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FRIDAY, 21 NOVEMBER, 1947.

Mr. SPEAKER (Hon. 8. J. Brassington,
Fortitude Valley) took the chair at 11 a.um.

QUESTIONS.
HousiNGg AT COLLINSVILLE.

Mr. PATERSON (Bowen) asked the
Secretary for Mines—

““In view of the answer given to me on
20 November by the Secretary for Publiec
Works that only five houses are expected
to be completed at Collinsville before 30
Junc, 1948, will he take steps to have the
State huts at Collinsville roofed with gal-
vanised iron or fibro corrugated sheeting
before the commencement of the wet season
to protect the tenants from damage and
inconvenience caused by leaking roofs?’’

Hon. T, A. FOLEY (Normanby) replied—

‘¢‘Seventy-one hutments for married men
and twenty-one hutments for single men
were erected in 1942 to provide temporary
housing accommodation for more than one
hundred miners who volunteered to go to
Collinsville to step up production to meet
the urgent wartime demand occasioned by
the threat of invasion. The hutments were
of light construetion with malthoid roofs.
Maintenance is being regularly effected by
the manager of the mine and on 1 October
the manager advised a committee repre-
senting oecupants that repairs to roofs were
being effected as materials became avail-
able, 50 rolls of roofing material having
been used just prior to 30 September, 1947,
on which date a further 50 rolls had been
received. In addition, a further 50 rolls
had been ordered. The construction of the
hutments is such that extensive structural
alterations would be mnecessary if it is
desired to roof them with galvanised iron
or fibro corrugated sheeting, which expen-
diture would not be warranted. In any
case sufficient galvanised iron or fibro cor-
rugated sheeting is not available at the
present time. The hon. member can be
assured that the roofs will be kept in a
good state of repair pending housing
aecommodation becoming available.’’

CAUSES OF RAILWAY ACCIDENTS.

Mr. PATERSON (Bowen) asked the
Minister for Transport—

““‘In view of the fact that the night
officer on duty at Tamaree on the nieht of
the rail disaster has now been acquitted
on the charge of manslaughter and that the
matter is no longer sub judice, will he
answer the questions 1 to 4 which I asked
him on 23 October?

1. Since the Traveston disaster, how
many (a) mail trains, (b) other trains,
have been involved in (i.) head-on eol-
lisions, (ii.) other major accidents on the
Queensland railways, and what was the
cause of each collision? '
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2. Have any of the railway unions
(a) suggested or urged that track-locking
systems should be installed on the main
line and the loop line at crossing sta-
tions; (b) suggested that the W.H. pump
and the cab windows on B18% engines
should be lowered to provide a clear and
unobstructed view from the engine cab,
and that engine erews should be allowed
to use the bright electric headlights to
ascertain the position of other trains when
approaching and passing through crossing
stations; or (e¢) objeeted to the fitting
of A6.E.T. brake equipment to B18%
engines?

3. What has been the department’s
attitude to these proposals?

4. Will he table the minutes of a
deputation from the A.F.U.L.E. to the
Commissioner for Railways on or about
16 July, 1946, and a copy of the letter
sent in reply on or about 21 August,
19467 If he will not table this informa-
tion, will he state whether the reply to
the union stated, inter alia: ‘There are
more urgent jobs in the shape of inter-
locking of stations to be ecarried out
before consideration can be given to
track-locking, which, after all, is a
mechanieal means to avoid the risk of
carelessness in the observance of the
rules and regulations. Any mechanical
device which tends to reduce vigilance
on the part of station-masters and others
is not altogether desirable’$’’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN (Toowoomba)

¢¢1. The preparation of this information
would entail a vast amount of searching of
records and the importance of the informa-
tion does not warrant the expenditure of
the time that would be ineurred in prepar-
ing it.

‘“2. (a) The Australian Federated Union
of Loeomotive Enginemen on 16 July, 1946,
suggested that the Commissioner might
obtain a report on the possibility of track
locking stations on single lines where the
electrie staff is in operation. They stated
they were not asking that the work be
undertaken straight away. (&) Yes. (¢)
The Australian Federated Union of Loco-
motive Enginemen protested against the
installation of the A.6.E.T. Westinghouse
brake equipment on any more locomotives,
alleging that it was of no more advantage
but was more complicated than the older
type of brake equipment.

‘3. (2a) The Commissioner undertook
to obtain a report from the Chief Engineer,
but stated he felt certain that nothing could
be done at the moment, as the department
was being frustrated in any work it under-
took by lack of technieal officers and skilled
iradesmen. He pointed out that the proposal
was a very elaborate one, but there were
a number of stations on the North Coast
line at which the department had not yet
been able to provide interlocking, and that
work would have to be done first. Only a
limited amount of work could be undertaken
sach year, and it was a question of doing
the jobs in their order of importance. On
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21 August, 1946, a reply was sent to the
Australian Federated Union of Locomotive
Enginemen stating that the report from
the OChief Fngineer confirmed the view
which the Commissioner had expressed at
the deputation. The words quoted in ques-
tion 4 were included in that reply. (2b)
One engine has been so altered and an
undertaking has been given that as soon as
opportunity presents itself action will be
taken to have the work put in hand on other
locomotives. At present the acute position
in regard to engine power, and the urgent
repair work to be undertaken, preclude the
carrying out of these alterations, which,
however, have been embodied in the design
of the six ‘B1821’ locomotives now under
construction by Walkers Limited. The sug-
gestion that engine erews should be
allowed to use the bright electric head-
lights when approaching and passing
through crossing stations was ecarefully
considered, but the consensus of opinion
was that the existing praectice should not be
altered, as the glare of the headlights
temporarily blinds those coming within its
range, and there is a danger to employees
working in yards, including enginemen
shunting, as well as to the officer whose
duty it is to hand up the train staff. The
glare also affects the ability of employees
to see signals being given by hand lamps
and also has an effect on other signals.
In April, 1928, a collision oceurred between
two goods trains at Cambooya. The
evidence at the inquiry disclosed that the
accident was caused through the eleetrie
headlight which had not been dimmed on
the engine of the down train standing at
the station reflecting a phantom green (line
clear) in the glass of the up signal, which
actually stood at danger and which should
have been showing a red light, and beyond
which the incoming train should not have
passed. (2¢) The equipment referred to is
the most modern development by the West-
inghouse Brake Company. It has greater
flexibility and enables the brake to be
applied more evenly, reducing bunching of
trains, This equipment is widely used om
other systems. A representative of the
Australian Federated Union of Locomotive
Enginemen, who was consulted with regard
to the equipment on Beyer-Garratt loco-
motives now being ordered from England,
raised no objeetion to this equipment being
used, and the State Secretary of the Aus-
tralian Railways Union wrote the Chief
Mechanieal Engineer on 15th instant inter
alia, as follows:—¢In connection with the
A.6.E.T. brake, we are of opinion that this
brake is more efficient and have no objec-
tion to its introduction.’
‘¢4, See 2 and 3.7’

STRIKE BY AUSTRALIAN RAILWAYS UNION
MEMBERS.

Mr. PATERSON (Bowen) asked the

Minister for Transport—

‘1. How many members of the Aus-
tralian Railways Union (a) are employed
at the Ipswich workshops, (b) worked at
the Ipswich, workshops om Tuesday, 18
November?
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‘“2, Who is the respomsible officer at
Ipswich who supplied the information that
only 111 members of the Australian Rail-
ways Union were absent from work without
reason on that day¢’’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN
replied:
1, (a) 550; (D) 18.
¢¢2. The Chief Mechanical Engineer and
‘Workshops Superintendent. ’’

{Toowoomba)

Mr. AIKENS (Mundingburra) asked the
Minister for Transport—
‘1. How many trains left Mayne June-
tion on Tuesday last without being
examined?
“¢2. Why were they not examined?

(¢“8. Is it considered that the mere rum-
ning of a train is more important than
the safety of the passengers and crew?’’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN (Toowoomba)
replied
‘41, None.

€¢2 and 3. See answer to 1.7’

Mr. AIKENS (Mundingburra) asked the
Minister for Transport—

‘‘How many (a) passenger trains, (b)
mixed trains, (e¢) goods trains, and (d)
shunting engines were scheduled to run but
did not run on Tuesday last in the Southern,
Central, and Northern Divisions, respec-
tively?°?

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN (Toowoomba)
replied:
e Southern| Central {Northern| Total.
Division| Division| Division
Patssepger
rains .. 38 5 1 5
Mixed trains 8 7 1(6) 22
Goods trains 54 36 53 143
Shunting
engines .. 10 18 32 60
Total .. { 110 66 111 287

Mr. ATKENS (Mundingburra) asked the
Minister for Transport—

. “‘L.Is it a fact that a departmental
instruction was issued to train crews omn
Tuesday last in the Brisbane suburban area
that they were to pass any signals at
danger at stations where the officer in
charge or gatekeeper was not on duty and
draw up to the gate, the fireman themn to
open the gate, the train to pull through,
and the guard to close the gate after the
train had passed the crossing?

‘2. If so, at how many stations was this
instruetion obeyed, and by the members of
what unions??’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN
replied—

‘1. As no signalman was on duty at
Beaudesert Road crossing between 12 mid-
night Monday and 4 p.m. Tuesday, and all
signals were placed at danger because the
crossing gates had to be left open to road

(Toowoomba)
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traffic, excepting during the passing of
trains over the crossing, the General Man-
ager, under the authority conferred upon
him by the rules, issued instruetions for all
trainmen to pass these signals at danger,
the firemen to open the gates and the guards
to close them. These signals are provided
only to show the position of the gates.

¢¢2. The instruction applied only to the
Beaudesert Road crossing. All trains were
worked over this ecrossing by enginemen
members of the AF.U.L.E. and guards
members of the Guards, Shunters, and
Conductors’ Association.’’

AMERICAN LOANS.

Mr, NICKLIN (Murrumba—Leader of the
Opposition): I desire to ask the Treasurer
whether he has an answer to the following
question which I addressed to him on 2
October—

““In respect to the First and Second
American Loans and conversions thereof,
what is the total amount to date in pounds
Australian of the cost of exchange on pay-
ments of (a) interest, and (b) redemp-
tion?’’

Hon. J.

replied

““Cost in pounds Australian of exchange

on payments of interest and redemption in

respeet of the First and Second American
Loans and conversion thereof—

LARCOMBE (Rockhampton)

— First Second
Loan. Loan.
£ £
(a) Exchange on Interest .. 586,503 803,013
{b) Exchange on Redemption
(8inking Fund Contri-
butions) .. .. 467,704 90,099
Exchange on Redemption
at Maturity .. |(¢) 545,423 (@)
£1,018,127 £90,099

Note.—Profits in pounds sterling on the transfer
of the proceeds of these loans to London, immediately
after the dates of raising, were :—

First Loan £528,713
Second Loan £191,096

(¢) Redemption Loan rtaised in Australis—the
sum of £545,423 represents exchange on the transfer
of funds to New York. ,

(d) Redemption Loan raised in America.”

MiINISTER’S RoOM, ANZAC SQUARE BUILDING.

Mr. MANN (Brisbane), without notice,
asked the Secretary for Public Works—

“¢Ys there any truth in the statement
which appeared in ‘The Telegraph’ news-
paper on Thursday, 20 November, concern-
ing the provision of an office for the use
of a Cabinet Minister in the State Building
at Anzac Square?’’

Hon. W. POWER (Baroona) replied—

‘‘The statement is a gross exaggeration
of the position and a distortion of the
faets, but nevertheless is only an example
of Old Bill’s column running frue to form.



Visitors in Lobby.

‘‘The faets are that as Minister for
Public Works and Housing it is neeessary
for me to divide my time between the
Department of Public Works and the
Department of Housing and up to the pre-
zent office aeccomodation for the Minister
has not been available in the Department
nf Housing. Space for an office iz being
pvartitioned off and the statement that
timbers being used are in short supply for
furniture-making is false. It is ordinary-
type construction for the class of building
and at my direction usual appointments for
2 Minister’s room were omitted.

““The estimated cost of the work is omly
2 small fraction of the amount quoted by
Old Bill. Other partitioning being done at
the same time is to provide offices for other
personnel of the Housing Department. The
natural lighting and air for typists is
adequate and compares more than favour-
ably with similar provision elsewhere?’’

WATER AND ELEcTrRIC LicHT, CHARLEVILLE.

Mr. RUSSELL (Dalby), without notice,
asked the Premier—

“‘In view of the alarming Press reports
concerning the water and electrie-light
position in Charleville, will he immedi-
ately take the matter up with the depart-
mental chiefs of the relevant departments
in an endeavour to alleviate and remedy
the position? Further, will he take such
steps as are comsidered necessary to pro-
vide for the people of Charleville the
same standard of civie amenities and faeili-
ties as are enjoyed by the more fortunate
residents of other south-western towns, such
as Dalby?”’

Hon. E. M, HANLON (Ithaca) replied—

‘T will not take up the matter with the
departmental chiefs as these officers already
have it in hand. The hon. member
for Warrego who gives unremitting care
to his electorate has had the matter in
hand. An order in counecil for the ration-
ing of electricity during repairs to the
plant was issued yesterday. A mobile
sar unit is now being purchased, authority
having been given last week, for just such
an emergency, so that it can be alloeated
to any western town during overhaul and
repairs to plant. The Department of
Irrigation and Water Supply has the
matter of bore water in hand.”’

VISITORS IN LOBBY.
MR. SPEAKER’S STATEMENT.

HMr., SPEAKER: Before proceeding to dis-
cover the formal business I would remind hon.
members that some weeks ago I made an
appeal to them that when they desire to put
visitors in the lobby they might accord me
the courtesy of mentioning the faet to me.
That rule has been disregarded and I am
now asking those hon. members who have
done so to remember it in future, otherwise it
might cause me to do something that would
not be altogether pleasant.

[ASSEMBLY.] Workers’ Compensation Acts Amd. Bill.

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION ACTS
AMENDMENT BILL.
INITIATION.

Hon., J. LABCOMBE (Rockhampton—

Treasurer): 1 move—

‘“That the House will, at its present sit-
ting, resolve itself into a Committee of
the Whole to consider of the desirableness
of introduecing a bBill to amend the Workers’
Compensation Acts, 1916 to 1946, in cer-
tain particulars.”’

Motion agreed to.

INITIATION IN COMMITTEE.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr.Mann,
Brisbane, in the chair.)

Hon., J. LARCOMBE (Rockhampton—
Treasurer) (11.15 a.m.): I move—

““That it is desirable that a Bill be
introduced to amend the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aects, 1916 to 1946, in certain
particulars.’’

It is intended to improve the existing Act
substantially.

The proposed additional benefits will cost
approximately £275,500 in the near future,
but less than half that sum will be recurring
expenditure.

I will first diseuss the contemplated amend-
ments in relation to what is termed ordinary
compensation: that is, compensation apart
from that paid for miners’ phthisis, and then
outline under a special heading the contem-
plated amendment with respeet to miners’
phthisis compensation.

It is proposed to increase the compeansation
payable to a benefieiary in the case of death
of the breadwinner resulting from injury in
industry. At the present time the widow
is entitled to £800 plus £25 for each child
under the age of 16 years wholly or mainly
dependent on the earnings of the worker. It
is intended to increase the amount to £1,000
plus £25 for each child under the age of 16
years wholly or mainly dependent on the
worker.

The maximum weekly payment, also, will be
increased. The maximum amount now pay-
able in the case of injury is £3 3s. a week
for a single man. It is proposed to inecrease
that payment to £3 11s. per week.

The present maximum compensation for a
married man and family is £5 a week. The
suggested increase will bring this maximum
payment to £5 1ls.

The maximum rates at present for a mar-
ried man, his wife and family are now £3 3s.
for the worker, £1 for the wife and 10s for
each child under the age of 16 years, with'
a maximum of £5 a week. It is now proposed
to inerease this to £3 11s. for the worker,
and to still pay the £1 for the wife and
10s. a week for each child but with a maxi-
mum payment of £5 1ls.



Workers' Compensation Acts

Mr. Ples Why restrict it because of the
aumber of children?

Mr. LARCOMBE: We are fixing the
maximum rate. The hon. member knows that
child endowment is payable in addition to
what I am quoting. The overall increase to
the family will be 11s. a week.

The maximum liability of the Commissioner
in the case of total ineapacity also is to be
increased. At the present time the maximum
in this case is £1,000. The suggested altera-
tion is to increase the maximum to £1,250.

At the present time the maximum liability
of the Commissioner with respeet to Q]W(’(,lﬁ(’
injuries, such as the loss of two cyes, an
only eye, &ec., is £750, plus weekly compensa-
tion, with a maximum of £1,000 in all. It is
proposed to raise the maximuom to £1,250.

I submit a table showing the present rate
and the proposed rate in relation to the first
five items in the table:—

Present specific |Proposed specific
payment for payment for
—_ injury injury
(exclusive of (inclusive of
weekly weskly
payments). payments).
£ £
Loss of both eyes 750 1,250
Loss of an only
eye 750 1,250
Loss of both handq 750 1,250
Loss of both fset 750 1,250
Loss of a hand
and a foot 750 1,250

The maximum for the loss of both eves at
present is a specific payment of £750 exclusive
of weekly payments. The proposed specific
payment “for injury ineclusive of weckly pay-
ments is £1,250.

In the case of the loss of an only eye, the
present maximum is £750 exclusive of weekly
payments while the proposed maximum is
£1,250 inclusive of weekly payments.

For the loss of both hands, the present
specifie payment, exclusive of weekly pay-
ments, is £750, while the proposed specific
payment inclusive of weekly payments, is
£1,250. The same payments will apply—a
maximum of £1,250 inclusive of weekly pay-
ments—7for the loss of both feet.

For the loss of a hand and foot the present
specific payment exclusive of weekly payments
is £750, and the proposed payment, inclusive
of weekly payments, is a maximum of £1,250.

Specifie increases are provided also for other
losses of limbs, &e., and the table will be
found in the Bill. At the present time the
sums specified in the table in the Act are paid,
plus weekly payments which may be drawn
up to the maximum payment of £1,000. If
a worker is unfortunate enough to lose both
eyes he now draws £750 as specific payment
and is entitled, if conditions justified it, to
draw, in addition, weekly payments up to £250,
making a total of £1,000. However, if he draws
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only £100 in weekly payments his total com-
pensation is £750 for the specifie injury, plus
£100 in weekly payments, making £850 in all.

