is considered to be the board.
Mr Rushton: If the doctor doesn't accept the

negotiations, he can't visit a Government hospital.

Mr HODGE: No, the member for Dale is con-
fusing this with another point, which is that in
this legislation, with the amendment in postponed
section 33B, we have said there should be a pri-
vate practice agreement if a medical practitioner
wishes to work in at Government hospital, and that
agreement will not encompass the fee he charges.
We are not interested in what a private doctor
charges a private patient in a public hospital.
That will be the business of the doctor. He will be
responsible for charging whatever fee he thinks is
fair. He will send out his own accounts and collect
the payments.

Mr Rushton: If he doesn't enter into eon-
cessional services, he won't get in.

Mr HODGE: The point I made in my second
reading speech was that if a doctor is not pre-
pared to treat public patients in a public hospital
under the Medicare scheme, he really does have a
bit of a check to expect ro be able to go along to a
public hospital to use its facilities and to treat his
private patients in there.

Mr Rushton: Taxpayers' facilities.

Mr HODGE: If he is not prepared to treat tax-
payers as public patients under the Medicare
scheme, he has a cheek to go along and expect to
be given the opportunity to treat his private
patients in a public hospital.

Mr Grayden: But that has nothing to do with
Medicare. This is an additional thing.

Mr HODGE: Thai is debatable. If a lot of doc-
tors adopted the attitude that they would be pre-
pared to go into public hospitals to treat only their
private patients and would not be prepared to
treat public patients, the Medicare scheme would
not work because there would be no doctors to
treat public patients.

Mr Grayden: The Medicare legislation does not
require anything of that kind.

Mr H-ODGE: I am saying that Medicare will
work in reality only if doctors arc prepared to
treat public patients in public hospitals. If doctors
are prepared to treat only private patients,
whether the legislation requires it or not,
Medicare just will not work.

Mr Rushton: You will have to employ doctors,
and that will destroy the whole scheme.

Mr HODGE: Many doctors do not want to be
employed; many want to remain in private prac-
tice, hut they are prepared to do sessional work or
modified Fee-for-service work in public hospitals.

The member for Dale mentioned also the possi-
bility of family doctors being stopped from using
public hospitals. I assure him that nothing could
be further from my mind; I am anxious to ensure
that family doctors continue to have free access to
Government hospitals. Nothing in this legislation
will prevent that access.

He said he supported the amendments proposed
by the member for South Perth. I wonder whether
the member for Dale is up with the latest amend-
ments proposed by the member For South Perth,
because three different lots have been adopted.

Mr Grayden: All of which are suitable.
Mr HODGE: That is a matter for the mem-

ber's opinion. I urgently sent the latest proposed
amendments to the Commissioner of Hospital and
Allied Services.

Mr Grayden: I am trying to help you.
Mr HODGE: I appreciate that. By coincidence,

the commissioner is at this very moment meeting
with senior officers of the Federal Department of
Health to discuss the proposed amendments. His
initial reaction without advice was that the pro-
posed amendments could not be accepted and
would render section 33A unworkable.

Mr Grayden: Obviously he is wrong.
Mr HODGE: We have his off-the-cuff opinion

and we will obtain legal advice. I am prepared to
co-operate with the member for South Perth if he
moves an amendment that does not alter any of
the fundamental principles we are trying to
achieve in this legislation. If I am advised that the
proposed amendments are workable and will not
destroy or alter the introduction of Medicare in
this State, I will not oppose them just for the sake
of opposing them.

The member for Katanning-Roe spoke at
length. He referred to cash refunds from private
health fund agencies, but these refunds are not
addressed by this legislation, and the matter does
not come under the control of the State Govern-
ment in any shape or form. If he is concerned
about the matter as I am sure he is, he should
make representations to Mr Keating, the State
Manager of Medibank, who I am sure will discuss
the matter with him.

The member ranged far and wide on general
health matters. He talked about an anomaly
which in his view has arisen over the appointment
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of a doctor in the Dumbleyung Shire, and
intimated that I should give same sari of per-
mission for this doctor with only a regional regis-
tration to have full registration. The member
suggested I should somehow or other intervene,
but I make it clear that I do not have the power to
do so. No-one in this State has that power. The
Medical Board is a statutory body which enforces
the Medical Act, which was amended not so long
ago in this Chamber by the previous Liberal
Government. The ground rules we are working
with at the moment were set by the Government
of which the member was a senior Minister. He
should not whinge or complain to me about this
matter because his Government set the ground
rules. Neither the board nor the Minister has a
discretionary power in this matter.

I will be reviewing the Medical Act over the
next few months, and perhaps I will be able to get
some amending provisions introduced in the next
session of Parliament. I will meet with the
Dumbleyung Shire Council on 8 December to dis-
cuss the issue.

The member mentioned a problem at
Jerramungup. The community wishes to have a
hospital rather than a nursing home. I have
written to the local doctor, the shire, and the local
members, and I invited the local doctor to set
about establishing a committee of local residents
including shire representives to study the health
needs of the Jerramungup Shire so that I can be
given advice on what are the health needs of that
shire and recommendations on the best way to
meet those requirements. I will give seri.ous con-
sideration to those recommendations given the
budgetary constraints under which we are op-
erating.

Mr Old: I think it was rather unfair of you to
accuse me of whingeing, because I put the case to
you for your consideration. I didn't whinge at all,
and I acknowledged the budgetary constraints
under which you are working. I think you were
quite unfair in that. I think it wouldn't be a bad
idea if you had a look at the place.

Mr HODGE: I did not say the member was
whingeing about the situation at Jerramungup. I
said he was whingeing about the appointment of
the Dumblcyung doctor. I made the point that it
was his Government which amended the Medical
Act to set the ground rules for these appoint-
ments. He complained about his Government's
actions, because it was his Government which
made the Act so restrictive that a doctor cannot
be registered outside his area.

Mr Old: That was done for a specific purpose. I
didn't necessarily agree with the concept. Even

good Governments like ours make a mistake. It
wouldn't hurt you to look at these provisions.

Mr HODGE: As I said, I will review the Medi-
cal Act between now and the next session of Par-
liament.

The Leader of the Opposition reiterated his
ideological objection to the legislation. He
laboured that point and was fairly critical of my
saying that the Commonwealth guidelines were
too lengthy to incorporate in my second reading
speech. That is quite right. However, he did not
go a bit further and say that I had indicated that
because the guidelines were lengthy, I would not
take up an excessive amount of time in the second
reading speech by reading those guidelines, but
that I had tabled them when the Bill was
introduced. It was quite unfair of him to intimate
that somehow or other he had not had an oppor-
tunity to read those guidelines. They had been
tabled in this place for the information of all
members.

The contribution from the member for
Merredin was probably a little more constructive
than those of some of the others. He made the
point that I sought to control the medical pro-
fession, but I assure him-and I reiterate-that I
am not interested in extending in any shape or
form the present controls over the medical pro-
fession: I am interested only in having the auth-
ority to manage properly the Government's public
hospital system. I am not interested in obtaining
excessive powers or extending the existing powers
over the medical profession.

The member for Merredin mentioned a con-
tract for private practitioners in public hospitals.
The term that has been used is "private practice
agreement", and I suppose one could term such a
document as a contract. In no shape or form does
the agreement try to inhibit the right of private
practitioners, particularly family doctors, from
working in or entering Government hospitals. I
have merely said that I want to know who is en-
tering our Government hospitals, why they are
coming in, how many beds they intend to use, and
what facilities they will require. Surely that does
not represent some sort of outrageous power grab.

I have copies of regulations from two major pri-
vate hospitals-St. John of God at Subiaco, which
is the largest private hospital in the State, and
Glengarry Hospital. Those hospitals already have
p owers far in excess of those which I seek to have
in Government hospitals. Private hospitals have
advisory boards, the directions of which each doc-
tor must comply with if he wishes to work in those
hospitals. The board accepts or rejects appli-
cations on their merits, and provides no avenue of
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appeal. The board is not required to explain to a
doctor why his application is not accepted.

These boards have arbitrary powers, but for
public hospitals we will appoint committees corn-
prising doctors and representatives of the AMA
and my department. Our advisory committees will
ensure that doctors are judged by their peers so
that we know the applicants are the proper people
to be coming into our hospitals. If an applicant is
recommended by the committee, 1 will almost
certainly accept the application.

I am quite happy to have doctors given free ac-
cess to public hospitals. In fact, I am worried that
many specialists are squeezing G1's out of our
public hospitals. I will not attempt to control the
fees that private doctors charge and I will not at-
tempt to send out accounts on their behalf.

Mr Cowan: It is in the legislation.
Mr HODGE: I am talking about private doc-

tors visiting private patients in public hospitals.
Mr Cowan: I understand from the legislation

that no doctor will be able to enter a hospital un-
less he signs an agreement, and then the hospital
will assume the responsibility of charging for the
service conducted in the hospital.

Mr HODGE: The member has misunderstood
the legislation.

Mr Cowan: I don't think so.
Mr HODGE: He has.
I am not being critical about this. As I have

said about six times, it is complex legislation.
There are many doctors running around the town
actively promoting that line. I think some ought
to know better. The only doctors' who will have
bills sent out on their behalf by the hospital will
be diagnostic doctors such as radiologists and
pathologists. The hospitals will send out the ac-
counts on their behalf and the amount of money
collected will be divided between the doctor and
the hospital in accordance with the correct nego-
tiated formula.

That was the practice for radiologists in this
State until about IS months ago and under the
formula usually about 60/ 40; 60 per cent of the
money goes to the hospital for the provision of
staff and facilities, and the remainder goes to the
radiologist.

I hope I have convinced the member for
Merredin that private doctors with private
patients in public hospitals will not be able to send
out their own accounts and be able to charge
whatever fees they think are necessary.

Mr Cowan: There are circumstances in which a
hospital or medical practitioner may make an
agreement under strongly defined conditions to

raise charges for certain prescribed services and
the hospitals will raise all the accounts on behalf
of the doctor.

Mr HODGE: The words "Prescribed services"
cover diagnostic services, radiologists, and pathol-
ogists, as well as a few other miscellaneous items
associated with radiology or pathology. I want to
make that crystal clear.

Mr Grayden: I think you are confusing the
member for Merredin.

Mr HODGE: I think I have just clarified the
matter for him.

Mr Grayden: If a private practitioner wants to
go to a public hospital, he will have to have an
agreement with the hospital-

Mr H-ODGE: Quite correct.
Mr Grayden:-and he will not be able to prac-

tise unless he has that agreement.
Mr Cowan: I understand that.
Mr HODGE: I have spent the last 10 minutes

explaining that part of the legislation. Perhaps the
member for South Perth was not listening. I
wanted to make that point perfectly clear because
many people seem to be under a misapprehension.

The member for Merredin referred to gap
insurance. This was not mentioned in my second
reading speech because I have the quaint view
that a second reading speech should relate to the
Bill which is being introduced. There is nothing in
this Bill that in any way touches on gap
insurance. Nevertheless, I am happy to briefly
outline my view on this point.

I support the proposal put forward by Dr
Blewett that there should not be gap insurance,
and I do so for good reason. Many people say that
if patients are not asked to make any sort of con-
tribution to their medical bill, they will tend to
overuse the system. The argument is that if people
have to pay some small amount, but cannot insure
for gap insurance, it will be more likely that they
will not overuse the system.

I do not feel strongly one way or another on
this point, but I feel that gap insurance may en-
courage some doctors to overservice. They know if
they charge the insured amount, the person will
not have to pay anything, and maybe the incentive
"is there for overservicing.

That is the thinking behind the removal of the
gap insurance. Of course, if the doctor cares to
bulkbill, there will be no payment for the patient
to make, but the Commonwealth will have close
scrutiny over bulkbilling. My department will
have computers to deal with this matter and if
any overservicing is included, it will quickly show
up on the computers.
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Mr Cowan: There will be a difference in the
schedule fees and the fees for private wards.

Mr HODGE: That is a different matter again.
Gap insurance is for medical insurance only; it is
not for hospital insurance.

Mr Cowan: Yes, I know, but now I am asking
about the other part which deals with hospital
costs.

Mr HODGE: Any person covered by Medicare
will get free cover in a public hospital in an ordi-
nary ward as a public patient, If a person goes
into a public hospital as a private patient, he will
need to have private insurance to cover that extra
amount and that is provided for in the Federal
Medicare legislation.

I have attempted to answer all the queries
raised. I hope I have put some myths to rest and
have got rid of some of the red herrings. This
legislation is no more and no less than what is re-
quired for the proper implementation and man-
agement of the Medicare scheme. The only extra
that may be read into the legislation is the
amendment concerning parking. It is not a ter-
ribly important part, but the legislation had to be
amended and we thought it was a good oppor-
tunity to include that matter.

Mr Grayden: What about private practitioners
and the agrecment fur them to enter into other
fields?

Mr HODGE: I have been through this three or
four times.

Mr Grayden: You are saying that this legis-
lation is necessary to implement Medicare, but
the Commonwealth has made no provision for ad-
ditional controls of that kind.

Mr HODGE: I advise the member for South
Perth that the Commonwealth in no shape or
form is responsible for managing the State hospi-
tal system: I am. I have the responsibility to en-
sure that Medicare is efficiently and effectively
run in this State. If Opposition members are at-
tempting to tie one of my hands behind my back
by imposing amendments in the upper House, it
will be difficult to implement this scheme.

This legislation is necessary to implement
Medicare. I need this legislation to go through
Parliament to manage Medicare, If the Oppo-
sition in the upper House wishes to use its
numbers to tear this legislation apart-as has
been promised-I say quite clearly that the blame
will sit squarely on the shoulders of Opposition
members if Medicare is not introduced. If it is
introduced in this State, and we are not able to
run it efficiently and effectively, the blame will lie

squarely on the shoulders of the Opposition mem-
bers in the upper House.

I advise them strongly against going along chat
track. This legislation has been put together by
experts in my department, after consultation with
the Commonwealth which has advised that it is
necessary.

Mr Grayden: Those provisions were not re-
quired when Medibank was introduced.

Mr HODGE: Medibank was so many years ago
and as we all know it had a number of flaws. It
had many problems and some people were critical
of it. It seems the Opposition is critical of this
scheme.

I am trying to ensure that this scheme operates
properly and does not have the problems
Medibank had.

Mr Grayden: When you introduced the Bill,
you said it was complementary to the Common-
wealth legislation and then you not only
introduced complementary provisions, but also
went infinitely further.

Mr HODGE: For the last time-I have made
the point six times-I indicate that I have
introduced legislation that is necessary for me to
implement and manage Medicare in a practical
way. I can see the point that some of the legis-
lation contained in this Bill was not passed in the
Commonwealth Parliament. However, the Com-
monwealth Parliament is not responsible for man-
aging the State hospital system-I am, and, to
manage the hospital system, I need the sorts of
controls that are in this legislation.

I urge members of this House to support the
legislation.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Hodge (Minister for Health) in
charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: Section 31 amended-

Mr IHODGE: This is a fairly mechanical type
of amendment which is proposed to overcome the
deficiency that tie Parliamentary Draftsman
picked up in the legislation after it was
introduced. Clause 7 (a) (i) seeks to delete the
subsection designation "(I)" and such a deletion
should not be made because clause 7 (b) replaces
section 3 1 (2) of the principal Act with proposed
subsection (2).
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This amendment which is proposed merely
seeks to overcome that small technical difficulty,
and I move an amendment-

Pages 8 and 9-Delete paragraph (a) and
sqbstitute the following-

(a) in subsection (1) by deleting-
(i) the colon after "warrants hospital

treatment" and substituting a full
stop; and

(ii) the proviso;
Mr GRAYDEN: This is purely a machinery

amendment and the Opposition does not disagree
with it.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 8: Section 33A repealed and sections

33A, 33B and 33C substituted-
Mr GRAYDEN: I want to refer generally to

clause 8. I realise that the Minister will move an
amendment at a later stage, and I propose to
move one or two amendments.

I will not reply now to some of the comments
the Minister made earlier, but I will do so at the
third reading stage.

The Opposition has some fears about this
clause mainly because it is worded in a way that
would allow the Minister to go beyond what is
intended. Without any question, the clause ts
intended to relate only to professional services in
respect of a prescribed item. The Opposition has
no objection to that as, unless the clause is passed,
medical practitioners will not be reimbursed by
the Commonwealth Government for services.
There is no suggestion that the Opposition does
not support that aspect.

The clause makes reference to the State
guidelines which are additional to the Common-
wealth guidelines. It is for that reason that the
Opposition requires an assurance from the Minis-
ter for Health that this clause will apply purely to
professional servies in respect of a prescribed
item or items. If it does not, there are several
courses of action the Opposition can take. One is
the original amendment I put on the Notice Paper
and to which the Minister referred. It would have
had the effect of abolishing or deleting all those
provisions which could have been interpreted as
being additional to those required to complement
Medicare. In order to assist the Minister and to
give him necessary control without deleting those
provisions. I propose to move certain amend-
ments.

Had the amendments I originally proposed
been passed, they would not have affected the

ability of the Government to introduce Medicare
because the Commonwealth Government has
already introduced the necessary legislation. The
Commonwealth legislation would have been suf-
ficient and medical practitioners could have en-
tered into agreements with various hospitals pro-
viding the agreements were in conformity with the
Commonwealth guidelines, and, without any
question, the Commonwealth Government would
have reimbursed them. There is nothing wrong
with the original amendments.

Another way this clause could be amended is
simply by deleting parts of it to clarify it and en-
sure that the State Minister, not necessarily the
present one, could go further and include
guidelines which were not relevant to the legis-
lation's being complementary to Medicare.

I will not foreshadow my amendments, but I
emphasise that they are relatively minor and all
they do is clarify this clause and nothing else. I
have given my proposed amendments to the Min-
ister and I must apologise for their lateness, but
they were given to me only just prior to this after-
noon's sitting, and I gave them to him immedi-
ately. I appreciate the fact that he will want to
obtain some legal advice on them.

However, I assure the Minister that they do
nothing except clarify this situation and ensure
the section relates only to prescribed items and
will not permit State guidelines to add further re-
quirements concerning medical practitioners.

I mention that the Australian College of Sur-
geons is involved in an argument with the Com-
monwealth Government in respect of bulkbilling,
as mentioned by the members for Merredin and
Narrogin, and also in respect of the approved
agreements involved in this clause. The Aus-
tralian College of Surgeons is taking up that mat-
ter directly with the Commonwealth Government
and it has nothing to do with the debate now
taking place. We are concerned that this ClaUSe is
written in such a way that its provisions go far be-
yond the Minister's stated intentions.

We wish to delete proposed new sections 33B
and 33C. There can be absolutely no doubt about
the fact that they are additional to the require-
ments of Medicare legislation. New section 33B is
the major offender. Without any question and
irrespective of what the Minister says, it is an at-
tempt to acquire by stealth additional control.
When introducing the Bill, the Minister for
Health made it clear that he was introducing
legislation complementary to Medicare. The Op-
position has absolutely no objection to supporting
legislation of that kind. However, we are object-
ing to the additional provisions which the Minis-
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ter has included in the Bill. He seized the oppor-
tunity provided by the Medicare issue to take
upon himself total power over medical prac-
titioners in Western Australia. For instance, in
new section 33B he has provided that no medical
practitioner, irrespective of whether he is dealing
with prescribed items, will operate in any Govern-
ment hospital unless he has entered into a private
practice agreement.

Mr Hodge: What is wrong with that? The pri-
vate hospitals have been doing it for years.

Mr GRAYDEN: Of course they have and what
is wrong with that system? Private practitioners
throughout Western Australia have been entering
into these agreements with the hospitals and the
Minister has had nothing to do with the matter.
Now the Minister wants to take over and supplant
it with statutory and ministerial control.

Mr Hedge: You are misinformed. There are no
agreements in operation-

Mr GRAYDEN: Doctors throughout Western
Australia are going into the hospitals and entering
agreements.

Mr Hedge: With whom are they entering into
agreements?

Mr GRAYDEN: I am not suggesting they all
are, but numerous advisory bodies attached to
hospitals monitor what is going on.

Mr Hedge: I am on the board of a number of
hospitals in the community and there are no
agreements in force with either me or the hospi-
tals and any private practitioners.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am not suggesting they are
with the Minister.

Mr Hodge: I would like to know who has these
agreements.

Mr Bryce: The member for South Perth is nor-
mally very logical. If the doctors are entering into
these agreements with private hospitals, why
should they not be entering into the same agree-
ments with public hospitals?

Mr GRAYDEN: There is nothing to stop them
from doing that, but they do not want ministerial
or statutory control without any recourse to arbi-
tration. That has nothing to do with Medicare.
The Minister for Health has included in this Bill,
virtually verbatim, one clause from the Medibank
legislation introduced in 1973.

Mr Hedge: You never stop complaining about
Medibank.

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not intend to continue
with this line because my time is running out.
However, this clause has been inserted and will
control all private practitioners in Government

hospitals in Western Australia. As far as the Op-
position is concerned, such a provision is not good
enough.

I refer to comments reported in The West Aus-
tralian on Friday. 25 November as follows-

Mr Hodge said the legislation was necess-
ary for the Government to have proper con-
trol over its hospitals to facilitate the
introduction of Medicare.

Mr Hodge: Correct. It is the most accurate
thing you have said all afternoon.

Mr GRAYDEN: The article continues-
"The State Government will have much

more control over what happens in public
hospitals and in the standards of medical
care and attention," he said.

Naturally, if the Minister applies these controls to
medical practitioners, he will have more control.
To continue-

"The ability of the Government to control
those standards is lacking.

"At the moment, the Government. even
though it owns and operates the hospitals,
has very little say over which doctors go into
the hospitals and what they do. .. "

Under this Bill, the Minister will say which doc-
tors can go into hospitals, when they may go into
hospitals, what they will do upon getting into the
hospitals, and so on. Medical practitioners will be
in an iron grip. The Commonwealth legislation re-
quires only that doctors enter into approved
agreements in respect of prescribed items. The
other powers included are additional. For that
reason, I consider this to be legislation by stealth.

The Minister has used Medicare legislation to
assume this additional control over the doctors of
Western Australia. If he wanted that additional
control, he could alter health and medical care
legislation being brought forward at a later stage.
I understand inquiries are in progress at the mo-
ment in respect or other items affecting hospitals,
medical practitioners, and general health in West-
ern Australia. The Minister could have said quite
openly that the Government wants additional con-
trol over medical practitioners operating in
Government hospitals in Western Australia. How-
ever, he did not do that. He simply included it in
the Medicare legislation and gave the impression
to the House that it was complementary to the
Medicare legislation. Even Dr Blewett has made
it clear in today's issue of The West Australian
that this additional legislation is not necessary as
far as Medicare is concerned.

This will have the effect of putting medical
practitioners in straitjackets for the flrst time.
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That is the objectionable feature of the Bill. I
intend to raise further points during this Comn-
mittee stage.

Mr TRETHOW AN: This is the clause which
gives me central concern- I agree entirely with the
member for South Perth that the provisions of
new section 33A dealing principally with the
regulation of prescribed services-that is, diag-
nostic services in public hospitals-largely re-
inforce the existing situation. With the few small
amendments suggested by the member for South
Perth, it is relatively acceptable in line with the
implementation of Medicare. As I indicated in the
second reading debate, my principal concern is
with the latter two parts of this clause; they are,
new sections 338 and 33C. I am certainly at a
loss to understand the statement of the Minister
that there are no agreements between clinical
staff and those medical practitioners practising in
public hospitals at the present time.

Mr Hodge: I did not say clinical staff. You are
talking about teaching hospitals. The member for
South Perth was talking about non-teaching
Government hospitals.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I did not understand the
Minister to say non-teaching hospitals.

Mr Hodge: All these remarks were directed to
non-teaching hospitals. There have been informal
agreements between the boards of management
and the doctors in teaching hospitals.

Mr TRETHOWAN: That is precisely the point
I made in the second reading debate.

Mr Hodge: This legislation will have no effect
on those agreements. They will expire on 1
February.

Mr TRETHOWAN: That is not the impression
which the clinical staff have in the teaching hospi-
tals.

Mr Hodge: 1 cannot help what impression they
have; I am merely telling you the facts. The argu-
ment between the member for South Perth and
me was about non-teaching Government hospitals
which have no clinical staff.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I accept that is not the
situation. The point I am making and which I
made in the second reading debate related to
teaching hospitals where agreements have been
built up over I1I years.

Mr Hodge: They will not be affected.
Mr TRETH-OWAN: Is the Minister saying

that the agreements will remain in the form that
they are?

Mr I-odge: Until they expire. They are due to
expire by I February and then they will be
renegotiated as they usually are.

Mr TRETH-OWAN: Is the Minister saying the
process of negotiating-

Mr Hodge: They will proceed as they normally
do.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I am certainly glad to
hear that. It seems to me that the process by
which those agreements had been reached was
one of concensus. It had been a conciliation agree-
ment with a consensus describing the relationship
between the clinical staff and those practitioners
working in teaching hospitals. Certainly concern
was expressed to me. I know that concern was
very clearly felt among those medical prac-
titioners involved with the existing agreements.
This particular part of the Bill would wipe them
out and the new process of agreement would be
implemented under the provisions of sections 33B
and 33C. That process is on a substantially differ-
ent basis from that of the original and existing
agreements. The powers of the Minister under
these sections go far beyond those which I under-
stand have been exercised up to now in the nego-
tiation of those agreements between the boards
and the doctors operating in those hospitals.

Mr Hedge: This is what happens in Govern-
menit non-teaching hospitals, in the main.

Mr TRETHOWAN: It will affect teaching
hospitals?

Mr Hodge: I do not think it will have much ef-
fect at all on teaching hospitals.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I am certainly pleased to
have those assurances from the Minister. I am
sure those medical practitioners who operate in
the teaching hospitals will be, too. Certainly the
concern expressed to me was that it would affect
them to the detriment of the existing situation
which was operating satisfactorily.

Mr Grayden: They will have to enter into a
number of~agreements with the Commonwealth
Government, and they have to supersede the other
agreements.

Mr H-odge: That is only for these diagnostic
services. The Commonwealth guidelines will not
be much different from the existing situation.

Mr Grayden: At present, they have to enter
into agreements, but they do not have to do it in
accordance with guidelines.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I certainly think many of
the existing clinical staff and those involved with
staff in teaching hospitals will have some of their
concerns alleviated by the Minister's statement.
Although that may be the intention of the Minis-
ter, I am not entirely sure that the Bill does not
allow it to go much further than that, but I accept
the Minister's assurance.
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The CHAIRMAN: Before further remarks are
addressed to the Committee, I would point out to
the member [or Narrogin and other members that
it is highly disorderly to pass between the Chair
and the person on his feet, irrespective of the
manner in which it is done. Standing Orders quite
clearly slate that it is disorderly and I expect
members to desist from this practice in the future.

Mr RUSHTON: I wish to address my remarks
on this clause to the Minister and call his atten-
tion to a couple of points. He can readily appreci-
ate that we have a total opposition to this elause,
because it controls the system of service, putting
absolute control in the hands of the Minister. We
see in that something which is not acceptable to
us in a philosophical way.

Mr Hodge: Do you agree that the Minister for
Education should have absolute control over
Government schools?

Mr RUSHTON: I believe that there needs to
be a flexibility in that situation, just as there
should be in every case.

Mr Hodge: He has absolute control over
Government schools.

Mr RUSHTON: There is an executive in a hos-
pital which carries out an administrative function.
It does not come down to politicising, and control
over a hospital should be kept at arm's length.
With the powers in this clause, the Minister will
be able to intrude a political situation.

Mr Hodge: That is not true. The Minister for
Health is on the board of over 50 hospitals in the
State and always has been.

Mr RUSHTON: May I get away from that as-
pect and speak about the patient and his being
aware of the cost of the service? Normally with a
doctor-patient relationship, when the patient is
billed, he knows exactly what the service costs.
Under this clause, the doctor will not be rendering
a fee; he will be prohibited from doing that.

Mr IHodge: That depends on whether the
patient is a public or private patient.

Mr RUJSH-TON: In a non-teaching Govern-
ment hospital, the doctor has to give a sessional
service to the private patient, and the patient is
admitted. If the doctor is allowed to give that ser-
vice to that patient, he will be rendering his own
fee. Therefore, the patient wvill know the cost. In
the other case, he is doing so many hours a week
in sessional services, and he is not rendering an
account to the patient, so the patient is not aware
of the cost.

Mr Hodge: He has the option under this
scheme where the service is on a sessional basis or

on a fee for that service. That is provided for in
this legislation.

Mr RUSHTON: The patient will not know the
cost of that service.

Mr Hodge: That is a fundamental of Medicare.
Mr RUSHTON: That is one of the evils of

Medicare and one of the evils of this control
system. It will generate many more demands upon
the services which will be an embarrassment not
only to the Minister and the State Government-

Mr Hodge: You are forgetting about the
fundamentals of Medicare services.

Mr RUSHTON: I am just stating the situation
under this clause, because it does allow control of
the doctor. What I am objecting to, as my col-
leagues are, is that the Minister should not extend
the powers beyond the minimum needs of
Medicare.

I know the Government has indicated that it
believes that in a managerial and operational
sense it will be difficult to administer Medicare if
it does not have these powers and that it will be
efficient and effective if it does have them. How-
ever, that is always said by people who do not be-
lieve a private enterprise system will work and
who prefer to have a controlled system. The more
control one has, the less incentive exists for the
medico to give speedy and efficient service. The
Minister is saying that, as a result of his control
system, he can demand service from medicos, but
human nature being what it is, I doubt that is the
case.

The real crime is that this legislation will re-
move the incentive for the individual to be motiv-
ated to work hard and to use maximum energy to
provide the best service as a result of which he
will obtain some reward. That is an incentive in
itself and if such incentives are offered, the whole
health and medical care service will work satisfac-
torily.

Members opposite know we are opposed to this
expansion of power. It is unpalatable for us to be
involved in Medicare, but we cannot do much
about that. It has been put in the form of, "Take
it or leave it". The Commonwealth Government is
using a system of blackmail by saying to the
States, "You have to be in it or you will not get
anything". The doctors cannot resist the system.
because, going by what has been said in the news-
papers, if they do not support it, they will not ob-
tain any money from the Commonwealth and the
whole health system will fall apart. That is an in-
dication of how delicate the system is.

This is jackboot legislation. It will work against
the Government's expectations, because it is
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trying to go against human nature. The human
being will not respond to the Government's over-
bearing methods of control.

Mr GRAYDEN: One of the great objections to
proposed new sections 33A and 33B is that at no
stage has consultation taken place between either
the State or Federal Governments and the medi-
cal practitioners in respect of any of the agree-
ments referred to in the legislation. No consul-
tation has occurred in respect of the approved
agreements and the Australian College of Sur-
geons takes exception to that, It wants to ensure
that if its members are required to enter into ap-
proved agreements, while they conform with the
Commonwealth guidelines, adequate consultation
takes place between the medical practitioners and
the hospitals Concerned.

Mr Hodge: They would be required to enter
into that agreement only if they branched into
radiology or pathology.

Mr GRAYDEN: I appreciate that is the case
in respect of diagnostic services.

Proposed new section 33B contains provision
for agreements and medical practitioners have
been excluded from taking part in consultation on
the agreements which are entered into. Provision
is not made for consultation between the medical
practitioners and the hospital board. The agree-
menit will simply be drawn up for them and they
will have to like it or lump it. That is the aspect to
which medical practitioners take exception.

Proposed new section 33B for the first time
seeks to give the Minister the power to require
every medical practitioner who goes into a public
hospital to enter into a private practice agree-
ment. When we talk in terms of Government hos-
pitals or recognised hospitals which include
nursing posts and the like in Western Australia, it
is clear a huge number of institutions are involved
and for the First time this provision will apply to
all those institutions-

Proposed new section 3311, firstly, provides that
all practitioners must enter into private practice
agreements. I refer members to the wording of
proposed new subsection (2). Proposed new sub-
section (3) seeks to give the Minister more power
and I refer members to the wording of it.

Proposed new subsection (4) says-
A board shall give effect to any directions

given to it under subsection (2) of this sec-
tion.

We now begin to realise the sorts of powers the
Minister seeks to assume. WVhere hospital boards
are not established, the Minister is placed in the
position of acting as a board. Therefore, through-

out the hospitals of Western Australia, the hospi-
tal boards or the Minister will be in a position to
draw up these agreements and then revoke or vary
them in any way they please at any time.

Mr Hodge: That is not correct.
Mr GRAYDEN: Why does the Minister say

that? That is what the Bill provides.

Mr Hodge: No, it does not. You have misread
it. It is my direction to the board which may be
varied at any time, not the agreement. Once the
agreement has been entered into, it is binding for
the period of the agreement. It cannot be changed
once the agreement has been entered into.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister has obviously
misconstrued the contents of this proposed new
section.

Mr Hodge: No, you are misconstruing it. The
only thing which can be varied is my direction to
the board.

Mr ORAYDEN: That is what I am com-
plaining about.

Mr Hodge: But I cannot vary or revoke agree-
ments once they have been entered into.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister can do this. The
provision says that, "by writing given to that
board..-the Minister may ". ..vary Or revoke
directions given to it under this subsection".

Mr Hodge: I am not quarrelling about direc-
tions. You said I can vary or revoke agreements
and I cannot do so. I can vary only the directions.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister can revoke
directions and make new ones.

Mr Hodge: That is correct.
Mr GRAYDEN: That is an indication of the

sort of power the Minister is taking unto himself
as a consequence of these new provisions.

The Commonwealth Government amended four
parent Acts and in its legislation it went out of its
way to ensure that only those matters required for
the establishment of Medicare were put into the
Statute. Here the Government is talking in terms
of complementary legislation and it is using the
Commonwealth Medicare legislation as a vehicle
to extend its extraordinary control over private
medical practitioners in Western Australia. Of
course, that is the aspect to which the-Opposition
takes exception.

Mr RUJSHTON: The point I raised with the
Minister was brought to my attention by the fears
expressed to me by the GPs in my electorate.
Those fears relate to a situation in which a patient
wants to be located in Armadale-Kelmscott Mem-
orial Hospital. His GP wishes to treat him at that
hospital, but, for some reason or other, the doctor
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is not able to negotiate with the Minister the
sessional conditions on which he will attend the
hospital.

The doctor could have a very heavy practice
with no time for him to provide extra services. He
could be servicing a big district and could have a
tremendous number of patients visiting his sur-
gery. If he could not provide these sessional ser-
vices the Minister is demanding of him, his
patients would be denied the convenience of that
hospital. Of course, they could go to the hospital
and be attended by a resident medico or by
another doctor, but most people would find this a
most objectionable arrangement. No-one who has
enjoyed the freedom of Australia's medical ser-
vice would find anything but objection to this ar-
rangement. So, through the requirements of this
legislation, some patients could be denied the use
of a public hospital if their OP is unable to attend
at that hospital because he is unable to meet
sessional demands placed on him by the Minister.

I ask the Minister whether circumstances could
arise where a OP who has a very heavy practice
and is providing a magnificent service to the
people in his community because he is working
day and night to give that service, would be able
to use these hospital facilities, or would he be
penalised?

Mr Hodge: A doctor who legitimately cannot
enter into the treatment of public patients in pub-
lic hospitals, but still wishes to treat private
patients, will not necessarily be disbarred.

Mr RUSHTON: What sort of conditions would
the Minister impose? I want to give my own
medical man and the others in my area an idea of
the conditions that would apply.

Mr Hodge: If' he had an excessively busy prac-
tice and was a one-man operator, I would accept
that as a legitimate reason that he could not treat
public patients.

Mr RUSHTON: I welcome that interjection.
However, does that not begin to discriminate
against a practice with three or four doctors? The
Minister seems to be saying that they should be
able to make some adjustments.

Mr Hodge: Between them they should be able
to make a contribution to the treatment of public
patients in the local public hospital.

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister is making a de-
termination that he should be allowed to tell them
how they should run their practice.

Mr Hodge: Medicare won't work if doctors are
not prepared to do this.

Mr RUSHTON: This is the obnoxious part of
Medicare.

Mr Hodge: You are arguing on ideological
grounds.

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister is saying that
for Medicare to work, it will be necessary that a
form of dictatorship must be involved.

Mr Hodge: Some give and take.
Mr RUSHTON: Already we have the best

medical service in the country, but we are to re-
place it with this objectionable control. This
clause shows the weakness of the Government's
whole presentation. It allows us to demonstrate
very easily how the Government wishes to extend
obnoxious controls in this State, controls which
are not required by the Federal Government. The
Minister in reply will need to have a very good ex-
planation for us to support this clause. We do not
want to hear him talking merely about efficiency
and effectiveness or management and operational
difficulties. He will need to provide sound argu-
ments in support of his desire to have these extra
powers not required by the Federal Government.
That is what we expect from the Minister; that is
what the public expect from the Minister.

Mr HODGE: I intend to move the amendment
in my name on the Notice Paper.

Point of Order
Mr GRAYDEN: I thought that what we were

trying to do was to move the amendments in the
order they appear on the Notice Paper. I wanted
to speak generally for the third time to this clause
and in particular to one matter the Minister
raised before he proceeded to move his amend-
men t.

The CHAIRMAN: I point out to the Minister
for Health that I think it would aid the smooth
running of the Chamber if I gave the call to the
member for South Perth and allowed him to
speak for a third time on this clause. With the
Minister's forbearance, I will give the call to the
member for South Perth.

Committee Resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister said that he

would not apply the powers to be given to him in
this Bill, powers which the member for Dale im-
plied the Minister might use. The significant
thing is that the powers are in the Bill, whether or
not this Minister intends to use them. The prob-
lem is that a future Minister, using these powers.
could do virtually what he wanted to do with pri-
vate practitioners. I repeat: This clause gives the
Minister extensive powers. It enables him to give
directions in writing to hospital boards as he
thinks fit in respect of the private practice agree-
ments which have been entered into by all private
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practitioners. He will be enabled to vary or revoke
his directions, etc. These are the sorts of powers
which will eventually be part of an Act once this
Bill is passed.

When the Medibank scheme was instituted in
1973, legislation was introduced into this
Chamber to implement that scheme. The
interesting point is that the Bill comprised vir-
tually only one clause, which is the clause with
which we are now dealing. If somebody reads
what appears on page 9 of this Bill, he has read
virtually all the provisions of the Medibank Bill
because that was all that was necessary to im-
plement Medibank, and it is virtually all that is
necessary to implement Medicare.

Medibank was an operation similar to that of
Medicare;, Medibank was a complex operation im-
plemented by legislation in 1973, which apart
from its preamble comprised virtually one clause,
the clause which appears at page 9 of the 19
pages which comprise this legislation.

Leave to Continue Speech

I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later
stage of this day's sitting.

Leave granted.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at
a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Hedge (Minister for Health).

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 p.m.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY: PROCEEDINGS

Taping: Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman): I wish to ad-
vise members that, following discussions with the
Chief Hansard Reporter and later with the Prem-
ier and the Leader of the Opposition, the proceed-
ings tonight will be reported from the taped re-
cord. A Hansard reporter will remain in the
House to monitor the taping.

HOSPITALS AMENDMENT BILL

In Commit tee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Burkett) in the Chair; Mr Hodge (Minister for
Health) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 8: Section 33A repealed and sections
33A, 33B and 33C substituted-

Progress was reported after the clause had been
partly considered.

Mr GRAYDEN: Prior to the tea suspension. I
was simply pointing out that when Medibank was
introduced in 1973, it required a Bill which
comprised virtually only one clause. That clause is
written into clause 8 of the Bill before us.

We have a situation in which one clause was
necessary to implement Medibank and yet the
Minister finds that 19 pages are required in order
to implement Medicare. I mentioned that fact to
indicate the enormous additional power which the
Minister is taking unto himself. When private
practitioners enter the agreements that are re-
quired, if they want to practise in Government
hospitals of Western Australia, irrespective of
where in Western Australia those hospitals may
be situated, they put themselves completely in the
hands of the Minister. Nobody can complain
about the present medical service in Western Aus-
tralian hospitals. Our teaching hospitals are ad-
ministered by hoards which are ministerially ap-
pointed. Quite a number of peripheral hospi-
tals-those at Warineroo, Osborne Park, Ar-
madale, Swan Districts, Bentley-are controlled
by advisory committees, not advisory boards.

Mr Hodge interjected.
Mr CRAYDEN: Of course, they are informal

groups, but they maintain a very close control
over those peripheral hospitals. We cannot have a
situation where a doctor just walks in, contrary to
the wishes of those advisory committees-and I
can cite instance after instance-

Mr IHodge: The advisory committees don't con-
trol who goes into the hospital.

Mr GRAYDEN: They control the type of work
that they do and, specifically, the clinical duties in
those hospitals-

Mr Hodge: They don't-someone has misled
you.

Mr GRAYDEN: That is not the situation at
all. So the peripheral hospitals have advisory com-
mittees and then in the private hospitals-

Mr Hodge interjected.
Mr GRAYDEN: I am sorry. The Minister

should ask any medical practitioner who practises
in them for instances of doctors being prevented
from going into those hospitals as a consequence
of the advisory committees.

Mr Hodge: Those advisory committees have no
political or any other authority to stop anyone
from going into those hospitals.
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Mr GRAYDEN: They have been working very
well indeed: it is a form of self-regulation. The
Minister wants to replace a very satisfactory form
of self-regulation with ministerial and statutory
control.

Mr Hodge: Someone has been kidding you; that
is just not correct.

Mr GRAYDEN: Goodness gracious! 1 just
suggested the Minister ask some of them. Many
medical practitioners are ringing me up con-
stantly and explaining the work of the advisory
committees in the peripheral hospitals. In the pri-
vate hospitals, a form of accreditation operates.
The private hospitals like St. John of God contact
the medical practitioners say, once every three
years, and advise the doctor that he is an ac-
credited visitor. They exercise quality control as a
consequence of that system. Then there is the
myriad of hospitals in the country areas of West-
ern Australia; if they do not have a board such as
that which operates at NMerredin, they come under
the Minister and the Minister has all the control
that he wishes.

The current system in the hospitals of Western
Australia is quite satisfactory. The Director of
Hospital and Allied Services has, of course, ad-
ditional powers. but the Minister wants to assume
these additional powers for one purpose only. It
has nothing to do with Medicare;, it is simply to
exercise that type of nationalised control which
has long been the ideology of some people in this
Chamber.

My time will expire very shortly and I want to
move several amendments while we are on this
clause, not with the object of having them passed
because section 33A is not of great concern.I
want to move the amendments in order to bring
them to the attention of members. I would like an
assurance from the Minister that section 33A will
be used only in respect of prescribed agreements.
When we get to the other two proposed sections
33B and 33C, the Opposition will take a different
view altogether. We say that they should be re-
jected because they have nothing at all to do with
Medicare and they are simply a means by which
the Minister can exercise an iron grip on the medi-
cal practitioners of Western Australia.

Mr HODGE: I just want to comment briefly on
what the member for South Perth has said and
then I will move the amendment in my name on
the Notice Paper. 1 do not doubt for one moment
the sincerity of the member for South Perth; I
think he believes what he has told the Chamber,
but I put it to him that he has been seriously mis-
led. If he has been told that some formal advisory

committee exists with any sort of legal or statu-
tory powers or responsibilities in Government-

Mr Grayden: I'm simply saying that in the per-
ipheral hospitals advisory committees voluntarily
exercise this control.

Mr HODGE: It is true that in some of the
metropolitan area peripheral hospitals a number
of doctors have got together and formed them-
selves into groups and each group regularly uses a
particular hospital. Those groups of doctors
have-and I am not denigrating them or the role
they see themselves as playing-no statutory,
legal, or any other rights. They are not formally
established; they do not officially render advice to
me. They have no legal right 1o stop any other
legally registered medical practitioner from
coming into the hospital and doing anything he
likes, when he likes. I want to make that perfectly
clear. If the member for South Perth genuinely
believes that is adequate, I would be very sur-
prised, 1 think he has been given some fairly mis-
leading information about the role of those bodies.

Mr Grayden: I believe it is adequate, because
the hospital system is working extremely well and
has worked well in the past.

Mr HODGE: The member has been very criti-
cal of the way the hospital system works since he
became shadow Minister for Health. The hospital
system in some areas does need a fairly substan-
tial overhaul and change. This is about the only
State in Australia that is still lurching along in
this current situation under which the actual
owners and operators of the hospital have very
little say over what goes on in those hospitals and
who will go into them. I am amazed that the
member is prepared to continue to tolerate that
situation. My predecessor, Mr Young, certainly
was not; he was concerned about it. He had done
a considerable amount of work on amenidments to
the Hospitals Act to rectify that problem. That
legislation was well advanced when I took office,
and we will probably proceed with that next year
largely in the form in which Mr Young drew it
up. He was apparently unhappy with the present
situation.

Mr Thompson: You are not going to reduce the
involvement of hospital boards, are you?

Mr HODGE: No, I am not. I want the Govern-
ment to have proper control over Government
hospitals.

Mr Graydent: Are you suggesting that those ad-
visory committees are not satisfactory?

Mr HODGE. I am saying emphatically that
they are certainly not satisfactory for the job that
we need to do with Medicare. What has made it
even more important, of course, is the impending
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implementation of Medicare. I am sure the mem-
her would be the first to criticise me in this
Chamber if, when Medicare is introduced, things
go wrong and long queues of patients are waiting
to get into public hospitals. If the system does not
work efficiently, the member for South Perth will
be the first to criticise me for not making it work
better. I need the tools and I need the powers to
make the system work better. I will say once more
for the record that I am not interested in trying to
gain more control or more power over the medical
profession. I am interested in ensuring that the
public hospital system works efficiently and effec-
tively.

Mr Grayden: A doctor will regard it as civil
conscription.

Mr H-ODGE: I know the views of some of the
more extreme doctors, but I think the member has
perhaps been speaking to a group which, is not
representative of all doctors. Many doctors have
expressed the point of view to me that they arc
amazed this has never happened before, and they
acknowledge it as inevitable.

I move an amendment-
Page 9, lines 14 and 15-Delete the pass-

age "an eligible person-" and substitute the
following-

an eligible person (not being a person
to whom a declaration made under sec-
tion 6(2) of the Commonwealth Act
applies in the relevant circumstances)-

The reason for the proposed amendment is that
section 6 (2) of the Health Insurance Act 1973,
enables the Commonwealth Minister for Health
to declare that persons who would otherwise be
eligible persons shall be treated as if they were
not eligible persons. It is anticipated that com-
pensable patients-that is, those patients who are
entitled to compensation or damages which will
cover their expenses-will be so declared. It is
therefore necessary to ensure that the usual mean-
ing attached to "eligible person" by the Common-
wealth Act is qualified accordingly.

Arnendmena put and passed.
Mr G RAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 7-Delete the words "subject
to" with a view to substituting the words "for
the purposes or'.

I move this amendment, not with any desire to see
it carried, but in order that I might explain it, and
that it might be recorded. It will give the Minister
time to obtain legal opinion in respect of it and
five others which I propose to move subsequently.
Then, of course, we wilt be in a position in
another place to move those amendments. This

part of proposed section 33A is ostensibly to im-
plement the Commonwealth legislation in respect
of a professional service relating to a prescribed
itemn. However, it is quite apparent that the word-
ing of the clause is such that it permits the Minis-
ter, in certain circumstances, to go beyond the
Commonwealth guidelines in respect of the ap-
proved agreements and prescribed items. For that
reason, we want to ensure that this part of the
proposed section is deleted and that the Bill
specifically relates to prescribed items and ap-
proved agreements.

Mr HODGE: I oppose the amendment. As has
been explained to the Chamber both by me and
the member for South Perth, these amendments
are not those which have been on the Notice
Paper for some days. The member for South
Perth made them available to me only a few hours
ago. I have not been able to get a legal opinion on
them, but the Commissioner of Hospitals and Al-
lied Services has given me interim advice. His
view is that these amendments should not be
agreed to by this Chamber or they would put the
Government in a position of not being able to
comply with its obligations to the Commonwealth,
and to successfully introduce Medicare. The com-
missioner's view was that if carried, these
admendments would make it impossible for us to
compty with the agreement we have entered into
with the Commonwealth in respect of this legis-
lation.

Mr GRAYDEN: I disagree entirely, of course,
with the explanation of the Minister. Hec indicated
he has had some sort of advice and the person
concerned glanced at the amendments and said
that in his opinion it would-

Mr Hodge: He did more than that, but it is
true, I have not had legal opinion.

Mr GRAYDE-N: He certainly did not have
much time. The Minister mentioned this before
and the person concerned probably had it for a
matter of only minutes. My amendments would
have deleted the whole or a large portion of the
clause. Our legal advice is that it would not have
affected Medicare in any way because the
Medicare legislation already has been passed. The
Commonwealth legislation is in place. It is not
necessary to say that medical practitioners who
enter into an approved agreement can then deal
with prescribed items provided that the approved
agreement conforms to the Commonwealth
guidelines and complementary State legislation.
We can just forget that aspect for the time b~eing.
I no longer wish to proceed with the original
amendments; they would have deteted a very
large part of this clause, but it would not have af-
fected it. This amendment is of even less conse-
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quence. It simply makes it absolutely clear that
this clause refers to the Commonwealth approved
agreements in relation to prescribed items, and
for that reason the Minister should not take ex-
ception to it. I appreciate the position in which
the Minister finds himself. I simply moved the
amendment in order that it might be recorded and
that the Minister might subsequently give seri ous
consideration to it because it is one amendment
which will be brought forward when this Bill gets
to another place.

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page H,. line 9-Delete the words "and
Stare guidelines".

Proposed new subsection (3) reads-
The Minister may, after consultation with

a board, constituted under section 15 of this
Act and subject to section 17 of the Com-
monwealth Act and to any Commonwealth
guidelines-

I interpolate here to say that there is nothing
wrong with that at all up to that Point because it
is necessary to complement that Commonwealth
legislation, but then the subsection goes on-

-and State guidelines-
So the clause refers not only to Commonwealth
guidelines, but also to State guidelines. The fear
that medical practitioners in Western Australia
have is that by including the words "and State
guidelines", the Minister can go far beyond what
is in those Commonwealth guidelines. It may be
that the Minister has no intention of doing that
and it is true that this clause does relate, for in-
stance, to the guidelines for points for inclusion in
approved agreements between recognised hospi-
tals and practitioners charging for services to pri-
vate patients. This provision ensures that con-
tracts must contain these points when doctors are
granted rights of private practice in public hospi-
tals. The subsection relates, for instance, to the
following line which is repeated on a couple of oc-
casions in these guidelines-

Any residual to be applied following
guidelines set by the State Minister for
Health.

It does not leave the matter there and there ap-
pears to be nothing at all in this clause which
would stop the Minister going inflnitely further. It
is for that reason that I mention it.

Medical practitioners throughout Western Aus-
tralia are horrified at the thought of the Minister
for Health in this State assuming these additional
powers. The Minister is trying to give us the
impression that they are of little consequence, but

are necessary for him to administer the hospital
system in Western Australia in a satisfactory
way.

