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Questions.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY,

WEDNESDAY, 22 Aveust, 1917,

The Speaxer (Hon, W. McCormack, Cairns)
took the chair at half-past 3 o’clock.

QUESTIONS.
STATE BUTCHER'S Spop AT WYNNUM.

Mr. PETRIE (Toombul) asked the

Premier—

1. Is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to open a State butcher’s shop at
Wynnum and sell meat at less than the
prices allowed by the Controller of
Prices?

2. 1If so, is he aware that such actions,
owing to the State butchers being enabled
to dispense with slaughtering, delivery,
smallgoods, and cartmen (in addition
to buying at a cheaper market than the
private butcher), will throw several men
out of employment, besides rendering
useless the capital now expended in
slaughter-yards, shops, ete., as required
by the Trades Acts in force in the dis-
trict ?

“3. Will the Government compensate
employers and employees for the losses
caused by such interference with private
enterprise ? ”’

The PREMIER (Hon. T. J. Ryan, Barcoo)
replied—

‘“1. The matter in under consideration.
“2 and 3. See answer to No. 1.”

APPOINTMENT OF MR. P. WATSON AS FACTORIES
AND SHOPS INSPECTOR.

Mr. PETRIE asked the Secretary for

Public Works—

‘1. Has anyone of the name of Peter
Watson been appointed as an inspector
under the Factories and Shops Act, and
when?

¢ 2. Has Mr. Watson entered upon his
duties ?

3. Is it true that Mr. Watson has
been sent to or given leave to proceed
to North Queensland for a period of two
months, or any period, for the purpose
of performing the duties of a wunion
organiser? ”’

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS
(Hon. E. G. Theodore, Chillagoe) replied-—

“1. Yes. Appointment was to have
taken effect from 1st July last, but it was
subsequently arranged to take effect from
1st September next.

2. No.

3, No.”?

TanBo StatE ScHooL HEAD TEACHER AND
W.P.O.

Mr. PETRIE asked the Secretary for

Public Instruction—

“1. Is he aware—

(1) That the head teacher of Tambo
State school is the secretary of the
Tambo W.P.0.?

(2) That meetings of the Tambo sub-
branch of the Barcoo W.P.O. are being
summoned and held at the school
residence ?

22 Avaust.]

STRUCTION
Leichhardt) replied—

Questions. 679

(3) That printed notices summoning
such meetings, signed by Mr. E. G.
Wilson, the head teacher referred to,
are endorsed in Mr. Wilson’s hand-
writing with such endorsements as
follows : —

If not a member, give 2s. 6d, to
Mr. I. Moore and become one.

Do you take the ‘Standard’; if
not, why not?

How many subscribers have you

obtained for the ° Standard’?

ete., in addition to the printed endorse-
ment—

Are you doing your best for the

Labour cause?

(4) That in a political letter appear-
ing in the ‘Standard’ of 2nd August
Mr., Wilson announces himself a social-
ist ?

“2. Will he inquire into the whole
matter in the interests of parents of
different political views whose children
are compulsorily attending the Tambo
State School 2

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC IN-
{(Hon. H. F. Hardacre,

“1. T have no knowledge concerning
his alleged political actions or beliefs.
I suggest the hon. member direct his
inquiry to the hon. member for Toowong,
for, having been most recently in that
district, he is more likely to be able to
supply him with the information he seeks
to obtain.

“2 No. I do not intend to inquire
into the political opinions of any officer
in my department, and to do so is not the
policy of this Government.”

GOvERNMENT MEMBERS: Hear hear! and

laughter.

NORTHERN RAILWAY STRIKE.
Mr. SWAYNE  (Mirani)  asked  the

Premier—

“If, in view of the fact that a week
has elapsed since Parliament last sat,
he is yet in a position to inform the
House whether the Northern Railway
strike, which is causing such loss and
distress in the State, is likely to be soon
terminated, and, if not, what does the
Government intend doing to relieve the
position ?”’

The PREMIER replied—

“ 71 refer the hon. member to the state-
ment which I made in the House last
night on the subject.”

PASSENGER ACCOMMODATION FROM ISIg
JUNCTION.

Mr. STOPFORD (Mount Morgan) asked

the Secretary for Railways—

“]1. Has he received any suggestion
from the hon. member for Burrum
regarding the urgent need for providing
accommodation for passengers to Childers
by the carly cane train from Isis Junc-
tion?

«“2, Will he give consideration to this
matter, in the interest of Childers resi-
dents arriving at Isis Junction by the
Rockhampton mail?”’
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The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
(Hon. J. H. Coyne, Warrego) replied—
“1. The Commissioner for Railways
has received such a suggestion,

“2. The matter is now being inquired
into.”

Ramnway EcoxoMy BOARD.

Mr. ROBERTS (Fast Toowoomba) asked
the Secretary for Railways—
¢ Will he give the names of the gentle-
men—(«) Who constitute ‘the existing
Economy Board? (b) Who constituted
the previous Economy Board which was
cancelled ?”’
The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
replied—
“{ay Mr. C. F. Pemberton, Deputy
Commissioner, C.D., chairman; Mr. A.
J. Crowther, Secretary, vice-chairman;
Mr, C. A. Murton, Assistant Chief
Accountant; Mr. G. R. Steer, Divisional
Traflic Manager; Mr. J. A. Fraser,
Deputy Chief Engineer; Mr. J. Grani,

Private Secretary to Commissioner,
secretary to board. (8) Mr, C. F. Pem-
berton, Deputy Comrmissioner, C.D.,

chairman; Mr. A. J. Crowther, Secre-
tary, vice-chairman; Mr. C. A. Murton,
Assistant Chief Accountant; Mr, G. R.
Steer, Divisiona! Traffic Manager; Mr.
J. A. Fraser, Deputy Chief Engineer;
Mr. 8. L. Quinn, Divisional Traffic
Manager’s Office, secretary to board.”

Beer SToORAGE FOR COMMONWEALTH.
Mr. GUNN asked the

Premier—

‘“1. What storage services were ren-
dered by the Government to the Com-
monwealth authorities in respect of
frozen becf, for which the sum £19,717
16s. 2d. was approved as paid or to he
paid by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment to the Queensland Government, as
appears by announcement in  the
¢ Commonwealth Gazette’ of 19th July,
1917, page 15167

“2. In what Government or
stores were such services given?

3. If more than one store, will he
state the quantity stored in each, the
period for which stored, and the rate
of charge made therefor?

4, Will he table a copy of the account
or statement rendered to the Federal
Government, showing how the total
amount is made up?”’

(Carnarvon)

other

The PREMIER replied—

“ A more suitable occasion will be
found at a later date of fully informing
tht?, House of the transactions referred
to.

PROPRIETARY RACING.

Mr. GUNN asked the Premier—

“Does the Government intend taking
any action with reference to a motion
passed by this House last session, read-
ing ‘ That, in the opinion of the House,
legislation should be introduced to con-
fine the conduct of horseracing to
properly organised and licensed clubs,
that do not race for the private profit
of a racecourse proprietor or lessee? ”

[ASSEMBLY.]
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The PREMIER replied—
“The Government’s intention will be
disclosed at the proper time.”

Roya STREET POLICE BARRACKS AND STATE
PropTCcE BUSINESS.

Mr. GUNN asked the Secretary for Agri-
culture—-

1. Is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to convert the Roma Street Police
Barracks into a State produce agency
business ?

“2. If so,

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE .
(Hon. W. Lennon, Herbert) replied—
“l. Yes.
“9 Tt is quite impossible at the
present to fix any date.”’

when 777

RUMOUR RESPECTING LEMPLOYMENT OF QUEENS-
LAND SOLDIERS IN NEW ZEALAND.

Mr. POLLOCK asked the
Premier—

““1, Has he heard the rumour that
Quecasland  soldiers who enlisted for
active service against Germany have
been sent to New Zealand to quell anti-
conscription riots?

«n If so, will he inquire of the Prime
Minister whether this 1s true?

“3. Will he, if satisfied that it is un-
true, take steps to have it contradicted
by the Press and thus remove a grave
obstacle to voluntary enlistment?”

{(Gregory)

The PREMIER replied—
“1. No.
«“92 and 3. I have communicated with
the Prime Minister on the subject and
await his reply.”’

CONTROL OF NORTHERN RAILWAYS AND STRIKE
COMMITIEE.

Hox. J. TOLMIE (Toowoomba) asked the
Secretary for Railways—

“1, Will he state whether the
Northern Railways are in charge of the
strike committee?

“o Tf so, will he state by
authority they were so placed ?”’

The SECRETARY TFOR RAILWAYS
replied—

“1, No.

“2. See answer to No 1.”

whose

TraIN SERVICE ON IsIs BRANCH LINE.
Colonel RANKIN (Burrum) asked the

Secretary for Railways—

““1, Is he aware that the member for
Burrum has been in communication with
the Commissioner for Railways relative
to granting a more adequate and con-
venient train service on the Isis Branch
line, and has submitted a request from
the Isis Chamber of Commerce on the
subject ?

“9 Will he state what steps, if any,
have been taken to comply with the
request ?”’

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS
replied—
“1. Yes.
“ 2, Inquiry is being made.”
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STATE SERVANTS AND STATE INSURANCE OFFICE.

Mr., BEBBINGTON (Drayton) asked the
Assistant Minister for Justice—

“1. Is he aware that certain persons
claiming to represent the Commissioner
of the State Insurance Office are travel-
ling on the railways of the State and
representing to railway servants that
the Government would compel State ser-
vants to insure their private property in
the State Insurance Office?

“2. Have these persons the authority
of the Commissioner or Minister for
stating that those Government servants
not insuring in the State office would be
practically black listed?”

Hon. J. A. FIHELLY
replied—
‘1. There is no truth in this state-
ment, and it appears to me the credulity
of the hon. member has been imposed
upon. I would add that the hon. mem-
ber would be well advised not to lend a
ready ear to such mischievous tittle-
tattle, which is invented only for the
purpose of damaging a worthy State
institution, which has not only reduced
insurance premiums, but is giving sub-
stantial assistance to farmers through
the advancement of loan moneys amount-
ing to hundreds of thousands of pounds
sterling.
“2. See answer to No. 1.”
{Government laughter.)