Under the proposed amendment the worker
in similar cirecumstances will be entitled to
draw a definite inclusive amount of £3,250,
even if he draws weekly payments amounting
to only £100 or even a lesser amount. In
regard to less severe injuries, if a worker
lost his right arm he will be entitled to a
specifie payment of £750 for that loss plus
any weekly payment he may have need to
draw up to a maximum of £1,250.

I will now deal with the miners’ phthisis
section and the proposed inereases; I have
been dealing with what is termed ordinary
compensation. The maximum for which the
Commissioner is liable in fatal cases is £800,
but it is intended to increase this sum to
£1,000.

I will now discuss the weekly payments,
beginnirg with a single man who at the
present receives £1 a week. That amount
will not be inereased, but payment will be
made in future under this seetion right up
to death. That will apply to a married man
also.

My, Pie: What was it before?

Mr, LARCOMBE: A maximum of £800.
‘We now propose to pay the weekly payments
up to the time of death.

Mr. Maher: On top of the £800?

Mr. LARCOMBE: The weekly payments
now cannot exceed a maximum of £800 but
in the future the weekly payments will eon-
tinue until death.

My, Kerr: In addition to the lump sum?

Mr. LARCOMBE: No, they are different
aspeets. It is not proposed to imerease
the amount of £1 payable weekly to
single men. It is neccessary to explain that
a recipient of miners’ phthisis compensation
draws mnot only workers’ compensation but
also a Commonwealth pension, which is sub-
ject to the means test. If the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office increased his payment
by a further £1 a week it would not mean
that the single man would receive a
higher income. It would mean that the
State Government Insurance Office would pay
a higher rate and the Commonwealth Govern-
ment would relieved of a corresponding pro-
portion of the pension payment.

The amount payable weekly to a married
man with dependants is £1 for himself and
12s. 6d. for his wife. It is proposed
to inerease the amount to £2, £1 for
the husband and £1 for the wife, making an
increase of 7s. 6d. to the wife. Because of
the application of the means test, if we
increased the amount to the worker and his
wife to, say, £4 a week that would not be giv-
ing the married couple a bhigher income but
would simply mean that the State Government
Insurance Office would be paying a higher rate
and the Commonwealth Government would be
relieved of a corresponding proportion of the
pension payment.
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I submit a table showing (a) the present
compensation payments and (b) the proposed
compensation payments, also (@) the present
payments plus Commonwealth allowance and
(b) the proposed payments inecluding Com-
monwealth allowance.

This table will be useful to hon. members
for reference purposes between this stage
of the Bill and the second reading. The fol-
lowing table shows the present payments—

— Present Proposed

Payments. [ Payments.

£ s d. £ s d

Single man .. .. 1 0 0 1 0 0

Married man and wife 112 6 2 00
Married man, wife and one

child .. .. .. 2 2 6 210 0
Married man, wife and two

children .. .. .. 212 6 3 00
Married man, wife and three

children .. . .. 215 0 3 2 6

In cases where the wife is not entitled to an
old-age or invalid pension an allowance of
£1 a week is made to her by the Common-
wealth. The comparison is then as follows:—

PRESENT PAYMENTS.

—_— Compen- | Pension. Total.
sation.
£ s d £ 5 d. £ s d.
Married man and
wife .. . 112 6 217 6 410 0
Married man, wife
and one child 2 2 61 38 2 6| 5 5 0
Married man, wife
and two children} 2 12 6 3 2 6 515 ©
Married man, wife
and three children | 2 15 0 3 2 8 517 6

Hr. Pie: Do you not go beyond the three
children? :

Mr. LARCOMBE: If the hon. member
will allow me to proceed I will give him
the information. The following table shows
the payments proposed under the Bill:—

o Compen- | Pension. Total.
sation.
£ s d. £ s d. £ s d.
Married man and
wife .. ..l 2 0 0} 217 6| 417 6
Married man, wife
and one child 210 O 3 2 6 512 6
Married man, wife
and two children 3 0 0 3 2 6 6 2 6
Married man, wife
and three children} 3 2 6 3 2 6 6 5 0

In addition, a married man with three depend-
ent children under the age of 16 years would
be entitled to 15s. a week for child endow-
ment, bringing his income up to £7 a week.
These payments for compensation will not
reduce the amount of child endowment that
may be available.

In future there will be no maximum limita-
tion to the weekly payments to miners’
phthisis sufferers—the weekly payments will
be continued until the death of the recipi-
ent. That is an important alteration, a very
generous and justifiable one. Workers suffer-
ing from miners’ phthisis receive also medical
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comforts and medicines. Since 1944 a sub-
stantial amount has been paid to miners’
phthisis sufferers for these comforts.

I now come to the cost of the proposed
increase in kenefits. It is estimated that for
the year 1948-49 the additional benefits under
the heading of ordinary compensation, as
distinet from miners’ phthisis compensation,
will be approximately £175,000. That will
not only cover the additional benefits pro-
posed in the Bill but will also provide for
part of the eost of the additional benefits
that were granted under the amending Aect
of 1945, which it is not possible to provide
under the present scale of premiums. For
the last financial year there was a deficiency
in the workers’ compensation account of
£57,000 and that was due to the wider defini-
tion of ‘‘worker’’ and the term ‘‘injury,’’
and the greater claims under the Act. The
yearly estimated cost of the additional
benefits for ordinary compensation that will
flow from the amending Act it is now pro-
posed to make law is £120,000 and £55,000 will
be absorbed in paying for part of the benefits
under the 1945 Aect, which the present rate
of premiums are not able to provide for.

I proceed now to the inecreased cost
involved in relation to benefits in respect of
miners’ phthisis ecompensation. The increase
in the weekly payments will cost £5,500
yearly. But the miners’ phthisis account has
been and will continue to be subsidised from
reserve funds.

To place the miners’ phthisis account on a
sound basis and to provide that the increase
in benefits may be fully paid it will be
necessary to obtain £150,000 to supplement
the miners’ phthisis account. This will build
a sound fund for many years.

Therefore the additional recurring expendi-
ture in the case of ordinary compensation
will be £120,000 for payments under the
proposed Bill and £55,000 in respect of the
additional money needed to pay for part of
the benefits under the 1945 Act. The addi-
tional recurring expenditure in rclation to
the miners’ phthisis account will be £5,500,
as I have stated. The non-recurring expendi-
ture in relation to the miners’ phthisis account
will be approximately £150,000,

Now I come to ways and means. I have
in the foregoing given an outline of the
increase in cost, and that requires me to now
discuss ways and means—the way it is pro-
posed to obtain additional funds. They will
be raised by two methods—

(a) An increase in premiums and

(b) A call on reserve funds.

Tt is proposed to increase the seale of
premiums by 25 per cent. and it is estimated
that this will provide an additional sum of
approximately £175,000. There has not been
an all-tound increase in the scale of premiums
gince 1936. In 1940 there was a reduetion
in the scale and the net result was a yearly
loss of approximately £44,000 in premium
revenue., The premiums charged in Queens-
land are lower than in other States. Most
of the additional money in regard to the
miners’ phthisis account will be obtained
from departmental reserve funds.
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There is another point I wish to mention
in relation to the financing of the increased
Dbenefits. It is not intended to inecrease
premiums until 1 July, 1948, although the
additional workers’ compensation benefits will
be increased as from 1 January, 1948.

Mr., Morris: With this 25 per cent.
inereasc will the premiums be lower than in
other States?

Mr. LARCORMBE : Yes, generally,

My, Kerr: You are budgeting for another
deficit.

Mr. LARCOMBE: No, I am budgeting to
avoid a possible defieit.

Mr, Kerrs The increased premiums do
not come into operation until 1 July, 1948.

Mr, LARCOMBE: The increased pre-
miums will not come into operation until

1 July, 1948, although the increased benefits
will be effective from 1 January, 1948. It
has Deen decided to defer the inerease in
premiums in the way that I have suggested
in order to mect the convenience of employers.
Therefore, it will be mnecessary to obtain
additional funds to finance the additional
benefits for the half year from January to
June, 1948, in relation to ordinary compensa-
tion. 'The money will ‘be obtained from
reserve funds.

The £150,000 that will be provided to cover
the increase in cost resulting from greater
benefits to reeipients of miners’ phthisis com-
pensation, &e., will be obtained chiefly from
reserve funds, but will not be a recurring
expenditure. The  additional  recurring
expenditure in relation to miners’ phthisis
compensation will be £5,500 only per annwm.

The proposed Bill is another progressive
step in Labour Government reform. The
additional benefits will bring about a sub-
stantinl improvement in the present Act and
they will be, I hope, supplemented to an even
greater extent as circumstances permit.

Mr. NICKLIN (Murrumba—Leader of the
Opposition) (11.34 am.): It used to be a
hoary old joke in this Chamber that a session
of Parliament would not pass without an
amendment to the Land Acts, but now the
Land Act has been displaced by the Workers’
Compensation Acts, as every session of Parlia-
ment we are called on to consider an amend-
ment to it.

Mr. Moore: It shows progress.

My, NICKLIN: It does not altogether
show progress. It diseloses the fact that the
value of money is declining and therefore it
is necessary for us to inerease the payments
to benefieiaries under the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Acts to enable them to maintain the same
standard of comforts as smaller sums gave
them previcusly. Bach and every omne of the
increases that have been brought about by
the amendment of the Workers’ Compensation
Aets in recent years has been brought about
by the fact that our £1 today does not buy
as much as the £1 did when the Workers’
Compensation Act was first introduced in
1916.
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We have mno objection whatever to the
inereased Dbenefits preovided in this Bill
because we realise the necessity for them.
After all, everyone realises that no matter
what money payments a widow may receive
it does not in any way compensate her for the
loss of her breadwinner, nor can we compen-
sate Dy money payment for the loss a worker
may incur by a permanent disability. When
sickness comes into a home we have to provide,
by this very excellent legislation of ours, that
the worker and his family are maintained on
a reasonable standard. In order to do that
it has been necessary for us to increase pretts
frequently lately the benefits under this legis-
laticn and this is due, as I said previously
to the fuet that the purchasing power of our
money is declining. I have been wondering
whether, instead of our having to consider
yvear after year increasing the money payments
under this legislation to compensate for the
lowered purchasing power of money we could
not adopt some formula by which we could
keep the payments under the Workers’ Com-
pensation Acts commensuratz with the pur-
chasing power of money at the time being.

My. Larcombe:
than that.

Mr., NICKLIN: I doubt very much
whether it does. You will find that the aver-
age inereased benefits payable amount to 25
per eent. It is doubtful whether that is equi-
valent to the loss of purchasing power of
money due to rising costs and the lesser value
received for momney at the present time. I
think the Treasurer will admit that the amend-
ments introduced have not really represented
increased benefits under the Act but were made
for the purpose of bringing up to date the
payments to make them equivalent to
present-day money values.

This Act goes further

Mr. Larcombe: I separated the points
and made the difference quite clear.

Mr. NICKLIN: The Minister did separate
the points and show the increases, but as I
pointed out, they are on the average inereases
of 25 per cent., which is more or less equi-
valent to the decrease in the purchasing power
of money. We realise that something has to
be done to proteet the persons who suffer—
particularly -families—for the loss of a
breadwinner by death or imeapacity, whether
that ineapacity is permanent or temporary.
We have to adjust our legislation aceordingly.

The cost involved in these benefits is pretty
considerable. There will be, as the Trea-
surer has told us, an inerease in the premiums
payable. We note when looking at the trend
of affairs in the Workers’ Compensation
Department that last year it showed a sub-
stantial loss of £107,911, the first loss shown
for a considerable time. In the previous
four years it showed substantial profits in
three years and a good profit in the fourth.
It shows that there has been an increase in
the number of eclaims made on the depart-
ment; and there is the obvious effect on the
revenue of the department of the amend-
ments we have from time to time made in
our workers’ compensation legislation.
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I must thank the Treasurer for the detailed
information he gave in regard to the differ-
ences in the payments and benefits that will
result on the passage of this Bill. That
information will be particularly valuable to
hon. members in studying its implieations
before the second-reading stage. I propose
to reserve any detailed comment on the pro-
posal until then, but I would point out at
this stage that we on this side are just as
cager as the Treasurer and members of the

Government in keeping our Workers’ Com--.

pensation Acts up to date and ensuring that
the beneficiaries under these Acts receive the
maximum possible compensation for any
injury they may suffer while working in
industry in this State. Queensland has a
200G reecord in workers’ compensation legisla-
tion, and it is up to us to see that that good
record is maintained and that our legislation
is made as effective as it possibly can be, but
1 doubt whether these increased payments will
be of very much greater value to the recipients
than the payment made under the Act away
back in 1916 owing to the great depreciation
in the purchasing power of money. However,
we must see that the benefits are adjusted
according to the depreciation in the purchas-
ing power of our money, and I again make
the suggestion to the Minister that he and
his officers examine the question of whether
some formula cannot be arrived at to be
included in our legislation that would make
the benefits payable automatically inerease or
decrease, as the case might be, according to
the purchasing power of money. I reserve
any further comments until we reach the
second-reading stage.

Mr. PIE (Windsor) (11.43 a.m.): I think
every hon. member will welcome any inerease
in workers’ compensation, particularly the
payments for permanent injury. I think the
Leader of the Opposition has covered the
ground very well from our point of view at
this stage, but I am perturbed because the
amendment actually deprives people with
families of benefits previously in the Act. The
Treasurer made it very clear that the allow-
ance made for children was limited to three
children in each family. Frequently a
mother or parent had to fend for herself
because there were more children than three.
The majority of Australians who have fami-
lies are afraid of legislation that iz brought
down from time to time that deprives them
of benefits because they have large fami-
lies. The time has come when Australian
legislators, instead of bringing down Aets
that really deprive people who are willing to
have families of benefits—in fact diseriminat-
ing against them~—must give them a definite
advantage. It was made very clear pre-

viously by the Premier—and I here quote
from ‘‘Hansard,’’ 1944, page 1653—that—

‘“The total benefit previously was £750

for the dependant of a worker. We propose

to make the total £800 for the dependant

of a worker, but for each child or stepehild

under 16 vears of age depending on the

worker, £25 is to be added to that amount.

If a man had six children dependants, the

total for a fatal aceident would be £950,

and so on.”’
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#Mr. Larcombe: No.

Mz, PIE: The Premier said that.

My, Larcombe: In the case of a payment
on death for children there is no limitation.

Mr, PIE: The Premier proceeded to say—

““We also provide that if a child is the
sole dependant of a worker, for instance,
if a widower leaves one child, that £25
will still be paid, although a man with a
wife and one child would be entitled to
only £825.77

The point I want to make is that the benefit
under no legislation should be restricted to &
man, a wife and three children. ‘What abouat
the woman who has six, seven or eight ehildren
under the age of 16 years, and who is deprived
of her husband? ~What sort of a position is
she in? It is no defence to say that she gets
child endowment because the woman with only
three children also gets child endowment.
The time has come when Governments must
face up to this pesition. I view the ineusure
with very grave concern, partieularly from
the point of view of the family man. It is
very important that people who arc >illing
to have large families should be fully pro-
tected, especially in matters of workers’ com-
pensation. Why should people bring children
into the world only to find that even Govern-
ments are diseriminating against them in
their legislation? A stop must be put to
legislation of this kind, and I ask the Minister
to consider the matter from the point of view
of the family man. I know that probably! he
has not had to meet the cost of growing
families each week, and I assure him that
the cost of clothing and other things needed
for young echildren is increasing every day
and we must do something about it.

The ZLeader of the Opposition referred
briefly to the relation of the increased cost
of living to the compensation allowed. 1
feel that Governments will have to work out
a formula for compensation and superannua-
tion so that payments will fluctuate with
variations in the cost of living and this
formula will have to operate automatically.
For instance, as the basic cost of living
increases, then the compensation or super-
annuation payments should be increased
automatically, Such a policy would avoid
the need of all these amendments that
are coming Dbefore us from time to time. The
means test also is becoming a bugbear.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The means
test has nothing to do with the question
before the Committee.

Mr. PIE: The Minister brought it well
into the discussion in conneetion with the
benefits that would be payable to married or
single men., He made it very clear that the
means test altered the benefits he might get.
He said it was no good increasing the
benefits because the Commonwealth Govern-
ment took the increass away.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The means
test i1s something over which this Govern-
ment have no control. It has nothing to do
with this Bill
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Mr. Pie: I refer to it in passing, but the
Minister made quite a point of it, as you
will find when you read the proof of his
speech in ¢‘llansard.”’

Again I appeal to the Minister to give
greater consideration to the family man in
connection with workers’ compensation.

Mr. MOORE (Merthyr) (11.49 am.): It is
characteristic of the hon. member for Wind-
sor that again he displays lack of knowledge
of the subject about which he is speaking.
He is not game to get up and oppose this
legislation, so he says it is all right, and he
uses the conjunction ‘‘but.”” Then, in order
to draw a red herring across the trail, and to
try to confuse the workers of the State who
have benefited a great deal in the past from
legislation of this Government, he endeavours
to mislead them into believing that they are
not getting what they are entitled to receive.

At 11.50 am.,
Mr. DEVRIES (Gregory)
Chairman in the chair.

Mr, MOORE: The present benefit is £300
plus £25 for each echild under the age of 16
without restriction but the Bill proposes to
inercase that biumefit to £1,000 pius £25 for
cach and every dependent child.

When the hon. member says that this legis-
lation by the Labour Party in the State and
Federal spheres is not satisfactory to the
workers of the Commonwealth, he is wrong.
There is only one phase of restrieted legis-
lation—if you may eall it that—and that
is in regard to child endowment. The Federal
Government in their wisdom do not make an
allowance for the first child. Of eourse, Mr.
Devries, men like the hon. member for Wind-
sor, who has mnever had to live on the basic
wage and keep a wife and family, do not
know the appreciation the general public have
for this soeclal legislation introdueed through
State Labour Parliaments and the present
Federal Government.

I had occasion only the other day to give
some adviee in a very sad case—to a widow
with a baby in arms. Her husband had died
the weck before, leaving her with two other
children aund his three-months’-old baby.
He had been in business in a small way and
unfortunately his affairs are taking some
time to wind up; therc is very little eapital
left. She threw herself upon the generosity
of Labonr legislation and I was able to help
her in completing an applieation for a widow’s
pension. I advised her to go to the State
Children Department, where again she was
liberally treated. Needless to say, this widow
ieft me in a very happy and contented frame
of mind. It is not true to say, as hon. mem-
bers like the hon. member for Windsor do
so airily, that the people of the Common-
wealth are mnot satisfied with Labour’s
social legislation; it is an attempt on their
part to confuse the minds of the people
whom the Labour Governments have set out
to benefit.

