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1804 Imdustrial Conciliation, Etz., Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Questions.

FRIDAY, 22 NOVEMBER, 1929.

The SpEaxer (Hon. C. Taylor, 1indsor)
took the chair at 10.30 a.m.

QUESTIONS.

ADVERTISING ALTERATIONS IN RATLWAY TRAFFIC
Rartes.

Mr. PEASE (Herbert) asked the Secretary
for Railways—

“1. Will he instruct that any altera-
tions in traflic rates be advertised
throughout the State at least one week
before coming into operation?

“2. In view of the fact that the truck-
load of flour and bran from Sydﬂey LO
South Johnstone incurred increased ra
and neither consignor nor consignees Were
aware of such moreusc will he have the
matter reviewed by the Commissioner? >’

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
(Hon. Godfrey Morgan, Murilla) replied—

1. The advisableness of doing so
will be considered in «ach instance,
although it was not the practice of the
previous (Goverament to do so.

“ 2. As this consignment was in transit
prior to the new rates being known at
sending  stations, instructions  have
already been issued to apply the old rate
of freight.”

CoMMISSION PAID ON SALE OF STATE CANNERY.

Mr. HANLON (/thaca) asked the Sceretary
for Labour and Industry—

“1. In connection with the deduction of
£766 3s. 10d. referred to in the Aunditer-
General's report as being paid in com-
mission to the agent who lodgsd the
suceessful tender for the purchase of the
State Cannery, what was the nameo of
the agent to whom this commission was
paid?

“2. In view of the fact that the idea of
tendcring is to obviate the payment of
commissions which otherwise would ordi-
narily be payable if the property were
sold by auction or through an_agent, why
was it neceszary to insert such a Stipuh
tion as to the nnmont of commission in
the conditions of sale for the State
Cannery ? 7

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. N. T
Macgroarty, South  Brisbanc), for the
SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND IN-
DUSTRY (Hon. M. E. Sizer, Sandgatej,
replied—

“1. The Commonwealth Finance and
Investment Company, Limited.

2. In order to make the best possible
sale of this business, the assistance of

nts was essential, and that could be
best sscured bv an offer of commission
on such sale.’

"‘SALE OF STATE STATIONS.

Mr. HANLON (7thaen) asked the Sccretary
for Labour and Industry—

‘1. What State stations have been sold
privately up to the present time, and
what are the respective amounts of the
sale prices?

2. What deductions, if any, have been
made in each case for commissions on
such private sales, and to what persons,
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firms, or companies have the respective
commissions been paid?”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. N. ¥
Macgroarty, South  Brisbanc),. for the
SRCRETARY FOR LABOUR AND IN-
DUSTRY (Hon. H. EB. Sizer, Sandgate),
replied—

“1 and 2—
: Total Com-
Stations. | Sale Price.| mission
| Payable.
; £ £
Lyndhurst . i 70,000 700
Dotswood, Wando Valc, i
Vanrook and Strath- .
more . .. 250,000 2,650
Dunbar . i 50,000 600
Brooklyn and ‘\Iaxtland i
Downs .. .o 18,000 370
| .. £4,320

“The commission is payable to the
agents associated with the sale of State
stations, viz :—Messrs. Dalgety and
Comp(my, Limited; The Queensland
Drimary Producers Co- operative Associa-
tion, Timited ; Messrs, Sturmfels Primary
Producers’ Co-oporative Associstion,
Limited; The Australian Mercantile
Lisnd and Finance Company, Limited;
The Ausiralian Estates and Mortgage
Company, Limited.”

Coamuissiox PaiD oN SALE OF STATE
BUTCcHERIES.

Mr. HANLON (Ithaca) asked the Seeretary
for Labour and Industry—

“What amount was paid by way of
commission on the sale of State butcher
shops by public tender, and to whom was
such commission paid?”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. N, F.
Macgroarty, South  Brisbane), for the
SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND IN-
DUSTRY (Hon. H. E. Sizer, Sandgate),
replied—

Name of ‘ Name of Agent. " Amount.
Shop. i
‘ £ s d.
Ayr .. G. M. Boyce Ltd. | 181 5 O
Booval .. Wlﬁltchcombe Oarson\ 21 5 0
Charleville. . | New Zealand Loan! 31T 0 0
and Mercantile |
Agency Co., Ttd, |
Gympie .. Wiﬁ]tchcombe Carson; 68 15 0
Ipswich .. Wlﬁmé’xcombe Carson. 32 10 0
1
Townsville, . | T. J, Leonard, Mackay 125 0 0
Brunswick §%.| Winchcombe Oarson 22 10 0
(B.M.P.) Ltd.
Bulimba .. | Sturmfels anary 3815 0

Producers’ Co-oper-!
ative Association,
Ltd.

Clayfield ., | B.F.CanniffeLtd. .. | 13 0©
Paddington | Winchcombe Carson’ 382 10

0
0
Ltd. |
West End .. | Winchcombe Carson\ 3215 0
Ltd.
0
0

‘Woolloon- Winchcombe Carson | 21 5
gabba Ltd.

Rockhamp- | D. D. Dawson and | 100 ©
ton Co., Rockhampton

£670 10 0

PAYMENT TO PROFESSOR MELVILLE FOR REPORT

ON PROPOSED HSTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU
OF ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS.

Alr. BOW (Mitehell) asked the Premier—

“What was the amount paid by the
Government to Professor Melville for his
report on the proposed establishment of
a Burecau of lconomics and qtamstlcs
under the following headings, viz.
(@) Travelling and/or daily allowances
and expenses; (b) honorarium?”’

The PREMIER (Hon. A. E. Moore,
Aubigay) replied—

““No amount has yet been paid; the
amount pavable has mot yet been
determined.”

CATTLE PRODUCERS AND ABATTOIRS.

Mr. DUNLOP? (Rockhamptorn), without
rotice, asked the Premier—

“ As the Government probably intend
to purchase Swifts Meatworks for abat-
toir purposes, has the Premier given the
cattle producers of the State an oppor-
tunity of discussing this important ques-
tion fully.”

The PREMIER (Hon. A. E. Moore,
Aubigny) replicd—

“On Monday last, in response to my
invitation, representatives of the (attle
Growers’ Association and representatives
of the United Graziers’ Association dis-
cussed the whole question with me after
the salient features of the report had
heen indicated to them. They unani-
monsly requested that I should proceed
with the propcsai 01 the Government to
establish abattoirs.”

Mr. Burcock: They can get informaiicn,
but we cannot.

The PREMIER: I supplied the Leader
of the Opposition with a copy of the report
concerning the matter, and, if he cares to
disclose the contents to members of his party,
that is his business. I have no objection t¢
his so doing. s

BrisBaNE City COUNCIL AND ABATTOLRS

Mr. HANLON (/thaca), without notice,
asked the Premier—

“ As the major portion of the respon-
sibility involved in the establishment of
abattoirs will fall upon the people of
Brisbane, has the Premier consulted the
Brishaue City Council or the representa-
tives of the people in connection with the
matter 7"

The PREMIER (Hon. A. E. Moore,
Aubigny) i

“J have consulted the Mayor of Bris-
bane, and I have supplied him with a
copy of the report and with all informa-
tion required. I understand that it is
the intention of the Mayor to bring the
matter before the next counecil meotmg
Nothing will be done until a replv is
received from the council.”

Mr. Hy~ves: You have already made an
offer for the works.

The PREMIER: No. I told hon. mem-
bers vesterday that the Government had uot
made any offer.
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ExtrA CHARGE FOR TRAVELLING BY TOWNS-
vine Main TRaix BETWEEN TOWNSVILLE
AND MACKAY.

Mr. DUNLOP (Rockhampton), without
notice, asked the Sceretary for Railways—

“Does he not consider the charge of
11s. 3d. for the privilege of travelling
on the Townsville mail between Towns-
ville and Mackay and vice versa to ke
exorbitant ?”’

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
(Hon. Godfrey Morgan, Jurille) replied—
¢ The charge was imposed for a special
reason, ard I see no justification for
reducing it

PAPER.
The following paper was laid cn the
table:—
Orders in Council under the Supreme

Court Act of 1921.

INDUSTRIES ASSISTANCE BILL.
THIRD READING.
The PREMIER (Hon. A. E.
Aubigny): 1 beg to move—
“That the Bill be now read a third
time.”
Question put and passed.

Moore,

LAND TaX ACT AMENDMENT
BiLl.

Ixiriarion 1~ COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Roberts, East Toowoomba, in the chuir.)
The TREASURER. (Hon. W. H.

Wyanrwa): T 'no'b to move—
“That it is desirable that a Bill be
Intros ucod to amend the Land Tax Act

Barnes,

of 1915 by extending the operations <f .

the Buper Land TZU( until the close of
the financial vear onding the thirticth
day of June, 1930.”
OprPosSITION  MEMBERS :
reasons ?
Mr. PREASE (Herbert): No wonder, when
vou, Mr. Speaker, read prayers this morning,

What

are your

the Treasurer bowed his head. The hon.
cenileman i~ very moderete I have Dbeen
in Parliament for many years, and I have

witnessed many strange geostures; but
I think the most peculiar gesture I have
ever seen is the gesture of this morning and
the Treasurer is the grand jester, when he
intreduces & Bill which he has repeatedly
condemned and ridiculed. and said that it im-
posed the most iniquitous tax that has ever
been passed. He docs not tell us why he is
doing this; and I think it is due to us that,
when he introduces a proposal that he has so
utterly condemned in the past, he should give
us his reasons. It is up to a man who has to

do something which he has condemned in’

the past to explain his reason for doing ib.
I submit that the Treasurer should give some
reason to the Committee as to why it is
necessary to reiniroduce this measure, If
the question is one of finance, why is he
not man enough to tell us so? Surely the
Committee should have some Lknowledge of
why there is a necessity for the re-enactment
nf this Act. If there is a reason, why does
the Treasurer not tell us? Here we have
a Government whose Premier and all on the

[Mr. Pease.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill.

front bench in page after page of ‘“ Han-
sard " condemned this measure that is now
being reintroduced. Why does the Trea-
surer not tell us the reason for that? If
ever a (Government goes down into history
a# ihe Government of broken promises, it
will be this Government, who have brolken
every promise ever made by them. I think
the ~Treasurer, in consideration of those
people who voted for his Gov srnment, and
in view of the promises made, should have
told hon. members why it was necessary
now to reimpose this tax. In the Premier’s
policy speech he told the people of Queens-
land: ‘“If you give us your votes, we will
seo thet this tax is “lped off the statute
book. Return us to power, and we will see
that it is done.” They are now in power,
and this promise and other promises that
they gave to the people are being broken,
and no reason is given why they are belncr
broken. In eclause 30 of his policy speech
the Premier says—
“ Reduction of land tax with a view
to its ultimate abolition cxcept a tax on
undeveloped land.”

There is no necessity to go back to the
dark ages to find arguments to show the
inconsistency of hon. members opposite.
We need only refer to page 533 of ¢ Han-
sard V for last year to find the following
remarks made by the Premier, who was then
leader of the Opposition—

“The Opposition have discussed this
question in the hope that their protest
may be taken more notice of than has
been the case in the past. It is pretty
generally  recognised that this class of
taxation is detrimental to the interests of
the Statz. I do not’intend to =ay any-
thing further on the matter on this
occasion. We voted against it on the
previous occasion, and we mtnnd tu vote
against it on this occasion.’

Turning to the division list. we find the
rame of Mr. W. H. Barnes heading the list
of “Noes,” and further down it 1s shown
that Myr. Moore also opposed the mcasure,

as did other hon. members who are now
sitting behind the Government. If this taxa-
tion was detrimental to the State when

introduced by the Labour Government, why
iz it less detrimental at present when it is
fathered by the Tory Government? Can
any member of the Government answer that
guestion? Does it not show the insincerity
of hon. members opposite, now that they
have assumed control of the Treasury
benches?  Listening to the debate yesterday
I was amused to hear various Government
members quote the lemml of ILabour
leaders in the past; yet we have only to turn
to the records of the last session of Parlia-
ment to find proof that the Government are
now serapping all the promises they made
to the electors. That is dishonest, seeing
that the Government gained power on a
promise—amongst others—to abolish this
land tax. The Government have taken down
the electors of Queensland in this respect.
I guarantee that thousands of clectors
throughout Queensland voted for the
Nationalists because they promised definitely
to abolish this land tax; and a feature was
made of that promise in most of the Western
constituencies, The Government now re-
pudiate that promise; still they have the
cheek to talk about Labour repudxatmg
something or other. Is there any sincerity
in the present Government? Why even the
“Telegraph” of yesterday’s date, after
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taking the Treasurer to task for breaking
his promise—and that is a further proof that
it was a promise when the ‘ Telegraph” has
been misled—said that no doubt the Trea-
surer would say, ¢ My poverty, not my will,
consents.”” That, however, cannot be the
case, because of all the Governments in Aus-
tralia the present Government in Queensland
cannot advance the argument of poverty for
re-enacting this measure. The Government
were left with ample funds to carry on—so
much so that they need not take any of the
funds from the loan which is at present being
floated.

Mr. KENNY:
talking about!
; %{r. PEASE: Facts and figures show that

do.

The TrEASURER: They are distorfed.

Mr. PEASE: When the Government
assumed office, they had £5,000,000 to the

credit of the Loan Fund, which was a legacy
from the Labour Government.

The TrREASURER: That is not revenue.

Mr. PEASE: The Treasurer’s Finauncial
Statement says definitely—

You don’t know what you are

“ Queensland iz fortunate in that we
do not require any of this money.”

The hon. gentleman was referring to the
reccent issue in London of Commonwealth
Treasury bills, and must stand condemned if
he advances the argument of poverty as a
reason why this measure should be re-enacted.
Why do the Government not require this
money ? The answer is that, fortunately for
Queensland. the Labour ‘Government so
handled the finances that they left a credit
to the Loan Fund, and put the present
Government in a more advantageous posi-
tion than any other Government of the Com-
rmonwealth., We have this definite statement
of the Federal Treasurer—

“ Queensland was not sharing in this
loan. that State having ample loan funds
at its disposal.”

There is absolutely no financial reason why
this measnre should be introduced by the
Government, particularly as it is_a measure
which they have stated in very definite lan-
guage is an iniquitous one.

I might also refer to the remarks of the
Premier, who, when leader of the Opposi-
tion, stated at page 232 of *“ Hansard ” for
last year—

“T personally do not think that it is
at all desirable that this Bill should be
introduced. . . What a detrimental
effeet the provisions of such a measure
have had upon the State of Queensland
in the past. The one thing that is
essential to-day is to reduce taxation—
not increase it. This tax is not having a
good effect.”

Did the Premier and his colleagues not
consider the Premier’'s word when they
decided to re-enact this measure? It shows
what a great statesman the Premier is. He
stated Why he thinks this Bill is going to
have a detrimental effect on Queensland, and
now he has the colossal cheek to reintroduce
it. If ever a man stands condemned for
repudiation, it is the Premier; and I am
astounded at the financial men sitting behind
the Government allowing him to get away
with it. As reported on page 233 of * Han-
sard ”’ for last year, replying to the present
Premier, who was then Leader of the Oppo-
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sition, the present Leader of the Opposition
said—

“As a matter of fact, if, by some
strange freak of fmtune you become
Tr easurer, you will continue this measure
yearly.”

He knew very well that, when the Govern-
ment got into power on broken promises,
they would re-enact this financial measure.
To-day his words have been proved to be
true. This is what the present Premier said
in answer to that—

“It is very easy for the hon. gentleman
to say that, but in my opinion this is the
most mlqultous tax that could be
imposed.”

To-day we have the spectacle of the Premier

and his collcagues bringing forward a
measure - which, last year, the Premier
doscribed as the most iniquitous tax that

could be imposed. Could there ever be a
stranger volte face in any Parliament in
Australia? 1 do not know of any similar
instanee where the Premier of the day has
re-enacted a measure after making such a
strong attack on it. I ow on earth can the
Treasurer swallow that? It is astounding.
Surely the Government could have found
some other method of raising the neccessary
reveuue if they had so desired! ‘It 1s a
most_iniquitous tax!” The man who said
that is the Leader of the Government to-day
who now re-enacts it. 'That is all T am going
to say in that regard; and I shall now deal
with the tax itself.

Labour members always said when they
were in power that this is not so much a tax
on country lands as a tax on town lands.
We approve of the tax for certain rea:ons.
The report of the Commissioner of Taxes
presented to Parliament on the operations
of the Land Tax Act shows that the total
asscssments on city and town lands amounted
to £277,765, while the total assessments in
respect  of country lands amounted to
£183,906. That shows that what Labour
members have always said is true—that the
bulk of the tax is paid by city mtcrefcs. I
quite realise why the ‘Telegraph” is so
annoyed at the Government re-enacting thle
measure. When we were in power, the
Opposition said that this was a tax on the
country people; and they said that, when
they got into power, they would see that it
was not re-enacted.

The hon. member for Bowen, who spoke
on the same occasion, ploduced facts and
figures to show that the tax was mainly a
tax on city lands—on people who could afford
to pay it.

When we were in power we did not break
our promises in regard to farming intercsts.
I remember at one election telling the
farmers that, if we were returned to power,
we would exempt working farmers to a
greater extent than had been the case in the
past. Immediately we were returned to
power we saw that the working farmers were
oxempted from this taxation. We did not
do what the present Government have done— -
go out on the hustings, gain votes, and then
come to this Chamber and repudiate their
pr omises, We carried out our promise. This
1= what happened: The Commissioner of
Taxes, in his report dealing with special
exemption to farmers, says—

“1In the amended Act of 1922, a special
exemption was granted to farmers and
graziors. Details arc shown in Table F.
These show that the tax was reduced to

Mr. Pease.]
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the extent of £23.324 and that 8,765 per-
sons benefited by this spceial exemption,
of whom 6,632 were totally exempt from
tax.”

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I would like
to point out that a general discussion on
land taxation is not in order on this motion.

Mr. PEASE: If you look up “ Hansard ”
for last year, Mr. Roberts, you will sce that
members of the then Opposition were allowed
to say what they liked.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! T ama not con-
corned about what appears in * Ilarsard ”’
in connection with previous debates, I am
concerned about the debate to-day. I say
that this iIs not a general discussion on land
taxation, but on the super land tax only.

GOVIRNMENT MEwBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. PRASE: Surely we can discuss the
report of the Commissioner of Taxes, show-
ing cxactly what the imposition of the
super land tax means!

The CHAIRMAN: Only in regard to its
application to the super tax.

Mr. PRASE: There is a different ruling
this time.

The CHAIRMAN :
chair.

Mr. PEASE: What I want to prove is
that the super tax, if re-enacted, is going to
affect the dairying and other industries of
this Statc. When we were in power, we saw
to it that people really engaged in farming
pursuits were considered in such a way that
they were allowed to do well. Facts and
figures prove that that was so.

The CHAIRMAN : Order! T ask the hon.
member to resume his seat. I want him to
understand that he is not going to get in
any matter which I have ruled out of order.
I ask him not to continue to do so, otherwise
I shall ask him to resume his seat. I will
give him another chance.

Mr. W. FORGAN SMITH (Muckay): I
rice to a point of order. The moticn reads—
“ Consideration in Comuittee of the
desirableness of introducing a Bill to
amend the Land Tax Act of 1915 by
extending the operation of tho super
land tax until the close of the financial
year ending the thirtieth day of June,
1930.”
I submit that at this stage we affirm the
desirability or otherwise of doing that.
Therefore, I submit that any matter bearing
on this particular phase of the land tax is
in order in this discussion.

The CHAIRMAN: I have already ruled
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
can discuss any matter affecting the super
land tax, but he cannot discuss general land
taxation; and he is not going to be allowed
to do it.

Mr. Porrock: This is the stage at which
we can deal with the scope of the Bill.

Mr. PEASE (Herbert): 1 realise that we
have got under the skin of the Government.
I say that the re-cnactment of this tax is a
broken promise of the Government. The
Premier, Treasurer, and other Government
members stand condemned by every voter in
Queensland as having made promises on the
hustings which put them into power, and now
they deliberately break them. I quite under-
stand I have got under their skin, and I am
quite satisfied that I have said enough.

[Mr. Pease,

Order! I am in the

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill.

The TREASURER (ITon. W. H. Barnes,
Waynnum): The hon. member who has just
resumed his seat has failed to tell this Com-
mittee some of the reasons why it is neces-
sary that the super land tax should be intro-
duced at this particular time. Unfortunately,
the position is one which has to be faced by
reason of the absolute mismanagement of the
finances of this great State by the previous
Government,

Mr. Puasr: That is a deliberate lie.

"The TREASURER: Mr. Roberts. T ask
whether the hon. member is in order in
saying that I have told a deliberate lie?

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member for
fTerbert knows that the expression is not
parliamentary, and he must withdraw,

My. Prasg: I withdraw, but I had very
much pleasure in sayving it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! T understand
that the hon. member made the statement
that the Treasurer was telling a deliberate
lie. I said that he knew it was wrong, and
asked him to withdraw. I want bim to
withdraw without any reservation.

Mr. Prase: I withdraw.

Mr. W. FORGAN SMITH (Macksy): I
rise to a point of order. My point of order
is this: Your ruling, Mr. Roberts, was that
hon. members speaking on this motion must
cenfine themselves entirely to the super land
tax—in other wordes, thut the debate must be
confined within narrow lines. I would like
to call the attention to the lines on which
the Treasurer is now proceeding.

[11 a.m.]

The TREASURER: T was proceeding to
show the necessity for the introduction of
this Bill, in answer to the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition. Two points must be empha-
sised. One is that, unfortunately, as a result
of the maladministration of the previous
Government——-

Mr. Prase: Untruc.

The TREASURER: I repeat, the malad-

ministration of the previous Government

Mr. Haxtox: That is your excuse for
every bungle you male.

The TREASURER : The losses in borrowed
money are disclosed on page 21 of my
Financial Statement, and show that the added
interest burden as a result of that malad-
ministration amounts to £275,000 per annum
—money that was absolutely wasted—thrown
into the gutter--by people who did not know
their first duty in regard to finance. (Oppo-
sition dissent.) The second point is that
the present Treasurer cannot pursue the
practice that was followed previously.

Mr. Haxpox: You are following the same
practice.

The TREASURER : Hon. members oppo-
site this morning are trying to mix loan
account matters with revenue account mat-
ters; but I cannot follow that practice. I
am not going to loan account when there are
shortages in rcvenue account, in order to
pay interest that is not being carned. I say
that it is dishonest, and any Government who
pursued that course—and the late Govern-
ment pursued it—were absolutely dishonest,
There could be no justification for a Trea-
surer attempting to finance in that way.

Mr. Porrock: What did the Auditor-
General say about your financing?
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The TREASURER: The position to-day
is that, unfortunately, the Government have
o do certain things in order to try to balance
accounts. The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition referred to revenue account as if it

were loan account. Loan money is not
credited to revenue account, and we have
to balance our accounts; and, if hon. mem-

bers will look at the figures, they will find
that unfortunataly the revenue is going to be
much less than it was last year.

Mr. Pzasp: What about the sale of Crown
lands?

The TREASURER: The hon. member is
probably talking about State stations. The
Government have carried out their policy in
other dirvections, but in this respect, by reason
of the absolute failure in sound finance of
the previous Government, they are forced
to ask for an extension of this tax till 30th
June next; and they believe that, as a result
of their efforts and their sound ﬁnance they
will be able to do that which the late Go-
vernment were never able to do. (Opposition
interjections.)

The CHAIRMAN : Order!

Ths TREASTTRER : T want to say further
that ons of the strongest cvidences of the
confidence of the people in this Government
is the amount of money that is coming over
the counter and the amount that is coming
frem the Savings Bank., Confidence has been
restored  because the present Government
know their job and are doing it. The aim
of this Government will b(\ to lighten taxa-
tion. They have already donc a great deal
in that direction; and they are going to do
a great deal more in the davs to come.
(Oppesition dissent.)