(Paddington)

Creck CHEMIst At CHILDERS MILL,

Colonel RANKIN asked the Secretary for
Agriculture— .

“1. Is he aware that a check chemist
has been appointed to the Childers Mill,
and that the mill having declined to
allow him to carry out his duties, the
chemist referred to is enjoying a holiday
on full pay at the sugar-growers’ ex-
pense at one of the hotels in the dis-
trict ?

“2. What rate of pay is this check
chemist receiving ?

8. Why have the services of this
officer not been dispensed with or em-
ployed at some other mill?

. “4 How long do the Department
intend to allow this state of affairs to
continue ?”’

The SECRETARY FOR AGRICULTURE
zeplied—

“1. A chemist was appointed at the
expressed wish of the growers, and it
has been reported by the chemist that
there is no reason for him to remain at
Childers owing to the condition of the
award. The ecircumstances are now
under inquiry by the Central Cane Prices
Board.

“2. £25 per month.

“3. and 4. See No. 1.7

Rerurxs IN CONNECTION WITH STOCK LEAVING
QUEENSLAND AND (GOVERNMENT MOTOR-CARS.

Mr. MORGAN (Murilla) asked the Chief
Secrctary, without notice—

“When will the returns be furnished
to the House which I asked for several
weeks ago in connection with stock leav-
ing Queensland, and also in connection
with Government motor-cars?”’

[22 AvgusT.]
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The PREMIER replied—
“T may tell the hon. gentleman that
that will be done as soon as the infor-
mation has been compiled.”

VALUGATION OF LAND BILL.
INITIATION.

The TREASURER (Hon. E. G. Theodore,
Chillagoe), in moving—

“That the House will, at its next sit-
ting, resolve itself into a Committee of
the Whole to consider of the desirable-
ness of introducing a Bill to make better
provision for determining land values;
and for fixing, assessing, and determin-
ing in certain cases rates, taxes, fees,
contributions, loans, and compensation
on the basis of values so determined;
and for purposes consequent thereon or
incidental thereto,”

said: The intention of this motion is to
reintroduce the Valuation of Land Bill which
was introduced last session and passed
threugh this Chamber and sent to the Legis-
lative Council, but proceeded no further,
There have practically been no alterations
made in the measure, except such as have
been made in order to correct certain verbal
weaknesses. The Bill, in the main principles,
is exactly the same as when it was introduced
last year.

Hox. J. TOLMIE (Zoowoomba): I do
not propose to take up much time at this
stage in connection with the measure. I
was only anxious to know if it was the same
measure as that which we dealt with last
year, as we appear to be getting a rehash of
the legislation introduced last session. The
Treasurer makes the statement that it has
been necessary to correct some verbal weak-
nesses in the Bill We can understand that
portion of the Bill.

The PrEMiER: Weaknesses you did not
discover, anyhow.

How. J. TOLMIE: The Government seem
very anxious to introduce measures of this
kind that are found afterwards to contain
very destructive forces.

Hox. J. G. APPEL (Albert): At thisstage
I do not propose to occupy the attention of
the House at any length.

GOVERNMENT MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Hox. J. G. APPEL: Hon. members oppo-
sitc do not want to hear me. However, I
shall spealk in despite of them. This is a
Bill which, although it may have passed
through the House last scssion, requires very
carcful consideration. DMoreover, if it in-
volves the establishment of another Govern-
ment department, it will require very close
scrutiny indeed.

The SECRETARY FOR RatLwavs: You have
not changed your mind since last year on
the matter, have you?

Hox. J. G. APPEL: Anyone is liable to
change his mind after ecxperience. After
the experience we have had of the present
Government in connection with the estab-
lishment of new departments and the em-
ployment therein of a large number of men
of a military age—I have seen a synopsis
of the officers of a certain department which
shows that 75 per cent. of those officers are
of military age—if it is proposed in connee-
tion with this measure to establish a new

Hon. J. G. Appel.]
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department the officers of which are to be
of military age, then I, for one, propose to
offer the most strenuous opposition to it.
However, I shall reserve what I have to say
until the Bill is before the Chamber.

Mr. BEBBINGTON (Drayton): I intend
to oppose this Bill just as I opposed it last
session, right from its introduction, for the
reason that it is intended to cause, and the
result will be, the doubling of the land tax.
We have a land tax six times the amount of
that of any other State at present. The
largest land tax in any of the other States
does not return 1d. in the £1.

The SPEAKER: Order! The hon. moem-
ber will have an opportunity of discussing
the Bill on the second reading.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I am just giving
reasons why 1 am opposing the introduction
of the Bill—because we have a land tax six
times that of any other State already, and
this means the doubling of it. The shire
councils have always found it necessary not
to put on too high a value, because the
people could not pay it.

The PreEmizr: Do not give away any
secrets.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: There is no secret
about that. TUnder the Bill the valuers must
fix the value at the same figure. That prac-
tically means doubling the land tax, and for
that reason I shall oppose the Bill from the
start. -

The PreaiEr: Do you propose to divide
the House at this stage upon it?

Mr. BEBBINGTON: Yes; I
divide at any time.

The PreMIER: Call * Divide.”

Mr. GUNN (Carnarvon): This is one of
the items left over from a formor session.
I do not mind Irish stow which has been
left over for a little bit, but I would like
something different from Irish stew; I would
like something fresh. (Laughter.)

Questicn put and passed.

The PreMiER (to Mr. Bebbington): You
arc afraid to call “ Divide.”

Mr. BEBBINGTON : I want to save time.

would

OPTICIANS BILL.

COMMIITEE,
(Mr. W, Bertram, Maree, in the chair.)
Clause 1—"“Short title and commence-

ment of Act”’—put and passed.
On clause 2— Interpretation *’—

Mr. MACARTNEY (Toowong) asked the
Minister if it were intended to draw the line
between the profession of ophthalmic surgery
and that of the optician. He did not see
anything of the kind in the Bill, and it was
really on that matter that there was a diverg-
ence of opinion so far as the medical profes.
sion were concerned. He understood the
hon. member for Windsor to say on the
previous evening that the medical profession
were opposing the Bill. He was not aware
that the medical profession, as a whole,
were opposing the Bill out and out. He
understood that they argued that a clear
line of demarcation should be drawn between
the recognised duties of an optician and the
functions  of an  ophthalmic surgeon  or
oculist. It seemed to him that, if that were
defined, all semblance of objection on the
part of the medical profession would be

[Hon. J. G. Appel.
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removed. Ie understood that they had no
objection to the registration of opticians,
although it was quite clear that it was
creating what_was sometimes called a close
corporation. It was quite a common thing
for members opposite to say that the legal
profession was a trade union, but they were
only doing by the Bill what had already
been done for the medical profession and
the legal profession—giving them the right
of cxamination and admission and protect-
ing the performance of their duties against
those who were not similarly licensed. So
far as that was concerned, he did not think
there was any objection on the part of the
medical profession. Members of the Opposi-
tion, and he thought members of that
profession, regarded the Bill as a public
advantage so far as that was concerned.
But if the effect of the Bill was to let those
men who were licensed carry on a profes-
sion for which they were not prepared or
qualified, then that was a horse of another
colour, and that, as he understood it, was
the objection of the medical profession.
Definitions were often declared to be the
most important parts of a Bill, and once
they passed them they might find that they
had passed the only part capable of useful
alteration.

The HOME SECRETARY (Hon. J.
Huxham, Buranda) said that there was
nothing in the Bill which made the provision
which the hon. member suggested. It was
purely an Opticians Bill. The line of demar-
cation which the hon. member suggested was
entirely one between the optician on the one
hand and the oculist on the other. Last
evening he explained clearly that it was not
the intention of the opticians to claim' any
right to deal with diseases of the eye, which
were a matter quite distinct, and he could
assure -the hon. member that it was not
their intention—he was so informed, and
he could take their word for it fairly well—
to infringe on the rights of the ophthalmic
surgeons.

Mr. McPHATL (Windsor) thought that
clauses 11 and 15 safeguarded the medical
profession. Clause 11 provided—

“ Registration - under this Act shall
not confer upon any person any right

or title—
(i.) To be registered under the
Medical Act of 1867 or any Act

amending or in substitution for the
same; or
(ii.) To assume the title of oculist or
any_ other name, title, or designation
implying that he is by law recognised
as a medical practitioner or that he
is qualified to practise ophthalmic medi-
cine "or surgery; or
(iii.) To administer any drug for the
purpose of paralysing the accommoda-
tion of the eye; or
(iv.) To sell, supply, or prescribe any
drug for or to treat any discase of
the eye.”
And clause 15 provided—

“After the expiration of twelve months
from the commencement of this Act, no
person who is not a certified optician
under this Act shall—

(1) Take or use the name or title of

‘ optician ’ or any other title prescribed

by the board to designate opticians or

the practice of optometry.”
That was the point. An optician was one
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who practised optometry, which was defined
in the following way in one of the new
Optometry Acts 1n Missourl in America—
“The employment of any means other
than the use of drugs, medicines, or by
surgery for the measurement of the
power of vision or the adaptation of
lenses for the aid thereof.”

He thought that those two clauses clearly
set_out what was intended by the measure
and also protected the interests of those
who were practising, so far as the diseases
of the eye were concerned. He did not
think that any objection could be taken to
the Bill by the medical profescion on that
ground. It was clearly set out that the work
of an optician was limited to the practice
of optometry, which was defined as he had
read. Personally, he did not know that it
would be wise to include such a definition
in the Bl It might clear the matter up,
but he thought that the Bill as it stood
safeguarded the interests of the medical
profession,

Mr. MACARTNEY: No doubt the hom.
member honestly thought that the line of
demarcation was drawn. but he
{4 p.m.] thought that if he would have
a closer regard to the clauses
he would find that it only provided
for certain specific things. Clause 11, for
instance, only prevented anyone assuming
the title of ““oculist.” To assume a title
and to perform an act were quite different
things. To perform an examination of the
eye without assuming the title would not be
an offence under the clause, and if the
examination were anything other than by a
drug, then it was not contrary to the
clause. 8o that to prescribe a drug or to
sell or supply a drug would be a breach in
terms of the section, but to prescribe
anything else or to put the eye to any test
in the nature of an experiment not involving
the use of a drug would not be a breach,
Clause 11, consequently, was not adequate.
Clause 15 was only the converse—that was,
it did not allow any person to assume the
title of optician unless he was an optician.