This amending Bill is characteristic of the
progress that Labour Governments make in
their social services. These matters are dis-
cussed by the Labour Party at their conven-
tions and the parliamentary party in its

relieved the
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wisdom introduces the necessary legislation.
I commend the Government and the Treasurer
on the introduction of this legislation and I
feel sure that the publie will appreciate the
generosity of the Government.

HMr. FARRELL (Maryborough) (11.53
a.m.): I should like to take the opportunity
of complimenting the Treasurer on the very
explicit explanation he has given of this
measure, and I congratulate the Government
on the introduction of the Bill. Hon. mem-
bers of the Opposition have freely contended
that we have taken a long time to bring
about improvements in the amounts payable
to the people, but the faet is that we have
done so from time to time as the need arose,
and the amendments in the Bill make an
enormous contribution to the welfare of those
people who find themselves in the position of
requiring the benefits available under the
Workers Compensation Acts. As one who
represents a large industrial centre in whieh
the provisions of the Aet are called upen
from time to time as the result of injuries
sustained by workers, I can assure the
Treasurer that we appreciate the fine contri-
bution the department is making towards the
welfare of these unfortunate people.

When we trace the history of this legis-
lation we find that the Opposition in the
early days thought that it was something in
the nature of a gift by Father Christmas.
The Lakour Party has made it a system under
which the sufferers received payments to
which their serviee to industry entitled them.

The Leader of the Opposition und the
Leader of the Queensland People’s Party
suggested that therc should be a formula by
which payments would rise or fall auntomati-
cally with the cost of living, so that it would
not be necessary to amend the Act from time
to time. Bven as business men they should
realise how desirable it is that the Act should
be amended from time to time in order that
increased benefits may be extended to these
sufferers. In any cvent, we have no intention
whatever of reducing them, but rather of
improving them. The State Government
Insurance Office is in the happy position that
it has sole control of workers’ compensation
in Queensland.

I have frequently and very feelingly
referred to the plight of sufferers from
miners’ phthisis and I have suggested that
miners should be subject to regular medical
examination so that they may avoid contract-
ing the disease or that it may be detected in
the early stages and their condition may be
alleviated. Time will prove the wisdom of
my suggestion and I am confident that it
will gain legislative recognition, if not
through the Workers’ Compensation Act then
through the relevant mining Acts. In every
day of his working life a miner runs the
risk of a physical accident or of contracting
the dread disease of miners’ phthisis, and it
is to be hoped that he will receive a generous
measure of assistance from the Bill. It must
not be thought that the Government are act-
ing in any niggardly way in respect of pay-
ments to the sufferers where Commonwealts
Invalid Pensions are involved beeause it is
felt that the Commonwealth Government toc
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should contribute generously towards alleviat-
ing the sufferings of these people. Probably
if we were to investigate the matter fully,
it would be found that the compensation
paid to miners’ phthisis sufferers in New
South Wales was on a higher seale than in
Queensland.  The Treasurer has explained
that the State is under an obligation to pay
for certain medical comforts and medicines
required by these sufferers and is helpful in
other directions too. For instance, should
such a sufferer need medical attention at a
place removed from his usual place of living
the Government are always ready to help him
by giving him a free railway pass to travel
to the centre where he is to get the neces-
sary medical attention.

The Treasurer has given a very full explan-
ation of the inecreased benefits contained in
the Bill and there is no need for me to elabor-
ate them. Even the statement made by the
leader of the Queensland People’s Party
shows the improvements that have been made
in this legislation, specifically when Mr.
Cooper was Treasurer and the masimum pay-
ment was increased to £800 per annum in
the case of death or permanent injury. It 1s
now proposed to inerease that amount to a
new maximum of £1,250. Therefore it ean be
clearly seen that the Government are anxious
progressively to increase the benefits in
aceordance with their financial ability so that
dependants of workers may be assured of
some monetary compensation in the event cf
the death or permanent injury of the bread-
winner.

1 commend this Bill as a most progressive
measure. I hope that as time goes on and
even before this Parliament is dissolved we
shall find the Treasurer introducing a similar
measure to this one in order to give greater
benefits to workers suffering from injury and
disease.

Mr. BURBOWS (Port Curtis) (12 Noon):
The leader of the Opposition foreeast that
he would have more to say on this Bill at a
later stage and in anticipation of his doing
so £ would recommend him to compare the
Workers’ compensation benefits paid in
Queensland with those paid in New South
Wales. In New South Wales at the present
time four judges are occupied in dealing with
elaims made under the Workers’ Compensa-
tion Aect. They deal with approximately
1,000 cases a year. In New South Wales
private insurance companies are permitted to
compete with the State Government Office.
The virtues of private enterprise would be
conveniently forgotten by members of the
Opposition if they made a comparison
between the benefits paid to injured and
suffering workers in Queensland by the State
Government Insurance Office with those
received by their fellow workers in New
South Wales. In addition, the employers for
whom the Opposition are primarily concerned,
are asked to vpay substantially higher
premiums in New South Wales than employers
do in Queensland.

I listened with interest to the concern
expressed by hon. members opposite at the
decrease in the value of the pound since the
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establishment of the State Government Insur-
ance Office. I am sure that the Opposition
members are more concerned about that fact
than any sufferer or injured worker, or
widow. They are always ready to shed
crocodile tears for them, but to me it would
seem that one tear was for the widow and the
others for themselves.

The suggestion made by the hon. member
for Windsor that the compensation payments
should rise and fall automatically in accord-
ance with the value of the pound is worthy
of consideration. I should be very pleased
to see that principle incorporated in our law
because if Queensland was ever unlucky
enough to lose its Labour Government that
would be a means of protecting the worker
against any reduetion in workers’ compensa-
tion benefits to which he is justly entitled.

Mr, DECKER (Sandgate) (123 pm.): I
am happy to rise and support the Minister in
bringing forward this amendment to the
Workers’ Compensation Act. After hearing
the speeches made by Government members
one would think that the Government were
giving the unfortunate injured and suffering
workers something for nothing. The Govern-
ment are not doing anything of the kind.

Mr. Clark: The Government play a big
part in those payments.

Mr. DECKER: Payments under the Act
are made from premiums 7paid by the
employers to the State Government Insuranee
Office.

Mr. Moore: When did you wake up to
that?

Mr. DECKER: It is about time the hon.
member woke up to that fact. From the way
he spoke one would think that he was making
the payments out of his own pocket. The
workers’ compensation premiums are to be
increased by 25 per cent. and it is that
increase that makes it possible for the Govern-
ment to make provision for these increased
benefits. These increases, too, are being made
to meet rising costs. Every Parliament in
Australia at the moment is introducing Bills
having for their objeet the same purpose.
This will impose a greater burden on the
whole of the people, so instead of relieving
the worker we are imposing a further undue
strain on him and thus making it harder and
harder for him to live. In the final analysis
the worker pays.

We find that the allowance made previously
was not enough to meet the rising costs and
we have to introduce a Bill to inerease the
allowance to enable them to live in reasonable
conditions.  Frequently the widow of a
worker who has been killed, particularly when
the family have no reserves, will come to the
member for the distriet for advice. I have
had people come to me and it opened my eyes
as to what workers’ compensation means to
some people. Take a woman with children or
without children who is left penniless as a
result of the death of her husband. She
makes applicatoin for workers’ compensation,
but in the meantime she has not any money
to carry on with. One can send her to the
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police station to get temporary rations or one
can write out an application under the social-
gervice scheme and get a widow’s pension for
her, but as soon as the woman is paid the
£800 compensation all other benefits cease
and she has nothing to live on but the £800,
whieh dwindles day by day. There is only
one adviece to give her, and that is to try to
invest it in a house, but with the high price
of house properties today she would not get
much for £800 or the part of £800 that she
has left, because she would have had to spend
some of it since she got it. It is only when
such women have spent all that money that
they are able to get the widow’s pension. We
should give consideration to ecases like this
and we should have provision in the Aet for
a weekly payment for at least six or 12
months after the death of the breadwinner
in order to give the widow time to settle down,
so that when she received the lump sum she
could invest the whole amount in a business
or a home.

Mr. Moere: Would you
Ppremioms to do that?

Mr, DECKER: It would take very little
increase in premiums to do that, beecause the
number of deaths are not great. I make that
suggestion knowing that it will reeeive the
consideration it deserves, and if it is accepted
it will be an improvement to the Act.

Mr. WANSTALL (Toowong) (12.9 pm.):
As indicated by the hon. member for Windsor
as the leader of our party, we are heartily in
support of the amendment introduced by the
Treasurer this morning.

increase the

At the outset I want to clear up what
apears to be a misunderstanding arising on
the introduction of the Bill by the Treasurer.
When the Treasurer was introdueing the Bill
and explaining it, I understood him to say
with the existing benefits an additional pay-
ment in the case of death of £25 for each
child would be restricted to three children
only and would not extend to other children
above three.

Mr, Lareombe: No, I did not say that.

HMr. WANSTALL: I guessed that that
was not the position and I thank the Treas-
urer for his explanation of it, but would
point out that the hon. member for Windsor
immediately picked up that point when the
Treasurer was speaking and emphasised it
by saying that it would apply to three
children only in future, and from the Treas-
urer’s remarks to the hon. member when he
was speaking I gathered from that inter-
jection that this provision limiting the £25
to three children only is to apply in the case
of weekly payments for injury. Is that the
position?

Mr. Larcombe: A maximum of £5 11s. a
week for compensation.

Mr. WANSTALL: In the case of weekly
compensation there will be a limit on the
size of families to three children.

Mr. Larcombe: There
maximum payment,

will be the
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Mr. WANSTALL: So a woman with a
family of six children would not enjoy the
per-capita child payment for any children
over three, because of the maximum of
£5 11s.¢

Mr. Larcombe: She gets payment plus
child endowment,

Mr. WANSTALL: She would get child
endowment if her husband was not injured
and working every day, earning money. That
is not the answer, as the Treasurer knows
perfectly well. I regard it as a reactionmary
proposal to limrit the weekly compensntion
to three children in a family that may consist
of six or more children.

Mr. Moores You are twisting the maxi-
mum payment.

Mr. WANSTALL: The hon. member for
Merthyr knows that the £5 ils. is scaled
aceording to the compensation payment up
to three children and that over thice children
it ceases. The point is—and I suggest to
the Premier that it should be considered,
having regard to the amount involved—that
these benefits should be extended so that
there will not be such disecrimination against
large families, which after all are the very
families most in mneed of the compensation
when the breadwinner is unable to earn his
pay.

Mr. Aikens: Our best type of immigrant.

Mr. WANSTALL: Our best type of
immigrant. If we are sincere in our pleas
for inereased population, how can we intro-
duee legislation that will have the effect
of disé¢riminating unfairly against the large
family as compared with the small family?

The next point is the increase from £800
to £1,000. I agree wholeheartedly with this
but I greatly regret that this is three years
later than it should be. In 1944, 28 Novem-
ber, three years zlmost to the day, this
Legislature was considering amending an
amendment to the Workers’ Compensation Act
whereby the total benefits paid in the case of
death were inereased from £750 to £800 plus
£25, that being the limit for each dependent
child under the age of 16 years, In the Com-
mittee stage of that Bill, the hon. member
for Logan, on behalf of the Queensland
People’s Party, moved an amendment to omit
the words ‘‘eight hundred’’ and insert in lien
thereof the words ‘‘one thousand.”’ Three
years ago this party endeavoured to do what
this Government are now seeking to do in
this amending Bill—to inerease the total
payable in the case of fatal accidents to
£1,000 from £800. What happened to that
amendment? Was it debated? Was it
rejected on its merits? Was it considered
by a majority of the members of the Assem-
bly? No.  The Premier took a point of
order and drew the Chairnran’s attention to
the possible increase in the charge against
the Crown and suggested to the Chairman
that because of that possible increase the
amendment would make on the -charges
against the Crown the amendment was out of
order. Relying on that archaic and oppres-
sive principle of Crown privilege, he had the
amendment ruled out of order. That was
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three years ago! It was not even rejected on
s merits. This Government, relying on
that outmoded and oppressive principle of
Crown privilege, rejected out of hand the
amendment that wo sought to introduce three
years ago, yet we are told this morning by
the hon. member for Merthyr, in his charac-
teltlstic fashion, that the hou. member for
Windsor is not sincere in his support of this
measure!

I agree entirely with the hon. member for
Merthyr who said that this amending legis-
lation is characteristic of the progress that
Labour makes in conferring social benefits
on the wprkers. It is, unfortunately, all too
(‘hamctgmstie of the progress that Labour
makes in conferring social henefits, that they
should be thrce years behind the attitude of
the Queensland People’s Party in giving some
social benefit. T agree with the hon. member
for Merthyr that it is characteristic of the
Labour Pgrty to reject, on the principle of
Crown privilege, the beneficial amendment
sought {o be moved hy the Opposition, to
reply upon that archai¢ and oppressive rule
that, ‘¢ This would inecrease the charge on the
0¥0wn; we cannot accept the amendment; we
will throw it out,’’ and three years later to
come along and seek to do the very thing
we wanted to do three years ago. (Govern-
ment interjections.) I agree that it is char-
a(_zterlstie. of Liabour to find themselves lag-
ging behind the Queensland People’s Party.
Lt me assure the hon. member for Merthyr
that the workers of this State too are realis-
ing how far Labour is lagging behind the
eniightened and progressive thinking of the
bon. membirs of the Queenslund People’s
Party. (Government interjections.)

Let me remind the hon. member for Mer-
thyr that after this very amendment, songht
to be moved in 1944 by the Queensland
People’s Party, had been scornfully thrown
into the waste-paper basket without considera-
tion of whether the worker was entitled to
the benefit but just because there happened
to be a convenient rule or Standing Order
under whieh it could be scrapped, a pre-
clection convention——and I emphasise ‘pre-
election”’—of the Labour Party in February
last agreed with the Quecnsland People’s
Party and said, ‘‘This reform is long over-
fhze_. The amount should be £1,000 beecause
it 1s little enough to pay to the widow
deprived of the protection and suceour of
her bread-winner,”” and gave instructions to
this bunch of reactionaries on the Govern-
ment benches that when this Parliament
epened, if thev happened to he in pewer, they
were to do the thing that the Queemsland
People’s Party wanted them to do three years
before. (Government interjections.) 1 am
very glad there is a convention of the Lahour
Party composed of progressive and advanced
thinkers who are able to exercise some little
discipline over these reactionary and back-
ward members of Parliament— (renewed
Government  interjections)—who for too
long have been entirely removed from that
close contact with the people who need this
workers’ compensation, who for too long have
been drawing their magnificent salaries as
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memrbers  of this Parlament—(Government
mt:er,]ectlons)—toget:her with all the per-
quisites and all the privileges

Mr. Aikens: Into them, comrade.

Mr. WANSTALL: In the face of ail that
we have the hon. member for Merthyr aceus-
ing us of insincerity even in supporting this
measure, which comes along three years after
we moved our amendment.

I can see, Mr. Devries how this is getting
under their skin. I want to suggest to hom.
members opposite that there are great num-
bers of additional benefits by which they
could if they were sincere extend the range
of social benefits. There are a great number
of additional benefits that could have been
mcorporated in this legislation, and I point
out to them, particularly the hon. member
for Merthyr who from his personal interest
in the matter appears to have been the father
of this brain-child, that there is a wide field
erying out for cultivation and progressive
thought in legislation towards inereasing these
benefits.

I rvemind him of one reform that is long
overdue in particular. I refer to the reprehen-
sible and completely indefensible provision
that compels a worker who when he is
chbliged to take the Imsurance Commissioner
to eourt to obtain the benefits supposed to be
his under this legislation, and succeeds in his
claim against the Insurance Commissioner is
restricted to the magnificent sum of £1 Is.
for professional costs, although he has heen
the successful litigant against the Commis-
sioner in his elaim.

The attention of the Government has been
directed to this point time and time again,
particularly by the homn. member for Logan
and myself. We have pointed out the indis-
putable faet that if the worker has to take
the Commissioner to eourt and wins his case
it is completely unfair that there should be
deducted out of the capital amount of com-
pensation that he recovers from the Commis-
sioner something on account of costs that he
has incurred to his solicitor advoeating his
case. I hasten to assure hom. members that
in nine cases out of ten these cases are con-
dueted on behalf of the worker by the solicitor
to the union to which he belongs; there is
no suggestion of his being exploited because
the union’s solicitor is retained for that
purpose and there must be complete faith
between the union and its solicitor. When
the union recommends a worker to go to its
solicitor he knows he will be fairly treated.
It is not a question of recovering unreason-
able costs, merely a question of recovering
reasonable and fair costs, whiech would be
taxed by the court. Notwithstanding the
fact that we have constantly drawn the atten-
tion of the Government to the unfair opera-
tion of the rule, nothing has been done about
it. It is not a case of men.who lose their
compensation cases against the Commissioner.
If a man loses his case against the Insurance
Commissioner the Commissioner can tax costs
against him on a very mueh higher scale. Not
only is the worker therefore out of court
when he wins but he is out of pocket if he
loses. Can that be allowed to continue?
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At 12.24 pm,,
The CHAIRMAN resumed the chair.

Mr., WANSTALL: 1 suggest to the hon.
member for Merthyr who accuses us of shed-
ding croeodile tears, that the boot is on the
other foot and that if his party took a little
more notice of the progressive ideas advanced
from this side of the Chamber it would be
of great Lencfit to the workers. Let me
remind him that this is not the only instance
in whieh mcmbers of my party arc in the
position of having to ask the Government
to be more gencrous towards the workers
than the Government would otherwise bo in
their attitude to this soeial legislation.

I want to make the point and to empha-
sise what was said by the hon. member for
Sandgate, that the increased benefits are not
a gift or a Christmes hox from the Govern-
ment to the workers concerned, as hon.
members opposite secm to think they are.
They are simply an assurance that the worker
will get what he is entitled to have from
what bis emplover pays as workers’ compen-
sation premiums. Nothing is being given,
and even these inerensed benefits nre not gifts
from the Government but something that the
employers of the workers Liave contributed to
the Workers” Compensation Fund over the
years. That point should be hammered home
and brought under the notice of the people
of this State.