GoverNMENT MEMBERS : Ilear, hear!

Mr. POLLOCK (Gregory): When the Trea-
surer was talking about the amount of money
spent by previous Governments, I do not
know whether he was referring to Mr. Bruce,
who left a deficit of £5,000,000 to his sue-
cessors in the Federal Parliament, or to the
late Labour Government of Queensland, who
left a surplus of £2.500,000, or, I undcrstand
with the amount that has since come in, of
practically £4,500,000. I do not wish to
conflict with your ruhng, Mr. Roberts, and
T shall get on to the question of the intro-
duction of this Bill

This super land tax is not permanently on
the statute-bock of Queensland, but must be
reimposed by the Government every year;
and it is being reimposed by the present
Government, despite their pledges to the
people. Tt cannot even be said that the
Government are going to permit this tax to
continue; they must reimpose it every year
before it can be effective. In spite of their
promises to the contrary, the Government
now propose that the super land tax shall
Lo collected during the current financial year.
The promise made to the electors was that
they would not reimpose it. Here we witness
the Government introducing new taxation.
On a previous occasion hon, members oppo-
sito argued that there was no possible justi-
fication for this taxation. In support of my
contention, I desire to quote from ‘‘ Han-
sard,”’ and I venture the opinion that the
Treasurer would be the happiest man in
Queensland if he could establish a ‘“corner”
in ‘“ Hansard” to prevent hon. members on
this side from reading them,

When the Land Tax Act Amendment Bill
was introduced last year, the present Premier,
1926—5 1
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WI}g was then Leader of the Opposition,
said—
“ This tax is not having a good effect.
It is rather having a detrimental effect
throughout the length and breadth of the
State. During the ten years this super
taxation has been enforced the amount’
raised by means of this super tax has

been— £
Town areas 629,582
Country areas 592,412
Total £1,221,994

This super tax, which was brought in as
a war measure, is continued year after
year because of the supposed necessities
of the Government. I do not consider
that there is any nccessity at all for it,
because I consider money could be saved
in other ways, and the development that
would take place in the State 1¢ the land
tax were wiped out 'thowether would far
more than compensate for the amount of
money taken by this taxation from the
people.”
He further stated—

““Most compaliies are not duelop]n«
the State as they should because of hav-
ing to pay this tax. There is no reason
for imposing it, when it is having such a
disastrous effect throughout the “State.”

Mark those words—'‘ There is no reason for
imposing it, when it is having such a disas-
trous ecffect throughout the State.” He
further stated-—

“Tt is absolutely wrong, becauss our
whole efforts should be to enable the
credit of this State to appreciate as far
as possible.”

He further stated—

“If the Government wiped out this
tax, I do not think any additional taxa-
tion would be necessary in its place,
because there would be more develop-
ment.”’

I do unot proposc to deal at further length
with the statements of the present Premier.
The present Secretary for Labour and
Industry on that occasion said—
“ How is it possible for industries to
be established in Queensland under such
a crushing load of taxation? How is it
possible for manufacturers faced with
that and all other charges to meet the
opposition of their Southern competitors?
It is impossible.”
He went on with a long diatribe about super
land taxation, and further stated—
“The imposition of a land tax is a most
glaring example of the incapacity of the
present Government to govern.”

I wonder if he mcans that for his colleague,
the Treasurer. Surely he could not be s»
unkind ! He further stated—
“If the losses on State enterprises were
abolished.

They have all boen sold, or as many as
possible—

“. . . There would be no need
for the imposition of this tax. Why
should the people of Queensland be blud
geoned, as 1t were, to pay this tax simply
because of the mcapamty of hon, mem-
bers opposite to govern?”’

Could anything more unkind be said of the
Government by the Secretary for Labour and

Mr. Pollock.]
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Industry ? He gave expression to those
opinions only about eight to ten months ago.
The hon. member for Logan said—

“T am trying to convert the Govern-
ment to the conviction that land taxa-
tion—we must bear in inind that all
wealth comes from land—is not going to
help improve our conditions. I rea-
lise the Covernment, in adhering to
their present policy, nced this money,
but at the same time it secems rather a
sorry spectacle for them to be faced with
financial ruin if they abolish a tax
which only yields them a small return,
which was imposed as a war measure,
but which, nevertheless, is retained four-
teen years after the war started.”

Well this is fifteen years after,
now a party to doing it himself.
tinued—

“1 hope that we shall at any rate be
able to prevail on them to drop the
super tax, and ultimately abolish land
tax altogether.”

The hon. member for Fassifern also said—
and this was only twelve months ago!—

“ This form of taxation is so seriously
lntelfenng with business that there
should he some immediate revision. For
many years we were led to believe by
the Treasurer that super land taxation
would be abolished: but so long as the
present Government remain on the Trea-
sury so will they introduce super land
taxation as a hardy annual. The people
of Queensland are looking for some
relief in taxation because it is having a
most distressing effect upon productlon
in this State, and has a very important
bearing upon unemployment which is so
vife here.”

Mark that—on the question of unemployment !
Then the hon. member for East Toowoomba,
whom you have hcard of, Mr. Roberts—I do
not know whether he has changed his mind
since. and whether in the party cawcus he
voted for the reimposition of this super
tand tax—but only last year he said—

“31 kuow men vv1th families in the
city of Toowoomba who have been
unemployed for twelve mouths.

There is evidence that Qucensland is over-
burdened with taxation and that this
taxation is the cause of the stagnation
that we find on every hand. Xmploy-
ment has become restricted, for, unfor-
tunately, employers have to 'Jet rid of
their ]abour as 1t is unproﬁtable Is any
further evidence required in support of
our request that expenditure should be
lessened and taxation reduced in order
that employment shall be no further cur-
tailed 7
The hon. member for Bast Toowoomba said
that, and he was allowed a very wide lati-
tude by the Chairman of Committees, who
was myself.

Another hon. member at present in the
Government, and who is supporting this
measure, is the Secretary for Railways, who
said—

¢ Western Australia is going ahead by
leaps and bounds bccause it has a sane
Government.

1 want hon. members to remember that—

 Western Australia is going ahead by
leaps and bounds because it has a sane

[Mr. Pollock.

and he is
He con-
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Government, while Queens;and is going
back because we have a Government
which taxes the backbone of the country
—the man who goes on the land with a
view to making a living from it.”

The hon. gentleman inferred that Western
Australia was going ahead by leaps and
bounds because it had a sane (Govermmnent,
whereas a Government which imposed a
super land tax was insane. Well, the hon.
gentleman is now a member of a Govern-
ment who are doing that; and apparently
the application seems to suit the hon.
gontleman who now holds Ministerial rank.
He went on to say—

“ The only way in which the Govern-
ment ean- give the cattle-grower relief is
by roducm<r the land tax upon his pro-
perty.”’

Vet the hon. member is reimposing it! He
is a cattle-grower, and he @1gucd the other
night, when *I suggested that sowme land
Iunslatlon was stupid, that I was against
the interests of the cattle-growevrs. Here the
Minister definitely condemns himself and his
(;overnment by reintroducing this measure
which he alleged on that oceasion was against
the interests of the cattle-growers that he
alleges he is here to preserve. Referring to
the late Government, he said—

‘“They are going to give the cattle-
owners some help, if thcv possess lease-
holds, by mduclng their rentals; but,
unless they give the man with freehold
a reduction in land taxation, thev cannot
give him any concession at all.’

Dot he is reimposing the super land iax!
The SecRETARY FOR RAILwavs: Who said
that?
Mr, POLLOCK : The hon, mentber who is
now interjecting; and he also said—

“ Surely he is descrving of
sideration !
owns land ?”

conme con-
Is he a crimindl because he
)

We say he is not; and we emphasise that that
is not preventing the Minister from reintro-
ducing this legislation. T could go on read-
ing this sort of stuff for hours and then would
not come to the end of what was steted by
hon. members on the other side when sitting
in opposition to this super land tex. It
soems_to me that quite a considerable change
of opinion has taken place since those hon.
members ceased to be oppositionists and be-
came Govelnmcnt members. If the thing was
wrong from the standpoint of the party
01)p0~1te last year, what has happened in
the interim to make it right this year?
Nothing that I know of. I believe in the
tax, \vhich I think is equitable, I think
the city interests pay by far the larger
part of this taxation, and that the small
man on the land pays little or nothing
by way of land tax. But I ask the
Treasurer, the Speaker, you, Mr. Roberts,
and all hon. members who represent city
constituencies, who have promised the big
interests that they would take this load of
super taxation off their shoulders, “ What are
you going to do sbout it when these people
ask vou how you have redeemed your pro-
nises?”  We can leave these gentlemen,
yourself included, Mr. Roberts, to the tender
mercies of those people when they take the
Government %o task for the attltudb they
are now adopting, despite the promises made
to the contrary.
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Mr. DUNLOP (Roeclhampton): 1 realise
that this matter will probably go to a
division, and, as it is an important matter,
I deem it my duby to express my opinion,
so that all concerned may know where
stand on the matter. To suit their particu-
lar purpose, hon. members on both sides have
not failed to make use of remarks made on
previous occasions, extending years back,
and, not content with that, they have
reiterated those statements to hon. members
so that they will be indelibly impressed on
their mental wax sheets! (Laughter.)

When the remarks of the Leader of the
Opposition were quoted from ‘‘ Hansard”
the other day, the hon. member said, “I
stand up to cvery word I said.” That was
honest, and I admire him for it, but, in
spite of that, someone else got up, namely—
I use the term in a very sportsmanlike
manner from a parliamentary point of view
—the “ Ringbarking ”” Attorney-General—

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I want it to
be understood that T am not going to allow
any hon. member to refer to the Attormex-
General in such language. It is unparlia-
mentary, and I will not allow it even ““in a
sportsmenlike manner.”’

Mr. DUNLOP: I certainly withdraw the
expression, which is the proper and decent
thing to do. Just to make myself clear, the
Attorney-General quoted again the remarks
of the Leader of the Opposition, notwith-
standing that they had already been quoted
by the Secretary for Labour and Industry.
I take it that ¢ Hansard ” is a true record.
The Government have three years in which
to put their policy into operation. Nobody
can expect any Government, and especially
a newly- elected Government, to put every
promise made_ into operation within one
session of Parliament. The people should
he satisfied if the policy of the Government
is put into operation during the course of
the next three years. That is all right so
far as it goes, but I undevstand this super
land tax has to be re-cnacted each year.
Members of the Opposition, when they were
in power, apparently were so consistent and
persistent that they reintroduced this tax
each year for revenue purposes—in order to
et the £500,000 which we have heard about
to enable them to ride very safelv in the
saddle—whether it was on a racehorse or
on a coramon draught horse.

I have a perfect right to support either
side, but I can see the position the Treasurer
is in.  He feels that he is financially embar-
rassed to a certain extent. I{on. members,
when in opposition, find it quite easy to
spr‘ak at large on any matter, but 1t is
quite different when they get into powe
T have no desire to embarrass the Govern-
ment, but I take it that the idea is to
reimpose this tax for one year only. The
Treasurer shonld let us know whether that
is so, and frankly say, ““I made an honest
mistake, but we only require this money
up to 30th June. 1930.” If the hon. gentle-
man will say that if. after the expiration
of that date. it has tided the Government
over their difficulties, and it will no* be
reimposed, I shall vote with the Government.
If the hon. gentleman is not prepared to
give me that reasonable answer so as to
enable me to exercise an intellicent inde-
pendent vote, I shall cross the floor and
vote with the Opposition.

Mr. W. FORGAN SMITH (Mackay): It
was rather interesting to listen to the speech
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of the Treasurer this morning. In sub-
mitting the resolution he never attempted
to give concrete reasons for introducing the
BIH In common with his usual methods,
he made a number of assertions and endea-
voured to justify his attitude by unfounded
assertions. He said, in effect, that the
justification for his chanﬂe of attitude on
this Bill was that, owing to the financial
position, he required the money which the
Bill would give him. That, if anything, is
the basis of the case. )

Little or no change has taken place in
the conditions of Queencland since this
measure was last enacted. The Treasurer and
those hon. members who comprise the Go-
vernment must have known full well when
speaking against the measure last year that
the money was required for certain purposes.
Anyone who impartially reviews the posi-
tion in the Commonwealih at the present
time in the light of the economic position
of the country, apart altogether from party
views regarding forms of taxation, must
realise that it is impossible for any Govern-
ment in Australia to reduce taxation. No
one likes to impose taxation—no one likes
to pay it. The Chairman of Committees
of the United States Congress soms time
ago wrote a very interesting series of arficles
on taxation in the United States of America.
The powers of Congress under the Consti-
tution are varied, and are to some extent
affected by the powers of the various States
regarding taxstion. In setting out the case
for the control of the central authoritsy in
regard to income taxation, he commenced
his article by saying—

“ That taxation must be levied in order
to carry on the public service is a pro-
position with which everyone must agree.
Everyone =will also agree to ta‘{atlon
proposals that leave himself free and
tax the other fellow.”

That, of course, is the general attitude of
the individuals towards taxation. No one
likes to pay it; but it is necessary in the
interests of the State; and the Treasurers
of the State Governments. have the duty
cast upon them to find the least irksome and
most equitable form of taxation possible.
[11.30 a.m.]

In regard to the inevitability of taxation
and the difficulty of reducing its incidence,
let_me_ point out that Mr. Eggleston, an
ex-Minister in Victoria, who is also a very
able mmvxdual—outstandmg in a Nationalist
party of mediocrities—in desling with this
problem of taxation said that any responsible
member of Parliament or any responsible
public man who says that taxation can be
reduced at the present juncture is either a
fool or a knave. That is the statement of a

man of wide expericnce in Victoria, and a
member of the Nationalist Party, writing in
“ Stead’s Review.” We believe in the prin-
ciple of this taxation. I consider that land
taxation is one of the most equitable forms
of taxaticn; but I rosc principally to call
public attention to the fact that all the con-
ditions that now prevail prevailed during
the period when the present Treasurer
opposed this measure. He and the members
of his Government denounced it in every
possible way, and promises were made to the
public that at the first opportunity they
would repeal it. They made no proviso
about the financial circumstapces of the
country, They did not say,  Immediately
we can afford it and the public funds are

Mr. Smith.]
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buoyanut enough to justify it, we will do
certain things.” They were definite in their
assertion that the tax was iriquitous and

would be removed at the first opportunity.

The Treasurer has at his disposal certain
formi of revenue that the previous Govern-
ment did not have. The Government have
decided to sell the public estate, and they
have also decided that, on the sale of the
public cstate, the moneys accruing therefrom
shail be paid into consolidated revenue.
fiveryone knows that Governments in the
past of a like party to that now sitting on
the Government benches made surpluses by
the sale of land. This year and during the
vears which hon. members opposite will be
in power until the next election they will
have sources of revenue which the previous
Treasurer did not have—that is to say, the
procecds of the sale of land. It can be
argued with justification that, having regard
to that fact, the Treasurer would be justified
in repealing this taxation. That, of course,
is a matter for him. He must take the
responsibility for the line of activity that he
now pursues. The position indicates, how-
ever, the importance of members of an
Opposition being careful to review all the
facts affecting any question before they make
their speeches. I know of no instance in the
public life of this State where a Treasurer
and a Government had so completely and so
quickly to eat their words as the present
Government have had to do in regard to
this proposal.

Question—*¢ That the resolution (1r. W. H.
Barnes’s motion) be agreed to ”—put and
passed,

The CHAIRMAN: Before leaving the
chair, I want to make a statement as to a
ruling which I gave earlier in this debate.
At the outset I want to say that, from want
of knowledge or for some other reason, the
hon. member for Gregory made a statement
to the Committee which was totally untrue.
Tle s2id that, when he was in the chair dur-
ing the last scssion of Parliament, certain
hon. members—the present Secretary for
Public Instruction, the Secretary for Labour
and Industry, the Secretars for Railways,
and the hon. member for Fassifern—were
allowed to say certain things on this ques-
tion—that he allowed them to do so.

Mr., PorLock: I quoted what they said.

The CHAIRMAN: I want to point out
to the Committee that that statement was
misleading—possibly not wilfully. When the
question of the reimposition of the super
land tax was being considered at the same
stage last. vear, the present Secretary for
Labour and Industry was repeatedly called
to_order by the then Chairman of Com-
mittens, the hon. member for Gregory, who
pointed out that the hon. member must
confine himself to the question before the
Committee. The present Secretary for
Labour and Industry moved an amendment
to widen the scope of the Bill.

Mr. Porrock: He moved an amendment
'Lf narrow the scope of the Bill—not to widen
it.

The CHAIRMAN : The hon. member may
have it that way, if he likes. The object
of the amendment moved by the present
Secretary for Labour and Industry was to
remove all land taxation except land taxa-
tion on undeveioped land; and the late
Chairman ruled that the hon. member must
confine his remarks to the amendment. I

[Mr. Smith,.
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realise definitely my responsibilitics as Chair-
mian of Commuttecs. I have one desire—to
do the fair thing by each and every hon.
wember—but T will not allow any hon. mem-
bor to make a statement that is not in
wcrordance with the facts as recorded in
*“ Hansard ” or in the journals of the House.

The House resumed.

The Cratriiax reported that the
mittee had come to a vesclution.

Resolution agreed to.

Com-

Frrst REesDpING.

The TREASURER (Hon. W. H. Barnes,
Wynnum) presented the Bill, and moved—
“That the Bill be now read a first
time.”
Question put and passed.
Second reading of the Bill made an Order
of the Day for Tuesdar next.

INDUSTRIAL CONCILIATION AND

ARBITRATION BILL.
SECOND READING—RESUMPTION OF DEBATE.

Mr. BEDFORD (Warrego): The salient
features of this debate up to now have heen
the absolute ignoring of the principles of
the Bill by almost every Government speaker,
including the Minister who introduced the
B3ill. There has been much talk about con-
cilistion until conciliation has become a
most blessed word—as blessed as the word
¢ Mesopotamia.’t It is only right to con-
sider what different constructions can be
put upon the word. For instance, it is well
known that during the slave trade the most
Christian men in Bristol cngaged in that
trade fully beiieved that they were ani-
mated by a Christian spirit. We have had
the hopes expressed by the hon. member for
Hulimba and the hopes expressed earlier by
the Secretary for Labour and Industry that
something called a change of heart would
take place ~when someone . wanted a
change of mind, because any change would
5o a betterment, Any attempt by anyone
to say that conciliation is the only thing
necessary displays a lack of knowledge of
human nature. There has been conciliation
of such sort as the Sicilian Vespers, the
Massacre of 8t. Bartholomew, the Walls of
Derry, and the Battle of the Bovne. Dre-
sumably that is the kind of conciliation that
this Bill is to bring in. You are asked to
believe that conciliation is the only thing
necessary for industrial peace; but justice is
the real thing that is necessary, and nothing
else. You arc asked to believe that there is
no such thing as a rapacious employer; you
are asked to believe in some ridiculous and
impossible little paradise where labour and
capital should not be only mates but should
bhe like dear litttle sisters in white dresses,
blue sashes, golden curls, innocsnt blue eyes,
and pantelettes tied round their ankles. The
conciliation that is most likely to be prac-
tised under the provisions of this Bill is well
quoted by Victor Daly in some verses on the
struggles on 17th March and 12th July. Of
“ The Orange and the Green,” Daly said—

“They killed each other for concilia-
tion, and hated each other for the love
of God.”

A GoverxMeNT MemBer: Lover said that.

Mr. BEDFORD: The other fellow said it
better. The hon. member for Bulimba
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believes in a new heaven and a new earth
and is anxious that this Bill, prepared by
mischievous minds:

The SPEAKER: Order! Oxder!

Mr. BEDFORD: It could only be a
success if it were administered by gods, and
not by faulty human nature. The hon. mem-
ber for Bulimba is quite honest in believing
that the present Government have come
into power, full of virtue, and the hon.
member—judging, perhaps, from her know-
ledge of the cfficacy of a little castor oil on
children-—thinks that grown-up people might
do better on large doses. One thing that
the makers of this Bill have forgotten is that
the Australian is not short of memory, and
will not be coerced, and therefore the
“ Castor Oil Bill” will bring about such a
state of affairs that the new title of the Bill
will be the ¢ Irritation and Industrial Abor-
tion Bill.”

The SPEAKER: Order! Order! The
hon. member must confine himself more
closely to the Bill, and must not indulge in
such language as he is now using, or I shall
have to ask him to resume his seat.

Mr. BEDFORD : The Bill itself is so revo-
lutionary that it must have disastrous effects.
I propose to show that in this State not
only has Labour’s policy of arbitration not
failed, but it has succeeded. The opponents
of Labour are as intolerant as prohibition-
ists, who are not content with seeing the
world  gradually becoming  increasingly
temperate, but want to perfect it all in a
moment, To such peculiar minds scandal is
greater than sin. This Bill proposss to put
back the clock to 1915, and the workers of
1929 will refuse to return there. The general
mass of the prople have such short memories
and only an immediate appreciation of the
thing which is an immediate menace that
the present Government might procced with
the crime of sclling the public estate, and
it would not Le falt for a generation or so.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BEDFORD: But in this particular
case, where they «re touching the living con-
ditions of 65 per went. of the community—
conditionz which must immediately register
themselves—ther are sbsolutely making a
certajnty that thev disappear from the
Government benches after the next eloctions.

Mr. Bracsiey: That should pleaze you.

Mr. BEDFORD: It does; but I do not

like the confusion by which the result is to
be obtainesl.

Here the Tory and Communist are on
common ground—in natural coalition as
extremists, neither of them believing in
arbitration.

. Mr., CosteLLo: You are the greatest Tory
in this House.

Mr. BEDFORD: That is as true as all the
other things the hon. member says. There is
no truth in any of them.

Let us go back to the beginning of arbitra-
tion in Australia. It rcally started with the
shearers’ strike of 1890; and, seeing that the
attempt is now being made to put back the
clock and to revsrt to the ‘‘open go ’—the
rule of tooth and claw
The SECRETARY rOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
Nothing of the kind !
. Mr. BEDFORD : The hon., gentleman who
is interjecting devoted all the time that he
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was speaking to a kind of Babu exposition
of half-baked cconomics. He scarcely ever
mentiored the Bill. Probably he docs nct
even understand it, if he has read it.

Mr. Porrocx: Nor did the
General touch upon the Bill.

My, BEDFORD: Of course not, In 1891
armed aggression became necessary—and these
are the which this Bill will

Attorney-

conditions to
put ws back if the majority of the pceple
to be affected would agree to be so affected
—and it is reported on page 117 of  Han-
sard 7 for the year 1891, in a record of the
remarks of the late Sir Saumel Waller
Griffith, who was then Chief Secretary—

« 7 gave instructions to Colonel French
in the afternoon to send, by a steamer
advertised to leave at 5 o’clock, the men
of the Permanent Force, with a Norden-
feldt gun and a fieldpiece. When that
order was given there were great doubis
whether they would arrive in time.”

In the Governor's Spcech at the opening of
Parliament in 1891 we find this passage—

« 1 deeply regret that, notwithstanding
the bountiful provisions of Providence in
the form of exceptionally favourable sea-
sons, the prosperity of the colony has been
most injuriously affected by an organised
attempt to averride the reign of law and
order and to prevent the carrying on of
one of our most important producing
industries, ¢xcept in accordance with the
dictates of an irresponsible tyranny. The
operations of this organisation, which
sometimes seemed to assume an Insurroc-
tionary character, extended over a very
large area of the interior, and for a time
there appeared grave danger that the
freedom of men to pursue their lawful
avocations under the protection of the
law would be seriously impaired.”