The rest of the clause compared in the
same way to clause 11. There was nothing
to prevent an unqualified person or qualified
oplicians entering info the domain of the
ophthalmic surgeon or oculist, so long as he
did not commit a breach of any of the specific
conditions, and the specific conditions were
particularly limited. It sdemed to him that
the Bill was not so framed as to clearly give
protection to the public against the unquali-
fied man performing an act which an oculist
was qualified to perform or to perform an
act which a qualified surgeon should per-
form. Of course, an optician could express an
opinion after an examination of the eye by
certain methods, and they knew he did, bus
they also could imagine an optician ex-
pressing a medical opinion after seeing the
eye and after receiving answers to certain
questions, and if he were to do that he would
clearly be invading the domains of the oculist
or the ophthalmic surgeon. It was in that
direction that the medical fraternity were
critising the Bill. The neasure was perfectly
right o far as the protection of the opticians
and the protection of the public was con-
cerned; regard should be had to that par-
ticular view, and some clausec should be
inserted making it a penalty for any optician
to enter in any shape or form a realm for
which he was not licensed.

[22 Aveust.]
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Hox. J. G. APPEL: The opticians who
were connected with the introduction of the
measure were not responsible for the wording
of the clause, and they did not desire to
transgress in any way upon the functions
of the ophthalmic physicians. He felt satis-
fied that they would accept anything which
more clearly defined the limits under which
they could practise their profession. All they
desired was that, first of all, a standard
qualification should be set, and that the pro-
fession should be limited to certain phases
such as sight-testing, optometry, and the
supplying of the nceessary glasses. Ie would
certainly advise the Minister to accept an
amendment so as to clearly define the
position, because it would certainly facilitate
the passage of the Bill through the Legis-
lative Council, a number of members of
which were members of the British Medical
Association.

Myr. FREE (South Brishane): In the Dental
Act there was a definition of ‘‘dentistry,”
and something on the same lines could be
included in the Bill, as then there would be
a distinet understanding of what an optician
was entitled to do or carry out. As the hon.
member for Toowong had said, there was not
the slightest doubt that under the measure a
man could start as a specialist and practise
as an optician. There were men in Brisbane *
practising as opticians who really should not
be practising. A case had lately come under
his notice where a member of the other
Chamber had been attended and put to the
expense of £4 or £5 for certain glasses, and
the trouble was not his eye at all. There
was an abscess in the lower jaw which
caused the trouble, and after being treated
for the real cause of the trouble the glasses
were put away in a drawer, and the £4 or £5
was thrown away because an unqualified man
had attended him, The first thing was to
protect the publie, and by having a de-
finition of what an optician should perform
they would be protecting the public. The
optician had no desire to enter into com-
petition with the medical men who were
practising as eye specialists, and as far as
the medical men who were practising that
branch of the profession were concerned,
there was mnot the slightest doubt that they
needed no protection from the opticians, be-
cause if a man knew what he was doing,
if there was anything wrong with his eyes
ke would go to a properly qualified man.
However, there was a certain section of the
public who would go into any place where
a sign was put up, and they had gone into
such places and had certain drugs sold to
them to drop in the eye which had no effect
except, perhaps, to do the individual great
injury.

Mr. McPHAIL: Clause 2 defined ° op-
tometry” or ‘the practice of optometry”
as—

<

“The employment of methods other
than the use of drugs for the measure-
ment of the powers of vision and the
adaptation of lenses for the aid thereof.”

He did not know that ther need add very
much more, as that definition clearly set out
what an optician’s work was. The work of
the qualified optician was to examine a
person’s cyes by the instruments provided
and then to find out exactly, by means of
those tests, what the person needed in regard
to spectacles—that was, for short sight or
long sight, as the case might be. He had
quoted the previous night from a speech of

Mr. McPhail.]
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Dr. Cummings, who admitted that opticians
were qualified to do that just as well as, if
not better than, many of the medical men.
Dr. Cummings also stated that many medical
men had not qualified themselves to do that
work, and, after all, if a man was not quali-
fied to take measurements of the vision and
to find out by the tests whether a person
needed glasses for short sight or for long
sight, or whether there was a malformation
of the eyve which needed some correction,
he was not in as favourable a position to do
it as the man who had studied those methods,
and, personally, he thought the definition
covered all that was necessary. It might be
amplified or made a little more explicit,
similar to the words he had quoted from the
Missouri Act. The Texas Optometry Act
provided—

“That the practicc of optometry is
hereby defined to be the employment of
any means other than the use of drugs
for the determination of natural and
functional deficiencies of the eyes and the
adaptation of lenses for the aid thereof,
and it shall be unlawful for any person
to practise optometry in this State after
this Act takes effect, except as herein-
after provided.”

. They did not need drugs to extend the pupil
and thereby give them a better opportunity,
as the doctors stated, to see the back of the
eve and examine it more closely. He be-
lieved that the method he adopted was suffi-
cient to show him if anything were wrong
with the eye and if only glasses were needed.
If there was anything wrong with the eye,
then it would be the duty of the optician to
send the patient to an oculist. The optician
did not wish to treat any diseases of the
eye, but would send such cases along to a
specialist. Personally, he ihought the defi-
nition was wide enough, but if the hon.
member for Toowong thought it should De
modified, and the definition explained more
fully, then they could adopt the definition
used in the American Act.

Mr. MACARTNEY: He was not con-
cerned particularly where the alteration was
made, so long as it was made clear in the
Act what the definition was. He qnite

realised what the hon. member for Windsor

said, that his view of the duties of an optician
was not unreasonable, and if the Bill stated
so without any ambiguous terms, then he
would have nothing more to say about the
matter. The duties of an optician were
stated by the hon. member for Windsor quite
correctly; but in the definition it read—

‘¢ Optometry’ or ‘the practice of
optometry’—The employment of methods
other than the use of drugs for the
measurement of the powers of vision and
the adaptation of lenses for the aid
thereof.”

He did not just know what methods were
used by the optician except the methods for
testing the eycsight with which they were
all conversant, but if it meant an examina-
tion of the back of the eye, then they would
be authorising the optician to go a little
bit further than the hon. member for Wind-
sor intended, as that should only be done
by a trained oculist. He quite realised that
the hon. gentleman, as an optician, if he
found that a patient had something wrong
with his eye, would do what was his
manifest duty, and send him to a person
who could best attend to that particular
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part of the medical profession. He quite
realised that the hon. gentleman would send
the patient to an oculist, but there might
be opticians who would not have as clear
a view of the position as the hon. gentle-
man, and it was best to state in clear and
unambiguous terms what the Act meant
and what ihe optician was entitled to do.
The hon. member for South Brisbane also
stated the position correctly from his parfi-
cular point of view. He had in his hand a
statement circulated by the British Medical
Association, in which they stated in a pithy
way many of the causes of the troubles of
the eye, which were quite apart from defec-
tive sight and astigmatism. It was quite
clear that if any person suffered from a
disease of the eye, then dangerous results
might accrue, unless they were properly
diagnosed at the proper time. There was
something in the contention of the medical
profession that these serious matters should
not be mixed up with matters like the mere
adjustment of sight. Glasses might give
temporary relief to some patients, but dire
results would follow from neglect and atten-
tion in serious cases of eye trouble. That
was a reason why they should be careful.
Fle agreed that the hon. gentleman was
prepared to draw the line reasonably, but
they should state it in the Act. and he
was willing to leave it to the Parliamentary
Draftsman to say where it should go in.

The HOME SECRETARY: There was
evidently a desire not to put the optician
in a worse position than he occupied ab
present, and he thought that members of
that profession should be put in a better
position than they were in now. He realised
the argument of the hon. member for Too-
wong that there should not be a conflict
between the optician and the oculist, and
no one desired that. There was a good
understanding between the optician and the
oculist, and where it was just a matter of
the rectification of the sight, it could be
attended to by the optician. If the case
was a grave one of eye trouble he would
certainly advise the patient to consult an
oculist. He thought the Bill was necessary
in the interests of the optician. and he
thought that the Parliamentary Draftsman
would be able to draw up a definition that
would meet the wishes of the hon. member
for Toowong. In the meantime he sug-
gested that the clause he postponed.

Clause 2 postponed accordingly.

Clanse 3 put and passed.

On clause 4—* First board to be appointed
by Governor in Council’—

Mr. CORSER pointed out that the Go-
vernor in Council appointed the first board
under the Act and also appointed the first
chairman. That was not a democratic way
of electing a chairman, and he suggested
that the members so appointed should be
allowed to appoint their own chairman.
Provision was made in the Bill that when
the board was clected they also had the
nower to elect one of their number as chair-
man, and he thought the same method
should be adopted in the case of the elec-
tion of the first chairman, He moved the
omission of the words ¢ Governor in Coun-
cil,”” on line 39, with the view of inserting
the words ¢ persons so appointed.” That
would mean that the persons so appointed
should elect their own chairman, When
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the electors elected members of Parliament
they might just as well be asked to also
elect the leader of the party, if they wished
to follow the practice laid down in the Bill
Instead of that they knew that the mem-
bers who wer» elected to Parliament after-
wards elected their own leaders.

The HOMLE SECRETARY thought the
difficulty alluded to by the hon. member for
Burnett could be overcome if they allowed
the clause under discussion to stand as it
was, but to amend clause 5 by bringing the
clective board into existence on 31st Janu-
ary, 1920, instead of on 3lst January, 1921.
The first board was merely a stopgap to
carry on until things got into proper work-
ing order, and it was highly essential that
some protection should be given to opticians
as soon as possible. The opticians them-
selves were quite satisfied with the clause
as it stood.