The Bill, so far as it goes, is acceptable
to hou. members on this side of the Chamber
and the only regret is that the Government
are not as progressive in their outlook towards
this important matter as we have consistently
been since we have been here.

Mr. MULLER (Fassifern) (12.27 p.m.): I
feel that this lecislation is neeessary and T
am not one of those who helieve that while
it is necessary to inerease the benefits we
should do it without inereasing the premiums

As the hon. member for Toowong pointed
out, the legislation is not ounly necessary but
it is also long overdue. If we comparc the
benefits proposed today with +these that
obtained in 1942, which are used as a basis
for the proposed improvements in the Bill,
it will be found that the inereased amounts
proposed today will not be equivalent to those
that ruled in 1942, T am suve no-one will
attempt to argue that money values have not
depreciated by more than 25 per cent. in the
last 25 vears and so it is very doubtful
whether these proposed new bencfifs will even
compare with those of 1942,

I was just wondering whether it would not
be advisable to have a closer examiantion of
the Workers’ Compensation Act, especially
in the direction of comparing the risks in
various industries. Is ‘the time mnot long
overdue for a mature consideration of +he
variation in the rates of premiums? Let us,
for instance, compare the risks in the mining,
sawmilling, and some of the other industries
with, say, the risks involved in working in a
retail shop. Under the present system the
total premium payable is assessed on the
total wages bill paid by the cemployers in the
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industries and the time is overdue for an
examination of that specific aspeet of this
matter. Frankly, I am concerned with the
position of the primary producers in this
State. I bave made a pretty close survey of
the matter in the last few years and no hon.
member will be able to refute what I have to
say. I emphatically declare that the
employees engaged in primary 1"{17dus-t1'1(’%‘ do
not get back by way of workers’ compensa-
tion 25 per cent. of the contnbutlon&: paid
by primary producers into the Workers I Com-
pensation Fund. If 1ha’q position obtained
throughout other industries then the fund
should show a handsome iit and not be
seriously depleted, as the Treusurer said it
is today. I am satisfied that a ¢loser examina-
tion of all the industrics and the premiums
paid would disclose that some of the indus-
tries cmrvying a greater risk than others
should be paying a heavier rate of premiunr
than others.

a
63

Mr. Burrows: They do now.

Mr. MULLERB: I differ with the hon.
member. I want him to show me just how
ther vary. The premiums have (o eompure
with your inecome-tax returns. You know :rhe
amount of wages paid in your income-tax
return and then the Commissioner of Taxation
ascesses the employer on the amount of wages
paid. The nature of the work is mot tfaken
into consideration, as the premiums vary very
little,

Mr. Burrows: There is a 173 per cent.
variation in the premiums paid in respect of
hospital employees as compared with lines-
men,

Mr. MULLER: The premiums paid in
relation to the various classes of emp}oyees
ought to be examincd very elosely. I ask
that a very close examination ke made of
them. If that was done, and if the primary
industries were made a separate section and
paid premivms only in propor ion to  the
calls made on the fund by its emyloyees, th?t
fund would reap a very substantial benefit,
and its funds would not be at a low ebb.
Secondary industries such as coal-mining and
saw-milling and the butchering and drapery
businesses, can pass the premium on. It does
not mean a thing to them. In other words, the
community pays. Look at the position of the-
primary producer. e has not the eapacity
or aunthority to pass it on. He must earry
the burden. If you are going to saddle him
with a 25 per cent. increase in premiums
it will be unfair diserimination.

I did not objeet to the beneficiarics under
this Aect getting increased payments. As I
have said, I doubt whether the 25 per cent.
increased payments will compare favourably
with the value of the payments made five
vears ago. It is the duty of Parliament at all
times to see our employecs are protecied and
perheps this is the greatest measure of pro-
teetion we can give any employer, beeause if
we are not prepared to provide for aceident
and il health then we are not doing much
for him. Nevertheless, it is the duty of
Parliament to see that these schemes are
operated with a degree of equity and this
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is not. T repeat that you are going to saddle
one section of the community with a burden
for the hinefit of the other.

[ ask the Treasurer in his reply to tell us
whether there is any variation in the secale of
prewivms charged. If so, T should like him
to give this Committee the variations and
tell us whether they are sufficient to conform
with the risk in the various industries, Then
and only then shall we be willing to admit
there is a certain degree of fairness about
the premiums charged. But if premiums
charged are on a flat rate, as 1 think they
are, the primary industrics will again suffer
by way of comparson.

Mr. AIKENS (Mundingburra) (12.84
pn): T am sure we all enjoyed the spectacle
of the Queensland People’s Party dog attempt-
ing to eat the Labour Party dog. I at least
enjoyed it. As T said in public in the North,
the only difference between the Queensland
People’s Party and the Labour Party was
the  difference existing between Ned Kelly
and Dan Kelly. (Laughter.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. ATKENS: The only difference is who
should ride the best horse and lead the bush-
rangers. The Queensland People’s Party
thinks that Pie should have a go to ride the
best horse and lead the bushrangers while the
Labour Party thinks that Ned Hanlon should
continue in the saddle. (Renewed laughter.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Oppositien Members interjected.

Mr. ATKENS: At least I do not wear
armour. If I did the hon. member would
not penetrate if.

The CHAIBMAN: Order! The hon.
member must obcy my call to order. If he
does not I must ask him to resume his seat.

Mr. AIKENS: I know that the fact
that the percentage of accidents in primary
industries is much less proportionately than
the ratio of premium payments that they
are required to make has heen agitating the
minds of the farming eommunity for a con-
siderable time. I believe that question should
be examined much more closely than it
appears to have been in the past.

I want to say that my attitude to this
Bill is the same as my attitude to any Bill
that confers benefits on the workers, that is,
the attitude of Oliver Twist. T am willing
to take what the Treasurer is prepared to

give and ask for more. I can assure
members  of the Queensland People’s
Party that if they will move any

amendment to increase the benefits to the
workers under this Bill I shall be ouly too
pleazed to support them, When I sec the
Bill it is more than likely that I shall have
some amendments to move myself, and if I
do mot move them personally then they will
come from the intelligent corner of this
Chamber.

Mr. Evans: It is only catching up pur-
«<hasging power.
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Mr, AIKENS: Even if we accept the
assertion that it is merely eatching up pur-
chasing power it should go beyond that. ILf
it is said that the £1,000 contemplated will
only go as far in purchasing power as £800
did previously, I am still of the opinion that
£800 was too small, the £1,000 therefore also
iy too little and shounld be increased. Never-
theless I intend to wait till I sce the Bill
before I form any opinion as to what amend-
ments I should move and what amendments
I will support.

There is one question that agitates the
minds of workers throughout this State—I
had a letter on this matter from the Queens-
land Colliery Employees’ Union—and that
is the case of a worker who, as the result of
accident, suffers permanent incapacity and has
to go on to a weekly pension rate until the
weekly payments eat up the £1,000 maximum,
I understand from the Treasurer’s state-
ment that maximum ig to be increased to
£1,250.

Mr. Larcombe: Yes.

Mr. ATKEN,: I believe there should be
no limit at all to the man to whom payments
are made for total incapacity. At the pre-
sent time he gets a payment of so much a
week, depending entirely on his eircumstaneces,
until he has absorbed the maximum, which
under the Bill will be £1,250. Having
exhausted that maximum he goes back on
relief or rations or social-service or any other
payment that might be available to him.

Mr. Morris: What about miner’s phthisis?

Mr. AIKENS: The Queensland Colliery
Employees’ Union informed me that the
same thing applies to miner’s phthisis cases:
onee a man has absorbed, per medium of
weekly payments or withdrawals, the maxi-
mum amount payable to him his miner’s
phthisis compensation ceases—

Mr. Larcombe: We altered that. In
miner’s phthisis cases payments are made
till death.

Mr, AIKXENS: I had to leave the Chamber
before the Treasurer had finished his intro-
ductory remarks and I missed that point. 1
am particularly pleased to hear that in the
case of miner’s phthisis that the weekly pay-
ments will continue wuntil death. I urge
upon the Treasurer the advisability of incor-
porating in the Bill a similar provision in
regard to other recipients of weekly compensa-
tion payments. Now they cease to draw their
weekly payments after £1,250 is absorbed and
they go back on relief.

Another matter that needs adjustment is
the rule with respeect to injuries sustained
while going to or from the job. At the
present time, if a worker is injured on his
way to and from work on his usual route or if
he is injured during the lunch period going to
his regular place of lunch and eoming from his
regular place of lunch, he receives the full com-
pensation benefit, whether it be for accident
or injury, but if a worker is going to his
place of work by some other route—some-
thing may have caused him to deviate a
bit—
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Mr. Wanstall: There have
numerous cases before the High Court.

been

Mr. AIKENS: I have not been able to
keep abrcast of the legal ramifications of the
Workers’ Compensation Acts, It should be
clarified in the Aect itself. I do not think it
should bLe necessary for workers or their
representatives to take these things to Court
in order to have them clarified.

Here 1 wish to pay tribute to the cour-
teous conmsideration I have always received
irom the Commissioner and also to pay tribute
to the Premier and the Treasurer. On ocea-
sions when I have made representations to
them with regard to people who were entitled
to compensation payments I have received
from the Premier and the Treasurer an inter-
pretation of the Act according to the spirit of
the Acet and not in accordance with the harsh,
bard, and fast letter of the Aet. I am always
particularly pleased to do business with any
Minister who is prepared to interpret an Act
in the spirit of the Ac¢t and mnot in the
stereotyped hard and fast letter of the Act.

Mr. Wanstall: He is not always able to
do it.

Mr. ATKENS: He is not always able to
do it: I may have been fortunate. In one
instance I was able to get an ex-gratia pay-
ment and on another occasion I was able
to have the Premier inerease the amount pay-
able to the mother of a deceased worker by
a considerable amount. He offered to
inerease the amount without prejudice and
the mother on my advice accepted. T may have
been particularly fortunate, and T only hope
other members, irrespeetive of political coms
plexion, may have heen similarly treated by
the Minister and officers with whom I have
dealt with in regard to workers’ compensa-
tion payments.

There did exist a provision, when I last
discussed it with the Insurance Commis-
sioner, that if two workers are employed on
a job and one regularly goes down the town
to have his lunch and is injured while going
down for his lunch or coming back from his
lunch he is entitled to compensation payment
whereas the other worker who usually has his
lunchk on the job but then during the lunch-
hour period for some reason or another goes
down the town, probably on a message or
to conduct some business for himself, and
is injured or killed during that time he
receives mno compensation payment whatso-
ever, and neither does his widow if he is
killed.

Hr. Wanstall: From memory I think that
is a point eovered by the High Court ease.

My, ATIKENS: If it is covered by the case
it should be eclarified in the Aet. I have to
call on memory to help me in quite a lot
of arguments and now I am speaking only
from memory but I think there is a specifie
case of a worker in Brisbane who usually
had his lunch on the job. Omne day he went
down the street to buy a pair of trousers.
He came back to his job and tried on the
pair of trousers and found they did not fit
him. He then rode down the street again
to change the trousers and on returning from
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this second journey down the town was
killed, almost at the gate of his cmployment.
His widow received no compensation.

In another case it was said by the Insur-

ance Commigeiener—ond he gives asg gomor
ous an interpretation as possible on all
these matters—that if a boy went down the
town to buy his lunch and it was the only
way he could get his lunch or his norma!
procedure was to go down town to buy his
Tunch, workers’ compensation would be pay-
able.

I will give an exact instance of a worker
at a factory in Townsville who, during the
war years, left his place of employment dur-
ing the morning smoko period and went down
the town to pay his income tax and buy »
tube for his bicyele. On the way baek to his
work he was kmocked over by a motor ecar
and seriously injured. The Insurance Com-
missioner, aceording to the hard and fast
letter of the law, had to reject his claim for
workers’ ecompensation but ¥ was able to
point out to the Insurance Commissioner that
if that man had not gone down to pay his
income tax and buy his bicyele tube in the
smoko period he could not have paid his
income tax or bought his bieycle tube because
at that time, in the midst of the war, the
C.P.S. Office was closed over the lunch-hour
period because of the shortage of staif and
the bieyele shop was also closed at that period
for the same reason. That was one of the
occasions when the Minister made aw
ex-gratia payment in full settlement of com-
pensation. As I say, it was merely a gen-
erous interpretation by the Minister with the
full co-operation and consent of the Insur-
ance Commissioner.

These things should be elarified in the Act
itself. Once a worker leaves his home to go
to work he should be ecovered by the Aet until
he returns to his home that afternoon, whether
he goes down George street, Alice street,
Elizabeth street, or any other street to his
work and whether he goes out for his dinner.

Mr. Brown: What if he goes to a pub?

Mr. ATKENS: If the worker goes to a
pub on his way to or from work he would not
be doing any worse than I have done at times
or any worse than many hon. members do at
present. There is nothing wrong with a
worker’s calling in at the pub for a eouple of
pints of beer on his way home, any more than
there is with an hon. member’s going to the
Parliamentary bar and having a couple of
guiet beers after the House has adjourned. I
asked the question of the Premier whether
members of Parliament should not be brought
under the Workers’ Compensation Aet but he
treated it very joeularly and thought I was
preparing for another fight with some Minis-
ter or another.

Mr. Power: Do you think you will be
killed sometime?

Mr. AIKENS: The way members of the
Labour Party treat me from time to time, I
am in imminent danger of death by violence.

From the moment a worker leaves his home
until he returns to his home at what might
be termed a reasonable time—

Mr. Moore: What is a reasonable time?
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. Mr. ATKENS: I now see the point in the
interjection by the hon. member for Buranda.
If a worker knocks off at 5 o’clock he cannot
espect to go into a hotel, stay there until half
past 8 or 9 and then reeeive compensation if
he is killed between 9 and 10. In the ordin-
ary day’s work, a man who normally leaves
his home at 7 o’clock in the morning and
returns to his home usnally at about 6 o’clock
n the evening should be covered by workers’
compensation during all that time.

Mr. Moore: They take a reasonable view
of that.

Mr, ATKENS: They do, but it is not a
question of a reasonable and generous inter-
pretation. T have had oceasioms when gener-
vus interpretations have been given but I
know there are some cases in which that
generous interpretation has not been given. In
any case, it should not be left with the Com-
mussioner or for the Minister to make a

generous interpretation; it should he eontained
in the Aect.

My, Morris: It should be a right.
HMr. ATKENS: 1t

s should be a right, not
privilege.

Mr. Hoere: Would it not be difficult to
define it in the interests of the worker?

Mr. ATKENS: This Parliament has a
draftsman, and it is not hard for a legal man
to draw up something that will mean anything
or that will mean nothing. It is not hard
for a legal man to anything he is told to do.
f: venture the opinion that the hon. member
for Toowong could draw it up with a peneil
and paper in about five minutes. It is not
hard for a legal man to draw up anything or
nothing. Tt should be incorporated in the
Act. Every worker should be covered from
the usual time when he leaves home until the
usual time of his return home, irrespective of
what he does in the interim, so long as he
attends work. )

Another important matter on which there
should be some eclarity is the question of the
dependants. For instance, if a widow has
two sons and one is killed, the amount of
compensation payable to the widow depends
-entirely on the weckly payment that the son
might have made to his mother, the widow,
The Act should be amended to make provision
that in sueh a case full eompensation should
be payable to the widow. I do not think the
question of dependency should enter into the
matter at all. Tf a widow is dependent on the
carnings of her sons and one of her soms is
killed, full compensation payment should be
made to that woman instead of only part as
.at present.

Mr. Morris: He pays the same amount in.

¥r. AIKENS: Yes. I shall reserve
whatever other comments I have to make until
I see the Bill. But I am afraid that if
there are some amendments to he moved by
the Opposition side of the Chamber or by
those hon. members who sit above the salt,
they will suffer the same fate as that men-
tioned by the hon. member for Toowong.
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Mr. TURNER (Kelvin Grove) (1251
pm.): I appreciate the value of the amend-
ments being introduced by the Treasurer,
but they do not go as far as I should like
them to go. We have to move with the
times, and I shall not be happy until the com-
pensation payable even up to the basic wage is
paid to the widow so that she will be able to
maintain herself and children without having
to go out and earn her living. I do not
think it right that anyone who has lost her
breadwinner should bave to seek employment
te provide for herself and family when the
compensation she receives has burnt itself
out. I hope the day is not far distant when
what I have in mind will be brought about.

The hon. member for Sandgate mentioned
some cases that have been brought under his
notice and he made the statement that the
dependants had to go to the Department of
Tabour and Industry for help. I want to
inform him that they could go to the State
Insurance Commissioner, who will issuec a sum
of monecy without prejudice until the ense is
finalised. I want to say also that this is
the most generously operated Aet on our
statute-book. T have had a great deal to do
with it and I have never found any officer of
the department hard to deal with. Most of
them are sympathetic. If there is any doubt
at all in the mind of any officer dealing with
any particular case, the dependants of the
injured worker get every assistance.

The Leader of the Opposition suggested
that the increases should be automatic and
to a degree I agree with that, provided that
the premiums too are automatic. Hon. mem-
bers opposite and the hon. member for Mun-
dingburra are wrong in saying that the
premium is paid by the worker or eraployee.
Nothing is paid by the worker. It ig paid
by the employer according to his wages biil.

Under the Act a widow can receive £800
and if she hag dependent children she receives
the full widows’ pension and not the sum
stated by the hon. member for Sandgate.
If a man is killed his wife and children get
a full pension every fortnight on top of the
£800 compensation. One hon. memher—T
think it was the hon. member for Fassifern
—said that primary producers did not get out
as mueh as they paid in. I have a fire-insur-
ance policy over my home, for which T pay a
premium and I would sooner pay a fire-insur-
ance premium than have my home destroyed by
fire. The same thing applies to life insurance.
My wife would rather pay a few shillings
annually than receive my insurance and have
to hattle on her own if my life was taken.

For the benefit of the hon. member I shouid
like to say that the department pays out in
workers’ compensation in rural distriects more
than it receives by way of premiums from
rural industries. The hon. member is not in
the Chamber at the moment, but I can assure
him that rural industries receive more from
the Workers’ Compensation Department than
they pay in premiums. The hon. member said
there should be some differentiation in
premiums and for his information I say that
there are 700 different rates of wpreminms
for different eclasses of work. 'The rural
industries pay only 30s. 6d. for every £100
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of wages—one of the lowest rates charged for
workers’ compensation. In some cases the
rate is as high as 100s. per £100 according
to the risk involved in the industry—the more
dangerous the work the higher tlie premium.
F.or instance, the metal-bedstead industry, a
highly dangerous one, pays 53s., as against
30s. 6d. paid by rural industries. Hon. mem-
bers opposite should make themselves more
conversant with the Act beforc they attempt
to criticise it.