Mr Laurance: A power grab.
Mr GRAYDEN: They do not look at it in that

way at all. There are 1 800 medical practitioners
in Western Australia and without exception they
are irate as a consequence of what they see as a
power grab.

Mr Laurance: A naked bid for power.
Mr GRAYDEN: They see this as a form of

civil conscription. The Minister might think that I
am exaggerating, but I am not. I could quote
newspaper report after newspaper report to sup-
port my case. We know that the Australian Col-
lege of Surgeons in Canberra recently took excep-
tion even to the Medicare provisions in respect of
those approved agreements and prescribed items.
They felt so seriously about having to enter into
those approved agreements as provided by
Medicare that I understand they have even en-
gaged counsel to take a challenge to the High
Court because they feel that that provision con-
travenes section 5 1 of the Constitution. They feel
sufficiently irate to do that in relation to the
Medicare guidelines.

The Minister is going much further. He is not
merely putting the Medicare legislation into this
Bill; he also is saying, "I am going to make our
legislation embrace all medical practitioners in
the whole of Western Australia". Of course, those
in country areas will be affected to a far greater
extent than will be practitioners in the city be-
cause in country areas they rely particularly
heavily on the country hospitals. And yet, before
any practitioner, no matter where he may be in
Western Australia, can go to a country hospital,
he will have to enter into a private agreement
without any opportunity to take part in the con-
sultation necessary in the drawing up of an agree-
ment of that kind. It is for that reason that the
medi.cal practitioners, contrary to what the Minis-
ter for Health would have us believe, will not have
a bar of this legislation. When the words "and
State guidelines" are tacked onto the Common-
wealth legislation in complementary legislation,
they give medical practitioners in Western Aus-
tralia grounds for concern and it is for that reason
that I have moved to delete the words.

Mr RUSHTON: I speak in support of the
amendment proposed by the member for South
Perth. This clause obviously indicates like a bea-
con the Government's intention. Surely, in a piece
of legislation like this which is attempting to
involve the whole of the nation against its will in
the Medicare proposal, the State should not be so
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greedy and so power hungry as to take that extra
step. Surely it would be reasonable to take it a
little easy, knowing that the public and the medi-
cal fraternity object to what is being proposed. A
little patience is required of the Labor Party-the
Government-if it wants to achieve absolute
nationalisation of medicine and health, It would
be wise at this time to bite only as much as it can
chew.

The people of this State will react and object,
but they will not get anywhere in the end. The
point made by the member for South Perth is one
that I made earlier and relates to country prac-
titioners. I would like the Minister to address
himself to this point: What powers or pressures
will he put on the GP in the country? A GP may
be on his own and servicing a hospital and this
Dill will place conditions and restrictions on him
when basically he is providing a service to the
community and to the State. He may or may not
earn a good living. We have known for a long
time how difficult it was and still is to a degree to
have these country hospital services. Why make it
more difficult? Why introduce another lot of re-
strictions and controls which will put medicos off
going to these places? I ask the Minister to ex-
plain what the State guidelines will be and how he
sees the controls, restrictions, and agreements as
they relate to a country practitioner. He should
ask himself whether they will have an adverse ef-
fect on attracting doctors to these country prac-
tices.

Mr GRAYDEN: The point I would like to
raise is that the Minister has been stressing that
the additional controls he seeks are very innocu-
ous. He virtually is saying he will not implement
them anyway and it is not going to make any dif-
ference; he wants them there in case. If that is in-
deed the position and he does not plan to im-
plement the controls, why does he want them?
We have had various Medibank schemes for a
number of years and our hospital system has been
working relatively smoothly and taking care of
those health insurance systems. We have never
had these additional controls in the past and no
necessity exists for them now unless the Minister
plans to implement them. If the Minister does
intend to implement them, all doctors' worst fears
will be realised. The doctors are fearful of those
additional controls. They have a self-regulatory
system at present although the Minister has de-
cried it. We know that boards administer the
teaching hospitals. Those boards are now minis-
terial appointments and so we can get a situ-
ation-and I will not mention the name of any
hospital-where a political bias exists on a board.
Unless a person is of a particular persuasion, he

has a great deal of difficulty getting into that hos-
pital. What a disgraceful state of affairs.

Mr Hodge: You are making that accusation;
you should name the hospital.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am not going to name the
hospital because the Minister knows perfectly well
that hospital boards comprise people appointed by
the Minister. If the Minister likes to appoint
people of one political persuasion, they carry it on
and they will put the emphasis on employing
people of their own political persuasion. I mention
that to indicate what can happen when additional
controls such as these are introduced.

The other type of control is self-regulatory. The
doctors get together and simply say, "We will ap-
portion clinical duties in this hospital and certain
aspects of them", and they maintain a loose con-
trol. It is not a statutory control or a ministerial
control; it is a self-regulatory control, and a very
desirable one. It has worked famously and the
doctors are fully in favour of it. The Minister
wants to supplant that type of self-regulatory con-
trol with ministerial statutory control. I point
again to the dangers of what can happen when
doctors throughout the State are forced into
signing agreements in which they have had no
part in order to be able to practise in public hospi-
tals. It would not be very difficult to imagine a
situation in which a doctor, because he happens to
be politically oriented one way, would not be able
to get into a particular hospital. That would be an
undesirable state of affairs. I have already men-
tioned that boards are in charge of the teaching
hospitals and that those boards arc appointed by
the Minister. There are also advisory committees
in the peripheral hospitals and they are working
famously, and I have never heard any criticism of
themn.

Country regional hospitals such as the one in
Merredin have boards which again work relatively
well. In the past, the Minister has been ablc to ex-
ercise all the control he has wanted in connection
with those hospitals. In the hospitals where no
board exists, the Minister becomes the board
under the Heatth Act. The Minister has that com-
plete control over literally hundreds of hospitals. I
do not know how many there are; there are a huge
number of hospitals in Western Australia. If the
Minister does not intend to implement these con-
trols, why has he put them in the legislation? The
fact is that he intends to implement them and
then we could get back to the situation that medi-
cal practitioncrs throughout Western Australia
fear-what they call civil conscription of doctors.
They put it in that category and they are chal-
lenging it in the High Court of Australia simply
because of the civil conscription they believe is in-
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herent in the Commonwealth Medicare legis-
lation. Our legislation, in particular the provisions
in clause 8, goes far beyond the Commonwealth's
Medicare legislation.

Mr HODGE: I take strong exception to the
suggestion by the member for South Perth that
some of the hospital boards-I presume he means
boards for which I have recommended appoint-
ments to the Governor-are politically motivated.
If he has any evidence at all or that, he should put
his money where his mouth is-

Mr Grayden: I did not mention your name.
Mr HODGE: The strong implication was that I

was making politically-motivated appointments
and I resent that implication. I suppose one could
level the same accusation at my predecessor who
held that position for five years. The other point
the member made was that because of political
reasons, I could deny a doctor access to a hospital
because he was of a political persuasion which dif-
fered from mine.

Mr Grayden: You or some other Minister for
Health could; we are not merely talking about
you, we are writing it into State legislation.

Mr HODGE: I am the board for more than 50
hospitals. If I had that inclination, I suppose I
would have been doing it, and my predecessor
would have been doing it during the five years he
was Minister for Health. To the best of my
knowledge, there has never been any accusation of
that type against a Minister for Health. It is hard
to have a rational debate in this place when the
member for South Perth is really debating on the
level of what the doctors fear. It is quite irrational
fear; if they really hold those fears, they are quite
irrational and I do not think the member for
South Perth should be peddling those irrational
fears in this place when we are trying to have a
logical debate. I cannot help it if some doctors
hold those highly emotive, wild, irrational fears.

They are taking the worst possible scenario that
they could ever imagine and putting it forward as
a fact. I just ask the member to be a bit sensible
and to keep the debate on a fairly rational level.

Mr Grayden: I share the fears of the medical
practitioners, I can assure you.

Mr HODGE: i also challenge the claim that the
member speaks on behalf of all the thousands of
doctors in this State. I think someone has been
getting at the member. A representative of
probably a small vocal minority, who hold very
radical views, has been blowing in the member's
car and he has interpreted that to be the view of
the average rank-and-file medical practitioner
from the length and breadth of this State. I
suggest the member has really been the victim of

probably a small group of extreme doctors who
hold very extreme views.

I have had very fruitful discussions with the
Australian Medical Association, which I recog-
nise as the legitimate body which represents the
vast majority of doctors in this State, and it
certainly has not expressed to me those extreme
views the member is putting forward as the views
of all doctors.

Mr Grayden: You have only got to read the
script and you'll Find out what the medical pro-
fession thinks-I have had fruitful discussions,
too. You are not suggesting that the AMA is sup-
porting this legislation of yours, are you?

Mr HODGE: I am not saying they are terribly
thrilled about it, but they are certainly not
expressing the extremnist attitudes that the mem-
ber has been putting forward. I have been
impressed with the calm and rational approach
which the president, Dr Blake, and the secretary,
Mr Coleman, have taken, and they have not
expressed those extremist views which the member
has been putting to the Chamber.

The advice I have had from the Commissioner
of Hospitals and Allied Services, after a quick
look at these amendments which the member for
South Perth has proposed, is that the Government
should not accept them because they would jeop-
ardise the introduction of Medicare. The State
guidelines are required to complement the Com-
monwealth guidelines to make sure that all
contingencies can be covered when directions are
given to boards in respect of an agreement. The
Commonwealth legislation, of course, cannot con-
trol State-owned and operated hospitals, and
certain complementary legislation and guidelines
are required to make sure that Medicare does
work.

The member for South Perth should under-
stand that. I have explained it several times be-
fore. I will have a second more thorough study
done of the amendments, with legal advice, to see
whether we possibly can accept any of them with-
out jeopardising Medicare, and if that can be
done, it will be done. The advice I have to date is
that we cannot accept these amendments.

Mr GRAYDEN: 1 want to comment on a
couple of the points the Minister made.

Firstly, he said that I was talking on behalf of
people who had extremist views, or I think he
might have gone even further and said I was ex-
pressing extremist views. I tell him that I went out
of my way to clearly state that the Australian
College of Surgeons was expressing these views. I
think it is a body of about 2 000 strong. I have the
actual-
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Mr H-odge: Almost every statement that body
has made so far about this legislation has been
wrong.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister is always
talking about irresponsible people expressing ex-
tremist views. I was basing my remarks on an
article that appeared in the Canberra Times a few
days ago under the heading "Surgeons threaten
Medicare". I understand the Australian College
of Surgeons has a membership or 2 300, and I re-
gard it as a most responsible body. People daily-

Mr Hodge: They are not acting responsibly on
this issue,

Mr GRAYDEN: -are putting their lives in
the hands of those surgeons. Surely on those
grounds alone they have got to be a highly respon-
sible body-

Mr Hodge: I am not challenging their surgical
competence. I am saying that they are not acting
responsibly in respect of this legislation.

Mr GRAYDEN: All right. They are the sur-
geons who are operating in the public and private
hospitals throughout Australia, and this is the sort
of thing that they said. The article states-

Federal Council of the Australian Associ-
ation of Surgeons resolved to recommend in
the strangest terms that bulkbilling for all
patients be abandoned under Medicare.

It then said that the council also resolved to rec-
ommend to surgeons that they not sign any con-
tract with any public hospital, the State Govern-
ment, or the Federal Government, based on sec-
tion I8 of the Health Legislation Amendment Bill
( 1983) or any subsequent regulations based on the
section which may be gazetted by the Minister for
Health (Dr Blewvett).

I mention this only to indicate to the Minister
that this 2 300-strong body is implacably opposed
even to the Medicare provisions. Its members are
even more opposed to the provisions in this legis-
lation.

Mr Hodge: They are so strongly opposed, they
are becoming quite irrational, in fact.

Mr GRAYDEN: Well, the Minister might say
that he believes in the Labor Party's attitude-

Several members interjected.
Mr GRAY DEN: -to consultation. The Labor

Party believes in consultation; over and over again
members opposite refer to consultation. There was
something in this morning's paper on these lines. I
forget what it was in respect of, but the emphasis
was on consultation. Here we have a situation in
which those 2 300 surgeons were not even con-
sulted in respect of the approved guidelines which

were drawn up by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. No consultation took place at all.

Mr Hedge: They are not even involved in the
prescribed item-

Mr GRAYDEN:. The Minister, by this clause,
is attempting to go beyond Medicare and ensure
that every private medical practitioner signs a pri-
vate practice agreement, and no provision is made
for any consultation with the medical prac-
titioners-none at all.

Mr Hodge: There will be at the time the agree-
ment is knocked up.

Mr GRAY DEN: There will be at that time-it
will be too late at that time.

Mr Hedge: The agreement cannot be entered
into until this becomes law.

Mr GRAYDEN: Is the Minister saying he did
not put this to the AMA before he introduced it
into this Chamber?

Mr H-odge: That is correct.
Mr GRAYDEN: No consultation at all took

place with the biggest medical body in Western
Australia?

Mr Hodge: Look, they have known Medicare
was coming ever since we won the election. Don't
be stupid.

Mr GRAYDEN: No wonder the medical prac-
titioners in Western Australia take exception to it!
Here is a Bill which will regiment the medical
practitioners of Western Australia, and the Min-
ister does not even take it to them-not even six
hours before its introduction-and say, "Look,
this is what I'm going to introduce". He does not
sit down with them and consult them and say,
"Look at these provisions. We will listen to your
arguments before we-"

Mr Hedge: I am not going to show legislation
to any group before I introduce it into Parliament.
I think that is a courtesy to the Parliament.

Mr GRAYDEN: But does not the Minister
think it would be a proper thing for a Minister in
a Labor Government to do?

Mr Hedge: I don't care whether they do. My
view is that it is a discoutesy to Parliament. They
can do what they like.

Mr GRAYDEN: But does the Minister not
think it would be a reasonable thing for a Minis-
ter in a Labor Government, if he wanted to do
something which would grievously affect the lives
of all medical practitioners in Western Aus-
tralia-in their case as far as they-

Hodge: That's an exaggeration; it is not griev-
ously affecting anyone's life.

5635



56)6 ASSEMBLY]

Mr GRAYDEN: No! They regard this as civil
conscription.

Mr Hedge: That's not true. It is an extreme
view.

Mr GRAYDEN: No, it is their view: it is not
my view. That is what they are saying. They are
going to mount a challenge in the High Court in
respect of the Constitution of Australia.

Mr Hodge: That's because they are extremists.
Mr GRAYDEN: Well, they are going to do

that. That is how concerned they are.
Mr Hedge: I can't help that.
Mr GRAYDEN: Does the Minister not think it

would have been proper for him to go to the
AMA, which represents 1 800 doctors throughout
Western Australia, and say, "Look, we are
planning to introduce this legislation; could we
have your views?" Does he not think-

Mr Hodge: I consulted them after the legis-
lation was brought into Parliament, and that is
my view. I will always act in that way.

Mr GRAYDEN: That i; too late after we have
moved amendments and after the Bill has been
criticised in the Press-

Mr Hodge: No, that's not true. They got a copy
of the Bill a few hours-

Mr GRAYDEN: There has been no consul-
tation at all.

Mr Hodge: They are not even involved in the
prescribed items.

Mr GRAYDEN: With this clause, the Minister
is attempting to go beyond the requirements of
Medicare and to ensure that every private medi-
cal practitioner in Western Australia signs a pri-
vate practice agreement. But there has been no
provision for consultation with medical prac-
titioners.

Mr Hedge: There will be at the time the agree-
ments come up.

Mr GRAYDEN: But that will be too late.
Mr Hodge: Na.
Mr GRAYDEN: This Bill was not shown to

the AMA before it was introduced into this
Chamber.

Mr Hedge: That is correct.
Mr GRAYDEN: There was no consultation

with the biggest medical bedy in Western Aus-
tralia.

Mr Hedge: They knew Medicare was coming.
Mr GRAYDEN: No wonder medical prac-

titioners take exception to this Bill! Here we have
a Bill which will regiment the medical prac-
titioners in Western Australia, yet the Minister

does not even take it to the AMA, not even six
hours before it is introduced, and explain that this
is what he is about to introduce. He does not sit
down and consult with the doctors and ask them
to comment on the provisions in the Bill so that he
may hear their views.

Mr Hedge: 1 am not going to show legislation
to any group before I introduce it.

Mr GRAYDEN: Does the Minister not think
that that would be the proper thing to do for a
Minister in a Labor Government? Does the Min-
ister not think that this is what he should do with
a piece of legislation that will greivously affect
the lives of all members of the medical profession
in Western Australia? They regard this Bill as
civil conscription. That is their view and they are
prepared to mount a challenge against this legis-
lation in the High Court in respect of the Consti-
tution of Australia.

Mr Hedge: Because they are extremists.
Mr GRAYDEN: That is how concerned they

are. Does the Minister not think it would have
been appropriate to take this Bill to the AMA for
discussion, remembering that this body represents
1 800 doctors throughout Western Australia?

Mr Hodge: I consulted it after the legislation
had been introduced into the Parliament.

Mr GRAYDEN: After the Bill had been criti-
cised in the Press and after we had indicated our
intention to move amendments to it.

Mr Hodge: That is not true. They got a copy of
the Bill a few hours after I introduced it into this
House.

Mr GRAY DEN: But there was no consultation
prior to that. The Bill was presented without prior
consultation with the medical profession in this
State. The Government would not treat trade
unions in that fashion.

Mr Laurance: It would not have the gumption
to do that to trade unions.

Mr GRAYDEN: No Minister for Labour and
Industry would come to the Parliament with a Bill
which affected trade unionists without first
having consulted with them.

Mr Laurance: He would be drummed out of the
party.

Mr GRAYDEN: The medical practitioners in
this State are conscious of this fact. They are
aware that they have been treated differently
from trade unionists. They believe that if trade
unions, big or small, are treated in a certain man-
ner, they are deserving of the same sort of
treatment.
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Mr Hedge: I won't be treating anyone that
way.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister has been pre-
pared to introduce legislation of this kind without
making any attempt to consult with the body that
represents 1 800 medical practitioners in WA.
That is disgraceful. The doctors also believe it is
disgraceful. Had the Minister consulted with
them, many of these problems could have been
overcome. It would not have been necessary for
me now to be moving these relatively minor
amendments in an effort to ensure that this clause
merely complements the Commonwealth legis-
lation in respect of approved agreements for pro-
fessional services for prescribed items. That is os-
tensibly what this clause is all about. If the Minis-
ter could give us an assurance that the clause will
not go beyond that, he would go some way
towards allaying the fears of the Opposition. Until
he gives us that assurance, we must proceed with
these amendments and then in another place en-
sure they are inserted in the Bill.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 11, line 17-Delete the words
"Without limiting the generality" with a
view to substituting the words "For the pur-
poses'".

This amendment would ensure that the clause
does do what it ostensibly sets out to do, which is
to deal with a professional service in respect of a
prescribed item. I have moved the amendment so
that the Minister will subsequently be able to
have the wording examined by the Crown Law
Department. We want to ensure that the clause is
not too wide and that it will not permit the Minis-
ter simply to publish his own guidelines and ex-
tend the powers inherent in the clause.

Mr HODGE: The Government opposes the
amendment.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr HODGE: I move an amendment-
Page 13. lines 15 to 17-Delete the pass-

age "exercising rights of private practice for
the purpose of the rendering by that medical
practitioner" and-substitute the following-

"for the purpose of the rendering by
that medical practitioner on his own be-
half"

Mr GRAYDEN: This is a machinery amend-
ment to which we have no objection.

Amendment put and passed.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 14, lines 12 to 16-Delete paragraph
(b).

This amendment is in the same category as that
of the amendments I have moved previously;
therefore, I will not speak at length on it. This
paragraph must be deleted unless the Minister
can give us an explicit assurance that this pro-
vision will deal only with the professional service
in respect of a prescribed item.

Mr HODGE: The Government opposes the
amendment.

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr G RAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 14-Delete proposed new subsection
(9).

Again the Minister has included words which
medical practitioners in Western Australia regard
as unnecessary. Medical practitioners have had
this proposed subsection examined legally and the
legal opinion on this provision is similar to the op-
inions in respect of the other provisions to which I
have moved amendments. The proposed subsec-
tion would leave the way open for the Minister to
assume powers beyond those which the legislation
is ostensibly intended to confer on him.

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister has been invited
to give a defence of his position, but he has not
done so. On the last amendment, he just sat tight.
The report of this debate will be read by people in
another place and obviously they will make their
judgments as to what they will do with this legis-
lation when it is before them. If the Government
does not wish to put a logical argument and wants
to attempt to bulldoze the Bill through this place.
it will have to pay the price.

Mr Bertram: What price is that?
Mr RUSHTON: The Minister will not get all

his clauses through that other place. We have
moved amendments and we have asked him to
give logical answers.

Mr HODGE: I would appreciate the member
for South Perth enlightening his colleague, the
member for Dale. The member for South Perth
acknowledged earlier that he gave me these
amendments only a few hours ago. The amend-
nients are complicated and intend to amend -a
highly complex Bill. The member for Dale is com-
pletely unrealistic if he thinks I am prepared to
stand here and debate these complex and highly
legalistic amendments without obtaining advice
from Crown Law or from my department. The
member for South Perth put on record that he ap-
preciates my position.

Mr Rushton: I do appreciate it.
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Mr HODGE: Instead of threatening me, the
member for Dale should talk to the member for
South Perth so that we can conduct the debate in
a more reasonable manner.

Amendment put and negatived.
M r HODGE: I move an amendment-

Page IS, lines 9 and T O-Delete the words
"with which approved agreements are to
comply".

While those words are strictly accurate, they are
not present in proposed new sections 7A(f) and
18(lc) where guidelines formulated under section
17(4)(c) of the Commonwealth Act are men-
tioned, and they may possibly cause confusion. It
is therefore proposed to delete them.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Opposition accepts this
amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 15, lines 19 to 21-Delete the defi-
nition "State guidelines"

My reason for moving for the deletion of this defi-
nition is obvious. We want this provision to be
complementary to the Medicare legislation and
not to give the State Minister for Health unlimi-
ted power to control private practitioners in
Government hospitals in Western Australia. A
few moments ago, the Minister talked in terms of
the extremist views these people are expressing. I
have already indicated to him that I am merely
passing on the views of responsible organisations.
For his information, I will refer to the views ex-
pressed by the Australian College of Surgeons,
views endorsed by the AMA in this State. I refer
to The West Australian of Thursday, 24
November this year, the article in which, headed
"We back surgeons, says AMA", is reported. The
article states-

All doctors in WA-
The article did not simply say that somebody was
politically biased; it referred to all doctors. To
continue-

-shared the misgivings of surgeons regard-
ing the legislation now before State Parlia-
ment for the implementation of Medicare,
Australian Medical Association secretary
Bill Coleman said yesterday.

The amc'ndment to the Hospitals Act
introduced into State Parliament last week
would invest the Minister for Health, Mr
Hodge, with such power that he would in ef-
fect be determining who would be able to
practise private medicine in the community,
he said.

The proposed legislation, as it stood, could
lead to fewer doctors in public hospitals. This
would inevitably result in long queues of both
public and private patients seeking
treatment.

The same article carried a story about the Aus-
tralian College of Surgeons. The article demon-
strates that these people are not isolated individ-
uals ringing me up and, as the Minister said,
blowing in my ear. I have had very few individ-
uals contact me. The people with whom I have
negotiated are the people representing the organ-
isations concerned, and to a man, as far as I am
aware, all doctors stand behind the stance the Op-
position has taken, and our amendments.

We have not suddenly picked up the amend-
ments and put them before the Committee. They
have been drafted after close consultation with
medical bodies, but the Minister dismisses them.
He says that they will jeopardise the Medicare
legislation. Does he think the private practitioners
of Western Australia wish to jeopardise the
Medicare legislation? The Minister knows that
they do not.

I assure him that nothing could be further from
the truth. Medical practitioners and the State and
national branches of the AMA have gone out of
their way to say that they accept Medicare. It is
the law of the land and they accept it, hut they
are diametrically opposed to the additional
powers the Minister will gain as a result of this
legislation.

These amendments will not jeopardise
Medicare. The surgeons would not threaten to
jeopardise Medicare because then they would not
be reimbursed for the prescribed services they
performed.

Mr Hodge: They do not do prescribed services.
I have told you that 10 times.

Mr GRAYDEN: Surgeons do not, but pathol-
ogists and radiologists do. They would not be re-
imbursed; it is as simple as that. Therefore, they
are not about to put forward an amendment or
adopt a course of action which will jeopardise
Medicare.

These amendments have been put forward by
medical practitioners; not one has been put for-
ward by me.

Mr Hodge: Most are wrong.
Mr GRAYDEN: No they are not. We have put

amendments which will take control away from
the Minister, but the Commonwealth legislation
takes precedence over Western Australian legis-
lation. This legislation is not required for the doc-
tors to enter into approved agreements. They can
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do that under Commonwealth legislation which
lays down the provisions for approved agreements.
They must conform to the Commonwealth
guidelines. These people are prepared to enter
into agreements in conformity with those ap-
proved guidelines, and, therefore, they will be re-
imbursed by Medicare.

Mr Hodge: Do you think this Bill has been
brought in for no reason?

Mr GRAYDEN:. The Minister knows perfectly
well that the Bill which was introduajd in 1973
complemented Medibank. One has only to pick up
the Bill before us-

The CHAIRMAN: I believe the member is
straying considerably from the amendment wich
he has just moved.

Mr GRAYDEN: I should confine my remarks
purely to the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Mr GRAYDEN: Then 1 will deal with this
matter during the third reading stage. We do not
require State guidelines, because legislation which
was introduced in 1973 is also incorporated in this
Bill. So, we see the fallacy of the argument of the
Minister.

This is legislation ostensibly to complement
Federal Medicare legislation, but it does niot re-
quire additional guidelines from the Minister in
Western Australia.

Mr HODGE: The Government opposes the
amendment. I rind it unacceptable that the mem-
ber for South Perth could think that we would go
to the trouble of introducing this legislation if we
could have introduced Medicare under the
existing Hospitals Act.

For the member's information, I indicate that
the old amendment to facilitate the introduction
of Medibank contained a sunset clause which
automatically expired, and of course there is no
current legislation in the Act that would have
been suitable for Medicare.

I can assure members that hundreds of hours of
work went into this legislation. It was done in con-
sultation with the Commonwealth by State
officers of my department and the Crown Law
Department. It was not done frivolously. Each
-line in this Bill has been carefully thought out and
is considered to be essential for the purposes for
which it was introduced.

I can assure the member for South Perth that
the definition of "State guidelines" would not
have been placed in the legislation if it were not
essential for the introduction of Medicare.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-
Pages 15 to IS-Delete proposed new sec-

tions 338 and 33C.
The Opposition is implacably opposed to proposed
sections 33B and 33C, and that is the reason for
this amendment. We take exception to the clause
which gives the Government the right to insist
that every practitioner in Western Australia must
enter into what is called a private agreement be-
fore he can practise in a Government hospital.
The Minister knows that this is niot required for
the implementation of Medicare. He knows also
that if this requirrnent is not accepted, it will not
Jeopardise the Commonwealth legislation. He
knows it has nothing to do with Medicare, but he
is maintaining that he wants that complete con-
trol over all medical practitioners in this State.
He says that will enable him to implement
Medicare in a way which is even more satisfac-
tory than was envisaged by the Commonwealth.

The Commonwealth Government, when it
amended its parent Acts, proceeded along the
lines adopted by the Minister. Certain guidelines
had to be formulated in order that the transition
to Medicare might proceed smoothly. Our Minis-
ter, under the guise of introducing complementary
legislation to Medicare, decided to go the whole
hog and seek control over medical practitioners in
the Western Australian Government hospital
system.

If one looks at the hospital system in Western
IAustralia, one is staggered by the number of
institutions of that kind which operate in this
State. I refer to a schedule ftied "Schedule of
Hospitals, Medical and Nursing Services for the
year ended 30 June 1980-1981", which shows
those hospitals which are registered as public hos-
pitals for the purpose of Medicare. In the metro-
politan area, there are a number of board-con-
trolled hospitals which include Fremantle Hospi-
tal and the annexe at Mosman Park, East
Fremantle Hospital, King Edward Memorial Hos-
pital for Women, Princess Margaret Hospital for
Children, Royal Perth Hospital which has an-
nexes at Shecnton Park and Mt. Lawley, and many
others. Metropolitan boa rd-cont rolled, non-teach-
ing hospitals include Kalamunda District Com-
munity Hospital, Lakes Hospital at Jandakot,
Ord Street Hospital at West Perth, and several
medical clinics, as well as Byford Hospital. Again
in the metropolitan area, we have Government-
controlled hospitals such as Kalamunda District
Hospital, Armada le-Kelmscott Memorial Hospi-
tal, Mt. Henry Hospital, Swan District Hospital,
Woodside Maternity Hospital, and Wooroloo
Hospital. There are several nursing homes in the
metropolitan area and centres such as the Lady
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Lawley Cottage and the Lucy Creeth Hospital in
Mosman Park which are controlled by the
Government, and many others.

In country areas, we have hospitals in the
south-west, the goldfields, and the north-west
which are Government controlled and the Com-
monwealth Government has been advised they are
approved and recognised hospitals in Western
Australia. I refer also to nursing homes, nursing
posts, Govern ment-leased hospitals, Silver Chain
nursing centres, and district nursing centres which
are all included in the list of recognised hospitals
in this State.

The medical practitioners to whom we are
referring will be involved with these hospitals and
they will be affected. Any doctor operating in
Western Australia in a private capacity who has
the opportunity to go to one of those recognised
hospitals will be affected by this clause. The situ-
ation arises that any private practitioner will be
affected if he signs an agreement to work in any
of those hospitals I have mentioned.

At the present time, medical practitioners are
ringing the AMA to advise they are opting out of
the Government hospital service. This process has
been continuing for some time. I understand that
last Friday seven medical practitioners rang the
AMA advising they would not enter into a private
agreement in relation to public hospitals. That is
the attitude medical practitioners are taking in
Western Australia. They regard themselves as
free individuals arid they treasure their freedom.i
They will not be pushed around by anyone and
they will not be pushed around by a Minister who
has not consulted with them.

The Government would not move in respect of
trade unions unless it had consulted with them. I
applaud that procedure and I think it is a line at-
titude on behalf of the Government to consult
with some sections of the public in Western Aus-
tralia and of trade unions before any move is
made in respect of industrial legislation.

As an ex-Minister for Labour and Industry, I
can recall that when I was amending the Indus-
trial Arbitration Act, for the Government of the
day, I circulated the Bill to employer organis-
ations at least five months before it was
introduced into this Parliament. Before we pro-
ceeded with it, we altered it according to the rep-
resentations we had received, and it was circu-
lated again so that the employer organisations
and trade union organisations would be fully con-
versant with what the Bill aimed to do.

In this case, 1 800 medical practitioners in
Western Australia were not consulted about this
legislation before it was brought into this Parlia-

ment. It is for that reason that so many aspects of
the Bill are objectionable. We are referring to a
most objectionable piece of legislation which pro-
vides for medical practitioners to enter into an
agreement before they are allowed to work in a
Government hospital.

Could one imagine what would happen if a
medical practitioner who was travelling from here
to Darwin or to Derby witnessed a road accident?
Naturally he would go to the nearest hospital to
treat the injured. Provision under the Health Act
exists for this kind of thing. However, before pri-
vate practitioners can legally operate in any
Government hospital, they will have to enter into
an agreement. One of the objectionable features
of the Bill is that from that point, the medical
practitioner is in the hands of the Minister-not
necessarily the Minister who is in the Chamber at
this time. It could be another Minister and he
could do what he pleased as far as medical prac-
titioners are concerned. This Bill applies not only
to medical practitioners, but also to dentists.

Proposed new section 33B reads as follows-
33B. (1) Subject to section 33A of this Act

and to any approved agreement within the
meaning of section 17 of the Commonwealth
Act in force in respect of him and to arty
exemption granted under subsection (5) of
this section, a medical practitioner or dentist
shall not render on his own behalf any pro-
fessional service or treatment to a patient at
or in a public hospital unless-

(a) there is in force between the medical
practitioner or dentist and the board of
the public hospital an agreement (in this
section called a "private practice agree-
ment") which-

(i) provides for the right (in this sec-
tion called a "right of private prac-
tice") of the medical practitioner or
dentist to render on his own behalf
a professional service or treatment
of this kind in question; and

(ii) in the case of an agreement to
which a board constituted under
section 15 of this Act is a party, is
in accordance with such directions
(if any) as are given under subsec-
tion (2) of this section to that
boa rd;

and

(b) the professional service or treatment
rendered is rendered in accordance with
the agreement referred to in paragraph
(a) of this subsection.
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(2) The Minister may, after consultation
with a board constituted under section 15 of
this Act-

(a) give to that board such directions in
writing as he thinks lit in respect of such
private practice agreements as may be
entered into by that board;

and
(b) by writing given to that board vary or

revoke directions given to it under this
subsection.

Those are the powers given to the Minister. In
most of these hospitals to which I have referred,
except teaching and non-teaching hospitals and
some others, not only is the Minister in a position
to give directions to the board, but also he is the
board under the Health Act. He constitutes the
board and the Minister is taking that power unto
himself with this clause.

Mr Hodge: We have very harmonious board
meetings.

Mr GRAYDEN: I can well imagine that.
Medical practitioners think they are too harmoni-
ous. It has been said that a committee of one
often gets a lot more done. Medical practitioners
regard this as a form of conscription.

Mr RUSHTON: The deletion of these pro-
posed sections will carry out the belief of the Op-
position that this legislation should contain only
what is necessary for the operation of Medicare.
The reasons those provisions should be deleted
have been expressed on a number of occasions in
this debate. We object to the Medicare pro-
gramme, but cannot do other than accept it. How-
ever, we do not think the Bill should go further.
This is an opportunity for the Minister to give a
full explanation. There is no need to hedge this
time because the Minister has no legal opinions to
concern him.

Mr Hodge: I gave a full explanation in my
reply to the second reading debate.

Mr RUSHTON: It was not very logical or con-
vincing.

Mr Hodge: Do you really think I could con-
vince you?

Mr RUSHTON: I am sure the Minister could
if his presentation were logical 'and were not so
biased from a philosophical point of view. I think
the Minister must come some of the way towards
the arguments expressed from this side. An im-
portant factor to be remembered is that the Min-
ister should not be allowed to come between the
patient and the doctor and this is what he is pro-
posing. He is intruding into a Very delicate area
and it is not on.

Mr Hodge: Do you think the Minister for Edu-
cation comes between the teacher and the pupil?

Mr RUSHTON: I am talking about the Minis-
ter for Health. The Minister has a very respon-
sible role and the day he intrudes in the relation-
ship between doctor and patient, this country is
really in trouble. These clauses create an oppor-
tunity for political favour to be bestowed on
friends and as such they should not be acceptable
to members, no matter which party they rep-
resenit. It intrudes into the area of freedom of ex-
pression for doctors who are already limited in
that field. They will have to watch their p's and
q's because their livelihood is involved.

They are in the invidious position of being un-
able to be seen to disagree with the Minister be-
cause once he has these powers, he can discrimi-
nate against them quite forcefully. I wonder how
this power could be contemplated against such a
professional and responsible group of people, who,
over the years, have given great service to the
community, the State, and the nation. Without
prior consultation, these people will be controlled
in a way not previously contemplated.

On the other hand, we have the situation
involving employees of Westrail. The arrange-
ments in that area are most unsatisfactory and yet
the stakes are large. What a position the Westrail
administration is in! It does not have anyone to
fight its battles, although at least Westrail em-
ployees have the TLC and the Labor Party behind
them. However, we see a total contrast in relation
to doctors who have acted responsibly and who
are held in the highest regard. Many Labor sup-
porters have contacted me saying, "Surely this
cannot proceed. We want that freedom of choice
and these clauses have taken the freedom away".

Mr Wilson: "Many Labor supporters"! What
utter drivel.

Mr RUSHTON: The Government talks about
referendums on everything else, but not on this
one.

Mr Gordon Hill: You wouldn't know if your
bum was on fire.

Mr RUSH-TON: That is a pleasant remark
from the member for Mt. Helena! If that is an ac-
ceptable standard of conduct from this Chamber
and if that sort of remark can be allowed in this
Chamber, it is a sad state of affairs.

We have made our position clear. We are ob-
jecting to these clauses remaining in the Bill and
we expect the Minister to give a logical presen-
tation stating why they should remain.

Mr GRAYDEN: I comment on one aspect of
concern relating to a statement made by the Min-
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ister for Health as reported in The West Aus-
tralian on 25 November as follows-

The Minister for Health, Mr Hodge, said
yesterday that if surgeons refused to sign
contracts with the Government to practise in
public hospitals it would not be possible to
introduce the Federal Government's national
health scheme in February.

That was the main lead-in to the story in the
article. The Minister has since changed his views
in respect of that matter. This morning, the fol-
lowing report appeared in The Wesr Australian-

The WA Minister for Health, Mr Hodge,
has sought to clarify his comments on the
hotly debated issue of contracts for doctors
under Medicare legislation.

Mr Hodge warned last week that it might
not be possible to introduce Medibank in
WA if doctors refused to sign contracts for
practice in public hospitals.

The article continues-
However, the Federal Minister for Health,

Dr Blewett, issued a statement on Friday
saying that it was not true that Medicare
legislation required surgeons to enter into
contracts with the hospitals.

Dr Blewett said that the only doctors re-
quired to enter contracts were those offering
diagnostic services such as radiology and
pathology.

Then it went on to say-
Mr Hodge moved his position close to the

Federal Government yesterday after first
saying that the Medicare legislation required
doctors to enter into contracts if the system
of national heath care was to work. However,
Mr Hodge later said that the contracts ap-
plied to diagnostic services and to certain for-
mal agreements where a doctor wished to
conduct private practice in a private hospital.

So there we have a variation between what the
Minister for Health says on one day and what he
says on a not her day.

Mr IHodge: The truth is that there was a vari-
ation in the report of what I said.

Mr GRAYDEN: The statement initially was
there-

The Minister for Health, Mr Hodge, said
yesterday that if surgeons refused to sign
contracts with the Government to practice in
public hospitals it would not be possible to
introduce the Federal Government's National
Health Scheme in February.

That is a very clear-cut statement. It is by the
medical writer, Catherine Martin, a very repu-
ta ble journ alIist.

Mr Hodge: In a moment, I will clarify what I
said.

Mr GRAYDEN: She makes that the lead into
her main story. The Minister has changed his
ground on a number of issues. We have only to
look at this morning's The West Australian-

Mr Hodge: Ic is only a difference in the way it
was expressed.

Mr GRAYDEN: In some cases, certainly, but
not in this one.

Mr Hodge: That was just a different way of ex-
pressing it.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister is saying to this
Parliament-

Why would I go to the trouble of intruding
on medical practitioners by introducing legis-
lation of this kind if it was not necessary?

Mr Hodge: I did not say that. I am not
intruding on medical practice.

Mr GRAYDEN: Those were the Minister's
words.

Mr Hodge: I did not mention "intruding on
medical practitioners".

Mr GRAYDEN: What did the Minister say?
Mr Hodge: I did not mention the word

"intrude".

Mr GRAYDEN: I wrote it down. "Why would
I go to the trouble of intruding?" I take it it was
on medical practitioners Why would he go to the
trouble of introducing legislation of this kind if it
were not necessary? The Minister himself has
said it is not necessary. The Minister was quoted
in The West Australian, because there are five
paragraphs in succession where he endorses that
statement. It says-

Mr Hodge said that the legislation was
necessary for the Government to have proper
control over its hospitals to facilitate the
introduction of Medicare.

There is nothing in that to say that it is necessary
for the implementation of Medicare. All he is say-
ing is that it is necessary in order that he might
have proper control over the hospital facilities,
notwithstanding that we have had Medibank
legislation for many years. It was introduced in
1973 and we have been able to get along and ad-
minister those particular schemes quite satisfac-
torily without any additional powers.

Then the Minister went on to say that the State
Government will have much more control over
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what happens in public hospitals and in the stan-
dards of Medicare care and attention.

Again there is nothing to do with Medicare.
There is a lot to do with the additional control
which the Minister is attempting to obtain over
medical practitioners of Western Australia, The
item goes on-

The ability of the Government to control
those standards is lacking.

The Ministcr is not saying that these additional
controls are necessary for Medicare. He is simply
making out a case for the additional controls, and
that is what 1 800 medical practitioners in West-
ern Australia are complaining about. That is what
the 2 300 surgeons throughout Australia are com-
plaining about in respect of Medicare. As I
pointed out, this not only is embracing Medicare
legislation, but also is going infinitely further.

Before I put down this piece of paper, I indicate
that the Minister went on to say-

At the moment the Government, even
though it owns and operates the hospitals,
has very little say over which doctors go into
the hospitals and what they do.

That is what the Minister is really complaining
about. This is the Minister's objective-that is, to
gain additional controls-verlook ing the fact
that since 1929, since which year we have had a
hospital system in Australia, the controls have
never been necessary. Suddenly they become
necessary in 1983. Why? Because we have a
Labor Government, and because we have a Labor
Minister who has an ideological view and who
says, "I want complete control over all medical
practitioners in public hospitals in Western Aus-
tralia".

The CHAIRMAN: Could I just ask that the
meeting being conducted behind me on my left be
ceased or be conducted much more quietly?

Mr GRAYDEN: I am saying that since 1929
we have had a fine hospital system in Western
Australia. and we have never felt it necessary to
have these additional controls. Suddenly, in 1983.
the controls become necessary because the Minis-
ter obviously has ideological views in respecqt-.of
those additional controls.

This is what the medical practitioners in this
State are complaining about. They are com-
plaining that the Minister is, for his own reasons,
and because he holds these views, seeking to im-
pose his ideological views on the medical prac-
titioners in the hospital system of Western Aus-
tralia.

Mr Hodge: What you are saying is that they
are complaining because they have a Labor
Government.

Mr GRAYDEN: I told the Minister earlier
that they have accepted Medicare. They are com-
pletely apolitical. The Minister is entitled to his
views; I do not share them, but he is entitled to
them. However, he cannot expect to impose those
views on others and expect them to accept them
without a complaint. They are certainly com-
plaining.

An Opposition member: The Minister for
Health needs an operation to get the chip off his
shoulder.

Mr GRAYDEN: I can assure the Minister that
he will have a tremendous confrontation with the
medical practitioners of Western Australia as a
consequence of this legislation, and all because he
has treated them with such contempt that he
would not consult them in any way. He did not
ring up the secretary prior to the introduction of
this Bill and say, "We are going to introduce a
Bill. It will not affect you very much, but you will
see it when it is introduced'- He did not give any
intimation that he was going to introduce the Bill.

Mr I-odge: They knew for months.
Mr GRAYDEN: The AMA will tell the Minis-

ter and anybody else that it had no consultation at
all with the Government.

Mr Hodge: Are you saying it did not know that
the Bill was coming?

Mr GRAYDEN: AMA members read it in the
Press.

Mr Hodge: I have had regular contact with the
AMA.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister did not discuss
this Bill with it once.

Mr I-odge: Just in general terms.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister had no consul-

tation. The Minister is being devious if he says he
had.

Mr I-odge: I am not saying that I discussed this
Bill.

Mr GRAYDEN: I say quite unequivocally that
the Government had no consultation with. the.
AMA over this legislation, yet the Minister is
trying to give the impression that it did.

Mr Hodge: The AMA knew the Bill was
coming.

Mr RUJSHTON,. The Minister's hand has been
seen very clearly in this regard. He says that he
needs these powers to make sure that Medicare
works. People will resist it, but they are under

5643



5644 [ASSEMBLY]

farce, and he will soon learn the lesson of such ac-
tion.

We have listened to the debate tonight and we
have witnessed the reluctance of the Minister to
give the clear position because he thinks he has
the power to do what he likes. He has made it
clear that Medicare needs these powers to support
it to make sure that he does not have queues of
patients and so be blamed for the failure of
Medicare. That is the reason he wants these
powers. He will be very dependent on these people
in the running of Medicare, and so he should take
the opposite tack.

The Minister should be encouraging the med-
icos, to play their part; he should not be hitting
them over the head with a sledgehammer. By
using this heavy-handed action. he is saying to the
medicos, -If you don't perform, you will not use
our facilities". Therefore, in the extreme, doctors
could acquire their own hospitals and carry on the
services there. As a rcsult, there could be a drop
in the intake of Government hospitals and the
Minister might think he was a success. However,
the Minister for Planning might then say, "You
are not going to have the zoning to build your
hospitals"; so the private practitioners could not
build their hospitals and they would be forced
back into the public hospital system and the ser-
vice would be controlled in that way.

This control is purely a face-saver for the Min-
ister in case he cannot succeed with Medicare. He
will use the provisions in the legislation to show he
can control the system. He will demand the ser-
vice, and he will prove Medicare is successful.

Those are rather tough conditions to apply in a
free society in order to make one of the Minister's
fancy, holy cows succeed. The Minister is seeking
these powers in order that he might do that. He
must think he is like God. lHe wants to force
people to work and carry out their duties in this
way by his use of the powers he seeks through this
legislation.

Obviously doctors have made oaths in relation
to the service in which they are involved. They
have given loyalty and have honourable service
behind them, and they will not let down their
patients. However, they certainly do not owe the
Minister a debt for taking away their freedom;
nor do the patients owe the Minister a debt for re-
moving their freedomn of choice. If these clauses
are passed in another place, Medicare is doomed
to failure because people will resist it.

Mr BRADSHAW: It is a shame the Govern-
ment is seeking to take this action. We have one
of the best hospital systems with excellent re-
lationships between doctors and patients not only

throughout Australia, but also in the world. It is a
pity that there has been a lack of consultation be-
tween the Minister, the AMA, and doctors. The
Minister keeps saying that consultation occurred,
but I know for a fact that is not the case. It is also
a pity that the Minister is not prepared to stand
up and answer the valid points made.

Mr H-odge: Come on! If you shut up for a
while, I will get up and speak.

Mr Rushton: Why don't you get up?
Mr Hodge: You haven't stopped. We have had

about six speeches from over there.
Mr BRADSHAW. The Minister wants doctors

to sign agreements with the hospitals, but they do
not have any guidelines.

Mr Hodge: They don't have to sign: it is up to
them. The agreement has not been drawn up yet,
so they can't be asked to sign.

Mr BRADSHAW: What has the Minister done
about the fact that Western Australians do not
want Medicare?

Several members interjected.
Mr Hodge: You lost the election.
Mr BRADSHAW: A Gallup poll conducted in

February last indicated that 50 per cent of West-
ern Australians did not want Medicare and 37 per
cent said that they did want it.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: The Government was

elected at about the same time the Gallup poll
was conducted in February 1983.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member is de-
bating the Bill generally. The Second reading has
been completed. The amendment before the Com-
mittee is that certain proposed sections be deleted.
The member must relate his remarks to that
amendment.

Mr BRADSHAW: 1 am supporting the conten-
tion that those proposed sections should be de-
leted.

Mr Hodge: You don't even know what they are.
Mr BRADSHAW: Of course 1 do.
Mr Hodge: Well, why don't you talk to them?
Mr BRADSHAW: There is a good relationship

between the patients and doctors. This will be
ruined, because doctors will have to sign agree-
ments to work in certain hospitals. Doctors should
be allowed to come and go as they have come and
gone in the past and to use public hospitals as
such.

Mr HODGE: That is outrageous!
I do not think I shall go through the argument

again at length. In reply to the second reading de-
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bate, the thinking behind and the reasons for pro-
posed new section 33B were spelt out loudly and
clearly. I shall clarify the point raised by the
member for South Perth about the apparent dif-
ference in the reporting of the statements which
were made.

In the original statement to Catherine Martin,
I was referring to proposed new section 33A( I)
which relates to medical practitioners agreeing to
treat public patients in a public hospital and en-
tering into agreements that they will not render a
private account to those patients as well as
indicating that they will accept remuneration
from the hospital. That is an agreement they have
to abide by if they intend to treat public patients
under the Medicare scheme, and that is a crucial
part of the Medicare scheme. That was what I
was talking about when I spoke to Catherine
Martin, and I said to her! "if surgeons or doctors
refuse to abide by those conditions and refuse to
enter into those agreements, Medicare will not
work, because there will be no-one to treat those
patients". I guess it is a difference as to whether
one is talking about an agreement or a contract
and when the article appeared, the word
"hcontract"! was used. I was really referring to the
agreement which would be necessary between the
hospital and the medical practitioner under pro-
posed section 33A(I). I was not referring to the
more formal contract which will be necessary for
diagnostic doctors under proposed subsection (2),
so that when radiology or pathology services are
delivered as prescribed items, a formal agreement
and contract must be entered into.

Some confusion has arisen in respect of those
terms and the different agreements which will be
necessary under proposed subsections (1) and (2).

Another point which has probably muddied the
waters is the private practice agreement which is
talked about in proposed new section 33B.

Many people have become confused about
those three different levels of agreements which
will be necessary before this whole scheme works.
Therefore, there was no shift in my position and I
guess I may have been guilty of not expressing
myself as clearly as I could have or perhaps the
journalist misunderstood me, although I am not
blaming the journalist: It is a very difficult and
complex Piece Of legislation to explain to someone
who is not familiar with it or who does not have a
copy of it in front of him. So there was nothing
mysterious about that apparent difference and
nothing sinister in respect of it. There was no shift
in my position. It was merely the way the matter
was expressed, perhaps by two different
journalists, and the way they chose to write it.

As I said at some length in the second reading
debate, proposed new section 33B is believed to be
essential for the efficient running of Medicare.
Much has been said about the fact that this pro-
vision is not necessary because the Common-
wealth legislation overrides State legislation, etc.
The point I make is that the Commonwealth is
not responsible for funding the hospitals; nothing
the Commonwealth Parliament passes can control
State Government hospitals.

I am amazed at the reactions of the members
for Dale and Murray- Wellington when they
suggest there is something outrageous about the
Minister for Health-the Minister of the Crown
responsible for administering public hospi-
tals-wanting to have proper managerial control
over those public hospitals.

I have said about six times during the debate
today, and I will say it once more for the record,
that I am not interested in extending any sort of
control or power over medical practitioners. The
clause is not designed to try to make it difficult
for medical practitioners to practise in public hos-
pitals.

I suppose what could be described as a mini-
version of this system is already in place at
Osborne Park and Wannerno Hospitals. Some
weeks ago, we placed advertisements in The West
Australian to notify interested medical prac-
titioners that they could apply for appointments
at either or both of those two hospitals, which is
what will happen when this legislation is passed.
Members opposite might be amazed to learn, par-
ticularly as they believe there is such hostility by
the medical profession to the idea of their
participating in this scheme, that we received over
150 applications from medical practitioners
wishing to be considered for the right to practise
at those two hospitals. No-one made them apply;
no-one put pressure on them. In fact, even before
the advertisements were placed, the switchboard
of the Department of Hospital and Allied Services
received many calls from doctors seeking details so
that they could submit applications.