Mr. CorsEr: The opticians are not the
only people to be considered. The public
of Queensland are entitled to some con-
sideration, too.

The HOME SECRETARY: The public
of Qucensland would be amply protected by
having competent persons to cowvsult. If
he thought there was anything in the objec-
tion taken by the hon. member, he would
be prepared to accept.the amendment, but
he could not see that there was anything
undemocratic in the proposal that the first
chairman should be appointed by the Go-
vernor in Council.

Mr. MORGAN did not think the Minister
understood the point raised by the hon.
member for Burnett. In effect the Minister,
after appointing the four members of the
first board, told them that they were not
capable of electing their own chairman, and
he, therefore, took upon his own shoulders
the responsibility for making the appoint-
raent. That was not a democratic principle
at all. It was well known that, although
many men did admirable work as rank and
file, they were not all suited for filling the
position of chairman of a public body, and
certainly the mombers of the first board
should be Dbetter judges than the Minister
of who was likely to make the best chair-
man of the board. As the hon. member for
Burnett had said, every public body elected
its own chairman, and he thought that the
Hon. the Minister would be well advised if
he accepted the amendment. The hon. gentle-
man should be only too pleased to escape
the responsibility of having to appoint the
chairman. Frequently dissension arose over
the appointment of chairmen of public
bodies, and the Minister would do well to
avoid having the responsibility for any such
dissension thrown on his shoulders.

Hox. J. G. APPEL confessed that he
could not see cye to eye with the hon. mem-
ber for Burnett and the hon. member for
Murilla. in their contention. From his ex-
perience as Home Secretary, he could assure
those hon. members that the proposal that
the first chairman should be appointed by
the Governor in Council was a very usual
method to adopt in the formation of new
associations.  The functions of the first
board would be of a particularly delicate
nature, becausc they would have to decide
who were to be entitled, in the first in-
stance, to registration as opticians. The
sclection which the Minister would have to
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make would have to be a very careful one,
because a very considerable amount of
power would be vested in the first board,
and naturally the greater part of the funec-
tions of the board would fall upon the chair-
man. It was, therefore, advisable that the
appointment should be made by the Minis-
ter, which meant, in effect, by the respon-
sible officers of the department.

. Mr. Morean: Are they better able to
judge than ihe members of the board?

Hox, J. G. APPEL: Unquestionably they
were, in a case like this, When the associa-
tion was in proper working order and the
members of the board were elected by the
members of the association, it was quite
correct that the board should elect their
own chairman, The first board was to
consist of three opticians and an ophthalmic
surgeon. Probably the ophthalmic surgeon
weuld be appointed by the Minister as the
first chairman, but it was quite possible
that, if the choice were left to the members
of the hoard, one of the other members
would be chosen as chairman.

Mr. Corser: Then the opticians will not
have a fair go.

Hovn. J. G. APPEL: Not at all. The
only object in view was to see that the mem-
bers of the association possessed qualifica-
tions of a certain standard. He would not
support the clause as it stood if he thought
for onc moment that the proposal was un-
democratic, but, on the contrary, he thought
it would carry out the purpose in view, and,
as the opticians themselves were satisfied, he
hoped the hon. member for Burnett would
net press the amendment.

Mr. MoraaN: They would be satisfied with
anything so long as they got the Bill
through. It is not a matter for the opticians
to decide, but for this Committee.

Hox. J. G. APPEL: Speaking from his
experience, he did not consider the proposal
undemocratic, and he believed it would be
for the henefit both of the opticians and of
the public.

Hox. J. TOLMIE said that he could nof
agree with the hon. member for Albert that
the proposal that the Governor in Council
should clect the first chairman was demo-
cratic. He saw bchind it the iron hand of
burcaucracy that was going to dominate
the board during the earlier vears of its
existence. That was the time when there
should be a little elasticity in its working,
but, if it was going to be crushed down by
bureaucratic powers such as might be im-
posed under the clause, as suggested by the
hon. member for Murilla, then he thought
it was a somewhat questionable proposal.

The Howe SECRETARY: You don’t believe
that will happen, do you?

Hox. J. TOLMIE : They might not believe
that certain things would happen, but all
the same it might be necessary to guard
against their happening,

The HOME SECRETARY: Suppose the
time during which the first board would act
were reduced from three years to eighteen

months, would that not meet the

[4.30 p.m.] difficulty? I1f so, he would be

prepared to accept an amendment
to that effect. He hoped the hon. member
would withdraw his amendment, and not
delay the passage of the Bill.

Hon. J. Huzham.]



686 Opticians Bill.

Mr., CORSER: He thought the Minister
wase delaying the passage of the Bill by not
accepting a reasonable amendment. The hon.
gentleman suggested reducing the time
during which the chairman should rule over
the board from three years to eighteen
months, but he (Mr, Corser) did not think
that would meet the case.

The HomE SECBETARY: Very well, T will
not accept that amendment,

Mr.” CORSER: He did not think the
Minister had power to accept such an amend-
ment.

The HoME SECRETARY :
hon. member should be insulting;
full power to do it.

Mr. CORSER: The hon. gentleman had
not shown the Committee that he had power
or authority to accept amendments. What
was the use of proposing to reduce the time
from three years to cighteen months? If
the Chairman was to be appointed for a
week only, they would object to his appoint-
ment by the Governor in Council, and much
more did they object to his controlling the
whole business of the board for eighteen
months or three years from its initiation.

Mr. MORGAN : It was the principle that
members objected to, and not the fact that
the Chairman was to hold office for three
vears or eighteen months, They objected
to the Governor in Council, whether the
Government in power was a Liberal or a
Labour Government, having power to appoint
the chairman of the board. The chairman
should be elected by the members of the
board appointed by the Governor in Council.

I do not think the
I have

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted (Ir. Corser’ss amendment) stand
rart of the clanse—put; and the Committee
divided : —

AvEes, 36.
Mr. Appel Mr. Land
,, Armfield 5, Lennon
5 DBarber ,, Lloyd
. Carter »» May
,» Collins ;s MeMinn
,» Cooper ., MecPhail
5 Coyne ., O’Sullivan
,» Dunstan ,,» Payne
. Fihelly s Peterson
. Foley ,» Pollock
s Free ,» Ryan, D
,, Gilday ,» Ryan, H., J.
,s  Gillies ,» Ryan, T. J.
,» Bardacre 5 Smith
,, Hartley, B, L. 5 Weir
,, Hartley, W. ., Wellington
,» Huxham 5 Wilson
5 Jones Winstanley
Tellers: Mr. McPhail a,nd Mr. Smith,
Nozs, 17.
Mr. Armstrong Mr. Moore
,,» Barnes »» Morgan
,, Bayley 5 Murphy
,» Bebbington ,s Petrie
,» Corser Colonel Rankin
,» Forsyth Mr, Stodart
,» Grayson s, Tolmie
,, Hodge Walker
» Macartney
Tellers: Mr. Corser and Mr. Moore.

Resolved in the affirmative.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 5—° Constitution of subsequent
boards V’'—

Mr. CORSER moved the deletion, on line
45, of the words ““ twenty-one” with the view

[Mr. Corser.
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of inserting the word ‘“mineteen.”” The
Minister, by his remarks, had shown that
there was some necessity for making an
amendment on these lines in this part of the
clause, and they were now giving him an
opportunity of doing so. The Minister had
indicated that he wanted to make altera-
tions in connection with the nominec board,
and this amendment would make it possible
for him to make thosc alterations. Con-
sidering that this would be the first board,
and that the opticians of the State would not
have a say in the election of the board, he
thought that the Minister would agree that
it would be a fair thing to appoint the board
for a much shorter period than that pro-
vided in the clause.

Howx. J. G. APPEL: Mr. Bertram——
Mr. Comsgr: The Minister accepts the
amendment.

The HOME SECRETARY: No. He was
reminded of a story his father told him. He
was invited out one time by an old Quaker
friend, and when he arrived he was asked to
take some refreshment, but he said that he did
not care for it just then and his host said,

“ All right,” Later on he thought he would
have the refreshment, but the host said,
“No, thank you, you were asked omnce to
have it and you declined.” That was the
position he (Mr. Huxham) was in. The hon.
member would not accept the olive branch

Le hsd held out before.

Hox. J. G, APPRL suggested that the
Minister should reconsider his decision. He
bad supported the hon. gentleman in con-
nection with the principle laid down in the
Bill, which, to his mind, was a proper one.

The Houe SpcrETARY: I regret that I can-
not accépt the amendment under the circum-
stances.

Hon. J. G. APPEL: It was simply a
question of limiting the duration of the
board to be appointed by the Governor in
Council. To his mind, eighteen months would
be sufficient time to arrange matters so that
a subsequent board could be elected by the
registered members of the Opticians’ Asso-
ciation.

Mr. McPHAIL: The term of three years
for the duration of the board, as prov1ded in
the clause, was not, in his opinicn, too
lengthy a period for the board to get into
proper working order. Personally, he did
not think ecighteen months was quite suf-
ficient. A period of three years would allow
the board to get all the registrations made,
and the whole of the working conditions
ready, so that the board could be elected by
the opticians. The first board would arrange
for the first examinations and carry out the
whole of that work, and to expect them to do
that in eighteen months was asking too much
altogether.

Mr. MORGAN was sorry the Minister was
adopting such childish tactics. He was sur-
prised at the Minister saying that because
they would not allow their principles to go
by the board he was not going to accept an
amendment from the Opposition side. It
proved conclusively that the Minister was
not empowered to accept amendments from
the Opposition side.

The Hoxe SecrerarY: I was willing to
accept the amendment, but you would not
take the offer. That was your chance.
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Mr. MORGAN: They were then asking
that a chairman should be appointed by the
board, but they were now asking that the
board to be appointed by the Governor
in Council should only be in existence for
eighteen months. The two matters were alto-
gether different. If the Minister would not
accept an amendment from this side, let him
move the substitution of 1920 for 1921, Three
vears was too long a period for the nominee
board to be in operation. The Labour party
believed in the principle that the people
should elect their own representatives.