T am rcading this for the information of

Ministors oppesite. After the turmoil which

must come from this Bill. when they are pre-
p ) .

paring the next Governor’s Speech they may

be able to get that sort of phrase in without

imposing too great a tax on their minds

The SPEAKER : Order!
Mr. BEDTORD : It continues—

« My Ministers recognised that it is the
first dutv of every ecivilised Covernment
to secure this freedom to its citizens, aund
took prompt measures accordingly. Th
linary police force being naturally
weient to deal with so extensive a
combination, it was found vecessary to
call out large bodies of the Defence
Force in aid of the civil power. I am
glad to =ay that the conduct of the officors
and rcn of both forces, often under cir-
cumstances of extreme difficulty, has been
such as to reflect the greatest credit upon
them, and has shown that Quecnslasnd
possesses, in the Defence and Voluntcer
Forces, a body of troops who may be
relied upon to discharge their duty wher-
ever called upon. These organised dis-
turbances have now ended, and happils
without bloodshed, but not without entail-
ing a very large direct outlay, as well
as shaking public confidence and meatsri-
2lly interfering with the settled indus
tries of the colony.”
The ATTORNEY-GENERAL:
make vour own specch?

Myr. Bedford.]

Why don’t yos
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Mr. BEDFORD : The hon. gentleman can-
not make a speech at any time. The speech
he made yesterday only confirms the impres-
sion that he is a “dud.”

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BEDFORD: Mr. Speaker, you said
last night that any member who interjected
must take what was coming back to him.

The SPEAKER : Order!

Mr. BEDFORD: That was a despatch
written in the true spirit of conciliation;
and the ‘“Castor Oil’’ Bill proposes to put
the position back to what it was in 1915.

The SPEAKER: Order! If there are
any more references to the “Castor 0il”
Bill, I shall ask the hon. member to resume
his scat.

[ASSEMBLY.]

and Arbitration Bill.
Mr. BEDFORD: When the Unemployea
Workers Insurance Bill was before Parlia-

ment, I believe it was alluded to by your-
self, Mr. Speaker, and other hon. members
as the ““ Loafers’ Paradise’ Bill, but pre-
sumably any such facectiousncss is to be
denied me,.

If we were asked why we object to this
Bill being brought in except at the behest
of the people, who wish to get back to the
conditions from which this country, ne
matter what the Government may say about
it, has definitely emerged, we would natur-
ally reply that the statistics relating to
industrial disputes during the term of arbi-
tration legislation would answer such an
objection. I have here a list of industrial
disputes in Queensland, provided by the
Commeonwealth Government Statistician—

I ndustrial Disputes.

No. of ‘ ‘WORKERS INVOLVED. ! Total
Year. Disputes in } . } ] ngglgggt l E%égg’ﬁfd
| Queensland. | | Directly. | Indireotly. | Total. [ | Wages.

| | | ! :
1913 ) , 17 1,781 9225 | 0,006 | 55288 | 28374
1017 ] B | 1 971 | 12045 | 817,680 | 178,125
1918 L. Ll 81 | 8803 1875 | 16678 | 183383 | 131142
1916 . o 69 9,078 §336 | 15514 | 586,661 327,537

And then gradually the work of the Indus-
trial Arbitration Court, and the general

quick ability to get to the court in any dis-
pute have 1esulted despite the increase iIn

conse that injustice was to be removed, with  population, in these lower figures—
1920 55 3,775 2,083 | 5,808 68,298 44,493
1921 B ‘ 53 3,367 1,512 | 4,879 95,660 69.793
1922 38 2.611 620 3,231 36,730 32,589
1923 } 25 2,724 | - 340 ‘ 3,065 55,131 53,081
1924 | 25 2830 | 246 31135 47214 42,018
1025 t 22 20,432 | 840 |  ole7e | 2108%6 164,480
In 1925 & railway strike intervened, and, | Ml;- Camrer: How did you get them
although there were only twenty-two dis- back ?
putes, the number of men concerned becama Mr. BEDFORD: You would never have
21,272. got them back without bloodshed. We got
L . them back easily and decently. In 1927, the
In 1927, another railway strike intervened. number came down to these figures
1926 o .o .. 20 2,054 | 2,445 20,118 27,412
1927 . .- l 30 k 20,594 10 30,234 428,135 | 525 884
Under this Bill the Industrial Arbitration  before it can get to the court in the ordinary
Acts of 1816, 1924 1925, and 1926, and the way on account of the considerations in

Basic Wage Act of 1925 are all repealed to
the extent indicated in the schedule; and
the schedule indicates the repeal of nearly all
that msatters. Not only are uil country
workers except canecutters and shearers and
men working in factories cngaged in the
manufacture of articles from primary pro-
duce to have no award, but the Governor
in Council can exempt numbers of other

persons; thercfore, why procesd to get
awards at all? Instead of appointing a
judge, they may appoint anybody quatified
to be a ‘judge—meaning thereby that a
little “ dud” barrister, who might become

Attorney-General, may also be qualified to
be a judge. (LauOhtcr) The Governor in
Council may appoint him at any salary he
thinks fit to give. Under tho Industrial
Arbitration Act we fixed the salary. The
boards are te be appointed in a manner which
is reminiscent of the old wages boards. A
board can hold up a dispute for three months

[#r Bedford,

regard to which many of these boards fail
to agres. Fixation of wi ages and standard
houxa are not considered in their effect on
he standard of living; but principally from
iheu economic ctfect on any industry con-
cerncd. Take the case of an industry now
Aocurishing in Tasmania. for mst'mcv, using
the hvc‘ro electric power supply at a cost
of £4 per horse-power per ainum. Suppose
a similar industry operates in Queensland,
where hydro-e lec‘cllc power cannot be got;
and where probably the cost per horse-power
per annum from coal will run into £35 or
£40. Are wages to be shu\pd in order to
make that mdustr" pay? That is pre-
cisely what the Bill says can be done.
There are to be two conciliantion commis-
sioners, and then after that as many more
as you like, and as many conciliation boards
as you hxo with two or four members each.
There have to be employees’ represontatives
and Employers’ Federation representatives;
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and, although the employees’ representatives
may not appear, the Employers’ Federation
representatives never fail to do so. The
Minister can appoint representatives for the
unions in that case. Union officials who
would have a knowledge of all the condi-
tions of the men at the conference—where
the hig fellow usually kicks the other fellow
cn the opposite side of the table on the
shin—arc barred. TUnion officials are not to
be nominated; but a solicitor can be sent
there to assist the board.
The SECRETARY YOR Lapour sND INDUSTRY :

Who sald that a solicitor could go in?

Mr. BEDFORD: There is provision for
a_solicitor to appear to assist in the delibera-
tions, The union official is cut out, but the
solicitor can go in.

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSIRY:
Read a later section.

Myr. BEDFORD: The man who is to repre-
sent the worker on the board must be an
actual worker in the particular industry con-
cerned. It is manifestly casier for the other
people—members of the Employers’ Federa-
tion—to have no union official to argue
the case of the emplovees in court or before
the board; but to bring a man who was a
quarry workel },eaterday into court to argue
i an environment totally foreign to him-
self is absurd. From the becrmmng the
position has been that the Emplovexs Federis-
tion can hire the best counsel it likes, and
he has a right to be heard. He has a ‘right
to be heard in the jurisdiction which is tho
end of the board’s deliberations, or the end
of the result of tho board’s deliberations;
but the workers ave to be still more penalised

v the fact that the only trained man they
can get—the union official—is not to be per-
mitted to appear.

The SECRETARY FOR LiBoum AND INDU&IRY :
He is.

Mr. BEDFORD: He is not,
The SPEAKER : Order!

¥r. BEDFORD: Then  the indus-
trial provisions are to apply to sections
of workers. Agreements mayr be legally

made—1() agreements without one award.
There is to be time and a-half paid in

regard to nine hohdays That ix one
good portion of the Bill. It wipes out
four holidays which are of no value to
anyone. As a matter of fact, giving a

holiday to the imaginary St. Gomge—“ho
was a fraudulent army contractor in Cap-
padocia—is just about as right as giving
an  Australian holiday to St David, the
patron saint of the Ancient Britons who
could run fast cnough to save their lives,

all other Britons having died at the hands
of the Saxons.

The Bill alss proposcs to wipe out over-
time. and under that system of wiping out
overtime 1t would be possible in the Railwax
Depuartment for men to go back to the old
96-hour fortnight. Assuming that a 44-

hour week were retained, i%

[12 noon.] would be possible for men to be

worked on three days for 142
hours a day, and for those hours to be takon
as their weekly total without payment of
any overfime,

Then, as to preference to unionists, the
Bill provides thst pon-uniorists who receive
the bencfits of unionism are to be encouraged
to stay out of the unions and loaf on the
unions, which have given them their favour-
able conditions.
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Who 1~ to be the judge of “ equal quali-
fications ’ in the matter of discharging a
unionist to take on a non- umonlst" Pre-
sumably the employer. Or can it be the
board, that takes three months to say “ Good
morning” ? It means encouraging conscripd
unionist: to get out of the unions that
protect labour, and discouraging men from
putting up their money to help the unions
In getting better conditions for industry.

After a board has made its award, or
ar industrial agreement has been made with-
out the decision of a board, the court may
cancel either; may make any other award
it pleases; exempt an industry from the
award or agreement; or make any other
award or agreement that pleases it.

The Bill is cluttered up with obstructions
and obscured by dead timber—timber that
has been appropriately ringbarked. New
industries are to be protected, although
new industries are protected at the Customs
House under the Federal law. A manu-
facturer who, in view of this promise of
protection, may decide to start a new indus-
try may vet find that there will be some
modification of the methods proposed, and
that the only manufacturer who can receive
protection is the man who gives his workers
a fair wage and fair conditions of living.
Anybody may establish a new industry under
this Bill, buoyed up with the idea that cer-
tain economic facts or natural disadvantages
are to be wiped out and that an industry
may be started in Queensland in competition
with an industry in Tasmania working with
hydraulic power. DBut the man who is
encouraged to establish such an industry
here, believing that awards have been thrown
xwht ov erboald may vet discover that there
is a Federal Pirllamenhm Labour Party
in power in the Commonwealth, and that
it mav take steps to sce that the protection
which applies to the manufaciurer elsewhere
in Australia applics also to the workers.

The court is also empowered to exempt
any cmployer who has a profit-sharing
arrangement with his employees, thus giv-
ing him an advantage over another employer
who prefers a stlal{h{' award. That is
so clever that it should be in that other
monument of foolishness, the Industries
Assistance Bill

A special award of weges, hours, and
conditions may be made to ap pl" to special
relief works—amounting to mere sustenance,
and tending to bring other awards down.

The Governor in Council, in addition, may
do anything, and his actions will have the
same validity as if they were enacted in
and formed part of this mecasure. So why
trouble Parliament at all, or appeint boards
or conciliation commissioners or an Indus-
trial Court? Call it the ¢ Concentrated
Bosses” Act,” and be done with it.

The ATrorNEY-GENFRAL: What did you do
under the Water Act?

My, BEDFORD: It was not in that Act.

Then the rules of industrial unions apply-
g for registration must ~ah<fy the regis-
’nm in many impossible particulars so where
is the domestic government of the unionist
organisation t¢ go? They can cancel a
vegistration, and yet insist that the union
whose rogistration has been cancelled must
obey awards cven after it is deregistered.

Political affiliations are to be abolished and
employers’ unions not similarly bound. 1If
the Employers’” Federation is not allowed

Mr. Bedford.)
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.to affibate with the Nationalist Party—the
Wationalist Party will have another alias
by the next election, Nationalist being a
bad name by this time—and, if the
Employers’ Federation is not permitted to
affiliate with some political party, it will
mean that the difficulty of bribing Labour
membevs to cross the floor of the House in
future will be cnhanced. The Unemployed

Workers Insurance Act apparently is to
#tand. A number of persons more facetious

Jhan myself call that pilece of legislation the
“ Loafery’ Paradise’ Bill. Similarly, if I
were rude enough, I would retort that this
is the ¢ Workers’ Hell 7 Bill, but, not being
permitted to say that, I cannot say it. The
Bill contains startling penal clauses against
strikers, and clauses providing that unions
can be disbarred from preference for threc
years.  An attempt to commit an
against the Act is to be considered as an
offence actually committed, which is equiva-
lent to saying that, if a man tries to get
drunk ‘and fails, he should be put into an
inebriate asylum. If a strike or lock-out
occurs, the workers are to be starved back
because the power to make levies to assist
in the conduet of any strike or lock-out is
taken from the workers.

A little joker has been inserted in the
end of the Bill, but it has not been men-
tioned up to now. If an Employers’ Fede-
ration owned a newspaper—which, of course,
would deal in the usual misvepresenting way

with Labour—that Employors’ Federation
newspaper will nct be seizable for any
offence under this Act. That is preecisely

what will be attempted with the < Worker ”
and the ‘ Standard.” Those newspapers
are, until this Bill passcs, exempt from
any liabilitv to pay fines under the low,
which means that the propertr of news-

papers which are the property of the
workers will be liable to seizure. The
M - :

Unemployed Workers Insurance Act is

ret'ainod; but one wonders what thev are
going to do with that! This clause aims at
the starvation of the ILabour press. That
makes the “ Worker ” and the  Standard”
particularly liable for any alleged offenze
under the Bill. It is a cerfainty that this
Bill cannot be obeyed. and that it can result
only in chaos. Tt means only a state of
general confusion, dizruption, and destruc-
tion of all the conditions that have been put
on the statute-book since 1915, and which to
a large extent «od our defeat at the last
election. In the fourteen vyears of Labour

Government, a  large number of voters
had just reached the voting age. and
did not know the difiiculties of the

people who preceded them. They believed
that these ideal conditions had come down
from ITeaven, and could not be changed.
They will find that these conditions are
being changed, or that an attempt will be
made to change them. with the reckleseness
which must mean defeat. Althongh the
workers will cefuse to do as this Bill asks
them—that is. to go back fifteen vears—they
will at the next election go back for one dav
for seventren vears, and put this Govorn-
ment where thes put the Denham-Barnes
Government in 1915,
Mr., FRY (Kurilpa)-:
done very 1

Bill wil

The wunions have
good service in the past, but this
enable them to do a verr much
better serviece for the community in the
future. That will dupend entirelv upon the
frame of mind of the union officials who
ventrol those organisations; and that, to

[Mr, Bedford.
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my mind, is going to be a very big factor
in the success or otherwise of the working
of this Bill. Amendments may be necessary
in the Committec stages of the Bill to make
it more workable, but it is sound in prin-
ciple. So far a defence has been put up
for the union officials, who have been de-
fended for some reason or other. But what
is the position of the other party concerned?
We have not heard during this debate one
single word about the unfortunate worker
who cannot get employment. Ile has been
forgotten by hon. members on the other side
when they have been talking about this
Bill. To my mind, he is the most impor-
tant factor in the whole of our considsration,
beesuse he represents the great mass of
the people. The great mass of people are
facing unemployment. The statistics sup-
plied by the Lahour Party show that there
were 46,000 unemployed and 69,000 partly
employed in Queensland before they left
office; and the workers are faced with still
more uncmployment because production is
falling  off. We  hear hon. members
standing up to defend the union officials,
whereas no one has stood up to defend the
position of the unfortunate person who is
vnomploved. and who is suffering all the
misery and distress which unemployment
brings about. I say advisedly that a grave
and great responsibility rests upon union
officials in this connection, and it depends
entirely upon how they =ct to work as to
what the result will be.” If they like to take
2 course dangerous to themselves and to
the community generally, that is their busi-
ness.

This Bill is correctly called ¢ The Indus-
trial Conciliation and Arbitration Bill.” It
is a provosal to the conscience and idealism
of organised indust it gives expression to
the innermost des of modern thought
and broad-minded statesmanship, and should
create a good foundation for the develop-
ment of harmonions relationship and part-
nership between all factors in industry and
hetter the conditions of life for all people. It
should bo the starting peint from which
the uncemployment position can be ap-
proached. Tt sheuld banish bitter animosity
and the wasteful methods In industry; 1t
shonld rssist the Queensland community to
become a State which will produce every-
thing instead of being, as it is to-day, an
importing community. producing practically
nothing. This RBill desires to foster the
epirit of enterprise and experiment by giv-
ineg arveater opportunity and equality of
onportnnity, so that we as a nation may
cocure oconomic mastery over the mnatural
resources of the State. and find employment
for the large army of unemploved.

There are two schools of extreme thought
which regard mankind as subservient to their
own particular selfish desives. There is also,
however. the school of modern thought which
would develop the gifts of Nature under
harmonious relationship—and it is upon those
lines that this Bill has been framed.

1f wo consider the main principles of this
Bill, we must be ferced to the conclusion
that it will bring about a stats of affairs
beneficial to all sections of the community.
Consider, for exampls, the conciliation boards
which it is proposed to set up; these are the
very cssence of industrial relationship, in
that they will bring about a better under-
standing between the opposing forecs engaged
in industry. Further, there appears to be
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no reason why the court which has been effec-
tive in the past should be less effective under
this measure. It can undoubtedly be more
effective if the members of the court are
desirous of achicving that desirable end. The
conciliation boards can do excellent service
br dealing promptly with disputes which
arise in any industry. because by taking early
measures it is possible to avoid an extension
of industrial trouble, which mar lead to the
dislocation of industry throughout the State.
No objection can be advanced against those
boards, which will be composed of an equal
number of representatives nominated by the
industrial union or unions of the employers
and by the industrial union or unions of the
employees in the calling or callings con-
cerned. Besides its chairman, each board
may consist of two or four othcr members
neminated as I have statzd; and if the chair-
man—who will bera (’onmhﬂtlon commissioner
—is anxious to be of service to his country,
and is actuated by a civie and p'xtrlotlc
spirit, and can see the modern trend of politi-
cal and commercial thought and apply his
mind accordingly—he can, by valuable ser-
vice, build for himself a monument greater
and more enduring by than monuments
made of material things. If he has in
mind that he iz going to make this Bill a
success, then he is going to bring great
credit to mm%elf and a greab blessmg to
the people of this State. 8o it applics
right through the whole list of official: who
will be asscciated with thic matter.

The Leader of the Opposition and hon.
members "uppmt'nv him lald stress on three
distinct peints. They say, * Why change the
preseni court? It is the best courb in Aus-
tralia, There is peace in industry.” Those
peints are pertinent to the Bill; but we
want to analyse a little farther, and see
how far the suggestion contained in these
points carries us. To every agreement therc
are three parties—the publie, the employee,
and the emploser What has the history of
past years tanght us? It has taught us that
strikes and fights of that description do no
good, but only damage those who take part
in them. Fven thouzh they may win the
fight, tm‘" do not achicve thﬂ object at which
thev aim. Peace in industry largely has
been brought about because of exhadstion,
and unemployment is the result of the politi-
cal battles which brougl 1t about this exhaus-
tion. Unemployment is a result, not a
cause. The cause of it is the extensive figh
which have taken place in the industri
fields over a period of years. It is a crime

against  dcaocracy  and aga.inst human
nature.
Hon, members opposite stand up and

defend the union organiscrs and the union
officizls, and say not onc word about unem-
plovmor’t. Lot them: have their own way,
but I cannot see cye to ere with them.
Why is industry at a standstill to-day; and
why are all these people unemployed? Is it
not beause of the incomplete arbitruticn
Of coure it is.

Mr. PrasE: Because of
Government.

Mr. FRY : If sou analyse it, you will find
that the prosent position has besn brought
about beeause the srbitration system has not
been fully applied. It has only besn applied
up to a peint; and at the point where it
required staternanzhip it was dropped because
it was not pnlatable. Palatabla methods
frequently are the ruination of a party.
At any rate, ther have brought about the

the change of
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downfall of the Labour Party. The unions
will do good work if they accept the posi-
tion to-day and help to make this Bill a
success. 1f they do mnot, they Il bring
about more cleavage in their ranks, because
the people are waking up to the fact that
individual members of unions are brow-
beaten. We heard the hon. member for
Rockhampton saying how thoy were brow-
beaten at union meetings. Other hon., mem-
bers have said the same thing. When
members of unions have come to me, I have
said to them, “ Why do you not take charge
of your unions?”’ I said, “ Why don’t vou
express your opinions 7 They have replied,
“They wor’t let you. If vou do iakec any
part, vou are victimised and bludgeoned for
it afterwards.” I am issuing a warning that
the public are gefting wise to these peopls,
and will exercise the privileges of member-
ship given to them under the law. We are
told that the principle is wrong. Let me
quote from Mr. Ben Turner, president of
the National Union of Textile Workers,
chairman of the Trades Union General
Council, and president of the Labour Con-
gress of 1928, who supports this principle—
“ Bveryone desires to sce less friction
in the industrial world, and everyong of
goodwill is worrying how to attain it.

‘“Co-cperation sounds casy, but it is
difficult. It may be brought about
through sectional understandings.

“ One esseatial factor is willingness to
concede that the employee is not a mere
machine or a labour expeuse, iike running
costs.

“The brains of the employers and em-
ployees sheuld be pooled for establishing
works couuncils, which should not be
dominated by office.
nt time there is a desire
oople that a considerable
trade disputes should be

avoided.”

Then I will give what was said by ancther
Very })10mwnnt union leader, who is a repre-
seniative of the workers on the New Zealand
Arbitration Court.  These rvemarks were
made only a few days after the introduction
of this Bill—

“ Canberra, Sunday.
“The New Zcaland systern of indus-
trial  arbitration was explained on
Saturday by Mr. M. J. Reardon, of
Wellington, who is on a visit to Can-
berra. My, Reardon was the workers’
representative on the Arbitration Court,
which consists of a justice of the Supreme
Court, a representative of the workers,

and a representative of the emplovers.
“Mr. Reardon explsined that when a
dispute occurved in New Zealand it was
first referred to a conciliation cominis-
sioner, who invited the parties to appoing

resentatives to mest him in an endea

r to adjust the differcnces. These cpn—
ferences  werce known as  conciliation
ceuncils,  Settlements reached by the

councils were mutual, and their decisions
were filed as awards of the court. A
dispute could not go before the court
until a conciliation council had failed
to reach a settlement.

¢A festure of the New Zealand
system, added Mr. Reardon, was that
settlements were reached far more quickly
than in Australia. There were concilia-
tion commissioners stationed in various

Mr, Fry.]
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districts, and the court itself went on
a regular circuif, visiting each centre
three or four times a year. He had
heard that in Australia disputes were
sometimes outstanding for as long as two
yvears. In New Zealand four months was
the longest period for which a case could
await hearing before the visit of the
court to the centre concerned. Most
cases received very prompt hearings,
because the work of the conciliation
commissioners prevented the necessity for
very many cases going before the court.
e had noticed that a system of councils
had been introduced in Australia, but
apparently little had been done with
this method of settling disputes. It had
been very successful in New Zealand,
and had greatly facilitated the work of
the Arbitration Court.”

This gentleman is not an employer: he is
the workers’ accredited representative on the
New Zealand Arbitration Court, and has
spent his life in the industrial field and
gone through all phases of the industrial
developmeni of the position which presents
itsclf to the average worker. The workers
of New Zealand have confidencze in him, and
hava sent him as their represcntative to the
Arbitration Court to look after their affairs;
and he gives a blessing to this Bill. e
says that the system has been very successful
in New Zcaland, and has greatly facilitated
the working of the Arbitration Court there.
The president of the Australian Trade Union
Congress has said the same thing.

Let us go a little farther. We are faced
in Quecnsland and Australia with a most
serious and difficult position—perhaps the
most serious position that has cver confronted

us.

[12.30 p.m.]

We are fazed with another set of circum-
stanci:s.  In spite of the fact that wo are
producing nothing, and importing every-
thing, and in spite of the fact that we realise
that importations do us no good, hon. mem-
bers opnosite stand firmly to that policy,
knowing that it is wrong, and doing it
merely to please the crowd. The late Pre-
mier said that the Labour Party had been
forced to do unceonomic things, and that
that -was the cause of its downfall and its
troubles. Iivery testimony given freely out-
side thix Chamber has supported this Go-
vernment and this Bill. Why then should
we take mnotice of men who are political
pa}'tisnns, and who must have as their main
object the gaining of some political capital?