As for the members of the Queensland
People’s Party, they are only indulging in
propaganda. I could get up in this Chamber
and suggest that the maximum benefit should
be £2,000 and someone else could suggest
£3,000, but that would be only propaganda
for electioneering purposes, and would get
you nowhere.

Mr., Wanstall: Yours is not, is it?

Mr. TURNER: I am speaking of the aims
of the Labour Party. Now that the Federal
Government have deeided to nationalise the
banks and money will be available to State
Governments at a very much cheaper rate
than before, I hope that the ultimate aim
of the Labour Party to make workers’ com-
pensation equivalent to the basie wage will
be brought into operation. Tt is only the
monetary policy that has operated throughout
the eountry that has prevented the full imple-
mentation of Labour’s policy years agoe. I
could remind the hon. member for Toowong
of the time when every employer had the
right to take out his workers’ compensation
policy with any private insurance company,
but in those days an injured worker had to
fight the private companies every time for
his compensation.

Mr. Wanstall: He frequently does now,
and should not.

Mr. TURNER: He does not do anything
of the sort. I suggest that the hon. membor
for Toowong should try to tell the truth.

Mr. WANSTALL: I rise to a point of
order. The remark by the hon. member for
Kelvin Grove is offensive to me and I ask
that it be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: T ask the hon. member
for Kelvin Grove not to make such offen-
sive remarks, but to address hon. members
in the correet manner.

Mr. TURNER: I based my reply on the
statement of the hon. member for Toowong
that they frequently have to do it now. They
<o not frequently have to do it now.

. Mr. Marriott: They have to do it some-
times.

Mr. TURNER: In 34,000 claims last year,
only 21 people appealed against the Commis-
sioner’s decision and of that number only
five took the action to which the hon. member
for Toowong refers. That information is
available to the hon. member for Toowong.
You would not say that 5 out of 34,000
meant that it was done frequently If hon.
members opposite had their way no compen-
satiol? would be paid to an injured worker
at all.

1947-3p.
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Let me enlighten the hon. member for
Mundingburra by telling him that a worker
is covered against injury from the time he
leaves home in the morning for work until
lie returns at his usual time in the evening.
Of course, if a worker goes into a hotel afnd
gets inebriated on his way home, he reccives
no consideration, but on the other hand, if a
worker does not get home at his usual time
and he can prove to the satisfaction of the
Commissioner that he called in to have a
haircut or to do some shopping or to be
measured for a suit, he will receive considera-
tion, or if he has to leave home ecariier in
the morning than usual to do something
before going to work that will be taken into
account also. The most sympathetic con-
sideration is given to the claim of the worker
who may be injured in going to and from
work. In short, no Aect in this State is
more generously and more liberally interpre-
tated than the Workers’ Compensation Act.

Mr. KERR (Oxley) (2.15 p.m.): We are
all agreed, generally speaking, that this B1_H
the object of which is to inerease the maxi-
mum weekly compensation payments is timely.
There is, however, some comment I should
like to make about the maximum weekly rate.
When we go back to the period of 1943 we
find that the maximum weekly rate for an
injured worker was £3 3s. a week and the basic
wage £4 14s. a week. Today the basic wage
is £5 9s., a difference of 15s. from the time
when the maximum weekly rate was £3 3s.
for a single man. Tt is now proposed to
increase that rate to £3 11s. a week. I am
picking out one instance. Therefore, the
increase provided in this measure is only 8s.
a week.

The point I want to make is this: in
April, 1943, the Government were a good deal
more gemerous in the payment of workers’
compensation, having regard to the basie
wage ruling at that time. The proposed
increase of 8s. a weeck on the existing rate of
£3 3s. for an injured single worker is not in
keeping with the ideas that the Government
had in those days. As a matter of fact, there
has been a recession in their generosity to
the extent of about 7s., compared with what
they were prepared to pay the injured worker
at that time. I am basing my remarks on
the Commonwealth Year Book which shows
that the basie wage was £4 14s. a week in
1943, whereas today it is £5 9s. a week, a
difference in the two rates of 15s. The pro-
posed increase to the imjured worker is only
8s.

I am of opinion that some greater con-
sideration should he given to this angle of the
increased payment it is proposed to make. If
it was good enough in those days to pay
£3 3s. a week to an injured single worker,
surely the injured worker today is entitled
to the difference in the two basic rates?
There should be no going back or giving a
lesser benefit than the Government were
willing to give at that time. Therefore the
measure before the Chamber is not as mag-
nanimous as it should be.

After listening to one of the speakers I am
of opinion that there must be a misunder-
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standing as regards the overall increase in
the premium. The Treasurer mentioned that
the overall inerease in the premium would be
25 per cent. Some suggestion was made by
one speaker that that would not be fair to
the rural worker. I want to point out that
the premiums payable under the Aet vary
considerably. For instance, there is a great
disparity between the rates payable for men
working on the wharves and men working in
an office. The proposed inerease will apply
automatically to existing rates. For instance,
if the premium payable with respect to an
office-worker was £1 for every £100 wages
paid and the premium payable for a miner
was 100s. per £100 wages paid, the new rate
for office workers would be 25s. per £100
paid in wages and 125s. per £100 wages
earned by the miner. Therefore, the overall
rate is.quite fair and in keeping with the
rates paid when this schedule of rates apply-
ing to each kind of trade or industry was
brought down many years ago. From that
point of view there is no point in the sugges-
tion that there should be some better con-
sideration for rural workers, beeause they
already have it.

The Treasurer said that the increased
premiums that would operate from 1 July,
1948, would amount to approximately
£175,000 a year. I refer to the fact that
in the Auditor-General’s report for the year
ended 30 June, 1947, the premium income of
the Workers’ Compensation Department was
stated as £919,567 and to increase that income
Ly 25 per cent. would give you another
£230,000, in premiums, which is considerably
more than the cost the Treasurer has
indicated this inerease from £800 to £1,000
will involve,

. Mr. Larecombe: Those figures you quoted
include some outstanding amounts.

Mr. KERR: There is nothing else to
guide me, I assame that if those figures
included outstanding or unpaid premiums at
the end of June, 1947, there are bound to be
unpaid premiums outstanding at the end of
June every year; so you are as you were,
Therefore, there is no great gemerosity in
the Treasurer’s paying these extra premiums,
because he will have sufficient premiums
collected to make up the difference between
the extra eompensation he proposes to pay
as from 1 July, 1948. There is nothing very
magnanimous about that.

It is 100 to 1 that the premium that is
being collected today will inerease consider-
ably. From that point of view also there is
nothing very magnanimous in increasing the
lump sum from £800 to £1,000 and of 8s. a
week in the case of a single man and 15s. a
week for a married man who was injured at
work. It is said the difference will be made
up out of the reserves of the State Insurance
Office. I must admit I am not aware of the
capital originally subseribed by the Govern-
ment in creating the State Government
Insurance Office. The only capital the office
has as today appears under the heading of
‘‘Reserves,”” which really have been being
built up out of reserves of profits made in
past years. The reserve funds of the office
are £1,103,972. The Treasurer made a state-

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill.

ment that he would be paying soms of the
extra payments involved by the £200 increase
and the weekly payment increase out of this
reserve. If mnot from that source, I am not
in a position to say where it is coming from,
but I make the point that the increased pay-
ment is not as generous as it was in 1943.
I would ask the Treasurer to give serious
consideration to this angle of the matter. The
inerease in the cost of living is much greater
than the inecreased payment to the injured
worker of 8s. in the case of a single man and
15s. in the case of a married man,

Mr. CLARK (Fitzroy) (2.24 pm.): I am
pleased to support the amendment of the
Workers’ Compensation Acts. I believe this
is one of the best picces of legislation that
have been brought down in this Parliament.

It gives an inerease to men injured in
industry as well as an inerease to the
dependants of the man who loses his life in
industry, I believe the Government should
make amendments to Acts from time to time
as and when they are found to be necessary
and the time is ripe for an amendment to the
Workers’ Compensation Acts in Queensland.

We know that in order to pay ecompensa-
tion premiums must be paid and I have heard
hon. members of the Opposition ask: who
pays for the compensation? In my opinion
the worker pays for everything. I believe
that something more should be placed upon
the employer than he has to carry today.
In the early days of Mount Morgan, when I
was a worker there and the old Liberal Party
were the Government of Queensland, men
injured in industry especially in the mining
industry had to accept whatever the old Mount
Morgan Gold Mining Company thought they
were entitled to and in some instances this
was as low as 10s. a week. On no oecasion did
this company ever pay more than £1 a week
to a man injured in that industry. I remem-
ber that a man who had his arm taken off
in an aceident received as compensation only
£1 a week for as long as the company liked
to pay it to him. In some instances it was
for a few years and in others only 12 months.
These are the conditions that members oppos-
ite would like to see again but I hope that
the people of Queensland, especially the
workers, will never see the returm of such
conditions to this State. Mount Morgan was
the home of miner’s phthisis for a number of
years and any person who lived in fthat centre,
as I have done, and was interested in the
miner’s phthisis sections of the Workers’
Compensation Aect will remember the time
when a man got something like £250 when he
was declared a miner’s phthisis patient. But
T am pleased to be able to say that owing
to the efforts of Labour Governments the
compensation has been increased to the figure
provided by the Bill now being introduced.

Any person who has had anything to do
with miner’s phthisis and lived amongst
patients suffering from this dread disease
will agree with me that nothing is too good to
offer to a man stricken with it. In my opinion
a greater number of miner’s phthisis
cases are to be found in metalliferous mining
than in coal-mining and when the disease is
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contracted in a metalliferous mine its effects
are very much worse than when it is con-
tracted in a coal-mine. As I have said, nothing
is too good for us to give a man suffering
from miner’s phthisis and I was pleased this
morning to hear the Minister say that the
weekly pension payments of miner’s phthisis
vietims will continue until the death of the
patient and that a certain amount will be paid
to his wife and children after his death.

I am very pleased that this amending Bill
has been brought down and I know the people
of Mount Morgan will be equally pleased. In
my opinion there are men working in the
open-cut at Mount Morgan today who are
suffering from miner’s phthisis but as yet
have not been stricken down with it and I
take this opportunity of informing the
Government that on the revival of metalli-
ferous mining, which we expect, a greater
number of miner’s phthisis cases ean bhe
oxpected in this State. It is impossible to do
away with all dust in a mine, even if the
mining is earried on by the open-cut method.

As I have said, I am very pleased to
support this amending legislation but I shall
10t be satisfied until compensation is payable
to all industrial-disease patients in Quecns-
land. That is something more than is pro-
vided today.

My. THEGDORE (Herbert) (2.30 p.m.):
I do not think any hon. member here appre-
ciates as I do what the proposed amendment
means to men working in dangerous oceupa-
tions. In Queensland we have not the huge
mines employing large numbers of men that
they have in two other States in which I have
worked and where I have seen the results of
the ravages of miner’s phthisis. When I
worked in the mines there was no provisic:
for such things as compulsory insurance or
workers’ compensation. The mines did have
a system of insurance but nothing like the
present workers’ compensation scheme, conse-
quently much suffering and hardship was
experienced by the workers in those mines an:d
other dangerous industries, and great priva-
tion was suffered by the families of men who
lost their lives under those conditions.

Over the years the Labour Government
have endeaveoured to improve the position by
making better provision for those people who
may have to depend on workers’ compensa-
tion. I appreciate the faet that times change
and that possibly we are not keeping pace
with the changing of times and the inercased
demand on the small amount of compensa-
tion people are receiving, but as these things
become apparent the Government do not hesi-
tate to amend legislation to prevent the
imposition of undue hardship because of
these changes.

Most people in the community are whole-
heartedly in support of this legislation because
they appreciate what it means to industry
and people engaged in it. The realisation of
the benefits of such legislation on the part
of the people is so complete today that we
find that those who at one time were diametri-
<ally opposed to Labour’s principles and ideals
give the measure as much support as it

[21 NovEMBER.]

Amendment Ball. 1573
receives from hon. members on the Govern-
ment side. For instance, the hon. member
for Windsor, who sets himself up as a model
employer—and I Tbelieve he is a good
employer—realises that many industries
would not be able to operate today if the
workers did not receive the consideration to
which they are entitled. No Government who
cannot meet changing conditions by amending
or introducing legislation have any hope of
receiving any support from the community
in general today. So I say I think the
Government are fully alive to the shortcom-
ings that might have been pointed out by the
Opposition and when necessary the necessary
alterations and improvements will not be over-
looked.

Mr. MAHER (West Moreton) (2.35
p.a.): I should like to get from the Treasurer
some information on the statements con-
tained in the Auditor-General’s report under
the  heading ‘“Workers’  Compensation
Department’’ on page 43, which show that
the amount of money paid in elaims for the
vear 1946-47 was roughly £869,000 as against
what appears to be a record income of
£919,000. The particularly significant point
is that in the years 1942-43 to 1945-46 there
has been a gradual increase from year to
vear in the amount of claims, together with
o gradual inerease in the amount of premium
income. Between 1942-43 and 1943-44 there
was 1n round figures a £39,000 inecrease in the
amount of claims paid. In the following
vear therc was g further increase of £48,000
in round figures, and in 1945-46 a further
increase of £86,000. Quite contrary to the
law of averages as revealed in those gradual
increases in the amount of claims, we find
that for the year 1946-47 the incrcase was
almost £200,000 over the previous year. This
is a very steep inerease in the amount of
claims, partieularly when we take into con-
sideration that it was set off against a record
premium income. Yet there is a loss on the
vear’s operation of £107,000.

In trying to find an explanation of the
position I referred to the report of the State
Tnsurance Commissioner, and he has to say in
explanation of this very steep increase in
the amount of elaims, approximating £200,000
in one year, three factors arise. TIlirstly, the
inereased number of claims received because
of increased employment and the return of
service men and others to Queensland employ-
ment; secondly, the increased benefits that
came into operation as from 1 January. 1945,
and thirdly, the more generous definition of
““injury,’’ which also came into operation
as from 1 January, 1945. What I want
to establish is: who defines what generous
definition can be placed upon ‘‘injury’’?
Who has the decision in matters of this
kind?

Obviously, if this generous interpretation
of ““injury’’ is outside the bounds of law and
is continued, we could easily reach the point
where the whole stability of the fund would
be in danger.

Mr. Larcombe: That is not so. The
broader definition ecame about in the 1945
Act.
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Mr. MAHER: 1 have the statute here.
The Act was passed in 1944 and assented to
on 14 December, 1944,

Mr. Larcombe: And came into operation
in 1945.

Mr. MAHER: Yes. It included a new
definition of ¢*injury,’’ as follows—
“Injury means (without in any wise
limiting the operation and scope of Section
nine of this Act) personal injury arising
out of or in the course of employment and
includes a disease which is contracted hy
the worker in the course of his employment,
whether at or away from his place of
employment, and to which the employment
was a contributing factor, but does not
include those diseases as specified in Section
14B of this Act.”’
Generally speaking, the diseases, ailments,
types of accidents, as well as the fatalities
and deaths that occur through accident in
industry are set out in the Act. We heard
the Minister recite today the faet that there
was a set payment for ecach type of injury—
for miners’ phthisis a set payment, for the
loss of an eye a set payment, and set pay-
ments for the loss of two eyes, the loss of a
foot, the loss of two feet, the loss of a hand,
the loss of two hands and a finger, and so on.
Most of the injuries that can be sustained in
industry that would be recognised as having
a claim on the compensation fund are set out
for the benefit of the Insurance Commissioner
in determining the payments. It seems a
very wide power to give the Insurance Com-
missioner-—the right to make a generous

interpretation of a law beyond what is set
out,

Mr. Larcombe: A just interpretation.

Mr. MAHER: That is the point. It does
seem a little loose when the Insurance Com-
missioner can inform Parliament that one of
the factors causing this fund to be out of
balanre—on the debit side in the year’s
operations—was the generous definition of
‘“injury.”” Does that imply that the Commis-
sioner virtually cannot refuse any claim?

Mr. Lareombe: No. You read the
definition of ‘*injury’’ prior to the 1945 Aect
and you will find out. He was restricted

before the 1945 Act. That Act made the
definition broader.

Mr. MAHER: I am not objecting to any-
thing that is just. If there are just claims
for which the law provides then they should
be met, and if the law does not provide for
them it should be amended to do so. However,
the faet remains that since the insertion of
this broader definition of ““injury’’ in the
1945 Act the claims have incereased, which
suggests that quite a number of claims must
have been rejected before then that the Minis-
ter today regards as being just. The effect of
the broader definition is that the fund is
increased by £200,000 in one year over the
previous year, which is quite contrary to the
law of averages over the years.

I am just wondering whether, if this will
go on from year to year and a generous inter-
pretation of the meaning of the word

[ASSEMBLY.]

Amendment Bill.

‘“inerease’’ is to have the effect of an ever-
inereasing demand on the fund, it might
eventually cause the fund te become pnstable-
and call for a very heavy impost on industry
to meet the demand on it.

A man would need to be lacking in the
milk of human kindness if he did not feel
very kindly disposed towards his fellow
creatures who were unfortunate enough to
meet with accident in industry. To the extent
that the Workers’ Compensation Aects do try
to meet the needs of people in those circum-
stances we are, of course, 100 per cent. behind
it, but we should see that nothing is done by
what is called a generous interpretation of the
law that can perhaps decide the points of
the law. I should like to have the position
defined. I would like to proceed aceording
to law and order. I do not want power
reposed in the Minister or the C(?mmlssmner-
whercby under some pressure he is called on
to make a disbursement contrary to his judg-
ment and contrary to his idea of what Par-
liament enacted. That is what I want estab-
lished. I do mot think for a moment that the
Commissioner would like to be placed in that
position.

Mr. Larcombe: That is an unworthy
suggestion. There is not a scintilla of truth
in it.

Mr. MAHER: It is very hard for the
Minister to cxplain how there can be such &
substantial increase in the number of claims
in one year as to raise by £200,000 the pay-
ments made and cause a loss on the fund.
There are two reasons that I am prepared to
accept as being bona fide, but they in them-
selves cannot possibly supply the answer, The
real cause for the great rise in the amount
of claims on the fund is the intrepretation
of the word ‘‘injury’’ im the 1945 Aect.
Therefore, it is not a question of leaving an
obseurely worded eclause to the interpretation
of the Commissioner or to the discretion of
the Minister. Parliament should set out
what amounts of money are payable from the
fund to people who are injured and who
suffer from day to day in the course of their
daily work.