We will seek to accommodate as many of those
doctors as we can. We are delighted with their re-
sponse and their enthusiasm and willingness to:
work in Government hospitals on a salaried
and/or sessional basis. So I think members op-
posite have misled people if they have told them
there is a tremendous and widespread opposition
to this move. I am not saying there is no oppo-
sition from some groups or doctors, but it is not as
widespread or as vociferous as members opposite
have indicated.
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I have never sought to deny, and in fact I said
today, that I did not make a copy of the Bill
available to anyone prior to introducing it to
members of Parliament. irrespective of what may
be the views of other Ministers, I happen to be-
lieve that it is a gross discourtesy to Parliament
for a Minister to make available a copy of a Bill
to anyone else before it has been presented to
members of Parliament. I believe members of
Parliament have the right to see a Bill first.

Mr Peter Jones: The Premier doesn't agree. He
provided the FID legislation to the whole of the
financial community.

Mr H-ODGE: I prefaced my earlier comment
by saying that I was not concerned with what
other Ministers did.

Mr Peter ioncs interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member for

Narrogin is being highly disorderly in interjecting
out of his seat.

Mr HODGE: I have had regular meetings with
the AMA, Whenever the AMA has requested a
meeting with me, it has not been denied a chance
to have a meeting. Its requests for meetings have
been complied with at very short notice at times,
and at other times I have cancelled other meet-
ings and put myself to some trouble to comply
with the AMA's requests for meetings. In ad-
dition to my own meetings with the AMA, senior
officers of my department have held very regular
meetings with that body. I can assure members
that there has been no lack of consultation gener-
ally with the AMA.

This Bill was not discussed with or made
available in detail to the AMA before it came
here. The AMA was warned some days before-
hand that a Bill would be introduced, and when it
was introduced here, a copy was made available
by the commissioner to the President of the AMA
(Dr Blake). Briefing sessions have been held ex-
plaining what is in the Bill. I had a long dis-
cussion with members of the AMA just the other
day. 1 have generally acted in a fair and reason-
able manner towards them.

The Government strongly opposes this amend-
ment. It is crucial that these proposed sections be
included. The Medicare scheme will not be fully
operative in this State without them.

Mr GRAYDEN: The statement we have just
heard from the Minister for Health, that these
proposed sections arc necessary for the implemen-
tation of Medicare, is untrue. The Minister him-
self has indicated they arc not necessary. He
claims he wants the additional power in order to
administer the public hospital system in WA

more efficiently than it has previously been ad-
ministered.

It is not true for him to claim that these pro-
posed sections are in any way necessary to comp-
lement the Medicare legislation. The Minister has
gone out of his way on a number of occasions to
tell us about his consultation with the AMA and
the consultation of his officers with that body. But
that is what we would expect of the Minister for
Health and his departmental officers. The point I
make is that the AMA has not been consulted on
this Bill. That is what I am complaining about. I
am not alleging that the Minister has not con-
sulted with the AMA; rather, I am saying that he
has not consulted with that body in respect of this
legislation. There was no consultation on the Bill
prior to its introduction.

Mr Hodge: I had a long meeting with the
AMA a few days ago.

Mr GRAYDEN: But not on this Bill.
Mr H-odge: Not prior to its introduction, but

since its introduction.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister is now trying to

confuse the issue again. I have placed amend-
ments on the Notice Paper at the behest of vari-
ous medical associations in this State. It is only
since the Dill was introduced that he has con-
sulted with them. Again, my complaint is that
there was no consultation before the introduction
of the Bill, and that is a disgraceful state of af-
fairs. Let me read the following article from this
morning's The West Australian under the head-
ing "Consultation The Key"-

Consultation was the flesh and blood of
the new kind of occupational health and
safety, Dr iudyth Watson, an adviser to the
Minister for Industrial Relations, Mr Dans,
told the seminar.

An International Labour Organisation
convention, soon to be ratified by Australia,
required member nations to consult groups
representing workers and employers in the
formulation of policy and law.

It also called for joint consultation in the
workplace to be directed to the elimination of
hazards.

A recent Australian report on overseas
trends had emphasised that there was a need
for worker committees and that people at all
levels should be given the right to infor-
mation and to be involved in decision-mak-
ing.

Here we have the AMA, I 800-strong in Western
Australia, a most reputable and responsible body
to which all Australians can look up. yet it was
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not consulted prior to the introduction of this Bill
which will affect every one of its members want-
ing to work in any recognised public hospital ins
Western Australia. We have 178 recognised hos-
pital institutions in this State-hospitals and
nursing homes, etc. No medical practitioner will
be able to enter those hospitals and work unless
he has signed an agreement of this kind, yet no
consultation of any sort has taken place on these
proposed sections.

The Minister went on to say that the doctors
need not sign the agreement if they did not want
to. But that would mean the doctors would have
to forgo their right to practise in recognised pub-
lic hospitals. These medical practitioners, without
being given the opportunity to consult with the
Minister, will be told they must sign these agree-
ments.

If necessary, the Minister could give directions
to the hospital board in respect of the agreements.
If he did not give a direction to the board, he
could give a direction himself, because under the
Health Act he is the board for the great majority
of those 178 recognised public hospitals in West-
ern Australia. He says, "if they don't want to sign
the agreement, that is their right; but from that
point on they will be excluded from working in
public hospitals in Western Australia".

This State was founded in 1829, and in all the
years since then it has never been necessary for a
Minister for Health to have this additional power.
The Minister has now decided this is the oppor-
tunity to get that power. He did not consult the
Parliament first and say be wanted this additional
power. He is even maintaining now that he does
not want it and that it is wanted only in order to
help in the more efficient running of public hospi-
tals. He has seized upon the Medicare issue as the
opportunity to inflict his type of nationalisation
on the medical practitioners of Western Australia.
For that reason, our doctors say-thbis is not my
view-that the Minister is instituting civil con-
script ion, and they do not want any part of it.

The Minister should withdraw these proposed
sections because they do not complement the
Medicare legislation; they are merely a tacked-on
addition of several pages to give the Minister ad-
ditional powvers. They represent nationplisation by
stealth.

The Minister could relatively simply overcome
the confrontation with the 1 800 medical prac-
titioners of this Stite by accepting the Oppo-
sition's amendment to delete these provisions, and
if he does not, I am sure they will he deleted in
another place.

We have said we will go out of our way to co-
operate with the Government in the introduction
of legislation to complement Medicare. If this
legislation had clauses relating only to Medicare,
we would be able to say, "We endorse the legis-
lation-no debate". We realise the introduction of
Medicare is a fait accompli, but we must side
with the doctors if the Government insists on
taking this step to give the Minister an iron grip
on medical practitioners of this State who operate
in our public hospital system.

The Minister does not want any further power
because this clause will give him all the power he
wants over who goes into our hospitals and what
they can do when they get there. He wilt have ab-
solute power over the medical practitioners con-
cernied. For that reason, another place will, with-
out question, make the amendments we have
moved.

Mr Hodge: It will be on your head if they do.
Mr GRAYDEN: I would welcome that action.

If I had the unilateral power to delete these pro-
posed sections, I would do so, because I have
much more regard for the medical practitioners of
this State than has this Minister, who will not
admit that these provisions will not affect the
introduction of Medicare.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
M r Cla rko
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
M r G rayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance

Mr Bateman
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge

Ayes
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Crane
Mr MeNee
Mr Old

and a division taken with the

Ayes IS
Mr Maci~innon
Mr Rushton
M r Spriggs
M r Stephens
M r Thompson
M r Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Noes 25
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
M r Pea rce
Mr Read
Mr D. L, Smith
Mr P. J1. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Pairs
Noes

Mr Parker
Mr Troy
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mrs Beggs
Mr Burkett

(Teller)

(Teller)

5647



5648 ASSEMBLY]

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause, as previously amended, put and passed.
Clause 9: Section 37 amended-
Mr HODGE: I move an amendment-

Page 18, line 33-Insert before the words
"without charge" the following passage-

(not being persons to whom a declar-
ation made under section 6(2) of the
Commonwealth Act applies in the rel-
evant circumstances).

The reasons for my moving this amendment are
similar to the reasons I gave for my moving an
earlier amendment. It relates to compensable
patients, who would normally be considered eli-
gible persons. We must adjust the legislation to
take account of their eligibility for compensation.
The amendment was recommended in order that
we might clear up any misunderstandings about
the provision.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Hodge
(Minister for Health), and transmitted to the
Council.

CORONERS AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion
by Mr Grill (Minister for Transport), read a first
time.

Second Reading

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for
Transport) [9.37 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Provision is made in this Bill to give a coroner an
express power to forbid the publication of the
name of any witness or of any person referred to
in the course of an inquest. Power is also given to
vary or revoke such an order.

It is arguable that, at common law, a coroner
already has the power to order suppression. How-
ever, this question is not free from doubt. All
other Australian States and New Zealand have
given thcir coroners an express power to prohibit
the publication of names and some have allowed

other parts of the evidence, as well, to be sup-
pressed.

As a general proposition, an inquest should be
open to the public, and publication of its proceed-
ings allowed. Nonetheless, some discretion in the
coroner is clearly justified.

In particular, where death has occurred, pub-
licity given to a person, who is a witness, or whose
name is referred to in evidence at the inquest,
may cause considerable anxiety and embarrass-
men t.

When it is found that no fault can be attached
to that person, such publicity may well be seen as
being unfair and unnecessary.

The amendment will allow a coroner, in such
circumstances, to order suppression of the per-
son's name for the period of the inquest and to
confirm or revoke that order thereafter.

Also included in the Bill are penalty provisions
to cover the case when an order of the coroner is
breached.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Hassell
(Deputy Leader of the Opposition).

BILLS (): RETURNED

L. Loan Bill.

2.

3.

Housing Amendment Bill.

Taxi-cars (Co-ordination and
Amendment Bill.

Control)

4. Door to Door (Sales) Amendment Bill.

5. Dairy Industry Amendment Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

STATE FORESTS: REVOCATION OF DEDI-
CATION

Assembly's Resolution: Council's Concurrence

Message from the Council received and read
notifying that it had concurred with the As-
sembly's resolution.

TOURIST DEVELOPMENT (SECRET HiAR-
HOUR) AGREEMENT BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with an amend-
ment.

The SPEAKER: Orders of the Day!
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ORDER OF THE DAY No. 2:
Points of Order

Mr PETER JONES: Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to Standing Order No. 220 and I
move-

That Order of the Day No. 2 be postponed
for a period of seven days.

Mr Brian Burke: What you are doing is taking
the business out of the hands of the Government.
Is that right?

The SPEAKER: Order! First of all, the mem-
ber rose on a point of order, and then he moved a
motion. I would like him to clarify what he is on
his feet about.

Mr PETER JONES: I apologise, Sir. I wish to
draw your attention to the fact that under Stand-
ing Order No. 220 I wish to defer Order of the
Day No. 2 on the Notice Paper for a period. I
seek your indulgence to speak in accordance with
the Standing Order.

Mr DAVIES: On a further point of order, as I
understand the situation, the member cannot take
a point of order because something has to be be-
fore the Chair. The Clerk has to call the Order of
the Day, and I did not hear him call "Order of
the Day No. 2".

1Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that it is
competent for the member for Narrogin to seek to
postpone something that is not before the Chair.
It would seem to me that if the member sought to
suspend Standing Orders in so far as was necess-
ary for him to move for the postponement of
Order of the Day No. 2, that may be something to
be entertained by the Chair.

I do not see how it is possible for something to
be postponed when it is not before the Chair and
may not come before the Chair, depending on the
matters proceeded to by the House.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! I shall enlighten the

member for Narrogin. When he rose to his feet
and referred to a point of order, there was no
business before the Chair. I had called for Orders
of the Day, but the Clerk had not read the Order
of the Day. Before anything can happen, the
Clerk must read the Order of the Day.

Mr PETER JONES: With respect, Mr
Speaker, I did what I was advised to do.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION BILL

Second Reading

Order of the Day read for the resumption of the
debate from 22 November.

Postponement

Mr PETER JONES: On a point of order, Mr
Speaker, in accordance with Standing Order No.
222 I move-

That consideration of this Order of the
Day No. 2 be adjourned for a period of seven
days.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will put the motion.
Mr PETER JONES: Mr Speaker, am I en-

titled to speak to the motion?
The SPEAKER: No, in my view it is a pro-

cedural motion and does not need to be debated. I
will put the motion.

Motion put.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I draw your at-
tenti on to the footnote to Standing Order No. 222
which states that a motion to postpone items on
the Notice Paper is open to debate, and
precedents are quoted. The member for Narrogin
was speaking on the motion he moved and, in ac-
cordance with that precedent, he took advice on
the matter and he is entitled to speak.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: That is a precedent which oc-

curred in the past, but it is not one I have to fol-
low. It has always been my belief since I have
been in this Parliament that the axiom by which
to conduct the House is that the Government con-
trols the business of the House. I have never be-
lieved that it should be taken out of the hands of
the Government. I have always understood that if
members want to change the order of the Notice
Paper or delay debates, or things of that nature, it
is competent for a member to move a procedural
motion towards that aim. Whether he is success-
ful is up to the House. On this occasion, the
House has decided it will not accept the motion.

I call on the member for Narrogin to speak on
the question before the House.

Motion put and negatived.

Debate (on Second Reading) Resumed

MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) [9.44 p.m.]:
Order of the Day No. 2 refers to a Bill which the
Government introduced eight days ago. It is prob-
ably the most far-reaching Sill that we will dis-
cuss in this House during this session. It is un-
realistic of the Government now to bring on a Bill
that has far greater implications than the Bill that
was discussed in this House yesterday.

Mr Bryce: Remember that one you introduced
with 156 pages. You gave us five days' notice.
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Mr PETER JONES: It is wrong of the Govern-
ment to bring on the Bill at this stage. I under-
stand that the Premier intends, after this Order of
the Day-

Several members interjected.
Mr PETER JONES: -to move to the Appro-

priation Bill and in that case, we will be here for
many hours. What I am seeking to do in proceed-
ing with the Order of the Day is to remind the
Premier and the Government that in following the
course they have adopted, they are bringing on a
piece of legislation which will keep members in
this House for many hours. I guess the Premier is
either dogmatic or not prepared to allow a little
more time for matters relevant to this legislation
to be resolved.

Mr Davies: You people are humbugs.
Mr PETER JONES: There are many aspects

to which I will refer in relation to this Bill, but
firstly I will refer to four items. Considerable
doubt has been expressed concerning the protec-
tion and entitlement of individual investors in re-
lation to the so-called corporation, because it will
not enjoy the same privileges and entitlements that
shareholders in listed companies in this State en-
joy.

Another matter that has been raised refers to
the relationship and legality of the proposed body
as far as State and Federal company laws are
concerned. This aspect also extends to the
National Companies and Securities Commission.

Mr Brian Burke: Rubbish!
Mr PETER JONES: The Bill has also been the

subject of discussion by industry since it was
made public. This Bill difcers from others that
have come before this House-such as the one be-
fore us last night-in that it has not been dis-
cussed by people in the industry.

Mr Brian Burke: This Bill has been in our pol-
icy since 1978.

Mr PETER JONES: I will come to that aspect
in a minute.

The machinery items contained in this Bill are
a cause for concern, so much so that both the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry
and the Perth Chamber of Commerce have jointly
and separately asked publicly For a deferral of the
Bill to allow some aspects to be considered
further. They want to pursue the legalities of the
Bill and a deferral would allow this and several
other matters to be resolved.

The Bill goes well beyond what was proposed in
the Premier's policy speech and what was con-
tained in the earlier releases of the announced
intentions of the present Government to have a
development fund, a development bank, or now a

development corporation. It goes beyond what
was originally intended, and for this reason, the
Opposition would have liked more time, but the
Premier has chosen to bring this legislation on
and have it rushed through this House.

Mr Brian Burke: Rushed through? Your dia-
mond agreement was 156 pages and we had only
a few days to consider it.

Mr Bryce: There had never been an agreement
like that one, and we spent a week on the phone to
South Africa seeking information.

Mr PETER JONES: This legislation is so far-
reaching in what the corporation can do and mean
to the industrial and commercial sector of this
State, that concern has been expressed not just by
the Opposition, but also by bodies in the indus-
trial, commercial, and financial sectors of this
nation, and this should be taken into consider-
ation by the Government. The Government should
take heed, but it has chosen not to do so. This can
only add to the suspicions of those who already
have grave doubts about the Government's mo-
tives about this corporation, and more particularly
about the Government's motives to bring the
legislation into this House at this stage and dis-
cuss it in haste.

Mr Brian Burke: They are reservations ex-
pressed by Sir Charles Court and no-one else.

Mr PETER JONES: That is not true because
the Premier would know that both the Confeder-
ation or Western Australian Industry and the
Perth Chamber of Commerce have publicly asked
for a deferral of this Bill.

Mr Brian Burke: After you contacted them.

Mvr PETER JONES: Yes, I sent them copies of
the Bill, but I have not spoken to the Confeder-
ation of Western Australian Industry since I sent
them.

Mr Bryce: Not much!
Mr PETER JONES: Is the Premier saying I

am a liar?

Mr Brian Burke: Only you would know that.
Mr PETER JONES: I take exception to that

remark. I advise the Premier and his little whip-
persnapper that not only have I not spoken with
members of the confederation, but also I have
done nothing more than send them a copy of the
Bill and the second reading speech the day after
the Bill was introduced in this House.

Mr Bryce: It was interesting to note that at my
meeting with members of the confederation,
which lasted 21/ hours, three days ago, they did
not ask for the Bill to be postponed.
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Mr PETER JONES: Did you read about it in
the paper?

Mr Brian Burke: Have you discussed it with Sir
Charles Court?

Mr PETER JON ES: Yes, I have.
Mr Brian Burke: Was that before or after he

rang the Queensland Premier?
Mr PETER JONES: If the Premier really

wants to know, I will tell him that I have dis-
cussed it at their request with two bank managers
in Perth, representatives from the Perth Chamber
of Commerce have telephoned me, and various
other approaches have been made to the Oppo-
sition. The concern has been expressed on that
basis and a little more time is sought which ap-
parently the Government does not see fit to grant.

A Government member: You called the Prem-
ier a little whippersnapper, you industrial
giant-Mr Fabulous!

Mr Old: You don't even understand what he
said.

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the two members
cease that type of interjection!

Mr PETER JONES: This is the latest in a line
of legislation coming forward, particularly in the
latter part of the session, which demonstrates a
well-organised assault on the private sector and
on the initiative and enterprise of people in this
State.

Mr Brian Burke: We get on better with people
in the private sector than your Government ever
did.

Mr PETER JONES: This represents a further
attack on business and private enterprise. That
was detailed at considerable length last night in
the way members on this side drew attention to
the growing list of measures which this Govern-
ment and its Federal counterpart have instituted
to assault the private sector business, whether by
way of taxes and charges or by way of a whole
range of other measures.

We and the business sector have now learned
that as far as the Burke Government is concerned,
although its members may now wear suits and
smile a lot, they are still socialists. Their social-
istic inclinations are demonstrated in the actions
they wish to take in connection with the business
sector.

The legislation put forward is far removed from
the promises and statements made and those
outlined in documents over the last year or so. We
are also learning that the election promises, state-
ments. and policy of the Labor Party can be
thrown out the window because they do not mean
a thing. The significant points are contained in

the Labor Party's platform which was fiddled
around with at the conference last year. I suppose
that will also happen at the next conference. From
that document, we Find out what will happen and
it is from there that we will find out what exists
and what legislation will be brought Forward in
the future. Never mind the honeyed words in the
speeches and the mouthings of the election prom-
ises; the aims and objectives of the Labor Party
are clearly spelt out in its platform, particularly
those aims relating to the business and economic
development of this State which business and
economic development is supposedly wrapped up
in this Hill.

In the economic and financial management
paper to which I referred last night, the Premier
made it clear that with reference to the Govern-
ment's Western Australian development bank, as
it was called in February 1983-

The primary objective of our development
Bank will be to increase development and
risk capital available to Western Australian
and other Australian interests for private
investment and participation in major devel-
opment projects in our State.

Quite frankly, I cannot find much wrong with
that. Taken literally, it means that the Govern-
ment is establishing a vehicle through which it
can assemble available funds to assist the develop-
mernt of industry. When one looks at that proposal
in its pure sense, one thinks the Government
should have a role in assisting and facilitating a
body such as that. It will receive the support of
the Opposition and may fill a very useful and
positive role. There should be a body, authority,
or Government instrumentality to assist and fa-
cilitate industry. The Opposition would support
and welcome such a body. However, this Bill is
not in accordance with the contents of that docu-
ment put out at the beginning of this year; nor is
it in accordance with the reference made in the
1983 election policy delivered by the Labor Party,
because it goes further. A development bank was
referred to by the Premier on Monday when he
said-

The functions of the Development Bank
will require it to: secure Western Australian
and Australian participation in the ownership
and control of companies engaged in these
industries.

Western Australia and Australia should have the
maximum opportunity for development and
should be given encouragement. There is nothing
wrong with that policy. A further aim-and the
only other reference to the functions of the
bank-is as follows-
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.... arrange and co-ordinate project
Financing from sources within Australia
and overseas.

Again, in its pure form, this is a laudible objective
because it represents the Government in the role
or a Facilitator providing assistance. It is put in
the role of a lender of last resort which is what the
Government should be if it is not to compete with
those other elements within the community which
provide finance, such as the banking indus-
try-whether they are prime up-front institutions
or second liners like the Commonwealth Develop-
ment Bank with its role in industry and
agriculture- If it is to be a body which will lend
finance and give Government guarantees as a
lender of last resort, again the Opposition would
welcome the opportunity to consider that prop-
osition. However, we are not being given only that
to which reference was made in the 1983 election
policy. We are being given something which goes
further: in other words, the Premier and his
Government will say, as they have been saying in
relation to this development corporation,' that it
has been part of its policy or platform since 1977.
In fact, the Premier said it again tonight. Before
he starts talking about that aspect. I point out
that this policy has not been included in this form
and the Premier has no mandate For this at all.
The only mandate the Premier has, and one in
which he would be supported by the Opposition, is
the mandate to help industry and business, and to
encourage and support the growth and develop-
ment of Western Australia. The Premier has no
mandate to ruthlessly pillage and plunder the pri-
vate sector in the way he has. He has no mandate
to bring forward a Bill that becomes a great
statutory umbrella to further the ALP's various
socialist aims which can be seen in its platform.
That is where one needs to look carefully and to
remind members of the community of what it
contains.

The Premier has said that this Bill is necessary
in order to maximise Western Australian partici-
pation in the growth and development of this
State. IHe has also said that it is necessary in
order to maximise the returns from economic
growth. That is palpable nonsense. He has im-
plied, "Without the Government's having the
power to do all the things, we will not grow, de-
velop, and be able to maximise our growth in the
way we should and in the way that we would
like". That is absolutely ridiculous. If this argu-
ment is carried to its logical conclusion and this
Bill becomes law, I have no doubt that the Prem-
ier will go out to get a piece of Veelirrie. If we
apply the Premier's yardstick that we need West-
ern Australian Government ownership in order to

maximise our participation, the Government must
take up a piece of Yeelirrie.

In his second reading speech, the Premier said
the Bill will reduce the drain on profits to service
borrowings. In other words, he or his advisers as-
sume that is what happens in the private sector
now, and it happens to such a degree in the pri-
vate sector, according to the architects of his
legislation, that we must have this Bill to reduce
this drain on profits to service borrowings.

What he is really saying, and this is found on
page 5 of his second reading speech, is that
investors will not receive economic returns on
their investments, but the Government will use
unknown sums of taxpayers' funds which could be
better used in providing schools, teachers, hospi-
tals, and nurses-things that we have been told
cannot be provided because of a shortage of
money. So public funds will go to provide a return
on whatever funds are invested in this vehicle.
Secondly, funds wilt be provided to allow this cor-
poration to do all the things that the Premier has
spelt out.

An excuse for that is that we will not have to
pay investors as much as the private sector does;
we will not have a drain on borrowings; we will
receive the money and go about doing all the
things which the Bill will let us do. In other
words, on page 6 of his second reading speech, the
Premier says, in effect, that profits are leaving
Western Australia and we are not benefiting,
while, on the other hand, he thinks it is better to
support listed shares and private companies. He
refers to them on the same page and in the same
paragraph.

He is saying that anybody who invests in his
own corporation cannot look forward to anything
of any substance in a dividend or return. He is
referring to the advice provided in this respect.
There is no doubt that the advice provided to
investors is not to invest in this corporation, not
only in relation to the potential dividend, but also
in relation to the rights and privileges of potential
shareholders. One is left to wonder whether per-
haps the Premier does not want anybody to invest
in this, but the provision is there in case somebody
is stupid enough to want to do so.

A suggestion was made that this vehicle is simi-
lar to the AJIOC. If one draws a pretty long bow, I
suppose it is similar, but I hope it will not be simi-
lar in the way that the A]IDC lost tens of millions
of dollars. It has had an abysmal record. It has
improved since Mr Thomas became general man-
ager some years ago and there was a change in
the leadership and in the investment policy. That
corporation has taken in things like vineyards and
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a whole range of other things. In effect it has now
become another operator in the finance market,
albeit with a slightly wider charter. Indeed, to the
credit of the Hawke Government, the financial ar-
rangements for AIDC have been considerably ex-
tended in the last year so that, more particularly
in the management policy, it is now being admin-
istered a little better. But in the original form in
which it was operating, which is similar to the
way the Premier said it was operating, it lost tens
of millions of dollars. Thai aspect was carefully
not referred to.

The Premier indicated also that the Hamer
Government in Victoria had introduced a Bill in
1981 to provide a similar type of operation. In
April 1981, the Victorian Government did
introduce a Bill, and, if one draws a very long
bow, one could say it is similar, but does not go
anywhere near as far as this one. What happened
in Victoria was that a Bill was brought in to com-
bine all bodies which had already been in exist-
ence for some time. One went back to about 1955
or 1956. There was a Victorian promotion com-
mittee and a Victorian decentralisation body,
each with specific functions. Indeed, the Victorian
promotion committee was virtually a tourism or-
ganisation to promote tourism, while the decen-
tralisation body did virtually what its name im-
plied.

The new body does not do what this corporation
is proposed to do. It is all very well for the Prem-
ier to try to justify his Government's proposal by
hanging it on the hook of bodies such as the
AIDC, the Victorian one, whatever is proposed in
Tasmania, and also the Queensland situation. In
parts they are the same, but neither of those to
which I have made specific reference goes as far
as does this vehicle. Indeed, the Victorian Minis-
ter's second reading speech in April 1981,
outlined how far the Victorian body went, and
what it could and could not do. If members look
at the last Victorian Budget, they will see, as far
as the decentralisation function or regional devel-
opment was concerned, the decentralisation body
assists with funding, and it does a whole range of
financing activities in respect of public works on
behalf oF the Government. It receives a vote
within the Victorian Government's Budget for
that purpose. As members will be aware, the Vic-
torian Government established the Victorian de-
velopment fund, and within a comparatively short
time it got into trouble with that. It had to clear
that in order to pay Public Service salaries be-
cause it ran into all sorts of difficulties within the
instrumentalities and the bodies from which it
originally took the funding.

An editorial in The Age spoke about this par-
ticular body and how, for the second time,
Government had had to borrow from the Vic-
torian development fund to balance its own books.

I am not suggesting that is similar to the situ-
ation here. All I suggest is that one cannot try to
hang one's hat for a Bill like this on models which
exist elsewhere unless one provides the true and
full story. However, we certainly did not get that.

In other words, as I have made clear to the
House, the Opposition would welcome the oppor-
tunity to discuss the establishment of some form
of statutory authority or Government initiative to
do certain things to assist industry and business,
but this Bill does not do that; it does not reflect
the establishment of a statutory body to assist
broker development in that way; it does not pro-
vide a source of funds which would be classified
as a loan of last resort: and it does not ensure that
Western Australians can invest in their State and
receive a competitive dividend as was promised by
the ALP.

The Labor Party and the Premier in particular
promised a vehicle through which Western Aus-
tralians could invest in their State. He said they
could invest and be a part of the future; they
could invest and the effect of all those horrible
overseas people and others who had invested and
provided jobs and the like would be watered down
and minimised, because Western Australians
would get first bite of the cherry. However, this
Bill does not and will not achieve that; and we
have been conned.

People may be misguided enough to buy a
share or a number of shares in this corporation at
$100 a piece, but that is only subject to the
Treasurer's approval. If one goes to a share
broker to buy shares, only two things are necess-
ary-one must have the money and the shares
must be available. However, in order to invest in
the proposed corporation, one must First have the
Treasurer's approval. After a period, the
Treasurer will set the premium-the market will
not, like with a listed share, but the pre-
mium-which one will pay for the share over and
above the par value.

If one is still stupid enough to buy the share,
the Treasurer will not give one anything. No en-
titlements will be provided, because two pro-
visions will apply under this Bill. Firstly, the only
shareholder who is guaranteed to obtain a dollar
out of the corporation is the Government, because
a specific provision exists for the Government to
be paid a fee. Secondly, there is also a specific ex-
clusion clause which says that a shareholder has
no rights or entitlements, but I shall return to that
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later. A shareholder cannot even attend an annuial
meeting to question the policies or procedures of
the corporation. He is not allowed to do that; in
fact, the legislation specifically says he cannot do
it.

Mr Court interjected.
Mr PETER JON ES: That is one of the areas of

the draft Bill which is being considered from a
legal point of view in respect of the application of
various company laws and, more particularly, in
relation to the National Companies and Securities
Commission. Fancy the Premier offering a situ-
ation in which he is touting investment as he has
been doing, then introducing a Bill of this nature.
At the time the investment in the Argyle diamond
mine was proposed, we heard a great deal about
the opportunities it would provide for Western
Australians. The Premier said they could share in
that investment. However, he has come to the
Parliament with a Bill which will put every poss-
ible barrier in the way, and should anybody be
stupid enough to invest in the corporation, he will
not be guaranteed a competitive dividend and,
more particularly, he will not be able to have a
say in what occurs.

In other words, the Bill does not do all the
things which are necessary and right. It will en-
sure a greater role for the Government in the
ownership and control of the private business sec-
tor, and will provide the opportunity for the
Government to compete actively with established
private business rather than to help someone who
wants to establish a business.

This Bill is not like the Bill which has been
introduced by the Minister for Economic Devel-
opment and Technology which relates to techno-
logical development and contains provisions which
will help industry. Sonic of those provisions are
fair enough and they offer support and help to
business ventures. However, this legislation is not
like that Bill, because it is competitive and it
seeks to allow the Government to participate in
business activities such as land development as
referred to in clause 12.

The Minister for Employment and Adminis-
trative Services, who is not here, has referred to
the need for the Urban Lands Council to be a
statutory body, to provide a statutory umbrella
for the land bank. That would no longer be
necessary, because specific provision for that ap-
pears in clause 12 which indicates that the
Government, or a body on behalf of the Govern-
merit, can get into this area right up to its neck.
Clause 3 also spells out a whole range of activities
in which the Government may become involved,
and I shall turn to them in due course.

The corporation will be able to buy shares in
any company. It is perceived as a participatory
corporation: it is a competitor. It will be able to
acquire and dispose of real and personal property.
If that is not bad enough, the Government seeks
also to give the corporation the entitlement to
form and establish any business undertaking. It
will be able to do anything at all. How will that
help business? How is that taking a supportive
and helpful role as set out in the Premier's elec-
tion speech?

He referred to such a supportive and helpful
role in the economic and Financial management
paper to which I have referred already. Indeed,
this vehicle will enable the Government to say,
"We ought to put Joe out of business. We ought
to be a competitor in this Field, because he is mak-
ing plenty of profit. We will set up a business and
put him out of work".

This Bill provides a vehicle for the Government
to become the biggest holding company in the
nation!

It is an umbrella for this Government to be the
biggest holding company in Australia. There is no
statutory limit or degree of accountability. There
is no provision for referral to those who have
invested in the corporation. Indeed, those who
have invested in it are specifically excluded from
participating in that policy. They will not be able
to question or criticise what has been done with
the funds they have invested.

The Premier has said that this body will not be
subject to political interference, but clause 14
specifically enables that to occur. It provides that
the Premier shall write to the corporation and in-
dicate the Government's policy. Would you, Sir,
with your long experience, suggest that that does
not amount to political interference? It would be
like the Premier's saying. "it is only a suggestion.
but I want you fellows to remember who is mak-
ing the suggestion!" Of course it amounts to
interference of the grossest kind, because how can
a body which is dependent upon the Government.
a body which is established by an Act of Parlia-
mnt, ignore the policies of the elected Govern-
ment, particularly when a clause of that Act
specifically provides for the Leader of the Govern-
ment to tell the body what to do? It is just hum-
bug for the Premier to say the corporation will
not be subjected to political interference. Indeed.
the Premier has just made that statement and in-
serted that provision to try to explain it away.

Then we have some further gems. In his second
reading speech, the Premier indicated that experi-
ence has shown that bad management is a major
cause or business failure or poor performance.
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That may well be the case. The private sector
supplies 75 per cent of the jobs in this State. The
Premier and the Deputy Premier made a big play
of how it is necessary to support the private sec-
tot- They are right; such support is necessary. No-
onc can question that.

Nevertheless, we do not launch an assault on it
by suggesting that where a business is not doing
well, one of the big causes is bad management,
and then bring in a Bill which contains a clause
that says that this development corporation will
have the power to provide part-time management
for selected businesses. It reminds me of those
three famous lies in history. I will not tell mem-
bers about the first two, but the third one is just
like this clause. Perhaps we will see a bloke go
around to these businesses and say, "I am from
the Government; I am here to help you".

What sort of help could a Government body
give to a business in the way that this clause indi-
cates? If this body were to be the same sort of op-
eration as the Small Business Advisory Service
Ltd., it might have a role to play to assist a small
business operator who does not have the financial
capacity of larger businesses to obtain the services
of a management or financial consultant in order
to help him with his management. The Small
Business Advisory Service has done a very good
job in this area, and I have no doubt the new body
to which we are about to give birth will do a good
job.

But what rubbish this is! What gives this
Government, or any Government, the right to
think it has a monopoly on all business wisdom
and know-how? Why should it, with grand arro-
gance, say to business people that it will make
some of its collective wisdom and know-how
available to those "selected" businesses which are
having difficulties? I do not know why the
Government thinks it has a pool of pre-eminent
management skills that it can gratuitously float
around to people whom it thinks nced it. There
are enough people already in the community who
can provide this know-how to the private sec-
tor-to a particular business, company, or
business operator. It is there without the Govern-
ment's having to provide this know-how, even if it
does have it.

The Bill provides for 5I per cent Western Aus-
tralian ownership, and this is in accordance with
various statements made by the Government.
However, the Bill does not indicate how that 51
per cent is to be provided. The Government is pro-
viding $5 million, as mentioned in the Premier's
speech and as is required by the Bill.

It has also been mentioned that the Rural and
Industries Bank of Western Australia and the
State Government Insurance Office will be re-
quired to provide funds for this body. Perhaps we
could be let into the secret of how much they will
be providing towards the initial $30 million capi-
talisation and whether the corporation is to be 51
per cent owned within Western Australia. Is the
Premier indicating that they are each to provide
$5 million, with one putting in a bit more to get
over the hurdle, or will they put in a lesser
amount and the Government will go to the private
investors for the rest? Surely we are entitled to
know. Private investors who have been promised
so much, but who have been given so little with
this Bill, are entitled to know whether they will be
given access to the cookie jar.

Following on from that line, I refer to the fact
that the Premier when introducing the Bill was
very vague about the question of private investors.
Is there to be a public float? Are bonds to be
sold? This was one of the original suggestions, be-
cause this related to one of the promises of ft
Labor Party about the financing of this body. The
suggestion was that hands would be sold. I do not
know whether the Government intends to go
ahead with that idea. Perhaps we could be told.

More importantly, how are these shares to be
traded; for example, is there to be an arrangement
with the Perth Stock Exchange? I understand the
stock exchange has said that its rules have been or
can be adjusted, depending on the final determi-
nation about this particular animal, to allow pri-
vate sales of holdings in this body. Is that the way
these bonds will be traded? There is an en-
titlement for shares to be sold, but nothing has
been said about how and under what basis.

Similarly, if we are going out on a bond basis,
which was one of the promises in connection with
this body, it would be necessary to offer some
dividend, or some security of income, to attract
people to invest. Surely if the Government is re-
quiring the R & 1, the SGIO, and itself-the tax-
payers-to put in $5 million each, and the other
bodies to put in a like amount or whatever, the
investors are entitled to know what the expected
dividend will be. They will need to get one. But no
suggestion has been made, firstly, about how the
dividend will be paid, secondly, from what source
it will be paid, and, thirdly, and most importantly,
what the dividend is likely to be.

Perhaps in due course the Premier may care to
elaborate a little further on who is likely to com-
prise the board. All we have been told so far is
that the Under Treasurer will be invited to be a
member, as will the Chairman of the R & I Rank.
I interjected during the Premier's second reading
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speech to ask whether that represented a conflict
of interest. I have been told by the banks that it
does. This will have to be resolved in due course.
It is not really within my competence t o discuss
that matter, but just to air it as a point to be con-
sidered.

From where are the other directors to come?
Are they all to be Western Australians? Have one
or two already been approached and have de-
clined to serve or perhaps have accepted? I do not
know.

Mr Brian Burke: No-one has been approached
and has declined, and no-one has been ap-
proached and has accepted.

Mr PETER JONES: The Bill also provides for
the appointment of two deputy chairmen, and we
can go into this further during the Committee
stage, although the Premier might respond to this
point when he replies to the debate.

My concern relates to the managing director,
The Bill specifically states that a managing direc-
tor will be appointed, under such terms and con-
ditions as the board agrees and as the Treasurer
approves, for a five-year term.

On the advice given to me and, indeed, from
my own knowledge of these matters, it is obvious
that here is a body that will be as big as the Aus-
tralia Bank if it is given birth to in the form
intended, yet the Government considers it will at-
tract a suitable person, someone with the required
qualifications, skills, and capacities, while offering
him only a five-year term. Nothing has been said
about his salary. If all the Government will offer
him is a five-year term, albeit at the discretion of
the Government and subject to the subsequent ap-
provals relating to three years and no more than
five years. it will have to offer him one hell of a
big salary because he will not come without that
kind of enticement. The kind of man needed to
head up a board like this would not be standing in
the gutter looking for a job; he already would be
well paid not just by a direct salary, but also by a
salary with substantial emoluments.

Mr Brian Burke: What sort of salary do you
think would be appropriate with a five-year term?

Mr PETER JONES: If he has all these powers,
he would certainly have to be paid $80 000 to
$10000 a year. On a five-year tenure, he would
have no job security for more than five years and
would require this high remuneration. The
Government might have such a salary in mind,
but I draw attention to the Government's having
to attract the most appropriate, skilled, and ex-
perieniced person to this position. Undoubtedly,
this person would not be out of a job now, and the

Government would have to win him away from
somewhere else.

Mr Brian Burke: It might be Sir Charles Court!
Mr Bryce: He is making more than that

already.
Mr PETER JONES: The Deputy Premier

should ask him, because the Deputy Premier
seems to know what Sir Charles Court is doing.
He would be speaking to him and ringing him up.
The Deputy Premier knew what Sir Charles
Court was doing overseas and now he knows his
income!

In the Committee stage, it will be possible to
explore some of those broader issues to which I
have referred in some depth, but I highlight now
the many strings attached to this Bill. So many
points are just so unbelievable that it is impossible
to believe that the Government wants to help
business and development investment in this State
when it comes in with a Bill like this. I thought
from my discussions with the Deputy Premier on
various matters that he would have already
learned about the need to retain the confidence of
investors in Australia and, in particular, in West-
ern Australia, but this legislation is not the way to
do that.

The Government has brought in a Bill that
signals it will be a player in the game. It will not
be content just to establish the rules within which
growth, investment, and development can occur.
It will be in there running the risks, not just of
losses, but also of substantial losses. If it is not
prepared to run those risks, it will not be a genu-
ine investor and it will have some preferred or
monopoly position, which would be even worse
than anything else because it would frighten more
people away from this State. Why would investors
want to come to a State on that basis? They
would know that here is a Government which has
a piece of legislation in its locker, and that it can
pull it out at any time to grab a piece of the ac-
tion.

It is rather like the situation of the previous
Federal Government, which, quite properly, was
roundly criticised for its actions in the area of gas
and oil exploration. It allowed 100 per cent
foreign investment in exploration, but when some-
body found something he wanted, that Federal
Government took half of it regardless of the per-
son who had put the high risk capital up front,
and regardless of what the particular situation
had been. Tens of millions of dollars could have
been invested over the years.

That Government was wrong in inviting people
to take the risks and put money up front just to
take half of whatever product was found and
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whatever market was found for the product. The
same applies under this legislation, because it is a
vehicle which will provide the kind of blackmail
and appropriation which was previously used. Per-
haps that is what this Government wants.

Instead of trying to help this Government by
telling it what is wrong with the Bill, perhaps we
ought to accept that this is exactly what the
Government wants-a big piece of the action so
that it will be able to say. "No-one wants to invest
in Western Australia; or not enough people want
to invest in this State-there is a financial
vacancy. We can't let this project go because we
can't get enough people, so we will fill that
financial vacuum". Thai is probably what this
Government wants. It will probably say, "This
project will not get off the ground, but we will
step in". The Government will have a vehicle to
help it to create the necessity for its entering such
ventures.

As I have already mentioned, the whole concept
of this Bill is not that which was originally
intended and which was forecast by the Labor
Party over recent years. It goes much further than
that, and it is absolutely repugnant to those on
this side of the Chamber. This Government has
said that it seeks to support those who support the
basic free-enterprise system in this country.

We see clearly what is the role of the Govern-
ment. indeed, references have been made in
speeches by the Deputy Premier and the Premier
regarding the role of the Government. The role
we see clearly is one of supporting growth and de-
velopment, and of providing the rules under which
that development can occur. It would be absol-
utely unthinkable not to have a Government to
provide the rules in a whole range of areas such as
the degree of foreign investment and environmen-
tal guidelines. The Government needs to set out
the planning, the approvals, and all the other
machinery matters involving the Government. It
should provide the parameters within which
investment can occur and projects can be estab-
lished-the sort of thing the Government is
talking about now in relation to its aluminium
smelter. We see the role of the Government as
giving support, not supporting socialism; we see it
as facilitating development and growth, not con-
trolling it.

The Government needs to regulate growth.
That is what a Government should be all
about-regulating. Quite clearly we cannot have
a private sector which is allowed to grow on the
basis of unbridled greed. The only institution in
this State which has a monopoly based on greed is
this Government, and that is what this Govern-
ment is all about in this Bill.

The implementation of this legislation will de-
stray much of the reputation that this State and
the companies that have done so much for it have
established over a tong period. It is very easy for
the Government to criticise the companies and the
people who have come here in the last 20 or 30
years and put in a lot of money to develop many
operations and joint ventures, and to provide
many jobs. It seems fashionable for the Govern-
ment and others in the community to attack such
investors, particularly at a time when there is high
unemployment and a significant economic
downturn. It is easy to attack them and say it
would have been better if there had been more
control. It is so much rubbish. Does the Govern-
ment believe that it would be better if the mineral
industry or the primary industry in this State had
been 100 per cent own'ed by Western Australians?

Let us consider Alcoa or the alumina refineries
owned by that company. If they were 100 per cent
owned by Western Australians, they would not
have provided one more job, earned one more dol-
lar of export income, or offered one more facet
towards the growth and development of this
State-not one. It is just rubbish to say that 100
per cent ownership is necessary. This Government
knows we would not be better off. The simple fact
is that the Government has not the capacities,
apart from those which it might be able to muster,
in the way of knowledge and expertise; it is poss-
ible to buy them, to some degree at any rate.
However, it is possible to assemble the funds and
the Government has already committed consider-
able quantities of taxpayers' money which it had
available to it in relation to the things it wishes to
bring under this umbrella.

That is not the historic or traditional role of
Government. I suppose we were let into the secret
last year when in the Western Australian
Business World of October 1982, Mr
Bartholomacus was quoted as having said in an
interview following the State Conference of the
Labor Party-and he and Mr Burke were quoted
in this article-that in relation to the Argyle dia-
mond project, the Labor Party, should it come to
Government-which it subsequently did-would
acquire by one method or another an equity par-
ticipation in the project. The quote reads-

He hinted that a Labor Government might
be prepared to use its muscle to make life
hard for the project if the partners were re-
luctant to come to an arrangement.

That made great reading around the world be-
cause it really foreshadowed not only what would
be the attitude of the Labor Party if it came to
Government, but also the reality of what did hap-
pen.
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Mr Brian Burke: At least he did not use
character assassination of good Liberal sup-
porters. You don't know what damage you have
done to your own party in the past month.

Mr PETER JONES: In that regard, I can only
repeat what I have just said: The Bill we are now
discussing, together with the record of what the
Government has already done in relation to its ap-
proach and attitude and the statements it has
made, as well as the actions it has taken towards
growth, development, and projects in this State,
severely damages the reputation that we have as a
place to come, as a place to work, and as a place
in which to invest.

I referred yesterday to the statements which
have been made at public meetings. It is all very
well for the member for Perth to say "Rot", I am
just referring to what was said by those who
either operate here now or whom the Government
is seeking, as it should be, to try to expand their
operations and to get something going. I quoted
one specifically yesterday in relation to
Greenbushes Tin, the annual meeting of which
had a lot to say about the policies of the Govern-
ment.

I suppose Government members do not agree
with the editorial in The Sunday Times, either?

Mr Brian Burke: We do not agree with an at-
tack on local businessmen for no reason whatso-
ever.

Mr Court: You would be an expert at that.

Mr PETER JONES: I make it quite clear
again that the private business sector cannot have
it both ways. It cannot criticise the Government
for being in Government and for being involved in
the regulation of trading hours, factories and
shops, and planning as to where private enterprise
can establish, and should not establish, etc., and
at the same time expect the Government to
protect them when competition comes along.

Mr Brian Burke: They have not criticised the
Government at all and they have not asked for
special favours.

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier says that I
have criticised the private sector; he is quite right,'
because 1 have. I make it quite clear as I have
said publicly, that the private sector cannot have
it both ways. It cannot have it both ways like the
Government wants with this Bill. The Govern-
ment has its traditional regulatory role which it
should have in relation to what the Government
can control and regulate so far as development
and investment in this State is concerned.

Mr Tonkin: Why should it?

Mr PETER JONES: Because that is what this
Parliament provides. It provides the Government
with the power to do that. In regard to agreement
Acts, is the Minister saying that the Deputy
Premier is not right to bring in-as he has
brought before the Parliament now-an agree-
ment Act in relation to a salt project?

Mr Tonkin: 1 wonder what more you think that
law should have to say about what they should
and should not do.

M r PETE R J ON ES: I d id not sa y a "law".

Mr Tonkin: You did; you said they should.

Mr PETER JONES: I said the Government
has a role to play and it is a regulatory one.

Mr Brian Burke: I am not talking about criti-
cising the private sector. I am talking about as-
sassinations of individuals.

Mr Court: What individuals?

Mr Brian Burke: You know as well as I do.
M r PETER JONES: Tell us.

Mr Brian Burke: You have had a vendetta
going on for months against L. R. Con nell and
Partners. You have had people ringing up the
Premier of Queensland-all sorts of things.

Mr PETER JONES: I have not rung the Prem-
ier of Queensland, or had anyone ring him.

Mr Brian Burke: You are not aware of anyone
who has?

Mr PETER JONES: I am not aware of anyone
who has.

Mr Tonkin: You don't know what is happening
then?7

Mr Brian Burke: It has all been documented.

Mr PETER JONES: I find that terribly
interesting. I wonder what is buckling the Premier
about it?

Mr Brian Burke: Nothing at all.

Mr PETER JONES: Then why bring it up?

Mr Brian Burke: Because that is the character
assassination in which you involve yourself. Look
at the questions you have been asking and look at
your statements during your contribution on the
Northern Mining Bill.

Mr PETER JONES: I am happy to stand by
whatever I have said.

Mr Brian Burke: There is nothing worrying me,
but I tell you there is a lot worrying the Liberal
Party because of the way in which you assassinate
people. You are one oF their leading lights. You
are going to the meeting at the Highway Hotel.
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Mr PETER JONES: I do not know why the
Premier brings in that matter. What is needling
him about the questions I have asked?

Mr Court: What is wrong with the meeting at
the Highway Hotel?

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier introduced
the name to which he just referred. He gave the
names of the persons who organised this deal for
the Government.

Mr Brian Burke: You named them every time.
Mr PETER JONES: The Premier started it.

He indicated that they were the people and he
had the name in a list of people who had made
these arrangements for the Government.

Mr Brian Burke: In response to your question.
Mr PETER JONES: That is correct. The

Premier answered it.
Subsequent to that, I have been pursuing the

matter and a whole range of things in relation to
this crooked deal.

Mr Brian Burke: Keep pursuing it.
Mr PETER JONES: I am just interested to

know why this is needling the Premier.
Mr Brian Burke: it is not needling us at all.
Mr PETER JONES: Then why bring it up?
Mr Brian Burke: Simply because it is unworthy

of you, you know that.
Mr PETER JONES: Oh, come on! God

Almighty!
Mr Brian Burke: Don't get upset.
Mr PETER JONES: Think of what you are

doing, Mr Premier.
Mr Brian Burke: You are dropping ofr your

biggest supporters all along the way.
Mr PETER JONES: We have a situation

where the Bill which the Government has brought
in does not reflect the traditional regulatory role
of the Government; it reflects the situation where
the Government now compromises itself. The
Government not only is required to administer
that regulatory role-because it cannot abdicate
that-but also becomes a participant in a project
or activity which it is responsible for regulating.

How can the Government have it both ways?
The Opposition and the people of this State have
been conned by this Bill and by the various poli-
cies of the Labor Government and by the state-
ments that have been made. Certainly what has
been said in those statements, with one or two
minor exceptions, are reflected in this Bill. One
minor exception relates to the sale of bonds and it
could well be accommodated in this Bill although
we have not been told anything about it to date.

The Bill goes far beyond anything which has
been promised. When we reach the Committee
stage, the Opposition will try to find out from the
Premier why it is that the Government of the day
needs all the powers he wants it to have tied up in
one statutory vehicle.

In short, the Bill is a socialist ambition which
we cannot afford, not only in relation to tax-
payers' funds, but also in relation to the damage it
will do to the reputation of this State. We need
opportunities to attract investors from other
States and from overseas in order to obtain a
growth in development and jobs. This statutory
vehicle is not the way to go about it.

If the Government had introduced a body that
would have assisted industries and provided loan
guarantees in accordance with established pro-
cedures and as a lender of last resort, the Bill
would have received serious consideration and
support. However, the Government has not given
time for the drafting of enough amendments to
allow the Bill to be turned into the type of vehicle
the Opposition would like to support. We may
have some opportunity to do something about it in
the Committee stage, hut the Bill in its present
form cannot be supported by the Opposition.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) [10.53 p.m.]: In
addressing my remarks to this legislation, I would
firstly like to say that I also join with the member
for Narrogin in objecting to the way in which this
Bill and others are being pressure cooked through
the Parliament.