Another factor which we must take into
corsideration is that machinery has caused
a revolution in industry, and that machinery
will either emancipate the worker or will
starve him. This Bill will enable the worker
to emsncipate himself by encouraging him
to become the owner of the machinery.
Production and marketing, supply and
der:and, have a direct bearing on employ-
ment and on wages, and it is nonsense to
talk about the distribution of wealth until
that wealth has been created. To encourage
the production of wealth is surely a very
high and noble desire—a desire which cvery
man, woman, and child living in this land
must cherish It will bencfit cvervone if
this Bill is put into operation and is made
QA 3UCCOSs.

Another principle the Bill lays down is
that the court shall investigate the question
of wages and the cost of living, shall fix a

[Mr. Fry.
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standard of living, a minimum rate of wages,
and standard hours. What is wrong with
the principle of leaving the fixing of these
things to the Industrial Court? Silence
reigns supreme on the Labour side of the
Touse to-day.

Mr. Dasu: Nobody is listening to you.

Mr. FRY :The hon. member is listening,
and his silence gives approval to the truth
of what I am saying. I say that nothing in
this part of the Bill is wrong, although hon.
members opposite have been trying to prove
to us that there is. To support my asser-
tion that there is nothing wrong in the
principles of this Bill, I propose to quote
the Leader of the Opposition. His remarks
show that the hon. member once supported
another principle embodied in this Bill,
which he and  his colleagues now oppose.
As recorded on page 159 of “ Hansard ' for
1924, he said—

“1 do not and never have favoured
the policy that Parliament should endea-
vour to fix wages. I have always
believed in the principle that an Arbi-
tration Court is the proper body to do
such things. That principle has been
carried on, and very succes:fully carrvied
on, in Queensland, and if those who are
responsible for the present agitation were
to gain an immediate advantage in the
event of their being successful, T am
satisfied that the employces of the State
would rue the day when the principle
was laid down that Parliament should
control or fix wages.”

I hope the
that [—

“ That principle is un=ound, and con-
trary to the Labour policy.

unemployed are listening to

Tt has been suggssted by our erities
that this should ie dons, and that a
failure to do so should be regarded as
a breach of Labour principles. The
issues that are being fought in the public
press, at stopwork meetings, and else-
where are issucs that were fought at the
last Labour Convention at Fmu Park.

“T was a delegate at that convention,
and no less than five definife motions,
baving as their purpose the setfing out
of the policy of Parliament fixing the
basic wage, were defeated by the con-
vention.”

“ Labour stands for an Arbitration
Court which shall be the tribunal to
fix wages, unirammelled and completely
free.”

1 have called to my aid the statement by
the Leader of the Opposition, who now dares
to criticiee the Bill on this point. Suvely
the hon. gentieman who in his calmer
moments, free from a party political atmo-
sphere, would make a public statement to
that effect cannot now lcad his party in
opposition to the Rill and remain frue to
himseclf! A person who cannot Temain
irue to himself cannot remain true to any-
ons. We are not discussing legislation die-
tated by money considerations, but a Bill
which contains very vital principles. Tf it
was the principle of the Labour Party in
1924 that the Arbitration Court should be
untrammelled, whr should that net be their
principle to-day? Ts it because they are
now in opposition that they speak in direct
conflict with their previously considered
opinions? If that be so, then the Labour
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movement requires a thorough overhauling.
I believe that the Bill will give to the wage-
earner a wage in excess of the present basic
wage. liver since I have been in Parliament
I have always opposed a reduction of wages
because I realise that it would seriously
affect the community. I have always opposed
au increase in hours because I regarded
such a step as being economically wrong,
because it would result in the depletion of the
strength of the worker and his consequent
lack of cfficiency.

During the Address in Reply debate in
1924 1 stated—

“ If a man works honestly and his time
is fully occupied from 8 o’clock in the
morning till 5 o’clock in the afternoon,
with an hour off during the day, and
from 8 o’clock till 12 o’clock on Satur-
day (i.e., for forty-four hours), he does
a very fair week’s work. That 1s all
that you can expect from the individual.
Human beings have their limitations,
and that must be considered. . . .
With improved machinery, with better
organisation, and with better condi-
tions, we may be able to get the same
output with a 44-hour week ar we do
with a 48-hour week.”

1 further stated—

“May 1 ask the members of the Go-
vernment or the party behind them
whether they would support me if 1
moved a motion to increase the basic
wage from £4 to £4 bs. Wages are
only to be judged by their pmcha\mg
power. A basic wage rieans a living
wage. When we talk about not being
able to give the wage-earner that living
wage, we want to know why it cannot be
done, Picture the wage-earner and his
wife and family trrying to make cnds
meet and save something on £4 per
week.”

Over a period of twenty years cffective wages
in Australia have increased by only 2s. 4d.
per week. A wage is worth only its exchange
value, We realise that, in Australia as a
whole, the effcctive wage is less to-day than
it in 1911. The figures for the first
quarter of 1929 indicate that it now requires
37s. 2d. to purchase the food and groceries
that could be purchased in 1911 for £1. We
must not regard the worker merely as an
instrument of labour. Apart from physical
strength, he has brain power capable of
making him a more valuable unit in the
community, 1if his brain power is wisely
applied. He has intelligence. Some have
more intelligence than others. Some have
activily ; some more acti\itv than others.
Some are more zealous in the use of their
time. Some can avoid waste and injury
to the tools thev are using. There is some-
thing besides what is movldod for by the
basic wage. The basic wage is nobt the
only thing with labour. It is only the
starting point; and this Biil will give the
workers an opportunity of co-partnership
and profit-sharing in the industry that gives
them employment. That is the position we
wunt to reach. We say that the evolution
of the human mind demands progress, but
that progress must be guided along safe

3

lines—which this Bill proposes to de. The
Australian  workers generally are not in-
clined to resort to force: but they do want

an opportunity to share the means of wealth
production; and a policy which will enable
the Australian worker to own his share
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" of the machinery that produces wealth is

highly desirable, This Bill, I contend, pre-
zents such an oppmtumtv The greatest
waste *in industry to-day is the waste of
mentul power of the employee. While owaers
and managers are breaking down under the
excessive strain of management, there is an
asset available of which the State should
make use, and that is the brain power of
the employee engaged in industry. This
Bill will help that power to be developed
and will bring about a policy of wealth
production by which the State encourages
labour and capital to work together to manu-
facture our raw materials so that we can
provide work for the people and profitable
investment for capital, and increase the
secope for the employment of the mental
powers of all sections engaged in the industry.

Some people maintain that the employees
do not contract to give of their best ser-
vice, but oniy to give service up to the
tisual 2ccopted standard. If that is the case.
1L is the greatest possible condemnation

f the basic wage system, and the greatest
proof in %uppmt of this Bill that we have
introduced, since it gives the employec an
opportunitv to get some reward for his
tngher moral and greater intellectual ability,
!)ut which is withheld from him because he

is not allowed, as nature lnfonded to,
develop himself to the very best of his’
ability. and according to the hlessings

bestowed upon himn.

There is another point thst I would like
tn stress. It is not suggested that a worker
engaged in the profit- sharing system neces-
£ uly works barder in the sense of tiring
himself to a greater extent. It is a question
of more intellect, intelligence, and care
rather than more effort; and, owing to his
interest in the work and its result, he will
b less, rather than more. tired at the end
of the day. Anyone who has studied human

nature for any period of time must come
to that conclusion from the facts placed
bofore him.

Let us consider the position of a number of
men, all enguged at the same class of
work and under identical conditions, some
of whoinn work hard and do comparatively
fittle, whilst others can do the work in half
the time, and do it much better, and
with  less  effort. We must consider
that aspect of the industrial question,
which is vital to a full appreciation of
what is required in industry. After all,
overhead coxts and allied things are oniy
relative, When I hear people talking about
wage-reduction as a means of bringing about
decreased overhead costs, I come speedﬂy to
the conclusion that they know nothing of
what they are talking about, and posszes: no
knowledge of the fundamentals of cconomics,
Surely thess people must realise that the
wage 1s only cquivalent to its exchange value!
It is the circulation of money that brings
prosperity—not the merc aceumulation of
money. In that connection the banking insti-
tutions of the Commonwealth would dn well
to realise that sooner or later they will have
to stand behind industry in Amtmlm to a
greater extent than they have done in the
patt, ard will have to make money avail-
able in order that industry may be stimu-
lated.

America to-day 1is probably paying the
highest wages in the world, and is undoubt-
edly the wcalthiest country in the world.
In some vespects we arc akin to Ameriea,
which, before the imposition of the McKinlay

Mr, Fry.]
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tariff, was importing exiensively from Great
Britain and Burope. On the imposition of
that tariff the business interests which had
previously exported goods to America estab-

lished branch industries within the American -

tariff wall, and, as a rceult, industries
developed and employment was stimulated.

That brings me to a consideration of the
wage question; and here I say emphatically
that the question of production far transcends
in importance any other question. If a man
in receipt of £4 Bs. per week in wages pro-
duces onz article, the article has that valuc;
but if, under a cm of payment by results,
he produces two or three articles in place of
the one article, he receives greater wagces,
and at the same time erables the consumer
to purchase the article at a cheaper rate.
Preduction is, thercfore, the all-important
consideration; and, when I hear hon. mem-
bers opposite talking about wage reduction,
I feeol that they want to take a course in the
first principles of economics.

I agree most hoartily with the provisions
of the Bill regarding the issue of union
tickets, because it is only just that a man
should be permiited to continue in employ-
ment if he posscsses oue unicn ticket, irve-
spective of the union by which it is issued.
Some hon. members of this Parliament know
of many cases where, in the pest, it has been
necessary for men to hold up to six union
tickets during ose finnncial vear in order
that they might get temporary work in
various calling=, One particular case which
T recall relates to a member of the Storemen
and Packers’ Union, who, in order to secure
employment in auother sphere, had ‘o become
a member of the iscellaneous Workers
Union. When that iporary emplor t
terminated, he was forced to become a nicm-
ber of the Anstralian Workers' Urion betore
he could take the temporary work that was
offering. He was a married man supporting
a wife and four small children, and he could
ill afford the cost of the several union
tickets he was compelled to secure.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
bor s exhausted the time allowed him ander
the Standing Orders,

Mr. HILL (Helvin Grove): The general
Lasis of the Bill is conciliation; but it in
no war defeats arbitration, which is dis-
tinctly provided for in clause 7. The court,
for the purpose of fixing the basic wage
and the regulation of hours, is constituted
as at present. (oncilintion boards alio are
provided for. These conciliation kboards will
desl with 211 other matters, provided always
that any matter may still be referred to the
higher suthority—the Industrial Court, The
Bill, as hon. members mav notice on perusal,
provides for the appointment of two asses.
sors to ¢ t the court as the court itself
may  decide—one representative of  the
employees and one of the employers—and,
in addition, «n zctuary or statistician will
essist the court or the board by supplyving
it with information. I am of the opinion
that the Government are not departing from
the principle of arbitration. We are simply
stabilising it. and showing a gcneral desire
to preserve the interests of the workers as
a whole, and to see that they get fair and
equitable treatment. The basic wage under
this Bill will provide for the upkeep of a
man, his wife, and three children. The
questicn arises as to whether the court, as
at present constituted, should function, or
whether party government should deeide
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the conditions in relation to industry. The
tendency of the present court is towards
arbitration, and not conciliation. We claim
that  Parliament should provide the
machinery and allow the experts to do the
work. In the matter of conciliation, the
Bill should prove of benefit by permitting
any group or a section of workers in any
workshop or factory to come together and
frame working agreements. This 1s in accord
with cur poliey as enunciated to the people.

In effect, the Bill gives every man the
right to work, It provides for the inter-
change of union tickets, and requires all
unions to keep their books open #o that any
irdividual worker upon making application
and paying the initiation fee shall become
a union member and thereby become eligible
te engage in any class of employment for
which he max be suitable.

The profit-sharing provisions in the Bill
are something better than has ever been
offsred before. All agrcements made must
agrece in all particulars with the rest of the
award.

The hon. member for Gregory stated that,
if any employee were called to a round-table
conference, after the conference was over
that employee would not remain a week in
employment. That is not correct. I krow
of a case of wunion representatives, four
vears ago, meeting at a round-table con-
ference with the employer, and the employees
are still in their jobs. and have never been
victimised. I also know of another union
which has eight agrecements, five of which
were made at round-table conferences with
the emaployer, and three were made by the
Avbitration Court. There have been no ovil
after-effects to the employees’ representatives
in these cases, and this should prove that
round-table conferences, if given a trial,
should prove successful.

T

Mr. COOPER (Bremer): May I be
allowed at the beginning of my remarks to
supply a deficiency in the speech delivered
by the Attorney-General last night? He

was referring to clause 64 of the Bill, and,
at the instigation of the Sccretary for
Tabour and Industry, I understood the

Attorney-General to say that clause 64 ~was
in every way the same as a section in the
Unemployed” Workers Insurance Act; and
within a minute or two he changed his poa-
tion, snd said it was not tha same as a
action in th Act,

The ATTORNEY GFNERAL :
My, COOPER: I understcod rou to say

That is net so.

0.
The ArrorxeY-GENERAL: You misander-
stood me. I never made such a statement.
I mnever mentioned the Unemployed
Workers Insurance Act.

Mr. COOPER: He promized very faith-
fully to read the slause of this Bill and the
section of the Act which he mentioned.
Ile failed to do so, and, so that it may be
seon that theve is a difference, I propose to
read clauze b4,

The SPEAXER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber must accept the Attorney-General’s
stetement that the statement he made is not
correct.

Mr. COOPER: 1 will accept his state-

ment. I said that T understood him to say
that; but, if I misunderstood him, well and
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zood. The clanse and the section may be
laced side by side.

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY:
You cannot read a section and a clause,
and you know it.

Mr. COOPER: I claim the same right as
the introducer of the measure, who read
clause after clause of the Bill, and pointed
out their specific application.

Tho SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
I did not quote them.

Mr. COOPER: Clause 64 reads—

“In addition to and without in any
way limiting the powers of the Governor
in ‘Council under this Act, the Governor
in Council is hereby 9mpowered from
time to time by Crder in Council to iszue
such orders and give such directions and
prescribe  such matters and  things,
whether in addition to or amendment “of
or in modification of this Act or any
other Act. as will be calculated to give
full effect to the objeets and purposes of
this Act.”

And here is the most vital part—
‘or as will be calculated to safeguard

thn requircments and wellbeing of 'rhe
people and secure peace in industry.”

The principle is by no means the sane
as the section of the Unemployed Workers’
Insurance Act quoted by the Attorney-
General, which merely prov&des that an
Order in Council may b= made or issued
under the Act and in accordance with the
Act.  An Order in Council under this Bill
will be able not only to amend but to add
not only to this Act but to any other Act.
Up to the present, so far as I can see, the
Secretary for Labour and Industry has
shifted his position upen this clause at least
four times. I do not propose to pursue the
question further, so he will be able to avoid
the trouble of shifting his position again.
There is not the slwhteﬂt doubt that, when
the Minister Quffgmted to the Attorney-
(feneral last night that clause 64 was the
same as the section in the Unemployed
Workers Insurance Act, he misled him.

The ArToRNEY-GrNERAL: e did not.

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND
INDUSTRY (llon. H. E. Sizer, Sandgatc):
I rise to a point of order. Is the hon.
member in order in saying that I misled the
Attorpey-General 7

Mr. CCOPER: I did not say su. I said
that I was of the opinion that he had misled
his colleague, and surely I cannot be forced
to withdraw my opinion, and, in my opinion,
the Attorney-General was ‘misled by the
Secretary for Labour and Industry.

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
The law is the same, and any judge of the
Supreme Court will tell you that it is the
sdme.

[2 p.m.]

Mr, COOPER: Nobody can approach a
consideration of the proposal now before
the Chamber without a big feeling that a
very heavy responsibility rests upon this
House. Anybody who has been connected
for years with the industrial movement must
know that this is more than an ordinary
Bill. The hon. member for Gympie, the
hon. member for Bulimba, and, I believe, the
hon. member for Maryborough, said that,
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lt this measurce is to wreck the Nationalist

Party, as we believe it 1is, hon. members
on this side should work for it; but I

#nt to tell those hon. members and the
cther young members in this House that this
pdlEV would rather remain In opposition

or 3 decade than that this Bill should
Lecome law., I say that because within the
short space of threce years the damage that
is likely to be done will be such that the
workers of this State will be robhed of
many of their rights, and the industrial
organisations of this State will carry for
many years the scar which will be the mark
of the inflictions that have been put upon
them by this Bill,

It is regrettable that so much ignorance
exists as to the actual position. Hon. mem-
bers on the other side have sald that the
of the Opposition in his speech
delivered a lecture 1n elementary economics;
but those who listened to the Leader of the
Opposition and observed the manner in
which that lesson was received must have
come to the conclusion that the lesson, even
though an clementary one, was nevertheless
needed, and that many hon. members on
tha Government side had no conception of
the position as it was put to them by the
Leader of the Opposition.

To show further the ignorance of hon.
members opposite, let me remind the [Touse
l‘nt the hon. member for Bulimba quoted

with a tremendous amount of satisfaction—in
4 tone which indicated to those who heard
hev that she regarded it as conclusive evi-
dence of its justice and right—an excerpt
from the report of the British Eeconomic
Commission.  That paragraph was to the
cffect  that arbitration had placed the
cmployers and cmployees of Australia in
two hostile camps. Having read that para-
graph, one is justified in concluding that
the picture which has arisen in the mind
of the hon. member was that before the
days of arbitration thev were not in hostile
camps.  Where were they before they went
into hostile camps? What was their posi-
tion before the arbitration law was initiated ?

What state of affairs existed before 1890?
Surely it was not that the employers and
the employees were in one camp! They
may have been in one camp at one fime;
but it is so long ago that we have forgotten
it, nor could we easily bring it back to mind.
It could only have been at a period when
the workers were 0 ignorant that they had
no conception whatever of the real position.

What was the position in 1890 which gave
rise to the demand for a law on arbitration?

That year was just an ordinary year. The
miners of Broken Hill werc on strike. The
miners of Ballarat were on strike. ~All the

big buildings in Sydney were held up by
strilkes in the building trade. The whole
of the coastal trade of Queensland was held

ur by a strike on the waterfront. Ship-
ping was held up by a seamen’s strike.
Adelaide was practically without bread

hecause of a big strike in the baking trade.
Altogether, in 1890, employers and employees
were in two hostxle camps; and 1t was
because they were in hostile camps and had
heen for some time that there was this
demand, first and foremost by the emplovees,
for conciliation.

Mr. H. M. RUSSELL:
wanted conciliation.

Mr., COOPER: I shall be able to prove—
and I hope successfully to the hon. member

Mr. Cooper.]
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who has just interjected, if he is fair-
minded—that all the efforts of those days
and even of to-day in the direction of
round-table conferences have come from the
worker.

Mryr. H. M. RusseLnL: No.

Mr. COOPER: It has been said by workers
who have worked in industry as secretaries,
organisers, or officials—and this will be borne
out by any who are spoken to on the ques-
tion—that once they could get the employers
to the table the end was not far off. Lvery
organiser and every man who has had any-
thing to do with big industrial troubles
knows that the first job is to get the
employers to the table.

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR ANXD INDUSIRY :
This Bill takes them there.

Mr. COOPER: The Industrial Arbitration
Act, which is to be repealed, also got them
there. Evidence has been given by hon.
members on the other side who have spoken
upon the question that that is so. The hon.
member for (iympie told them how he, as
the representative of a company, fixed up
various agreements with a representative of
a union. Year after year that has been
done. The hon. member for Kelvin Grove
said that agreement after agreement had
been fixed up to his kunowledge, not under
this Bill, not under the Industrial Peace Act
of 1912, but under the Industrial Arbitration
Act passed by the Lubour Government, That
Bill was entitled a ‘‘ Conciliation and Arbi-
tration. Act.” Conciliation stood first and
foremost, as it has always done. The hon.
member for Townsville reminds me that 66
per cent, of the awards were first agreed to
by conciliation. The judge always ordered
the parties into conference; and only those
matters upon which agreement could not be
reached were referred into court. Many of
the awards operating in this State were never
seen by the judge except to ratify them. I
speak subject to correction, but I believe
that awards were made in respect of the
industry in which the Butchers’ TUnion is
interested without any reference to the court,
apart from requesting the judge to ratify
the agreement wrrived at between the
employers and the employees.

Ar. H. M. RoussitL: TUnder the Wages
Boards Act.

Mr. COOPER: Not under the Wages
Boards Act. I am speaking of the Industrial
Arbitration Act, which is to be repealed by
this Bill. What I have staied is common
knowledge; and, if it is not common knosw-
ledge to hon. members o the other side,
then all I can say is that their knowledge on
these matters Is not as wide as it ought to be.

The position became so strained in 1890
that it was absolutely necessary that some-
thing should be done. The employers and
the employees were in twa hostile camps.
The emplovers were standing firmly for what
they considered to be their rights.

Mr. Kirway: Freedom of contract,

Mr. COOPER : Expressed in the words of
the hon. member for Brisbane, freedom of
contract; and it was because they stood for
freedom of contract that they declined, time
and again, time and again, time and again,
to meet the employees in conference. Dur-
ing these big upheavals such noted men as
the Governor of New South Wales, Lord
Carrington, the Anglican Archbishop of Syd-
ney, the Roman Catholic Archbishop of
Sydney, Sir Sydney Burdekin,
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Sydney, the Chief Justice, and other pecple,
urged the cmployers to go into conference;
but they stood all the time upon the question
of freedom of contract. They said, ‘ We
stand for freedom of contract, and there can
be no freedom of contract if we go into con-
sultation with our employees.” Let me read
something which covered * freedom of con-
tract 7’ for which the employers stood in those
davs. The first thing was the right to dis-
charge a man without being asked to give a
reason; the second thing was the right to
bring a man into a shop without being asked
if he were a unionist or a non-unionist; the
third thing was to employ whom they pleased.
I ask you, Mr. Speaker: Have those three
things varled in any great particular since
that day? It is the basis upon which the
present Bill is built. The Bill is built prac-
tically upon those three things; and, when
hon. members on this side have stated that
the Bill is a retrograde measure, and that
it is putting back the clock of time, hon.
members opposite excitedly say, ‘“ No, no!
No, no! Nothing of the kind !’ Here is
the Bill with practically those three things
in the very vanguard of freedom of contract.
I must be fair and read the fourth thing,
which says, “ To pay what they choose with-
out being questioned by anyone.” I will
admit, of course, that that is not actually in
the Bill to-day. Although it may not be on
the lips of hon. members opposite, I can say
that it is firmly planted in their hearts.

We had the remarkable spectacle this
morning of the hon. member for Kurilpa
saying that at one time he besought Liabour
members to stand by him in asking that the
basic wage should remain at £4 5s. per week.
If that was mere lip service, we know what
it is worth. If it was from the heart, there
13 nothing to prevent the hon. member for
Kurilpa, when this Bill is in Committee,
from moving an amendment to have the
busic wage fixed at £4 5s. per week. He
will then sce what response he gets from the
Lon. members on this side.

In 1880 the Adelaide  Register’ news-
paper fixed up a thirty-six months’ agree-
meut with its employees, binding its em-
ployecs during that period not to become
members of the South Australian Typo-
graphical Association or any association of
a similar nature. Flood and Company, the
big shippers and woolbrokers, had this notice
posted up in their premises— Let it be
understood that in future all men working
for us will be expected to work on such
terms and under such arrangements as re-
quired by us.” There was the opportunity
for the round-table conferences ‘and the
opportunity for conciliation. That was the
attitude of the employers of those days. Mr.
E. M. Young, president of the Employers’
Association——

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER :
that?