Mr. Roberts: What are you advocating
is a restriction on the definition of the 1945
Act.

Mr. MAHER: I am not asking for any
restriction on what is just and right. I am
asking that whatever is considered to be a
ground of claim by an injured worker in
industry should be set out. Parliament should
set out the nature of the injury and the com-
pensation payable. It should not be left to
someone in the office to pass a decision based
on his definition of the word ‘‘injury.’” The
Commissioner says in his report to Parlia-
ment, ‘‘The more generous definition.’’

The Minister has provided us with a reecital
of all the circumstances set out in the Bill
and what is contained in the schedule.

Mr. Larecombe: Not all of them.
Mr. MAHER: A great number of them.
What evidence has Parliament got that the

definitions are actually in accord with the
accidents on which claims are made? That
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is the point. I do not want to withhold
money from anybody who is due to get it, but
T should like to see things done aboveboard
and in a regular, orderly, and businesslike
way, so that everybody shall know exactly
how the fund is being employed. I should
like to hear the Minister’s explanation of
the special rise in the amount of eclaims to
the tune of £200,000 in the one year.

Another phase of the matter was referred
to this morning by the hon. member for
Fassifern when he made the point—T1 take
it he was referring particularly to agricul-
turists and dairymen whom he represents in
the Fassifern; being one himself he has an
understanding of their contributions to the
Workers’ Compensation Fund—that the
premiums imposed on the agriculturists and
dairymen were out of all proportion to the
number of claims that were submitted to the
Workers’ Compensation Department by people
injured in that class of employraent. He
emphasised by his remarks the need for the
recognition of the principle that when the
risk is greater in certain industries the scale
of premiums payable to the fvud shoald be
higher,

Government Members: So they are.

Mr. MAHER: Again I say that if in the
agrieultural and dairying industry the risk
element is light, the scale of premiums should
be correspondingly deereased in that industry.
I know there is provision for differentiation
but what I want to say is this: at one time
the Insurance Commissioner used to put in his
annual report a dissection showing the contri-
bution by the different industries to the
Workers’ Compensation Fund by way of
premiums. That, for some unstated reason,
has been dropped. It might help to allay a
certain measure of suspicion in the minds of
representatives of rural distriets if they had
access to those figures once again, and if
the Minister would be good enough in this
instance to put on the table of the House
for the consideration of members before the
second-reading stage a table showing the com-
parative rates paid by the different classifi-
cations of industry both primary and
secondary in the State. That would help
members to have a better understanding of
the position, and would allay any fear in
their minds that the people whom they repre-
sent and who today are heavily burdened with
taxation are not being unduly imposed upon,
and that they are paying a rate of premium
that is in harmony with the nature of the

demand made by employees in those rural |

industriecs. The Treasurer might suggest to
the Insurance Commissioner that he include
those particulars at least once every triennial
term so that the House would be well informed
on matters of the kind.

Hon. J. LARCOMBE (Rockhampton—
Treasurer) (2.55 p.m.): There is a subtle
opposition to this proposed amending

Bill. The hon. member for West Moreton,
““Hear, heared’’ by the hon. member for
Windsor, is raising an Aunt Sally and endea-
vouring to diseredit the proposed amending
and improving Bill by unwarranted sugges-
tioms.
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In reply to the hon. member for West
Moreton I would say that any person with
average intelligence will know that compared
with the legislation prior to 1945 there is a
more generous definition of ‘“injury’’ and of
“‘worker.”’ For instance, the definition of
““worker’’ has been enlarged to mean a
worker earning not more than £750 per
annum. That brings in a substantial number of
increased applications, compared with the
time of the previous and more restricted
definition. The term ‘‘injury by accident’’
has been deleted and the wider term ¢¢injury”’
substituted. The section provides, inter alia,
for personal injury arising out of or in the
course of the worker’s employment and
includes any disease that is contracted by him
in the course of his employment. The wider
and broader definitions have been placed in
the Act by Parliament, and the Auditor-
(eneral is the watchdog who sees that the
Aet is complied with and that there is no
expenditure of public money contrary to the
law., If hon. members opposite are entirely
opposed to the inerease, why do they not say
50 openly? Why not frankly admit it and
not by sinister suggestion try to damn the
proposed improvement in the measure to come
before Parliament?

Mr. Wanstall: Why did you oppose it in
19447

Mr. LARCOMBE:
should be quiet.

Mr. Wanstall: You opposed it in 1944.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Let the hon. member
be quiet and he will hear why he reduced
workers’ compensation between 1929 and
1932. The hon. member was running about
delivering handbills for the party who reduced
workers’ compensation between 1929 and 1932,
but he has the audacity now to talk about
improving workers’ compensation. e was
running about with handbills for the support
of the party that reduced workers’ compen-
sation between 1929 and 1932.

Mr. WANSTALL: I rise to a point of
order. The Treasurer says 1 was delivering
handbills for the Moore Party between 1929
and 1932. That is a maliclous, deliberate,
and wilful untruth, and I ask for a with-
drawal.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope the
Treasurer will accept the hon, member’s

denial.

Mr. LARCOMBE: Are you going to let
him get away with that, Mr., Mann?

The (HAIRMAN: Order! I ask the hon.
gentleman to accept the denial of the hon.
member for Toowong.

Mr. LARCOMBE:
withdraw

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I would ask
the hon. gentleman to accept the denial of
the hon. member for Toowong.

Mr. LARCOMBE: I am asking you, Mr.
Mann, now on a point of order, to have the
hon. member withdraw the statement that
what T said was a deliberate untruth.

The hon. member

I ask him now to
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The CHAIRMAN: Order! I will deal
with the hon. member for Toowong later.

Mr. LARCOMBE: I will accept the hon.
member’s denial but I now ask you, Mr.
Mann, to have him withdraw.

Mr. Pie: I move that the hon.
Minister be dealt with.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I would ask
the Treasurer to acecept the denial of the
hon. member for Toowong. Do I understand
that the hon. gentleman has aceepted the hon.
member’s denial?

the

Mr. LARCOMBE: I object to the way in
which it is couched. T accept his denial but
I ask you now to ask for his withdrawal,

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the hon.
member for Toowong to withdraw those
words and use words more temperate and in
keeping with this Assembly.

Mr. Wanstall: Very well, I will obey
your ruling and I will withdraw.

. Mr. LARCOMBE: Do it unreservedly: If
it is untrue, it is not the hon. member for
Toowong who is responsible for any improve-
ment and I can tell you that, Mr, Mann. I
vepeat that he was a member of the party
that between 1929 and 1932 reduced workers’
compensation. T desire to prove that point
to him to show low ridiculous

Mr. WANSTALL: T rise to another point
of order. I am not a member of the party
that was in power betwecen 1929 and 1932

and I ask the Treasurer to refrain from
making sueh accusations.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. LARCOMBE: e supported that

party in

1926-1932. Ty
ledge.

is common know-

My, WANBTALL: I rise to a point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. WANSTALL: I rise to another point
of order. The Treasurer is becoming more
reckless in his statements. I was not a
member of that party. I did not have a
vote. I did not support it.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the hon.
gentleman to accept the denial of the hon.
member for Toowong.

Mr. LARCOMBE: I accept his denial. He
stated that he did not have a vote. I still

say he was a supporter of that party; he can
deny it if he likes.

Mr., WANSTALL: T rise to a point of
order. The Treasurer is persisting in making
charges against me that I was a supporter
of that party. That is completely without
foundation. I was a delegate from my
Public Service department to the Public
- 8ervice Union in those years and I took a
very active part in the work of that union.
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Mr. LARCOMBE: I accept the hon.
member’s explanation that he did not support
an anti-Labour Party between 1929 and 1932,
but I have my doubts.

I wish to refer to a few points raised by
hon. members opposite. At the outset I thank
the hon. member for Mundingburra for his
remarks concerning the State Insurance Com-
migsioner, who is in charge of workers’ com-
pensation. It is pleasing to know that we
have a young Queenslander in charge of that
very important office, a young Queenslander
of ability, enthusiasm, tact and courtesy, who
is working well with his efficient staff, and
who has their confidenee and co-operation.
He is exceptionally well fitted for the position
he oceupies.

The hon., memher for Windsor and the hon.
member for Toowong dragged this discussion
down to a party-political level. From my
remarks it was clear that I did not introduce
party polities. I purposcly esehewed any-
thing in the nature of an attempt to eclaim
credit for the Government in this mcasure,
but the hon member for Toowong and the
hon. member for Windsor seemed annoyed
because this amending Bill was introduced.
They seemed to think the Government would
gain some political kudos and credit from it.

Mr, Pies It does not go far enough.

Mr. LARCOMBE: It goes much further
than any legislation that any party with
which the hon. member has ever been asso-
ciated has ever introduced. I do mnot think
the hon. member for Windsor will deny that
he was supporting the party that reduced
workers’ compensation between 1929 and
1932. I do not think he would deny that for
a moment. Every time hon. members
opposite put up an argument their political
history destroys it. It is not a question of
speeches and amendments moved by hon.
members opposite; it is what they did when
they had the opportunity, and between 1929
and 1932 they were not only responsible for
no progress but they were responsible for
reducing the basic wage, which antomatically
reduced workers’ compensation.

The hon. member for Windsor and the hon,
member for Toowong professed sympathy for
the widows and children of this State. We
have to accept their protestations, I suppose,
but we still have it in mind that between
1929 and 1932 these self-same members of
the anti-Labour Party were so eager to
protect the widows and children of Queens-
land that they reduced the State children’s
allowance by Is. a week. That was the
sympathy they showed for the widows and
children of Queensland between 1929 and
1932.

We could go still further. We know_that
there were thousands of unemployed in
Queensland between 1929 and 1932, that there
was no employment but there were terrible
poverty, destitution and privation. The
women and children suffered most and they
suffered at the hands of the party whose
members are criticising the introduction of
this amending Bill.
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Let us look at the facts and find out just
what it is proposed to do under this amend-
ing Bill. Hon. members opposite pick out
one particular point and hang their eriticism
upon that., They will not take the full
perspective and deal with the whole of the
proposed improvements.

A married man with a wife and three
children is entitled to £6 5s. a week and in
addition 15s. a week child endowment, making
in all a total of £7 a week. Did any anti-
Labour Government ever think of introduc-
ing legislation of that kind? That I say is
a reasonable provision for a miner’s phthisis
sufferer and his wife and family.

I should like to say a few words about
the specch made by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, who addressed his arguments to the
question in a non-party manner. I appre-
ciate the general nature of his speech, but
1 differ from him when he says that the Bill
will provide only for the increase in the
cost of living. He quoted in general the
cost-of-living figures of 1915 as compared
with 19847. I should like to remind him
that there have been several inercases in
workers’ compensation payments sinee 1915.
There was an Act of 1916 and there have
been the amending Bills of 1925, 1926, 1934,
1935, 1936, 1939, 1943, 1944, 1945, and now
the amending legislation of 1947. So you
see, Mr. Mann, that there have heen substan-
tial improvements greatly outpacing increases
in the cost of living during that period. The
Bill I am proposing that the Committee
should accept is mnot, of course, the last
word. We hope that in reasonable time a
further improvement will take place.

The lon. gentleman suggested that legis-
lation might be introduced so that inercases
in wor IxGlS compensation payments would be
automatic with increases in the cost of living.
‘Whilst there might appear on the surface to
be some merit in the suggestion, it would
have a limiting effect, because in the future
all workers, their wives and families would
he entitled to only the increases in the cost
of living, whereas, in my opinion, they should
be entitled to somethmg more than that.
‘When 1ndust1y is able to pay and prosperity
reigning in the State they should be entitled
to something more than the increases in the
cost of living as suggested.

The hon. member for Toowong spoke of
the provision as to legal costs and suggested
that the payment was inadequate. He said
that the maximum payment was one guinea,
and characteristically enough he was abso-
lutely wrong. A recipient’s solicitor can
draw up to £1 11s. 6d. in some cases. The
hon. member for Toowong said that it was
one guinea. Counsel in some eases can draw
up to threc guineas. So much for his regard
for accuracy; I hope that when he appears
before an eminent judge he is more accurate
in his argument than he was in his speech
this morning. Furthermore, legal procedure

under the Aect is mexpenqne and every
appeal is heard on its merits. Today the
Workers’ Compensation Department very

seldom asks for costs when i1t wins a case.
Very few cases can be quoted in which the
department has asked for costs. The early
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history of costs is one of the blackest blots
upon the legal annals of Queensland. In times
gone by, before a Labour Government came
into operation, the workers were robbed by
legal sharks. Time and again more than
half the money involved was taken from the
applicant when he succeeded. There is the
well-known case on record in  whieh
a  worker was injured through falling
bricks. His case was contested. After he
had won his barrister presented him with an
account that exeeeded half the compensation
that had been awarded to the worker and on
seeing the account the injured -worker
exclaimed to his counsel, ‘‘On whom did these
bricks fall—on you or on me?’’

That was what happened under anti-Labour
Governments; they offered no protection in
this respect to the workers at all. It was
not until the Labour Government came into
power that adequate workers’ compensation
was awarded and the costs of appeal reduced.
The appeals are simple, expeditious, and
economical. Sinece 1941 a tfotal of 179,000
claims have been paid, in which there were
only 250, appeals and of these only 54 were

allowed.  Since the Labour Government
passed the first Workers’ Compensation Act
m 1916 about 500,000 claims, totalling

about £12,800,000, have been allowed. Tt will
he seen from those figures that the Labour
Government have given justice, sympathy, and
full protection to the workers.

The hon. member for Toowong made
blunder after blunder. He said that a widow
of a worker killed in an accident was not
entitled to a widow’s pension if she got
also workers’ compensation.

Mr. WANSTALL: I rise to a point of
order. That statement was not made by me.
The Treasurer is making an innocent mistake.
It was made by some other speaker.

Mr. LARCOMBE: 1 accept the hon.
member’s assurance but I ask him to look up
his speech in ‘‘Hansard’’ tomorrow.

Both the hon. member for Fassifern and
the hon. member for West Moreton spoke
of the basis on which workers’ compensa-
tion plemlums were paid. Broadly speakmg,
the basis is the ratio of premiums to claims
and the ability of industry to pay. The
rates that the hon. member for West Morcion
would like to hear are contained in a state-
ment that I have. In the case of cane farmers
the rate is 30s. 6d. per £100 of wages and the
claims ratio 88.19 per cent.; in the casc of
dairy farmers the rate is 30s. 6d. per £100 and
the claims ratio 90.41 per cent., and in the
case of agricultural farmers the rate is
30s. 6d. and the claims ratio 104.66 per cent.
It can be seen from those figures that the
Government and the department have been
considerate and reasonable in assessing the
farmers of this State.

Various other points were raised and I shall
supply information relating to them when
I make my seeond-reading speech on the Bill.

Mr. BROWN (Buranda) (3.13 pm): I
support this Bill to the utmost. I am
surprised to see the alteration of attitude om
the part of hon., members opposite. One has
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ouly to go back a comparatively few years
to the time when the Workers’ Compensation
Aet was first brought into operation.

Mr. H, B, Taylor: By whom?

Mr. BROWN: This Workers’ Compensa-
Act was brought in by a Labour Government
in 1916.

Mr, H, B. Taylor: Was it not brought in
by the Morgan Government?

. Mr. BROWN: That was a different Act.
This Act was first brought in by a Labour
Government in August, 1915. It made it com-
pulsory for all workers’ compensation busi-
ness to be conducted tihrough the State
Government Insurance Office, but the party
sitting in Opposition today, which pretends
to be in favour of the principle of workers’
compensation but is in fact opposed to it,
put the State Government to considerable
expense in that it contested the validity of
the Aect that gave a monopoly in workers’
compensation to the State Government Insur-
ance Office. The case went on appeal to
the Privy Council and the decision eventu-
ally was in favour of the Queensland Govern-
ment,

. The representatives of the Quecnsland
People’s Party are the descendants of the
Liberal Party that opposed the Workers’
Compensation Bill in 1916. When that Bill
was introduced its opponents had the effront-
ery to tell the people that workers would be
falling off ladders in order to get £1 a week
compensation while they were off work.
(Opposition laughter). I will tell hon. mem-
bers opposite the truth about their friends of
that day. Of course, some of the present
members of the Opposition were only wearing
napkins then.

I am very mueh in favour of the inereased
benefits provided in this Bill because I think
they are warranted. Nothing is too good in
the way of compensation for a workman who
is injured in the course of his employment.
That is my point.

As an employee of the State Government
Insurance Office for 25 years I want to pay
a tribute to its officers who transact the busi-
ness of this department, particularly those
handling workers’ eompensation claims. Those
officers have a difficult job in that they have
the interests of two different sets of people to
safeguard. I'irstly, they have to ses that no
injustice is done to the injured worker. He
should have full right to workers’ compensa-
tion if he has been injured in industry in the
course of his employment. Secondly, they
have to proteet the Workers’ Compensation
Fund from imposition. They have to realise
that the fund is created by the payment of
premiums by employers, the premiums varying
in amounts according to the nature of the
industries. It is only right that their interests
should be protected from impostors but it is
only right to say that impostors are few in
number. Nevertheless they exist.

The officers of the claims branch are men
of discernment. They must examine each
claim and judge of its genuineness, and if the
decision is that it is genuine, as it is in most
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cases, no difficulty is experienced in the cla}im-
ant’s receiving compensation. I have inquired
into many claims for compensation that were
brought under my notice in the course of my
employment at the State Government Insur-
anee Office. In fact, a number of people
brought claims direct to me and I found that
in every case in which the claims officers had
rejected a claim they were justified in doing
so. I realise, as most of us do, that there are
two sides to a question. We must first listen
to the story of the claimant and then examine
the other side to see why a claim was vejected.
After T Lad investigated claims on behalf of
injured workers and dependants I found that
the decisions of the officers of the claims
branch were correct.

T should like to pay a tribute also to the
Commissioner. He is a young Queenslander
who has gained most of his experience in the
State Government Insurance Office. He has
worked his way up the ladder and I am safis-
fed that he is a man who knows his job. We
can be assured that the Government will get
from him every ounce of energy and justice
that s due to both the injured worker and
department.