The Government can be seen to be trying to get
its worst legislation out of the way in the first
year of its term in office, for two reasons. Firstly,
it is trying to ensure that anything done early in
its three-year term might be forgotten by the pub-
lic at the next election, and secondly, it is endeav-
ouring to put pressure on the legislative council-
lors in its aim to achieve so-called electoral
reform. We are not fooled by the Government's
tactics; neither is the public.

Mr Brian Burke: This is a popular measure.
Mr MacKINNON: I am very pleased with the

Premier's attitude and his understanding that this
is a popular measure.

I will relate my remarks on the Bill to three as-
pects: firstly, an examination of what the Govern-
ment's policy did state prior to the election and
then an examination of' its performance as
outlined in this legislation; secondly, an examin-
ation of the Premier's words that this will be a
commercial operation and then an examination of
the actual performance that we see in the Bill;
and, thirdly, the commitment that there will be no
Government control over this development corpor-
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ation and the performance contained in this legis-
lation. If time permits, I will raise a number of
questions, but if it does not I will raise them in
the Committee stage.

I would like, firstly, to examine a quotationI
happened to read tonight. The comments con-
tained therein should be looked at as a backdrop
to a discussion not only of this Bill, but also of the
Financial Institutions Duty Bill, the SGIO Bill,
and many others which have come before this
House during this Government's term in office.
The quotation was written by Des Keegan, a well-
known journalist who writes for The Australian,
He is what one would call a conservative
journalist and 1 agree with most of what he
writes. The quotation will set the background for
comments I will make on this Bill. About six
months ago, he said-

"Two centuries of free enterprise has
brought more economic growth, prosperity
and leisure to the common man than the pre-
vious 5 000 years, yet the entrepreneur who
brought the wealth is under threat from the
State ..

"it is from (the fruits of entrepreneurship)
that our ability to pay social welfare comes,
but equality of poverty is assured in a collec-
tivist society, except for the commissars

Mr Tonkin: Who said that?
Mr MacKINNON: It was written by Des

Keegan of The Australian.
Mr Brian Burke: Did you read what he said

about the Labor Party in this State when it
reduced salaries?

Mr MacK INNON: I did.
Mr Brian Burke: You opposed it and he was

fulsome in his praise.
Mr MacKINNON: I said that I agreed with

most of what Des Keegan writes. Sometimes 1
disagree. I am using the quotation as a back-
ground to the way I will examine the Govern-
ment's legislation. The article continues-

"Australia has armies of bureaucrats
blocking entrepreneurs at every turn. Red
tape and officialdom everywhere prevents the
orderly rhythm of business and economic
growth. .

"Economists rarely assign a weight, even a
function, to the role of the entrepreneur in
society. Yet there would be precious little de-bate about redistribution of wealth if
entrepreneurs had not sought profits in new
ways. There would be no significant surplus
to redistribute".

That sums up, in my view, the current situation in
Australia.

Let us examine the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation Bill. 1 begin with the opening
paragraph of the Premier's second reading speech
in which he said-

This Bill seeks to implement a major pol-
icy initiative of the Government which was
foreshadowed in the Australian Labor
Party's policy statements before the
February elections.

Those were the words of the Premier when he
introduced this Bill into the Parliament. Let us
examine whether that statement is true. I refer to
the Labor Party's policy that was proposed prior
to the February 1983 election to ascertain how
the actual performance compares with the Prem-
ier's statement. 1 refer to a publication about the
proposed Western Australian development bank.
This statement was issued in January 1983 by the
then Leader of (he Opposition (Mr Brian Burke)
and the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition
(Malcolm Bryce). It is headed, "An Overview",
and reads as follows-

A State Labor Government will establish a
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOP-
M4ENT BANK in a joint venture arrange-
ment with Western Australian and other pri-
vate sector interests.

That certainly seems to fall into line with the
Premier's opening remarks. On page 12 of that
policy document under the beading, "Capital
Structure and Ownership", the Premier said-

A State Labor Government will support
the establishment of the Bank by taking a
minority shareholding.

That seems to be consistent with the Premier's
opening remarks when introducing the Bill and
the policy statements seems to be clear. However,
on 10 November in the political notes in The
West Australian, the Premier is quoted as saying
the following-

It will be involved in joint venture arrange-
ments with the private sector and talks have
already been going on for some time with
potential participants, including international
bankers and financiers.

All seems well, with consistency all the way
through. Even on the day after the legislation was
introduced into the Parliament, on 24 November,
the Premier is quoted as saying as follows-

The proposal has excited considerable
interest in the business world and banking
and financial houses of international repute
have prepared six papers to assist the
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Government with its implementation. Many
have expressed an interest in being involved.

Right up to the time of the introduction of the
legislation into Parliament, the Premier indicates
he is giving a commitment to a development cor-
poration committed to joint involvement with pri-
vate enterprise. Those statements are typical of
what we have been led to expect from the Govern-
ment. When we come to examine actual perform-
ance, we find that the policy and the statements
bear no resemblance whatsoever to either the Bill
or subsequent commitments. I refer to a question
1 asked the Premier on the same day as the last
quotation; that is, 24 November. It reads-

In respect of the Government's proposed
development corporation, is it his intention
that private companies or individuals will
subscribe to shares in the corporation?

The Premier starts to weaken in his reply which
started-

It is possible that this will happen and the
legislation permits it to happen.

In the statements leading up to the morning of 24
November, it is all gung ho because it is all pub-
lic. The State Labor Government will support the
establishment of a bank by taking a minority
shareholding. Yet when the Premier is asked a
question without notice, the truth finally begins to
emerge. The second part of the question was-

Has he had any discussion with companies
or individuals in relation to this?

The answer given was-
No discussions have been held with anyone

about the possibility of people buying shares
in the development corporation.

I referred earlier to the article in The West Aus-
tralian in which the Premier stated that many had
expressed an interest in being involved in the cor-
poration. On the same afternoon, in his response
to my question without notice, I received the
answer, "No discussions have been held with any-
one about the possibility of people buying shares
in the development corporation".

Mr Court: That is misleading.
Mr MacKINNON: I think it is 180 degrees op-

posite to what had been said. My question con-
tinued as follows-

Have any companies or individuals indi-
cated their intention to subscribe to shares in
the corporation?

The reply I received was-
Not applicable. No-one has given a com-

mitment that they want to buy shares, be-
cause no-one has been asked and no dis-

cussions have been held with prospective pur-
chasers.

I have referred to the lead-up, the pre-election
commitment, and the post-election commitment,
and when we get to the crunch part in Parliament,
what happens? The Premier fades again and he
goes to jelly. The true intent of the legislation be-
gins to surface very slowly. Has encouragement
been given to private enterprise when we learn
that the only two investors to date in this organis-
ation are the SGIO and the Rural and Industries
Bank? Both are Government-owned groups which
have been directed to invest in the corporation.

It is clear when we look at provisions in the Bill
that the policy bears no resemblance to the com-
mitment of encouraging private sector investment.
I will outline three clauses which positively dis-
courage private investment and demonstrate the
lack of business acumen of this Premier and his
Government, and their lack of understanding of
the business world. I turn to clause 21(2) which
reads as follows-

(2) The Governor may, on the recommen-
dation of the Treasurer, increase the
authorized capital of the Corporation by
order in council published in the Gazette.

If a corporation in this State wanted to invest in
another company, and that company had the
power to increase the size of its authorised capital
without the first corporation's knowledge or with-
out seeking approval of any kind whatsoever to
water down the investment, would one invest in
that corporation? Or course not. No intelligent in-
dividual or corporation in this State would do so.
Clearly, the Government has no intention whatso-
ever of inviting private enterprise to invest in the
corporation and, if it has, it will be sadly disap-
pointed if it thinks that, by including this sort of
clause in the Bill, it will entice such private
investment. Subelause (4) gives it the power to
issue shares to other groups, including itself. A
person could make an investment in the
company-for example, say, 25 per cent-and the
Government could decide it did not like that per-
son, but the project looked good, and it would
issue itself with another 25 per cent of the
shareholding without consulting the partners.
That investment is then watered down dramati-
cally. Whatever the Premier says about being
reasonable and about the Government not doing
this sort of thing, the fact remains that the power
is contained in the Bill. Any potential investor will
read just that and he, she, or the corporation,
would be most unwise to invest one single dollar
in this corporation.
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In addition, can anyone imagine a clause such
as 21 (7) which does not give any one investor any
rights in relation to the corporation or the board?
That is what this clause says and it is patently rid-
iculous. No investor in his right mind would invest
a significant sum in any corporation without some
form of control over the direction of that corpor-
ation, It is quite clear also from the Premier's sec-
ond reading speech, as the member for Narrogin
has indicated, that the shareholders and the cor-
poration do not have any voting rights or any
other powers of control or direction. It is clear
that the Premier does not want private investors
involved, and if he does, I can advise him he will
not be attracting any. In his second reading
speech, the Premier made great play of the com-
mercial nature of this corporation. I remind mem-
bers of the Premier's comments, which were as
follows-

Nevertheless, the Government has inde-
pendently evaluated the findings of the
Campbell Committee and decided to
recognize all the major recommendations in
respect of Government owned financial
institutions in formulating the Western Aus-
tralian Development Corporation Bill.

In particular this means that-
(a) the corporation will be required to op-

erate on a purely commercial basis;
(b) advantages arising from Government

ownership are to be neutralised; for
example, in addition to equivalent tax
provisions to its private sector counter-
parts, the corporation will be charged a
fee for the advantages arising from its
Government backing;

(d) the corporation is expected to earn a re-
turn on its capital and to pay a dividend
to the State;

(c) the commercial activities of the corpor-
ation arc nut to be subject to political
interference.

These are all very commendable aims, and we
only wish they were true. But if we examine the
Bill closely, we can see quite clearly where the ac-
tion of this Government once again is completely
at variance with its public facade. Its public pos-
ition bears no resemblance whatsoever to the facts
in the legislation. To back up that argument, let
us firstly consider whether or not the corporation,
as referred to in this Bill, will operate on a purely
commercial basis. Can any member tell me of any
private company in Western Australia which has
a provision like that in clause 4(3) which says that
the corporation is an agent of the Crown in the
right of State and enjoys the privileges of the

Crown? Clearly no other corporations except
Government corporations have such a privilege.

The first test it has not passed. Take clause 17
and see whether it measures up to the test. The
Premier said, "Advantages arising from Govern-
ment ownership are to be neutralised". IHe went
on to say that fees will be charged.

Clause 17(2) says-
Any such arrangement shall provide for an

agreed amount by way of payment for the
use of the services or facilities.

It is obvious that the agrecd sum will be as small
as possible. Even if all the services were charged
at the commercial rate, some Government services
and information which can be provided are
invaluable and are not available to the private sec-
tor. The corporation clearly in this area will have
an unfair advantage, an advantage that is not
available to any of its commercial competitors.

Let us see what clause 22 says, and consider
whether this right is available to commercial op-
erations in the community. It says-

(I) The Treasurer may, on behalf of the
Crown in right of the State, guarantee the
payment of any moneys payable by, or the
discharge of any indebtedness or liability of,
the Corporation.

In relation to guarantees, unless it has such a
Government guarantee, clearly no private en-
terprise operator will have this advantage.

The Premier has made great play of the Argyle
diamond mine joint venture, and he has indicated
that Northern Mining will be able to obtain
finance at cheaper rates than it would have been
able to do had it not been owned by the Govern-
ment-an admission that, in this instance, the
Government will clearly have an advantage. The
WA development corporation, in relation to any
private competitor, will have an unfair advantage.

So much for the statement that it is to operate
on a purely commercial basis. It is impossible for
it to do so.

Let us turn to clause 13(2). The Premier, in his
second reading speech, said that the corporation is
expected to earn a return on its capital and to pay
dividends to the State. This clause says, in re-
lation to the dividend it is to pay to the Treasurer,
that the State development fund will pay such
proportion as the Treasurer may determine of the
net profit or' the corporation for that year or
period as determined by the board appointed
under clause 35(b).

If I were to start a business tomorrow I would
dearly like to have the opportunity not to pay tax
on any of my profits for the first years of its oper-
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ation. How can a corporation be termed a com-
mercial one when it will be absolved from paying
tax in its early years? It may well be desirable in
the eyes of the Government to extend this advan-
tage to a Government-owned corporation; but by
doing so it clearly negates its claim that it is to
operate on a commercial basis. It also clearly does
not give any incentive for that company to operate
on a commercial basis. What incentive is there for
the directors to make it run harder?

When we look at the AIDC, which was lauded
by the Premier in his second reading speech, we
see that corporation has to pay taxation at normal
rates.

Mr Court: Tax avoidance.
M r MacK IN NON: I t would seem, as the mem-

ber for Nedlands says, an unsophisticated form of
tax avoidance-unsophisticated when it is written
into the Bill itself.

1 could continue at length. Directors'
responsibilities under clause 9 bear no resem-
blance whatever to the responsibiIi ties of private
directors. If it is good enough for directors in the
private sector to have to comply with
responsibilities that we, the Parliament, have im-
posed on them, why should this development cor-
poration let its directors off the hook? Why
should they be any less responsible for their ac-
tions? After all, they are dealing with taxpayers'
funds and they should be also responsible for
those funds.

Let us consider the Companies Code; perhaps
the Premier has not looked at the Companies
Code. It has 8 16 pages of rules and regulations by
which we ask private corporations in this State to
abide. It covers things like the issue of share scrip,
the transmission of shares, the alteration of share
capital and what should happen, the ability of di-
rectors to Convene meetings, a requirement to
lodge annual returns, the age of directors, qualifi-
cations, loans to directors, and qualifications of
auditors. All these items have been imposed on
the private sector. Not one of those items I have
listed is imposed on this Government corporation,
a Government corporation that, in the words of
the Premier, will be required to operate on a
purely commercial basis. That is absolute poppy-
cock, If the Premier was sincere in that claim,
why could he not have formed a company under
that code, just an ordinary company which would
have to comply with those rules and regulations?
It would be the responsibilty of the directors to
make sure that it operated properly and inside the
law.

The Premier chose not to do that. Instead of
the corporation's complying with a 8 16-page Act

of Parliament, the Premier chose to bring in a 22-
page Bill which really complies with very few if
any of the principles laid down in the code. So
much for the Premier's claim that the WA devel-
opment corporation will be required to operate on
a purely commercial basis.

I go on to the third point I want to discuss; that
is, the Premier's comments relating to Govern-
ment control. Once again let us examine what is
said against the performance in the Bill. The
Premier had this to say-

Before I conclude my comments on this
Bill 1 draw members' attention particularly
to the fact that the Government does not
have the power to interfere in the business of
the corporation.

What are the facts? Let us have a look at clause
6, for example, and see who it is who appoints the
directors. Clause 6 says this-

(1) The chairman, the deputy chairmen
and the other directors referred to in section
5 (1) (d) shall be appointed by the Governor
on the nomination of the Minister.

if, as explained in this Hill, the power of appoint-
ing the director and his consequential removal in
due course lies with the Government, it is patently
ridiculous for the Government to say that the
Premier has no power to interfere in the business
of the corporation. Of course he has.

Clause 15 similarly states that the managing
director will be appointed with the approval of the
Minister. So the chief executive officer has his job
on the line at the whim of the Minister. Clause 14
goes on to outline clearly the powers of the Premn-
ier or the Minister, whoever that Minister might
be,' to influence or interfere with the corporation's
business. Why should this particular clause be in-
cluded?

Clause 14(l) reads as follows-
The Minister may from time to time by

notice in writing to the Board inform the
Corporation of the policy of the Government
of the State in relation to-

(a) the development of economic activ-
ity; or

(b) business undertakings ....
if the Government does not interfere with the cor-
poration's business, why does the Government
want to tell the corporation its policy? The
Government wants to do that, because it wants
the corporation to follow its policy. Subelause (2)
reads as follows-

The Corporation shall-
Not "may", but "shall". To continue-
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-actively seek out opportunities for the Cor-
poration to perform any of' its functions in re-
spect of any economic activity notified to the
Corporation by the Minister under subsec-
tion (1).

Therefore, under that provision, the Minister
gives a direction to the corporation to the effect
that, "1 want you to search out or look at the
tourist industry". The tourist industry is defined
as an "economic activity", and if that direction is
given to the corporation, it shall then actively seek
out opportunities. It wvill not be able to take a
quick look at the situation; it must actively seek
out opportunities.

Under subelause (3), the corporation is re-
quired to report to the Minister. It provides that,
"The Corporation shall report to the Minis-
ter .. "and further on it says, "and recommend
to the Minister the nature and extent of financial
resources, participation or services required .. .

In other words, that subelause provides that if
the Minister says, "We (eel we should have an ac-
tive role in tourism, high technology, or the like",
and if that indication is given to the board, the
corporation has no option under this clause, be-
cause the provision says that it shall actively seek
out and report on the ways in which it can im-
plement that direction. It does not use the words
"if" or "may be"; it says "shall". So much for the
Premier's claim that the Government does not
have the power to interefere in the business of the
corporation. Clearly it does, otherwise clause 14
would not be in the Bill.

Of course, the final nail in the coffin of that
statement is that the corporation will be totally
dependent on the Government for its funding and
the Premier and all members of Parliament will
know that the power will always reside where the
funds emanate.

I repeat again that for the Premier to say the
Government does not have the power to interfere
in the business of the corporation shows his crass
misunderstanding of the contents of the Bill, or it
is a deliberate misstatement of fact. Either way,
the Premier stands condemned.

The general questions I shall raise in relation to
the legislation are in respect of three aspects of
clause 21(4) and clause 11(b), Clause 21(4)
says-

Further shares in the authorized capital of
the Corporation may . .. by. ... any other
corporation (as defined in the Companies
(Western Ausiralia) Code), or any person,
approved by the Treasurer.

Obviously, that would include a foreign corpor-
ation.

In his second reading speech, the Premier went
to great lengths to indicate how the Government
is trying to overcome this terrible thing of foreign
investment in our State; yet in the same Bill he
has introduced in an effort to stop it, he includes a
provision to allow it. How farcical! The hypocrisy
of this man and the lengths to which he will go to
mislead astound me!

Let me return to the Deputy Premier's favour-
ite, and one of mine-the sunset clause, In this in-
stance, I support the inclusion of this clause. If
the Government intends to have this type of cor-
poration-we do not believe it should have
it-and if it wants a sunset-type clause, obviously
it will not have any power to borrow funds if it is
to cease operating in five years' time. Therefore, a
review clause, as included, rather than a sunset
clause, is appropriate in this instance.

Clause 6 and other clauses in the Bill refer to
the "Minister". Nowhere in the Bill is it indicated
who the "Minister" is. Perhaps the Premier could
respond to that aspect when he replies.

In summary, [ indicate that I reject totally the
intent of the Bill which has nothing to do with
what the Premier claims in his policy statement,
his public statements, or his second reading
speech. A clear and precise reading of the clauses
in the Bill will indicate what it is all about.

I also reject the Premier's claim that this
Government is taking what he says on page 1 7 of
his second reading speech is a "cautious" ap-
proach to the finance industry and the establish-
ment and management of a new Financial
intermediary. I do not see anything cautious
about a headlong rush into extending the powers
of the State to invest willy-nilly in business and
corporations in Western Australia. I do not see
anything cautious in an approach which seeks to
give the SGIO open slather in the investment
market which will dry up many of the investment
funds currently available to the private sector. I
do not see anything cautious about the imposition
of a brand new Financial institutions duty on the
business sector. Cautious-baloney!

On page 4 of his second reading speech, the
Premier indicated that the whole emphasis and
aim of the Bill was to encourage local equity.
Similarly, I say, "Baloney!" If that were true,
why would the Government have bought the only
Western Australian shareholding in the Argyle
diamond mining joint venture?

The public of this State already had access to
that project openly and publicly through the stock
exchange. However, the Government chose to
deny the community of this State that opportunity
and decided to hoard it and take it for itself.
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Mr Bryce: That means for the people.
Mr MacKINNON: It means it is owned by all

the people, but its benefits will be used for the
Government's selfish political ends and not for the
good of the people of this State.

Mr Bryce: Do you mean to say that, when the
WA Government provides a jetty at Jurien Bay,
as it intends to do for the member for Moore, and
when it assists the project at Lake MacLeod and
various other projects around the State, those ac-
tions are for the Government's selfish political
ends?

Mr MacKIN NON: No, I do not say that every
action of the Governemnt falls into that category.
However, its investment in the Argyle diamond
mining joint venture does.

Mr Laurance: We don't disagree with your sup-
porting it; we just don't want you to own it.

Mr MacKINNON: Indeed. On page 2 of the
Premier's second reading speech, we see reference
to one of the Government's key aims in this
area-

It is a key part of our programme to assist
the growth and development of business en-
terprises in Western Australia and to put this
State back on the path of economic growth
and prosperity.

The Premier also went on to say that we had an
AlDC. Has that put Australia back onto the path
of economic growth and prosperity? No, it has
not. It may have helped a little, but it certainly
has not provided the trigger.

The Premier explained that Victoria has an
economic development corporation. Has that
helped Victoria get back onto the path of econ-
omic growth and prosperity? Clearly, the answer
is, "No".

The Premier referred also to similar examples
in Canada. Have they stopped Canada from going
down the same path as most other western
countries as a result of the economic malaise
which has been spreading around the world?
Clearly, the answer is. "No".

The Premier's claims are obviously false.
In conclusion, I indicate that we reject totally

the Government's expansionary role. We urge the
Government to heed the words of Des Keegan and
to understand that, without profit and without the
role of the entrepreneur-not an entrepreneur
owned by the Government, but by the private sec-
tor-we will have no wealth to distribute.

We give a commitment that on re-election to
Government, we will provide smaller Government,
an increasing role of the private sector, a
decreasing role of the Government sector, and the
4178)

creation of an environment in which it will be
healthy for the private sector-not the Govern-
ment sector-to participate.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [11.30 p.m.]: I sup-
port the remarks of the previous two speakers
from the Opposition about our having had very
little time to prepare for this Bill. No doubt, the
Deputy Premier will jump back and say that we
have had eight days to consider it and that last
year he was given just five days to consider a
similar Bill. The point should be made that last
night we debated a Bill dealing with the finance
area-the FID Bill-and we had just a couple of
weeks to prepare for that very complex piece of
legislation. 1 am sure the Government will under-
stand that we had to spend a lot of time at-
tempting to understand that Bill. To prepare for
this Bill, has been a rush. The Government will
have to agree with that. We sent copies of this
Bill to different people in the community seeking
their comments, but most of them have not got
back to us because they have not had the time to

study it and to make submissions to the Oppo-
sition. The fact that we have not had much sleep
is not really important. What is important is that
we, as the Opposition, have not had time to obtain
a good feedback from the business community as
to how it feels about this Bill.

I am very much opposed to this legislation and
I am certainly very much opposed to the philos-
ophy behind it. The proposed Western Australian
development corporation is the dream child of a
group of young, idealistic, inexperienced, incom-
petent, socialist members of the Labor Party-a
divided Labor Party. It is a party which talks
about development, but which sits on the fence.
We see this in its stance on the uranium issue and
Roiby Downs-it does not know which way to
turn. We see this in its attitude to land rights-it
does not know what decisions to make. We see
this with its asset tests for pensioners.

Mr Mclver: What is this about land rights and
our not knowing what decision to make?

Mr COURT: I said that the Labor Party was
sitting on the fence.

Mr Wilson: Rubbish!

Mr COURT: We have made our position on
land rights very clear. The Labor Party has set up
an inquiry in an attempt to stall its decision for a
while.

Mr Mclver: Rubbish!
M r COURT: This Government seems to have a

driving ambition to go into business, judging from
the nature of the Bills it is introducing. We get
the impression it is trying to boost its ego by con-
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trolling the sort of corporation it is wanting to es-
tablish.

Mr Bryce: Who was your predecessor as the
member for Nedlands? You talk about boosting
egos and taking over the business sector!

Mr COURT: The only problem with the Labor
Party's move into the business sector is that it is
using taxpayers' funds. And it is not a job of
Governments to get involved in business. Govern-
ments can set the ground rules, they can set the
environment, but it is not their job to get involved
in the private sector.

Mr Wilson: According to you.
Mr COURT: According to us. According to the

Minister's policy, Labor Governments should get
involved in the business sector. Is that not what
the Minister for Housing is saying?

Mr Wilson: Don't lay down the law as though
you are the only one with the truth to tell.

Mr COURT: We know that members opposite
would be very happy for the State to own all in-
dustry.

Mr Bryce: No, definitely not.
Mr COURT: How much of industry?

Mr Bryce: Who could give a figure?
Mr Davies: Five per cent.

Mr Wilson: Why not deal with the issue
seriously?

Mr COURT: This is the issue. The Govern-
ment is buying into the private sector. Let me
quote the following from the Premier's second
reading speech-

It is a key part of our programme to assist
the growth and development of business en-
terprises in Western Australia and to put this
State back on the path of economic growth
and prosperity.

A little further on, he said-
This means maximising Western Aus-

tralian participation in our State's develop-
ment to make the most of the returns from
our economic growth.

It also means reducing the dependency of
Western Australian business on overseas
capital and providing greater access to risk
sharing equity capital to underpin growth by
reducing the drain of profits to service bor-
rowings.

This seems to be in contrast to comments made
recently by the Federal Minister for Resources
and Energy (Senator Peter Walsh). I thought I
would never see the day when I would be quoting
him as supporting more foreign investment in

Australia. The State Government is saying that it
does not want foreign capital taking an active role
in development in this State; it wants more Aus-
tralian and Western Australian capital involved.
Senator Walsh is overseas at present and last
Tuesday week he spoke at the mining club in New
York; he has since repeated his comments made
there in similar speeches in Europe. He agrees
with the foreign investment and foreign capital
policies followed by Federal Governments over
the last 10 years. This is quite a turn about for
him. The interesting point is that the Federal
Government is now changing its views on foreign
investment coming into this country. It is begin-
ning to realise that without foreign investment, it
will not be able to carry out many of the develop-
ments that will be needed to maintain our em-
ployment levels and to enable Australians to
improve their standard of living.

Mr Bryce: There is nothing new in that.
Mr COURT: Come off it! The Minister has

been criticising foreign investment for years, and I
just read out what the Premier had to say in his
second reading speech.

Mr Bryce: You choose to distort the truth. We
recognise that foreign capital is absolutely essen-
tial to economic growth.

Mr COURT: The Deputy Premier knows that
with this Bill his Government is redistributing
capital within Western Australia, just as the
Government did with the Argyle diamond mine,
which was already owned by Western Aus-
tralians. The Government simply took it from one
lot of Western Australians and gave it to another
lot. The Government did not introduce one new
dollar of capital into the mining industry in this
State.

Mr Laurance: Or one extra job.
Mr Bryce: I still find you fascinating because

you are able to stand in defence of the Malaysian
Government's having a big stake in the most im-
portant new industry in this State while
denigrating your own State.

Mr COURT: Why did the Government buy a
Western Australian stake? What has happened to
the money? Has it been used overseas to buy
investment for WA?

Mr Bryce: You object to taxpayers of this State
having an equity in a resource project.

Mr COURT: The taxpayers in this State have
no need for an equity in that project.

Mr Bryce: They do.
Mr COURT: Why is this corporation needed?

The Premier in his second reading speech said-
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What is lacking is any mechanism through
which a business can obtain access to a pack-
age of equity capital, borrowed funds, and
advisory support from a single source which
has, as its primary objective, the promotion
of business in this State.

The Premier seems to have forgotten about the
many banks and other financial institutions, both
large and small, that operate in this State provid-
ing exactly the service outlined here.

On top of those Financial institutions, we now
have a number of Western Australian companies
which started as small operations and which have
built tup and which now have funds which they
want to start putting into the venture capital mar-
ket. The Deputy Premier would be aware of this;
these people are quite prepared to put a part of
their funds into high-risk ventures; in other words,
they are prepared to write those funds off if a ven-
ture is not a success. The pool of funds available
for these types of ventures is growing. It is
another area where funds are available to carry
out what supposedly this corporation will assist in
carrying out.

As a rule of thumb, if capital or loan funds are
not forthcoming from the commercial sector, it is
a good bet the proposition is not commercially vi-
able. Does the Deputy Premier agree with that
statement? I think he does agree. If equity capital
is not available in a venture, the commercial sec-
tor sees the venture as not being viable. Experi-
ence has shown in the past six years in Australia
that projects judged by the commercial sector as
worthwhile have not experienced a shortage of
capital. In fact, a lot of capital has been given to
unworthy projects, projects which have gone
broke, and unfortunately the subscribers of the
equity capital have lost their money. However, in
the last six years to my knowledge, any
worthwhile project in Australia has had ready ac-
cess to funds.

The Labor Party's policy with this corporation
is part of the backbone of its small business policy
put out before the last election. The policy
referred to the provision of funds through a bank
to be established by the Government-the West-
ern Australian development bank. The Govern-
menit has changed the proposed name to the
Western Australian development corporation.

During the election campaign, the Labor Party
continuously referred to this bank in its advertis-
ing and its members referred to it in speeches. A
quote from The Australian of 2 February 1983,
states-

A new development bank partly funded by
State Government will be established in WA
if the Labor Party wins this State election.

One of the main reasons for the then Leader of
the Opposition's being so keen to establish this
bank wich Western Australian control was his
concern at the predominance of Melbourne and
Sydney financial institutions operating in this
State. I-I was quite right-Melbourne and
Sydney have been the centres of money market
activities in this State. What the Premier did last
night by putting that horrific piece of FID legis-
lation through this House was to ensure that
Perth remains a backwater when it comes to at-
tracting capital funds to Western Australia.
Disincentives exist in Western Australia for funds
generated in this State to stay here; funds are
transferred to other cities where they attract
cheaper transfer duties. Certainly no incentives
are made to attract funds to this State; in other
words, the Premier, in introducing that legislation,
did the exact opposite to that which he said he was
trying to do with this piece of legislation.

The small business sector had great ex-
pectations about this bank. People in that sector
had the proposal For it rammed down their
throats. They were told it would be the panacea
for the considerable problems they were having in
attracting hong-term equity and loan funds. But
will this corporation provide funds to small or big
business? Can the Deputy Premier tell us?

Mr Bryce: I have already explained on a pre-
vious occasion that the small business loans
guarantee Act which is to be introduced is one
which may well be administered by the corpor-
ation. We are not certain, but it may well be.

Mr COURT: I am sure the Deputy Premier
understands what i am getting at. If the Govern-
ment puts money into projects like the Argyle dia-
mond mine, it will not have money available for
the small business sector. What sort Of
investments will the Government make? Will it
stick to investments and projects already in place
like the Argyle diamond mine or the North-West
Shelf project, or even another nickel project
which is about to get off the ground, or will it
take up equity in higher-risk ventures? As the
Deputy Premier is aware, the venture capital area
is definitely a high-risk area. If the Government
has the corporation enter into secure investments,
the corporation will be a waste of time and money
because anyone could go out and buy publicly at
the stock exchange an interest in such companies.
If the Government has a basketful of high-risk
venture capital investments, it could find that the
corporation will collapse in a screaming heap. The
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Government could be involved in many dud ven-
tures.

The Deputy Premier was at that venture capital
seminar where people who have had plenty of ex-
perience in this area in the United States and the
United Kingdom outlined unashamedly that a
vast majority of the projects they had gone into in
the venture capital side of things went bust, but
they relied on having a couple of good winners to
try to pay for some of the losses.

As I have said, if a project is good, funds will
be provided for it, and the corporation will not be
needed. However, if the corporation backs these
borderline projects, it will have trouble getting
funds from the public. Who would loan money to
or invest in a corporation specialisinig in helping
the borderline commercial propositions? Does the
Premier see the point I am getting at? I think the
Premier is a bit tired.

Mr Brian Burke: I am not tired at all.
Mr Wilson: Just tired of you.
Mr COURT: We are trying to debate an im-

portant piece of legislation. It is unnecessary for
the Minister for Housing to make such remarks.

Mr Wilson: Everybody is tired of you.
Mr Brian Burke: If I can just make a serious

point, you spend more time on your feet than you
spend sitting down. I know you have not been
here for a long time, but you will ind that people
like you earn the nickname "pepper and salt" be-
cause they go on everything.

Mr COURT: The Premier has made that re-
mark before. We are at about the stage of the
evening where he makes little personal attacks.

Mr Brian Burke: I wonder why you don't take
that seriously.

Mr COURT: The Premier knows the reason
very well, and I made this point when he first
raised this subject: If someone has an interest in
an area, he will talk on it.

It is the basic philosophy of the Liberal Party
that the Premier is attacking with this piece of
legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: Right!
Mr COURT: Just because it is nearly 12.00

midnight and the Premier does not want people to
debate this legislation, it does not mean he has to
make those types of comments.

Mr Brian Burke: I don't mind your debating it
at all.

Mr COURT: I willI continue. With the Govern-
mnent's entering these so-called windows of indus-
try-the word "window" used in that manner
seems to be one of the in words this year-there

will be a considerable conflict of interest, for
example, what will happen if someone finds
another area for the establishment of a diamond
mine in this State? He will have to develop his
own marketing arrangements, whether indepen-
dently or through the De Beers group, and the
Government will have to give him permission to
market his production; yet here we have a
Government that is already in the business of the
marketing of diamonds. Similar examples of a
conflict of interest will occur. Many situations
could arise where the Government is in breach of
the Trade Practices Act.

I wouid like to know what powers the Govern-
ment could bring to bear if it became involved in
takeover procedures, procedures which I believe it
can follow under the powers of this legislation.
Let us consider the involvement of the SGIO and
the RI & I Bank.

The R & I Bank will have a considerable con-
flict of interest. Will this bank be able to tell the
people who come to it with borderline propositions
to try the WADC? 1 mentioned during my
Budget speech that I had spoken to a lot of people
in businesses which were considered to be border-
line and therefore would have access to the West-
ern Australian development corporation, as the
Government has promised. Will the R & I Bank
say to those borderline cases that they should go
to the WA development bank because it will pro-
vide funds for their operation?

The person running the R & I Bank is also a
senior officer on the WA development corpor-
ation, and I do not believe he will be able to dis-
charge his responsibilities with impartiality. The
banks will be complementary in some areas and in
other areas they will be in obvious competition.
The Government says that this corporation must
show a good return.

Let us consider other countries which have had
a great desire for their Governments to get
involved in industry. Let us consider Britain
where the track record of a Government taking up
equity in business is disastrous. The British
Government had an equity in the coal industry,
British steel, British aero space, and British Air-
ways. Margaret Thatcher is selling off as many
businesses as she can as quickly as possible. The
most profitable ones are being sold first because
they are the easiest to sell. No-one wants to take
the ones which are collapsing. Let us consider
France because that example is interesting.
Mitterand, in his first year. went out and bought
a lot of equity in business at the taxpayers' ex-
pense. In one year, he ended up bringing that
country to its knees economically.
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Mr Trethowan: He was not a closet socialist
like some Governments.

Mr COURT: But he did a complete reversal
when he found the mess he had got into.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying that this
Government is a closet socialist?

Mr Trethowan: That is the implication of the
Bill.

Mr COURT: I think the interjection from the
Minister for Housing made it very clear that this
Government does want to start building up equity
in business. Whether we are arguing about a five
per cent equity, as quoted by one of the Ministers
on the front bench, or any other equity, it is just
not a healthy way to go.

Mr Brian Burke: You proposed that with the R
& I Bank.

Mr COURT: Proposed what?
Mr Brian Burke: Equity participation.
Mr COURT: Yes, with the option to be able to

buy back.
Mr Brian Burke: That was obviously under-

stressed and in many cases the principle was the
same, surely.

Mr COURT: 1 will refer to the AIDC. That is
important as it was referred to in the Premier's
second reading speech. I think many questions
must be answered here. One should be careful be-
cause the AIDC has an appalling bad debts re-
cord. On a radio programme a couple of days ago,
the Premier said this about public participation in
the development corporation-

It will be a vehicle in which, through a way
that is not absolutely certain yet, but in
which people will be able to buy a share. Or-
dinary family people, families will be able to
invest their money into the W.A. Develop-
ment Corporation or one of its subsidaries, so
that they can share in and invest in the
State's future.

That was an interesting statement. He started off
by saying, "it will be a vehicle in which, through
a way that is not absolutely certain yet," people
could invest. The Bill does not tell us how people
will be able to buy into the development corpor-
ation. The Premier keeps making those points. He
keeps saying that the average family man can buy
shares in the WA development corporation, yet
this Bill does not state how he can do that.

Will the corporation be listed on the stock
exchange? How will the public buy the shares? I
think the Government may be a little embarrassed
to have it listed on the stock exchange.

Mr Tonkin: You are a knocker.

Mr COURT: Maybe Government members can
tell me what will happen if the value of the shares
goes up or down, depending on the performance
of the corporation. One could have $1 shares, but
they could be selling for S2; they could be selling
for I c also.

Mr Brian Burke: Ours would sell for $2.
Mr COURT: Will they be on the stock

exchange? The stock exchange has become looser
in its provisions;, it is not as tight as it used to be.
It may be the shares can be put on the exchange.
I would like to know whether there is any other
way that people can buy shares in this corpor-
ation.

Many questions must be answered. What will
be the voting rights of those people under this
legislation? What about the contents of the
articles of association? What about the corpor-
ation's tax status? That aspect is interesting be-
cause this Premier has been telling us the ways in
which companies do not pay tax. If the public own
shares in this corporation, surely they will have to
pay the normal Federal income tax that any other
company must pay. We want to know the tax
status of the corporation. What is the nature of
the assets going into this corporation? The one
investment referred to-the Argyle diamond ven-
ture-is somewhat inconclusive because it does
not define percentage interest to be made
available, but appears to simply refer to a $5
million investment. Surely the Government will
have to be specific about the percentage it has
purchased. This legislation is very vague.

When looking through this legislation, one
notes that it is in direct conflict with the pro-
visions in the Companies Act. As the member for
Murdoch has said, they are in conflict with the
provisions to protect the shareholder and the re-
sponsibility of the directors and the shareholders.
Matters such as general meetings, the terms of re-
ports, etc., must be considered.

I mentioned by way of interjection that the con-
sumer affairs people would get involved in this
matter if the public bought shares in the corpor-
ation. There are no provisions as to the way in
which the operation will run and people will invest
in it. People would want to know the return on
their investment. No reference has been made to
the form of investment, the percentage of equity
holdings, the percentage of loan funds, or the in-
dustry sectors to be consulted. Will it be centred
on high technology areas or on the resources sec-
tor? These are items the public should know if
they are going to be buying shares in this corpor-
ation.
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I mentioned earlier the size of businesses selec-
ted. Will it be centring on smaller businesses or
on the diamond mines? The legislation is very
vague-disastrously vague. It could have been
done on purpose.

Mr Brian Burke: You. always see the worst in
everything, don't you?

Mr COURT: Not at all.
Mr Brian Burke: You said that you think it is

done on purpose.
Mr COURT: The Premier has been misleading

the public with this flimsy piece of legislation
which he feels is good enough to go to the public.
For the last year, the Premier has been saying
that people will be able to buy an interest in the
corporation. If the Government states that it will
sell the public an interest, it is misleading adver-
tising because this Bill does not provide for the or-
dinary people about whom the Premier is
talking-they will not be able to buy a share.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you think the draftsman
must have left that part out? Perhaps you have
not seen that part.

Mr COURT: Under the basic listing requi re-
ments by law, a company must outline these
things.

Mr Brian Burke: Is it necessary to put out a
prospectus?

Mr COURT: One has to meet all the listing re-
quirements which include the provision of a pros-
pectus.

Mr Brian Burke: You can only sell shares on
the stock exchange, is that right?

Mr COURT: No, that is not right. I ask the
Premier: How will the Government trade in
shares in regard to this legislation?

Mr Brian Burke: We would need a prospectus
if we listed them on the stock exchange.

Mr COURT: Yes, a prospectus would be re-
quired if the shares were listed on the stock
exchange. If the Government is trying to sell a
share in this corporation to the public, I am sure
it would want to abide by the basic standards laid
down by the consumer affairs commission.

Mr Brian Burke: You think a prospectus is re-
quired.

Mr COURT: The Premier is misleading the
public by saying they can buy shares.

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying there is no
provision for shares to be sold in the corporation.

Mr COURT: The Bill says that the public can
buy shares, but how are they going to buy them?

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying that there is
provision for the public to buy shares in the cor-
poration.

Mr COURT: The ordinary family man can buy
them.

Mr Brian Burke: A minute ago you said there
was no provision for him to buy them.

Mr COURT: I did not say that; the Premier is
being smart.

Mr Brian Burke: I am trying to follow you.
Mr MacKinnon: He is not being smart; he is

being dumb.
Mr Brian Burke: You should not look down

your nose because some of us on this side of the
House did not have the benefit of your education.

Mr COURT: I cannot see why-
Mr Brian Burke: It is very easy to be ivory

towerish. In a few years' time, you will be sorry
about some of the things you have said.

Mr Bryce: You said it is a flimsy piece of legis-
lation.

Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: I want to make this point-
Mr Brian Burke: We would like you to.
Mr COURT: I want to know how the average

family man will be able to buy the shares. How
will the shares be traded?

Mr Bertram: How does the average family man
buy shares?

Mr COURT: Through a property trust?
Mr Brian Burke: How do you buy shares

through a property trust?
Mr COURT: A person can buy units in a prop-

erty trust.
Mr Brian Burke: If we have to amend this Bill

because it is in such a mess, you had better tell us
how.

Mr COURT: How can a person trade units?
Mr Brian Burke: If I were a client of Perpetual

Trustees WA Ltd., and I was a shareholder in one
of its trusts-

Mr Williams: With your overdraft.
Mr Brian Burke: Yes, with my overdraft, they

have a trustee status. If I were a member of one
of its trusts, how would I buy units in a trust?

Mr COURT: That is an investment. We are
talking about buying shares in this corporation.
The Premier is trying to be smart. If that is how
the public will buy the shares, let the Premier tell
us SO.

Mr Brian Burke: What you arc arguing for is a
detailed method of disbursement including, if
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necessary, a prospectus that might accompany a
share issue.

Mr COURT: I thought that would have been
importa nt.

Mr Brian Burke: I would say that you would
not find that provision in any other legislation.

Mr MacKinnon: You have a Companies Act
and every company has to comply with it.

Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: The Premier made a lot of noise

in South Australia on the weekend when he made
a comment that he thinks it is important that the
State builds up its interest in business projects to
enable it to obtain an independent source of in-
come instead of relying on funds from the Federal
Government. It was reported in The West Aus-
tralian on 28 November, as follows-

"Neither SA nor WA has an independent
financial market of its own. On that basis
private business in both our States needs ac-
cess to venture capital, to equity capital that
doesn't need servicing for some time and to
other expertise such as debt-funding that are
best coordinated by State governments."

In the same article the Premier said-
"Essentially there is an obligation on the

smaller States, SA and WA specifically, to
develop their financial and economic inde-
pendence," he said.

Is the Premier saying that, by going into these
business ventures and by the Government's having
equity in these projects, he will be able to get
funds additional to those he receives from
the Federal Government Loan Council? He
knows that if he has these little ways to obtain ad-
ditional income, the Federal Government will re-
alise it and simply cut back the funds they give to
the State.

In summing up my comments, I indicate that I
think that the small business sector will be disap-
pointed with this development corporation if it
takes its equity into larger-type projects. I hope
the Premier, in summing up this Bill, will advise
whether it is the Government's intention to go
into bigger projects or to concentrate in the small
business area.

The Premier must realise that within Western
Australia there is a relatively small restricted
capital market and it will get even smaller now
the FID legislation has been introduced in this
House. As I mentioned earlier, there will be no in-
centive for people to keep funds in this State.

If the Western Australian development corpor-
ation issues bonds so that people can invest in it, I

do niot think the Government will attract people
from the Eastern States to buy bonds.

Mr Brian Burke: Can you see anything like
that in the legislation?

Mr COURT: I think that the people from
Western Australia will be the only people who
will buy those bonds and the Government will not
attract people from the Eastern States.

Mr Brian Burke: Nor from overseas.
Mr COURT: No, not in relation to the bonds. I

could be wrong, but it depends on the interest
rates at which the money will be borrowed. If it is
an attractive interest rate, people will invest in it.

Mr Brian Burke: If it is an unrealistic interest
rate-

Mr COURT: It will be difficult for the corpor-
ation to survive.

Mr Brian Burke: Even though you pay a high
interest rate, you will not get-

Mr COURT: I only have a few minutes left
and I will continue my speech.

Western Australia is used to a lot of large-scale
developments and the Premier would agree that
many developments which take place require a lot
of dollars; for example, if the Premier allowed the
go-ahead for the Veelirrie project, it would
involve $400 million-that is a lot of
money-which he would nut be able to raise
within Australia, let alone Western Australia.

As I said earlier, the Federal Government has
the message. It realises it must attract more
foreign investment to enable this type of project to
get off the ground. I hope the Premier does not
spend all his time concentrating on redistributing
capital in Western Australia through this corpor-
ation. He must realise that time must be spent at-
tracting capital from overseas.

I would like the Government to scrap its plans,
but it is clear from the interjections from the
other side that the Government is very keen to
own an interest in business. 1 shudder to think
that the Government may own five per cent of the
business sector in this State. It would be frighten-
ing to contemplate our reaching such a stage. The
Government should work with existing banks and
financial institutions and encourage them to ex-
pand their activities into the areas where the
Government believes equity funds and loans on
longer terms are required. That applies also to the
field of venture capital. Existing banks should be
encouraged to expand and new banks should be
permitted to come into Australia. I believe the
Federal Government will reverse its policy on
foreign banks and, in the next few months, Mr
Keating will allow more foreign banks to come
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into the country. That will be a welcome move not
only to provide an entirely new source of funds,
but also to put more competition into the banking
market in this State.

Another inventive which could be used is a tax
incentive and I am sure the Deputy Premier will
agree with me on this point. The Federal Govern-
ment has a tax incentive in the form of the hi-tech
Ml Cs-the management investment companies.
The Federal Government should realise that is
just chickenfeed. If it wants to attract more capi-
tal investment in this country, it should be a little
more aggressive. I think the Deputy Premier will
support what I am saying. Not only should the
Federal Government be more aggressive in al-
lowing tax incentives for business, but also it
should not necessarily specify that the business
concerned must be involved in high technology. It
should apply to industry generally.

I would like the Government to tackle the in-
itiative or the establishment of a secondary level
to the stock exchange. Many small companies
cannot meet the listing requirements of the stock
exchange for different reasons-perhaps their
turnover is not large enough or they have trouble
marketing their shares.

I refer to the Premier's comments in connection
with the public's buying shares in this corpor-
ation. Many family companies would also like to
attract outside equity. If a second level were es-
tablished in the stock market-I think it Is
referred to as a junior list on the stock
exchange-it would marry up those people pre-
pared to put funds into this type of business which
would presumably be in a higher-risk area. That
would be a worthy initiative in which the Govern-
ment could be involved.

I conclude by saying that this Government
should keep its incompetent Fingers out of the pri-
vate sector and concentrate on running the
business in which it should be involved; that is,
government.

Mr Burkett: Did you support the Secret Har-
bour project of this Government?

Mr COURT: I certainly did and that is a pri-
vate enterprise project.

Mr Tonkin: You did nothing about that; we did
it all.

M r COURT: I oppose the legislation.
MR TRETHOWAN (East Melville) [12.15

a.m.J: I register my protest at the time given to
the Opposition-

Mr Tonkin: Eight days.
Mr TRETH-OWAN: -to consider this Bill and

to seek comments from the community. I believe

the Bill is deceptive in more ways than one.
Certainly it has only 22 pages which contain 30
clauses and one schedule, and most of the clauses
appear relatively simple.

Mr Brian Burke: You always take a base view
of things.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I think they appear-
Mr Bryce: You have a conspiratorial view of

the world.
Mr TRETHOWAN: 1 think many of the pro-

visions in the clauses need much consideration
and that is the reason I think far too little
time-considering the pressure of other parlia-
mentary business with which the Opposition has
been required to deal during this period-has
been allocated for the consideration and
investigation of this legislation.

It seems quite clear to me that the legislation is
an exercise in political philosophy in creating a
tool in the economic area for the exercise of that
political philosophy. Yet, at the same time, the
Government endeavours to pass it off in a differ-
ent guise.

Mr Brian Burke: Perhaps you are wrong and
these ulterior motives do not exist.

Mr TRETKOWAN:, I will get to that in a min-
ute.

This commercial vehicle, the Western Aus-
tralian development corporation, seems to parallel
at least three existing, highly-competitive areas
within the financial markets of the State. It paral-
lels the functions of the merchant bank in many
of its divisions; it parallels in a number of pro-
visions those of the stockbroking firms; and it par-
allels in others of its provisions those of a property
unit trust-putting the whole lot together in one
institution. It gives that institution powers of exer-
cise over all those areas.

Mr Brian Burke: What was the second one?
Mr TRETHOWAN:. Stockbrokers.
Mr Brian Burke: You would have to employ an

operator.
Mr TRETHOWAN: Yes, to actually operate

on the exchange, that is true. However, surely
there are many functions, of which I presume the
Premier would be aware, in the financial area!
such as facilitating takeovers and off-market
transactions, in which stockbrokers are involved
and which are precisely the functions delineated
in the second reading speech and the provisions of
the Bill to which I refer. I believe that this
Government would steer very clear of operating
on the stock exchange in terms of the operation of
this corporation.
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This corporation seeks to mirror three highly
competitive areas in this State; they are, mer-
chant banks, stockbrokers, and property unit
trusts. It is like a merchant bank in that it can
raise funds, issue securities, take in funds from
various sources, lend funds, and operate in
financial markets. It is like a stockbroking firm in
that it is allowed to operate in terms of
facilitating company acquisitions, mergers, joint
venture agreements, and underwriting, particu-
larly any issue of debentures and shares. I am
sure the Premier cannot mistake those functions
as being those stockbrokers.

Mr Brian Burke: I really think you are in cloud
cuckoo land.

Mr TRETH-OWAN: Let me refer to the Dill.
Mr Brian Burke: 1 am amazed at my financial

acumen. It is quite incredible. All we want to do
is to set up a development corporation.

Mr TRETHOWAN: Clause 12(2)(k) allows
the corporation to underwrite issues of shares and
debentures or other securities of any business
undertaking. I am afraid the Premier was very
misinformed as to the functions available to the
corporation in not recognising those as being prin-
cipally the functions of a stockbroker. He says I
am in cloud cuckoo land. I am afraid the Premier
has not read the Bill and he does not understand
its provisions.

Mr Bryce: He wrote them.
Mr TRETHOWAN: Then how could he make

such an inaccurate comment as he just made?
These are the functions of a property unit trust in
the sense that the Bill seeks to establish a port-
folio of investments, the equity of which will be
passed through to third persons through the issue
of shares: but those shares attach no rights to
those third persons in relation 10 investments by
the corporation in any other area of share acqui-
sition, joint venture, or any other business under-
taking in which it may be involved.