Mr. COOPER: It was 1890—thirty-nine
vears ago—but the employers are practically
the same to-day. Tvery inch that has been
gained has been gained by the desperate
work of the industrial unions. Not at any
time in the history of this State or any
other State of the Commonwealth have the
employers come forward of their own free
will and said to the employees, ‘“ Take this,”
and given them something. But they have
on many occasions come forward and said
of their own free will, “ Take this,” in the
way of a kick. The employees of this State

What year is
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have never received any advantage from the
employers without fighting for it. Mr.
[. M. Young, president of the Employers’
Federation, said this—

“ All that the employers insisted on
was that they should be allowed to con-
duct their businesscs as they pleased, and
to employ whom they pleased, whether
the men werc in unions or not.”

The Bill before us to-day contains a pro-
vision for that—that the employers may have
the right to employ whom they like, whether
such employees belong to a union or not.

Notwithstanding  the  conditions  that
obtained in 1890, and notwithstanding all
those desperate notices, {he union movement
was not crushed It was hampered and
impeded; but it had something in it that
kept it going. Something that the oppres-
sion of this Government cannot keep down.
Nothing that they might do in this Bill will
be detrimental to the union movement or
to the industrial movement in the iong vun,
but for the time being it will prove a detri-
ment to Queensland.  As I have attempted
to pomnt out, one of the great difficulties
experienced by the workers in 1890 was that
they could not get methods of conciliation
adopted.

If I remember rightly—and T am sure
there must be hon. members in this House
who remember it—the industrialists of that
day were told to give up the strike weapon.
They were told to use the ballot; use politi-
ral action; get into the political movement ;
and get in a constitutional way the things
that they desired. Vet there are hon. mem-
bers on the other side of the House who
have said—and I presume there may be one
or two who will still say it—that those
unions are purely political affairs. I want
to know what the supporters of employer-
dom want. When it suits them, they say,
‘“Get into the political movement! Form
vour own political unions, and get through
political action the things you want.” When
the unions make their own political move-
ment—and the Labour movement, grown
from the unions, was nursed by the unions
and is a strong, healthy child of the union
movement—when this child wants to show
some allegiance to its mother, they say, < Cus
vourself adrift from sour mother! Deny
her 1”—forgetting the commandment *“ Hon-
our thy father and thy mother that thy daxrs
may be long in the land.” There can be
no objection to the unions having a politi-
cal faith and standing to that faith when
they were advised forty years ago by the
political ancestors of hon. members opposite
to get into the political movement in order
to figsht for what they wanted.

I am much concerned on the matter of
conciliation, which T want to be the main
factor, the chief factor, and the best factor
£ the Bill. For that reason I am keen to
point out to the Minister and to hon. mem-
bers who support him the defects that I
think are in the Bill in the matter of con-
ciliation. (‘onciliation has been pursued by
organised Labour ever since it was organised
Labour. It has always attempted to reduce
a dispute to the narrowest limits. It has
done everything 1t possibly could not to
wreck efforts at conciliation, but has always
recognised that conciliation could be no
good unless both parties were honestly and
thoroughly represented,
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The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY:
Huve you read to-day’s press on the matter
of the coal strike in New South Wales?

Mr. COOPER: I only wish to point out
that this State 1s particularly free from
industrial trouble, but has been worried to
death by the industrial troubles naturally
brought about by the inefliciency of the late

Federal Government—the timber workers’
strilke, {he coal strike, and the waterside
workers’ strike.

Mr. . M. RusserL: The less you say
about the  waterside workers’ strike the
better.

Mr. Kexny: Mr. Theodore said he would
settle the coal strike in a fortnight, but he
has not kept that promise.

Myr. COOPER: I do not know what Mr.
Theodor: promised to, do in a fortnight;
but I do know that hon. members opposite
promised to find £2,000,000 for 10,000 jobs
immediately.

I was pointing out what I considered to
be essential factors in the matter of con-
ciliation, and I desire to point out the things
that may happen under the Bill which wiil
not make for proper conciliation. The Bill
provides that there may be two or four
representatives on the board, other than the
chairman—two representatives of the
cmployers and two representatives of the
cmployces. My opinion is that two represen-
tatives from the employees in many indus-
tries will not be and cannot be truly repre-
sentative of those industries, and that they
may bring about a condition of affairs in
industry that is wholly undesirable. It
appears to me that that provision has been
included that % might help to disintegrate
the union movement, and that it might
assist in causing disscnsion and strife within
the unions themselves,

The Premier: That is what the people
voted for. They asked for it.

Mr. COOPER: I do not know whether
the hon. gentleman said in his policy speech
that the representatives of the employees
on conciliation boards would only be bona
fide employces in the particular industry.

'The Prexier: Absolutely.
policy spench.

Mr. COOPER: Then the hon. gentleman
nust have reached that portion of his speech
when the slush lamp 1vobbled! (Opposi-
tion laughter.)

The Premier: The statement was made
and was circulated for five weeks before the
clection.

Mr. COOPER: I want to show what it
is likely to lead to. When you reach the
clauses which suggest that conciliation
might continue for a period of three months,
you get the true meaning. For three months
representatives of the employers and
employees must make honest, consistent, and
continuous attempts to arrive at a proper
dceision.  For three months a cause may
drag on before 1t can get to the court and
before it can get a scttlement; and it is
that period of three months wherein the
danger lies. I want hon. members to think
for a minute of the great transport industry
of this State represented on a conciliation
board by two representatives. There are
many branches of the transport industry,
and, as the Secretary for Labour and Indus-
try knows, there are differences of opinion
within the transport industry. There is the

Mr. Cooper.]

It is in my
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section  which considers itself somewhat
skilled becausc it drives a machine; then
there is the section which drives an animal.
There is just the feur that the two repre-
sentatives on that board may be representa-
tives of the end of the industry that are
wmachine drivers, and their conciliation may
not be absolutely in the hest interests of that
section of the industry who are horse-
drivers. The official of the union who is the
representative of the man who drives a
horse, as well as of the man who drives a
motor vehicle, is not likely to allow one por-
tion of his men to get an advantage over
tho other portion. One of the great difficul-
ties in this Bill is that in big muustnc men
may be tempted to do something for their
1 end of the industry, to the absolute
detriment of some other svction and this
is a good reason why bona fide employces
should be cxcluded, end their paid officials
Le allowed to take their place on the board.
It is because they are more thoroughly
representative, for one thing; because they
have a bigger grip of the whole industry for
another; and because they arc more likely
to arrive at a fair and cquitable decision
for the whole of the industry than a couple
of mon repres entative of one secction only.
T want to cite the shearing industry as a
case in point. Evcryone who has any know-
ledge of the West knows that some shearers
have not that big regard for the rouseabout
that they might have, and it is possikle
that two shearers SIttmO on that conciliation
board might not be as careful of the
interests of the rouseabouts as the union
organiser or union secretary might be. On
the other hand, it is possible that two
rouscabouts mwht not be as carciul of the
interests of the shearers as they might be,
and, by cunningly playing upon that state
of affairs, the employers’ representatives
may be so able to play upon the employees’
representatives that the decision arrived at
by the conciliation board will not be a just
one.

Mr. KENNY:

Mr. COOPER: Of course it might; but
the hon. member knows very well that there
is much less hkehhood of that happening in
respect of the employers. Where there is
one ecmployer there may be 500 or 1,000
employees; and it is over the greater field
that the greater damage may happen. I
appeal to the Minister to give that phase
of the matter consideration, If he is carnest
in his desive for conciliation, ke should
make provision for men going on to that
board who would represent the whole
industry.

I want to refer the Secretary for Railways
for a moment to the railway industry. Think
of the 16,000 or 20.000 permanent emplovees
in the Railway Dopartment! There will be
two men sitting there as their representa-
tives on the conciliation bhoard. Suppose they
are a Jengthsman and a clerk! Is it not
likely that the skilled employees of the rail-
way service may not get the consideration
that they should get?

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
The board may be for an industry cr part
of an industry.

Mr, COOPER : I want to make that sure.
The Minister may say so; but I want him
to make that clear when we get into Com-
mittee, as it may not be so. I want to get
these statements from him, if I can do so.

[Hr. Cooper.,

It might be vice versa.
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I want him to consider what would Hapnon
if the two representatives on a railway
conciliation board were a station-mastor and
a locomotive driver. What is going to
happen to the workshops section i the two
employeas representing the railway sevvies
are unskilled men, and inflammatory
speeches are made, as is somctimes done,
urging the unskilled men to get even with
the skilled men to bring them necarer to one
level? (Cannot the Secrefﬂry for Railways
see that in the railway service strife and
turmoil may be introduced to the absalute
detriment of the service?

The SECRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY:
It is plondod for. You are only side-track
ing the matter.

Mr, COOPER: I am not side-trzcking.
There is only oune line on this Bill, and, if
anyone is attempting to operate the switches,
it 1s the Sccretary for Labour and Indmtlv
He will have an opportusity of proving his
contention in Committee. I want to guard
against the powsibility of internal strife in
industry. T want to ston the hon. gentleman
from spht‘rmf* up hig industrial organisations,
which I sincerely believa is the pohcv of this
Bill.  Having pointed out to him these
difficulties in the conciliation part of the
Bill. T want him to give some coasideration
io that aspect of affairs when we get into
Committee.

The SECRETARY FOR LLABOUR AND INDUSTRY:
That iz alvcady provided.

AMre, COOPER:
assurance, .
The SrcRETARY FOR LABOTUR AND INDUSTRY:
There is no need for any assurance at all—

it is in the Bill now.

Mr, COOPER: The hon. gentleman tells
us it is provided in the Bill that represen-
tatives of industrial organisations will be
sdmitted to these conciliation proceedings.
They will only be admitted if the board so
desires.  If the Commissioner’s representa-
tives and the conciliation commissioner say
they are not to come in, they cannot come
in, That is in the Bill, without the slightest
doubt.

The SECRETARY rOR LABOUR ANXD INDUSTRY:
It does not say that. Tell me where it says
that !

AMr. COOPER : I cannot quote it,
The RECPuTARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY:
Of course you can’t—it is not there.

Mr., C'OOPER : The Bill says this, and the
Recretary for Labour and Industry scems to
me to be mean enough—it may be mean
on my part to say it—to shelter under the
plea that I cannot quote a clause of the Bill
to confound him. ’.[he Bill provides that
these representatives ““ may be permitted,”
and I want him to give me his assurance
that they shall be allowed. One might talk
till the crack of doom, but the Minister
would never give that assurance.

The SecRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSIRY:
You misrepresent anything.

Mr. COOPER: All T can say is that it is
difficult to misrepresent the Minister, because
different faces on this

I want him to give that

he has so many
madtter.
Another thing I want to speak about is

the matter of industrial agreements—a very
excellent provision of the Bill. Industrial
agreements are good things if they are pro-
perly safeguarded; they make for smooth
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working in particular instances. By indus-
trial agrecments many big difficulties may
be overcome in regard to climate and local
conditions, and they also make for economy,
which is not a bad thing; but there are two
things in csmnection with indostrial agree-
ments undar the Bill which I want to seo
rectified.  In the fizst place, the Bill makes
provision for the breakaway of the dissatis-
fied sections of unions, A certain number of
emplovees in a shop can link themselves
together and cnter into an industrial agree-
ment, and the ecmployer may fores upon the
rest of the employees in the shop
[2.30 p.m.] conditions to which they entirely
object. 1 say that is absolutely
provided for in the Bill. Not only can that
be done, but the agreement arrived at
between an employer and some of bis em-
ployces will override a conciliation board
agreement. It can override it for sixty
days, because the agreement may not be
registered for a period of sixty days. It
goes further than that, because it may pre-
vail against the will of the board if the
emploser and emplovee are cngaged in a
system  of profitsharing, or payment by
results, or any other of those things that
they may consider obnoxious. Not ounly are
there thes: provisions, but there arc some
provisions about breakaway sections.
The PREMIER:
against thair

They can be forced in

#ill now.

Mr, COOPER: T am glad the Premier has
interjected, because it shows me that he is
acquainted with this very vital principle of
the irdustrial agrecment. It lets me lknow
that the Premier knows the sections of the
old Act—vital sections in the matter of indus-
trial agreements—and I want to know why,
in the registration of industrial associations,
a breakaway section cannot be opposed in
the matter of its registration, as it can under
the existing Act. Why has this vital part
of the Act been dropped—

“No branch of a trade union shall bo
registered unless it is a bona fide branch
of sufficient importance to be registered
separately 777

Why has that been dropped in the present
Bill? Only for this reason: that the Bill
allows an industrial agreement to be made
by a scction of the workers, thereby over-
riding the decision of a board.

The Pzemier: Why should they not have
freedom?

Mr. COOPER: That settles the whole
argument !  Why should they not have free-
dom? 1 want nothing further than that.
I can drop my argument, having got that
answer from the Premicr— Why should
they not have frecdom? ”

The Przmier: Why should they not have
freedom ?

The SEcRETARY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSIRY :
You are misrepresenting again.

Mr, COOPER: 1t is all very well for the
Minister to keep on interjecting, but I would
remind him that I am pot misrepresenting
him. I can ask him to accept my statement.

The SecrersRY FOR LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
No agreement can be entered into without
the consent of the conciliation commissioner.

Mr. COOPER: After sixty days. Then he
has a month, I supposs, to say whether it is
better or worse than the board’s agreement;
so that it is a matter of three months—pos-
sibly four months—after the agrecment came
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into operation, and all the while this inter-
nceine fight goes on in the union—scetion
against section—the whole thing bursting up.
That, I believe, is the desire of the Minister
—to burst up industrial organisations by
means of these industrial agreements. It is
the most vicious principle in the Bill. It is
the niost remarkable thing I can find in the
Bill.

Mr. MAXWELL:
good in 1f.

3Tr, COOPER.: There are some good things
in it; but, as the Irishman would say, the
good things are the things that have been
left out. Why have the provisions of the
present Industrial Arbitration Act been left
out in regard to registration of unions?—

You cannot sce anything

“ That the registration of the appli-
cants will not unjustly affect any other
industrial union.

““That the application may be cpposed.

“That no branch of a trade union
shall be registered unless it is a bona
fide branch of sufficient importance to be
registered separately.”

Then there is this remarkable principle—
that the agrecment arrived at by a section
of the employees and onc cmploser may be
registered as a common rule. That is another
differenve. Of course, notice has to be given
of a propesal to make & common rule of an
agreement arrived at between a handful of
men and one employer; but they can smnash
the award of the conciliation board and the
award of the Industrial Court. That is not
possible now.

The SecrETARY o LABOUR AND INDUSTRY :
The court has to agrec to its being a common
rule.

Mr. COOT'ER : Of course, the court has to
agree; but by that time the union movement
has been practieally smashed—has been torn
asunder. Finally, 1f the court doecs not agree
to the common rule, the Government can
step in and do it by Order in Council under
clause 64,

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber has exhaustad the time allowed him under
the Standing Orders,

Mr. KIRWAN (Brisbane): I was rather
pleased to have the admission from the
Premicr that a certain section of employoes
have the right to come to an agreement
with or without the consent of the general
body of unionists. The hon. gentleman did
not believe in that principle quite recently.
I have a wecollsction of his delivering a
speech in Toowoomba in condemnation of
the Nationalist Federal member who had
exercised that principle. He made the
rather startling statement that he would
rather cut off his right hand than cast a
vote for Sir Littleton Groom. S8ir Littleton
Groem was doing only what hon. members
opposite now :tate a certain section of the
unionists should have the right to do. Evi-
dently the Premier is not preparcd to extend
that privilege to his own party. I do not
agree with Siv Littleton Groom; but no one
can say that he has not stood for the plat-
form on which he was elected. Those who
denounced him were the first to throw their
platform overboard.

Not one hon. member opposite who has
spoken has made any attempt to justify the
introduction of the Bill. They have not
been able to prove that industrial unrest has

My. Kirwan.]
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existed in this State to justify the serapping
of the Industrial Arbitration Act of 1916,
with its subsequent and necessary amend-

ments., We know perfectly well that in every
State in Australia, and in the Federal
sphere, - there has been an agitation for a

considerable time by the Employels Federa-
tion and others for the specific and delibe-
rate purpose of smashing the Arbitration
Court in both the Federal and State sphercs.
The Prime Minister of the Commonwealth
went to the country about this time twelve
months ago, and stated that his definite
policy was to make arbitration effective.
With that object in view he had previously
amended the Act in the direction of.intro-
ducing penal clauses. Shortly after the
Federal Parliament met he made a state-
ment to the same effect. I remember his
words most distinctly, because he said it
would be unthinkable to abolish the Federal
Arbitration Court. Following the defeat of
the Labour Government in Quceusland, the
then Prime Minister, Mr. Bruce, made a
certain proposal at a Premiers’ conference.
He introduced into the Federal Parliament
the Maritime Industries Bill. ‘1t was amended
in a certain particular in Committee, and
the Prime Minister went to the COLI"]tl‘*WO
know with what results That demonstrated
that the people of Australia were not going
to tolerate nny Government that made any
attempt to interfere with the standard of
living and the general standard of comfort
that they had secured in this Commonwealth
of Australia after thirtz-odd yecars of sacri-
fice and struggle.

The SECRETARY FOR MINES:
Queensland supported it.

Mr. KIRWAN: If the hon. gentleman
thinks that that is any justification for going
on with the Bill, then let the Government
go on with it.

The SucRETARY FOR LABOUR AXD INDUSTRY :
We are going on with it.

Mr. KIRWAN: I hope ther will go on
with it, because I can sce that, as a result
of this measure, the Government will meet
the fate that befell the Denham-Barnes Go-
vernment in 1915, when six out of eight
Ministers went into political oblivion, fol-
lowed by a large number of their supporters.

Mr. W. Forcax Surre: They will go so
far that they will not come back.

Mr. KIRWAN: They will meet the same
fate as their predecessors.

Mr., H. M. RusserL: You had better look
out for yourself.

Mr. KIRWAN :
members opposite.

The people of

I am here in spite of hon.
I am here in spite of the

unholy comhination of Communists and
Nationalists. {Government laughter.) I am

not ashamed to admit on the floor of this
House that perhaps my majority is due to
some of the old pioneers of Queensland.
Why this sneer on the part of the hon. mem-
bher for Toombul? I will leave it at that.
Hon. members opposite claim that if is just
as well that an cmplovee actually engaged
in an industry should be the representative
on the board, instead of the employees being
represented salely by an organiser, secretary,
or a permansnt offcial of the union. Every-
one knows the reason for that. They are
going to place on the board a man who will
have to stand up to his employer. The
employer will be in the position of being
able to take the bread and butter from this

[y, Kirwan.
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employee. Hon. members opposite are the
same people who say that the employees in
mdustly are not game to stand up to the

union boss,” as they call him—the orga-
niser, the secretary, or the president of the
union. In the next breath they declare that
the employees have sufficient courage to
stand up to their employers—the men who

could deprive them of their bread and
butter. The hon. member for Bulimba said
that, if the unions were like the unions were

in the good old days, ¢ everything in the
garden would be lovely.”

Mrs. Loxeman: I did not.

Mr. KIRWAN: From the rise of the
Labour movement in this State and like-
wise the rise of the industrial movement,
I know that right from the very start the
men who had the courage to take up the
fight on behalf of his fellow workers paid
the penalty; and the only rcason why men
may not be victimised under this Bill which
the Minister proposes to place on the statute-
book will be because the power of industrial
unionism will not permit it.

A GoverNMENT MieMBER: You helped to
vietimise 18,000 Government employees.

Mr. KIRWAN : The hon. member makes
a stupid interjection, but, as it is disorderly,
I will not reply to it. In order to give
vou some idea of the methods adopted in
the early days to stamp out unionism, I
propose to rcad a paragraph describing the
good old days in a pamphlet written by Mr.
Frank Amtcv who iz now a member of the
Federal Cabinet—

““ The men who pushed the work of
working-class  orsanisations were the
victims of boycotL and the black list,
The press denounced them as © asses,
anarchists, and parasites.” The Govern-
ment used every coercive Act, and the
majority of judges in all States were
the servile instruments of c‘lpltahst ven-
geance. In  Vietoria. Judge Higgin-
botham was deprived of the honours
of the Deputy Governorship because he
coutributed to a strike fund. Chief
Justice Lilley, Queensland, was driven
from his 1)0>1t1(>n, to make room for
Griffith. On the other hand, Judge
Darley, New South Wales, was con-
gratulated by the press because, from
the judgment seat, h2 denounced the
members of trades unions as a ‘closely
knit band of criminals.” Judge Innes,
summing up against some umonlqt work-
men, told them they were ‘misled by
un:crupulonn leaders, who, by pretend-
ing sympathy with the poor and suffer-
ing, fanned the flames of discontent.
He then sent the misled men to gaol
for seven yecars.

“ Judge Windeyer told the jury that
a union camp was an ‘unlawful assem-
bly,” and that if the accused (W. W.
Head) was only in the camp ten minutes,

he was guilty. Judge Darley went
further. In the case of a man brought
before him, it iwas proved that the

accused was 100 miles away from the
union camp at the time of the alleged
offence. The judge said, ‘That docs not
matter.” He (the aﬂcuwc]) had previously
been ln the camp, and, as such camps
‘unlawful assemblics,’ the accused

were
was guilty. The jury followed Darley’s
duectlon and the judge at once passed

a sentence of two years.
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“In  Queensland, police magistrates
were pronnsed promotions if they were
¢ vigorous ’ in securing victims. At Bar-
caldine the Emplorers’ Committee held
their meetings in the house of the magis-
trate. In the instructions disclosed Dby
the discovery of the Ranking-Morris
correspondence, fhe admmlﬁtratom of the
law were to;d to ‘exercise vigour, even
if it causes Dbloodshed.” In Victoria,
soldiers were served with forty rounds
of ammunition,- were paraded for divine
service, and the blessings of God invoked,
and (,ommanding Officer Price said
‘Don’t let me see one rifle pointed in
the air. When you get the order, fire
low, and lay the b——s out.’ That was
the treatment to be meted out to a
public meeting (thousands of women
present) if only a pretence came to
fire upon it.”’

That was the treatment meted out in 1891.
While I recognise the responsible position
I am in. I say they would do the same thing
to-day if they dared, or if they had the
power.  They even batoned women and
children in the streets of the city a few
=ears ago—the same Government of 1912
which the members on the Treasury bench
supported. (Interruption.)

The DMinister has been at considerable
pains during the discussion on this Bill, both
in his address and by way of interjection,
to prove the benefits that will arise from
this Bill. ¥ want to point out that the hene-
fits that might accrue from the Biil can
all be suspended under clause 64, where
power is given to the Governor in Council
to issue Orders in Couneil.

The same position obtained under the old
Wages Board Act, when, if a round-table
confercnce resulted in a suitable agreement
being arrived at, giving the workers some
little improvement in their general condi-
tions, the Secrctary for Public Works for the
time being cancelled that agreement. There
was no necessity to compel the registration
of that. It all goes to prove that no benefit
at all is conferred by the Bill except at the
will of the Cabinet of the day. It might
be just as well to quote a particular
extract

The Szcrersary FoRr MiInrs: If you have any
more extracts, you will be turned into
Bovril! (Government laughter.)

Mr. KIRWAN: This extract shows the
idea that is really behind round-table con-
ferences. Mr. J. G. Thompson, a member
of the council of the Vietorian Chamber of
Commerce, opposing the present industrial
conditions 1 Australia, said—

“The only remedy I can see is a give-
and-take conference between emplovers
and employees on the lines of less wages,
more hours, and greater production.”’