Much has been said to the effect that the
increased payments are not as large as they
should be. The increases are just about the
same as the increases in the basic wage. The
amount of compensation payable for a single
man is about two-thirds of the basie wage.

Hon. members will find that the figures
given by the Minister work out at about that
rate. 1 am pleased to have had this oppor-
tunity of bringing under the notice of some
of the ‘‘babies’’ of the House the time
when the Act was first passed. I, as well as
other hon. members on this side, well remem-
Dor the time and the fight that was put up
to get this monopoly, as it was termed, with
the State Insurance Office. I am pleased
indeed to see that the Government are carry-
ing out their obligations not only to the

Tabour convention but to the people of
Jueensland by helping people injured in
industry.

Mr. DONALD (Bremer) (3.21 pm.):

Like the hon. member for Fitsroy, I can
express my appreciation to the Government
for introducing this amending legislation;
and again like the hon. member for Fitzroy,
I can express my disappointment t}}at it is
not just as generous as we shoyl'd like it to
be. That, of course, is not surprising because,
again like the hon. member for Fitzroy, I
come from a body of men who are subject
to extreme rig'ts in their daily life and their
employment, which is a hazardous oue.

If we go back to the genesis of this Act
we have to recognise that the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aet was introduced by a non-
Labour Government, but the price the non-
Labour Government paid for the introduction
of that legislation was the support of the
Tabour members of that Parliament who
made it possible for them to oceupy the
Treasury benehes. It was a bargain. The
members of this non-Labour party wanted
to be the Government of the State and asked
the Labour Party if it would support them,
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and the Labour Party said it would support
them if they introduced the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aet to give injured workers some
protection against poverty and privation
while suffering from any disability.

The next important step was when the
Ryan Labour Government were returned to
office and introduced further legislation.
We then witnessed the same hysterieal out-
burst and the same lobbying that is going
on at the present time against the national-
isation of the hanks. This Government and
the people of this State, in their determina-
tion to protect the workers, were forced to
go to the Privy Counecil before this beneficial
legislation could become effective and the
workers could enjoy its bencfits.

Much has keen said about premiums. We
must recognise that if we are to increase
payments we shall have to increase premiums,
The hon. member for Fassifern and the hon.
member for West Moreton said that the
farming community were paying too mueh.
Personally, I think—and the matter has
never been discussed by the Government—
that the premium payment is all wrong. I
admit that a certain amount has to be col-
lected to meet the payments to injured
workers by way of compensation. For
instance, if the figure is £10,000, I think it
should be raised on a flat bhasis over the
whole of the State. I helieve that for this
reason: we can have a very prosperous indus-
try in whieh there is little or no risk of
injury, and because there is little or no risk
that industry is ecalled upom to pay a very
low premium in order to insure its workers.
On the other hand, we may have a very
useful industry that is a very dangerous
industry to work in. It has to pay a higa
premium, which, I think, is wrong. The
care of injured workers is the duty of indus-
try as a whole. I do not think that onc
particular industry should be charged with
the duty of looking after its own injured
workers. I think a better serviee would be
given to the whole of the working community
if the risk in industry was ascertained and
averaged over the whole of industry and
industry paid aceordingly.

There is just this important factor in the
difference between our compensation Act in
this State and those elsewhere. What T am
about to relate could not happen now. Before
compensation became the entire province of
this Government a worker was injured. That
worker could not colleet his compensation pay-
nment from the private company and took that
company to court. He got the verdict.
Because this man had applied to the courts
of the State for justice and was able to
establish there his eclaim he was refused
insurance against accident not only by that
company but by every other private company
in this State. That could not happen at the
present time.

The Leader of the Opposition mentioned
that each session we find ourselves in the
position of having to introduce amending
legislation. What is wrong with that? Should
he mnot be pleased at the privilege we
have of being able to introduce amend-
ing legislation to keep on improving our
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protection of injured workers. I shouid not
like to think that our workers’ Compensa:
tion Aect today was anything like the Act
before 1916, before the advent of the Labour
Government to the Treasury benches of this
State. It is only by suecessive amending
Bills that cur compensation Aect has been
made as good as it is—and it is as good as
any in the Commonwealth, as good probably
as any in the world. Acts of other States
or eountries may have certain features, there
may be Thigher payments for certain
injuries, but taken overall our Act 1is
more liberal and certainly more beneficial
to the workers. I say that deliberately and
advisedly beeause I have had considerable
experience of compensation work.

The hon. member for Toowong complained
that legal costs were not sufficient but there
should not be any legal costs in compensation.
That is my candid opinion and because this
Act is administred sympathetically very little
local action is necessary. I think the mining
community has as many accidents per head
of population as any other industry and it
costs the organisation in that industry
nothing at all to look after the interests of
its members in that respect. On all occasions
we have had very satisfactory relations with
every officer in the compensation office.
Speaking from memory I can recall only one
accident in whieh we had to challenge the
deeision of the Insurance Commissioner
during the last ten years and that
was a rather peculiar ease. The unfor-
tunate vietim was struck a hard blow in the
groin by the handle of his shovel. He had
been away from work and had just returned
to work a couple of days when that accident
happened. He was admitted to hospital, his
compensation was paid, and after he had
been in hospital a few days he died. The
compensation authorities contended that his
death, which was caused by peritonitis, had
nothing to do with the accident and in their
wisdom decided that they could not admit the
claim. This is the only instance in six or
seven years in which we had to fight the
Insurance Commissioner. The decision of the
court was that although the industry had
directly nothing to do with this unfortunate
man’s death indirectly it had. During the
time he was in hospital he suffered very great
agony and his symptoms were akin to those
of peritonitis and when the doctors discovered
that he was suffering from appendicitis as
well as the painful injury received at his
work it was too late to save his life, and the
magistrate decided in favour of the union.

Mr. Wanstall: What costs did he allow
the union?

Mr. DONALD: I am not concerned
about that, but the union was satisfied with
them, whatever they were. The union is
prepared to fight its members’ cases in every
industrial or other court without quibbling
over expense. Had it been a private company
we should have been put to a great deal more
expense and trouble and would not have had
the same sympathetic treatment. From the
girl on the telephone switch right up to the
Insurance Commissioner we got efficient and



1580 Workers” Compensation Acts

sympathetic treatment. Out of the many
hundreds of cases that I have handled T can-
not name one in which we were unfairly
treated. In every case we received the most
sympathetic treatment and although we did
not get all we wanted on every occasion, we
certainly got civility, courtesy, and I am
almost sure, justice.

The hon. member for West Moreton was
rather disturbed because he contended that
between 1945 and 1947 the compensation pay-
ments were out of all proportion to the
premiums and the law of averages. He was
perturbed about the widening of the law to
cover injuries. From his remarks it was
evident that he has had very little to do
with workers’ compensation or claims made
in respect of injury in industry. By an
amendment in 1945 the word ¢‘accident’’
was deleted, and the word ‘‘injury’’ inserted.
This made it much easier to obtain compen-
sation payments. Perhaps one instance will
suffice to illustrate the point. Before this
amendment, if an employee in a mine got a
pilece of coal or stome in his boot and
neglected to take it out and it gradually
wore a sore in his foot and that sore became
infected and he had to stay away from work,
then, because he had not reported an accident,
because he did not take the time to pull off
his boot and remove the stone, he did not
receive compensation. He had not suffered
from an accident; it was a gradual process
in which the foot got worse and worse. If
he had removed his boot and taken away the
stone, there would not have been any injury.
It was not an aceident; it was what we
usually call a gradual process. TUnder the
old Act an accident had to be clearly proved
and determined. The place and time of the
accident had to be given before any pay-
ment could be made.

Injuries of another class oceurred if am
emplovee happened to be lifting and received
a strain that was not bad enough to compel
him to cease working. TIf he continued to
work and could not remember exactly when
he met with the strain, if he could not estab-
Jish the place and actual time of the accident
according to the Aet he was not entitled to
compensation or if the strain was the result
of heavy work over a period he did not receive
compensation. Now, all he has to do is to
suffer an injury and it is ever so much easier
to elaim for an injury than for an accident.
That, I think, without havng access to the
accounts, is the gireatest reason for the
inerease in the amount of compensation
paid and the increase in the number of
claims. It has to be remembered, too, that
premiums have not been inereased and the
only way in which we can continue to meet
the inereased claims is to increase the
premiums, I prefer increasing the premiums
to drawing from reserves, That is the reason
why there was a deficit in the operations of
the fund last year.

The Insurance Commissioner is mnot the
man who determines whether you get paid
or not in the first instance. You cannot just
receive an injury and say, ‘‘I am going to
get compensation,’’ and then run to the
compensation office.
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You have to go for a doctor and get a
certificate. In the first place you have to be
injured and be suffering disability and you
have to report the injury. The employer also
must report the injury and his report must
agree with the employee’s report or there is
trouble. I again pay tribute to the eclaims
officers because if there is any discrepaney
between the employers’ and employees’
reports the claim is not rejected. The claims
officers get in touch with the employer or
with the employee or the union office, in
preference to the employee, and say something
to this effect, ‘‘Thomas Jones says he was
hurt at 3 o’clock and the employer says he
was injured at 3.30. Which is right?’’ Private
enterprise would not give that advantage.

To prove the incorrectness of the state-
ments by the hon. member for Bundaberg, let
me say that during last year 33,447 claims
were made for compensation and of that
number 257 were rejected by the Insurance
Commissioner, Of the 257 there were only
21 who objected to his decision which shows
to me, and I think to every fair-minded
person, that there were 230-odd whose claims
were not genuine or they would have exercised
their right of appeal. In the majority of
cases the person who is injured goes to his
union, which looks after its members in that
respect.

Mr. Marriott: Not all unions.

Mr. DONALD: I said in the majority
of cases—all decent unions do. If a union
refuses to fight its members’ compensation
claims it forfeits the right to be called a
workers’ organisation. I quote those figures
beeause the hon. member for Bundaberg made
2 characteristic interjection that would lead
hon. members to think otherwise. I have had
more to do with workers’ compensation than
the hon. member for Bundaberg and my
experience is that very few cases are rejected
and in all cases the utmost inquiry is made
and sympathetic treatment is given.

The inereases in miners’ phthisis compen-
sation will be well received throughout the
mining fields of Queensland—both the metal-
liferous and ecoal-mining fields. It is true
that coal miners suffer from dust on the lungs,
commonly referred to as miner’s phthisis but
there is a difference between the disease
suffered by the workers in metalliferous mines
and the workers in coal-mines. Metalliferous
miners suffer from silicosis of the lungs,
which is a painful disease causing excessive
pain and a painful death. The coal-miner, on
the other hand, suffers from pnenmocOniosis,
which is not devoid of suffering but in
comparison with silicosis is mild. It Kkills
a man just the same; and the symptoms are
the same but a person suffering from the
disease common to ecoal-mining operations
lives much longer than the metalliferous
miner. He can enjoy life if he does not
exercise himself too much. Such a sufferer
can look very healthy and the extension of
the benefit to these sufferers to enable them
to receive compensation until death is one we
are grateful for.
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The position of the single man remains
the same; I do not know whether we can
blame the Government for that. There appears
to be no reason why a man meeting with an
injury should receive preferential treatment
over a man suffering from dust or miner’s
phthisis. That is the fault of the means
test and perhaps it would be wrong in the
interests of the State to burden the State
with the responsibility of the Commonwealth
Government. Whether such workers get com-
pensation or not, they get the invalid pension
and if we were to inerease the compensation
we should be simply cutting down the invalid
pension .and relieving the Commonwealth
Government of their responsibility to that
extent.

My, Pie: That is not fair.

Mr. DONALD:

I have never thought
that it was fair.

However, that bandicap is

eliminated in the case of a married man
with a wife, and a married man with
children. If T interpret the Treasurer’s

rvemarks correctly they will get more than if
they are on ordinary compensation.

A person who suffers an injury, such as a
broken leg or arm, is incapacitated for a
certain period but eventually is able to go
hack to work Dbut the days of the phthisis
sufferer are numbered and it is only a matter
of how long he has to Mve. The provision
to give his widow £200 on his death, regard-
Jess of any moncy she may have drawn by way
of weekly payments in the interim is a very
wise one and one that will be appreciated
throughout the mining fields.

It must not be forgotten that in addition
to the compensation pavments phthisis
sufferers are given free medicine which may
save them up to 10s. a week, which includes
train and bus fare. Instiad of having to go
to town for it he comes to the union office and
union officials give him his Seott’s Emulsion,
Irish Moss Emulsion, Kay’s Compound
Essence of Linseed, Kepler’s Malt Extract,
or soma other medicine, the name of which 1
forget at the moment, and brandy at half
price. A committee is formed whose purpose
it is to distribute the medicine. The State
Government Insurance Office does not make it
available to individuals. There are commit-
tces for the purpose throughout the State, the
metalliferous mining industry having perhaps
half a dozen or more and the coal-mining
industry having two, one in Ipswich and the
other in IToward. These committees have
their own secretaries and chairmen and they
meet regularlv. In isolated eases the union
office will send the medicine to the sufferer,
where that is practicable. They are also given
Christmas and midwinter cheer. The union
gets a cheque covering the cost of the Christ-
mas and midwinter cheer and it is distributed
amongst the members concerned. For
instance, if there are 100 sufferers the union
will get a cheque for £200 and then send a
cheque for £2 to each sufferer. Therefore
the payment is not so bad as it appears on the
surface. When we compare the compensa-
tion paid in this State with that paid in the
cther States we may be inclined to say that
the amount provided here is miserably small
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in the ease of the single man who gets £1 a
week but he gets the £1 plus the invalid
pension as well as the free medicine and the
Christmas and mid-winter cheer. In all it
amounts to a sum almost equivalent to that
paid for ordinary compensation.

I am very happy indeed to know that the
Bill is just another indication of the sincerity
of the Lobour Government in carrying out
their eclection promises or, should I say, an
indication of the sincerity of the Government
in giving legislation enactment to the policy
speech of the Premier.

Mr. PIE (Windsor) (3.43 p.m.): I shall
be very brief. One or two points raised in
the debate were not dealt with by the Trea-
surer. First of all, T should like to know
why there should be any diserimination
against families in the payment of compen-
sation. The Treasurer said that the amount
was based on a family consisting of a man,
a wife and three children and that no further
compensation was paid for children beyond
that number. He said that the maximom
amount was £5 5s. or £6 6s. but that no
provision was made for extra payment in
respect of families with more than three
children. That is wrong in principle. I want
‘to explain again the prineiple that should
be adopted in regard to weekly payments.

Mr. Moore: It is contained in the Bill.

Mr, PIE: Mr. Mann, will you kindly
keep that hon. member quiet?

The Treasurer has explained that a certain
fixed sum was preseribed for a man, wife
and three children and that there was no
increased payment for children beyond that
number. But the Premier, spcaking in rela-
tion to fatal accidents, as recorded on page
1653 of 1944 ‘‘Hansard,”’ said—

‘It is proposed to increase this pay-
ment to £800 with the additional benefit
that there will be a payment of £95 in
respeet of each child and step-child of the
worker under 16 years of age. The total
benefit previously was £750 for the depend-
ant of a worker. We propose to make the
total £800 for the dependant of a worker,
but for each child or step-child under 16
years of age depending on the worker, £35
is to be added to that amount.”’

This is important—

““If & man had six children dependants,
the total for a fatal accident would be
£950, and so on.’’

Therefore, the payment for seven children
would be £975. It does not apply to weekly
payments because the Treasurer has said very
definitely that the weekly payments are based
cn a man, his wife and three children.

Mr. Larcombe: T said £5 11s. a week.

Mr. PIE: If a person had seven children
the payment should be greater than for six
children. All we on this side of the Chamber
ask is that the principle that is laid down
here by the Premier in relation to fatal acci-
dents shall be ecarried out in relation to
weekly payments. That is a very important
issue.
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The hon. member for West Moreton raised
a very Iimportant issue, too, and in my
opinion, the Treasurer did not reply to him
but the hon. member for Bremer did. He
showed knowledge in regard to the payment
of this compensation, and I commend him
for the speech he made. Surely the hon.
member for West Moreton is entitled to ask
why in one year we make a profit of £42,965
and in the next year a loss of £107,911. Let
me go back further. In 1944-45 we made a
profit on the Workers’ Compensation Fund of
£182,310 and this year a loss of £107,911 is
made. That makes a total difference of
nearly £300,000. Surely the hon. member for
‘West Moreton is entitled to ask the Treasurer
to give us some indication of how that was
arrived at. The hon. member for Bremer
has told us that therq is a wider and broader
definition now. We all know that the 1945
Act provided for a wider definition, and it
must be a wider and broader definition if it
can make a difference of £282,000 in the pay-
ments for the year.

One has to look at the premium ineome
also and the premium income last year was
£919,000 and the claims £869,000. The year
before the premium income was £829,000
and the claims £677,000. The point that I
want to make is that the inereased payments
were made last year because of ‘a wider and
broader definition. That leads us along to
this conclusion, that the fund as at present
constituted is actuarily unsound. We cannot
go on indefinitely with a loss of £107,000 a
year. If we did we should have no fund
in a few years. If it is mnot actuarily
unsound, why is it the Treasurer has to
increase the premiums to put it on a sound
basis? Will the increase in premiums on, the
basis of what happened last year give a sufli-
cient income to put the fund on a sound
basis?

Mr. Crowley interjected.

Mr. PIE: It does not matter what the
employer pays or what the employee pays,
because it is all ealculated in the costs to the
people. You cannot avoid those fundamentals.
1 think the hon. member for West Moreton
was wise in raising that issue. The Treasurer
did not explain it but the member for
Bremer did; and we are grateful for his
speech, which brought us knowledge of
workers’ compensation that some of us did
not have before.

I deplore the attitude of the Treasurer in
regard to some of the issues raised. We are
100 per cent. behind any increase for the
workers in workers’ compensation; but we
say it is wrong to diseriminate against the
family man; and this Bill in its present
form does discriminate against the family
man. We hope it is not too late for the
Treasurer to make it possible, in the case
of weekly payments, for further considera-
tion to be given to those people who are
willing to have large families and who are
the backbone of this nation.

Mr. MARRIOTT (Bulimba) (3.51 pm.):
I certainly welcome the Bill for the reason
that it proposes to give increased benefits to
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the dependants of people who have been
injured, and also to increase benefits to

phthisis sufferers.