Thcre is a separation between the investor in
the corporation and the actual portfolio
investments which the corporation undertakes. It
is quite clear that the designation of $100 lots for
shares is in fact very similar, as the Premier
interjected earlier during the speech of the mem-
ber for Nedlands, to that of -a property unit trust;
but again property unit trusts are in an extremely
competitive area of the financial market. There
have been many instances of their getting into
quite serious trouble, if their portfolio investments
have not been handled with commercial acumen
and conservatism. They do not undertake adven-
turous investments because of the nature of their
business; they cannot afford to do so. Yet the

Minister, or the Premier, I am not sure who is
handling the Bill at any one point in time, makes
the statement-

Mr Bryce: Just call it a two-headed monster.
Mr TRETHOWAN: The fact is that the Min-

ister in the second reading speech indicated that
one of the objectives of the corporation is to invest
in those areas for which risk capital is required
and for which other financial institutions cannot
supply the ready means. I am concerned because
there are provisions in this Bill which indicate an
underwriting by the taxpayers of the State. If
there is a failure, that failure is unlikely to affect
those people who have purchased units in the cor-
poration, because there is provision for the
Treasurer of the State to purchase those units
back, presumably at cost price. So anybody
investing could have a relatively good guarantee
on that investment, but in the long run, if bad
investments are made, it will be the taxpayer who
has to foot the bill.

M r Bryce: As in the case of Bu nbu ry Foods.
Mr TRETHOWAN: As with any investment

which may not come to fruition.
Mr Stephens: It would generate more jobs.
Mr TRETHOWAN: There are better ways of

facilitating the availability of finance and equity
capital through modifications and encouragement
to some 'of the existing already capable
institutions.

Mr Burkett: The member for Nedlands said we
wanted more foreign banks. Malcolm Fraser said
he would bring us 10 if he were elected.

Mr TRETHOWAN: That is a recommen-
dation of the Campbell committee. I certainly be-
lieve it would be in the long-term interests of this
country if that introduction were handled at the
appropriate time and in the appropriate manner,
because I believe the advancement of any financial
institution is fundamental to long-term economic
growth. The price of money and its availability are
brought forward.

Mr Bryce: Are you reasonably confident that
foreign capital would tackle anything but the top
end of the market?)

Mr TRETH-OWAN: Knowing the areas in
which some foreign banks have expressed interest
in coming to Australia, if they were offered the
same range of services in Australia as they have
been overseas, I know they would tackle areas of
the market which are not yet fully covered by
financial institutions in Australia. They would en-
courage some of the local existing and efficient
Financial institutions also to be competitive in
those areas. For instance, in Australia at present
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there is an almost rigid delineation between the
functions of a trading bank, the functions of a
merchant bank, and the functions of a finance
company. In many other parts of the world those
functions are much more Flexible; they provide
more flexible rates of finance and financial ad-
vice.

One of the only justifications for this kind of
legislation is that it may allow some services
which cannot be obtained by smaller concerns in
the business area-!1 do not mean just small
business, but some concerns which may be small
business or may not-

Mr Bryce: Western Technology and a number
of other significant high technology ventures have
sought equity, and this would be the vehicle for
taking it. A Government department like
Treasury or DID cannot take equity as such. This
happens to be the vehicle through which the
Governmcnt of Western Australia could accede to
this request. I hope you appreciate that the ball
game in that area is quite different from the one
to which you might be accustomed.

Mr TRETH-OWAN: I understand that and I
know how it operates in the United States. It does
not operate largely with public sector investments;
it operates on a different kind of capital market.'
Unfortunately, that kind of high-risk venture
capital market does not exist in Western Aus-
tralia at present.

However, I was not speaking directly about the
,area to which the Deputy Premier referred.
Rather I was indicating the range of services a
merchant bank offers a client. The clients of mer-
chant banks tend to be larger than low to me-
diuim-sized firms, most of which do not have large
enough cash flows to have the full involvement of
a merchant bank. They normally operate princi-
pally through their trading bank, and trading
banks in Australia do not offer the same kinds of
service and advice as do merchant banks. There is
a clear delineation. There have been changes, and
some trading banks are moving in that direction.
However, if one is small and does not have a large
enough account to be handled by a merchant
bank, the facilit "ies which would be offered one are
not available in an easily obtainable form.

If one is large enough, one almost
automatically has a merchant bank as well as a
trading bank handling one's finances and the
range of advice chat a merchant bank will offer in
terms of where to find capital and funding of all
kinds, how to adjust the mix, how to handle
international transactions, and the like, is exten-
sive. If one wants to take over a firm or if some-
one is trying to take over one's own Firm, one can

obtain the information necessary to handle those
sorts of battles almost automatically from a mer-
chant bank if one is in that position.

If one is at the lower end of the market-and
there are many people in that area-one does not
automatically have access to that advice. I as-
sumed one of the functions of the corporation
would be to enable some of those services to be
made available to that end of the market. That is
basically the area for which it seemed to me our
policy catered before the last election. However, it
is a very specific area. Turning again to the report
of the Campbell Committee, I point out that its
recommendation was that the public sector should
be involved in this sort of operation and the pro-
vision of those sorts of services only there is a hole
in the existing financial markets and institutions;
in other words, when the competitive financial
institutions do not offer those services to that kind
of client, there is a role for the public sector, but
when they do, there is no justification for public
sector involvement, because it tends in the long
run for a number of reasons to be less efficient
and less market orientated.

It is quite clear that the WA development cor-
poration will not be as market orientated, in spite
of what was said in the second reading speech, as
an independent merchant bank, stockbroker, or
property unit trust. That is the case for a number
of reasons which were indicated by the member
for Nedlands. One of them happens to be that it
will be protected by both Crown privilege and
Treasury backing. That probably removes the
biggest area of long-term concern of an indepen-
dent private organisation. One knows that, in the
long term, someone will be there to hold one's
hand and protect one's liabilities. It also means
that one can offer a higher degree of security to
the people who may want to place funds with one.

That is a very particular advantage, but in the
long run it is a disadvantage also, because it re-
moves the edge of competitiveness and it allows
decisions to be made which may not be as market
orientated as those made by someone in the pri-
vate sector who is under a great deal of pressure
to perform.

Mr Bryce: Sometimes I wonder why, on the
ground of simple ideology, you fellows did not re-
peal the R & I Bank legislation when you were in
office. Why didn't you say that the R & I Bank
Act should be repealed?

Mr TRETHOWAN: The Deputy Premier
would agree that the Government has introduced
this legislation on the basis of simple ideology.
This is an example of the introduction of a new
corporation purely on the basis of ideology.
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Mr Bryce: I have just read the Rt & I Bank Act
and the debate surrounding its introduction. You
fellows seemed to have real ideological objections
to it,

Mr TRETH-OWAN: It is not just us. One of
the problems with the Bill being brought on for
debate at present is that not enough people in the
Financial institutions in this State have had a
chance to consider its provisions to any extent and
to provide feedback in depth as to its long-term
implications. That is one of the aspects to which
we object.

The other matter which concerns me is from
where the funds for this corporation will come.
Certainly a provision exists in the Act for funds to
be raised from the public, but it is a very restric-
ted method of raising funds. Only those people
who are approved can in fact apply, so it is not a
market operation. It is almost an operation which
requires political patronage, if one can put it that
way, of even a very minor kind in order to get ap-
proval to invest.

No criteria are laid down in the Bill as to what
that approval will comprise. It just says that they
have to be approved.

Mr Bertram: Doesn't that apply to a company?

Mr TRETHOWAN: No, not if one is listed on
the stock exchange. That is precisely the point in-
dicated by the members for Murdoch and
Nedlands. If one knows the provisions of the
Companies Act, one realises that they cannot
apply to a company listed on the stock exchange.

I am saying there is no qualification when one
is buying shares other than that one must have
the money to purchase the shares. However, in
this case, a qualification exists in that one must be
approved and there is no definijion of what that
approval entails.

Mr Bertram: Directors of public companies do
not have to allot shares in those companies to
every applicant.

Mr TRETHOWAN: No, but they cannot pre-
vent the transfer of those shares on the stock
exchange. However, this Bill can, because the per-
son to whom the shares are sold must be an ap-
proved person. It is a very restricted and con-
trolled form of issuing capital.

The Premier talked about the stockbroking
issue and the corporation's not being an operator
on the stock exchange. I do not believe he would
want that, because the provisions in the Bill in re-
lation to shareholding indicate that the Govern-
ment is not prepared to go to an open market on
valuation of the shares, because another provision
in the Bill indicates that the value of the shares in

any premium shall be determined and it shall be
determined by the board of the company. This is
very much the proprietary company control situ-
ation;, that is, once one is in, one is locked in.

One cannot sell one's shares unless they are
sold to an approved person and the only provision
in relation to this is that one can sell the shares
back to the corporation. However, under the
Companies Act, one cannot do that, because it is
illegal to sell shares back to a company. There-
fore, once one purchases into the corporation, one
is locked in unless one can obtain approval to
transfer those shares to an approved person.

It is not an open-market operation. There is no
market determination of what value will be placed
on the shares. There fore, there is no market ad-
judication of how well the investment portfolio of
the corporation is performing. It is an arbitrary
decision of the board. The only measure of per-
formance will be the number of private people
who purchase shares in the corporation and I sus-
pect not very many will. I suspect that is part of
the window dressing and that is why the Premier
was so defensive about the member for Nedlands'
request for details about shares being made
available to the public.

In terms of clause 21( 4 )(a) and (b), which will
be the most important of the paragraphs, dis-
cussions will take place in Committee. They seek
to allow the Treasurer to take up shares in "any
corporation established by a law of the State or
the Commonwealth or any other State or Terri-
tory of the Commonwealth, being a corporation
approved by the Treasurer". I believe that is from
where the funding of the corporation will come.

That is the Rural and Industries Bank of West-
ern Australia, the State Government Insurance
Office provident fund, State superannuation,
Commonwealth superannuation, and other
instrumentalities with large cash flows and large
amounts of investment money. This corporation
becomes a vehicle in this State through which
funds may be made available for the purchase of
a portfolio of equities.

I presume we may well find that for exactly the
same purpose, similar provisions are in legislation
covering the development corporations of other
Labor States. So we get a close usage of funds
totally under the control of the public sector, de-
rived through the public sector through its owni
investment financial institution operating in the
marketplace; in this case, the WA development
corporation.

Mr Burkett: The member for Nedlands said we
should have a lesser stock exchange for lesser
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companies. What did you attempt to do to help
them during the previous decade?

Mr TRETHOWAN: I presume the member for
Scarborough knows about the operations of un-
listed companies on the stack exchange, public
companies not listed, and how they are catered
for. I think what the member for Nedlands was
referring to was the potential growing demand,
particularly because of the kind of areas about
which the Deputy Premier is concerned in high
technology, where there are equity funds which
are required for those companies which cannot
meet the listing requirements, and there are strin-
gent requirements involved for a company listed
on the stock exchange.

Mr Bertram: He was referring to family
companies.

Mr TRETHOWAN: But there are off-market
transactions still related to the stock exchange,
and there have been for quite a white, for unlisted
public companies. Quite a lot of companies, be-
cause of changes in shareholding, do not qualify
for public listing, but they can still be involved in
off-market transactions.

If this principle is to be extended down to a
lower level, the only justification for this sort of
institution provided by this Bill is that to facilitate
that particular level of businesses gaining access
to equity funds, investment funds, and loan funds
at competitive rates, which at present they are not
able to take advantage of because of their size.

Mr Burkett: Is that an evil thing for a Govern-
ment to want to do?

Mr TRETHOWAN: No. I presume the mem-
ber for Scarborough would agree that if we can
do this in the most efficient way, we should do it.
I do not believe this vehicle is the most effective
way. The wording is too wide; there are too many
unlimited powers; there are too many uncon-
trolled operational areas.

My other concern is that of the direction in
writing of the Minister to the corporation to be-
come involved in certain areas of the economy or
to leave it to decide under its normal operations
how it becomes involved, and the requirement of
the corporation to report back to the Minister on
what has happened to that instruction.

The other proviso is for audited balance sheets
for the corporation to be placed on the Table of
each House of Parliament. No other control over
the operations of this corporation are provided.
That became apparent from my reading of the
Bill. In practice there may be, but no other con-
trol or accountability is apparent. The only sec-
ond-hand control which may be exercised by the

Minister is through the appointment of members
of the board and of the managing director.

So there is a question about the accountability
of this corporation, particularly as it relates to its
being a Crown agent with a Treasury guarantee
and its being able to operate in a huge range of
flnancial areas. It can seek funds;, it can lend
funds; it can go into short-term money markets; it
can take the shares of any company; it can enter
into joint venture agreements-ic can do virtually
anything. The Bill is written very much like the
sort of standard memorandum for a lot of pro-
prietary companies. If such a company does not
list the broadest of objectives in its memorandum
when it is incorporated, later on if it wants to ex-
tend its operations, it is precluded from doing so.
Therefore, companies tend to list everything. This
is like the amnbit claims in relation to awards in
the Federal sphere, where the claim is made as
wide as possible.

Virtually no restrictions are placed on the area
of operations of this corporation. A real question
arises about its accountability, particularly if it
makes a very bad mistake, because it will be the
taxpayers of this State who will have to foot the
bill in the long run. It will come back on the
Premier. It will certainly come back on the Minis-
ter's head and on the Government's head. If the
corporation really fouls up, I guess the public will
show their displeasure at the next elections, but
that is not a very good way to provide account-
ability.

Mr Bertram: What does it say about audits?
Mr TRETHOWAN: 1 quite approve of the

audit provisions. The auditor has to be approved,
but I presume he can be a private sector auditor.
The report must be tabled in both Houses, so
there is some scrutiny by the Parliament. The
audit provisions are satisfactory and they are
similar to the kind required of a listed company. I
presume also that the approval of the auditor
would require that the audit be approved by the
Auditor General, but at this stage 1 have not had
a chance to go into this in detail.

Mr Bertram interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):

Order!
Mr TRETHOWAN: No accountability is pro-

vided if no action is taken. Any public company
must provide information, and that information is
required to be provided once a year and probably
more, because the rules of the stock exchange are
much more rigorous than those provided in this
Bill. Much more information would be compelled
to be provided by a listed public company than
must be provided by the WA development corpor-
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ation. Perhaps that is a fault with this clause.
However, I believe that the kind of information
required for the audit should be the same as, if
not more than, that required to be provided by a
public company listed on the stock exchange.
There are many reasons for this level of disclosure
and level of shareholding being arrived at.

The shareholding to be offered to the public in
this corporation is but a blind. I do not see how it
will be able to be made sufficiently attractive for
large numbers of people to want to be involved.

The principal funding for this corporation will
be from public sector institutions provided for in
the two earlier subelauses I mentioned and as
outlined in the legislation of the other States.
They outline where the cash flow will come
from-the larger investment funds. Those
investment funds will be channelled through this
corporation in order that it might operate in
significant areas of our economy and that it might
own shares on behalf of the Government. 1 do not
believe that the blind of public shareholding will
really ring true. Public sector funds will be
invested in public sector operations.

It seems to me there has been no indication,
particularly after questioning by the member for
Nedlands, as to how easily and in what manner
the shares will be offered to the average citizen,
and how attractive the package will be. The only
advantage I see that this corporation can offer
more than can a private corporation is the
guarantee of the Treasury underwriting, giving it
the protection of being a Crown agent.

Mr Bryce: The objective of the Bill has always
been to encourage and assist Western Australians
to buy a brick in the building. I think to the em-
barrassment of the- member for Nedlands when
the Premier replies, the member will see how fool-
ish he was and how narrow was his interpretation
of clause 21(4).

Mr TRETHOWAN: I hope it can be ex-
plained. I would have thought it was a restrictive
clause, Certainly it appears to me that for people
wishing to invest there should be a relatively free
market in which those people can adjudicate on
the price. If we are talking about any large cor-
porate entity within the Western Australian com-
munity, whether it be in areas such as mining, or
manufacturing and it is considered to be the nor-
mal kind of investment that a property unit trust
would invest in as part of its portfolio, it can be
purchased at a competitive price on the stock
exchange by anyone who wants to.

People can buy into these companies on the
equity market. They can buy into Western
Mining Corporation Ltd., CRA, diamond mining,

Collie coal, gold in Kalgoorlie, or nickel mining.
All the companies involved are registered on the
stock exchange and people can buy equity in
Western Australia through those companies. No
advantage is offered to the investor through this
corporation.

I am concerned that in the long run it will work
to the detriment of the smaller people in the in-
dustrial sector who do need help. I hope I am
wrong, but I believe a far more flexible, smaller,
and pointed form of assistance to that area would
be more effective. Encouragement of the existing
private sector institutions to became mare
involved in the provision of services wauld also be
more effective in the long run. The competi-
tiveness of the marketplace in the financial area is
such that the right decision is made on
investments most of the time.

Always anomalies will arise, and always certain
sectors, particularly those in growth industries,
will require some degree of Government assist-
ance in terms of information, and access to
Finance may be justified for a short term; but
those anomnalies do not justify the existence of this
Bill.

The Bill goes far beyond the requirements of
the private sector, and it seems to be based purely
on a political philosophy-a strategy for Govern-
ment ownership under the guise of Government
entrepreneurial action.

Mr Bryce: Quite positive leadership.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [[2.54 a.m.]: I will
briefly put the point of view of the National
Party. The Government is attempting to push this
Bill through far too quickly. I noticed earlier in
the evening that the Premier by way of
interjection said, "Well, it has been part of the
Labor Party policy since j 980'.

When the Premier made his second reading
speech, he indicated that between 1980 and 1983
there had been a change in the Labor Party's em-
phasis in this area. So there has been a change in
the thinking of its members in that period, and if
another six months elapsed before this Bill were
passed, it would not make any difference to the
outcome.

Mr Bryce: Can I just tell you in all seriousness
that there is the Westinteck- and two other specific
ventures which cannot wait six months. If we
wait, we may lose them altogether. If we are not
in a position to say we will take up an equity, we
may lose, because we have been asked to do so
now,

Mr STEPHENS: I hope the Deputy Premier is
right, but it seems to me the Bill is being rushed
through and another few months of its being left

5677



5678 ASSEMBLY]

on the Table of the House, until the autumn
session, so that we could make a detailed analysis
of it, would have had no detrimental effect. It is
unfortunate it is being pursued in the manner it is.

Mr Blaikie: It is bad management , an attack on
members of Parliament, and an abuse of the Par-
liament.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):
Order!

Mr STEPHENS: I do agree with one part of
the Premier's second reading speech, in which he
indicated there was a need to encourage
involvement in Western Australian industry. He
said inter alia-

It is a key part of our programme to assist
the growth and development of business en-
terprises in Western Australia and to put this
State back on the path of economic growth
and prosperity.

Further on, he stated-
This means maximising Western Aus-

tralian participation in our State's develop-
ment to make the most of the returns from
our economic growth.

It also means reducing the dependency of
Western Australian business on overseas
capital and providing greater access to risk
sharing equity capital to underpin growth by
reducing the drain of profits to service bor-
rowings.

Again he said-
What is lacking is any mechanism through

which a business can obtain access to a pack-
age of equity capital, borrowed funds, and
advisory support from a single source which
has, as its primary objective, the promotion
of business in this State.

I can support those comments. The final remark I
quote is this-

At bottom, the problem stems from the
limited sources of equity capital within this
State and the inability of the smaller and me-
diumn sized investors to identify opportunities
and assess risks.

A need exists to do something, which I could sup-
port, but I do not and cannot accept that the cor-
poration will achieve the goals the Premier has in-
dicated he hopes it will. It will turn out to be
nothing more than a white elephant. I hope I am
wrong, but from my interpretation of the Bill, I
cannot envisage how the corporation will be suc-
cessful.

I support the earlier comments that it is con-
sistent with the Labor Party's philosophy, but I

question whether that philosophy will help to pro-
mote industrial growth in Western Australia. The
Premier indicated that this concept is not new and
he referred to other States and countries where
similar types of legislation have been introduced. I
have not had a chance to check whether any of
those States or countries have been successful
with their corporations. I question whether they
have been successful because the Premier, in his
second reading speech, made no such claim.

I do not think the Australian Industries Devel-
opment Corporation has been successful, and
certainly the state of the Australian economy
must indicate that the AIDC has not been suc-
cessful.

The National Party believes the Government
should encourage investment and set out to create
a climate and the ground rules for that
investment, but it is wrong for the Government to
involve itself in the game, an involvement which
this corporation will tend to bring about.

Murdoch University has published a few
papers, one of which deals with the restructuring
of Australian industry and the case for a more ac-
tive State role. I wish to quote from page 3 of that
discussion paper on public policy. It states-

Japan, Singapore and other so-called mir-
acle economies have not achieved dominance
in international trade solely because of some
natural comparative advantage. Comparative
advantage is created; it is the work of people
and governments. iapan in 1880 possessed no
comparative advantage for steel manufacture
and yet it entered the field and has achieved
a dominant position. It did the same in the
1950s with shipbuilding and in the 1970s
with computers.

This is the point I wish to emphasise-
How did it succeed? By the implemention

of long-term strategies in which government
finance, subsidised, protected and directed
capital investment. The relationship between
state and capital itself was the crucial el-
ement in the comparative advantage of
Japan.

I support that concept because I think we can de-
velop that policy without the need of the develop-
ment corporation. I think we could develop far
more successfully without a development corpor-
ation.

Earlier this session, the Government introduced
legislation to create a small business development
corporation and now we have this legislation be-
fore us for the development of a corporation. Per-
haps if the two were blended, it could be called a
business development corporation, and perhaps
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such a corporation would have more chance of
Success.

The National Party believes that an expanded
role in the Department of Industrial Development
would have more chance of achieving the end
which is necessary for development in this State
and to assist new industries to be created. It
would assist to take advantage of any technologi-
cal innovations, If the department's role had been
expanded and each year an allocation had been
made to it, it could have commenced with the $5
million the Government is proposing to invest in
this development corporation. The Department of
Industrial Development could have a role, by
making advances of capital or a subsidising
interest on loans. It could have taken on this role
in its own right without having to refer back to
Treasury, as was the case with the previous
Government. The department could have this role
and as the advances were returned it could be
used as a revolving fund. Additionally the depart-
ment should receive a Budget allocation each year
so that over a period of years a considerable
amount of capital would be built up to assist new
industries. 1 think that would have achieved more
in the interests of the State.

I know that it has been argued that that would
involve the bureaucracy and that businesses and
industry in this State do not want a situation
where they are dependent upon bureaucracy. That
would be easy to overcome by developing an ad-
visory committee, made up of those captains of in-
dustry the Minister indicated he was hoping to at-
tract to the board of directors of this proposed de-
velopment corporation. This advisory committee
could play a prominent role-

Mr Brian Burke: Advisory committees cannot
make decisions.

Mr STEPHENS: They might not be able to
make decisions to the extent that the Govern-
ment's advisers are prepared to make decisions.

Mr Brian Burke: You are trying to set up a
sprawling socialistic octopus.

Mr STEPH-IENS: If it were not for the fact that
the Premier is smiling. I would think he was being
serious.

XA measure along those lines would go much
further towards achieving the goals that the Min-
ister has quite rightly outlined. It would not be
socialistic in any shape or form. I think it is an
appropriate role for the Government to encourage
the development of this State and give assistance
in order to achieve that end. It is certainly not a
Government role to enter into the game and be
part of any industry that has developed.

To conclude, I wish to make a few comments
about matters which have already been raised in
this debate. The member for Narrogin referred to
election promises which the State Labor Party
had dishonoured.

I do not think the public are particularly
interested in election promises. That is a regret-
table fact, but nevertheless it appears to be true,
as was borne out quite recently at the Mundaring
by-election. The Liberal Party's campaign was de-
veloped around the Labor Party's broken promn-
ises.

Mr Bertram: And it got nowhere with that.
Mr STEPHENS: The public did not appear to

take much notice of that aspect; they returned the
Labor member to that seat with an increased ma-
jority. It seems to be a fact that the public do not
have any respect for the promises put out by pol-
itical parties at elections. If we accept that point
of view, we come to the conclusion that the
change of Government was brought about be-
cause the public wanted a change, rather than
that they wanted the policies advanced by the
Labor Party.

I do not accept that this Government has a
mandate, because no-one knows the reason people
vote for a particular party. We do not know
whether it is because of its policies or because a
person approves of one part of the policy, but
strongly objects to another. The only thing which
is valid is the fact that a party finishes up with a
majority.

The term "mandate" should not be used when a
Government is trying to bring forward its legis-
lation. The public have their reasons for voting
and they are fairly obscure.

The member also indicated concern about the
fact that there did not appear to be any proper
mechanism whereby those people who held shares
in this new development corporation could dispose
of them. 1 do not think it will be a problem be-
cause I doubt that very many people will invest in
the corporation.

I support the views put forward by the member
for East Melville. I would lie to compliment him
on the manner in which he delivered his speech
tonight. I was most impressed. I agree with the
member that most of the money, if not all of the
capital developed from the corporation, will come
from the public, from the Rt & I Bank and the
SC 10. The Minister indicated in his second read-
ing speech that those two organisations will con-
tribute. I gained the impression that they may be
directed to contribute. I would like to think that
they contribute because of a reasoned commercial
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judgment and not because of a direction from
Government.

While the National Party acknowledges there is
a need to encourage and stimulate development of
small business and business generally in this
State, it cannot accept that the vehicle the
Government proposes to use to achieve that end is
the correct one. The National Party does not
think the Government will be successful and it
hopes that even at this late stage, it may change
its attitude and hold the legislation over until the
next session.

I would even suggest that this legislation should
go to a Select Committee which would receive in-
puts from business. Those with the necessary ex-
pertise could perhaps come up with a piece of
legislation of which we could be justly proud. It is
not my intention to move along that line, but per-
haps the Government might consider doing this.

The National Party opposes the legislation.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [1.12 a.m.]: The

fact that we are debating this Bill at this time of
the night does not make it more acceptable and
will not prevent me from having my view placed
on the record of this Parliament. This Bill has a
lot to do with the very fact that I wanted to enter
this place. My dear old dad took me aside many
years ago and told me about the economic facts of
life. He encouraged me to go to university and
study economics. I took it upon myself to come to
Parliament so that I could oppose legislation like
this when it came berore it. Therefore, I have
been eagerly awaiting the opportunity to make a
contribution to this debate. I would have pre-
ferred it had the Government not found it necess-
ary to introduce this legislation. Nevertheless, it
has done so.

The reason I oppose the Bill is that it is a case
of history repeating itself. The Chifley Govern-
ment introduced legislation involving banks and
insurance companies in this country. At that time
of course, there was a revulsion on the part of the
people because they did not want the nationalis-
ation of the banking and insurance industries, and
the Chifley Government paid the price. In the
early 1970s, Rex Connor had his wonderful pro-
posals for overseas borrowings in order to acquire
all the gas and oil produced at the wellhead. He
said that if the companies found the sources of
energy, the Government would take it at the
wellhead. He did not realise that no-one would
Find any oil under those circumnstances.

At the time Rex Connor was Minister for Fuel
and Energy, I spoke with the manager of an ex-
ploration company in this State. He said that a
company such as his went into virtual hibernation

when a Government, like that which was
governing at the time, was in power. He said that
if his company found oil, for instance, it would
put a cross on the map accordingly. but it would
not do anything about it until a Government that
understood the requirements and needs of the
companies was in power. This is the sort of thing
that happens with Ministers like Rex Connor.
They dream up socialistic dreams and nothing
ever comes of them. It is impossible to bring them
to fruition.

Mr Trethowan: Is there not some thought of re-
viving Rex Connor's dream of a gas pipeline
across Australia? Might not this corporation be
the vehicle which might be used to raise the over-
seas funds for the project?

Mr LAURANCE: That might be the vehicle
we are putting together with this legislation-I
am not sure.

In response to a number of queries raised dur-
ing the second reading debate, the Opposition has
not received many sensible replies.

Mr Court: It would have to go around Ayers
Rock.

Mr LAURANCE: We would not obtain ap-
proval to cross certain land, so we would have to
give away that idea.

Those grandiose nationalisation schemes were
out of character with what the Australian people
wanted, and the situation will be no different in
this State. The Government has been very quick
to try to bring this socialistic vehicle into being.
One cannot accuse the Government of being a
slouch in any way in getting on with the job of
introducing a vehicle for this sort of thing in this
State.

This sort of legislation does highlight the differ-
ences in the philosophical policy between the
Labor Government and the conservative par-
ties-the Liberal and National Parties-in the
State. The difference is vast. The difference be-
tween the two ideologies is considerable indeed,
and one of the reasons that we were given for our
defeat in the recent election was that we were ad-
hering to our policy and were looking like the
ALP. People could not differentiate between the
two parties. The people in Western Australia will
realise, not only as a result of this Bill, but also
because of a number of Bills that have come for-
ward in the very short space of time during this
session that this Government is not adhering to its
policies. Those Bills include the legislation to ex-
tend the SGIO franchise, to acquire the Northern
Mining company, to establish a tourism com-
mission with wide powers and, for the Govern-
ment to become directly involved in the manage-
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ment and ownership of tourist facilities. Now we
have this Bill.

When introducing this measure, the Premier
tried a subtle move to compromise the position of
Opposition members and their philosophical
stance. Therefore, a lot of his second reading
speech is devoted to things such as similar ve-
hicles that have been established by various con-
servative Governments around different parts of
the country. The Premier referred to the Vic-
torian conservative Government which introduced
a similar vehicle some years ago. He referred to
the Tasmanian Liberal Government's bringing in
a similar measure, and he referred also to the
Canadian Government. He is trying to say, "You
fellows should be in favour of this because con-
servative parties like yours have brought in simi-
lar pieces of legislation in different States of Aus-
tralia and throughout the world". That does not
cut any wash with me. and it does not compro-
misc anyone on this side of the House.

We did not argue about the Government's sup-
porting businss-let us make that clear. It is one
way in which both political parties can have some
common point of view. We agree that industry
should be supported and that we should provide
incentives, and particularly, that private sector in-
itiatives should be supported by the Government.

Members on this side of the House have said in
some instances that it is necessary to have some
regulation to provide the framework within which
an industry can operate. I go very soft even in
that area. I believe we should be looking for in-
centives and encouragement for industry. That is
what makes it flourish. I believe that approach is
misunderstood by the Government. It believes
that concept puts profits before people and that it
favours big business.

We hold that philosophy because it creates
investment and employment. It gives people an
opportunity to go into private enterprise, to take a
job in private enterprise, and to serve that indus-
try. Many people experience a tremendous period
during their lives when they have worked closely
with a young vigorous company making profits.
Many people receive tremendous satisfaction
from serving such a company as an employee. I
think that point is overlooked by the Government
when it criticises the Opposition for its support of
private enterprise. We understand that in many
circumstances private enterprise needs the support
of the Government, and that is where both major
political parties agree. We want to support en-
tcrprisc and to encourage it. However, that is an
entirely different situation from owning en-
terprises or from Government ownership. It is
easy to sec why we are philosophically opposed to

this because the record of Government enterprises
is very poor. Most enterprises in which Govern-
ments have become involved have a very poor
track record. It is the last area in which most pri-
vate investors would wish to become involved.

Mr Blaikie: The only thing that Government
does with success is raise taxes and charges be-
cause they have no competition.

Mr LAURANCE: We very strongly oppose the
Government's owning and being directly involved
in business. Most Government organisations are
very sluggish and do not respond to market forces.
In many countries throughout the world, such
Government organisations have lost money.

I refer to an earlier comment made by the
member for Warren, by way of a facetious
interjection, when he said, "Tell us about Mr
Fabulous". That interjection was not taken up,
but I would like to tell him about Mr Fabulous. A
political party became involved in an enterprise
and it lost money. There is no better guarantee
that the Western Australian development corpor-
ation will not become such a disaster.

A Government member: You are trying to be
economic giants and know all about economic
management.

Mr LAURANCE: The political party made a
mistake and the WADC may be involved in
investment in similar enterprises.

Mr Bertram: What about the R&I Bank?
Frank Wise set that up and it has done very well.

Mr LAURANCE: If the WADC does back en-
terprises which lose money, what will happen to
the funds of private shareholders? Will they be
guaranteed by the Government? Is it the case that
private investors cannot lose money?

A Government member: It might finish up like
Bunbury Foods Pty. Ltd.

Mr LAURANCE: It may well do so. That was
an opportunity to bring a new industry into this
State. It may well be that similar enterprises will
be backed by the Western Australian develop-
menit corporation.

Mir Evans: We hope to have better judgment
exercised by this side of the House in its dealings
with such ventures.

Mr LAURANCE: I am pleased we have that
on record. One would hope so, particularly those
who wish to invest. The member supports the
point I am trying to make. If this corporation is
involved in loss-making ventures, who will foot
the bill? Obviously the taxpayers. But what hap-
pens to the private investors? Is there a limited
liability in any way for loss-making ventures this
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corporation may care to enter into? The Premier
may reply to this point at a later stage.

Mr Court: I wonder whether it can sell its tax
loss?

Mr LAURANCE: To be fair it probably could
not, but one would never know.

I am committed to not only opposing this legis-
lation, but also to ensuring such a corporation is
removed when the opportunity presents itself. On
this side of the Chamber, we are committed to
freeing up business, attracting private enterprise,
and creating employment. We do not want to
stifle initiative and the private sector by an ever-
increasing Government sector.

Mr Bertram: What about the R & I Bank?
Mr LAURANCE: If the member is going to

interject, he should move into his own seat and
say something sensible. However, if he wishes to
indulge in idle chitchat, as I said at 6.00 this
morning, I am happy to do that.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: I point out to the member

for Balcatta that in the same way the Labor
Government has not dismantled everything Lib-
eral Governments have done, so Liberal Govern-
ments have not dismantled all that Labor Govern-
ments have done. The Labor Government estab-
lished the R & I Bank. In the same way, the Fed-
eral Labor Party, when in Opposition, said it
would repudiate uranium contracts made by the
Liberal party. However, when it took over the
Government, it did not repudiate those contracts.
In fact, Mr Bowen is in a great deal of hot water
because he renewed some of those contracts and
looked for more. The situation is exactly the
same. I think it was another of the member's
glittering inanities and I do not know what point
he is trying to make.

I refer to a point made by the Deputy Premier
by way of interjection. I believe the request made
by the member for Stirling, who asked that the
legislation wait another six months, was quite
reasonable. He was echoing a request made by a
number of speakers who asked for more time to
consider the Bill. It is fairly late in the session and
there is no need to rush into this. Sufficient time
has not been allowed for the Opposition parties to
receive advice from those people who wish to
communicate with us on this Bill. We considered
the request by the member for Stirling to be per-
fectly reasonable and during this time we could
look at the Bill Further. The Deputy Premier in
his reply indicated that the Bill could not be de-
layed because it was needed in a hurry. He said

the State is not going anywhere without this cor-
poration and that two proposals before the
Government need the corporation in order to be
able to raise funds. I reject that very concept. 1
cannot believe there are two proposals in front of
the Government which cannot proceed in any way
other than by having equity taken up by the
Western Australian development corporation. It is
crazy to think that and I think the Deputy Prem-
ier, the Minister for Economic Development and
Technology, must be wearing blinkers. If he can-
not get these projects off the ground without
using the WADC, he indeed has narrow thinking.
The very institution of which the member for
Balcatta spoke a moment ago-the R & I
Bank-is one which could have been used.

Mr Bryce: It cannot-
Mr LAURANCE: The member is out of order

by interjecting when he is not in his seat.
Mr Bryce: Don't be infantile. The R & I Bank

cannot be used. Look at your Statute.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):
Order! Will the member please speak from his
seat!

An Opposition member interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: If he cannot use other

institutions, I do not think he deserves to be a
Minister of the Crown in this State, particularly
in the area of economic development. The fact
that the Minister has power means he can initiate
projects by using other institutions and agencies
available to the Government.

Mr Bryce: You are saying we should get the R
& I Bank to purchase an equity.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, if it needs an equity, it
has to be a Government equity.

Mr Brian Burke: Perhaps it does not need to be.
Lets us presume a Government equity is required.
What you are saying is that the R & I Bank
should purchase it.

Mr LAURANCE: It would be preferable. it
could be short term. Why does it have to be long
term? If it were to get something off the ground,
perhaps we could understand why the Govern-
ment would want to take equity. A iGovernment
of our colour would want to shed that equity as
soon as possible.

Mr Brian Burke: The R & I Bank cannot pro-
vide equity capital.

Mr LAURANCE: It can provide capital.
Mr Court: It can provide funds.
Mr Brian Burke: I thought you said if equity

was required, the R & I Bank could provide it.
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Mr LAURANCE: I said if ways can be
found-

Mr Brian Burke: You said it would be prefer-
able to get the R & I Bank to purchase the
equity. It cannot.

Mr LAURANCE: It can provide funds for
somebody else to buy the equity. That can be
backed by a Government guarantee, if people are
not prepared to have the Government with its
sticky fingers-

Mr Brian Burke: I would like to know how the
R & I Bank can purchase equity when it has this
Statute.

Mr LAURANCE: It can provide funds for
somebody else.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not purchasing an
equity.

Mr LAURANCE: Why is it wanted to pur-
chase an equity?

Mr Brian Burke: I am not saying that. You are
suggesting avenues when really-

Mr Bryce: The world is catching you up and it
will pass you by.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):

Would the member address himself to the Bill!
The hour is late.

Mr LAURANCE: You are right, Sir. I accept
that; but I was assisted by the members opposi .te.
I am responding to a point made and I am trying
to get some information from the Deputy Premier
about these things that cannot go ahead without
direct involvement. That is why we have to force
this through before the end of the night and get it
done before the end of the session.

Mr Brian Burke: Just contribute to the debate
and make your points.

Mr LAURANCE: It will not proced-
Mr Bryce: This is the vehicle needed.
Mr LAURANCE: This is the best the Govern-

ment can come up with.
Mr Bryce: This is the most efficient vehicle to

do it.
A Government member: You are against devel-

opment. Why don't you admit it?
Mr Court: The body at the moment is the

WA DC.
Mr LAURANCE: To get business off the

ground is something we are in favour of. Getting
the Government to provide encouragement and
incentive is something we would agree upon,' but
direct Government involvement and Government
ownership is very poor indeed. It has not worked

before and it will not work now. If companies are
attracted to come into this with the Government,
there is a good chance it will not succeed.

Mr Brian Burke: You have a great deal of faith
in Sir Lawrence Brodie-Hall. He approached us;
we did not contact him. He came in and said that
this is an area in which the Government should be
involved for many reasons. He did not strike me
as being a committed Labor person.

Mr LAURANCE: I am not aware of his politi-
cal affiliations.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not think he is a creeping
socialist.

Mr Clarko: Who would want to be that?
Mr Bryce: In those sorts of situations around

the world at the moment, there is a remarkable
variety.

Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: I think we made a mistake

mentioning his name.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):

Order!
Mr LAURANCE: It has been interesting to

learn of these things. The Deputy Premier says
not only will it work, but also it will be made to
work. I would like to know, before we find out
where we are leading, why the Government wants
to set this up.

Mr Bryce: I guess you will be able to read it in
the headlines. There are very worthwhile initiat-
ives around, brand spanking new.

Mr LAURANCE: Involving a private
company?

Mr Brian Burke: You will learn in the fullness
of time.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: The Government has been

able to bring to fruition a number of things which
were left for it. That could happen for any
Government. I am sure, when we come back into
Government, we will be able to put our names on
many things which the present Government has
under way. I hope that is the case. It has nothing
to do with my personal ambitions or the Prem-
icr's. That is history.

Mr Brian Burke: I think you are ambitious.
Mr LAURANCE: I have a sneaking suspicion

the Premier may be. too. I have not had any
Chinese dinners lately.

Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: Are you going to the Highway

Hotel?
Several members interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):
Order! I ask the member for Gascoyne to address
himself to the Bill.

Mr LAURANCE: Those projects which were
brought to fruition this year were in the pipeline.
Some were substantially completed and the
Government was able to see them completed.
Others have not been brought to fruition. We
hope they will be to the benefit of the people of
this State. I refer to such things as the aluminium
smelter and the sugar industry on the Ord. A lot
of work had been done before the present Govern-
ment came into power. This Government has a re-
sponsibility to the people of this State to complete
those projects and bring them on stream. That is
the first way in which the Government's perform-
ance will he measured-by whether it has the
business acumen and leadership to be able to
complete those negotiations and bring them on
stream.

The first thing was to finish off those projects
which had been done for the Government. Sec-
ondly, there were those things which were not
under way, but on which a lot of work had been
done; for instance, the smelter and the sugar in-
dustry on the Ord. A lot of credit will attach to
the present Government if it can bring them on
stream.

Mr Brian Burke: Which are examples in the
first category?

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier made reference
to those himself. The Derby Motel was one which
the Premier indicated. In fact, he insisted another
plaque be purchased in order to have that re-
corded for posterity.

Mr Brian Burke: Why did the member for
Narrogin go to the meeting at the Highway
Hotel? He is not a member of the Liberal Party.

Mr LAURANCE: I am trying to comply with
the ruling of the Acting Speaker.

A member: It was a meeting of the Claremont
Football Club!

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):

Order! I do not see what the Claremont Football
Club has to do with the Bill before the House. At
this hour, I would not mind spending a little more
time on the Bill, and a little less time on frivolity.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premnier stands rebuked
and it is right that he should. The Premier asked
me a question to which I wanted to respond. in
respect of the first category of projects he asked
for some examples. I have given him one and the
completion of the Esperance boat harbour is
another.

Mr Brian Burke: We would never buy an equity
in the Esperance boat harbour. We happen to own
it.

Mr LAURANCE: The people of Esperance
will be happy to know that the Premier does not
support them.

The second category relates to projects on
which a considerable amount of work has been
done and which may or may not come to fruition.
The Argyle diamond mine was substantially down
the track when the Government came into power.
An amount of $100 million had been spent on
that project before the Government took office.
The Government became involved in that project
and subjected the company to onerous conditions
which it probably would not have agreed to 12
months earlier, but because of the current situ-
ation the company agreed to the conditions im-
posed by the Government.

However, let us turn to the third category
which is that of completely new projects in West-
ern Australia. The Government does not have
any, and it may never get any. That is where the
biggest test of the Government will come. If the
Government gets an aluminium smelter or a sugar
industry in the Ord under way, it will not say.
"We did not start the negotiations, but we came
in part way through and brought the project to
fruition". The Government will have initiated it
and I would be the first to acknowledge its suc-
cess.

Let us talk about new projects. The Govern-
ment has to attract industry to this State. How-
ever, the Government has already tampered with
this area and it has set up Government
institutions all over the place. As a result, it may
have done much to frighten off industry.

The Parliament can pass the financial
institutions duty legislation, approve extensions to
the franchise of the SG 10, and set up the WA de-
velopment corporation and the new tourism com-
mission. However, the Government has not
brought one new project to the State and it has
gone a long way towards frightening off the first
one, rather than bringing it to fruition. The Prem-
ier does not have any runs on the board as Minis-
ter Co-ordinating Economic and Social Develop-
ment.

Mr Bryce: Are you going to say the work on the
caustic soda plant was in the pipeline? Do you
claim credit for that?

Mr LAURANCE: It has been mentioned many
times.

Mr Bryce: I know it has been mentioned. How
far down the track was that?
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Mr LAURANCE: Into which category does
the Deputy Premier think that falls?

Mr Bryce: There is nothing there to say a caus-
tic soda project is in the pipeline. Who is going to
do that? Where is it going to come from? With
which companies did you negotiate to do that?

Mr Peter Jones: Negotiate with to do the pre-
liminary study?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):
Order! I should like to hear the member for
Gascoyne and nobody else.

Mr LAURANCE: What has transpired in the
Chamber in the last 10 minutes has been very ilI-
luminating. I shall leave it to the Deputy Premier
to put that project into a category. Does he claim
it falls into the third category? That may well be
the case and I am prepared to be fair about it. I
am just pointing out the categories and it is in the
third category that the Government will be put to
the test.

Mr Bryce: I don't think my predecessor had
any discussions with ICI about that!

Mr LAURANCE: That may well be the case.
This has provided an opportunity to draw some of
the information out of the Government as to what
it intends to do in this respect. It may well be we
need the WA development corporation to be
involved in the way indicated in the last few min-
utes. I have learnt more about the Bill in the last
I0 minutes than was contained in the Minister's
second reading speech. I have been enlightened as
to the intentions of the Government in respect of
this Bill. I would always argue it is not necessary
to have that sort of Government-owned corpor-
ation having a direct involvement in industry in
order to get these projects off the ground.

The Westintech example was a good one. My
response to Sir Lawrence Brodie-Hall would be,
"Sure, we will provide all the assistance and the
technology parks. We will give you land where
your company can go." The Industrial Lands De-
velopment Authority has the power to do that
now and that body was established by a conserva-
tive Government. There are plenty of ways in
which the Government can provide support and
assistance for a new company like that. I support
the initiative of that company, bringing together
private people in Westintech, and I am sure the
Government of which I was a part would want to
support it also.

However, that does not mean to say we have to
take a direct equity involvement in it and I am
sure it would not be necessary for the success of
that company for the Government to have direct
involvement in it. That is the point we make. That
is the philosophical difference between ourselves

and members opposite and it will always be the
case. All we need to do in respect of this Bill is to
highlight the position and watch the performance
of this Government's corporation once it gets
under way.

I am opposed to the corporation from a philo-
sophical point of view and I always will be. There-
fore, I oppose the Bill.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) 11.47 am.]: I oppose the
Bill. One or two Government members have said
correctly that members on this side oppose it for
purely philosophical reasons. If they challenge me
on that ground, I accept what they say, because I
do oppose it on philosophical grounds.

It has always been my understanding that the
ALP desires to control the wealth and resources
of the nation. The Burke Government has always
sought this type of involvement.

As the member for Gascoyne said, one of the
reasons I became a member of Parliament was to
ensure Governments did not get involved in areas
where private people and industry should operate
and where they can provide a better service to the
community than can the Government.

This Bill is anathema to people who believe in
the principles of private enterprise and they will
oppose it strongly. It is all very well for the Prem-
ier to say that the Bill is a vehicle by which many
private businesses will be assisted financially. Be
that as it may, there are still a number of Govern-
ment financial institutions which can assist
business in that way.

This Bill seeks to provide the Government with
the vehicle to take up shareholdings and be
involved in the management and ownership of pri-
vate business. That is of grave concern. Rather
than being called the "Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation Bill", the legislation should
be referred to as yet another version of the dairy
Bill because, if it is carried and becomes law, it
will be a means by which the public will be
milked of funds, the cow will eventually run dry,
and the whole exercise will finish up going sour.

Mr Laurance: You don't think they are on the
horns of a dilemma, do you?

Mr BLAIKIE: Not only is the Government on
the horns of a dilemma, but also it is milking the
wrong end of the cow.
* Mr Pearce: There is another dairy analogy

which would describe your argument, but I am
too much of a gentleman to use it.

Mr BLAIKIE: I remind members of the di-
lemma in which a number of countries have been
placed as a result of introducing legislation simi-
lar to this. I can give the example of the dilemma
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faced in England during the l970s when the
Labour Government there embarked on a massive
programme of nationalisation-my ward is
'socialisation"-of industry. That Government
became involved in the buying up of what it saw
as the major parts of British industry, whether it
was airlines, steel, or motorcars-and what a dis-
aster its venture into the production of motorcars
proved to be. We should also include its oil and
gas corporation. I could go on ad infinitum. I re-
call a story about the Minister who was in charge
of this nationalisation of industry, Mr Anthony
Wedgewood Bern. It seems he would go into the
board rooms and say, "Gentlemen, I am delighted
to have your company".

This is the sort of practice this Government is
following. This Government has already revealed
its fangs by getting involved in the Ashton joint
venture. Undoubtedly it will do the same thing
with other industries. No doubt we will see the
Deputy Premier going along to companies and
saying, "Gentlemen, the Burke Government is de-
lighted to have your company".

The member for Gascoyne rather stole part of
the argument I intend to use, because he referred
to the ALP attempt at the nationalisation of
banks which occurred in this country in the late
1940s, which attempt saw the end of the Labor
Government of that era. Mr Speaker,' only you
would realise the fear held by people that their
private financial arrangements were to be con-
trolled by that Federal Labor Government. That
Government was going to take over the banks in
Australia; it was going to control the banking
institutions of the country. The people rejected its
intentions.

Many reasons are advanced as the cause of the
Whitlamn Government's downfall in 1975-thank
goodness it did fall. I believe the most important
reason was the Kehmlani affair, which saw the
Whitlam Government trying to obtain foreign
money so that it could get involved in the buying
up of Australian industries and Australian re-
sources. But the Australian people rejected the
Whitlamn Government's attempt to get involved in
industry.

I go back to earlier times and refer to Labor
Governments in this State wanting to control saw-
mills. The member for Warren, as a keen his-
torian, would be well versed on the number of
sawmills that operated in this State in earlier
times. When the State was originally founded, a
series of private sawmills were established. Sub-
sequent Labor Governments, believing they were
not getting a fair deal from the timber industry,
actually got involved in the sawmilling industry.

The Government sawmills ran at a gigantic loss
and were eventually sold off.

State-owned hotels is another example of disas-
trous Government involvement and ownership in
industry. We should be aware of the performance
of State Governments when they have become
involved in running businesses rather than al-
lowing those businesses to be managed by private
enterprise. I understand there were in excess of 40
hotels owned and operated by the State. I believe
that the bar in Parliament House is the last ves-
tige of a State-owned hotel operation. Whether
we consider the hotels at Yallingup, Cunderdin,
or elsewhere which were owned by the Govern-
ment-

Mr Clarko: Kwolyn.

Mr BLAIKIE: I think that one was in the
wrong place. But the State showed that it did not
have the ability to own and manage its hotels.
This is the case of all Government attempts to be
involved in business operations. Governments do
not do a very good job of running Governments;
they certainly do a disastrous job of running
businesses!

Mr Stephens: Political parties have the same
failing.

Mr BLAIKIE: Some parties are more efficient
than others, and our track record is far better
than that of members of the Labor Party.

The State ran a caves system in Western Aus-
tralia, and in 1910 a caves board was established.
Something like I5 caves were operated by the
State in the area I represent. The State made
those caves fully accessible to the public and one
by one-

Mr Laurance: They caved in.
Mr BLAIKIE: -they fell into disrepair. They

were finally brought back into operation by pri-
vate tourist bureaus. The State Government was
not able to manage them properly and it was only
the private people who were able to keep them
open.

What a disaster State-owned abattoirs have
been. The State does have a responsibility to pro-
vide some facility for servicing agriculture, of
course. However, the State's attempts at being an
abattoir operator competing against the private
sector have proved to be disastrous. The member
for Warren was a member of a Select Committee
that inquired into the operations of abattoirs in
this State, and with other members of the inquiry
he agreed that the State should lease its abattoirs
to private industry. He believed that should be
done because the State could not run an abattoir
as efficiently as a private operator.
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Mr Laurance: Did he recommend that?