At the opening of my remarks I men-
tioned that there had been a gencral agita-
tion extending over a number of years for
the express purpose of wiping out the
Arbitration C( urts in Australia. Let us see
what Sir Ilenryv Barwell, just before his
defeat as Premier of South Australia, had
to say when speaking on the Bill to abolish
indurstrial arbitretion.  Sir Henry—who at
ieast had the courage to come out openly
and advocate black labour—said—

“1 move that the Bill be now read
a second $ime. It is undoubtedly the
most important measure we have had
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before Parliament for many years. Its
object is to abolish the Industrial Court,
the Board of Industry, and the industrial

boards. We believe that the whole
system of compuisory albltratlon is
fundamentally ~ unsound. . The Bill

makes no provision for a munmurn wage.
The living-wage pr]nuple is faulty
and fandamentally wrong.

Those are the real views of the Nationalist
Party; and, when we come to examine the
views of pelsons who support the Govern-
ment—those people whom the Secretary for
Labour and Industry met in camera, and no
doubt discussed matters affecting this Bill—
we find that Mr. Brooks, president of the
Central Council of the melOyC‘lS Federa-
tion, who speaks with the full weight of

capltahsm behind him, said—
“There is a growing feeling 1ight
through  Australia  that compulsory

arbitration should be abolizhed.”

The « Pastoral Review ”—an organ that
represents the views of the wealthiest and

most reactionary amongst Australian em-
pioyers, and which on occasions has actually
advocated black labour for Quecnsland—
said—

“¥We consider the first plank of the
anti-Labour Party should be to burn our
Arbitration Acts.”’

Mr. Langford, president of the Master

Builders’ Association, speaking at a recent
interstate convention dealing with arbitra-
tion, said—

“ Australia has done the workers a
magnificent service by proving that com-
pulsory arbitration is bankrupt of a
single virtue, and should he avoided by
labour as a pestilence. I urge you to
bring about the end of this accursed
systom before it desolates our established
industries and brings ruin and want into
every Australian home.”

To assist in the direction of creating that
spirit which would be favourable to an
acceptance of the same conditions which it
iz proposed to enact in this Bill, the Bris-
bane press of last year stated—

Brisbane *“ Daily Mail” 10th October,
1928.

“The bane of our industrial life is the
background of our industrial courts as
at present constituted under State laws.
“ Brishane Courier,” 10th October, 1928.

“ There is a growing feeling that our
State Arbitration Court has not only
conspicuously failed, but is largely, if not
enti 1elv 1e<pon>1blg for the serious
cconomic position.”

We can understand why hon. members oppo-
site and the Cabinet were so anxious to
abolish the rural workers’ award when we
read what Mr. A. J. Cotten, a well-known
pastoralist, has to say. In an interview with
the Busbane Courier ”* he said—

“Cut out the Arbitration Court and
wages boards so far as the primary indus-
tiies ave concerned, and there will be
room for hundreds of thousands of immi-
grants at £1 to £1 10s. per week and
found.”

The SE:RETARY FOR MINES: Why, he is one
of the strauightest Labour men in Qucensland!

Mr. KIRWAN: I am not going to say
anything about Mr. Cotton personally. He
is just as much cntitled to his opinion as

Mr. Kirwan.)
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I am to mine; but I am pointing out the
difference between Mr. Cotton and Sir Henry
Barwell, who had the courage to say what he
wanted, We had a visit qulte recently from
the ex-Minist=r of Customs, Mr. Gullett.

Mr. Kexyy: Give us some of your own
opinions—not thoirs.

Mr. KIRWAN: I shall make my speech
in my own wav. As I stated before, when I
make statements in this House T am prepared
to prove them, and that is more than the

hon. member has ever done. Mr, Gullett,
speaking on the occasion of his visit to Bris-
bane, sald—

“The Commonwealth  Government

accordingly desired to put in the evacua-
tion of the arbitration ficld as its first
contribution in the great campaign of
reducing ¢osts in Australian industry. . .

““ Until they got back to a 48-hour
week they would not prosper as they
should do. TIf the policy of a little more
overtime and a little more nightwork
were adopted in a national way, it would
work miracles.”

These people do let out the truth occasion-
ally. A meeting of prominent supporters of
tho Nationalist Party was held in Hobart
some time ago, and it is interesting to note
the attits lde taken up there. The motion
which thes passed is no doubt the justifica-
tion for the Secvetary for Labour and Indus-
try inserting clause 64 in the Bill, because it
gives him and his colleagucs, thmu(rh the
Governor in Council. power to do Ju~t what
these gentlemen said should be done. This
18 the motion—

““That a deputation approach Mr.
Hughes ‘o bring in legislation to over-
ride decisions of the Arbitration Court
if he thought the decision unfair. After
discus+ion the motion was agresd to.”

At a moeting of manufacturers of Aus-
tralia, held at Hobart in April, 1921, 8. F.
Newlands, Now South Wales, moved—

“That the Manufacturers’ Association
subsidisc anti-Labour propaganda, and
that surh propaganda should consist of
sultable cinema pictures, exhibitions,
pamphlets, and cartoons.”

This motion was carried. When the ques-
tion i mh(d about one big union of
employers, rhere is no objection to it. We
never hear it castigated in the public press
or criticised by hon. members cpposite; but,
if any attempt is made on the part of the
workers to form one hig organisation, we
have the whole attempt criticised. Discussing
a proposition for an all-Australian employers’
fodmatxon, Mr. Kennedy, Tasmania, said—
¢ The proposed federation should act,
and not speak. The German employers
organisced 70,000 strike-brealkers, and the
German  Government subsidised them.
That was what they wanted in Australia
—German methods.”’

There you have an illustration of the methods
suggested. During the war, strong denuncia-
tions were voiced by these very same people
against German mecthods. Now we have one
of them advocating the introduction of Ger-
man methods to settle industrial disputes in
Australia. It was said that we should
organise an army of 70,000 “scabs ”’—strike-
breakers—and that either the State or Com-
monwealth Government should subsidise this
army so that, when a strike took place, they
would bs available. Hon. members opposite
are providing means in this Bill to hamstring

[Mr. Kirwan.
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the operations of the industrial unions so far
as political action is concerned. As the hon.
member for Mundingburra said, they are
going to ‘‘ringbark 7 their oporations

The hon. member for Bremer, in dealing
with this matter, made reference to the advica
tondeved to the men who were unsuccessful
in the maritime strike and the industrial
uphoavul in the West in ’91. Thev were
advised to select their representatives and
send them to Parliament £Cr the purpose of
voicing their opinions on the floor of this

House—1to come with the definite and
deliberate  purpose of endeavouring to
influence the passage of legislation which
would protect thelr paltxcu]n interests. Qur

friends opposite do not seem to be able to
get out of their heads the old idea that
lubour is a commodity subject to be scld
iike u bele of wool or a bag of potatoes,
and that the worker is not entlﬂﬂd to that
standard of comfort and living to which the
allegedly superior class in the community are
extitled. Those days have gone. We know
that the advent of Labour in the political
41 :na was looked upon with a great amount
of disfavour by a lmgo section of the com-
munity.

The SrerrraRY FOR MINES:
ihan cver.

Mr. KIRWAN: The hon. gentleman is
enatitled to his opinion, but, when the next
election comes 1onnd ‘we shall see how far
he is Justified in uttonnrr that prophecy.
1f the members of the unions desire to
insure themselves in regard to their indus-
trial and working conditions, have they not
a right to contribute towards a fighting fund
for the I)UlpOsO of Lavmg their candidates
selected and elected ?

Mr. Maxweir: They have no right to
compel a man who docs not believe in their
polities to contribute.

Hr. KIRWAN : Why does the hon. mem-
ber not take the platform with his colleagues
ag,amst that same principle in his own
party?  Why did he support his leader in
the Federal arena when he took a move in
ih@ direction of dismissing W. M. Hughes
and other hon. members from the party’?

More so now

Had they not a right to exercise their
opinioni?  Arc they to be bound by the
caucus, which Thon. members opposite

denounce?  Hon. members opposite do not
believe 1n applying these principles to them-
selves and  their own party. When Mr.
Hughes said that he was going to apply
that principle, we know what hon. members
opposite said about him. We know that,
when Mr. }ughes and other members of
that party in the Federal arona decided to
xercise their right to vote according to their
conscience, the rest of the party set after them
like a pack of dingoes. That is the principle
which the Secretarsy for Labour and Industry
sceks to apply in this Bill. Why was it not
right for hon. members to exercise that right
in regard to their own part I hope that
the attempt of hon. members opposite to
hamstring ‘the political activitios of the indus-
irialists will meet with the fate it deserves.
At any rate, it will stir the workers of the
State to a realisation of the principle for
which hon. members opposite stand.

The SecrErary rFor Minzs: Tell us what
Johansen gaid.

[3 p.m.]

Mr., KIRWAN: All T know about John-
son is that he and another man named
Walsh were tried by a specially appointed
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tribunal of public servants, were denied the
rights of Magna Charta and the fundamental
principles on which British justice has been
built right down the centuries, and were
sont@nced to be deported; but a successful
appeal was made to the High Court, and
what was known as the Deportation Act was
declared null and void. I am very glad of
that interjection. It is an illustration of the
attitude of hon. mewbers opposite towards
these prominent union leaders. If they had
committed any crime against any statute of
the Commonwealth or qmto thexr would have
the same right as the bmg st scoundrel
in the land to be tried by a jury of twelve
in open court, with every opportunity *o
defend themselves; but the Bruce Govern-
nent, knowing that they could not get
those two men convicted before a judge and
ordinary jury of twelve men, appointed a
special tribunal, and, on the recommenda-
tion of that tribunal, had the brazen
effrontery to iesue a deporfation order. For-
tunately the High Court stepped in and
stopped the business. There was never such
a travesty of justice in Australia as in that
case,  And then hon. members say that they
have altered their attitude toward unionists!
The interjection gives me the opportunity
to prove that they would do now what
they did in 1891, and what they attempted
to do in the case of Walsh and Johnson.
First of all, thevr deprived them of their
vights as citizens.

Mr. MAXWELL :

Mr. KIRWAN: My history is absolutely
correct. 1 know what they did here in
1891.  As therc was no Act on the statute-
hook of thiz State on which they could gaol
the strikers, they dug up an Act of William
Iv. Wthh had been repealed in Eng-
land in spite of the well-known traditional
conzervatism of the British people. The
Eritish House of Commons and the British
House of Lords passed the British Trade
Union Act; yet. when it was brought into
this House, it was fired out by the Le“fBIa.LIV
Council—a fact which shows that even the
British House of Lords, with all its hereditary
traditions and Toryism, is more progressive
than hon. members opposite.

Mr. Epwarns: Tell us ahout the proxy
vote,

Mr. KIRWAN: I am not ashamed to
have been associated with a party that passed
the proxy vote: but I would not be proud
to be associated with a party some of WhOQO
supporters endeavoured to bribe members of
Parliament to leave the Labour Party.

Let us take the statement of these gentle-
men that arbitration is responsible for the
present economic position in Australia. Did
you ever hear such unadulterated nonsense?
The countries where there are no Arbitra-
tion Courts, no wages boards, no political

Your history is a bit out.

Lahour movement, are in a much worse
position than Australia. I am sick and tired
of listening to these pcople who slander

their Commons ealth and their State. We
know the old saying, “ It is a dirty bird
that fouls its own nest.”” (Laughter.)

Let us, on the other hand, take the
opirnions of some men who have visited the
ComvnonweﬂlthAwontlemon who do not hold
Labour views, and whose opinion may, there-
fore, be Worth quoting on this point in repls
to those gentlemen who are never tired of

telling you that the Commonwealth Is
.umed T notice, however, that, if anybody
wants to take a trip to America, Great
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Britain, or some other part of Europe, he
haa to book up a month or so beforchand,
if he wants to get a berth on some of the
well-known liners trading to the other side
of the world. There are quite a number of
ocean liners proceeding to the other side of
the world at the present time. That goes
to prove that those people are enjoying
prosperity which enables them to travel
round the world. Lord Burnham, Chairman
of the Empire Delegation, which consisted
of a very large and representative body of
pressmen and well-known journalists, on his
return to London stated in a lecture before
the Roval Colonial Institute of London—

“Very few pcople who are not Aus-
tralian-born know how good a place
Australia is . ... on the whole, it is
the best country that I have seen for its
size, climate, and for its immunity from
most of the ills to which humanity is
heir.”

The Sydney  Bulletin,”” which cannot in
any way be described as a Labour paper,
stated—

“The wealth production in Australia
per head of population exceeded that of
all other countries,”

and that—
“it was a story of hard work, clean
living, aud honest effort, unequalled by
any cther people anywhere at any time
during this civilisation.”

Mr. MaxweLL: You cannot take credit for
that.

Mr. KIRWAN: I am pointing out that
Arbitration Courts have not ruined Aus-
tralia. Every time an effort is made to
improve the conditions of the workers in
this State, in the Commonwealth, or in any
other country in the world, those inter-
ested are told that industries will be ruined.
Following the publication of that touching
poem bv Mrs. Iilizabeth Ba,rlett Browning,
“The Cry of the Children,”” as we were
reminded by the Leader of 'the Opposition,
when children were taken from the factories
the err was raised that the cotton industry
would go to the wall. The same romarks
have been made in Australia. Here in Aus-
tralia, not many vears ago, children of very
tender years wont into the factories. I have
here the recommendations of a Royal Com-
mission appointed to inquire into the general
state of factories in Victoria in 18%L.
there has been any improveunent in those
conditions, it has not been due to hon. mem-
bers opposite. T remember the late Hon.
Frank MeDonnell introducing the first Fac-
tories and Shops Bill into this Parliament
with the object of alleviating the position of
shop assistants. The conditions under which
women and young girls—the future mothers

of the race—worked in this city were such
that even the “ Brishane Courier ’’ was not
game to publish the particulars, as they

were so revolting.  Four or five years
elapsed hefore the Bill was passed, due
entirely to the fact that a party holding

somewhat similar views to hon., members
opposite then commanded the Treasury
benches. They always demanded that pro-

perty intercsts <hould come first. The Royal
anmmsmn appointed to inquire into factory
conditions in Victoria in 1884 rcported—
(1) Children of eight and nine years
of age are employed in our factories.
¢ (2) Many have never seen the inside
of a school.

Mr. Kirwan.}
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¢ (3) These children are worked ten
and twelve hours per day.

‘“(4) Hundreds of young girls are
worked ten to fifteen hours per day.

“(5) In many places young girls are
kept working all night without extra
pay.

¢ (6) Eighteen children were found
working in one room 11 feet square.

“(T) Tailoresses work fourteen and
sixteen hours per day for a bare liveli-
hood.

“{8) In many places employces are
obliged to work for periods beyond the
limits of human endurance.

“(9) Labour is carried on under phy-
sical and moral disadvantages, resulting
in premature debility and disease.

¢ (10) There are 20,000 persons now
working in Victoria subjected to griev-
ous h'leShlpS working under a system
of forced labour repugnant to every
sense of justice and humanity.”

"The then Chief Secretary of Victoria, Mr.
Alfred Deakin, admitted in Parliament
that—
“ Factory hands of Victoria are get-
ting hardly sufficient remuneration to
keep body and soul together.”

The young girls of this State and the Com-
monwealth who are earning good wages
to-day and enjoying comfortable conditions
are able to do so because of the power, force,
and influence of the great Labour movement
industrially and politically. Those condi-
tions have been made possible by the great
Labour movement, and by nobody else. The
records of ““ Hansard”’ will prove the truth
of my statemnent. I clearly recollect the fight
waged in Queensland for the establishment
of decont factory conditions in this State.
Why should the workers of to-day be de-
prived of those conditions, seccured after
years of agitation, sacrifice, and monetary
loss by =ubscribing to the industrial move-
ment  that advocated their cause? Why
should they have to submit to the conditions
laid down in the Bill? I have no hesita-
tion in saying that hon. members opposite
have no intention whatever of improving
the conditions of the workers by concilia-
tion boards or by any other method. The
operations of this Bill will prove the truth
of statements made by me on the floor of
this Housc. We shall sec before the next
election the result of the operations of this
Bill.  HEveryone knows what the general
attitude of hon. members opposite has been.
It has been against the general interests
of the workers. Iivery time men have made
an attempt to obtain better COndlth‘?S they
have been bitterly opposed; and every
hon. member on the other side of the House
stood behind the late Federal Government
when they went to the country to abolish the
Arbitration Court, although there were
750,000 workers in the Commonwealth who
were protected and sheltered by that court.
The Tederal Governmen: on that occasion
had behind them some of the most infls 1ential
employers’ organisationz in Australia in
that attemipt to abolish the TFederal
Arbitration  Court. They  were  told
that, if the Federal Arbitration Court
were abolished, matters in Queensland could
ba dealt with by the State. 1 can just
imagine what would have happened had the
Bruce- Page Government been returned to
power. This Bill is more calculated to do

Kirwan.
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damage to the 1nter0§t9 of the State than
anything else. It is of a most coercive
nature,  We shall see how it will operate.
One would imagine that there was no such
thing as conciliation in operation, and that
no one knew anything about conciliation
boards in this or any other State in the
Commonwealth. Conciliation, as provided
for in the 1916 Act, has been brought about
by various conferences between employers’
representatives and representatives of the
varions union officials, who make it
a definite business to became qualifiad
to fill the position of advocates, The
hon. member for Maryborough had much
to say about agitators. Tf he had lived
in the days of American slavery, I sup-
pose he would have stood up and decried
the advocates of freedom; or, if he had lived
in the days of the Harl of Shaftesbury, he
would have stood up in his place in the
House of Commons and denounced him for
introducing a humanitarian measure to give
the children of the workers some slight degree
of comfort. We know the conditions which
oxisted in the cotton-mills of England, when
voung children were employed, and, as soon
as one child dropped out, another one was
taken in. We also know the condition of the
women engaged in the chain-making indus-
try of Britain, and also in connection with
the mines. The hon. members sitting oppo-
site to-day are no different from their pro-
genitors. They are the same old crowd,
the only difference heing that they have not
the honesty and the strength of the men

of those old days. Mr. John Bright, onc
of the great men of Britain, speaking of
thiose times, said—

“And yet it is very odd that the very
same men at this moment set up to be
authorities in polities. opposod
cvery one of those changes; they
obstructed every one to the extent of
their power.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber has exhausted the time allowed him under
the Starding Orders,

Mr., FI. M. RUSSELL (Toombul): We have
listenasd to a very remarkable speech by the
hon. member for Brisbane, who, like his
colleagues, delights to revel in the past.
In common with the hon. members for Ithaca,
Bremer, and Warrego, the hon, member for
Brisbane ftries to make this House believe
that his party were the originators of
arbitration and conciliation. I admit that
1890 was a very memorable year in regard
to the initiation of arbitration and concilia-
tion; but I claim that the credit for the
initiation of that legislation was entirely
due to men who were not associated with the
Labour movement.

As early as 1884 a Royal Commission sat in
Victoria to deal with the sweating evils then
existent, and Mr. Alfred Decakin was a pro-
minent member of that commission, In the
vear 1890, which was a year of great depres-
sion in trade and conflict in industrial condi-
tions In Australia, the trade unions claimed
what is known to-day as ‘‘ preference to
unionists,”” whereas the cmployers claimed
“ frecdom of contract.” It is very debatable
to-day which side was right. We know that
preference to unionists has been conceded,
perhaps as a matter of cxpediency rather
than as a matter of natural right. Be that
as it may, preference to unionists forms one
of the cardinal principles of the system of
compulsory arbitration of Queensland. In
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1890—and my authority for this statement
is the Iate Chief Justice McCawley, who
issund 2 fine brochure on industrial arbitra-
tion—the author of the present system of
arbitration and conciliation was the late
Charles Kingston, who in that year endea-
voured to put through the South Australian

Parliament a Bill to deal with industrial
disputes. He sald at that time—

“Tt would be a good thing indeed if
the House took proper steps for the
purpose of compelling parties to indus-
trial disputes to refer their differences
to a tribunal in whom the puklic had
confidence.”

Later on Mr. Kingston introduced his
Industrial Disputes Settlement Bill. The
Bill did not become law, but it was the basis
of all subsequent ]ogl%lahon upon compulsory

arbitration As the late Chief Justice
McCawley said—
“ Whatever credit is due, entirely

belongs to the originator of the idea of

compulsory arbitration—Charles King-

ston.’
In drswing up his measure, as he afterwards
admitted, he consulted the late Alfred
Deakin, Who, as I have already mentioned,
was a member of the Vietorian Royal Com:
migsion which sat in regard to the sweating
evil that was then plevalent in Victoria.

In 1891 the New South Wales Royal Com-
mission on strikes and arbitration brought
in its report, aud afiirmed the principle that
the State had the right, in the public
interests, to call upon all who are protecte:l
by the laws to conform to any provision the
law may establish for seftling quarrels
dangermh to the public peace.

We have another notable example in New
Zealand with the late Mr. Pember Recves,
who was a member of the Seddon Govern-
ment. Mr. Reeves drafted his measure in
1891, using Mr. Wingston’s Bill as his basis.
From 1094 compulsory arbitration and conci-
liation has remained in operation in New
Zealand ; and the extension of the system
throughout Australasia  can  be largely
attributed to the measure of success attained
in New Zealand.

In Australia in 1890 and 1891, when Mr.
Kingston put forward his propozal for com-

pulsory arbitration, the unions did not
receive the proposal with enthusiasm. The
unions, desired to retain the right to strike,

and looked askance at any proposal that
would have the effect of taking from them
the power to strike; so that the greatest
opponenta at that time of compulsor arbi-
tration were the unions themselves. In 1903,
Mr. Chris. Watson, the then Leader of the
Labour Party in the Federal Parliament,
supported compulsory arbitration, but ad-
mitted that twelve ycars before that date he
had had a different opinlon in regard to the
matter; so that the credit for the introduc-
tion of compulsory arbitration is due entirely
to people who were not associated with the
Labour movement. It was due to the intel-
lectual giants of the past, who realized that
it was the duty of Parliament to sce that the
public was not injured by strikes, which
caused suffering to innocent people. It was
due to their influence that the public began
to regard industrial disputes as a national
matter, and steps were taken to put an end
to the barbarous system of strikes. and estab-
lish in its stead some system whereby the
parties to a dispute could get together and
settle their differences under the presidency
of an impartial chairman. To-day compul-
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sory arbitration 'is one of the cardinal
features of the legislation of every State of
the Commonwealth. I do not think any
decent man to-day wishes to go back to the
old order of things. We do not want to go
back to the law of the jungle; and, as an
educated community, it is our desire to soe
that these disputes between parties engaged
in industry should be settled. if possible. by
conciliation; and, if these disputes are not
possible of scttlement by conciliatory methods
then we should fall back on a court so that
the parties can be called together and com-
pelled to obey the award that is imposed
upon them by the court, and so that we
may have peace in industry, and those people
who advocate strikes and who desire to settle
these disputes by the arbitrament of force
shall nol receive any support or countenance
in an enlightened community such as we are
to-day.

Our friends on the other side seem to have
confined themselves exclusively to a tedious
discourse on the various clauses of the Bill.
They have not said definitely whether they
are opposed to the Bill in its entirvety, and
I contoend that much of the debate from that
side has really related to particular clauses
of the Bill. While the Industrial Arbitration
Act of 1916 has worked fairly satisfactorily,
there are many defects that should be
remedied. T do not think any one of us is
too old to learn, and every piece of legisla-
tion should be subject to review and brought
up to date. While, in the main, the Indus-
trial Arbitration Act has w orked very well,
we believe that it is deserving of very serious
amendment.  If, by the operation of that
Act, Queensland has become so prosperous
and so contented, how is it that Queensland
is the worst State in the Commonwealth in
so far as the progress of secondary industrics
is concerned? We are told by our friends
opposite that Queensland has become a verit-
able Eldorado for the working man; yet our
sccondary industries are in anything but a
prosperous state.