Mr, MurerY: That is not the principle at
all; the principle is that they shall elect a
man who can get the endorsement of the
Central Political Executive,

Mr. MORGAN: That might be so. This
was a conservafive board elected by the
Governor  in Council—and  whether the
Liboral or Labour party was in power the
principle was the same—and eventually it
would have to be elected by the opticians.
Was it not a good principle to turn it from
a conservative board into a democratic board
as soon as possible? Members opposite must
agree that the quicker they got out of the
old comservative way of conducting matters
the better. (Government laughter.}) Unfor-
tunately, once the Minister and his sup-
porters became occupants of the Government
benches, they seemed to become more con-
servative than the greatest Conservative ever
known in the history of Queensland. No
doubt the Minister had received instructions
not to accept any amendments from the
other side.

The Hoyu SecRETARY : 1 am going to accept
an amendment from you on clause 10, and
well vou know it; and I did not consult the
{'abinet about it

Mr. MORGAN : He was very glad to hear
it. When the hon, member for Burnett
moved the amendment, the Minister admitted
that three years was too long, and the hon.
member for Burnett was quite prepared to
withdraw his amendment and allow the
Minister to move it or to move another to
shorten the life of the conservagive board
by one year. They of the Opposition did not
cesre how those amendments got into the
Bill, so long as they got in.

Amendment negatived.

Mr. CORSER: He did not see why all the
members should not be elected after three
years, Why did the Hon. the Minister still
want to retain the undemocratic principle
of appointing the surgeon himself? Surely
there was time before 1921 to elect the whole
of the board?

The HouE SrcrETsRY: We only provide
that a member of the medical profession
should be on the board, and the Government
claim the right to make that appointment.
Quite right, tco. The Government can be
depended on to see that the right man is
appointed.

Mr. CORSER did not know that they
could. Surely there was time between now
and 1921 to make an election of all the
members ?

My, Porrock : Yes, and rou will be outed.

My, CORSER: The hon. member would
not be there to see it, anyhow, and they
would not -have any to spare on the other
side. After the appeals which the Minister
and his party had made in the country that
they wanted to be democratic and do away
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with a nominee chamber and have every-
thing clective, they found that they wantad
to preserve the undemocratic power of
appointment by the through the
Minister.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 6 to 9, both inclusive, put and
passed,

On clause 10— Persons selling spectacles
one year before commencement of Act may
be licensed’—

Mr. MORGAN: He understood that the
Minister was going to accept the amend-
ment which he now moved—That all the
words after “years” in line 29, page 4, to
and including the word * State ”’ in line 34
be omitted. Those words were as follows :—

“who, within six months after the com-
mencement of this Act, proves to the
satisfaction of the board that, for the
full period of one year next before the
commencement of this Act, he has been
sclling by retail spherical spectacles and
eyeglasses within this State.”

That would mean that any person would be
entitled to be registered for the purpose of
selling spectacles only.

The Honiz SEcreTARY: I accept the amend-
ment,

Amendment agreed to;
amended, put and passed.

Clause 11— Registration not to imply
medical qualification, ete.”—put and passed.

Mr. MACARTNEY moved the insertion of
the following new clause, to follow clause
11, in order to define the line of demarcation
between the practice of an optician and that
of an ophthalmic surgeon—

““ After the commencement of this Act
any person, whether registered under
this Act or not, who—

(@) Not being a medical practitioner,
practises or holds himself out by any
means or device whatsoever as practis-
ing_the profession or calling of an
oculist or ophthalmic surgeon; or

{d) Not being a medical practitioner,
assumes the title of oculist or ophthal-
mic surgeon or any other name, title,
or designation implying that he is a
medical practitioner, or is qualified to
practise ophthalmology or ophthalmic
medicine or surgery; or

{¢) Not being a medical practitioner,
prescribes or administers any drug for
the purposes of paralysing the accom-
modation of the eye, or for, or for
treating any disease of the eye; or

(d) Not being a medical practitioner
or registered pharmaceutical chemist
sells or supplies any drug for or for
treafing any disease of the eye,

shall be liable to a penalty not exceced-
ing fifty pounds.”
 Mr. McPHAIL: There would be no objec-
tion whatever on the part of the opticians
to the new clause, as it specifically sets out
what the work of the opticians should be.
Mr. MacARTNEY : Should not be,

Mr. Mc¢PHAIL: Now the medical pro-
fession could not take any objection what-
ever. The new clause amplified what might
have been obscure in the Bill, but what, to

his mind, was the desire of the

[5 p.m.] Bill, and that was simply to let

the optician have his sphere and
the ophthalmic surgeon have his sphere. The

Mr. McPhail.]

caucus

and clause, as
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new clause clearly sets out the duties of the
two professions and prevented any clashing.
He was glad the Minister had agreed to
accept the new clause, as it would clear away
any doubts that might have existed pre-
viously.

New clause put and passed.

Clauses 12 to 26, both inclusive, put and
passed.

On clause 27— Registration fees”—

Mr. MORGAN moved the omission on line
&, page 9, of the Wold “ten” with the view
of inserting  five.” He thought 5s. would
be quite sufficient for the registration of
spectacle-sellers, and an annual fee of 2s. 6d.
thereafter. The Committee had altered
clause 10, so that any person over the age
of twenty-one years who so desired might
sell spectacles, and, if they made the regis-
tration fee 10s. and the annual fee 5s., it
would mean an increase in the price of
spectacles, as, generally speaking, a hawker
would only sell about half a dozen pairs of
spectacles a year. The idea of registering
spectacle-sellers was only that some control
might be kept over those individuals, and
it would be unfair to charge a 1eglst1atlon
fefe of 10s. with an annual fee of bs. there-
after.

The HOME SECRETARY said he had
accepted the hon. member’s amendment last
year on the matter, which had been incor-
porated in the Bill, "and he thought the hon.
member should allow the clause to stand as
it was. He did not sec that there was any
need to alter the decision arrived at by the
Legislative Assembly last year, as the fee
provided in the Bill was a fair one to the
spectacle-sellers.

Mr. CORSER : The Minister could hardly
have taken into consideration the trouble it
would be for the people in the bush to secure
spectacles at all with such a restriction. He
did not believe the hawkers would carry
spectacles at all if the Minister did not make
the fee a little lighter. A pedlar or hawker
out back could not accept a commission
unless he was licensed. The hawker pro-
bably would be the only person coming into
the station where it was possible to obtain
a pair of spectacles, and he could not accept
a commission to secure a pair of spectacles
for some client away out back because he
was not registered. He would not be regis-
tered because he could not see the possibility
of paying the registration fee of 10s., as he
did not know the business was there. If a
hawker was charged a fee on account of
every line he carried, or was responsible for,
it would be impossible for him to get along
at all. The hawker did not sell thrée or four
pairs of glasses in a month, and it would be
an inconvenience to the people outside if the
fee were made too high. He did not wish to
delay the passage of the Bill, but he thought
the clause was most unveasonable. There
were many members on the Government side
who represented country districts, and surely
to heaven they could support an amendment
that was in the interests of the people in the
country. They knew that the people in the
country had to depend on the hawker for
these things, and they had to put up with
conditions which would be sneered at in the
city. No man could hawk or peddle or ex-
hibit a pair of glasses for sale without paying
a fee of 10s. for a license in the first place.
That was an injustice to country people, who
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could not go to established stores, and who
had to depend on the stuff that was hawked
about. The amendment was a reasonable
one, and should be agreced to by the Minis-
ter. The fee was too high and should be
reduced, and he hoped the members of
Western districts on the other side would
give them a hand in the Assembly, even if
they could not do it in the caucus. Most of
the country people depended on the hawkers
for their spectacles, and they would be handi-
capped because the hawker could not pay
the fee to be registered.

Mr. MORGAN appealed to the Minister
to accept the amendment in the interests of
the people in the country. The hawker had
to pay his annual license fee as a hawker,
and now he was asked to pay 10s. license fee
for selling spectacles. It would mean that
he would not take glasses in his van, and
that would mean giving a monopoly to the
city people. They amended clause 10 by
providing that anyone over twenty-one could
sell spectacles, but under clause 27 they were
putting a poll tax of 10s. on every individual
who sold spectacles. They knew that the
country people often bought spectacles for
2s. 6d., 3s., or 5s. per pair, but if the hawker
could only sell two or three pairs he would
not take out a licemse at all. It would be
quite sufficient if they did away with the fee
altogether and just made it compulsory for
the hawker to register and take out a license.
They knew that the consumer had to pay all
taxes, and in this case the consumer was the
person who bought the spectacles. That
meant that it was generally the working men
on the stations. Look what an argument he
would have from a political point of view if
he addressed the shearers in the West and
told them that the Western representatives
on the Government side refused to reduce the
hawker’s fee for selling spectacles! The
amendment was fair and reasonable. e
knew the habits of the Western people and
knew how they obtained their spectacles, and
he hoped the Minister would reduce the fee.

Question—That the word proposed to be
omitted (Mr. Morgan's amendment) stand
part of the clause—put; and the Committee
divided : —

AYEs, 34.
Mr. Armfield Mr. Lennon
,, Barber .. May
,, Carter ,» McMinn
., Collins ,» McPhail
,, Coyne ,» O’Sullivan
., Dunstan ,» FPayne
,» Fihelly ,» Peterson
,, THoley . ,, Pollock
,, Free ,, Ryan, D
., Gilday ,» Ryan, H. J
., Gillies ,» Ryan, T. J
,» Hardacre ;s Smith
,» Hartley, H. T. .» Theodore
,» Hartley, W, .y Weir
,, Huxham ,, Wellington
,, Janes ,, Wilson
,, Land ,, Winstanley
Tellers: Mr. Peterson and Mr, Weir.
Nors, 18.
Mr. Appel Mr. Macartney
., Armstrong ,»» Moore
,» Barnes .. Morgan
,» Bayley ,, Petrie
,» Bebbington Colonel Rankin
,, Corser Mr. Roberts
,» Forsyth 5 Stodart
., Grayson " ,, Tolmie
., Hodge Walker
Tellers: Mr. Corser and Mr. Morgan.