Mr BLAIKIE: Yes: not only did he recommend
it, but also the Speaker recommended it.

Mr Evans: Tell us the truth. The report said
"consider examining the lease".

Mr BLAIKIE: That is the recommendation the
member put forward, and I commend him for it.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLAIKJE: It was accepted that Govern-

ments could not run abattoirs successfully because
of the restraints of Government, constraints which
do not bother private industry. Government
officers have to work within the constraints of the
Public Service regulations. They cannot match
the initiatives of private operators.

I have given a brief outline of State
involvement in various industries and I have
shown it to be a disastrous involvement. For very
good reason, the State's excursions into private in-
dustry have largely come to an end, and its
interests have been sold off. While the State had
those interests, they were an absolute liability to
the State because the State was losing money on
them. When those interests went over to private
industry, the State benefited because they began
to be properly managed. The State lost tens of
thousands of pounds on them in those days.

Mr Stephens: Do you think the State should
hand over the development of pine plantations to
private enterprise?

Mr BLAIKIE: I would not oppose that. If we
give private enterprise the sort of initiatives
Government departments have, if we give private
enterprise the same sort of incentives Government
departments have, it will do a much better job
without being a charge on the State. At the end of
it, we find in fact that private enterprise has in-
centives to do a better job and to maxirnise any
profits. The State then wins by receiving taxes
and charges from those industries, and taxing is
something this Government can do very well!

The final point I want to make is that this
Government is intent on moving into the banking
field. My understanding is that this Bill will allow
the Government to become a merchant banker,
with all that goes with that. It is hell-bent on
moving into the insurance Field. It cannot wait to
get into that field so that it can move against the
private operators, but that is a further example of
the nature and philosophy of this Government.

Government members have been critical of [he
previous Government's performance in the area of
transport. I am one of the people who will always
say that the previous Government's work in that

field was to bring about a transport system to the
great benefit of the people of Western Australia
by deregulation of the industry. The move
towards that deregulation was an important de-
velopment to ensure that the transport system was
not a Financial embarrassment to the Government
and that a proper service was given to the people
and the industry it was supposed to serve. I hope
this Government will continue in that vein and
ensure that taxpayers' funds are spent wisely and
that the community can benefit from an improved
transport service.

The O'Connor Government's policies meant
that the private sector was brought back into the
transport industry. This Government is now be-
coming involved in any area of the industry it
wishes to. The Premier might quickly say that his
Government will not be involved in that industry,
and he will say that the corporation shall perform
its functions and exercise its powers in accordance
with prudent commercial principles. However, the
corporation will take on from time to time the
policy of this Government, and that is the linchpin
of what this legislation is all about.

If the legislation becomes law-certainly, I
hope it does not-the corporation will operate ac-
cording to the policy of this Government, and this
Government is all about selling industry out and
getting Government involved in ownership of in-
dustry.

One can easily envisage the Government's
being involved further in the mining industry. The
Government's involvement in the Ashton venture
is just the start.

Will the Government be involved in agricul-
tural industries such as the sheep and meat indus-
tries? It has indicated that part of its strategy is
the corporation becoming involved in the estab-
lishment of the South-East Asian marketing cor-
poration. Is agricultural marketing to be part of
the Government's involvement or strategy?

I must refer again to our timber industries and
question strongly whether the Government sees
itself obtaining a five, 10, or 20 per cent interest
in those industries. This is an area in which one
must have the gravest concerns.

How on earth will industry have. -confidence to
develop and to put its share of risk capital into
ventures when it is to operate with the umpire.
The Government is making the rules yet it will
have part ownership in the ventures governed by
its rules. I would be uneasy about a relationship
with the Government under those circumstances,
and I am sure sections of industry would regard
such involvements in a similar way.
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The Government should never use taxpayers'
money in industry where private people and in-
dustry can be encouraged to be involved in those
developments.

With those comments I oppose the legislation.
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.05

am.]: The hour is late and I do not intend to
delay the House unnecessarily because I think
that the final definition of the position of the Op-
position was lent by the contribution of the mem-
ber for Vasse when he quite freely admitted that
the major obstacle to the Opposition's acceptance
of the legislation was a philosophical one. When
the contributions of Opposition members who
spoke on this Bill are gone through not much of'
substance can be found. The things that were said
were exaggerated, unnecessary and, in my vi ew,
not quite honest. Certainly they were not relevant
claims when it was said that somehow or other the
Government is hell-bent on nationalising or
socialising the business world. That is just not so,
and I think Opposition members know that the
Government is enjoying quite good relationships
with business leaders and the business community
generally.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Those business relation-

ships are not being enjoyed as any frightening
compliance with the Government, or as a result of
a business community afraid of the things can-
vassed by the Government in this or other issues.
Let me give one absolute and unqualified guaran-
tee: The State Government does not seek to
nationalise anything, and we will not nationalise
anything as a result of the passage of this legis-
lation.

Mr Stephens: You couldn't nationalise much
with $30 million in capital.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, but that does not
seem to have dawned on the Opposition.' Accord-
ing to the Opposition we are hell bent on
nationalising everything. As far as we can see the
authorised capital of the corporation does not lend
itself to the Government being hell bent on any-
thing. There is simply not the capital there.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: As far as we are con-

cerned the corporation fulfils a long standing
commitment or obligation successively made to
the electorate by Labor Parties in Opposition and
then in Government.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is a bit unrealistic to

accept that a proposal put four years from its im-
plementation will be unaltered absolutely, and

that has been the case in respect of this develop-
ment corporation, and it still is the case. It rep-
resents all of those things we said initially would
be the province of the development bank we
wanted to establish, and it is something I am sure
the electorate expected we would seek to estab-
lish. I am sure the electorate generally does not
share, and the business community does not share
this fear of socialism or nationalisation that the
Opposition trades on as a political point mainly. I
do not think the Opposition believes that consti-
tutionally we can nationalise things that politi-
cally we would want to. I cannot understand why
the Opposition believes that in the public mind
there will be any relevance attached to its claim.
That is why the claim is not getting off the
ground. I have yet to see a consistent line reported
in newspapers about creeping socialism, yet the
term has been used time and time again by the
Opposition.

Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Vasse

was heard in silence.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying not to

answer the interjections because I understand the
position in which Hansard finds itself at this late
hour, and I will continue to try to not answer the
interjections.

Mr Hassell: Only you to thank!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition has raised an interesting point.
Mr Clarke: Stick to your previous point and

don't answer interjections.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I want to answer that

point because it has become clear right through-
out the Parliament. and certainly within the re-
porting community, that the Opposition is being
obstructive-

Mr Hassell: What nonsense. You have brought
in five major Bills in the last two weeks of the
session.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -and deliberately delay-

ing the Parliament. We will cater for that ob-
struction.

Mr Hassell: You have no option but to cater for
us doing our job.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will cater for that.
As far as we are concerned, if the Opposition
wants to obstruct it will be seen to be obstructive.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It will be seen to be an
obstructionist Opposition and it will pay the pen-
alty in the public mind.
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The Government is very well pleased with its
legislative programme and its progress. I acknowl-
edge that the member for Narrogin attempted to
postpone this legislation. It might interest mem-
bers to know that the previous Government in
which they sat brought in the diamond joint ven-
ture legislation and I moved to delay its consider-
ation for three weeks. That Government said that
live days was ample time and defeated the move
to delay it. That was a much more complex piece
of legislation than anything we have brought in,
including the FID legislation.

As far as the Government is concerned, there is
no intention to nationalise or socialist, or do any-
thing else;, this is a sensible fulfilment of a com-
mitment given by the Government on previous oc-
casions, when in Opposition and since election.

There is only one other point I want to touch
on-it was the only one of substance I perceived
to have been raised by the Opposition. The Oppo-
sition said that there was no facility within the
legislation for a share in the development corpor-
ation to be sold off.

When it was pointed out to the Opposition that
clause 25 permitted that to happen what then be-
came the issue was the methodology, and the cry
became, "How are you going to do it?" Suddenly
there was the acknowledgment that there was the
potential to sell shares in the corporation and the
issue became the methodology attaching to the
sale. I think now we have acknowledged that
shares in the development corporation can be sold.
Now the argument resolves itself down to power.
It seems to me that the member for Nedlands and
other people believe we should have a prospectus
included in the Bill in some manner so that we
can say if we are listing it on the Stack
Exchange-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know why the

Opposition cannot get its arguments into order to
start with because when the arguments are shown
to be as fragile as they inevitably are, they flee to
put their fingers in the cracks of the dyke.

It is absolutely unrealistic for the Opposition to
expect to have included in this Bill the detailed
meithodology by which the shares referred to in
clause 21 shall be sold to the public.

Mr MacKinnon: Has that been worked out?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I answered the question
previously. There is the potential there to sell
shares in the corporation to the public. I am not
committing myself on behalf of the corporation,
whose directors have not been appointed.

Mr Court: On the radio programme you said
you had not worked out how you are going to do
it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I just said the same thing
again. I do not know what is Wrong with the
member for Nedlands. I said I would not commit
myself to a methodology that rightly rested, given
the potential where the board of a corporation has
not been appointed. All I am -saying is that the po-
tential and the capacity is there.

The Government's announced intention is that
the capacity that should be utilised is abroad and
it is up to the corporation to make its decision as
to the method. I do not know how clear I can be
about it. I am pleased that the Opposition at least
accepts the fact that the undertaking about the
corporation having the capacity to sell part of its
shares is in fact a reality.

As far as the Government is concerned, this is
an enduring commitment made in Opposition and
repeated in Government, and produced as part of
a legislative programme. We intend to put it for-
ward as thoroughly as we can. We believe the Op-
position has been given ample time to consider the
legislation. We do not intend to nationalise or
anything else We do not intend to impinge
upon-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not worrying about

the member for Gascoyne's questions in particu-
lar. I think they have been quite legitimate, but he
will know as well as I do that the member for
Nedlands said three times or so that there is no
capacity in the Bill to sell shares in the corpor-
ation.

Mr Laurance: Didn't he ask you how you would
do that?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is what followed on
and that is what I pointed out to him.The member
must concede that we are capable of becoming
testy when the member for Nedlands last night as
he did tonight appeared not to have read even the
crucial clauses of the Bill.

Mr Court: That is a stupid thing to say.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying that

honestly, because it is my firm recollection chat
the member For Nedlands' initial position was
that we should not permit the corporation to sell'
shares.

Mr Court: I never said that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is where he started

off and then he changed his mind. He changed his
position to one that challenged the revelation of
the methodology involved in the sharing. That is
not the province of the Government at this time;
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that is the province of the corporation. I can
speculate about it. I can say that there are these
options that it is faced with. I am not sure
whether the Opposition thinks that by outlining
options I am committing myself to a proposition
that will bind the corporation.

Obviously, one of the reasons I am not prepared
to enter into that sort of speculation is that it is
the decision of the corporation, and I have always
stressed that the corporation will maintain its
commercial integrity.

We have stressed repeatedly, and I am pleased
that the Opposition appears now to accept it, the
capacity within the legislation for the corporation
to be sold to the public. That goes to the next and
Final point, which is that we have consistently said
that assets resting with the corporation will be
shared amongst the public, noting the capacity to
sell shares in the corporation and the capacity to
share those assets with the families to whom the
member for Nedlands has referred.

We cannot be any plainer than that. As far as
the Government is concerned its position has been
stated quite clearly. It is a legitimate and efficient
way of providing assistance to private enterprise.

The Opposition plucks from the array of assist-
ance that can be provided one particular corner
and plucks that to death, We simply say that the
comprehensive assistance proposed will provide
the capital we have said is needed and which the
Opposition has acknowledged is needed.

We have consistently said that this pre-pre-
election undertaking is something we regard as a
very important part of our legislative programme.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Mr Darnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill

Ayes 25
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
M r Tonkin
Mrs Watkins
Mr Gordon Hill

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
M r Clarko
Mr Court
MrT Crane
Mr CGrayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurane

Ayes
Mr Parker
M r Troy
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mr Read
Mrs Buchanan

Noes IS
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MeNee
Mr Rushton
M r Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
M r Thompson
Mr Old
Mr Coyne

(Teller)

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in

the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Premier) in charge of
the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
Mr COURT: The title of this Bill is the West-

ern Australian Development Corporation Bill and
in all the material before the election the Labor
Party called this proposal the Western Australian
development bank. I ask the Premier to explain
whether the title has been changed to
"corporation" because by using the word "bank"
the Government would have had to meet the re-
quirements of the different banking Acts.

Mr Brian Burke: No. You know as well as I do
that the use of the word "bank" does not mean
that you meet all the requirements.

Mr COURT: I ask the Premier to please ex-
plain the reason for this change.

Mr Brian Burke: We thought it was more ap-
propriate.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.

Points of Order

Mr BLAIKIE: On a point of order, Mr Chair-
man, I want to draw your attention to the fact
that the member for Narrogin was on his feet and
called for your attention prior to your putting that
question. Obviously you were distracted, but I
draw your attention to that fact.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I draw the attention
of all members to the fact that they have had an
opportunity in all the time I have sat in the Chair
to speak to any clause. I have never stopped any-
one speaking to a clause or any part of a Bill. I do

( Teler) not propose to take that action tonight. I listened
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carefully when I called for clauses in the first in-
stance. One member called "Clause I" and
another called "Clause 4". No-one called "Clause
3". I put the clauses and no-one caught my atten-
tion when I called "Clauses 2 and 3". 1 did not do
that with any intention of precluding anyone from
speaking. It is not my job to look up, it is the
member's job to call and I do not believe that the
member for Narrogin called "Clause 3".

Mr CLARKO:. On a further point of order, Mr
Chairman, I am not surprised that you did not
hear the member for Narrogin call clause 3. 1
certainly do not believe that you would have at-
tempted to go past clause 3 had you heard him.
However, if you were to check the transcript you
would find that clause 3 was called by the mem-
ber for Narrogin. I am sure that if that happened
and you had not heard him you would not have
wanted to proceed past that clause.

Mr LAURANCE: On a further point of order,
Mr Chairman-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! There is no further
point of order, and I ask the member for
Gascoyne to resume his seat.

In view of the hour, it is my intention to recall
clauses 2 and 3. The hour is late and if members
do not catch my attention in future, it may be
that I will not reconsider my decision.

Committee Resumed

Clause 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Interpretation-
Mr PETER JIONES: in his response the Prem-

ier indicated that the Government had a very
good relationship with business, yet some of the
questions I raised in the second reading stage
were not answered by him. The questions related
to the concern business has in regard to this Bill.
One of the questions raised concerns this clause.
Business has said it wants this Bill deferred for
some time until it can establish exactly what are
the ramifications of this Bill, particularly because
it is wider than the original concept to which the
Premier has referred.

The Premier talks about this Bill being the
long-standing promise of the Labor party. In
clause 3 we have a definition of "business under-
taking" which has very wide ramnifications. There
is also a definition of "economic activity". By any
manner of means, that represents a very wide par-
ameter within which this particular Statute is ex-
pected to work, It is more than just a vehicle to
assist industry. Perhaps the Premier will indicate
why he found it necessary for the provisions to be
as wide as this and why the clause is so specific in
relation to such things as tourism, the identifi-

cation of petroleum or gas, and even under para-
graph (e), trade -and commerce, including
Financial marketing, transport, and other services.

A statutory vehicle which exists to provide the
assistance which we talked about earlier in the
second reading would not need a definition that
wide. It is repeated in several places within the
same clause and that would not be necessary if
the Government was seeking only to be a
facilitator and to give assistance. I understand
how the definition of "business undertaking" and
"economic activity" relate to clauses 11 and 12
and to later clauses. Perhaps the Premier will in-
dicate why it was found necessary to give such
wide definitions in this clause.

I understand some consideration has been given
to aspects relating to the North-West Shelf gas
project and with the ongoing gas reserves with
this corporation. I understand there is also a
possibility of involvement in the coal industry. I
am not suggesting that a decision has been
reached; I want that clearly understood. However,
I understand that some consideration has been
given to these things and perhaps the Premier will
refer to those matters. Would he please indicate
why it was found necessary for the definitions to
be so wide?

Mr LAURANCE: This is a very important
clause which sets out the pattern and definitions
of what will be attended to later when we get to
clauses such as IlI and 12 and defines the powers
and functions of the corporation. The clause is
very similar to a clause in the tourism Bill with
which we recently dealt, and which also had wide
powers.

As the member for Narrogin has indicated, the
definition of "business undertaking" is very wide.
That is why we oppose the Government. We have
indicated that we are very much opposed to the
philosophy of what the Government is doing, not
because we do not want it to assist industry-we
would do the same-but because we are opposed
to the way the Government does it. The Govern-
ment can give no indication of whom it wants to
help, but instead throws the net too wide and
gives the corporation powers to to do so many
things. The definition of "business undertaking"
includes any person, company, trust, joint ven-
ture, Government agency or other entity engaging
or intending to engage in economic activity. That
covers any structure or organisation at all. If one
then refers to the definition of "economic
activity" one finds it is very widespread and in-
cludes a number of specific categories. It was
suggested that the Western Australian develop-
ment corporation will want to play a part in some
sort of national pipeline. Is that why petroleum or
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gas comes into this clause? We would like to
know the reason.

Mr Brian Burke: No, that is not the reason.
Mr LAURANCE: "Processing and manufac-

turing" is quite different from "technological de-
velopment" and the one example we Find which
would fall into that category is the newly-formed
Westintech referred to by the Premier and the
Deputy Premier.

I refer to "tourism"; I guess we are making a
labyrinth of socialism. We have the tourism com-
mission and now we have involved tourism again.
The new tourism commission is able to get di-
rectly involved in any number of tourism projects
in any number of ways without being included in
this Bill. I do not know the reason for including
this in an interconnecting way. Perhaps the Prem-
ier can explain.

The member for Nedlands referred to the in-
clusion of "financial" services and queried
whether it is intended to have the facilities of a
bank.

With regard to "transport" I do not think that
anyone in the transport industry is aware of this
inclusion. I have some responsibility in this field
on behalf of the Opposition and it is an area with
which I have worked closely. I imagine that
people in the transport industry reading about this
legislation in the Press would consider the legis-
lation to cover the Government's involvement in
the Argyle diamond project. They would not im-
agine for one moment that transport would ap-
pear in this Bill. It should be made clear to the
people involved in the industry that the Govern-
ment intends to buy into established transport
companies or is seeking involvement in the
transport industry in some way. I am sure that
sector of the economy would be very concerned
indeed.

When added together this amounts to a very
broad definition. I cannot think of one area of
economic activity which would not be covered by
this clause. That is what worries the Opposition.
Why set up a Government corporation which can
go into every single aspect of the State's activi-
ties?

An Opposition member: They will find their
friends with this method.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government must have
many friends because this Bill is so wide. It must
be making provision for the friends it has yet to
find, because the sky is the limit as far as this
legislation is concerned.

Mr Williams: Do you think it is the start of
nationa lisat ion?

Mr LAURANCE: If I intended to nationalise
anything in this State that is the sort of legislation
I would bring forward. The Premier has said it is
not the start of nationalisation but I ask him to
prove to me what difference would there be in
legislation designed to nationalise industry?

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: The Premier has certain

commitments at Trades Hall and the people there
drive a hard bargain when they insist that he
present a Bill with such wide powers. Every area
of economic activity is covered under this deli-
nition. This State has been built on the efforts of
private industry. It can be seen how different a
Labor Government is from a conservative Govern-
ment in this State when it can bring forward this
sort of tripe.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Firstly, addressing the
question of the breadth of the provisions, the
breadth is entirely consistent with the title of the
Bill. I know the member for Narrogin talked
about industry, but he did not refer to the title,
which talks about economic activity. It seems to
me that the title of the Bill refers to the breadth
on which he seeks an explanation.

One example was given by the Deputy Premier
earlier tonight, that of technological development.
I suppose the reason for paragraph (c) is that a
great many people would ask for technological de-
velopment to be there. This might be the reason
we would have processing and manufacturing.

Mr Laurance: If it was set up for a high tech-
nology area you would bring a Bill which had
many of the clauses here.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand what the
member says, but I think he has forgotten that
when we came here with the Bill stipulating tour-
ism, he objected on the same grounds. We still
had the same objective about socialist aims.

Mr Laurance: I supported the Bill but not the
powers.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The same objections
were raised. The breadth of the definitions is
reflected in the title of the Bill.

Mr Peter Jones: I think what you are saying is,
because it relates to economic activity, you have
included specific references to certain things to
ensure that in case people apply for some funds,
or Government wants to become involved. you can
make certain they are covered.

Mr BRIAN BURKE:- That is perfectly right.
Mr Peter Jones: Then the question of the mem-

ber for Gascoyne is valid. Why does the Govern-
ment want to get into such things as finance,
transport and so on?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will try to explain the
situation as we see it. It is not that we want to get
into something, it is that we are approached from
time to time, but not to take equity on many oc-
casions; probably in only ive per cent of the in-
stances is that matter raised. On most occasions
we are approached for a guarantee.

Mr Peter Jones: So that in this definition you
are signalling that you are prepared to be
involved?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: What we are signalling
is that we should have the flexibility to meet that
demand. Let me see if I can prove to members
that there is no ulterior or devious motive. The
Government already owns Northern Mining's
liability. If we want to do all the things the Oppo-
sition is talking about we have the vehicle. We do
not have to set up another vehicle; we can change
its articles of assocation, and name it the develop-
ment corporation. I am trying sincerely to explain
that we do not intend to advance on a broad front
and to use this legislation to do all the Opposition
says we want to do. That will not mean a thing if
what the Opposition says depends on the political
aspects of it. I have been here long enough to
argue about that and at the end of the day say
that we have had that argument

Mr Peter Jones: They are philosophical differ-
ences.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But the member has
some responsibility to acknowledge what I have
just told him. We have the vehicle to do every-
thing we are trying to do with this. What we seek
to do in this legislation, in addition to what we
can do with Northern Mining, is to increase the
flexibility we now have. The member must know,
from his period in Government, that one of the
big problems under the Industries Assistance Act
is the narrowness of the guarantees. It does not
extend to tourism facilities. If we wanted to, the
tourism commission could be used to achieve
everything we are trying to achieve here. That is
the truth of the matter, and there may still be the
opportunity to do it in respect of Northern
Mining and in respect of the clauses to which the
member objected in the tourism commission legis-
lation. That argument has been put and those
powers now rest with the Government.

Mr Laurance: I accept that, but you would not
use Northern Mining as a vehicle for those things
because that would bypass Parliament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is why we are
introducing this legislation. What I am saying is
that we could use Northern Mining.

Mr Laurance: But you would not because you
would be bypassing Parliament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought the member
for Narrogin indicated his agreement with the
general proposition.

Mr Peter Jones: I was understanding, I was not
necessarily agreeing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have said that as far as
1. am concerned, whether the Opposition accepts it
or not is up to the Opposition. As far as the
breadth of these provisions is concerned, it pre-
cisely does not reflect industry assistance, but the
member For Narrogin talked about economic ac-
tivity, which is referred to in the title of the Bill.

Mr MacKiNNON: I have just a brief point
which is prompted by what the Premier has just
indicated as the reason we are here debating the
Bill. He indicated quite clearly that if the Govern-
ment wished, it could easily carry out the tasks
defined as "economic activity" through the pro-
cesses of Northern Mining.

Mr Brian Burke: No, I did not say that.What I
said was that all those dangers you warned
about-that is the socialism aspect, the takeovers,
and buying into private enterprise-could be
achieved through Northern Mining. 1 did not say
all the provisions in this Bill-for example, the
guarantee provisions and other things-could be
achieved through Northern Mining.

Mr MacKINNON: That is the point I was
about to make.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not say that.
Mr MacK INNON: The other point to make, of

course, is that if Government wanted to proceed
through Northern Mining and actually make the
takeover bids Or undertake socialistic-type of ac-
tivities, or nationalisation, whatever it might be
called, it would be far more restricted in its activi-
ties. It would, of course, have to comply with the
Companies Code-all 816 pages of it. It would
have to comply with the voting procedures
therein, if it had, as is claimed, private partners.
Private partners would have to have voting rights.
The Government would have to provide public
disclosure, public accounts, and all that sort of
thing. It is as clear to me as the nose on mny face
the reason chat we arc here, the reason that we
are debating this Bill, and the reason that North-
ern Mining is not being used. It is equally clear,
despite what the Premier is trying to do--trying
to gild the lily with eloquence-

Mr Brian Burke: What is the point?
Mr MacKINNON: It is just as clear to the

people of Western Australia.
Mr LAURANCE: I want to refer to the section

on economic activity which was referred to in the
comments on manufacturing, technological devel-
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opment, tourism, and so on. The interpretation
refers to any activity carried on with a view to
making a profit or producing revenue. 1 did not
make this point during the second reading debate.
I made a point of asking the Premier whether he
would respond to me on that particular issue, be-
cause one would expect, when going into any of
these developments, that they would produce a
profit or revenue. The Minister for Agriculture by
way of interjection said, "What about Bunbury
Foods?" That certainly did not produce a profit
for the State. Let us assume that the economic ac-
tivity which the development corporation gels into
produces a similar result. I wonder if the Premier
would indicate what happens then. Would a fam-
ily man who invests in one of these $100 shares
have his liability limited in any way?

Mr Brian Burke: He makes a loss.
Mr LAURANCE: His investment is not

protected in the case of a loss by the corporation?
Mr Brian Burke: No.
Mr LAURANCE: That gives me the 6ppor-

tunity of making that point which will be debated
further later on. At this particular stage it is as-
sumed that any of those enterprises entered into
by the corporation will produce revenue or a
profit, and that may not be the case.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4: Western Australian Development

Corporation established as a body corporate-
Mr HASSELL: Does the Premier anticipate

that the corporation or the Government will have
any difficulty in respect of Commonwealth in-
come tax? We know that a State instrumentality
as such is exempt from Commonwealth income
tax because of the provisions of the Common-
wealth Constitution. 1 take it the purpose of
subclause (3)-l refer members to the wording of
it-is to ensure that the corporation is not even
slightly likely to be caught by a Commonwealth
tax liability. I ask the Premier to confirm that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition is correct and that is the purpose
of the inclusion of this clause. The only point of
interest is that the protection afforded by it can
he diminished according to what happens to the
corporation itself and to the shareholding in the
corporation. However, I am informed that, as the
legislation is introduced, clause 4 provides the im-
munity to which the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition refers.

Mr HASSELL: I thank the Premier for con-
Firming that. That is the specific reason for the in-
clusion of subelause (3). It then raises another im-
portant issue, because if one refers slightly ahead

to the powers of the corporation under clause
12(2)(a), (b), and (e), One Sees that there are
powers to borrow moneys, to accept money in de-
posit, and to issue, draw, make, accept, endorse
and discount. bills of exchange and promissory
notes. Those powers relate to a financial corpor-
ation and to banking-type activities. However, the
point I raise which relates to chose powers and
refers back to the status of the corporation as an
instrumentality of the State, is as to the Loan
Council of Australia. We know very strict bor-
rowing limitations are imposed on all Government
instrumentalities under the rules of the Loan
Council of Australia. I should like to hear what
the Premier has to say in this respect.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition raises a valid point, but one which
was addressed at the last Premiers' Conference
where the A IDC was exempted from Loan Coun-
cit requirements or restrictions specifically on the
request of the Commonwealth. When that request
was made and when the Premiers agreed to the
Commonwealth's request, I raised the point that
the State should be treated equally in the estab-
lishment of organisations that paralleled A IDC or
in the same manner fulfilled the requirements
which had been laid down for exemption from
Loan Council regulation or that allowed them to
exist and borrow outside the Loan Council.

This legislation has been drafted in a manner
that we understand complies with those conditions
and preliminary inquiries to the Commonwealth
indicate the corporation will not be subject to
Loan Council controls.

Mr Peter Jones: Do they set an outside limit?

Mr H-ASSELL: I was not aware of that. I do
not know whether it has ever been made public
before.

Mr Brian Burke: Two things were made public.
One was that the AIDC had been made exempt
and the second was that the Australian Wheat
Board at the same time was given certain exemp-
tions. Those things were made public in a minor
way. The other point I raised at the conference
was not made public, because it was not in public
session.

Mr HASSELL: That gives cause to make some
further comment on this matter. I thank the
Premier for the information he has given. What
has occurred is highly significant. It means that,
through this corporation, the State has been
granted a virtually unlimited borrowing capacity
to raise additional moneys in the name of the
State outside the Australian Loan Council struc-
ture.
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Mr Brian Burke: That is provided it is
exempted at the next Premiers' Conference.

Mr HASSELL: Certainly, provided it is
exempted at the next Premiers' Conference; but I
understood from what the Premier said that he
had structured it to be exempted in accordance
with the rules laid down.

Mr Brian Burke: According to requirements in-
dicated, and it is obvious our hope is it will be per-
mitted to operate in such a way. I would suspect it
is everybody's hope that we are on the verge of es-
caping from some of the Commonwealth restric-
tions which have caused us such trouble in the
past.

Mr HASSELL: But the Commonwealth re-
strictions, as referred to by the Premier, when
they relate to the Loan Council, are not Common-
wealth restrictions; they are national restrictions
which apply to the States and the Common-
wealth.

Mr Brian Burke: No they are not. I am familiar
with what happens and this occurred at the first
conference I attended. Even if the States vote 6:0
against the Commonwealth, the Commonwealth
then says, "We accept that the Loan Council vote
has gone against us. If you proceed with the vote,
we will simply do this in respect of the financial
grants to the States".

Mr HASSELL: I am under no illusions as to
the way in which the Commonwealth exercises its
power in this matter in respect of interest rates
and the like. It operates in the interests of its own
Commonwealth bureaucracy and without regard
for the interests of the States. However, what the
Premier has disclosed is probably one of the most,
if not the most significant aspect of this whole
piece of legislation, because we see here being cre-
ated a statutory corporation of the State of West-
ern Australia which will have unlimited power if
it is exempted-the indications are it will be-to
raise moneys in the name of the State of Western
Australia without abiding by any of the normal
restrictions as to borrowings that apply to the
States.

Mr Brian Burke: We fought for years to get the
SEC into the same position.

Mr HASSELL: I understand that. I know some
of the history of these matters. I know the SEC
was exempted as were other State energy
instrumentalities throughout Australia. It was
also as a result of the initiatives of the Govern-
ment of Western Australia led by Sir Charles
Court at that time that we obtained the special
exemptions for infrastructure borrowings for the
major projects in this State.

Mr Brian Burke: But that was still within the
Loan Council restrictions.

Mr HASSELL: Those funds were meant to be
used for large scale developments by the de-
veloping States, but the system was subverted
very quickly, because the Eastern States started
to use up the funds.

Mr Brian Burke: You are perfectly right. Sir
Charles Court led the fight io try to escape the
Loan Council restrictions on borrowings for
power utilities.

Mr HASSELL: And for development.
Mr Brian Burke: But he did not escape the re-

strictions of the Loan Council in respect of infra-
structure grants.

Mr HASSELL: H-e obtained massive bor-
rowings for this State in the very short period of
one or two years that the system worked in re-
spect of infrastructure borrowings before the
system was subverted by the economic centralists
of New South Wales and Victoria.

However, I return to the point I was making
which is that what the Premier has said about the
exemption of this corporation from the require-
ments of the Australian Loan Council is perhaps
the most significant aspect of this Bill in many re-
spects, because it means it will just about have
unlimited borrowing capacity in the name of the
State, on the credit of the State, to raise funds
and to apply those funds to all of the purposes
identified in the Bill. That clearly underlines and
reiniforce the validity of what has been said by
the speakers from this side of the House tonight,
in particular by the lead speaker for the Oppo-
sition, the member for Narrogin. They have
painted this body as one having such an enormous
potential to intervene in the private business sec-
tor. This is something which will become clear as
the full realisation dawns publicly for the first
time that we are not now dealing with a small cor-
poration which the Government is able to fund
with bits and pieces of money drawn from the
Treasury or from a deal it happens to have con-
cerning a diamond mine, the sort of deal that will
not be able to be repeated very often in those pro-
portions. I do not mean the Government will not
be able to do it because it would not have the
money, but it will not often have the situation
such as with those joint venture partners who had
an obligation to build a town.

This corporation will not be confined by those
limitations of budgeting and finance. It will be
confined only by the Government's capacity
through this Corporation to pledge the credit of
this State. The enormity of the implications of
that fact was not fully explained Previously when

'5695



5696 ASSEM BLY]

the Bill was presented to the Parliament and at
the time or its passage through the Parliament.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I would like to ask in re-
lation to clause 4(3) whether the creation of the
corporation as an agent of the Crown in right of
the State excludes the corporation from the pro-
posed financial institutions duty and the oper-
ations of that duty and whether it excludes the
corporation from any other taxes assessed by the
State. It is terribly important if this corporation is
10 be seen as commercially competitive, that it
should not have this kind of advantage conferred
upon it. I certainly would be very interested to re-
ceive an assurance about that requirement of the
corporation to comply with FID. It seems to me
that this goes to the heart of many of the oper-
ations enabled by clause 12.

Mr COURT: The Premier said in his second
reading speech that the corporation would be re-
quired to operate on a purely commercial basis.
Clause 4(3) indicates that it will enjoy the status,
immunities and privileges of the Crown. That
makes it very clear it will not operate on the same
terms as a normal, private, commercial operation.

The first point mentioned was the fact that it
will not have to pay Federal incomv tax. I can
understand how that works when the Government
is the only shareholder, but I cannot see how that
works when the public have even a very small
shareholding in that corporation. I cannot see how
the Federal Government can grant that Federal
income tax exemption even if the public have only
a small shareholding in the corporation.

The Government might think we have been
harping on this point of how the public will take
shares in this, but once the public come in as
shareholders, the corporation's status changes
considerably. It will not get the tax advantage
outlined by the Premier.

When the Government bought its interest in
the diamond mine, it mentioned it had received
the Price Waterhouse report which outlined three
different ways the Government could get round
not having to pay Federal income tax. This is all
tied in together, and this is the clause which gives
the corporation an exemption. However, I do not
understand the technicalities of how the corpor-
ation can keep this benefit once the public become
shareholders.

Mr LAURANCE: We have been told that the
corporation will be a commercial operation in all
aspects, but this clause illustrates why we are op-
posed to having these socialist corporations set up
in the first place. This corporation will not op-
erate in a normal commercial way.

For a start, if the answer to the question posed
by the member for Nedlands is that any company
which goes in with the WA development corpor-
ation limits its liability through income tax, then
any company that does not take the chance to be-
come a partner with the corporation is absolutely
crazy. The queue to join with the corporation
would be a mile long. This taxation exemption
provides a tremendous attraction for companies to
be involved with the corporation.

Mr Brian Burke: Perhaps you are being serious,
but I cannot see how you can stretch clause 4 to
some company to which a guarantee has been ex-
tended by the corporation. The clause refers only
to the corporation.

Mr LAURANCE: But the corporation will
have joint venture partners.

Mr Brian Burke: You appear to accept that the
clause does not extend immunities to people who
are guaranteed. What you are saying now is that
if the corporation takes a five per cent equity in
western tech, the immunities in the clause extend
to western tech.

Mr Hassell: No, he was talking about joint ven-
tures all the way through.

Mr LAURANCE: This is allowed for under
the Bill.

Mr Brian Burke: 1 cannot see how this clause
stretches to joint venture partners. It refers to the
corporation.

Mr MacKinnon: And the nature of the corpor-
ation.

Several members interjected.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition will come to order!

Mr LAURANCE: This opens a Pandora's box.
Would these other companies share in the ad-
ditional profits the corporation makes because it
does not pay Federal income tax? If so, it would
be better for a company to work in concert with
the corporation. Let us consider a family man.
Why would he put any money into a bank when
he would have to pay tax on his interest, when he
can invest in this corporation which he knows
that, unlike other companies, does not have to pay
Federal income tax.

Mr Brian Burke: You are now stretching clause
4 to dividends to shareholders.

Mr Court: No, the value of the shares.

Mr LAURANCE: Before a dividend is paid.
The dividend must be 50 per cent higher than any
other investment, because if that person invests in
another company, that company has to pay in-
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come tax, unlike this corporation of the Govern-
ment's.

Mr Brian Burke: As I said to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, I am advised the im-
munity extends to the corporation, although if the
shareholding of the corporation is dispersed, that
immunity is called into question.

Mr LAURANCE: It still raises a lot of
questions about the holdings that private people
as equity partners get as investors in this corpor-
ation.

Mr RUSHTON: This clause is absolutely im-
portant. It brings to mind the issue where the
Canadians set up corporations to do certain tasks.
They do it in such a way that the State receives
no privilege and the corporation has full responsi-
bility. We did the same thing with Total West be-
cause we saw to it that it had no privileges. Could
this not be counterproductive to other interests
which may want to come to this State? Others
may see this corporation as having powers that
nobody else in the State has, and they may feel
that they would be at a disadvantage in this State.
of course, a limitation is placed on the corpor-
ation in the amount of funds it can generate as
against that capacity of outside people. Would not
its privileged position be counterproductive to
investors by making it more unfairly competitive
than others?

Mr TRETHOWAN: I will pursue this question
of privilege. I understand from what the Premier
said in answer to a question from the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that the shareholding of
the corporation has the following relationship to
the privilege; provided either the shareholding or
ownership of the corporation is totally owned by
the State the privilege undoubtedly applies and,
therefore, taxation is not paid by the company.
That is brought into question should the subsidi-
ary shareholding in the corporation become suf-
ficiently widely distributed. That is quite clear.
The question which I understand the member for
Gascoyne is raising antd which I would like to
pursue is the other side of the matter, to do with
the investments of the corporation and its tax liab-
ility, and the tax liability of those investments. If
we take it down the other side we have two poss-
ible ways in which the corporation can invest.

One is in a joint venture partnership. In a joint
venture I guess it could be argued that the liab-
ility of the partners for taxation is dependent on
their own individual liability for taxation. But t
would certainly like the Premier's comment on
that. I think it is an important one and I think it
is what the member for Gascoyne was asking; not
referring to the shareholding of the corporation,

but to the relationship of the tax exemption to a
business investment or undertaking of the corpor-
ation with another partner who is not normally so
exempt from tax.

The second question raised, which is much
more complicated, is whether the corporation has
either a majority or minority shareholding in a
subsidiary company in which the other partners
are normally liable for tax and for which that
company on its own would normally be liable for
tax. This is where I think there is a really compli-
cated situation, and my question is: If that sub-
sidiary company which is set up in a corporate
structure as a joint venture has a majority equity
by the corporation does that subsidiary company
partake of the exemptions to taxation under the
corporations own rights as an agent of the
Crown? That is terribly important because that
will go to a large proportion of the kinds of ven-
tures the corporation could go into, and that is the
point about where the benefits may accrue to the
other shareholders of that subsidiary company.

Mr Brian Burke: I cannot believe you are
serious. I think you are deliberately wasting time.

Mr TRETHOWAN: If it does not apply to the
subsidiary company it will be liable to taxation as
all other companies are?

Mr Brian Burke: That is right.
Mr TRETHOWAN: If that is the case, is it not

in most cases going to be of little advantage to
have this exemption in the corporations hands be-
cause it will still be paying company tax in all its
corporate investments, and that is rebatable any-
way.

Mr Brian Burke: Not at all. You are simply ad-
dressing one section, although I am not even sure
whether it is only one section-I think it is one
corner of one section. As far as the legislation is
concerned there are other activities that do not
involve the relationship that you seem to think
subsumes the whole corporation. For example,
there is provision here for the corporation to
charge an interest rate on guarantees and there
are other activities too that do not relate in the
way you are supposing to other colleague
companies.

.Mr TRETHOWAN: Certainly, but if it is a ret
lationship with a company, that relationship will
in most cases be through an equity participation.

Mr Brian Burke: Why?
Mr TRETHOWAN: If it is a colleague

company it must have that relationship.
Mr Brian Burke: You are talking about col-

league companies.
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Mr TRETHOWAN: The Premier referred to
colleague companies.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, but it was to describe
what you are saying. All I am saying is that it
represents one corner of one section of the corpor-
ation's activities. It may well provide finance in
another area on a commercial basis and make
earnings as a result of that provision. It may well
provide expert advice in another area and charge
for that advice. You people are continually ob-
sessing yourselves with one section. 1 really must
say I think you are doing it deliberately to waste
time.

Mr Hassell: That is not right; it is a legitimate
question.

Mr TRETHOWAN: It relates to advantages
third parties could gain out of business relation-
ships with the corporation. I am asking the Prem-
ier to clarify the point. I am quite happy if the
situation is that any subsidiary company of the
corporation does not gain any advantage. Will it
attract income tax?

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, it will attract income tax.
What makes me suspicious, if you like, is that you
go on to say there is no point in having the im-
munity, and when I say to you there are these
other areas of earnings you seem to think that,
well, there is advantage in having the immunity.
If you had read the Bill you would know all those
things are provided for.

Mr TRETHOWAN: It was certainly in the
second reading speech and certainly it has been
something the Government has hammered, that
the equity purchases and investments in parts of
Western Australia's development and industry to
be passed through to Western Australians is in
almost all cases, apart from Northern Mining, an
equity holding by the corporation in a subsidiary
company, and that is why I raised it so pointedly.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not an accurate
example. That is not an equity holding in any-
thing but a joint venture. We have purchased 100
per cent of Northern Mining, so you don't have a
colleague company in that respect.

Mr TRETHOWAN: If those shares come
under the corporation, and I presume the transfer
of the ownership of those shares is to be made to
the corporation, I would think the Government
has the situation I have struck.

I go on to repeat the question I asked earlier,
which is even more important, particularly to sub-
sidiary companies, and that is whether the corpor-
ation will be exempt from the application of the
proposed financial institutions duty.

Mr Brian Burke: No, it will not be exempt.

Mr MacKINNON: Under this privilege clause
will the corporation be subject to the Trade Prac-
tices Act if the corporation is involved in
business? It would seem from a reading of the
clause that that is not so, but I ask the Premier to
advise us on that matter.

Mr COURT: The Premier said he did not want
to listen to my comments. It is a great state of af-
fairs when the Committee stage of an important
Bill gets to that point. I will not talk about the
complicated company structure or third parties,
but ask the Premier to explain the situation. If a
person, just a member of the public, buys some
shares in the WADC, remembering that it will
not pay income tax, will that person be advan-
taged by not having to pay income tax because of
his shareholding in the corporation?

Mr Brian Burke: I have already answered those
questions on three occasions.

Mr COURT: I did not understand the answers,
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I explained as clearly as

I could to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
that while the WA development corporation re-
mains 100 per cent Government-owned, clause 4
will provide the immunity that is written in to
achieve. The question of that immunity was called
into challenge immediately the ownership struc-
ture of the corporation changed. Thai is the situ-
ation. It appeared to my advisers that if we hive
off the ownership, even to a minor degree, then it
becomes true that the immunity is lost. That is
the third or fourth time I have said that.

Mr Court: What you are saying is the develop-
ment corporation then has to pay. If the Govern-
ment is going to buy shares, it has to pay Federal
income tax.

Mr TRETHOWAN: That brings me back to
the question I asked the Premier before and about
which he was very scathing. If that is the case and
intention of the Government, what advantage is it
to include this clause in the Bill?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not the question
the member asked previously. The question the
member asked previously went to the fact that the
immunity was lost in certain colleague company
situations and embodied the assumption that that
was the sole source of income to the corporation.
Now the member has changed his ground; it is
simply not fair for him to say that was the point
he put previously.

Mr Trethowan: I still ask: Why include the
clause?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not mind that
question on the basis that we are now considering,
but I resent the fact that the member tried to say
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the answer I gave previously was to a question on
this basis when it was not.

We have consistently said that the matter of
the public shareholding in the corporation is a
matter for the corporation. We have had in mind
all the time the immunity that is provided under
clause 4.

It may well be possible to allow the corporation
to hold its assets in some other structure that will
permit the mare efficient sale of shares and
sharing in the assets while retaining the immunity
of the corporation. That is clearly the case and
that is what we are advised is a possibility.

As I have said consistently, one cannot have it
every which way. One cannot make out a case for
commercial integrity being present when it is then
thrown at us the challenge that income tax will be
payable.

On reading the Bill the member will see that
the provision is made for the State to charge the
equivalent or more of the income tax that would
be payable. That provision is there at the dis-
cretion of the Treasurer so that the question of in-
come tax and commercial integrity can be ad-
dressed.

Mr Court: That means that the public can buy
in another-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is a possibility for
example if the development corporation was to as-
sume ownership of' the five per cent interest in the
Argyle joint venture and maintain corporate en-
tity; then shares could be sold in Northern
Mining.

Mr Trethowan: Then it would be available for
the shareholders.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The advantage is not
sought for them and the Liberal people say that it
should not be. What I am saying is the position of
the State and the development corporation is
protected.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition at-
tempted to make the point that really does not
bear close examination because, as he admits, Sir
Charles Court fought so thoroughly, long, and
hard, to exempt the State Energy Commission
from the Loan Council. The State's credit stands
(or. the States.

I thought the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
would be rubbing his hands together with glee on
behalf or the State-I know Sir Charles Court
would be-if it comes to pass that we are able to
exempt the operations or this corporation from
the Loan Council.

Mr Hassell: I do not think you can draw any
comparison at all because the State Energy Corn-

missions all over Australia are exempted from the
Loan Council because of the particular job they
have to do in providing energy needs for the whole
nation. This is not involved in that sort of area. If
you got the whole State of Western Australia
exempted from the tax, I would applaud you. I
am not so keen on having this body exempted
from it. That is a different position, I do not think
you can reach those conclusions.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Bad management or in-
efficiency, when one is talking about an electricity
commission that is borrowing or standing behind
as much as $1 000 million, can be just as injuri-
ous, but if one leaves that aside and looks at the R
& I Bank where there is an unqualified guarantee
on the part of the State to the activities of the R
& I Bank, the member is looking at the same
proposition. Now, the point I am trying to make is
that States have fought for this sort of exemption
for a long time. They have consistently been de-
nied it. My guess is-and this is why I am not
stating it conclusively-that when the Common-
wealth wakes up it will move quickly to try to
bring this body back into the orbit of the Loan
Council.

Mr Hassell: Having achieved an exemption for
their own socialist-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: of course. It was not
their own socialist body it was Gorton's socialist
body.

Mr Hassell: I could not agree more. It should
not have been started by him and it should have
been abolished by Fraser.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case, let us not
say that it is Mr Hawke's socialist body. I think it
is a sort of joint venture socialist body. In any
case that is the situation and I think it is a matter
of great rejoicing. It is a matter that I think the
Commonwealth will move quickly to try to pre-
vent the States from exploiting when they come to
realise what has happened, because it really
promises the sort of independence that the party
of members opposite has stood for so long.

Mr Hassell: If it were to do with independence
for the State you know you would have our sup-
port, but if it is independence to allow a corpor-
ation to involve itself in all sorts of areas of pri-
vate enterprise you won't get our support.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This gets back to the ar-
gument we have had so many times before.

Mr MacKinnon: We will continue to have.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am quite happy about

that. The Liberal Party lost it last time on 19
February. It was booted out unceremoniously. We
may lose in three years' time at the next election,
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but until then we have some sort of right to at-
tempt to implement the legislative programme we
think is appropriate.

The other points that were raised relate to the
Trade Practices Act provisions. My advice is that
the corporation will be subject to the Trade Prac-
tices Act provisions. That is not to say that Crown
Law does not have sonme reservations and that is
not to say that is not a matter on which, on
testing, might prove not to be the case.

Mr Hassell: Do you think it should be subject
to the Trade Practices Act?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is my belief it should
be. My instructions were that we were creating a
purely commercial body that should be subject, in
the same way as were other entities, to the restric-
tions. of the Trade Practices Act. I would not he
averse to accepting, if it proves that we are not
subject to the Trade Practices Act, that some
amendment to the Act be made. We demon-
strated that with the SGIO did we not? We went
to inordinate lengths to make it less competitive
than its private enterprise colleagues.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Board of the Corporation-
Mr PETER JONES: In the second reading de-

bate I referred to the composition or the board
and raised a couple of matters which the Premier
did not answer. I ask the Premier why we have
two deputy chairmen under this Bill.

Mr Brian Burke: We have them because it is
anticipated that people who are serving on the
board will be outstanding people, and it may be
the case that we will need an alternative deputy
chairman because of absence from time to time.

Mr PETER JONES: I understand that it is a
desirable thing administratively, but there should
be some requirement that for people who accept
office on bodies such as this-I accept that it is
an important body-lire should not be made easy
for them not to attend. 1 know that sounds funny.

Mr Davies: As a matter of fact it sounds absol-
utely absurd.

Mr PETER JONES: The Minister for the En-
vironment will remember his previous ministerial
responsibility relating to planning. The Town
Planning Commissioner was on a number of com-
mittees and chose to have his deputy attend most
meetings.

If the provision is made for two deputy
chairmen simply to ensure that one of them at-
tends one out of three meetings in order to con-
duct the affairs of the board, it appears we are
lessening the responsibility for them to attend
meetings.

The other point to which I wish to refer relates
to the board of directors comprising not less than
two or more than eight other persons. Why has
the Government chosen not to be more precise in
the number of directors it wants on the proposed
board? It is not unusual to have a clause like this
in the structure of companies, but this corporation
will be a publicly accountable body and I wonder
whether the Government would give consideration
to being more specific rather than having such a
wide tolerance.

Mr Brian Burke: The reason we have stated not
less than two or more than eight persons is that
we do not believe we will need as many as the full
complement. That is the reason that we decided it
was probably good to have some flexibility on a
small body at the beginning.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 6: Appointment of directors-
Mr HASSELL: In the second reading speech

the Premier, when introducing the Bill, made
much of the fact that the corporation will be re-
quired to operate on a purely commercial basis
and that the commissioner's activities would not
be subject to political inter ference. In responding
to questions on clause 4, the Premier reaffirmed
that basic aim.

Why is it that, under clause 6, the chairman
and deputy chairmen are to be appointed by the
Governor on the nomination of the Minister?
Why are these people not elected at a meeting of
the shareholders? It may be that for some time
the only shareholder is the Government of West-
ern Australia. Nevertheless, if this corporation is
genuinely to have the structure of a corporation
and operate as a commercial entity, why is it as-
sumed that the shareholders will be appointed by
the Government?

Mr Burkett: What shareholders?

Mr HASSELL: Sorry, I mean directors. It is
important that a significant portion of the capital
may be held by non-Government interests.

Mr NfacKINNON: I refer to my comments
during the second reading stage and to which the
Premier did not refer in his response. My com-
ments concerned the necessary qualifications and
restrictions placed on the directors. Nineteen sec-
tions covering 36 pages of the Companies Act in
this State relate to the matters that affect the ap-
pointment of directors. I remind the Premier of a
couple of those sections which are relevant and
which should have been given consideration by
the Government when framing this clause.

I asked the Premier to give me some reasons
that it is not desirable for the corporation to op-
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crate on a purely commercial bassis. We have
rules for people who operate in the commercial
sector, but in the case of the Western Australian
development corporation, a separate rule will
apply.