After all, the principle of arbitration and
ron(lhatlon pertains more to workers en-
gaged in secondary industries than to those
engaged in primary industries. Despite that
fact, we find Queensland is at the bottom of
the list. compared »+ith all the other States
of Awustralia, in regard to the welfare of
her secondary industries. l.et me give a
few figures to illustrate my point. The pro-
portion per 10,000 inhabitants in factory
industries in Australia from 1915 to 1927
worked out in-this way

State. Increase. | Decrease,
New South Wales . . 154
Victoria .. .. .. 146
Tasmania .. .. .. 123 e
South Australia .. .. 107 ‘ .
Western Australia .. . 85 | ..
Queensland .. .. .. } 66

W1 rereas all the other States show a substan-
tial increase, Quecnsland alone shows a big
decrease. In yegard to the increase in the
number of factories for the same period, the
figures are—

State. Increase,
New South Wales 2.593
Victoria e .. 2,217
South Austraiia ... 541
Wostern Australia 436
Tasmania ... 178
Queersland .. 107

Mr. II. 3. Ruesoll.]
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Taking the same period, the increased pro-
duction per capita is—

£ s d
New South Wales 42 14 0
Victoria B 6 7
South Australia 33 6 7
Western Australia 2513 2
Tasmania 1612 0
Oueensland 316 2

I merely quote those figures to show that
Queensland has not progressed in regard
to sccondary industries, despite the conten-
tion of hon. members opposite that she has
been so peaceful and contented under this
arbitration law under the aegis of the Labour
Government.

If the present Act contains any abuses,
we should endeavour to set them right. I
do not intend to deal seriatum with the
clauses of the Bill, like hon. members oppo-
site, but to refer to the main princioles
of the Bill. It wiil be found that the
Government have endeavoured to remedy
some of the abuses under the present legis-
lation. I consider that it is a travesty on
our boasted progress in ihis matter that we
still bhave considerable overlapping between
Federal and State awards. Clause 13 of the
Bill clearly provides that there shall be no
overlapping in regard to awards that are
controlled by the Commonwealth Court.
This is a very wise provision; and in the
feng run it must mean the saving of the
endless confusion which exists to-day and a
tremendous lot of litigation; so in that
regard the Bill will contain very salutary
simplifications of IFederal and State awards,
and remove a lot of the overlapping that
exists to-day. This overlapping 1s allowing
unions to play battledore and shuttlecock
with the two courts, going first to one court,
and sceing what they can get, and then
going to the other court to get better con-
ditions. That has to be stopped. If the
Commonwealth Court is going to deal with
the conditions in any one 1industry, then
the Qucensland Court must say definitely
that it is not going to be made a tool of.

Then we have the tremendous perplexity
and ofttimes a great deal of ambiguity
of the various awards., We have a great
number of awards which appls to the same
industry. The awards which to-day apply
to the whole of the Australian courts are
multitudinous. In fact, in some of the
capitals the emplorees in an industry are
governed by thirty or forty, or perhaps more
awards, when by a simple process it could
be -arranged that the emplovees in such
industry could all be covered by onc award.
It will be the aim of this Bill to provide
that the employees in & given industry, in
co-operation with the employers, can arrange
for one award to govern thc whole of the

employees in that industry. Thus

[3.20 p.m.] it will not be necessary for em-

ployers to have clerks merely for
the purpose of interpreting a multiplicity of
awards. In that regard the Bill deserves
the support of every hon. member, because
it will bring about simplicity and a much
casier interpretation of awards.

There is no doubt also that under present
conditions, whilst the employers arc com-
pelled to obey the conditions which the
court lays down, there is a great laxity in
regard to the employecs. What is sauce
for the goose should be =auce for the gander,
and both parties should be compelled to give
obedience to all awards; and persons who

[Mr. H. M. Russell.

[ASSEMBLY.]

and Arbitration Bill.

de not should be placed beyond the pale of
the court and beyond the law.

At 3.31 p.m.,
Mr. Maxwerl (Tnowong), one of the panel

of  Temporary Chuirmen, relieved the
Speaker in the chair.
Mr. II. M. RUSSELL: We have had

axamples in the past where employees who
were dissatisfied with awards deliberately
flouted the court, and thus frustrated
attempts to bring about peace in a given
industry. I hope that those conditions will
be a thing of the past. An employer is
not allowed to lock out his employees. If
he does, he is liable to be heavily fined. On
the other hand, times out of nuinber strikes
have been declared even against an award
of the court, and there has been no redress,
whilst in other cases fines have been inflicted
which have never been recovered.

Despite all the claims that have been made
for the present system, therc is no doubt
that it has built up an army of parasites.
We have the spectacle of men such as secre-
taries and assistant sccretaries, vigilance
officers, inspectors, shop stewards—all men
living on the game. We want to simplify
the process so that men engaged in industry,
both emplovers and employees, shall, as a
first resource, go to a conciliation board
without the interference of a whole army
of “ hangers-on,” thus reducing the enor-
mous expense that centres round arbitration
to-dav.

With regard to requiring both parties to
abide by awards, we find to-day that whilst
employers, who may be considered to be
in a stronger financial position than the
cmployees, are prosecuted to a great extent,
on the other hand the Crown is very reluc-
tant to take action against employees’
organisations. Despite our desire to see
oven-handed justice dispensed to both par-
ties, those in authority are not very eager
to take action against employees. I suppose
because they are supposed to be the ‘‘ under-
dog”; nevertheless, by allowing that state
of affairs to continue we are really stultify-
ing the good work that may be done by
anv arbitration court or conciliation board.

To my mind, the fact that we are endea-
vouring to incorporate in the new system
methods of conciliation to a greater degree
than hitherto indicates that this Bill is the
best atternpt made to date to prescrve peace
in industrr. Although we have in the
present law provisions for the use of con-
ciliation methods, the fact remains that in
almost every instance the two parties to
the dispute eventually make their way to
the final court of appeal—that is, the Avbi-
tration Court, where the case is fought out
with the aid of advoecates by the spending
of a good deal of moncy, thus actually
driving the parties into hostile camps. The
aim of this Bill is to see that, as far as
possible, these disputes do not reach that
stage, but that the parties are brought
together under a commissioner, who will
exert cvery effort to bring about a settle-
ment. .

The first cssential in all the legislation
that has been initiated in Australiz since
1890 is that the parties to the dispute geb
together in an endeavour to settle their dif-
forences without resorting to a system of
compulsory abitration, whereby they arc
forced to accept an award of the court.
This Bill makes for a greater use of the
methods of conciliation, which I believe, if
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faithfuily administered, will

remove many
of the present abuses, It will certainly
reduce expenses, and will prevent both

parties from bcm@ cnmeshed in a mass of
legal entanglements I have a greaf admira-
tion for the old wages board system, which
was the forerunner of our present legisla-
tion. When an hon. member OpDOelt(, was
speaking, I made an interjection about the
butchers’ award. The present conditions
that the butchers cnjoy are founded on the
old wages board system. That award was
brought about by the two partics getting
together under an impartial chairman; and
the award was issued with little expense,
and proved very satisfactory. If we were
to observe more closely the methods of con-
ciliation, we would save a lot of delay and
cxpense, and it would bring about a greater
degree of contentment between the parties.
If we force both parties into the court, there
will be a tendency to drive them into two
hostile camps, where both sides will do their
best to bluff the judge and put up impos-
sible cases. I think the Bill will cbwviate
that abuse, and if it does that, for that
reason alone it should be supported by every
hon., member.

I was pleased to note one of the main
features of the Bill, which provides that the
court can call in the assistance of two
assessors, omc representing the employers,
and the other representing the employees.
That is a very noticcable departure from
our present methods of conciliation and arbi-
tration. There is 1o doubt that many cases
that come before the judge of the court are
of a very intricate and technical nature. I
need only instance the metal manufacturing
trade to show how impossible it is for a
judge adjudicating in a dispute hetween the
parties to get a thorough grasp of the con-
ditions governing that industry. It is
impossible for any man to be conversant with
every industry in this country.  Conse-
quently, it is for the judge’s own benefit to
have assessors, whosc assistance will enable
him to deliver a better verdict than would
otherwise be the case. The two assessors,
representing the parties to the dispute. will
be able to bring to the assistance of the
judge their technical knowledge of the sub-
ject adjudicated upon. On this particular
matter the president of the Metal Em-
plovees’ Asiociation of New South Wales
made some remarks in 1928 which are very
apropos of the situation. Referring to the
present system of compulsory arbitration, he
said—

“The svstem has hindered the pro-
gress and development of the metal
trades industry. as the courts are not
familiar with the industry and da not
understand the process and methods of
manufacturing which could be utilised.
Lack of engincering knowledge makes
it difficult for the judge to appreciate the
revolutionary changes that have taken
place the last ten or twelve years in
methods, owing to the increased use of
sutomatic or semi-automatic machinery.
They are obsessed with the idea that to
produce metal manufactures the work-
men must necessarily be skilled.

“This idea, of course, is carvefuliy
fostered by the union representatives.
The result i1s that the judges give awards
laying down conditions that arc absolutely
obsolete, for whilst Australian manufac-
turers arc forced to pay skilled Iabour
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rates, their competitors abroad are pay-
ing onlv labourers’ wages for cxactly the
samne sort of work. The enginecring
unions sedulously oppose modern, manu.
facturing processes, and are also just as
vehemently opposed to payment by
results. Their outlook is not broad
enough to grasp the fact that with the
increase in mavuua(‘tunng there would be
greater opportunities for tradesmen to

malke, instal, and maintain machinery
and eqmpmcnt The Higgins award
killed the machine tool industry, which,

at one time, had a splendid future before

it.”
The idea is that they will have the assistance
of assessors versed In matters that will come
before the court for review, and their know-
ledge will be of great assistance to the judge,
and wo shall get awards that will be more
satisfactory and more in accord with modern
conditions, Under this system the judge will
have associated with him two men, one repre-
senting the employers and one representing
the employecs They will be sitting along-
side him during the course of the hearing,
and he may refer to them for information,
which will enable him to form a correct
judgment. In another part of the Bill there
1s_provision that the workers in an industry
will be able to enter into co-operation with
the employer, and to register agrecments
that will have the force of law. It is also
provided in the Bill that the conditions cox-
tained in such agrecment must be such and
such, and that the wages must not be less
than the rate ruling in That particular indus-
try. There is no reason whx a body of
employees should not get together with their
employers and enter into agreements, which
would then become law. That is the object
we have in view—the fullest encouragement
of co-operation of both parties in cnterprise.

An Orrosttion. MEMBER: How
apply that principle?

Mr. H. M. RUSSELL: It may be difficult
to apply the principle to every industry;
but there is nothing lilke making a start. In
this Bill there is p10\1ded power to assist
co-operative enterprise and profit-sharing
among employers and employees. A National
Council was formed in England in 1828 to
enable attention to be given to important
industrial o‘rganisations. Lord Melchett
took a very prominent part in the move-
ment,

We are up against wooden-headed ideas
presented by both parties, and there is no
doubt that both partics are governed by a
great number of fallacies. I suppose there
is an idea among the workers that they have
nothing in common with the employer.
Their idea is to down capitalism with the
idea that they, per medium of State conircl,
will be able to take control of these indus-
trics or to bring about socialisation of enter-
prises; so that we have a continual tug-of-
war hetween the employer and the cmployee
for the purpose of deeiding who shall get
the bigger share.

The truth is that the amount available
depends on how much can be drawn out of
the well; so that if, instead of pulling one
against the other, all hands are pulling on
the rope togcther, the amount available may
be almost indefinitely increased. We have
people who think that their interests would
be better served if prices were fixed as high
as possible, and wages as low as pO“ﬂb]Q
but, in reply to that it must be agreed that

Mr. H. M. Russell.]

would you
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since the wage-earners form the great part
of the purchasing power in the home market,
the higher the wages and the more the people
have to spend, the better it is for trade,
and,” therefore, for the employer. Conse-
quently our objective should not be to pay
low wages, but to increase productivity. Let
us decrease our cost of production but keep
up wages at as high a level as possible, so
as to incrcase the spending power of the
workers, who form the great bulk of the
people. If we get co-operation to bring that
about, it is going to make for peace in 1ndus-
try; and the barbarous weapon of the strike
will be a thing of the past. That is a thing
for which we should all devoutly hope.

As the Leader of the Opposition said, there
are two clements that enter into the case in
regard to the workers, those elements being
the “ minimum wage” and the  basic
wage,” They must be considered in dealing
with a sound bhasis of remuneration for the
vworker; but, apart from that, I thirk that
most up-to-date thinkers are prepared to give
grealer recognition than hitherto to the rights
of the workers. We do not want to live in
the past. We know that centuries ago the
country was ruled by the richest class; but
now one man is as good as another. With
the great improvement in our cducational
facilitics, we are gradually dispelling the
old order of ihmgs and I hope that our
friends on the other side will be broadminded
encugh to admit that we are as desirous as
they arc of alleviating the lot of the ** under-
dog.”

All the reforms that hon. members oppo-
sito have spoken about to-day weve actually
hrought about by men who were not asso-
ciated with the Labour Party, but were men
on our side, who recognised the wrongs of
the workers, and did their level best to
rectify them.

There should be a recognition of the human
needs of the worker by providing that no
worker shall be paid less than will suffice to
keep himsclf and his family in dccency and
LOHlfOIt Apart from that, there should be
recognition of the worker's ¢ffort and capacity
bx plOVIdH]"” that the wwages above the
minimnm shatl be graded accordmg to the
cffort and ~\'l” required. Then there should
be some recognition of the worker’s interest
in the concern for which he works, by pro-
viding that he can in his degree matema]]
contribute, I do not hold with some of the
profit-sharing schemes that have been cvolved,
under whick the worker only gets an infini-
tesimal Interest in the cal‘nngs of the con-
cern. and has only a life inforest at that.
I think it is in accord with present-day
British sentiment that, if we desire to pre-
serve an industry, we have to offer some
incentive to the worker in that industry to
m\“no»c his _position by getting him away
from the shibboleths of the party opposite,
and by recognising that his safety and wel-
fare depend on his own e zertion—provided
that the employer, on the other hand, is pre-
parcd to give him that interest in his oceu-
pation to  which he is entitled. After
providing for a fair return on the capital
invested, and for management expenses—the
return  to  be proportionatc to  the risk
entailed, and in order that capital may be
encouraged to embark in entemrxses—any
residual profit ahou‘d be divided in fair
proportions amongst all those concerned.
That is a fair policy that we might all
enunciate.
[ M.

H. M. Russell.
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If our friends on the other side were to
dlop their antagonism, their stupld pre-
judices, and their ‘ zoap-box’ oratory—
which only appeals to the uneducated—and
vould go out as evangelists and talk co-opera-
tion; if they would throw aside the stupid
and vicious doctrines of socialism and
sovietism, they would be doing good service
to the workers of Queensland.  Under the
privciple underlying this Bill the workers
themselves could cventually lead up to a
position whereby the ownership of capital
would be in their own hands. We do not
believe in_ the control of enterprise by the
State. We do not believe in socialism,
because it means the dragging down of every
man and woman to the one dead level. We
say that, rather than abolish individualism,
we should he prepared to further the prin-
ciples of individualism by creating more
owners—by a greater diffusion of ownership
and capital in industry. We do not believe
it public ownership. We rather bolieve
in the ownership of industry and capital
by all engaged in industry. That is our
answer to the Socialist. By that means
we hope to make the lot of the Torker better
than it is to-day. Socialism has been proved
a dismal failure. It has led to serious dis-
content amongst the workers, who have becn
taught to believe that their greatest enemy
is the capitalist. Our ob]notlve should be
to harness capital and labour 4. _ether, so
that both parties shall participate in the
profits accruing from industry.

Mr. WINSTANLEY (Queenton): I have
listened with a good deal of interest to the
debate up to the present time, and par-
ticularly to the remarks of the hon. member
for Toombul. That houn. member charged
hon. members on this side of the House with
being  stupid, with being |)1“Judlced and
with be ing advocates of iovxatlam which his
own common scnse should tell him is not
true.  Whatever may be sald about the
Labour movement, it certainly has rendered
very conspicuous service to the workers of
this and other countries. Whoever may
claim  credit for introducing arbitration,
there is no doubt that the Labour move-
ment was the originator of quite a number
of things on the statute-book that it does
not get credit for. 1 listened to the Secve-
tary for Labour and Industry with a good
deal of interest, when he made his sccond-
reading specch. I also listened with interest
to his historical sketch. Hon. members on
this side have been charged with going back
to past ages for arguments and illustrations;
but in doing that they were following the
example set by the Minister, who went a
long way back for illustrations in regard to
the principle of conciliation.

Then he became quite enthusiastic and
lhapsodlcdl about what he expected this Bill
was going to do. I hops that his expecta-
tions are realised; but I am afraid they
will not be realised. He was up in the
clouds for some time, talking about big
men and breadth of vision, which are all very
fine things and good pictures in their way;
but it is as well to remember that, when we
get down to hard facts, those who admin-
Ister this measure will find that they are
dealing with ordinary average individuals,
the great majority of whom are not above
the average—as Lincoln said, “ Not too wvse
or good For buman nature’s daily tasks.”
When this Bill becomes law, it will be
administered for the benefit of the ordinary
average individuals ir the community, and
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those who expect people to be perfect are
éoo]ldng for something which they will not
nd.

It has been said that the outlook of the
workers is circumscribed, and to a certain
extent that may be true. The outlook of the
ordinary worlker is circumscribed by respon-
sibilities. It takes a worker all his time to
provide for his family and do all he can to
maintain their health and comfort.

The hon. member for Bulimba ridiculed to
some extent the idea that the basic wage is
fixed on the basis that it is for a man with
a wife and three children. Everybody knows
that the anomaly exists, and that some
better provision ought to be made and might
be made. It is rather remarkable that the
Government whom the hon. member sup-
ports are introducing this measure, which
will wipe the existing Act off the statute-
book. They are starting off with a clean
slate; yet they find it impossible to improve
on the present system—to do anything dif-
ferent from what has been done in the past.
There is no doubt that changes will come,
and that some better method will be devised
for the fixation of the basic wage, so as to
make provision for those who have half-a-
dozen children. ¢ Hope springs eternal in
the human breast,” and in that connection
something will in all probability be done in
the future. The point is that this was the
opportunity—the  Government have the
opportunity, but they have not done it.

There have been some cheap sneers thrown
across the Chamber about the lecture by the
Leader of the Opposition on economics,
Judging from some of the speeches of hon.
this and other Rills

onnaeite an
Tais ana otalr Biis

members
S Cppoesiic on

during the session, such a lecture was very
much needed. It has done good service, and
will be of assistance to hon. members oppo-
site.

The idea that children in past days were
badly treated under the conditions which
then obtained has been scoffed at by hon.
members opposite, and they seem to think
that nothing of the kind takes place at the
present day.

{4 pm.]

Immature girls have still to work in cotton
factories in England, and boys who are
nothing like grown up still have to labour
in the mines; and anyone who thinks that
such things as these were confined to times
thirty or forty years ago is sadly out of date.
That is another proof of the old saying that
“half the world does not know how the other
half lives.,” These things do exist in the other
countries of the world; and they exist not
because the boys and girls want to work,
but because of economie necessity. The wage
which a man with four or five children can
earn makes it impossible for him to support
them all; and they naturally have to go
out even before the age of fourteen years,
and help to keep themselves, even though
they work only half-time and go to school
during the rest of the day. It is rather a
disagreeable reflection that such things still
exist; but facts cannot be gainsaid; and it
helps us to realise the fact that there are
some people who need a better share of the
good things that are produced than they get.

Mr. EpwirDS: What are you * stone-
walling 7 for?
Mr., WINSTANLEY: If any * stone-

done on this Bill, it

walling ”” has been
hon. members on the

has been done by
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opposite side. Yesterday we saw half a
dozen of them get up, and, whilst they said
they were supporting the measure, they never
touched the provisions of the Bill, or said
a word about it. If that was not “ stone-
walling,” I do not know what was. Anyone
who has read the speeches of hon. members
opposite who have touched on the Bill must
agree that they were compelled to admit that,
unless there is co-operation, sympathy, and
conciliation the Bill will not succeed—an
admission which helps to convince me that
they ave satisfled that the Bill is not going
to make its way on its merits, and that it
wiil regquire to have sympathy and assistance
from everybody on both  sides, whereas I
take 1t that, if any measure has any claim
to suceeed, it should base that claim on
something that is in it, something that will
recommend it, something that will convince
this House in the first place that it is, at
any rate, well worth a trial.

The problem of problems facing not only
this State but other States in the Common-
wealth and other countries in the world is the
distribution of wealth; and arbitration courts,
wages boards, and other things of that kind
arc established to try to get guch a distribu-
iton of the weaith of any country that all will
have a reasonable quantum, and that things
will work smoothly and the workers will have
romething to put aside as well as spend.
Hon. members on this side have repeatedly
said that low wages mean a low spending
power, and aizo a low saving power. Many
hon. members opposite do not recognise that.
That is why many of them believe that the
orly way to bring ahout a reduction in the
cost of production is by a lowering of wages.
There iv no getting away from the fact that
hon. members opposite have distinctly stated
that men would be better off at the present
time if they were working for £3 per week
then if they were working for the wages
they get now or even higher wages; but
there is no doubt that, if we did away with
Arbitration Court awards, they would not
cet even £3 per week; and their wages
would simply fall to a figure which would
provide them with a subsistence; and that
15 not good for the worker or anybody else.

The idea prevalent in the minds of a great
numbér of persons is that the distribution
of wealth does not count at all. Quite
recently the Premicer said this on that very
subject— .

“The objective of the Government is
to make it possible for those developing
the land to get a bhetter return. We have
been toid that the distribution of wealth
is so unequal that it can only be made
right by nationalisation. In my opinion,
the distribution of wealth is nothing.
It is the acquisition of wealth that counts,
and it is that that the Government is
going to encourage.”

I do not subscribe to that doctrine, for, while
I admit that the preduction of wealth is a
factor in national prosperity, nevertheless it
is not the only factor. It does not necessarily
follow ithat, because there is a big production
of wealth, everybody benefits, as the hon.
member for Teombul suggests by his analogy
that, when plenty of water is drawn from
the well, there is plenty for everybody. The
wealth that is preduced must be distributed
on an equitable, just, and fair basis. An
increase 1n the production of wealth is one
thing; but, if that wealth is not equitably
distributed, somnebody suffers, On this point
I desire to quote an authority greater than

Mr. Winstanlsy.
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any hon. member opposite, who. when deal-
ing with labour, land, and canital, said—
“Unlike land and capital, labour can-
not be detached from the person of its
owner. When its productive power is
used this power requires the presence of
the owner on the spot, and commonly
entails certain eflects on his liberty and
life, WhICh are not easily or adequately
counted in the cost. Risk {o life and
limb incident upon employment scldom
figures in the wages’ bargain, while dirt,
disease, or the degraded character of the
employment have little influence on the
rate of pay.”
The point there is that, when the labourer
has lost a day’s work, a week’s work, or a
month’s work, it is gone for ever, and there
is no getting it back. The owner who is
possessed of capital in land can recoup Lim-
self by an extraordinary fluctuation in the
price of geods produced.

At 47 pom.,
The SPEAKER resumed the chair.

Mr., WINSTANLEY: The labourer has
only his labour to sell; and, if he is not able
to sell it then and there, day by day, he
loses the value of his labour that might
otherwise have been secured.