Resolved in the affirmative.
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Mr. MORGAN moved the omission, on
line 4, page 9, of the words “five shillings,”
with a view to inserting the words “ two
shillings and sixpence.” The amendment
would reduce the annual license fee payable
by hawkers of spectacles from 5s. to 2s. 6d.
The arguments which he had used in sup-
port of the previous amendment applied
with equal force to this amendment. The
hon. member for Flinders should be able
to bear him out when he said that an an-
nual registration fee of 5s, was too much,
and that it would have the effect of causing
small country storekeepers and hawkers in
the West to give up stocking spectacles
altogether. If the Minister was sincere in
his expressed desire to assist the people in
the country to obtain glasses, he should be
prepared to accept the amendment, other-
wise it was evident that he really wished
to create a monopoly. A monopoly could
be created by refusing to register spectacle-
sellers, but it could also be created by im-
rosing a high fee on the sellers of spec-
tacles, and apparently it was intended to
create a monopoly in this case by imposing
an outrageously high fee. The country
members had a right to stick up for the
people living in the bush. The trend of
nearly all legislation introduced by the pre-
sent Government was to assist the people
living in the towns, but it was the producers
in the country who had to pay the piper
every time. Hvery Bill that was introduced
penalised the country people. This might
seem a very small matter from the point of
view of the Minister, but he would ask the
Lion. gentleman whether, as a business man
he would be prepared to pay a license fee
for the hundred and one different articles
he might have for sale in his premises.
What would he think if he had to pay an
annual license fee of b5s. for selling cricket
material, a similar fee for selling football
material, a similar fee for the sale of fishing
tackle, and the same in connection with
every other class of sporting material he
had for sale?

The HOME SECRETARY :
glad of the opportunity.
more money than I do now.

Mr. MORGAN: He was very doubtful
whether the hon. gentleman would; but, in
any event, he would make it out of the
people by passing it on. That was quite
opposed to the political policy advocated by
the hon. gentleman.

The HoMe SECRETARY: It is the policy of
the business man.

Mr. MORGAN: He admitted that that
was the policy of the business man. but it
was not the policy enunciated by the hon.
gentleman on every political platform from
which he addressed his constituents.

The HoME SECETARY: You never heard me
enunciate anything different.

Mr. MORGAN: That was the policy of
the middleman, and the hon. gentleman and
his party always contended that the middle-
man robbed the producer. Yet that was the
policy the hon. gentleman was now advo-
cating.

The HoME SECRETARY:
tunes with you.

Mr. MORGAN: He was very doubtful if
the hon. gentleman would not lose by the
exchange, but he (Mr. Morgan) was satisfied
with his lot, and he wanted to make the

19172 w
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lots of other people such that they also
would be satisfied. Why the hon. gentle-
man should refuse to accept the amendment
he did not know, and he could not under-
stand why Western members supporting the
Government would not assist him in passing
the amendment.

The Houme SecreTary: If you will only
stop talking, T will accept the 2s. 6d.

Mr. MORGAN: Well, he would take the

Minister at his word and stop talking.
Amendment agreed to,
Clause 27, as amended. put and passed.
Clauses 25, 29, and 30 put and passed.

On clause 31— Howkers may not vend
speetaecles’—

Mr. CORSER said he had an amendment
to propose, giving the board the power to
permit the sale of spectacles and such things
by hawkers who were not registered. They
were appointing a board to deal with the
spectacle business, and he claimed that they
might well leave to the board the power
to grant permits to hawkers under certain
conditions., He imoved that all the words

after the word ‘‘Aect,”” on line

[6.30 p.m.] 43, down to the end of the clause

be omitted, with the view of
inserting the words ‘‘may receive a permit
to sell from the board.”” That would give
the board power to frame regulations or
conditions under which a permit to sell
spectacles might be granted to an unregis-
tered person in certain extreme or excep-
tional cases.

The HoME SECRETARY: What protection
would opticians have under this Bill if you
did that?

Mr. CORSER: They would have the pro-
tection of the board, from whom hawkers
who wished to sell spectacles would have to
get a permit, and such permit would only be
granted under certain conditions. He hoped
that the Minister would accept the amend-
ment.

Mr., McPHAIL: He hoped the Minister
would not accept the amendment. The
hawker was well protected in the Bill. An
amendment was made in clause 10 giving
hawkers the right to sell spectacles in a
retail way, and in clause 27 the initiatory
fee for a license was fixed at 10s. and the
annual fee at 5s. The payment of such fees
would keep the board in touch with hawkers
who were selling spectacles throughout the
State, and that was a desirable arrange-
ment. The latter part of clause 21, which
the hon. member proposed to omit, should
be retained, because if a man wilfully sold
spectacles without a license, he should be
liable to a penalty. A hawker in the country
could easily obtain a license and could pay
the fee to the policeman stationed in the
nearest town, so that the payment of the
fee would not entail any hardship on the
hawker or the general public. It seemed
to him that the hon. member for Burnett
had deliberately set out to wreck the
measure.

Mr. CORSER: He should like to hear
what the Minister had to say on the maitter.

The Houme Secrerary: I have nothing to
say.

Mr. CORSER: He did not expect that
the hon. gentleman would have very much
to say about it. Some hon. members might

Mr. Corser.]
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contend that in his amendment he should
have provided that the hawker ‘ shall’” re-
ceive a permit, but he thought they should
leave the decision of the matter to the discre-
tion of the board. As o attempting to wreck
the Bill, he could not see that his action in
trying to geb amendmen’cr accepted which
would make things easier for a section of the
people could be called an attempt to wreck
the Bill. The hon. member for Windsor
spoke for persons living in Queen street and
other streets in Brisbane, and as long as
they could build up a monopoly to the
detriment of the people in the country, the
hon. member did not seem to mind. The
suggestion that his (Mr. Corser’s) action was
dictated by a desire to wreck the Bill was
the outcome of narrow-mindedness on the
part of the hon. member for Windsor. The
people outback and the children outback
suffered more from eye troubles than the
people in the cities, and they should receive
some consideration at the hands of the Com-
mittee.

Mr. McPuAL: They will be injured more
by hawker’s glasses,
Mr. CORSER: The hon. member said

those people would receive further injury to
their eyes from using glasses supplied by
hawkers, and yet, if a hawker would pay a
license fee, the hon. member would allow
him to go into the country and sell rotten
spectacles to the people. If a man had not
to pay a fee for permission to sell spectacles,
he would not be likely to force business in
order to recoup himself for such payment.
The fact was that the hon member was
puttmg up a very poor case for the con-
venience of the people in the country, and
arguing in favour of a monopoly for those
who carried on business in the citier. Ie
did not think the hon. member should ke so
narrow-minded.

Amendment (Mr. Corser’s) put and nega-
tived; and clause put and passed.

Clause 32 put and passed.
On postponed clause 2—* Interpretation’—-

My, MACARTNEY moved the omission on
lines 18 and 19 of the words ‘‘ other than the
use of drugs’ and the substitution therefor
of the words “‘ not being by means of drugs
or medicine or surgery.”’

The HoME SECRETARY :

Amendment agreed to;
amended, put and passed.

Schedules I., IL., III., and IV.
passed.

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN re-
ported the Bill with amendments, and the
third reading of the Bill was made an Order
of the Day for to-morrow.

I will accept that.

and clause, as

put and

WAGES BILL.
SECOND READING.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS
{Hon. E. G. Theodore, Chillugoe): This is
the sccond occasion on which this Bill has
been introduced into this Chamber. On the
last occasion I think that I fully explained
the objects and scope of the Bill, which
does not introduce any very controversial
matter, but still will prove a very useful
measure indeed. The primary object of the
Bill is to protect wages and to abolish truck,
and it makes other provisions in regard to
wages that will safeguard the interests of

{3r. Corser.
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wage-earners. The measure has the effect
of repealing and superseding the Masters
and Servants Act and previous Wages Acts.
There has been no amendment of the law
dealing with the control and protection of
wages during the last thirty or forty years,
and, naturally, the law on the statute-book
is very obsolete. The old Masters and
Servants Act performed, I think, useful
functions in its time, but it is now out of
date and useless. It was suited to the time
when it was introduced. I think it was
introduced nearly sixty years ago in this
State—the date of the Masters and Servants
Act is 1861—at a time when there were
assigned servants in the State, and it was
then a useful enough measure.

Mr. LsnD: It has entirely
usefulness.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
As the hon. member says, it has entirely
outlived its usefulness. It is no longer a
protection; as a matter of fact, it has
actually in many cases become a disability
to both employers and employees whom it
is supposed to protect. This measure does
away with the Masters and Servants Act,
and sets up a_ more complete and a.mple
machinery in its stead, carrying out the
principal functions that were intended by
that Act in regard to the protection of wages
and casting upon employers and employees
certain obligations in regard to their service;
and it goes further, too, in the directions 1
shall presently indicate. In the main body
of this measure will be found provisions
dealing with the protection of iages that
may become due to workers by contractors
or subcontractors. This lays down the prin-
ciple that wages must be a first charge
against moneys in the hands of an employer,
where the employee has been working for a
contractor or subcontractor. From time fto
time we hear of instances where employees,
after having carned their money, have been
deprived of it because of financial failure
on the part of the contractor. There is no
adequate remedy at present for the employee.

outlived its

With regard to that part of the measure
dealing with the abolition of truck, I desire
to say that that is also very necessary. I
think that every other State of the Australian
Commonwealth has a law dealing with the
truck system, bubt we have none here in
Queensland.  This measure provides that
wages must be paid in money only, but
certain exceptions are made in regard to the
supply to the worker of medicines, tools, or
a,pphanoes employed in his trade victuals,
and in regard to tobacco or clothmg sup-
plied to the worker, or fares or travelling
expenses advanced, and there are certain
other provisions which are set out in the
Bill. In those cases exceptions are made,
but in all other cases wages must be paid in
full in money. There is no waiving of the
cendition of pavment or consideration for
labour by way of forcing the worker to take
out that conqldela’mon in stores or pro-
'»mons or in any other way than in money.
It is not permissible for an employer to
enter into a contract with an employee
stipulating in what manner his wages shall
be expended. Tt is laid down as a principle
that the wagesearner is considered to he
entitled to the moner he earns, and to the
full rights of expending it in any way he
thinks proper. Under this Bill, payment by
cheque is not prohibited. A cheque is
accounted money where it is paid by way of

.
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wages under certain provisions in the
measure.
Hon. J. G. Arper: Does the definition

state that? The definition of ‘“‘money” is
“current coin of the realm; the term in-
cludes the coinage and notes issued by the
Commonwealth.”