Section 26 of the Companies Code puts a re-
striction on the age of directors. Why is that re-
striction applicable to the private sector and not
this sector? I refer members to clause 227 of the
Companies Code. The provisions contained in this
clause would not apply to this Bill.

Another point which is of concern relates to
section 230 of the Companies Code and it refers
to loans to directors. There is no restriction in this
legislation for loans to directors and one would
have thought that, in a public body such as this,
there would have been some restrictive clauses re-
lating to the appointment of directors to ensure
they act in the interest of the public. A corpor-
ation in the private sector would have to comply
with this section and why should it not comply
under this legislation? If, in the words of the
Premier, we want a corporation that is conducted
on a purely commercial basis, I would have
thought the Premier would include those pro-
visions I hav& mentioned in the Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure whether
the member for Murdoch has read the schedule
attached to the Bill because it covers some of the
points he raised.

Mr MacKinnon: Very few.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It covers some of them.
The commercial integrity of the particular organ-
isation is demonstrated in the case of the SGIO
and it does not inevitably depend upon com-
pliance with the Companies Act.

The truth is that the director will be appointed
by the Government and it seems to me that the
commercial integrity does not touch upon the fact
that the person is not of a certain age because
under the Government's policy he will be ap-
pointed by the Government. This means that the
corporation can still operate on a purely commer-
cial basis despite the fact that it does not comply
with some provision of the Companies Act, but it
does comply with others. I think that is demon-
strated by the fact that the SGIO is as perfectly
competitive as we can make it and yet in that case
a responsible Minister is exercising certain
powers. I refer to the question raised by the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition concerning the ap-
pointing of directors. I take the point he raises
and in a situation where the shareholding does
change, clause 6(l) will be reviewed. I give that
undertaking.

At the present time we are not of a mind to say
we should have election of directors when quite
clearly the shareholding is solely within the hands
of Government. Unlike other private companies,
certain obligations are shouldered by Government
in respect of this corporation and those obli-
gations merely predict a different appointment of
at least some of the directors.

Mr MacKINNON: I make a brief comment
for the sake of the record. We have circulated this
Bill to several people in the community who have
strongly represented the views I have put forward
tonight in regard to legislation which relates to
the private sector and, as a result of this Bill, will
not include the public sector. The Premier has
said that some of the points I raised are covered
in the schedule. I have taken the opportunity to
reread the schedule and I cannot see where any of
those points are mentioned.

My final point relates to the admission by the
Premier in this debate that the corporation will
not operate on a purely commercial basis. That
was pointed out in the second reading speech and
I am pleased the Premier has admitted that it is
impossible for the corporation to do so and, in
fact, it will not do so.

Mr Brian Burke: I have not admitted it.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 7 and 8 put and passed.

Clause 9: Protection or directors-
Mr COURT: This clause provides that a direc-

tor is not personally liable for any act done or
omitted to be done in good faith by the corpor-
ation, the board, or by him acting as a director. I
think this again highlights the fact that the cor-
poration will not be operating under the same
rules as a company. It is saying that directors are
not personally liable and that that situation does
not apply in normal private enterprise companies.

Mr Burkett: The commissioners of the R & I
Bank are not liable.

Mr COURT: There is a great deal of legis-
lation in the new company law under which direc-
tors must operate. Case histories now exist relat-
ing to the obligations, liabilities, and
responsibilities of directors in normal commercial
practice. I query why this corporation and its di-
rectors do not have to conduct themselves under
the rules which apply to company directors in the
private sector. Some of those r'iles,
responsibilities, and liabilities are quite horren-
dous yet in one simple clause the directors of this
corporation are exempted.

Mr MacKINNON I support the comments of
the member for Nedlands and refer the Premier
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to section 237 of the Companies (Western Aus-
tralia) Code. Under subsection (1) the following
provision is made-

Any provision, whether contained in the
articles or in a contract with a company or
otherwise, for exempting any officer or audi-
tor of the company from, or indemnifying
him against, any liability that bylaw would
otherwise attach to him in respect of any
negligence, default, breach of duty or breach
of trust of which he may be guilty in relation
to the company is void.

In other words, if the company or an individual
endeavours to void its or his personal liabilities in
the carrying out of the affairs of the company, It
is void; it is illegal. Clause 9 of the Bill indicated
the director is not personally liable yet that would
be illegal under the terms of the Companies Code.

I make the point that I am sure every director
of every company in Western Australia would
dearly love to have that exemption. He or she
does not have that privilege and we once again re-
peat that the WADC in no sense of the word is
acting on a purely commercial basis.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 10: Disclosure of pecuniary interests-

Mr MacKINNON: This clause is perhaps one
of the most important of the Bill. It provides that
a director with a direct or indirect pecuniary
interest must disclose it and then cannot vote.
What happens if a director of the WADC per-
chance happens to do so and benefits accordingly?
Nothing happens!

No mention of a penalty is made in this clause.
If that same director operated in a private
company under the Companies Code, a penalty of
SI 000 would be imposed for failure to disclose an
interest. Once again if the corporation will act in
any sense of the word on a proper or purely com-
mercial basis, then obviously the directors should
be required to act in a similar way. That has not
happened in this case and on behalf of the
business community of Western Australia I object
to the corporation conducting its affairs in a non-
commercial manner.

Mr LAURANCE: I agree with this clause. It is
important that directors in this corporation, as in
local authorities, do not take part in any dis-
cussion in which they have a pecuniary interest.
We have recently passed through this Parliament
a Bill which requires the financial interests of
members of Parliament to be disclosed in a regis-
ter. If that measure is seen as necessary for mem-
bers of Parliament, it is more than necessary for
people involved in this corporation.

1 refer to one of the comments made by the
Premier. I was not in the Chamber during the de-
bate on the financial interest clause of the Bill but
at one stage the Premier mentioned the land scan-
dals in Victoria. To my knowledge no member of
Parliament acknowledged personal involvement in
these land scandals. A member of the Cabinet re-
signed because, as Minister, he took the ultimate
responsibility;, that is, responsibility as a Minister,
not as a person who had any financial gain. The
people who gained financially out of that were di-
rectors of companies and senior officers of the
State Housing Commission. The people to whom
we are referring are in a prime position to benefit
from their involvement with the development cor-
poration. If the Government is to be consistent, it
should insist that these people have their financial
or pecuniary interests on public record before
they serve in this particular capacity. It is far
more appropriate for these people than for mem-
bers of Parliament to declare their interest as a
matter of public record.

Clause put and passed.

Clause I11: Functions of Corporation-
Mr PETER JONES: We are now getting round

to what it is all about. This clause and the next
one relate to the functions and powers of the cor-
poration, but predominantly clause 11. This re-
lates back to clause 3 and the interpretation of the
term "economic activity".

I would like t6 ask the Premier how he sees the
functions being undertaken by the board. He will
immediately say, "I am not going to direct the
board" or, "I am not going to interfere." The
simple point is that clause 14 indicates that the
Premier will write to the board and indicate what
the policy of the Government is from time to
time. In other words the Premier, as the leader of
the elected Government, will be indicating to the
board the policy of his Government, how he
interprets these two clauses in particular- be-
cause they govern the functions and powers-and
how they are administered. Perhaps at this stage
we could be let into the secret as well. In particu-
lar, this clause allows the corporation to make
loans.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you want to know about
it? First of all this sets out the functions.

Mr PETER JON ES: That is correct. What I
am asking is how the Premier sees those functions
being administered by the board, because he will
write to the board, telling it the policy of the
Government, the way ahead as he sees it. The
board will be asked to promote Western Aus-
tralian and other Australian ownership of
business.
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"Engaging in economic activity" relates back to
the interpretation in Clause 3. Western Aus-
tralians will be invited to invest in this economic
activity. All I am asking is how the Premier sees
this clause as actually operating. It is a great um-
brella clause. What will be put in the letter which
he will write under clause 14?

Mr RUSHTON: I am seeking some response
from the Premier relating to this clause. In the
past we have guaranteed and supported various
activities such as the canning factory at
Manjimup. That could be seen to be a desirable
development. Vunderup canals was another devel-
opment and the Entertainment Centre is another
business. Would the Premier conjecture that those
sorts of developments would be taken over by the
corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I would not. I think
the Industries Assistance Act would be the most
appropriate home for that sort of assistance. I
would not imagine even the member for Narrogin
would envisage policy instructions relating to a
specific project.

To answer the question put by the member for
Narrogin, the Minister might write to say that the
Government has a policy in favour of encouraging
Western Australian ownership, and in the exer-
cise of the functions listed in this clause, that pol-
icy should be taken into account. That is as far as
it would stretch, in my view.

Mr Peter Jones: That is like saying you support
road safety.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It may be, but it may
still impinge upon the profitability of a deal,
might it not?

Mr Rushton: Can you be a little more specific?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Confronted with two

investment opportunities, the corporation might
predict a certain rate by pursuing a particular op-
portunity which did not maximise Western Aus-
tralian ownership of a particular project.

Mr Peter Jones: Do you see people coming to
the corporation, or the corporation going out to
get them?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can see people coming
to the corporation. Perhaps the member is fright-
ened of what the Government is going to do, but
he misunderstands the whole nature and tenor of
the beast.

Mr Laurance: It is not what you will do, it is
the powers available to you and to the people who
come after you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case I do not
think the member for Narrogin's point is cor-
rect-that it is like saying one is in favour of road

safety. If the corporation is to pursue the
maximisation of its return, that maximisation, in
the absence of any policy pronouncements about
Western Australian ownership, might be found in
promoting other than Western Australian
ownership. That is an example.

Clause put-and passed
Clause 12: Powers of Corporation-
Mr PETER JONES: This is a little more

specific because we now come round to some of its
powers. It starts off in subclausc (2) with all
things necessary or convenient. The list goes from
paragraph (a) to paragraph (o), which is the great
grab bag to bring them all in at the end. I would
like to refer firstly to paragraph (g). I mentioned
in my second reading speech that the Premier
may suggest that I have misunderstood this para-
graph which allows this body to assume the statu-
tory role that he is seeking for the Urban Lands
Council.

Next we come to paragraph (h) which gets to
something we were talking about before, because
it allows the corporation to go beyond what is
referred to in clause I I about promoting, co-
ordinating-

Mr Brian Burke: It does not go beyond clause
I1I at all. You have not read it. If you look at
clause I1I(a) (ii)-

Mr PETER JONES: We are now on clause 12.
Mr Brian Burke: You say it goes beyond clause

11.
Mr PETER JON ES: I was referring to the

functions. In clause 12 we get more specific, and
in paragraph (h) it allows the corporation without
limiting the generality of subelause (1) to form
companies.

Mr Brian Burke: It is the same as clause I I (a)
(ii).

Mr PETER JONES: The definition of
",economic activity", as I read it, allows
companies to be formed. It allows one to sub-
scribe, invest, dispose of shares-and to under-
write the issue of shares.

Mr Brian Burke: H-ow does paragraph (h) go
any further? You are saying that clause 12(2)(h)
goes further than clause 11. It is more specific.

Mr PETER JONES: I referred to the whole of
clause 12. Clause I1I refers to the broad issue and
clause 12 is specific. Paragraph (h) relates to
form and participating in companies, then we see
the provision in relation to trading and shares.
The corporation can trade in shares, debentures,
and other securities. It can underwrite issues of
shares of any business undertaking and do any-
thing incidental to these powers.
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How does the Premier see this body which is to
be established to promote economic activity in
Western Australia also having the capacity to
trade in shares and underwrite issues of shares
while discharging those functions which are spelt
out in clause I I? Why is it necessary, for
example, for the corporation to be a share trader?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think the mem-
ber for Narrogin can be seriously asking the
question because we have gone over this three or
four times.

Mr Peter Jones: We have only just reached
clause 12.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But the same point is
being addressed as was addressed when we spoke
about clause 3 in respect of interpretations and
the breadth of those which were noted. Clause 3
referred to the ability of the corporation to do all
sorts of things going to economic activity.

Mr Peter Jones: That is right, but I am asking
a specific question. Never mind all the other mat-
ters in clause 12. Why is it felt necessary that the
corporation be able to acquire, disburse, and trade
in shares, debentures, and securities and why is it
necessary for it to underwrite shares, debentures,
and securities?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On numerous occasions
we have had discussions about equity partici-
pation. That subclause would permit the purchase
of shares in Northern Mining, so the development
corporation could have bought those shares.

Mr Peter Jones: That is the power to allow it to
buy shares in a public company.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member objects to
the corporation having the power and I do not
know that I am capable of giving examples in
every case.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 13: Corporation to act on commercial

principles-
Mr HASSELL: The policy is expressed in this

clause that the corporation shall perform its
functions and exercise its powers in accordance
with commercial principles, etc. That is the policy
and what is stated in that clause is wholly consist-
ent with what the Premier has stated in his second
reading speech and repeatedly at other times that
he wants the corporation to operate as if it were a
trading corporation in the commercial world.

I ask whether it would by the intention of the
Government. if the corporation should fail, for it
to go into liquidation. The importance of that is
this: If the corporation incurs a lot of liabilities
those liabiliites are capable of being made
liabilities of the taxpayer through the guarantee

provisions. They are capable of being liabilities
simply of the corporation without the taxpayer
having to pick up the tab.

I am asking if the corporation is to operate in a
commercial way, if it fails, and that is possible,
whether it would be allowed to go into liquidation
so that the taxpayer is not left to pick up the tab
for the failure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is a very interesting
point, because my preference would be that the
liability would be limited to the corporation.
However, I can see the difficulties that perhaps
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is aware of
in having a Government body that does not stand
behind the liability at liquidation. There is a small
question there as far as I can see, but my prefer-
ence would be to establish clearly that the corpor-
at ion in liquidation did not accumulate to the tax-
payer the liability that stood at that liquidation.

Mr Laurance: Earlier you indicated the case of
an investor.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, and the investor
would lose money. Therefore, if we had an
investor, it would not be the case of the taxpayer
saying, "You have lost your money there and you
must make good the loss". All I am trying to do is
acknowledge the moral dilemma in chat we have a
Government body or animal and somehow or
other we can keep it at arms length, because the
people will say, "It is a Government body and the
Government has to pay". That would not be my
view.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 14: Economic activity of special

significance to the State-
Mr H-ASSELL: In the second reading speech

the Premier said on this same point about the in-
dependence Of the Corporation to operate as a
commercial entity that, "in particular this means"
and he then specified four things. The fourth
specification was that the commercial activities of
the corporation are not to be subject to political
interference whereas the very essence of this
clause is in itself a vehicle for political
interference.

After all, it is only a matter of judgment on the
part of the Government or the Minister as to what
the Government of the State regards as being of
special significance or importance and an obli-
gation is imposed on the corporation to pursue
those things which are notified. Therefore, there
is a very clear vehicle for the political interference
which the Premier said is not to apply and I think
there is an inconsistency.
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Mr LAURANCE: The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition referred to the fourth point of the four
items mentioned by the Premier and I shall deal
with that issue also. We raised this matter earlier
in respect of clause 3. Clause 14 (1) says-

The Minister may from time to time by
notice in writing to the Board inform the
Corporation of the policy of the Government
of the State. -

That seems to me to be a political interference.
When asked for an example of this previously

in respect of clause 11, the Premier answered in a
positive way. He gave an example and said, "it
might be a letter which is written under clause
14". The notice in writing would be to say that
the Government favours Western Australian
ownership.

I want it recorded that that could be used in a
negative way also. For instance, what would hap-
pen if the corporation wanted to get involved in
something which may be profitable, but which is
against the policy of the Government? What
would happen if the corporation said, "The best
thing we can invest in in returns for the State and
for the average family man who is going to invest
in it is in the Yeelirrie project"?

Mr Brian Burke: He would not be stopped from
doing so.

Mr LAURANCE: I was not trying to obtain an
answer. I just posed a philosophical question.
Here the Government is saying there will not be
political interference, but I would say in this situ-
ation there would be.

Mr Brian Burke: No, there would not be. I
shall explain in a moment. The Deputy Leader- of
the Opposition is not correct.

Mr LAURANCE: It just seemed to me it
would put the Government in an impossible pos-
ition which would be even worse than the position
it is in now with the State Executive saying one
thing on Monday night and the Premier saying
another thing in Adelaide.

The Government has a stated policy on
uranium mining, but the corporation. even though
the Government has powers to affect its decisions,
could still operate in complete contravention of
the Government's policies. I do not think it could
operate without political interference.

Mr RUSHTON: I am interested in the
intention of the Bill. This clause indicates that the
Government can direct or influence the corpor-
ation to do certain things. In our time we estab-
lished Total West, a company without any privi-
lege. I am aware that Westrail does not have the
right to create its own transport company. Would

it be possible for the Government to say it wanted
to establish a separate transport company side by
side with Westrail and operating totally contrary
to Wes'crail's jurisdiction?

In times past we have had the State involved in
different areas such as brick Works, and we have
had to introduce a special Bill into the Parlia-
ment. I assume that with this legislation no such
Bill would be required and the Government would
rely on the corporation to establish that brick
works.

Would these matters, such as the establishment
of a transport company, come before the Parlia-
menit so that Parliament could have some voice?
Will the establishment of companies that pre-
viously would come before Parliament now be
carried out by the corporation? I am not sure of
the relationship between the corporation's activi-
ties and the Parliament, and whether there are
checks and balances contained in the legislation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: To take up the last point
first, I do not think members can argue for the
commecrcial integrity of the organisation at the
same time they argue for the corporation's being
required to seek parliamentary ratification for
everything it does. The two things are incompat-
ible and contradictory.

As for the establishment of a separate transport
company, I suppose it would be possible in the
same way as Northern Mining Corporation Nt
could establish a separate company. We have not
contemplated this as being likely.

As for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's
point, there are two clear levels of commercial
considerat ion. Perhaps there is some truth in say-
ing that if the company outlines an area of oper-
ation that it believes is of benefit to the State,
that is one thing; but within that broad category
the commercial decisions to be made by the cor-
poration are not in any way directed by the
Government. So if we make a general policy
about the promotion of high technology industry,
or the promotion of resource industry, or the pro-
motion of service industry, that general policy
does not destroy the commercial integrity in each
of the decisions made by the corporation within
the policy sent out in the letter to which members
have referred.

I do not think it is a cle-ar impingement of the
commercial integrity of the corporation to say
that the Government will say it perceives the
State's benefit to be in the expansion of a particu-
lar sector of the economy. That is all that says. It
does not say about individual deals that the cor-
poration should act one way or another.
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That leads me on to say that if the development
corporation says it will invest money in Yeelirrie,
there is no provision for the Government to stop
it. I would not think there should be, because it is
not going to be the case that we will be assuming
political responsibility for the corporation.

Mr Laurance: Earlier, you used it in a positive
way, but I took a negative approach where the
corporation might go into something that was
against your policy. You could write and say it
was against your policy.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is very doubtful that
we could do that. Clause 14 refers to the broad
policy considerations in respect of sectors of the
economy.

Mr Peter Jones: But the reality would be that it
was you writing a letter and making a suggestion,
and it would be mindful of who was making the
suggestion.

Mr Laurance: I used Yeelirrie to make the
point; but if it wanted to invest in a brothel, you
could write and say that was against your policy.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would send around the
police and charge it. It cannot do anything illegal.

Mr LAURANGE: [ want to take up the point
raised by the member for Dale about the estab-
lishment of a new transport company. This clause
would allow the Minister to write to the corpor-
ation and indicate that the Government favoured
going into a particular undertaking.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not right; that is not
the question he asked me. He didn't ask me if the
Government could instruct the establishment of a
transport company. The question was whether the
Corporation could establish a separate transport
company. The answer was "Yes".

Mr LAURANCE: That is the point he
made-the Government could write to the corpor-
ation.

Mr Brian Burke: No, it was niot that at all. He
asked whether the corporation could establish it.
You are now saying the Government is writing to
the commission suggesting the establishment of a
separate transport company.

Mr LAURANCE: Under clause 14, the Minis-
ter-the Government-could write to the corpor-
ation and say that it favoured investment in vari-
ous undcrtakings as being of special significance.

Mr Brian Burke: No. I just answered tha t
question. I said the policy related to the sectors of
thc economy, not to the individual undertakings.

Mr LAURANCE: That is not the case under
this clause. It refers to business undertakings, and
the Premier is referring to sectors of the economy.

Mr MacKinnon: In the interpretation clause,
"business undertaking" includes any person,
company, trust or joint venture.

Mr Brian Burke: All it talks about is a policy in
respect of.

Mr LAURANCE: The member for Dale made
the point that when we had business undertakings
like brick works, it was necessary to have a separ-
ate Act of Parliament to cover it. I maintain that
this clause makes it possible for the Government
to say it would like the corporation to get involved
in brick works because it is an area of significance
to the State. It is a sector of the economy; it is a
business undertaking. The point the member for
Dale was making was that members of Parlia-
menit could wake up one morning and read that
the Government had bought a brick works with-
out there having been any reference to Parlia-
ment. The Government could go through North-
ern Mining-the Premier has made that point, It
could buy a transport company.

The corporation's activities will not have to
come back to the Parliament for approval. if
someone happened to be away from the Parlia-
ment for a few days and did not read any news-
papers in that time he would not know what
business the Government had entered into. I think
that was the point the member for Dale was mak-
ing.

The Government through the corporation could
commence a casi no ifr a casino was regarded as an
economic activity, and if it was not it could be
commenced as a tourism activity. Members could
read in tihe Press that the Government owned a
casino, which represents the sort of thing about
which we are concerned.

Mr Brian Burke: A casino is an illegal activity.
There has to be a Bill presented to the Parliament
for a casino to be permitted.

Mr Davies: They are battling for something to
say.

Mr LAURANCE: I could return to talk about
brick works. If the Government said casinos were
legal it would be possible for the Government to
involve itself in one without any reference to the
Parliament, as could the Government involve
itself in any form of business activity.

Mr RUSHTON: The activity that comes far
more clearly to mind is financial accountability.
What worries me about this legislation is that it
allows the Parliament to be bypassed in many of
the Government's activities. The Government is
the keeper of the purse-the economic manager
for the State. Outside the influence of the Parlia-
ment the Government could enter into all sorts of
activities which involve risk and the Government

5706



[Wednesday, 30 November 1983]170

would not have to account for those activities. I
want the Premier to give an explanation of that
point. It is a serious matter and I think he should
accept his responsibility of being accountable for
the assets and finances of the State.

Mr Brian Burke: What about the R & I Bank?
Mr RUSHTON: It has a special charter.
Mr Brian Burke: Should we chop out that

bank?
Mr RUSHTON: It has a special task. The cor-

poration will be all-embracing. It will be able to
do anything. I want the position clarified in re-
gard to the accountability of finances. When a
Government body does not have to account to the
Parliament it is a matter of serious concern to me.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 15: Managing director-
Mr PETER JONES: During the second read-

ing debate I questioned the appointment of the
managing director of the corporation. Does the
Premier have any idea about what will happen?
The corporation will be a body the size of the
Australia Bank in terms of its capitalisation to
start with. Why is it that a maximum term of live
years and a minimum term of three years is pro-
vided for the managing director? It does not seem
that term will attract a person with the com-
petence and skill required of such a person with-
out his receiving a large compensatory salary.

Mr RUSHTON: I have a question to the Prem-
ier relating to this provision. I am concerned
about what would happen to the staff of the cor-
poration if in three years the Government of the
day decided to disband the corporation. What
would be the position of the engagements and
contracts at that time? What would be the
liabilitiy for the State?

Mr PETER JONES: Will the Premier respond
to my question? Hec did not respond in reply to
the second reading debate. I only seek a comment
as to why consideration has not been given to this
appointment term of five years.

Mr Brian Burke: I have responded on every-
thing ad nauseam, and all that has done is to en-
courage the member for Dale.

Mr PETER JON ES: I am not the member for
Dale.

Mr Brian Burke: I have only a certain amount
of patience.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 16 put and passed.

Clause 17: Usc of staff and facilities of Depart-
ments and insiru mentalities-

Mr HASSELL: I seek from the Premier an ex-
planation of the reason for this clause. Once again
we see in this clause a significant variation be-
tween what the Premier has stated is the policy
direction of the Government-namely, that this
corporation should be an independent and com-
mercial operation-and this provision which pro-
vides for the corporation to make arrangements
with the Minister so that Public Service officers
can be brought across to the corporation. I would
have thought the corporation would need to go
out and compete for its staff like everyone else. Is
there any special reason?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition refers to proposed section 17(2) he
will see that the commercial operations are
hedged. This clause springs from the view that the
R & I Bank, the Treasury and other people who
put this legislation together have about the likely
size of the corporation for at least the next five or
seven years of its lifetime.

Proposed section 17(2) talks about guarantee-
ing that services are paid for, and in that way we
have a guarantee about the commercial nature of
the use of those services. I understand that is why
the clause and proposed section 17(2) were
framed and inserted. Provided those services are
paid for at going rates I do not see that any com-
mercial advantage would accrue.

The access was put - in because in the early
years of the R & I Bank, in particular, in
completing its predicted paths, or whatever such
things are called, the bank, firstly, did not have a
need for all of the appointments to be made and,
secondly, the scale of the operation was such that
access on a part-time or temporary basis to quali-
fied people sufficed to enable the work to be done.

Mr MacKINNON: I must repeat the point I
made during the second reading debate. It was al-
luded to by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
in respect of this clause it may well be that the
Government and the draftsman have attempted to
ensure that the corporation in using the services
of Government departments will operate on a
Commercial basis, but I point out to the Premier
and to other members of Parliament that the
State Government is the biggest business in West-
ern Australia. It has resources available to it that
no other business in this State has access to or the
ability to fund. By this legislation we will create a
business undertaking that has free access subject
to a fee being charged to information or services
among those resources.

Mr Brian Burke: it can't be free access if it is
subject to a fee.
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Mr MacKINNON: It is free access to all those
departments.

Mr Brian Burke: It is subject to a fee.
Mr MacKINNON: That is what I said. This

access is not available to any other corporation.
For example, if any other corporation wanted to
use the architectural division of the Public Service
it could not do so.

Mr Brian Burke: It is the Public Works De-
partment.

Mr MacKINNON: If someone wanted to get
some special expertise or wanted access to some
department of the State Government, whether it
be the computing division in the Treasury to use
its computers for some special reason, or any
other division, he would not be able to do so.

The WA development corporation will be able
to do so and I will repeat what I have said many
times this evening: The WA development
corporation will not be acting on a purely commer-
cial basis. Clause 17 is another example where it
will not be doing so.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 18 to 20 put and passed.

Clause 2 1: Capital of the Corporation-
Mr PETER JONES: Several parts of this

clause relate to the funding provisions so far as
the authorised capital is concerned; who is going
to he putting money in, and how will people get
in. Why is it, in such an important matter as in-
creasing all the authorised capital, there is no re-
course to Parliament? We have a situation where
the Government can, on the recommendation of a
Minister, double the size of this body. I thought
there should be a little more accountability in that
regard.

When we look at subclause (4) we note that
paragraph (a) states quite clearly the Treasurer
may appropriate money from Parliament. In
paragraph (b) provision is made for the R&l
Bank and the SGIO to contribute. They will be
participants initially in this corporation. Para-
graph (c) provides that any other corporation can
be a participant in the corporation.

When we look at subelause (4) we note that
when someone wishes to buy into the corporation
after some time the Treasurer will approve, by
some formula, the bodies or persons which may
enter the corporation.

However, having been approved. having gone
through all those hurdles, a person or company
will find he or it does not have any rights in the
direction or control of the board.

One of the points raised in relation to an earlier
clause and which relates to this clause was that
the relationship of the proposed body so far as
Federal and State company law is concerned is
not clear. Also, will it come under the require-
menits of the National Companies and Securities
Commission?

Some of the comments that were made by the
member for Murdoch in relation to satisfying the
requirements of the State companies law have
been acknowledged by the Premier because he
made it clear that it will comply with some things,
but it will not necessarily comply with others.
That was fairly vague. The entitlements of those
shareholders are not as clear as they should be.

This is an area in which I am not well versed:
therefore, I do not wish to comment on whether
clause 21 complies with the requirements of the
companies law and, more particularly, with the
national companies and securities commission. It
is suggested that maybe this area should be
looked at.

The Government made big play about people
being able to invest in the future of this State,
invest in growth and development, by buying
shares in this corporation. However, this clause
does not really offer much by way of assistance to
anyone who wishes to do that because the rights
and entitlements of individual persons would be
better-indeed the Premier referred to this fact in
his second reading speech-if such a person con-
sidered buying shares in listed public companies,

Mr Brian Burke: This is a very normal arrange-
ment.

Mr PETER JONES: Does the Premier think
that people in this State who have been promised
and told that they will be able to participate in
the future of this State, through this body, should
not be told that the only guaranteed return is for
the Government? The investor is not guaranteed a
return. How is the public funding to be offered?
Is there to be a float elsewhere?

Mr Brian Burke: Where is your reference?
Mr PETER JONES: Perhaps the Premier

might now say it is not going to offer bonds.
Mr Brian Burke: I have never said that we are

going to offer bonds.
Mr PETER JONES: If the Premier cares to

consult Hansard. he can have the reference. This
clause sets out the financial provisions and makes
it clear that it will be difficult for a person who
wishes to invest in this corporation. He would be
far better off to invest in unlisted public
companies so that he can go to their annual meet-
ings and express some comments about the way in
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which the company is being run. That does not
apply with this corporation;, a shareholder is ex-
cluded from that.

The Premier has nominated two bodies which
will have participation in the corporation; namely,
the SGIO and the R&l Bank. Will he indicate
what has been suggested as their equity partici-
pation and return?

The SGIO will certainly be seeking a return on
its investments and it will need a competitive re-
turn as will, undoubtedly, the R & I Bank. The
SGIO, with its obligations, must earn money on
its funds in order to discharge its other obli-
gations. It will be looking for a competitive rate of
investment, otherwise there is no point in
investing money. The same thing applies to pri-
vate investors.

Surely the Premier can indicate in this instance
the kind of incentive and approach that is pro-
posed in order to attract the private investor who
has been promised he can participate in this cor-
poration. Is it to be carried out by means of the
sale of bonds as was done by the Queensland
Government recently, or will it be effected
through the sale of securities and shares through
a stockbroker? What method is being used and
what incentive is being used to attract the private
investor.

Mr LAURANCE. I refer to clause 21(3)
which provides for 50 000 shares in the authorised
capital of the Corporation. The subclause states
that 50000 shares at $100 each shall be taken up
by the Treasury and these funds will come from
the State development fund.

An amount of £5 million is being provided
under this clause by the State development fund.
The funds wilt be provided by the Ashton Joint
Venture partners as part of the prepayment of
royalties which also saw the acquisition of the
Northern Mining Corporat ion-Fu nds of £42
million.

This Chamber has been advised that $1 million
of that £50 million has been set aside for a social
impact study in the east Kimberley region. In ad-
dition, funds are being made available for facili-
ties in the town of Kununurra. An amount of £5
million will be put into the Government vehicle
being established under this legislation.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Order! Will members on my left cease their pri-
vate conversations. The member for Gascoyne is
the only member I want to hear.

Mr LAURANCE: Last weekend I attended a
series of meetings in KununurTra and the people in
that town indicated they were disappointed that
the Government has decided to use funds in this

way-$SI million will be used for an impact study
and $2 million will be used for community facili-
ties. The facilities will be maintained by the local
authority.

Mr Brian Burke: The local authority asked for
a certain amount of money and has spent none of
its own on these facilities.

Mr LAURANCE: The total oF it was-
Mr Bryce: What are you talking about.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):

Order! The member For Gascoyne.
Mr LAURANCE: I was waiting for confir-

mation of a figure from the Premier. 1 indicated
that $42 million was used-

Mr Brian Burke: My recollection is that it is
something like $2 million. The local authority
asked for $2 million and the member for
Kimberley was there at the time. It received the
full amount.

Mr LAURANCE: The money will be used For
community facilities in the town of Kununurra. I
am not arguing about that. However, $5 million
was set aside-

Mr Brian Burke: None of the $2 million came
out of the $50 million. It was a separate nego-
tiation with the joint venturers.

Mr LAURANCE: I make the point that the
Government went to the project developers and
said that it wanted $50 million. The Government
has done well out of it.

Point of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member is simply
not talking to the clause. He is now referring to
the negotiations that the Government undertook
with the joint venturers which involved the pre-
payment of royalities of the amount of $50
million. It has nothing to do with clause 2 1.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Order! I accept that point of order and ask the
member for Gascoyne to direct his comments to
clause 21 of the Bill.

Committee Resumed

Mr LAURANCE-. I am referring not only to
clause 21 but also specifically to subclause (3)
which allows for the expenditure of £5 million
from the State development fund-this is funds
which have been made available through the ar-
rangement of the acquisition of Northern Mining,
the matter I was discussing a moment ago.

Many people in the east Kimberley believe that
those funds should have remained in the State de-
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velopment fund and should have been applied in
this way. They should be available for assistance
which will be necessary in the east Kimberley in
the near future. I refer to things such as infra-
structure requirements for the sugar industry. I
ask the Premier to reply on this matter.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not want me to reply
on these things.

Mr LAURANCE: The money could have been
spent locally. The point made to me in the week-
end was that these funds have been raised in this
area and will be spent elsewhere. Indications show
that the joint venture partners are responsible for
three local communities. A minimum amount of
$100000 will be spent on communities outside
Kununurra. The people in Kununurra and
Wyndham want to know whether the money will
be spent on the development of infrastructure for
the sugar industry.

Mr Brian Burke: Royalities raised in the
Pilbara are not spent in that area.

Mr LAURANCE: This was a unique once-up
deal.

Mr MacKinnon: To compensate for the devel-
opment that will be made.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government undertook
this deal in lieu of a town being built in that area.
The people in the community believe that the
funds should have been left in the State develop-
menit fund for the time when they are required.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you agree with the point
they make?

Mr LAURANCE: I would never have been in
the business of getting $50 million out of the
company in the first place.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you agree with them that
the money should be used as they suggest?

Mr LAURANCE: I am saying that they have a
strong point in having the money set aside to be
used in the area in lieu of a town which was not
built.

Mr Brian Burke: I asked whether you sup-
ported their point?

Mr LAURANCE: I do, because we are talking
about 10 per cent of $50 million. The amount of
542 million does not go back to the area, it goes to
Northern Mining, and 52 million will be used for
local facilities. Money will be spent on a social
impact study that may require more funds if the
study shows that more things should be done to
ease the impact. I wonder where those funds will
come from. They should have been set aside from
the expenditure on Northern Mining. The people
in the area want funds set aside for development
such as the Jabiru oil discovery. Wyndham is the

closest port even though the project is not in
Western Australian waters. Expenditure may be
required through a contract with developers
involved in that project to use Wyndham. Simi-
larly, there will be a requirement for capital
funding in that area for the sugar industry. I raise
the point that it may have been Car better for the
people and the State generally to apply those
funds in that area rather than in this corporation.

Mr BLAIKIE: I raise a question in relation to
clause 21(2). 1 raised this question during the sec-
ond reading debate when I asked the Premier to
give an indication of the role of the South-East
Asian marketing corporation and the way in
which this Bill would lead into that. Clause 21 (1)
reads as follows-

The authorized capital of the Corporation
shall be $30 000 000 divided into 300 000
shares of $100 each.

Subclause (2) reads-
The Governor may, on the recommen-

dation of the Treasurer, increase the
authorized capital of the Corporation by
order in council published in the Gazetrte.

It is on that point that I wish to make my com-
ments known to the Premier. I interpret that to
mean that the Government can, at any time, by
the stroke of an administrative pen at the whim of
the Government, increase the authorised capital
of the corporation. This area gives me much con-
cern. The Government is asking the Parliament to
approve a blank cheque.

Mr Brian Burke: What has that to do with the
South-East Asian marketing authority?

Mr BLAIKIE: I will expand on that further.
Clause 21(2) gives the Government of the day the
opportunity to increase the authorised capital on
an administrative decision. In the second reading
speech the Premier made an important comment,
as follows-

It is also envisaged that the Western Aus-
tralian development corporation will perform
an integral role in the planned joint venture
with the private sector in the establishment
and operation of the South-East Asian mar-
keting corporation.

He continued-
I will enlarge slightly on that point. The

South-East Asian marketing corporation rep-
resents another of our policy commitments
for which we were given a quite clear man-
date at the 1983 State election. The South-
East Asian marketing corporation was pre-
cisely defined in the policy document which
touched upon it and was speifically men-
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tioned in the policy speech I delivered prior
to the commencement of the electoral cam-
paign.

He stated further-

The South-East Asian marketing corpor-
ation is part of the jigsaw puzzle which has
as its centre piece the WA development cor-
poration.

Does this mean that we shall see the Government
becoming involved with new ventures through the
South-East Asian marketing corporation? Will
the producers of agricultural products and a
whole range of new industries be involved with the
Government as the principle marketer, either in
its own right or in conjunction with other people?
I query the reason that this Government needs
this blank cheque and ask the Premier to give
consideration to Parliament's-which surely
should be the body more appropriately deciding
from time to time on the arguments put forward
by the Government-having the responsibility to
authorise the capital of the corporation to be in-
creased. As the legislation currently stands, if and
when it is passed, the Government can turn
around tomorrow and increase the capital by
whatever figure it wishes. I look forward to the
Premier's reply.

Mr MacKINNON. I raise two issues in re-
lation to this clause dealing with the capital of the
corporation. The Premier has indicated that part
of the legitimacy in introducing this legislation
into the Parliament was that it had been pro-
mated at both the 1980 and the 1983 elections by
his party. We might favour the legislation or have
a slightly different attitude to the Bill, if, in fact,
it was introduced along those lines. I indicated
earlier, and I shall repeat for the benefit of the
Premier, exactly what his attitude was at that
time. I quote from the Australian Labor Party
State elect ion policy of 1983 as fol lows-

A State Labor Government will establish a
Western Australian Development Bank in a
joint venture arrangement with Western
Australian and other private sector interests.

He continued-
The Development Bank would have an in-

itial paid up capital of $40 million and will
be supported by a State Labor Government
taking a minority shareholding.

That was the platform he presented to the people
of Western Australia. He had a mandate to im-
plement that. However, the Premier has not lived
up to the promise he delivered to the people at
that time.

Secondly, I would like some elaboration of the
Premier's comments in The West Australian on
10 November. In the political notes, referring to
the Western Australian Development Corpor-
ation, he is quoted as follows-

It will be involved in joint venture arrange-
ments with the private sector and talks have
already been going on for same time with po-
tential participants, including international
bankers and financiers.

Much has been made of that point.
On 24 November, the day after the legislation

was introduced into the Parliament, I asked the
Premier a question. I asked whether it was the
Premier's intention that private companies or in-
dividuals would subscribe to shares in the Govern-
ment's proposed development corporation. In
reply the Premier said, "it is possible that this
will happen and the legislation permits it to hap-
pen". I further asked whether the Premier had
had any discussions with companies or individuals
in relation to this. The Premier replied that no
discussions had been held with anyone about the
possibility of people buying shares in the develop-
ment corporation.

I repeat my earlier comments that the Govern-
ment was committed to develop a corporation that
by and large was private sector dominated. In the
Premier's terms, that would involve the State
Labor Government "taking a minority
shareholding". Nothing the Premier has said in
this debate has convinced me that he has lived up
to that promise. This clause gives me every reason
to believe that the promise will not be kept for the
reasons previously outlined.

Clause put and passed.
Mr Blaikie: I rose.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett): In

my opinion the member for Vasse did not. The
previous member, the member for Murdoch,
spoke, and I looked when I called, I did not have
my eyes closed. It was after I had clearly put the
question that the member rose. I would therefore
like to move to the next part of the Bill.

Clause 22: Guarantee by Treasurer-
Mr HASSELL: I have a brief question: What

is the purpose of this clause? It is to permit the
Treasurer of the State to guarantee any liability
undertaken by the Western Australian develop-
ment corporation. It is followed by clause 23,
which allows the corporation itself to give guaran-
tees. I can appreciate the reason for the latter. If
the development corporation is to operate inde-
pendently of the State Government and as a com-
mercial organisation, it seems to me to be a very
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odd structure to build in the power for the
Treasurer to guarantee its liability. Doing so
would, of course, increase the moral pressure to
which the Premier himself referred earlier in the
event that the corporation became insolvent. The
Government would back liabilities irrespective of
how they might have been incurred.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The best explanation is
one which has reference to the R & I Bank. The
guarantee provided to the bank is much more
compelling than that we are talking of and I do
not think that guarantee goes to the destruction of
the commercial viability of the R & I Bank.

Mr Hassell: That is a banking operation.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is a banking operation,

but in many ways if one is talking about the possi-
bility of dollars lost, or the effect of guarantees
given, the nature of the operation is not as rel-
evant as it might be when considering the pur-
poses of the different bodies. One is still talking
on the one hand about the moral obligations of
the bank or of the WA development corporation.
One is still talking about the liability which may
result from the liquidation. It is relevant to in-
clude the ability of the Treasurer to guarantee,
although on a weaker basis than the basis
afforded to the R & I Bank, the functions of the
WA development corporation. The next clause
deals with the corporation's ability to provide
guarantees in its own right. As I say, the fact that
the Treasurer may guarantee payment of any
money or liability of the corporation is appropri-
ate. I do not see that there can be much objection
to the provision of that guarantee.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 23 put and passed.
Clause 24: Temporary investment of funds-
Mr RUSHTON: Once again I have a question

for the Premier. This clause opens up the situ-
ation relating to dealing with surplus funds for
investment, a power that the Treasury already
has. I am aware that the Port Hedland Port
Authority is required to deposit its surplus funds
with the Treasury, and the Treasury may then
invest them on the short-term money market.
That goes into the accumulated fund from which
the State has a benefit. I question why this cor-
poration should not be treated in the same way,
with the Treasury receiving the surplus funds for
investment. I can see the logic in a commercial
way, but what is the reason that such a power re-
main with this corporation only? Why should not
other orga nisations and instrumentalities which
have a certain autonomy be entitled to invest their
own funds?

Mr Brian Burke: Some do.

Mr RUSHTON: Treasury fights very hard to
keep them all in its clutches and it still has them
there.

Mr Brian Burke: It has not.
Mr RUSHTON: The Port Hediand Port Auth-

ority does not have the right to invest.
Mr Brian Burke: Lots of statutory authorities

do invest.
Mr RUSHTON: Name some of them if the

Premier wishes.
Mr Brian Burke: The Zoological Gardens, the

Royal Perth Hospital, the Princess Margaret
Hospital, and the State Energy Commission.

Mr RUSHTON: It seems inconsistent.

Mr Brian Burke: It sure is.
Mr RUSHTON: I have this opportunity to

highlight my point. I can see the commercial need
for these people to invest their surplus funds. This
gives me the opportunity to highlight the fact that
there is a lot of policy inconsistency with Govern-
ment instrumentalities.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 25: Accounts and audit-
Mr COURT: The first part of this clause ex-

plains the way in which accounting Financial
statements are to be prepared. It says they must
be prepared on a basis that the Treasurer may ap-
prove. If the Government were going to keep this
corporation in line with normal commercial prac-
tice, why can it not state that accounts and audit
must be kept in accordance with the generally ac-
cepted accounting principles of a corporation?

In subclause (3) it says the board shall appoint
a person approved by the Treasurer to be auditor
of the corporation. That means that it can appoint
auditors from the private sector instead of using
the Auditor General. Would it be the intention of
the Premier to use an auditor from the private
sector?

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, it would be. and that is
why that part of the clause is framed in that way.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 26 to 30 put and passed.
Schedule-
Mr COURT: I will be very brief. In clause I of

the schedule the term for which the managing di-
rector is to be elected is laid down, and it is a
term of five years. That is a ridiculously long
term. That is a longer term than would be en-
countered in any of the companies of which I
know. As another member said, another Govern-
ment might want to disband the organisation.

Schedule put and passed.
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Title put and passed.
Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier)

15. 10 am.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) [5.11 a-rn.]: I shall speak very
briefly basically to make-

Mr Carr: You all want to speak briefly and you
speak for about half an hour!

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I shall use all my 45 minutes if

members like.
Mr Brian Burke: We will not get on with the

Estimates then!
Mr HASSELL: If the Premier intends to go on

with the Estimates I may as well speak for 45
minutes. It is only the incentive that we will finish
that will make mc be brief.

I have some serious points to make about the
Bill. The first one is that the debate on the Bill
has demonstrated clearly that serious issues were
to be raised appropriately in the course of debate
in Parliament. The Government claims that this
Bill is a significant part of its legislative pro-
gramme and of the implementation of its policy.
Yet the Government has sought to deal with the
Bill very quickly and without allowing time for a
full public debate on the matter. The Premier and
his colleagues used to complain about this matter
very frequently, often without justification, when
they were in Opposition, but there is certainly
justification for our complaint in this case. The
Premier and his more experienced colleagues
know full well that a public debate on an issue
does not develop overnight. It takes time for or-
ganisations. institutions, businesses, and individ-
uals to consider the provisions of a complex I.ece
of legislation such as this, the longer term impli-
cations of it, and the impact it is likely to have on
the people concerned. However, we have had
barely enough time to consider the legislation.

In the course of the debate last night and this
morning we have had the revelation by the Prem-
ier for the first time of a very important factor
which is significant in the whole context of the
Australian financial system. That revelation was
that the Australian Loan Council is likely to
exempt under rules which have basically been
agreed, the WA development corporation from
the limitations of borrowing which apply to all

State Governments and local governments in Aus-
tralia. That fact in itself is so significant to the
future of this corporation that it should have been
covered in the second reading speech and should
have been the subject of some public discussion
before debate commenced.

The members of the Opposition who have
spoken on behalf of it in relation to the Bill have
raised on its behalf and accurately their fears and
the Opposition's fears as to the potential of the
impact of this legislation on private business oper-
ations in this State; that is, the private sector.
They have raised the issue of socialism which is a
real issue in relation to the Bill.

Mr Brian Burke: Not in our view.
Mr HASSELL: Yes, but other people have

other views and they are entitled to them.
Mr Brian Burke: In that case it is a real issue in

your view. It is not a real issue period.
Mr HASSELL: The Premier may think he is

omnnipotent-
Mr Brian Burke: No, I don't. I am just right on

this occasion.
Mr HASSELL: -and because he says a thing

is not an issue, it is not, when in fact it is an issue.
Mr Brian Burke: And because you say a thing

is an issue does not mean that it is.
Mr HASSELL: Issues arise because there is a

disagreement between people.
Mr Brian Burke: They arise because you seem

to think something is an issue.
Mr HASSELL: It is not just the people sitting

on this side of the House who believe it is an
issue. There are plenty of people out in the com-
munity who believe it is an issue and if the
Government had allowed adequate time for the
Bill to be debated in the public arena that concern
on the part of many people in the community
would have emerged more clearly. Without doubt
that concern will emerge as time goes by.

Mr Brian Burke: We have been publicising a
corporation such as this for months.

Mr HASSELL: I have heard the Premier make
that remark several times tonight. The Bill has
only been available for a short time and it is the
Bill that counts. Several of the Government's poli-
cies, including this Bill, do not relate to each other
precisely. They are different and until the Bill is
revealed there cannot really be a discussion of the
issues.

Mr Brian Burke: Of course there can.
Mr HASSELL: There cannot really be a

proper discussion which covers the various points
involved. It might have been said that, in the ab-
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sence of Loan Council exemption, this corporation
would be economically insignificant in the context
of the economy of Western Australia. It would re-
main politically significant, but it might have
been said that it would be economically insignifi-
cant.

The revelation by the Premier that the corpor-
ation is to be exempted from the rules of the Aus-
tralian Loan Council indicates that it has the po-
tential to be enormously significant economically
and that is one of the most important things
which has come out of the debate. Undoubtedly it
is something that the public have not heard about
before, but they should have heard about it and
they should have been given an opportunity to
consider the matter.

We are in sharp disagreement with the Govern-
ment over some of the provisions in the Bill,
although, as the member for Narrogin indicated,
certain functions are included in the Bill with
which we have no argument. However, the
Government has given no indication that it is pre-
pared to confine the Bill to the legitimate
functions on which there is common agreement,
therefore, we must oppose it. At the same time we
maintain our position that a Bill of this nature
should not have been brought on for debate late at
night, debated through the night, and after such a
short period in which not only us, but also the
public would have an opportunity to consider it.

MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) [5.18 a.m.]: It
is unfortunate that in the course of this debate the
Premier has not seen fit to defend his legislation.
HeI has referred to the very good relationship his
Government has with the business sector. At the
same time, he did not discuss this legislation with
the business sector in the way in which other Bills
establishing bodies such as the Small Business
Dcvelopment Corporation were circulated. There
was no need for this Bill to have been circulated
as widely as that, but at least some consultation
with the private sector might have resolved some
of its concerns and the concerns which have
prompted a call for a deferral of the Bill. I
referred to the major reasons for that deferral
earlier.

The Premier has not seen fit to defend his legis-
lation in the face of the comments made by the
private sector. More particularly, we have not yet
had any real acknowledgment of the fact that
whereas the Opposition has acknowledged a need
for a body, an appropriate and suitable body, a
Government instrumentality to provide many of
the services that will be available through this
corporation, this particular body goes too far.

Indeed, the body that we would envisage is not
the one formed in this Bill. This is not a body that
will assist and facilitate industry and provide all
sorts of support services and financial assistance.
This body will be a participant. Not only will it be
assisting and acting as a holding company for
Government ownership in various activities, but it
will also act as a vehicle by which the Govern-
ment could be a participant in a whole range of
activities.

Mr Brian Burke: You have never proposed a
body.

Mr PETER JONES: I am not questioning that.
I am saying that we are accepting now the fact
that a role exists for such a body. The fact that
the previous Government was providing financial
assistance from various quarters, either directly
through Treasury or the Department of Industrial
Development, does not mean that we do not ac-
cept that it is desirable to encompass that service
in one body. We are not shutting our eyes to the
fact that there is a role to be played by a statutory
body. We have made that clear.

Mr Brian Burke: When?

Mr PETER JONES: The other point not ad-
equately answered, I assume because the Premier
is not conversant with the situation, is the way in
which clause 21 will operate; that is, how the
Government will seek to attract money. One of
the methods suggested was by the sale of bonds.
The Premier questioned that. Either the Govern-
ment does not know or has yet to work it out. But
at least we thought the public would be advised of
the method they could follow to apply to partici-
pate in the corporation, which was offered to
them on the basis of the opportunity it would
bring to people of this State.

I do not know whether the Premier intends to
go ahead with his Western Australian develop-
ment bonds. Recently Queensland offered bonds
in its development fund. This might be a good
way. Will people be able simply to walk off the
street into the offices of the corporation and be
able to put down S10O, plus whatever the pre-
mium is to be for each share, and so participate in
that way? We could at least have been told what
was in the mind of the Government. We could at
least have been told what was likely to be the ex-
pected return and the competitive rate that would
be offered in an attempt to attract investors.
Nothing was put forward, probably because the
Government as a whole does not know the way
the corporation will be financially operated.