‘When the homn. member for Bremer was
speaking I made interjections relating to legal
representation. In my opinion the number
of those cases that the Commissioner rejected
did not go to appeal for the reason that the
appellant did not know his or her rights or
was not in a position to obtain legal assist-
ance. Notwithstanding what may be said
about the character of the union that does
not provide legal assistance for its members,
I know a number of unions that do not pro-
vide legal assistance, but they do recommend
the injured worker to go to some lawyer.
They will recommend someone for the injured
person to consult, but they will not brief the
lawyer and pay expenses. I was concerned
in the case of a man who had a sorry experi-
ence with the State Insurance Office and
whose treatment will go down in history. The
case was decided against the appellant on a
pure technieality. The layman was ignorant
and he took his own case and he did not
know that he only had a limited time in which
to give notice of appeal. When he handed
the matter to the union secretary, who was
myself, it was about four hours late. The
matter came before the judge in chambers
and he made the historic statement that he
hoped the Insurance Commissioner would find
it in his heart to make an ex-gratia payment
to the unfortunate workman who had lost his
right of appeal through a technicality of
which he was ignorant—he did not lodge his
claim within the 60 days. Somebody sent in
an anonymous letter to the Commissioner
stating that this man did mnot lose his eye
as a result of injury at his work, but it was
proved during the hearing before the magis-
trate that he did lose his eye in the course
of his employment. After that the union
refused to pay expenses in any more cases.
I know of other unions that, as a matter of
general praetice, do not brief counsel for their
members. If the hon. member for Bremer
or any other hon. member desires further
information as to the cases I will give it to
them.

From the information elicited during the
debate it is evident that premiums will have
te be inereased. It has been shown that
during the past 12 months the Workers’ Com-
pensation Department has shown a loss and
this is the result of having to meet inereased
claims. If benefits are to be increased it is
evident that the premiums also will have to
be increased.

I appreciate the way in which the officers
of the claims section handle the claims sub-
witted to them, and this ineludes the Com-
missioner himself. I commend them for their
courtesy to people who make representations
on behalf of claimants. I have always appre-
ciated the attitude of these officers. It
would seem that they have been specially
selected for this work. They are very cour-
teous and attentive, but they have to be just,
at times to the extent of raising the suspicion
of unfairness in the minds of the claimants
for workers’ compensation.
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I would draw the Treasurer’s attention to
thig incident, for example: a workman was
injured at his work just about dinmer time
and as he was on an hourly rate his wages
stopped immediately, but his compensation
payments did not begin until the following
day. The State Insurance Office does not
vecoghnise half days. That meant the loss of
half a day’s pay to that injured workman.
His complaint was that he was directed by
hig medical officer to have an X-ray taken of
his injured hand and he went to the nearest
public hospital, which was the public ward
of a private institution, to be exact, the
Mater Misericordiae Public Hospital. The
X-ray was taken and in due ecourse the
claimant was asked to pay the usual charge
for that X-ray plate, one guinea. When he
submitted that expense to the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office to have medical
expenses refunded, his claim for the guinca
was rejected on the ground that he should
have gone to the Brisbane Gemneral Hospital
at which X-ray photographs are taken and
supplied free, with a report for the medical
officer. This unfortunate man was not aware
of that; nor was he aware that the Mater
Misericordiae Public Hospital made a charge
for X-rays. Nor was he aware that the State
Government Insurance Office did not recog-
nise that hospital as an institution the charges
at which should be refunded to the claimant.
Iis employer contended that he was paying
for the eompensation by way of premiums
and therefore should not be expected to pay
for the couple of hours lost on the day of the
accident. The unfortunate injured worker
loses half a day’s pay as a result of that
accident. He receives no recompense from
the State Government Insurance Office for
that lost time nor for his medical expenses in
the form of the charge for the X-ray. All
doctors do not send their patients to the
Brishbane General Hospital. The Minister
and I have had negotiations previously with
respect to this. Some doctors insist that
their patients shall have specialised treat-
ment, for which they must enter the inter-
mediate ward of a hospital and for which
they must pay the preseribed charges. The
department, however, contends that free
treatment can be obtained at the publie
hospital.

I submit those things to the Minister and
the Commissioner so that they might improve
that aspeet of the administration of the
department.

Hon. J. LARCOMBE (Rockhampton—
Treasurer) (4 p.m.): I have explained the
points raised by the hon. member for Windsor
three times now. Apparently he was out of
the Chamber or could not have understood'the
explanation. In the first place, he referred
to the payments for children in cases where
the breadwinner is killed by accident. The
compensation payable is £25 for each child
under the age of 16 years if it is dependent
upon the breadwinner. There is no limitation
to the amount payable; it is paid for each
dependent child under the age of 16 years.

The next point raised was the weekly ecom-

pensation. I have explained already that
the compensation payable to a miner’s
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phthisis sufferer, his wife and family of three
is £6 5s. a week, That is supplemented by
childhood endowment of 15s. a week, making
a total of £7 a week. It will be seen, there-
fore, that better provision is made than ever
before for these recipients.

The third point was the reason for the
deficicrey in 1946-47. That reason is obvious
to any intelligent student and observer. It is
due to—

(1) The faet that there have been no
increases in premiums sinece 1936 and there
was a reduction in 1940;

(2) There has been a broader and wider
definition of ‘‘worker’’ embracing all
workers receiving not more than £750 per
annum;

(3) The definition of ‘‘injury’’ is
broader than the previous definition, which
related generally speaking to an injury due
to accident. The definition now brings in
diseases that were not embraced formerly,
and this naturally means that claims are
greater;

{4) More employment and therefore more
claims.

All these factors have resulted in the deficit
for 1946-47 and we are hoping that with the
provision I am making now the deficit will
disappear in the next financial yeas.

Motion (Mr. Larcombe) agreed to.
Resolution reported.

TFIRST READING.

Bill presented and, on motion of Mr.
Larcombe, read a first time.

APIARIES BILL.
INITIATION.

Hon. H. H. COLLINS (Cook—Secretary
for Agriculture and Stock): I move—
¢¢That the House will, at its present
sitting, resolve itself into a Committee of
the Whole to consider of the desirableness
of introducing a Bill to consolidate and
amend the law relating to the regulation
and control of the keeping of bees and the
control and restriction of diseases and pests
affecting bees, and for other purposes.’’

Motion agreed to.

INITIATION IN COMMITTEE.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Mann,
Brisbane, in the chair.)

Hon., H. H. COLLINS (Cook—Secretary
for Agriculture and Stock) (4.7 pm.): I
move—

“¢That it is desirable that a bill be intro-
duced to consolidate and amend the law
relating to the regulation and eontrol of
the keeping of bees and the control and
restriction of diseases and pests affecting
bees, and for other purposes.’’

The Bill looks a formidable one and has 41
clauses. We perhaps do not want to deal
with all the clauses this afternoon.
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I think it necessary that a Bill be intro-
duced to bring up to date our legislation for
the control of bees under the circumstances
that have arisen, The Apiaries Act of 1937
has been more or less re-written, with two
main alterations. There is provision in the
Bill for better definitions of the various
classes of apiaries, and the Bill affords pro-
tection to those people who are doing a very
useful service indeed in the production of
queen bees for commercial purposes. It deals
more specifically with the control of diseases
than the Apiaries Act and it has another very
commendable feature that will appeal to both
sides of the Chomber, that is, the fees levied
under the Act are not contained in this Bill
We are remeving the fees but still giving the
service for which the Act provided. This is
a very genulne gesture on the part of the
Government to the primary producer.

At 4.8 pm,,

Mr. DEVRIES (Gregory)
Chairman in the chair.

relieved the

- Mr. COLLINS: For the sake of clarity
the Bill have been divided into four parts
namely—

Part I.—Preliminary.

Part II.—Regulation and Control of the
Keeping of Bees.

Part IIT.—Control and Restriction of
Diseases and Pests Affecting Bees.

Part IV.—General.

Certain changes have been introduced into
Part II. as compared with the corresponding
sections in the old legislation. Previously,
approval of apiary sites and hives was pro-
vided for, and the beekeepers were listed from
the data so obtained. It is now intended to
register the beekeepers. Apiaries were pre-
viously divided arbitrarily into commercial
and non-commercial apiaries at the twenty-
hive level and it was required that the
distance separating commercial apiaries
should be not less than one and a-half miles.
An improved method of classifying apiaries
is now to be provided, as follows:—

Apiaries Class A, comprise less than 40
hives.

Apiaries Class B, ecomprise not less than
40 hives.

Apiaries Class C, where queen bees are
bred for sale and the apiary is classi-
fied for that purpose.

Apiaries Class D, comprise protected
apiaries which are assigned home
sites  permanently available to
commercial beckeepers; shall contain
not less than 40 hives and the owner
shall have not less than 150 hives.

In general, there will be no restriction on
the positioning of Apiaries Class A.

Apiaries Class B will have protection

against competitive encroachment for a
distance of half a mile.

Apiaries Class €, in which queen hees are
bred for sale, will have some protection
against possible crossing of strains by the
exclusion of new apiaries for a distance of
separation to be preseribed.
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The recognition of the Class D apiaries
should help those migratory beckeepers who
from time to time need to remove their hives
from a site for a period and who under the
old legislation would automatically lose their
right to return to such a site.

It will be found on perusing the Bill that
all reference to fees has bren deleted.

There has been a certain degree of tighten-
ing of the provisions giving power to deal
with any apiary the establishment of which
contravenes the requirements of the law.

A new provision ineluded in the Bill relates
to the marking or branding of a number of
the hives in each apiary. This should serve
as a proteetion to the beckeeper and be of
great eonvenience to the inspector in h}S
work., The registered mark or number will
be issued by the Under Seeretary.

The provisions of Part II. of the Bill
are restricted to declared distriets, and the
aren deslared in the Bill is the same as was
declared under the old Act, and power 18
taken to alter these distriets as may be
required.

Part IIL, dealing with the control and
prevention of diseases and pests affecting
bees, has been taken with little alteration
from the old Act, such alterations ag have
been made being mainly in the wording in
order to clarify the intention of the Bill
One divergence from this principle is that
in the case of any contravention of the pro-
visions relating to the importation of certi-
ficated discase-free bees, hives and honey,
the penalty has been increased to a sum not
less than five pounds and not exceeding fifty
pounds. As has been stated, disease preven-
tion is the foundation of apiary legislation.

The general seetions, Part TV., repeat, 11t
some cases in a clarified form, similar pro-
visions of the old Aect relating to offences,
penalties, safeguarding an inspector in the
execution of his duty, the proof and admission
of evidence and comparable formal matters.

Penaities for general offences, other than
the guarantine matter already referred to,
have been made uniform at not more than
fifty pounds.

The Bill will be administered by the
Minister and, subject to the Minister, by
the Under Secretary.

It is expected that the changes made by
the Bill will be of benefit to the beekeeping
industry by permitting expansion and
increased produetion and administrative diffi-
culties should be reduced considerably.

There has been a change in the method of
keeping bees in the past few years by the
use of migratory apiaries. The big commer-
cial beekeeper migrates with his bees from
place to placc according to where the honey
trees are flowering and we have given him
protection so that when he eventually returns
to his home site he will not be erowded out,
he will have a home to go to. That is 2
very good principle. Not very long ago I
was reading the early history of beekeeping.
I found that migratory beekeeping was prac-
tised in the days of Pharoah.



Apiaries Bill.

Mr. Decker interjected.

Mr. COLLINS: An apiary, Class A, is
net restrieted except where the owner could
be a nuisance. If for example the hives were
placed near a school ground, or an institution
of that kind, we should have power to compel
their removal. That power would apply also
to a locality where it was undesirable to keep
bees. There is no prescribed area in Class A
setting out where ownmers can keep their
bees, but if a site is assigned to an owner
in Class B other apiaries will not be able to
come within half a mile of it.

_ Provision is made for the trading of queen
hees. That is neeessary to keep the bees pure.
Apparently they can be erossed. The Minister
will have power to give an owner necessary
proteetion in that respect. That in the main
is the objeet of the Bill.

Motion (Mr. Collins) agreed to.
Resolution reported.

FIrRsT READING.

Bill presented and, on motion of M. Collins,
read a first time.

TRADE DESCRIPTIONS (TEXTILE PRO-
DUCTS) ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

SEcoND READING.

_Hon. A. JONES (Charters Towers—
Sceretary for Health and Home Affairs)
(4.15 pm.): I move—
‘‘That the Bill be now read a second
time.?”’

As T pointed out at the initial stage of the
Bill, there is actually one principle that we
are concerned about. I on. members, having
now seen the Bill, will notice that it contains
only four clauses. Actually all we are doing
is making it compulsory to label woollen goods
—goods containing wool wholly or in part.

This legislation has become mneeessary
mainly owing to the fact that it has been
impossible to obtain uniformity between the
State Governments throughout the Common-
wealth in this legislation. I have already
pointed out that conferences have taken place
since 1939, when this matter was fully con-
sidered by officers of the different States and
the Commonwealth. The war came and nothing
was done for some time. In 1944 the matter
was revived and legislation was passed through
every State Parliament in the Commonwealth.
But today in only one State has the Bill been
proclaimed and that is Vietoria, but even
there it has not heen implemented. The eause,
as I have stated already, is the difficulty of
getting uniformity between the States. A
conference took place in August last at which
ail the States and the Commonwealth agreed
to pass uniform legislation.

It is not intended to comply compulsory
labelling to cotton or rayon or any fibre
other than wool.

Mr. Nicklin: Only to any material con-
taining wool.
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Mr. JONES: Any material containing
wool; that is so. Hon. members know that
the wool industry is very important to
Queensland, especially over the last year or
two, in which enormous revenue has been
derived from it. Australia’s cheque for wool
for "1946-47 was a record of £92,335,940,
Queensland’s share being £16,463,484. The
average price per bale for Australia was
£31 6s. 1d. and for Queensland £35 3s. 4d.
For the 1947-48 season, up to October last,
a further increase took place and 106,533
bales sold at an average priece of £48 1s. 3d.
a bale.  Queensland wool is predomin-
antly Merino, but the other States have
considerable numbers of crossbreds up to
6 November. For the 1947-48 season the wool
cheque amounted to £7,872,236.

As I say, the wool industry means a big
thing to Queensland particularly as approxi-
mately 40,000 employees are engaged in the
industry. It is contended that somewhere
about another 70,000 women and children are
dependent on the 40,000 workers, so it means
a big thing to Queensland.

‘We must admit that the Queensland Govern-
ment over the years have done right to encour-
age the production of a better type of wool
and they have given the producer every incen-
tive to breed a better type of shcep. For
some years the policy has been in operation
of making a number of stud holdings avail-
able, and it has been very successful.

Today we have 20 stud sheep pastoral hold-
ings and three stud sheep grazing seiections
carrying approximately 98,000 stud ewes and
they produce annually 10,252 rams. I believe
that has been an influence in improving the
fleeces of Queensland. I ean remember that
20 or 25 years ago virtually all the rams in
the western parts of the State were brought
from the South but teday we are breeding
them in Queensland. From time to time ram
sales take place in the western paits of the
State so that exorbitant prices need not be
paid to bring a good type of ram from the
Southern States—they are bred in the State.
I mention that to show that in Queensland we
have done something to impove our flocks.
The reason for it wreally is the desire
to improve the woollen industry. Pressure
for the introduction of the Bill has been
brought to bear mainly by the woollen interests,
which realise that it is necessary that
some protection be given to the public, and
that wlhen the public buy wool they may be
certain they are getting wool. I am satis-
fied that only an expert could deteect the
real article from articles made from the
various synthetics now on the market.

When I spoke the other day the hon.
member for Windsor raised a point on which
I have gone to some little trouble to obtain
all the information I ean. The hon. member
said that he thought the sole responsibility
for the labelling of woollen goods should be
on the manufacturer and that no respomsi-
bility should be on the wholesaler or retailer,
but I find there is very good reason for what
is proposed. TFor instance, the manufacturing
firm concerned may be in Singapore, Japan,
or any other country and it would be possible
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for such a manufacturer to sell his goods to
the wholesalers and retailers in Australia and
if there was mno responsibility on the seller
of the goods it would be virtually impossible
to get at the manufacturer. For that reason
a ‘‘person’’ is defined in the Bill as the
manufacturer, retailer, or wholesaler. That
is mnecessary in order to make the Bill water-
tight.

I have gone into this question and find that
this year the Commonwealth Government
have drafted certain regulations, amendments
of the Commerce Import Regulations that
more or less fit in with the Bill we have
before us, which has been agreed to by the
different States. These regulations, redrafted
by the Commonwealth, bring about uniformity
of the Commonwealth with the States and
it is the lack of this uniformity that has
been the trouble over the years. As I said
previously, this legislation does mnot go us
far as the Queensland Government would
like, but we had to fall into line in order
to get as far as we have got today. It
would not be desirable at the moment to
bring about the compulsory labelling of
cotton, rayon, and other fabries because it is
probable these goods would mnot be forth-
coming from overseas if any restrictions were
placed upon them. For that reason it is not
intended at this juncture to do anything in
that respect.

Mr. Nicklin: That is not so important
as labelling woollen goods.

Mr. JONES: That is true. If restric-
tions were placed on the cotton, rayon, and
other fabrices there would be mno incentive
to export them to this country There is the
analogous case of toys. Hon. members will
have mnoticed that in the report of the
Director-General of Health and Medical
Services, tabled in this Iouse, he makes
reference to the danger of lead-coated toys.
The responsibility is on the wholesaler or
retailer selling these toys. Many of them
may have been manufactured in Japan or
other countries and it would be impossible
to get at the manufacturers. TFor that reason
it is necessary to be able to take action
against the person selling the goods.

Mr. H. B. Taylor: Do those regulations
suggest any way in which the wholesaler or
retailer shall be held responsible?

Mr. JONES: Yes. If they -sell goods
that are not labelled in conformity with the
Act they will be ecommitting a breach.

Mr. H. B. Taylor: How is the material
to be labelled?

Mr. JONES: The principal Act sets that
out. All this amendment seeks to do is to
make the compulsory Ilabelling of textiles
apply to wool only.

Mr. Kerr: What about the buyers of
suits and frocks?Y How will they know what
they are getting?

Mr. JONES: The garment must be
stamped in econformity with the Aet. The
Act lays down what must be done.

Mr. Nicklin: All articles and piece
goods with wool in them now will have to be
labelled?

Questions

Mr. JONES: Yes. As hon. members
know, this is a simple measure. Only ome
principle is involved.

Debate, on
adjourned.

The House adjourned at 4.33 p.m.

motion of Mr. Nieklin,