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
I would refer the hon. member to clause 25,
which deals with the payment of wages by
cheque, where he will find that it is per-
missible under certain conditions.

Ar. Com8ErR: Necessary, too.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
It is very mnecessary in some cases. Of
course, I think it would be very inconvenient
to abolish it altogether, but at the same
time Tt is necessary to protect the ~worker
against payment by cheque, which may result
in very great inconvenience to him some-
times.

Mr. Lanp: If they are not negotiable.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
Or payable to order, or if he finds, subse-
quently, that the cheque is dishonoured. Of
coursc he has a claim against the person
who paid him in that way, but in the mean-
while he may be put to very great incon-
vepience. A case came under my notice not
so very long since where a man was paid
by a cheque drawn by a station on one of
the banks in Blackall. He came there and
ther found that there was no money to meet
it He consulted the town solicttor, who
wrote out to the station, a distance of some
70 miles, and after several days, delay the
cash was sent in and he was paid, but in the
meantime the worker was put to loss and
inconvenience. We want to protect the em-
ployees from that kind of thing, but we do
not want to impose such conditions that all
employers, under any circumstances, must
pay in cash. I know that would be a great
inconvenience in many cases. The usual
practice: or custom in some of the large
mining centres, for instance, s to pay by
cheque. It is accepted by both employer
and employee as satisfactory, and so long as
the employee has full confidence in the em-
ployer and his bank account there is no
reason why it should not continue, How-
ever, if there is no restriction it may cause
inconvenience in individual cases, and it is
provided that it must be the usual mode of
payment, and it must be intimated by the
employer—not necessarily by writing—at the
time of the engagement, that the usual mode
of payment is by cheque, so that the man,
after working for a month, may not be paid
off by cheque under circumstances which
may lead the employee to accept something
which really has no value. I impress on
lion. members this point in regard to the
clause dealing with cheques, because it was
really on that phase of the Bill that it came
to grief in another place last year. That
part of the measure has probably been
alterrd more than any other part as com-
pared with the Bill as introduced last year.
Substantial alteration has been made to meet
all possible objection.

Hon. J. Torymie: To what extent? Only
the elimination of the words “in writing”?

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
Ok, no! The hon. member is wrong. There
has been a redrafting of the clause dealing
with payment by cheque—clause 25.

Hon. J. Totmie: That was accepted last
year.
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The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS +
I am speaking now of the changes made in
the measure as compared with the measure
when it left this Chamber last year. That is
where the principal change has taken place,
and it has been made with a desire to meet
the serious objection which was taken to it
previously by another place.

Hon, J. Toruie: That principle you are
dealing with as being in the Bill you submit
to-day is exactly the amendment you refused
to accept last session.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
No, not exactly the same.

Hon. J, Towmie: Except the words “in
writing.”’

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
There have been certain alterations. I can-
not tell the hon. member now what they are,
but I fancy that the principle outlined here
will be accepted, because it seems to be a
very reasonable and just provision. I think
it must have come within the personal ex-
perience of most hon. members that incon-
venience is caused in some parts of the
country to workers by employers who may
really be men of straw. They may at the
time be running very close to the wind
financially, and 1t would be very unjust to
place the worker in the position of working
possibly a month without knowing, or being
by any means certain, that at the end of
that time he was going to be paid in any-
thing but what was not worth the paper it
was written on.

Mr. BarNES : Must he not be paid weekly?

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
Not necessarily. The hon. member will see
that the wages may be paid monthly, but
the wages have to be settled up within a
certain time from the time of dismissal or
the expiration of his term of employment.

Mr. Forsyrii: Three days if required.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
Yes. The Bill also makes provision with
reference to conditions of service, where a
contract of employment is entered into. This,
of course, usually covers that class of em-
ployee who engages in domestic service or
otherwise where some kind of contract,
verbal or otherwise, is entered into for a
definite period, extending possibly to twelve
months or even longer. The Masters and
Servants Act is by no means satisfactory in
regard to that matter. This measure lays
down the amount of notice that may be
required, and penalties are prescribed for
failure to observe conditions by the em-
ployee; for instance, unlawfully absenting
himself from his service, and penalties are
also provided against the employer on a basis
that should be considered equitable. There is
a great number of other clauses which pro-
vide the maehinery of the Bill, for instance.
providing for the way in which wages may
be recovered—in a summary way. It is
also provided that where it is necessary the
agent of the employer may be summoned for
wages that may be due. That has been a
frequent cause of difficulty and litigation
under the present inadequate law. Wages
are recoverable against a mortgagee, and
there are certain provisions regarding mines
and miners, and in this respect the Mining
Act of 1898 has been amended.

I think I may at this stage leave the
measure to the consideration of the House.

Hon. B. @. Theodere.]
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I assure hon. members that there is a real
necessity for the passage of the measure.
Friction frequently occurs as a result of the
non-protection existing under our present
law. The new measure will not bring any
hardship to anybody, but a benefit to a
great number of workers. I move—That
the Bill be now read a second time.

Hoxn. J. TOLMIE: I should like to point
out that the Minister is now introducing
practically the same Bill which was rejected
last year. I think I have once before to-day
said that all the legislation this year has
been of that kind, and I am afraid that the
present Government will go down in history
by the name of “The Resurrection Govern-
ment,” because of the dead measures they
are reintroducing. (Laughter.)

Mr. JoxgEs: The Resurrection Government
and the Dead Oppositicn. (Renewed laugh-
ter.)

Howx. J. TOLMIE: The
particularly alive.

Mr. JoneEs: Since the “ Courier” warmed
it up.

Hov. J. TOLMIE: I was going to point
out that when the House rejected the mea-
sure which was returned from the other
House Jast year, the Secretary for Public
Works was not just in quite as good a
humour as he is now. He was then irate
because the other Chamber had dared to
amend his Bill, and he said—

‘Y think it furnishes a further argu-
ment for the abolition of the legislative
freak which is standing in the way of
progress. 'The Council has driven a few
more nails in its own coffin.”

Opposition is

The hon. gentleman was very firm in his
declaration that he had no respect for the
Legislative Council, and subse-
[7 pom.] quently I assumed the role of a
prophet on that ocecasion, and
said that 1in proportion as his disrespect
grew so the respect for f%he Legislative
Council in the minds of the general public
would grow, and that has proved to be the
case. I then pointed out to bim that he
might have accepted the Bill, as there was
not much difference.
The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
much difference?

Hoxn. J. TOLMIE: As far as this mea-
sure is coneerned, the difference is only in
two or three clauses, which might have been
accepted by the hon. gentleman and business
proceeded with, but the Secretary for Public
Works at that time was anxious to try and
depreciate the Logislative Council in the
. eyes of the public in view of the referendum.
Now, I hope he has a determination to do
much better in this measure than he did
before, When speaking on the last occasion
I said there was much that was good in the
Bili, and for the sake of the good that was
in the Bill it was desirable that we should
accept the measure. Now we come to a
consideration of the measure that is before
us. We find that it is in all essentials the
same as the Bill was when it came from
the Legislative Council and was rejected,
with this exception: that two clauses which
were omitted by the Legislative Counecil and
which were accepted by the Secretary for
Public Works, have been reintroduced in
the Bill. That being the case, I can only
see trouble in relation to that portion of

[Hon. E. @. Theodore.
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the measure when it comes before us for con-
sideration. If the Secretary for Public
Works said last year that there was no
necessity for those two particular clauses in
the Bill—and he did say so in this Chamber
after the Bill came from the Council—he is
only causing more contention in reintroduc-
ing those clauses.

I must say that the principle of this
measure is a good one tc a very great
extent, because. undoubtedly, the Masters
and Servants Act imposed penalties upoun
the employee that were not imposed upon
the employer, and it is only fair in mea-
sures of this kind that there should be
reciprocal treatment; that the treatmens
meted out to the one should be propor-
tionately meted out to the other. There
are two parties to the contract, and both
parties ought to observe the law in their
relations to each other, and, to a large
extent, I believe that the measure now
before us does make for a better representa-
tion before the law of the employee than
he enjoyed under the Masters and Servanls
Act. On looking through the measure, I
think the emplover has been fairly well
treated as well. There may be some differ-
ence of opinion on the various clauses of the
Bill, but there always will be differences
of opinion, but these differences of opinion
can be held by individuals without the real
value of the Bill being discounted. [ do
not want to go through the various clauses
of the Bill because it is to a great extent
a machinery Bill, and I do not know that
there is very much amendment to be made,
see’ng that a lot of the amendments of last
yed * have already been accepted.

I would like to point out that there is a
principle in the Bill which is contained in
clause 17. I am not going to discuss the
clause, but I am going to discuss the prin-
ciple that is contained therein, That is one
of the clauses that did not meet with the
acceptation of the other Chamber when the
Bill was before them last year. Fortunately
we on this side were able to get an amend-
ment inserted in the Bill to the extent that
the single man having dependents and the
mazrried man should be garnisheed for any
amount over £2 per week. We had that
amendment inserted in the Bill, but, when
the Bill went to another place, they went
further. They drew attention to a matter
that was omitted by us in consideration for
the measure, and that was that the Govern-
ment at the present time are becoming
large employers of Ilabour and they are
entering into competition with all classes
in the community in the various enterprises
which are being carried on. There is
scarcely an enterprise now that is successful
in the hands of private employers that has
not been engaged in by hon. gentlemen on
the front Treasury bench. If they find an
employer is making money out of any in-
dustry, then they assume that they can do
likewise. Perhaps, not having the skill, not
having the knowledge, and not having the
business application of the man who is
maklng the industry so successful, they fail
in that enterprise, and their failure is no
borne by them as mdividuals, hut by ‘*he
general public who have to be taxed.