On the basis that this is a body that does not fit
with the Opposition's idea of a body to support,
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facilitate and promote business in this State, we
oppose the Bill.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [5.24
am.]: We are not surprised with the Opposition's
opposition, because although we have clearly had
a public commitment restated tonight by the
member for Murdoch about the establishment of
a Western Australian development corporation or
bank, I know the Opposition holds only very
loosely to the notion that regardless of the period
of time for which we have had a public commit-
ment, we should be accorded a mandate to honour
that commitment.

Mr MacKinnon: On a clearly different basis.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member quoted the

basis and it was not much different at all. I know
he would quote it in as jaundiced a fashion as he
was capable of doing.

Mr MacKinnon: I quoted your words.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Then I am pleased to say
that the basis was not very much off-perhaps a
$10 million difference in the capital, and that is
as far as I can see the difference. But the member
is not wont to quote things as accurately as some
people might.

Mr MacKinnon: When have I quoted some-
thing inaccurately?

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only does he quote

things inaccurately, but he also tends to shout.
The Government believes that one Of the reasons
we have not seen a storm of public controversy,
which the member for Narrogin with Sir Charles
Court's assistance has tried to stir up, is that
people accept the commitments we have made.

Mr Peter Jones: Do you have some knowledge
that that is so?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The reason there has
been no controversy is that our commitment has
been publicised and accepted for a long time. On
that basis, the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry and the Perth Chamber of Com-
merce, in their strong opposition to the Bill-they
were not opposed to the Bill, but they called for a
delay on the debate of the Bill-issued a state-
ment which I think occasioned some coverage on
page 30 or 40 of the newspaper. I do not under-
stand there to have been any strong campaign for
a delay.

I suppose it will always be the case that Oppo-
sitions will claim they have had insufficient time
to study legislation, but we recall that when mem-
bers opposite introduced a 160 page Bill dealing
with the Ashton diamond mining agreement, we
were told five days was long enough. But when we

say eight days is enough for this Bill, they say it is
not enough. I suppose that is just politics.

Mr Court: Are you proud of this move into the
business sector?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member keeps say-
ing it is a move into the business sector, or he
calls it socialism.

Mr Court: That is what it is.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is nonsense. I sup-

pose the member could call it socialism and I
could call it fig jam. I do not think members op-
posite would recognise the truth if it were dressed
in red and white and hit them in the face with a
custard pie.

Mr Barnett: They are just capitalists.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is an inordinate

amount of truth in the member for Rockingham's
interjection.

I bad not wanted to refer to it, but the member
for Murdoch has been sending out letters saying
that the Opposition has tried its best but has not
received recognition for its efforts and that it
must do a little better. What sticks in the craw of
the Opposition is that suddenly the business corn-
munity is finding it is capable of getting decisions
quickly from a Labor Government, that a Labor
Government is capable of dealing with the
business community on a frank and fair basis,
that it is capable of making changes to a system
that was layer upon layer after nine years of Lib-
eral Government, and that is why members op-
posite got kicked out.

Mr Clarko: We didn't get kicked out at all.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: He sounds like Billy

Snedden.
Mr Burkett: That is why we have the white

motor cars and you have the black motorbikes.
Mr Clarko: It was the economy.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case I really think

that is the central problem. I am not trying to pa-
tronise or lecture the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition; I am saying we are making a deliberate at-
tempt to assure business that prosperity under a
Labor Government is not just possible, but is
probable.

Mr Clarko: You have told us that about eight
times over the last three or four days.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It can stand repeating.
Mr Clarko: Even radishes repeat.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is probably the

reason members opposite were kicked out-bad
jokes.

Mr Clarko: No, the world economy.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Oh, the world economy
again.

Mr Pearce: He not only lost a car, but a lift as
well.

Mr Clarko: Would you like to get a lift?
Government members interjected.
Mr Clarko: There are all sorts of ways to get a

lift. You can get a lift from listening to your
leader.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This legislation honours
our undertakings and commitments and is gener-
ally approved by the public. We refute entirely
the exaggerated and Finely drawn claims by the
Opposition that the Bill represents a spiralling
socialist menace that will nationalise people's
homes, cars, bank accounts, and perhaps children.

Mr MacKinnon: Nobody said that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Well, members opposite

said everything else. We will not nationalise any-
thing: we will not socialise anything. We will put

in place a comprehensive set of assistance that
will see Western Australian companies able to
compete on an equal footing with outside
companies in the quest to develop this State and
to gain prosperity for every family who can call
themselves proudly Western Australians.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: SPECIAL
MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the

House) [5.32 a.mn.): I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
2.15 p.m. today (Thursday).

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at S.33 a.nm. (Thursday).
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QUJESTIONS ON NOTICE

STATE FINANCE

Budget: Miscellaneous Services

2286. Mr MacKINNON.to the Premier:
(1) Referring to question 2139 of 22

November 1983, could he detail in
which areas and for what functions the
82 positions listed under his ministerial
areas of responsibility apply'?

(2) When will these positions be filled'?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1)
Area

Government Stores

Public Service Board

Land information Service
Centre
Parliament House

Superannuation Board
Premier and Cabinet
(Tourism)

Premier and Cabinet
(Women's Interests)

Premier and Cabinet

No. oi
PosItions

function

(4) Catalogue development for
State supplies management
system

(3) Corporate planning
(21 Develop personnel infor-

mation management systems
(1) Develop aIctivities within the

communications and office
technology committee

ill Assistance in development of
community support service

(45) Annual intake of cadetships,
traineeships and corporate as-
sistants.

(21 Review and summation of
systems of Government com-
puting

(2) Research work.

(3) Reinforcement of HaLnsard re-
pert ing

(1) Switchboard duties.
(6) Establishment ni America's

Cup projects and promotion
of tourism in general.

(1) Provide advice and rec-
ommendat ions concerning
Government policies affecting
women.

(1t) Extension of staff to asis in
the increased workloiad of the
Department of Premier and
Cabinet.
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(2) It is anticipated that most of the pos-
itions will be filled during January-
February 1984.

TECHNOLOGY

Technological Services: Charges

2290. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
lEconom ic lDevelopmient and Technology:

For the information of members, could
he please nominate the Government-
owned corporations or entities in the
United States of Ameriea. Switzerland.
Japan. and United Kingdom (countries

he mentioned in his second reading
speech) which render technological ser-
vices for charges as the planned Western
Australian technological development
authority is proposed to do'!

Mr BRYCE replied:
The member may have misunderstood
the intent of the clause referred to in the
Technology Development Bill. Statu tory
provisions providing authority to level
charges and fees are common to most
Government agencies.

HEALTH: TOBACCO

Adveritising: Referendum

2299. Mr STEPHENS, to the Premier:
Will the Government give consideration
to holding a referendum on the subject
of advertising and promotion of tobacco
and tobacco products at the same time
as the referendum on daylight saving'?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
No.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Redundancies

2315. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) In considering the Westrail corporate

plan and its personnel reduction options,
what consideration is being given to
greater Westrail involvement in road
transport?

(2) In what geographic areas would in-
creased road transport involvelnent by
Westrail be considered?

(3) What timing is being considered for any
increased road transport involvement by
West rail!P

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The extent or Westrail's direct

involvement in road transport is under
consideration as -are other policy aspects
of Wesrail\ scope of operations.

(2) In geographic areas where-

rail costs exceed road costs-rates:
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service quality of road operation ex-
ceeds service quality of rail
tra nsport: and
use of the road mode to supplement
a rail haul task.

(3) There has not been any detailed con-
sidecration about the timing for any poss-
ible increased road transport
involvement.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Corporate P/an Options: Housing

2316. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:

In considering the personnel reductions
associated with the Westrail corporate
plan. what consideration has been, or is
being, given to-
(a) Wesirail housing currently occupied

but which would become surplus;
(b) the use of vacant Westrail houses

by employees now occupying State
Housing Commission welfare hotus-
ing:

(c) the sale of Westrail housing now
being leased to other Government
or private persons:

(d) the existing maintenance require-
menits on Westrail houses which is
long overdue in some arc-as'!

Mr GRILL replied:
(a) Westrail houses which become surplus

to requirements will be available for
lease on an "as is" basis to the private
see ior.

(b) Westrail employees occupying State
IHousing Commission houses may apply
for vacant Westrail houses.

(c) Wcstrail's practice is to lease surplus
houses in preference to sale.

(d) Westrail houses reiained for employees
will be maintained to Government Em-
ployees' Housing Authority standards.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff., Metropolitan Area

2317. Mr PlETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) is it fact Westrail will be seeking 76

railway guards for the metropolitan

area, together with five in the south-west
and five in the eastern districts?

(2) Is it fact that from some 40 Australian
Railways Union personnel in Narrogin,
reduction is proposed to-

(a) one porter;
(b) one teleprinter operator;
(c) three signalmen:
(d) one car driver:
(e) Five shunters'!

(3) Is it fact 60 locomotive staff in Narrogin
will be reduced to approximately 20?

(4) If any of (1) to (3) are incorrect, what is
the correct situation?

(5) What timing is involved in the above
reductions?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) No. The reference to 76 guards plus five

guards in both the eastern and south-
west districts refers to the cadre of
guards required in 1990. when it is
planned that only metropolitan and
country passenger services will be
manned by guards. Under these plans
there will be no guards on any other
trains.

(2) (a) to (e) For Australian Railways
Union employees in the operations area,
in general terms, subject to future
planning, the information in (a) to (d) is
essentially correct.

(3) Yes. The number will be reduced to ai:-
proximately 20 dependent on future
planning.

(4) Clarification is provided in the answers
to questions (1) to (3).

(5) In the first instance as personnel at
Narrogin either leave Westrail or apply
for positions elsewhere they will not be
replaced. It is envisaged that during
1984 when more definite indications of
future haulage tasks are known, the
people concerned will be advised about
re-deployment opportunities.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff? Redundancies

2318. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Adverting to his answer to question

2195 of 1983, what is considered
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".appropriate- as referred to in part (2)
of his answer'?

(2) Is it considered that transfers and relo-
cations will be utilised as a means of
reducing Westrail numbers, as personnel
niay choose to leave the service rather
than transfer?

(3) Where Westrail personnel choose to re-
sign rather than accept transfer and re-
location. what financial payment for-
mulai will be applied?

(4) In country centres where Westrail per-
sonnel have purchased their own homes.
is ainy consideration or protection being
offered thcse persons against relocation
or transfer?

M rG6R ILL replied:
(1) Provision is made in all Westrail em-

ployees' awards for transfer expenses. In
the special case of people affected by the
deregulation of general freight traffic
and the formation of the joint venture
company Westrail developed a special
package which included costs incurred
in the movement of furniture plus $250
for wear and tear and depreciation of
furniture, reasonable additional out of
pocket expenses. payment of legal and
other costs associated with the sale and
purchase of houses in a depressed mnar-
ket . accommodation costs where no
houses are available, time off on pay to
seek acconmmodation and other relevant
imaticers.

A suitable package for people affected
by future planning will be developed for
discussion with the respective unions
which represent the affected people.

(2) No. It is not intended to use the threat
of transfer as a means of reducing
\Vest rail staff numbers. As indicated in
(1). it is intended to make the transfer
opt ion ats attractive ats possible.

(3) No payment. other than that applicable
in at normal resignation situation, will be
made uniless an employee qualifies for
participation in a voluntary severance
scheme.

(4) Answered by (I) above.

2319 to 2323. These questions were post poned.

TECHNOLOGY
Westintech Innovation Corporation Ltd.: Equity

Purchase
2324. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for

Economic Development and Technology:
(1) Adverting to his answer to question

2-)126 of 1983, and his Press release of 21
November 1983, when was an approach
made to the Government to purchase an
equity holding in Westintech?

(2)

(3)

By whom was the approach made'?
Who are the other subscribers and/or
participants in the company?

(4) Who are the interim directors Of
Westintech?!

(5) What is the relationship between the
company, its interim directors and the
Western Australian Institute of Tech-
nology?

(6) What is the future of the company, and
the taxpayers' investment, if it fails to be
awarded a licence by Federal Govern-
ment as referred to in part (3) of
question 2125 of 1983?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The Government has been considering

this initiative for some months.

(2) The interim Chairman of Westintech
Innovation Corporation Ltd.

(3) This information is considered confiden-
tial until formal agreement has been
reached with the parties.

(4) Sir Laurance Brodie-H-all
Mr Harold Clough
Dr McCall
Mr Stuart Morgan
Dr Graham Melrose
Mr Anthony Templeman
Mr Peter Unsworth

(5) The Western Australian Institute of
Technology, along with the two
universities, has been invited to join the
corporation.

(6) Provision has been made for this eventu-
ality. The member may wish to seek this
information from the corporation.

CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Road Verge Conservation Committee
2325. Mr THOMPSON. to the Minister for the

Environment:
(1) With respect to the road verge conser-

vation committee, on how many oc-
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casions has the committee met since
Novemnbcr 1974?

(2) On what date did it last meet?

(3) During the five years proceeding its last
meeting, what has been the average
number of times that it has mct?

(4) Prior to 1983, on what date did the corn-
minice last report to the responsible
Minister on its activities?

(5) (at) has the committee ever made a re-
port on its activities to the
Envionmental Protection Authority,
Conservation and Environment
Council. Department of Conser-
vation and Environment;

(b) if so. on what dates'?
(6) On wvhat projects is the committee

currently working'?

(7) On how many occasions has the
Esperance subcommittee met during
each of the years from 1975 to 1982 in-
clusive?

(8) When did a member of the road verge
conscrvation committee last attend a
meeting of the Esperance subeom-
m1it tee?!

(9) Who are the current members of the
Esperance subcommittee?

(10) What recommendations has the
Esperance subcommittee made regard-
ing problems associated with verges on
wide road reserves, and to what extent
have these been implemented'?

I ) On how many occasions has the road
verge subcommittee met during each of
the years from 1975 to 1982 inclusive'?

(12) Who are the members of the road verge
subcommittee?

(13) What recommendat ions hats the road
verge subcommittee made regarding the
selection of roadside flora areas, and to
what extent has each of these been im-
plemnented?

(14) When was the technical subcommittee
formed and what function does it per-
form'?

(I5) Who are the members of the technical
subcommittee?

(16) (a) On what projects has the technical
subcommittee worked;

(b) What recommendations has it
made: and

(c) to what extent have each of these
been implemented?

(17) Does the "special research team of cx-
perts'. formed in 1972, still operate
and assist the road verge flora com-
mittee'?

(18) Since 1972-

(a) what research was undertaken by
the special research team;

(b) where have its conclusions been
published: and

(c) to what extent have its
recommendations been imple-
mented?

(19) (a) What other subcommittees and an-
cillary groups, consultants, etc.,
have been formed or engaged dur-
ing the past 12 years; and

(b) what recommendations have they
made?

(20) (a) What policies has the road verge
conservation committee formulated
since 1970;

(b) what action has been taken con-
cerning each of them; and

(c) what effect have these policies had?

(21) (a) Has the committee issued a circular
to local authorities encouraging
their participation in tree planting
schemes, or any other topic;

(b) if so, what were the topics and
dates'?

(22) (a) What progress has been made con-
cerning the implementation of the
11 recommendations made by the
road verge conservation committee
in 1970;

(b) with regard to each of them what
action is currently continuing?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) to (22) The re~sponsibility for the road
verge conservation committee prior to
1983 lay with the Forests Department
and now rests with the Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife. I shall direct the
question to the latter department and re-
quest a full answer be forwarded to the
member in writing.
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MEAT: LAMB

Marketing Board: Inspectors
2326, Mr OLD. to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) How many inspectors are currently em-
ployed by the Western Australian Lamb
Marketing Board to police eases of il-
legal slaughter or lambs'?

(2) Is it the board's intention to increase this
number?

(3) IP',Yes" to (2), by how many?!
Mr EVANS replied:
(1) 8.
(2) No.
(3) Seec(2).

TRANSPORT: BUSES
School: Penalties

2327. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Education:
In view of the penalties enunciated in
the draft application for school bus con-
tracts, wherein a contractor is liable to
penalty if he overestimates running
costs, how would this affect the operator
should he budget for a major mechan-
ical overhaul on his bus, the necessity
for which does not occur during the
period in question?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The draft cost statement includes a
clause stating if ". .. it is found that a
contractor has intentionally provided
false or misleading data, the Education
Department reserves the right to recover
any overpayments which may have oc-
curred,."
The intention of this clause, which was
discussed with and agreed to by the WA
Road Transport Association, is to warn
against the intentional provision of false
information. The repairs and mainten-
ance section of the cost statement would
be expected to reflect minor and major
maintenance expenses anticipated dur-
ing the five year period of the
renegotiated contract.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Cultural Affairs

2328. Mr MENSAROS to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Library Board of Western Aus-

tralia:

(b) National Trust:

(c) Perth Theatre Trust;

(d) Western Australian Art Gallery
Board:

(e) Western Australian Arts Council:

(f) Western Australian Museum.

caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty'?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (f) It is not possible to estimate the

full yearly cost to these bodies.

This will depend on-

(i) whether they will be determined by
the Commissioner of State
Taxation to be eligible to operate
an exempt account:

(ii) the nature of their transactions with
financial institutions:

(iii) the amount deposited with financial
institutions;

(iv) the amount, if any, involved in
short-term dealings: and

(v) the degree to which the duty is
passed on by the financial
institutions with which they
transact their business.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Rural and Industries
Bank of Western Australia

2329. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the Rural and industries
Bank caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
It is not possible to estimate the full
yea rly cost. This willI depend on-

(I) the level of their future dutiable re-
ceipts: and

(ii) the level of their short-term money
market dealings,
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STATE FINANCE

Financial Inst itutions Duty: Rcntnesr Island
Board

2330. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Tourism:

What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the Roitnest Island Board
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Inst ituuions Duty: Industrial Lands De-
velopment Authority and Western Australian

Overseas Projects Authority

2331. Mr MENSAROS. to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly east to the-
(a) Industrial Land Development Auth-

ority;
(b) Western Australian Overseas Proj-

ect Authority,
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Public Trustee and
State Government Insurance Office

2332. Mr MENSAROS. to theTreasurer:
Whatt is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Public rrustee:
(b) Stal(e Government Insurance

Office,
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) Refer to answer to question 2329,
(b) The State Government Insurance Office

will not pay the duly directly but the
duty is likely to be passed on to the
office by its banker. However, it is not
possible to estimate the duty paid be-
cause this will depend on the amount de-
posited to accounts and the level of their
short-term money market investments.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Country Water
Authorities

2333. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Benger drainage board;
(b) Bunbury water board:
(c) Busselton water board;
(d) Harvey water board,
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (d) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: National Safety
Council of WA Inc. and Western Australian Fire

Brigades Board

2334. Mr MENSAROS. to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated Cull
yearly cost to the-

(a) National Safety Council;
(b) Western Australian Fire Brigades

Boa rd,
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) and (b) Refer to answer to question

2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Cemetery Boards

2335. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:

Could he please list the cemetery boards
under his portfolio and set out next to
each the estimated full yearly cost
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty'?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty:- Environmental
Authorities

2336. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Environmental Protection Auth-

ority;
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(b) Lesehenault Inlet Management
Authority;

(c) National Parks Authority:
(d) Peel Inlet Management Authority:
(e) Swan River Management Auth-

ority:
(f) Waterways Commission.
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (f) Refer to answer to question
2328.

STATE FINANCE
Financial Institutions Duty:

Agriculture Protection Board
2337. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:

Whatt is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the Agriculture Protection
Board caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Educational
Institutions

2338. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Country High Schools Hostels

Authority:
(b) Murdoch University;
(c) University of Western Australia,
(d) Western Australian Institute of

Technology:
(c) Western Australian Post Secondary

Education Commission: and

(0) Western Australian College of Ad-
vanced Education,

caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (f) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Hospitals
2339. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:

Could he please list the hospital boards
under his portfolio and set out next to

each the estimated full yearly cost
caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
If a hospital is carried on by an associ-
ation or body otherwise than for pur-
poses of profit or gain to the individual
members of that association or other
body, it would be a charitable institution
and the normal duty paid to financial
institutions would be limited to £20 per
annum because a refund would be
available on the excess.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Alcohol and Drug
Authority

2340. Mr MENSAROS,to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the Western Australian
Alcohol and Drug Authority caused by
the introduction of the financial
institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE
Financial Institutions Duty: Bush Fires Board,

Kings Park Board, and Zoological Gardens Board

2341. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Bush Fires Board:.
(b) Kings Park Board:
(c) Zoological Gardens Board,
caused by the incroduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (c) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Licensing Court,
Lotteries Commission, and TotalIisa tor Agency

Board
2342. Mr M ENSAROS, to the Treasurer:

What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Licensing Court;
(b) Lotteries Commission;,
(c) Totalisator Agency Board,
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caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (c) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Port Authorities and
Transport Authorities

2343. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-

(a) Albany Port Authority;

(b) Bunbury Port Authority;

(c) Esperance Port Authority;

(d) Fremnantle Port Authority;,

(e) Geraldton Port Authority;

(f) Port Hedland Port Authority;

(g) Metropolitan Transport Trust;

(h) Western Australian Government
Railways Commission;

(i) Transport Commission; and

(j) Western Australian Coastal Ship-
ping Commission,

caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to U) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Housing Authorities

2344. Mr MENSAROS.to the Treasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-

(at) Government Employees' Housing
Authority;

(b) Industrial and Commercial Em-
ployees' Housing Authority;

(c) Rural Housing Authority; and

(d) State Housing Commission,

caused by the introduction of the
financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) to (d) Refer to answer to question 2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty:- State Energy Com-
mission and State Energy Research Institute of

Western Australia
2345. Mr MENSAROS. to the Treasurer:

What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) State Energy Research Institute of

Western Australia; and
(b) State Energy Commission Of West-

ern Australia,
caused by the introduction of the
Financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) and (b) Refer to answer to question
2328.

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Perth Mint and
Western Australian Mining and Petroleum Re-

search Institute

2346. Mr MENSAROS. to theTreasurer:
What is going to be the estimated full
yearly cost to the-
(a) Western Australian Mining and

Petroleum Research Institute; anid
(b) Perth Mint,
caused by the introduction of the
Financial institutions duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) and (b) Refer to answer to question

2328.

SUGAR INDUSTRY

Ord River: Government Support

2347. Mr LAURANCE, to the Premier:
(1) Does his Government still support the

establishment of a sugar industry on the
Ord if such an industry is shown to be
economically viable?

(2) When will the Government be in a pos-
ition to say that a sugar industry on the
Ord would be viable or not?

(3) As ultimate viability may depend to a
large extent on Government funds being
available for infrastructure costs, is the
Government committed to provide funds
for this purpose'?
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(4) Is his Government prepared to do every-
thing in its power to have the Federal
Government approve an export licence
for the export of sugar grown on the
Ord?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The Governmtent has not changed its

views that it supports the Ord sugar in-
dustry if it is shown to be agriculturally
and economically viable.

(2) When the consortium's report has been
received and analysed and discussions
held with the consortium and Ord
farmers and other relevant organis-
at ions,

(3) This is dependent upon the outcome of
results of (2).

(4) Yes, if the industry is agriculturally and
economically viable and dependent upon
sugar exports.

SUGAR INDUSTRY

Ord River., Imiplementation Study

2348. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Is the delay that has been experienced

with the finalization of the sugar consor-
tium's implementation study been due to
the fact that the results of a water table
study have not been available?

(2) If so, why has the delay with the
completion of the water table report oc-
eu rred?

(3) Has the water table report been com-
pleted'?

(4)
(5)

If so, when was it completed?

When is it anticipated that the water
table report will be presented to the con-
sortium partners'!

(6) Will the water table report be made
available to existing Ord River farmers?

(7') If not. why not?

Mr EVANS replied:
(I) Yes.

(2) The investigations are detailed and were
carried out at short notice. It has taken
this time to collect, collate and interpret
the data.

(3) and (4) All reports are not quite com-
plete and the conclusions are being pre-
pared.

(5) By 31 December 1983.

(6) and (7) Interpretation of the reports will
be publicly available together with the
scientific data.

WATER RESOURCES: IRRIGATION

Ord River Scheme: Ord Project Co-ordinating
Committee

2349. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

When will the Ord project co-ordinating
committee next meet in Kununurra?

Mr EVANS replied:
Date not fixed. It will be end of March
to early April 1984.

FISHERIES: TWO ROCKS MARINA

Agreement: Documentary Error

2350. Mr CRANE, to the Premier:
(1) Has he received my letter for his per-

sonal attention dated 5 October 1983,
drawing attention to the incorrect depic-
tion of the natural mooring basin on
map I of the Two Rocks yacht harbour
agreement?

(2) lC'Wes", will he accept my invitation to
visit the area with me and see for him-
self, as did a previous Minister (Hon. P.
V. Jones, MLA) and confirm that my
claims have been proved to be correct?!

(3) If he is unable to find the time to visit
the area will he accept the evidence
given in Parliament and supported by an
aerial photograph of the fishing fleet at
anchor in November 1972, in the natu-
ral mooring basin adjacent to the jetty
and instruct officers of the Public Works
Department from whichever department
is responsible -to stop this procrasti-
nation, to get on with their
responsibilities and correct the error on
all the necessary documents, including
charts of the area and map I of the Two
Rocks yacht harbour agreement?

(4) If not, why not?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) Yes.

(2) A meeting of interested parties is being
arranged to consider ibis matter and the
member will be invited to participate in
those discussions. Such a meeting will
indicate what action needs to be taken to
resolve this matter.

(3) and (4) See answer to (2).

TRANSPORT BUSES

School: Discussions

2351. Mr CRANE, to the Minister for Edu-
cat ion:

Can he advise if he has had further dis-
cussions on the school bus contract mat-
ter with the Western Australian Road
Transport Association, and if so, what is
the position regarding, this matter at this
time.?

Mr PEARCE replied:
Yes, further discussions were held today
and an announcement regarding the
school bus tendering system will be
made shortly.

LOCA L GOV ERN MENT: MAN D URA H
SHIRE COUNCIL

Canal Development: Referendum

2352. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Local
Government:
(I) Was he factually reported as having re-

quested the Mandurab Shire Council to
hold a referendum on the canal issue?

(2) Is it also fact that he recently stated in
reply to a question from the member for
Mandurah, "The question of holding
such a referendum is entirely at the di-
rection of the Mandurah Shire Council.
The Government has no power to give
any direction"'?

(3) Has he advised his colleague, the Minis-
ter for Planning, that the decision to
hold a referendum lies with the local
authority or has he now decided that the
Government can direct the local auth-
ority 10 hold a referendum?

M r CA RR repl ied:
(1) I have made no such request to the

Mandurab Shire Council, nor am I
aware Of any report that I had done so. I

have however, expressed the opinion that
it would be sensible for the council to
hold a referendum.

(2) Yes.

(3) The Minister for Planning is well aware
that the Government has no power to
give a direction. However, it is obviously
open for any person, whether he be a
member of the Government or
otherwise, to request Lhe council to con-
duct a referendum. If a request were
made, the decision would still be in the
hands of the council.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: MANDURA-
SHIRE COUNCIL

Canal Development: Environmental Protection
Authority Approval

2353. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) Is it fact that bulletins 126 and 129

issued by the Department of Conser-
vation and the Environment in
December 1982 contained the report
and recommendations of the Environ-
mental Protection Authority with re-
spect to canal developments at
Mandurah and that the Environmental
Protection Authority found both devel-
opments were satisfactory subject to
conditions?

(2) Has the Government adopted the En-
vironmental Protection Authority ap-
proval as the basis of its own policy
towards canal developments?!

Mr DAVIES replied:
(I) 'Yes.
(2) No. The Government takes the view that

each canal development should be
judged on its own merit.

2354. This quesion was postponed.

INDECENT PUBLICATIONS AND
ARTICLES ACT

Advisory Commillee:- Membership

2355. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services:
(I) Who are the present members of the ad-

visory committee under the Indecent
Publications and Articles Act'?

(2) When was each appointed?
(3) What are their qual ificat ions?
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Name

Mr PARKER replied:

(I) to (3)
F 4si
Ap-

poiriiet 19/6/B]
Or I. W, IKirkham 21/6/83 5 years Senior Let luret.

(Chairman) Deparitment 0i Psy'
chology
Uoiversiry of WA&
B.A. itol, Plil)
(Psychuluyy)

Mrs S.CG. Landquisi 12/3/73 5 years Set veiary (-, tisti 7421
la"l

Ir 1. C. Malcolm 7/Vi/S 5 yeats Senior . le rr ill
Charge,.
Commrnuni .tiii 1 &1
tanguoAse Studiv'
Mi Lowlry Coii*II of
AdVanct- tI slt alio.
(Set lion 7(2)11))5
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RAILWAYS: FREIGHT

General Traffic: Loss

2356. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(I) Will he plcase table hard evidence which

confirms that Westrail lost about
273 500 tonnes of general traffic during
1982-83'?

(2) (a) What tonnage of general freight
was carried by Westrail for the year
198 1-82-,

(b) will he please table the evidence
which confirms this figure'?

(3) What is the estimated tonnage of gen-
eral freight carried by Westrail at pres-
ent, calculated on an annual basis?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) A full explanation of the derivation of

this Figure is contained in the Transport
Commission monitoring report No. 10.
As indicated in pages 6 to 11, the traffic
loss figure referred to is not exclusively
general traffic.
I have not forgotten my undertaking to
supply the member with a copy of this
report and I expect to be able to do so
later this week when Further copies are
available from the printer.

(2) (a) 5 20 000 tonnes,
(b) extracted from Westrail's statistics.

(3) Roundly 280 000 tonnes.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff.- Redundancies

2357. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Tra nsport:
(I) Is the net impact or the new policy on

Westrail's Financial position daring
1982-83 assessed as a loss oF $3.5
million based on a decline in employ-
ment of 700?

(2) if "No", on what number of reduced
employees is this result based?

(3) What would be the net impact of the
new policy on Westrail's financial pos-
ition during 1982-83 if-

(a) there was a decline of 850 em-
ployees as predicted when the new
policy was introduced;,

(b) there was a decline of 1320
Westrail employees as shown in the
Transport Commission monitoring
report No. 9?

Mr GRILL replied:
(I) Yes. However, it should be appreciated

the $3.5 million loss is the net of revenue
losses and operating cost savings.

(2)
(3)

Not applicable.
(a) and (b) No estimates have been
made by Westrail on the basis stated in
the question as all staff savings since
July 1982 cannot necessarily be attri-
buted to the formation of the joint ven-
ture.
It should be noted that the 850 em-
ployees was an initial estimate of the
difference between operating under a
deregulated policy with existing staff
levels or forming a joint venture and
achieving staff savings.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff.? Redundancies

2358. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When introducing the new policy what

estimated decline in employment in
Westrail was expected as a result of
introduction of stage 3 of the new land
freight policy?
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(2) Did the Transport Commission monitor-
ing report No. 9 estimate the reduction
of employment in Westrail due to the
new policy to be 1320?

(3) Will he now table the recent additional
information provided by Westrail which
causes the estimated decline in Westrail
employees to be 700?

(4) During 1982-83, of the Westrail em-
ployees involved in handling or adminis-
tering general freight prior to I July
1982 and who would have been involved
in the new policy-
(a) how many retired:,
(b) how many resigned:,
(c) how many transferred to Total

West*,
(d)
(e)

how many remain with Total West:
how many transferred to other sec-
tions within Westrail:,

(f) how many still remain with
Westrail who are surplus to the
needs of carrying out the railway's
task'?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The reduction under the joint venture

option was originally estimated at 850
but later reduced by about 120 due to
exclusion of intersystem freight and
Ke'vdale vehicle depot operations.

(2) Yes.
(3) The 700 estimate .was a figure calcu-

kited by Westrail representing the
reduction as to 30 June 1983 attribu-
table to the new transport policy since
its inception.
The figure of I 320 referred to by the
member was the total staff reduction
from all causes from July 1979 to the
date of the Transport Commission's
monitoring report No. 9.

(4) It would be extremely di fficulIt to equate
movements of individual persons to the
positions involved prior to July 1982
with handling or administering general
freight. Therefore, answers cannot be
given to questions (a), (b), (e) and (f).
However, as previously indicated, the
number of staff positions lost due to
deregulation is estimated by Westrail at
700 to 30 June 1983.

(e) 58;
(d) unknown.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

POLICE

Academy: Location

588. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Is he aware that the decision that the

Australian Police Academy should be
upgraded and relocated in Perth on land
provided by the Western Australian
Government was a decision not only of
the Police Ministers' Council, but also of
the Premiers' Conference?

(2) If he is aware of that, is he concerned
that apparently arrangements to carry
out the decisions of the Premiers' Con-
ference have been thwarted by the ac-
tions of presumably other Police Minis-
ters and other State Governments con-
trary to the decision in 1982 of the
Premiers' Conference? That decision
was made after a very long process of
careful consideration.

(3) Is he concerned about the turn of events
which appears to have taken place in re-
lation to the location of the Australian
Police Academy in Perth'!

(4) Do the people with whom he is presently
negotiating recognise that there is no
other national institution in Western
Australia?

(5) Has he enlisted the aid of his Federal
colleagues in this State in seeking to
have the decision of the Premiers' Con-
ference carried out?

(6) What action has he taken to ensure the
decision to locate the academy in West-
ern Australia is carried out according to
the agreement, bearing in mind that in
I980 the then Federal Minister for Ad-
ministrative Services offered the Police
Ministers' Council a new police college
at no cost to any State?

M r CA RR repl ied:
(1) to (6) 1 will attempt to answer as many

of those aspects as I can. The issue of
the Australian Police Academy was dis-
cussed at the Police Ministers' Council
meeting in Canberra last Friday. The
position arising from that meeting is
that basically there has been no change
in the situation that has prevailed for the
last 12 to 18 months. It is still proposed
that the academy will be located in
Perth, and the main problem to be over-
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came before that can be achieved con-
cerns funding. The meeting on Friday
involved a degree of negotiation and dis-
cussion between the Commonwealth and
the various State Governments on the
question of funding. It is true to say not
a lot of resolution took place.
The Commonwealth has held strongly to
the view that there should be some input
by the States into the capital cost, a
view which was strongly resisted by all
the States represented. They all made
the point that it is to be a national
institution and, therefore, should be pro-
vided by the national Government at no
capital cost to the States, except, of
course, with the provision of land out at
Bentley by this State.

Mr Hassell: It is very valuable land.
Mr CARR: That is quite right. On the

question of recurrent expenditure, the
Commonwealth held strongly to a for-
mula that apparently evolved at a for-
nier Police Ministers' Council meeting
held prior to my becoming the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services. The
Commonwealth was to pay one-third of
the recurrent costs, and the States were
to pay two-thirds of those costs relevant
to the strengths of the Police Forces in
the various States. This has been resisted
by the States.
At the meeting I attended, no resolution
was arrived at. A stalemate was reached
and the question of funding was referred
back to the Federal Cabinet for further
consideration. I understand from dis-
cussions subsequent to the meeting that
the Special Minister of State, Mr Kim
Beazley, will be making direct represen-
tations to the Prime Minister on the
question of the funding of that
institution.
It is true that commissioners of some of
the Police Forces in the Eastern States
are opposed to the college being located
in Perth, and I understand that to some
extent that -has always been the case and
is clearly one of the obstacles to be over-
come. I understand also the position is
further complicated by a couple of
States undertaking their own pro-
grammes to update the academies in
their States, which is a matter of con-
siderable concern.
I am aware of the background outlined
by the Decputy Leader of the Opposition.
I am concerned that the project is en-

countering some obstacles. On the other
hand I make the point that it is still pro-
posed to have the academy at Perth. and
I am hopeful that the funding problems
will be overcome to enable this to be
achieved.

ELECTORAL: REFERENDUMS

Federal: Liberal Party Opposition

589. Mrs BEGGS, to the Premier:
IS it true that the State Liberal Party
has decided to oppose at least three of
the five Federal referendum issues in
February while the Federal Liberal and
National Parties have decided to support
the "Yes' case for all five referenda?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes.
Mr Blaikie: I hope your answer is better on

your policy than it is on our policy.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I assure the member

for Vasse that it is a good answer,
although members opposite must under-
stand that these days it is hard to see the
splits within the Opposition ranks be-
cause there are so many of them.

Mr Peter Jones: What about Veelirrie?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member asks me

a question about Yeelirrie, I will answer
it. He has already asked about 500 such
questions.

Mr Laurance: It hasn't started yet.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am glad it has not

Started yet. In answer to the question. I
understand that the State Liberal Party
has rather peculiarly decided to diverge
from the Opposition consensus on at
least three of the questions, including
that of simultaneous elections. I do not
know how any party can diverge on
something as sensible as that. The State
Opposition wants us to have elections
every 18 months. I would have thought
it was weary of wasting taxpayers'
money. The proposal to hold simul-
taneous elections is both-cost effective
and commonsensical.
The referendum proposals allow for-

Simultaneous elections of the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives.
The extension of the maximum
term for members of the House of
Representatives from three to four
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years. The term for senators will be
extended from six t0 eight years.
The interchange of powers between
the States and Commonwealth that
will encourage the Federal Govern-
ment to relinquish powers to the
States.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Well, is not it strange

when a Federal Government is prepared
to relinquish powers to the States, the
Opposition runs and hides?

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Murdoch should already know that
there is provision for the powers to be
swapped: they will permit powers to be
ceded fromt (he Commonwealth to the
State. I do not know then how it is to be
said by members of the Opposition that
there is no facility for the Common-
wealth to cede powers to the State. It is
irrelevant to talk about which powers.
At least this Federal Government has
got down to the consideration of a true
Federal system, not like Malcolm
Fraser. I do not know how people on the
other side of the House can hold their
heads up after what Malcolm Fraser did
to the States. To continue-

They also allow State and Federal
Governments 10 seek advisory op-
inions from the High Court.
(Access to the expertise of the High
Court will diffuse areas of State
and Federal conflict and confusion
without compromising that court).
Finally, the referendum will bring
about reform of outmoded pro-
visions in the Commonwealth Con-
stitutlion.
The success of these referendum
questions will ensure considerable
dollar savings on elections: they will
lead to stability in the Federal
Legislature. They will enhance
State-Federal relations.

The Government calls on the Opposition
in this Chamber to reconsider its hasty
decision. I understand the basis on
which it was made: the reflex "Let us
oppose* mentality, which is not a men-
tality broadly accepted in the comn-
mu nit)'.

Mr Court: You have answered the question.
We want to get on with questions.

M r BRIAN BURKE: I was labouring under
the impression, Mr Speaker. that you
were in charge of question time, but it
seems the member for Nedlands has
usurped that role. I will still finish.
I understand it reflects the "Let us op-
pose" mentality which is fair enough in
most cases where a political position is
being considered. However, the Oppo-
sition is doing considerable damage to
the independence and autonomy of
Western Australia and it is time it re-
considered its position on some of the
questions on which it has decided to
stand out against, and joined with its
Federal counterpart and with the
Government so that we can get a true
consensus about changes which will ben-
efit the State.

CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Peel Inlet: Weed Growth

590. Mr THOMPSON. to the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) Following the controversy in Mandurah

last summer just prior to the State elec-
tion, during which time the Government
of the day was accused of not taking suf-
ficient action to control weed growth
and the subsequent weed decay in and
adjacent to the estuary, what action has
this Government taken to ensure that
the same conditions do not occur this
year?

(2) Will the Minister please give details of
any additional management measures
taken since the election, and the cost of
those additional measures?

(3) Is he satisfied that the people of
Mandurah will not be inconvenienced by
the stench similar to that of last year'?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) to (3) Had the previous Liberal Govern-

ment continued the work I started when
I was Minister for Health in 1972, we
would not have had this problem today;
it would not be as bad. Nevertheless, the
fact remains that we have attacked this
problem consistently and continually
since elected to Government.
Only on Monday and Tuesday of this
week, a meeting of scientists was held to
review all the work that had been done
and, if the member for Kalamunda knew
anything about the problem, he would
realisec that no-one will clean it up in one
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year. Indeed, it is likely to take up to 10
years before the amount of phosphates
getting into the estuary, the phosphates
which are the prime cause of
eutrophication, can be considerably
reduced and before there is a likelihood
of the position being eased.
We said in October last that in
November there would be a heightening
or the problcm, and of course this has
occurred. The work to be done requires
additional staff and additional money
for equipment.
I am unable to indicate, off the top or
my head, the money factor involved with
the problem, but any known way of
improving the situation will be adopted.
A review of the discussions which took
place on Monday and Tuesday will be
made about 13 or 14 December and the
Premier will make a public statement
after that. The Premier has advised
me-and he did so early in the
piece-that whatever money was re-
quired to quickly and properly overcome
the situation would be made available, It
is a matter of money, expertise, chemi-
cals in the estuary, and the conditions
under which the algae grows. There has
been a stirring of the waters and the es-
tuary with the phosphate coming down
from the farms and this has leached into
the estuary.
We suggest that everyone would like the
estuary cleaned up and we have obtained
expert advice on the problem.

Mr McNee: You said last year you would get
rid of the smell. You are very slow about
it.

Mr DAVIES: I antsorry the member for Mt.
Marshall, who rarely sees water, is so
dense that he cannot appreciate the
problem. He has not been in this place
long enough to appreciate that this prob-
lem has resulted from a lack of action by
the previous Government over 10 years.
We have issued two newsletters to
farmers explaining the position, 13
newspaper articles, two posters and
other material explaining to the public
the problem and action taken. We
are trying to get the public to under-
stand it, and hopefully they will join
with the Government in a spirit of co-
operation, unlike the Opposition, in
working towards a solution. Perhaps th'e
people who are being affected can assist

in some way to improve the chemical
Composition of the estuary.
A number of options are still being con-
sidered and the local people will be kept
advised. The situation has not been
overlooked and the Premier has assured
the availability of money required to
improve the situation.

ROTTNEST ISLAND

Kingston Barracks

591. Mr BARNETT, to the Premier:
Can he please advise inc of the progress
that has been made in negotiations be-
tween the Commonwealth and State
Governments for the Army to leave
Rottnest. Island'?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
As members will know, the Federal
Government has agreed to hand over
Rottncst Island to the State Government
for its management as part of the re-
sponsibility of the Rottnest Island
Board. No timetable has yet been fi-
nalised for us to take over the part of the
island which the Army now occupies.
However. I am pleased to be able to re-
port that progress has been made by
constant negotiations between a working
committee established to represent the
position of the State Government to our
Federal Government colleagues.
I hope that we will be able to finalise the
timetable to enable the remainder of the
island, presently under Army control, to
be handed over to the Rottnest Island
Board and the State Government within
the next few months.
I am confident that the Federal Govern-
ment's decision will result in a greatly
enhanced asset to be enjoyed by all the
people of Western Australia.

EDUCATION

School Buses: Meeting

592. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:

I understand that the Minister was to
meet with representatives of the Road
Transport Association today concerning
contracts for school bus operators.
Would he outline the outcome of the
meeting'?
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Mr PEARCE replied:
I thank the member for his question. He
will be aware of this meeting because I
announced it in this House last night. I
met with the Road Transport Associ-
ation at 11,15 this morning and there
was, to use a diplomatic term, a full and
[rank exchange of views. I did not hesi-
tate to express this Government's atti-
tude about the tactics adopted by the as-
sociation in this matter. Nevertheless, I
reached an agreement with the associ-
ation about the way in which bus con-
tracts will operate in the future. Nego-
tiations have been continuing this after-
noon.

Mr Brian Burke: Let us hear a bit of credit
from the Opposition now because Oppo-
sition members were very quick to criti-
cise. The Minister is explaining to you
people that he has solved the problem.

Mr MacKinnon: Is he'?
Mr Brian Burke: Be big enough to acknowl-

edge the effort he has put in.
Mr PEARCE: I left the meeting to come to

the House [or question time, but the
situation is that an agreement has been
reached with the Road Transport As-
sociation which will publicly support the
Government's objectives of a cost-ef-
ficient industry and which will reduce
cost to the Government of the school bus
contract industry without impairing the
viability of the operators or the safety of
their runs or the safety of the children.
It will not be appropriate to make a
statement in this House during question
time because I am waiting on a phone
Call from the executives of the associ-
ation to finalise completely their agree-
ment on the detaiis which were tied up
this afternoon.

Mr Rushton. Will it have to go to Cabinet?
Mr PEARCE: No, it will not have to go to

Cabinet as I told the House yesterday.
The Cabinet meeting on Monday gave
me the ability to make the decision
within certain guidelines. The decision
which has been reached is well within
those guidelines.

Mr Brian Burke: We on this side of the
H ouse t rust ou r M in isters.

Mr PEARCE: It was certainly the ease that
my ability to make a decision on the
spot during the course of the discussions

today was one of the major factors in my
getting the agreement that is necessary.
With regard to the grudging comments
from the other side of the Mouse, the
agreement that was made today was the
one I had intended to put to the Road
Transport Association at the cancelled
meeting of last week and if it had not
taken the path which it took, this matter
would have been tied up in exactly the
same way a week earlier. I told the as-
sociation that that was the case. How-
ever, I believe there is a likelihood that
the Government and the association can
work harmoniously in this area.

I do not wish to prolong the slanging
match which has taken place between
the executive of the association and me.
I believe the association is not wanting
to do that, either. An indication of that
is that when I returned to my office
from the House this afternoon to con-
clude negotiations with the association's
accountants. I had a phoned message
from the executive director-elect of the
association, pointing out that the associ-
ation regretted the article in tonight's
Daily News and assuring me that, in
fact, it was based on comments they
made a week ago and did not accurately
reflect their present viewpoint.

HOUSING: BUILDING SOCIETIES

Terminating: Low-interest Funds

593. The SPEAKER: The Minister for Housing
wishes to clarify an answer to a question
asked by the member for Gascoyne.

Mr WILSON (Minister for Housing):

Thank you, Mr Speaker. Yesterday the
member for Gascoyne put to Me a
question regarding the allocation in this
Financial year of low-interest funds to
terminating building societies serving
the Gascoyne. Pilbara, and Kimberley
areas. I undertook to provide that infor-
mation to him. I now have that infor-
mation and advise members of the
House as Follows-

Concessional interest rate funds are
allocated from the home purchase
assistance account each year to re-
gions according to the number of
applications outstanding on the loan
priority list, and the date of listing
of the names in the various areas.
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At the end of June 1983. a prelimni-
nary allocation of $5 million was
made, and a further S4.456 million
in October, giving a total of $9.456
million to terminating societies for
1983-84,

From this amount, 28 per cent was
allocated through terminating
building societies for loans to famil-
ies outside the metropolitan area.
and, in accordance with the criteria
mentioned above, the Gascoyne
area was allocated $280 800: the
Pilbara-Ashburton, $124 200; and
the Kimberley area, 3 129 600.

Additional funds will be made
available to these areas during
1983-84 from revol 'ving funds de-
rived fromn the early discharge of
mortgages.

I am also advised that this compares
favourably with the allocations through
the terminating building societies to
these areas in the previous three years
when in the Gascoynec area $813665
was allocated; in the Pilbara-Ashburton
area, 5107 800: and in the Kimberley
area. $552 467 was alloca ted.

PEN SIONERS

Assets Test: Discriminatory Effects

594. Mr COURT. to the Minister for Youth
and Cornmunity Services:

Is the Minister concerned about the dis-
criminatory effects of the proposed Fed-
eral Government's assets test on pen-
sioners: and if a pensioner becomes dis-
advantaged in this State, will the State
assist such person'!

Mr WILSON replied:

The member asks a question which is re-
lating ,to proposals by the Federal
Government-

The SPEAKER: Order! On reflection I con-
sider that the question to the Minister is
out of order. The first part of the
question does not cover his responsi-
bility, and the second part of the
question is one of supposition.

PORT: BUNBURY

Study: Commitment

595. Mr P. J. SMITH, to the Minister with
special responsibility for 'Bunbury 2000":
(1) Is the Minister aware of the commit-

ment in the "Bunbury 2000" policy
document in relation to the com-
missioning of a detailed study of the
Bunbury harbour with special attention
to grain and phosphate handling, coal
loading, timber, sheep, cattle and chilled
meat, fruit, and general and container
cargo?

(2) What action has he taken to ensure that
the commitment is met?

Mr GRILL replied:

I thank the member for some notice of
the question the answer to which is as
follows-
(1) and (2) Yes, as Minister respon-

sible for implementing the Govern-
ment's -Bunbury 2000' policies, I
am very much aware of the com-
mitment and am pleased to be able
to advise the member for Bunbury
that there has been considerable
progress towards fulfilling that
commitment.

The Bunbury Port Authority has
already been asked to produce a
strategy document which will be
used as input to the 'Bunbury
2000" planning process.

IL is envisaged the strategy docu-
ment will have sections dealing
with-

characteristics of the existing
port, a review of current port
trade, and deficiencies and
problems facing the Port;

annual forecasts for existing
and new trades up to the year
2000;
implications of the trade fore-
casts on port needs and devel-
opment in terms of additional
berth requirements, port facili-
ties, port finances, ete;
indicative investment profiles
to fulfil port development re-
quirements to handle potential
future trade.
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It is estimated that the document
should be completed within six
months.

I would also mention that I have
specifically asked the Bunbury Port
Authority to look at the export of
coal through the port in the light of
the fact that at least one WA
company sees prospects of a market
for WA coal in the South-East Asia
region.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: ELECTIONS

Adult Franchise and Compulsory Voting

596. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Local
Government:
(1) As ihe proposed legislation for universal

adult franchise and compulsory voting
for local government elections has not
been included in the current legislative
package. can the Minister advise when
the legislation is to be brought before
the Panliament?

(2) Will he continue with the legislation if
local government bodies maintain their
strong opposition to his Government's
proposals'?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) and (2) There has not been a Bill before

this Parliament this session dealing with
the franchise for local government be-
cause of my wish and that of the
Government to consult and liaise as
carty as possible with local government

on this matter. This process of consul-
tation has, to a large extent, taken place
in a sense that whenever 1 have attended
meetings of local government associ-
ations or various councils there have
been discussions along the lines of the
Government's proposals. I would expect
the process of consultation to continue
during the next few months and I would
anticipate a Bill coming before this Par-
liament in the autumn session next year
to deal with a number of matters con-
cerning electoral reform.
It would also be my intention, and it will
be part of the same consultation, to
evolve a policy of greater autonomy and
power for local government. Those two
matters have been discussed with coun-
cils and I would anticipate that the one
Bill coming before this Parliament next
year would contain matters relating to
both issues-electoral reform and
autonomy for local government. It is the
Government's intention to proceed with
the general thrust of electoral reform for
local government. I do hasten to add
that the exact detail of what is in the
Bill is the subject of the discussion and
consultation to which I have been
referring. Local government in general
has expressed some opposition to a
number of our electoral proposals, but at
the same time it has made it clear that it
is prepared to discuss the subject with
the Government. I am hopeful that a
Bill can be brought before the Parlia-
ment that provides for electoral reform
and also the wishes of local government.
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