The prevalent idea that the production of
wealth is all that counts is not correct. There
must be an equitable distribution of wealth,
otherwise someone suffers; and the pcople
who suffer for the most part are the people
who have the least power and the least
influence—and they are the workers. They
have only their lubour to sell. The srstom
of conciliation and arbitvation has been
responsible for at least one bernefit. It has
educated the workers to some extent to
stand by cach other, to help cach cther to
asscert their right—not their privilege—1o a
better share of the good things that are pro-
duced. There is no doubt that in Queens-
land and Australin  zenerally they have
shared better on that account than have
workers in most of the other countrics of
the world. It is wrong to assume that
because a country is prosperous everybody In
it is prosperous. T desire at this stage to
quote this report, which appeared in a news-
paper quite recently—

“Unpleasant as it may be to admit
it, it s at last beeommg evident that
the enormous increase in productive
power which has marked the present
century, and is still going on with accele-
rating ratio, has no tendency to extir-
pate vamty or to lighten the burdens
of these compelled to toil. It simply
widens the gull between Dives and
Lazarus, and makes the strusgle for
cxistenice more Intense.  The march of
invention  has  clothed mankind with
powers of which a century ago the boldest
1vna"1nitlon could not have dreamed.
But_ in factories where labour-saving
machinery has reached its most wonder.
ful development, little childven are at
work; wherever the new forces are any-
thing like fully utilised, large classes are
maintained by chfuxtv or iive on the
verge of rerource to it; amid the greatest
accumulations of wealth, men dia of
starvation, and puny infants suckle dry
breasts; while everywhere the greed of
gain, th “owhlp of wealth, shows the
force of the fear of want. The Promised
Land flies before us like the mirage. The

{Ny. Winstanley.
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fruits of the tree of knowledge turn, as
we grasp them, to apples of Sodom that
crumble at the touch.”

That is an absolute fact that cannot be
gainsaid.

Look at the conditions that prevailed fifty
vears ago, and compare those conditions with
the conditions that obtain at present, and
you will find that the conditions of the work-
ing people have not improved to ansthing
like the extent they should have donc. The
workers at the present are not getting a fair
share of the good things that they are entitled
to, and that is what has made arbitration
and conciliation what they are. There are
people who do not know or do not care what
the conditions of others are so long as they
are flourishing themselves. They are not
concerned about those pcople who are mnot
benefited.

A good deal has been said about concilia-
tion, and I am one of those who believe 1n
conciliation. I think it is a good thing to
endeavour to conciliate, and then am'hate
before you fight. The appll(,atlon of arbitra
tion and conciliation to industrial affairs was
operating in international affairs long before
anything was done elsewhere,  When I
first came to this House, a Wages Board
Act was one of the first measures passed,
and there were great expectations from
those boards. When they were established
they did some good, because the idea
was conciliation—to gct people together so
that the partics could sec things From the
viewpoint of each other. In my opinion,
there is nothing more instructive than see-
ing the other fellow’s standpoint, and so get-
ting at both sides of the case. But, if wages
boards were such wonderful things, how did
it come about that the people who instituted
such boards were the people who cut them
out after four vears? The wages boards
were a failure simply for the reason that they
consisted of two or three representatives of
the employees and two or three representa-
tives of the employers, who were elected to
sit on the wages board with a so-called
impartial chaivman, who practically decided
everything. That impartial chairman invari-
ably was a police magistrate, and almost
invariably he took the side of the employers
instead of that of the employees, probably
due to environment, and probably because
he thought that the cmplovees were asking
for somethmg to which they were not entitled.
For some reason or other, the Government
of the day abolished the wages boards, and
introduced the Industrial Peace Act, in which
@ form of conciliation was provided under
which the parties would meet and discuss
matters before going into court. There was
ample opportunity provided in that mecasure
for conciliation and for the board discussing
matters from every angle, when, if the purties
agrecd—and they very often did agree—all
that was neces sary was that their agreement
should be registered in the court. If they
were unable to agrce, the matter was taken
into the court, where it was decided by a
judge. There is a thing that might be called
conciliation without boing pos»es-u}d of the
spirit of coneilintion; and, after all, it is the
spirit that particularly matters. The thing
might be called conciliation; but, if the
spirit of conciliation is abbnnt it is uszeless.
I think the Minister and some of his col-
leagues have had a splendid opportunity
during the discussion on this matter to dis-
play a conciliatory spirit; but they have not
taken advantage of the opportunity-in fact,
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in some cases they have not themszelves made
for conciliation, but rather have endeavoured
to prevent hatred dying. I take more notice
of a m'm s actions and conduct than I do of
his words.

The question naturally arises as to whether
this is a conciliatory Bill, The test w ould be
to give it to an intelligent working man
who has a knowledge of industrial conditions

during the last ten or twelve years, and
ask him what he thinks about it. Of course,
the Bill s not easy of understanding,

because, cven after reading it once, one has
to confess that oune does not know its full
cffect.  There are, however, some clauses
about «hich there can be no doubt; and it
is in conncction with those that 1 should
be very much surpriscd if the working msin
to whom I have referred expressed the
opinion that it is a conciliatory measure.
It is so ]1tt1e conciliatory that it robs the
worker of practically a week™s holiday. The
saints’ days are abolished; and, whilst I
have not at any time been’ very ‘much con-
cerned about the saint¥’ days, we do know
that, instead of claiming those days, under
most industrial awards, the worker could
receive a week’s holiday at, say, Christmas
time., To the extent, thercfore, that the
swints’ days are cut out, that is a loss to
the worker.

Further. we have the alarming provision
for the pavment of time and a-half instead
o’ double time for corfain holidays, if
worksd. If anyome thinks that those pro-
visions will hr\lp the worker to look upon
tizis Bill in a gpirit of sympathy and respect,
he is very much mistaken. When you find
that one of the very first things proposed
is to wipe out conditions which have been
enjoyed for some considerable time, it must
be apparent that antigonism will be engen-
der

Mr. Epwarpsg: That is not true.

Mr. WINSTANLEY : I do not think that
the hon. member who interjected knovs
anvthinw about the Bill.

Eowarps: I do know that it is going
5 provlde employment for many people who
are now destitute.

Mr. WINSTANLEY: It is all very well
to talk about conciliation; but it is hardly
conciliation when a man knocks you on the
head and robs you of your watch, for him
to say later. I didn’t want to hurt you
then. I want to make peace with you now.”
Those drastic provisions in the Bill will do

more than anything else to prejudice the
workers.

Mr, Enwirps: That is what you are trying
to do.

My, WINSTANLEY : I do not propose to
answer that inane and idiotic interjection,
cxcept to say thaf, if the Bi:l cannot stand
intelligent criticism, it does not deserve %o
succeed.

Mr. Ebw
criticisin ?

Mr. VVINSTANLEY The Bill provides
for the ‘‘open-shop ” methods in industry.
That has been the position in America,
where a man going for a job is asked no
quastions as to whether he belongs to a
union or not. It must be remembered, how-
ever, that there are people not only in union
circles but in other spheres who are quite
prepared to take all the privileges and
advantages that come their way, but are not
prepared to make any sacrifices to secure

ARDS: But is this intelligent
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those privileges. There are people who do
not desire to join a union and identify them-
selves in any way with union matters, but
are quite ready to take advantage of all the
Lienefits.

One of the worst things that could be
done In  any Work:hop or organization

hem a number of men are congregated
zno believe in union prlnmplea, and who

o to render service to their fellow-men, is
t> have that class of individual coming to
the ahop or ot“gamaatlon and claiming the
same 11gbt~ as the unionists. That does not
make for conciliation, peace, or quietncss.
It makes for dl%lnt@gratlon and in that
direction I am confident that trouble will
easue in the very mear future if this is
atternpted, The man wlo is not a unioniss,
and who will not take out a union tick ot,
has other failings., e is regarded as the
boss’s friend, and is ofttimesz a pimp or tale-
brarer. It is one of the drawbacks to the
Bill that such a prineciple should be recog-
nised.

While it hss been stated over and over
ngain that the Government have no desire
to sec wages reduced or hours extended,
this matter is left to the board, and every-
body knows what is intended. When the
Premier reduced the salaries of members of
Parliament, he stated that that was a ges-
ture to other people as to what they shouid
do, While it 15 stated that the Government
have no desire to see wages reduced or hours
extended, there can be no question that that
is what 1s going to take place.

Provision i3 made in regard to the
standard of living; but there is also a pro-
ion that the becard, in decaling with an
industry not of average prosperity, may
reseind or cancel an award or agreement,
and the workers must accept whatever 1s
orfered. That is a wrong principle, for the
simple reason that quite a number of
cmployers try to convey the idea that the
industry in which they arc engaged 1s not
of average prosperity, whereas sometimes
it is. Of cousse, the books have to be sub-
mitted, and ali Lk&* kind of thing; but, as
pointed out in the Economic Commission’s
report, an industry may not be of average
prosperity  because it is over-capitalised,
because the machinesy is obsolete, or because
the overhead charges are too high., We had
a glaring example of that in New South
Wales, where an industry again and again
appealed to the Tariff Board in order to get
a higher tariff on their goods. It was said
that, if the tarifi was not increased, they
could not carry on, as the industry was not
of average prosperity. ILventually one of
the directors had to disgorge :£80,000 that
he got out of the industry, and which he had
practically taken out of the country. When
we have examples like that, it does seem to
me that very often, If an industry is not of
average prosperity, it is the fault of those
contmlhng the industry, although in nine
cascs out of ten the workers are compelled
to accept something less than a fair average
rate of pay. When once we get away from
a fixed wage, where is it to stop? It simply
means that it will not stop until you get
down to a bare subsistence level.

There is power under the Unemployed
Workers Insurance Act to fix wages, hours,
and conditions with regard to relief work.
It has been stated in this Chamber on more
than one occasion that people who are out of

Mr. Winstanley.]
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work ought to work merely for their susten-
ance. I am not a believer in that principle;
yet there is a provision in this Bill for
that kind of thing. No doubt that will meet
with the ‘LpplOV‘ll of some hon. members
opposite. 1t shows that workers will have
to accept what is offered to them or lose
their work. If they do not accept work at
the rates offering, they will not be able to
draw sustenance under the Unemployed
Workers Insurance Act.

A great deal has been said about political
control, which has been decried; and it has
been urgul that political control should not
be allowed to enter into the management
of the departiaents of the State. One of the
remarkable things in connection with this
Bill is that, aftor all the provision that has
been made for conciliation boards and other
paraphernalia, the Governor in Council is
empowered to issue orders, rules, and direc-
tions which shall be as valid as if they were
enactments contained in the Act. Looking
at the whole position, onc wonders what
neceszity there was to introduce this Bill at
all. The Governor in Council is practically
made a buveaucracy, and can say what must
be done, in spite of the Act. The Govern-
nment have the authority to say and do
what they like

A great deal has been said to the effect
that the employers and emplozees meet on a

level round the table at the Conciliation
Board. I contend that they do not meect on
a level. The very fact that they meet as

masters and men—to borrow a term used by
hon. members opposite—shows that ther do
not meet on an cquality. The employer is the
mastor, and he has always a summary way
of ds almg with anybody who does not comply
w ith his conditions or meet with his approval.

Ve have sufficient experience to know that
it is not in the interests of the men for
employees to mect at the table with the
employer That is one of the reasons swhy
the union organiser has become an expert in
industrial affairs, and, as ackrowledged by
the judges, has stated the men’s case from
their own point of view as well as, if not
better than, the employers have stated thelr
case. It is provided in the Bill that no
cmployer shall dismiss a workman because
he belongs to an industrial organisation; but
surely no one is so simple as to imagine
that any cmployer would dismiss him for
that kind of thing! He would find some
other ground of complaint; and he would
not h'lV(‘ much difficulty in dispensing with
the services of a man whom he did not want.
Anyone who knows anything about indus-
trial affairs knows what has taken place in
the past. I know scores of instances where
employces who have met in conference with
cmployers have afterwards 1eceived a notifi-
cation in their pay envelope that their
services were no longer required: and there
was no cxplanation as to why they were
dismissed, except that the employer might
say that it was simple hecause they were
ﬁOt further required for the work they were
oing.

No doubt the clauses which I have mon-

tioned in cannection with this Bill will require
a grcat deal of consideration.

[4.30 p.m.] These are a few of the things
that have struck me about the
but I am sure that the average
individual, when he knows the contents of
the Bill, will come to the conclusion that it is
not conciliation at all. A Bill which takes

[3r. Winstanley.
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away some of the privileges for which he
has fought and worked, and which for some
time he has en]oyed—most of which were
gained under the Industrial Arbitration Act
of 1916—does not make for conciliation,
and does not show a very conciliatory
spirit, but rather the reverse. [ think
that the workers will conclude that this
Bill does not make for the improvement
of their conditions or the good of the
State as a whole. I feel sure that when
it is placed- on the statute-bock and
we see the results of this kind of legislation,
we shall all come to that conclusion; but the
1osp0P51b111tv will rest on the shoulders of
those who fathered it and put it through this
Iiouse. I am confident that, before many
months are passed, even they will realise that
the results achieved by it are not what they
expected, for the simple reason that it is not
conciliation, but the very reverse.

Mr, BOW (3itchell): T have listened with
intercst to the speceches of hon. members on
both sides of the Chamber, and I must say
that the strongest argument against such a
Bill as this has been brought forward by an
hon, member sitting oppo»lte 1f any hon.
member gave us a reasop. why the Bill should
pot be passed, 1t was the hon. member for
Kurilpa, He distinctly laid it down that the
battic was to be between men who are unem-
ployed and men who are in work. Ife plainly
said that he was standing for the unem-
ployed, and we know very well that the Bill
is introduced for no othm purpose than to
bring ahout a reduction in wages. We have
heard a great deal about peace in industry,
and it has been said that that is the purpose
of this measure; but we know vevy well that,
whereas the Secretary for Labous and Indus-
try met the officials of the workers’ organisa-
tions in public and that a report of those
prececdings was published in the press, he
conferred with the employers in camera. It
is easy, then, to see where this Bill originated.
Tt cannot be claimed that the Minister is
responsible for it. It was compiled outside
this House by the Employers’ Federation. It
is obvicus from the meetings of the Mlinister
with the employers that thn latter supplied
the foundations of the Bill, otherwise I could
not understand the purpose for which it is
brought forward, in view of the fact that we
aheady have an Iadustrial Court which has
answercd the purpose for vears.

Since 1907 there has been only one small
industrial disputs in the pas toral industry—
one of the biggest industries in Queensland—
up to the present time. The industry has
Iroreeded smoothly since 1907; but the same
cannot be said of the industry prior to that

date.  Hon. members have referred to the
vears 1890 and 1891, when we were seven
months on strike without any chance of

meeting the employers. 'They absolutelv
refused to meet us in conference unless v
accepted the principle of freedom of conmact
Repeatedly we endeavoured to meet the
employers in  conference; but repeatedly
they rcfused. At that time union officials
were supervising big camps of men who had
no idea of creating anv disturbanece, but the
Government of ﬂle day saw {it to send Nor-
denfeldt guns to Barcaldine, and followed
up their uction by sending soldiers and
police.

Mr. BraxD: Didn’t vour Government send
the police to Townsville ?

Mr. BOW : Bventually leg-irons were used
on the officials of the union. I was amongst
the workers who were on strike. We were
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referred to by members of Parliament of
those days as ““ the howling dingoes of the
West.,”

The Bill has been introduced for some
ulterior purpose. It has not been intro-
duced to benefit the workers, nor have the
workers asked for it. It has been introduced
at the dictation of the employers, who
really bhelicve that our arbitration system
should be abolished. The late president of
the United Graziers’ Association, Mr. Whit-
tingham, in one of his presidential addresses
distinctly said that, if there was no arbitra-
tion court, there would be no unemployment.
The significance of that statement was that
ihcy desired such conditions as would permit
them to engage labour at any wage they
desired. I am convinced that, if they were
able to secure labour at £1 per week, they
would not cmploy one additional hand. Their
whole outlook would be—as it is now—
profits. The whole argument of hon. mem-
bers opposite has been that conciliation
boards are essential, and that the present
Act should bo repealed. The present Act
provides for conciliation. In almost every
case the judge orders the parties into con-
ference with a view to settling all differences,
if possible. Only those matters upon which
agreement cannot be secured are referred
into court.

The hon. member for Toombul stated that
the judge had not sufficient brains to take
the evidence. HHe pointed out that it was
neccssary for a judge to be assisted by a
representative of the employers and a repre-
sentative of the emplorecs. Under the
present Act the employers and the empioyees
can have their representatives in the court,
and if the employers are unable to state a
satisfactory case to the judge, who is able
to sift and wecigh the evidence, then it is
the funeral of the emplovers, and is no con-
cern of the emplovees. The desire of hon.
members oppoesite is to constitute the court
only for the purpose of watching the interests
of the employers, and with the object of
giving nothing to the employees. The whole
thing hinges on the belief that this Bill is
going o bring us right back to 1891. If the
intention is not to take the workers back
to those dark ages, what is the reason for
repealing certain sections of the Criminal
Code? Anything contained in the Criminal
Code that is in any way fair and reasonable,
so far as the worker is concerned, is cut out
by this Bill, If turmoil were to break out
to-morrow, or immediately this Bill is
brought into operation, it would not be
possihle for an official or anyone else to
Interview anocther person in connecction with
a strike, because a charge of intimidation
would immediately be brought against that
person. The same thing would apply here
as operated in 1891, when men were leg-
ironed and gaoled for no other reason than
that they had met men who were going out
West in trainloads not knowing what they
were going there for, or what conditions
they were going to work under. They did
not get that information from the press in
Brisbane, and many of those men were
interned and went into camp during the 1891

strike. The cmployers of those days were
never better represented than are the
employers of to-day, notwithstanding the

- fact that they had amongst them a good lot
of crusty old Tories.

The members of the Government to-dav
are tco apt to be whipped up by outside
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influences; and I am quite satisfied that this
Bill, if passed, will not bring peace into
industry. On the other hand, I am pre-
pared to gnarantee that it will bring more
turmoil into Queensland within the next
three years than any Act or breach of any
Act has cver done. Under the industrial
system as it stands at the present time there
is very little chance of an outbreak of tur-
moil; but the object of employers appears
to be to get the men fighting one against the
other for no reason whatever, and then they
will employ either unemployed on the verge
of starvation or the men on strike, and they
will get them at their own price. The object
of this Bill is nothing less. The arguments
have been used on the other side that the
workers of the State put the present Go-
vernment into power. Well if they claim
that, T am quite satisfied that, after doing
what they are doing here—looking after the
interests of the worker to the extent of
bringing down wages to a starvation rate
and altering the conditions of life—they will
not have the support of those people very
long.

it has also been argued here that the
(Giovernment are not interfering with wages
or the working hours of the men. Well, all
I can say is that it is a very finc smother-up
when you find the Government repealing the
Acts of Parliament dealing with both these
matters and leaving it to the Arbitration
Court to decide what the basic wage shall
be and what hours shall be worked per week.
We know that the decision of the court now
is in favour of a 44-hour week, and that the
basic wage is fixed at £4 bs. per week; but
I am quite satisfied that once this Bill is
hrought into operation there will not be any
$£4 bs. per week as a basic wage or 44-hour
working period for a week.

The conditions in the West during the old
Tory reign were £1 per week on a station
and £1 per 100 for shearing sheep. The
rates arve considerably better to-day; and the
improvement is due to the legislation which
was enacted by the Labour Government. 1t
would appear, howsver, that the present Go-
vernment, by this measure, are intent upon
altering those conditions and reverting to
a state of affairs which will be most disas-
trous from a working-class point of view.
How many hon. members opposite will be
able to face their constitucntz after support-
ing such a reactionary mcasure is beyond me.
The Government claim to be looking for
peace in industrg; but by a Bill of this
description they will reap no other harvest
than one of trouble and turmoil. It would
appear that the Government ave looking for
that trouble at the behest of outside
influences.

The Attorney-General stated last night
that Mr. Theodore was in favour of concilia-
tion. That cannot be denied; but the tvpe
of conciliation which has the support of Mr.
Theodore is entirely different from the con-
ciliation that the worker will get under
this Bill. 1t is provided that in proceedings
Lefore a Conciliation Board a union repre-
sentative shail not be permitted to appear
for the employees, and similarly the cm-
ployers will only be represented by bona fide
employers. There is no justification for
refusing the workers the right to have their
union representative present to put their
case before the tribunal that will decide the
importaut matter of an award governing
wages and conditions. Under the Bill it wil}

Myr. Bow.]
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be found that the provisions are such that
no employee will care to take the risk of
becoming a member of a Conciliation Board.
The employee who does assert the justice
of the demands of the worker will find
himself in the ranks of the uncinployed in
quick time. What is the use of hon. mem-
bers opposite saying that victimisation is
not indulged in by employers? Why, many
hon. members on this side of the Chamber
have been victims of that evil influence!
I can remember the time when a man who
showed anry political spirit or took a
prominent part in union affairs was hunted
irom the district in which he was working;
no employer would give him work. Under
this mseasure the same conditions will
prevail.

The Government intend to stop public
servants from affiliating with ~ political
organisations,  Surely ther do not think
that public servants will not express their
opinions just the zame! Why should not
the Government extend to the public servants
that freedom of thought of which they
prattle so much? We hear much of freedom
of speech, freedom of contract, wnd many
other types of freedom; but here the Go-
vernment are interfering in a most unjust
way with the rights of Government
employees.

Another stavtling feature of the Bill is the
provision excluding certain people fromr the
operation of awards. 1 refer to jackeroos,
scrub-cutters, and other persons engaged in
allied industries; also nurses and domestic
servants. It would appear that the Govern-
ment once again have taken their orders
from people outside. and are intent upon a
reversion to conditions that proved so
unsatisfactory in years gone past.

In the light of all these things, it is easy
to see that the Bill is not at all meant to
bring about peace in industry. It is brought
in to cause as much turmoil as possible. An
effort will be made to get those out of work
to accept a low rate of wage and any old
hours so as to bring the profits of the bosses
up as high as possible,  That is the only
possible chance they have of reducing the
cost of production. I am quite satisfied that
once this Bill is brought into force there is
going to be turmoil,

Mr. EpwaRDS: You are hoping there will
e.

Mr. BOW: Yes; and I am taking a hand
to-morrow if we have it.

Mr. Epwarps: You carried the red flag.

Mr. BOW: I would carry the red flag, and
I would not be ashamed of it. I am satisfied
that when the conditions imposed in this Bill
are known in the shearing industry you are
going to have turmoil. Neither the employer
nor the employee in that industry desires
trouble. There are thousands of employers
in Queensland to-day who would prefer to
work under the present Act and go to the
court when they want an alteration in any
award. Instead of giving these people a
chance of doing that, this Bill is intreduced
—absolutely ““ flogged” in—and it is going
through, no matter what happens. The
Government will force it through. If it is put
through under present circumstances, in its
present form and with its present penal pro-
visions, it will interfere with a man, no
matter what he does. 1t is going back to the
‘“leg-iron ” days of '91, for which people of
the same views as hon. members opposite

[Mr. Bow.

Question.

were responsible. I am quite satisfied that,
when the Bill is put into operution, it is

going to cause trouble.

Quostion_~“ That the Bill be now read
a second time ™ (Mr. Sizer’s motion)—put;
and the House divided :—

AYES, 34.

Mr. Atherton Mr. Kerr

.» Barnes, G. P. Dr. Kerwin

,» Barnes, W. H. Mr. King

,» Bell Mrs. Longman

,,» Blackley Mr. Macgroarty

,» Brand ,» Maher

,, Carter .  Maxwell

»,  Costello ,» Moore

,, Deacon ,»  Morgan

»,  Duffy ;,  Nimmo

;,  Dunlop ,, Peterson

,» Hdwards ,» Russell, H. M.
»  Fry ,» Russell, W. A.
,»  Grimstone .  Sizer

. Hill ,,  Tedman

5 Kelso ., Walker, J. E.
.  Kenny 5 Warren

Tellers: Mr. Fry and Mr. Kelso.

Noms, 21.

Mr. Barber Mr. Hynes
,» Bedford 5, Jones
5 Bow , Kirwan
,» Brassington ,, Peass
,» Bruce ,» Pollock
5, Bulcock ., Smith
» Conroy . Stopford
,» Cooper ., Wellington
,» Dash ., Wilson
., Foley ,,  Winstanley
,» Hanlon

Tellers : Mr. Buleock and Mr, Conroy.
Resolved in the affirmative.

Conzideration of the Bill in Committee
made an Order of the Day for Tuesday next.

The House adjourncd at 5 p.m.