The SECRETARY FOR PuUBLIC WORKS:
does that apply in this connection?

Hox. J. TOLMIE: It applies in this way:
You have so many employees in that parti-
cular business, You are entering into

How
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competition with private individuals, and,
therefore, yon should come under the same
law as the private individuals. The em-
ployees in Government enterprises should be
placed on cxactly the same footing as the
employees of private individuals, but that
is not the case. At the present time, as
pointed out by the Minister in charge of the
Bill, the practice is, if public servants do not
liquidate their debts, that they are deall
with by the Public Service Board. That is
a roundabout and cumbersome way of deal-
ing with the question.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIc WoRKs: That
doces not apply to the Bill.
Hox. J. TOLMIE: There is no reason

why the principle should not be introduced
in the Bill.

The PREMIER: What principle?

Hox. J. TOLMIE : That there should be a
garnisheeing of Government employees just
the same as there is garnisheeing of the
employees of private individuals.

The SECRETARY FOR PUEBLIC WoORKs : That is
not prohibited by this Bill.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: It is prohibited inas-
much as Government servants are exempt
from the operations of the Bill.

The PreMIER: You know the principle
that underlies that—you cannot garnishee the
Crown.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: You cannot garnishee
the Crown, but in the various enterprises
engaged upon you should be able to gar-
nishee the individual. For instance, the
Minister for Lands is or may be made the
corporation sole on account of the various
station properties he holds, so that he could
be dealt with under the law the same as
other individuals. ile should be compelled
to carry out the law the same as any other
individual. T think that when the Bill gets
into Cfommittee we will have to endeavour
to sscure an alteration in the direction I
mention. We sought to make an alteration
last yvear.

The SECRETARY FOR PUuBLIc WoORKs: You
sought to strike out all reference to it last
vear, and it is now left out.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: The amendment the
Council proposed to insert last year was as
follows : —

¢ If any such order shall be served on
the paymaster of any Government depart-
ment, any moneys to the credit of a
judgment debtor in the books of such
department (if ‘the amount of wages ex-
ceeds two pounds per week) shall be
liable to attachment, and garnishee pro-
ccedings shall lie with respect to such
moneys and shall be in the forms, muta-
tis mutandis, of the Small Debts Acts,
1867 to 1894.”
That was the amendment introduced, and it
did not meet with the approval of the Secre-
tary for Public Works. I hope that on this
occasion the hon. gentleman’s mind will be
open, and that he will be prepared to accept
an amendment that will put the workers
under the Government on exactly the same
plane as the workers engaged under private
enterprisa.,

I am not going to deal with Part III. to
any great extent. There are anomalies in
cennection with that part of the Bill which
deals with truck, and we will probably try
1o have them amended when the measure is
in Committee. There is no reason whatever
why a person in the outback districts who is
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maintaining a store for the supply of his own
needs, and who is frequently called upon to
supply the needs of travellers and the needs
of persons in his own employ, should not con-
tinue to supply those needs. There is no
need why he should be penalised for doing
so, yet under this Bill he is debarred from
selling goods to his employee. It is not a
case of forcing the individual to purchase his
goods from the store; it is more a case on
the part of the individual making inquiries
from the station to supply his needs. He
asks that it shall be done, and there is no
demand about it at all. In many cases the
nearest place where he may purchase goods
may be miles away—in some cases hundreds
of miles—yet, because of the operation of this
Bill—because he is an employee on a pastoral
property—he will not be able to secure those
goods that he needs. I think there ought to
be an amendment of the Act to the extent
of allowing a person employed on a station
to purchase goods to the full amount that
he requires.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS: He has
permission under this Bill.

Hox. J. TOLMIE : I know there are some
things that he may purchase.

The SECRETARY FOoR PyuBLIC WORKS: He can
purchase everything he wants, but it cannot
be paid to him as wages.

Hon., J. TOLMIE: It is specifically laid
down in the Bill what he can purchase, and
if the Minister will look through the Bill he
will sce just what the employee can pur-
chase. 1 have not the slightest doubt that
the law will be carried out as it is written
in the statute. We have found that that has
been done in every case, and, notwithstand-
ing a statement made in this House, we know
that a very great injustice is being done to
a large body in the community because the
wording of the Act is different from the way
it was explained in this House would be the
operation of the law. '

The Premizr: What article do you say
an employee cannot purchase?

Hox. J. TOLMIE : If the Chief Seccretary
desires information, I will ask him to look
through the list and he will see the goods
that can be supplied. I do not know if the
hon. gentleman is a smoker.

The PreMIER: Yes.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Well, under the Bill
the employee can buy tobacco, but he cannot
buy matches. (Laughter.) That is one thing
which is not mentioned here, and under the
Bill the employce can only buy the things
that are mentioned here. I just mention
that in passing to satisfy the curiosity of
the hon. gentleman. (Hear, hear! and
laughter.) I know I must not go into the
details of the measure at this stage, and I
am confining myself to the principle thab
provision is not made there to the full extent
1t should be made. The Minister, in moving
the second reading of the Bill, said there
was an alteration in one clause. I do not say
that he did it intentionally; in fact, I give
him credit for not having done it intention-
ally, because he himself said that he was not
quite aware of what the changes were in
the Bill.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WoRks: No; I
am well aware what the changes are.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Take clause 25, which
provides that payment of wages may be made
by cheque. You will remember, Mr.
Speaker, that I challenged the hon. gentle-

Hon. J. Tolmie.]
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man with regard to the alterations that he
said had been made in the Bill, alterations
that were more acceptable to the other
Chamber. There is no variation from that
clause and the clause as it stood when the
Bill was last rejected. There is certainly a
variation in the clause as it first appeared in
the Bill when introduced into this Chamber
last year. Bub the Legislative Council made
certain amendments in the Bill by striking
out certain lines. They struck out one line
and put_in another reading, * Payment by
cheque, draft, or order may be made in such
cases where it is the usual mode of payment.”
That was not acceptable to the hon. gentle-
man, and he moved a long amendment em-
bracing several lines, which went from this
Chamber to the Upper House two or three
times, and finally, because one of those clauses
was not accepted, the Bill was rejected. As
a matter of fact, it was rejected entirely
upon this clause 25.

The SECRETARY FOR Pusric Works: No. It
was rejected principally because of funda-
mental alterations to the truck provisions.

Hon, J. TOLMIE: If the hon. gentleman
will go through the Bill of last year and
see the points of difference between him and
the Upper House he will find that there were
only two points of difference. One was in
clause 17 and the other in clause 25. The
clause is embodied in Part III., so the hon.
gentleman is quite right is saying that it
had reference to truck. Anyhow, there was
no alteration in the clause from the clause
in the Bill which T have in my hands.

The SEcRETARY FOR PuBLIc WORKS:
there is a great change.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Clauses 21 and 22 were
rejected in last year’s Bill.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS: That
was the Bill I was talking about. There is
%‘glglreat change between that and the present

1,

Hox. J. TOLMIE: No.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
cannot read English.

‘Hox. J. TOLMIE: I can read English all
right. Clauses 21 and 22 dealing with truck
were struck out with the approbation and
approval of the hon. gentleman who is now
in charge of the measure, and he has rein-
serted those two clauses in the measure he
submits to wus this year. The only other
alteration in the Bill was a very small one
in clause 19— Except as hereinafter pro-
vided ”—which was ‘accepted by the hon.
gentleman. The clause at which he stumbled
was clause 25, dealing with “ Payment of
wages may be made by cheque.” The hon.
gentleman is in error in saying that the
cause for dropping the Bill last year was
th’?l infringement of the truck portion of the

114,

The SECRETARY FOR Pusric Womks: Do
Vgr_ou %ay these are the only material altera-
ions ?

Hox. J. TOLMIE: I say that last session
the Council made an alteration and the
hon. gentleman inserted the words—

* the employer has notified to the worker
prior to or at the time of employment,
that payment by cheque, draft, or order,
in his case is the usual mode of pay-
ment, and, if the cheque, draft, or order
tendered in payment includes such
amount of exchange as will ensure to
the worker payment in full of wages at

[Hon. J. Tolmie.
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the place where such payment is ten-
dercd; and, subject as hereinafter pro-
vided, all payments so made after such
notification shall, for the purposes of this
Act, be as valid as if made in money.”

That is the alteration that is fundamental
in this Bill. That is the amendment that
the hon. gentleman sent up to the Upper
House last year.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WoRkS: You
said that it was in the Bill of last year. It
never was in the Bill of last year.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: ‘I said that it was
before this Chamber last year.

The SecreTarY ¥OR PusLic, Works: This
is the first time it has been in the Bill.

Hox. J. TOLMIE: Because the Legisla-
tive Council would not accept that amend-
ment, and that amendment only, the hon.
gentleman declared the Bill ““lost”” in the
terms of the Parliamentary Bills Referendum
Act. Vet he now comes down with the
same Bill, and he pubs in an amendment
which was not accepted last year, and he
can adduce no argument, so far as I have
heard this evening, as to the reason why that
amendment should be put in the Bill, and
he has certainly not advanced any sound
argument that would appeal to the Legis-
lative Council and induce it to pass it. In
the ordinary course of events, do you not
think that the Upper Chamber will ask this
House to view the Bill as it came from them
on the last occasion? All this resurrection
stuff that has come before us seems to be
brought up for the one purpose of enabling
another referendum to be taken. As a matter
of fact, the hen. gentleman has already said
that such is the case, and that that is the
reason why we are called upon at this stage
of the session to deal with nothing but stuff
that has proved unacceptable before to the
Council. There arc many other points in
the Bill to which I might draw attention.

Part IV. deals with ‘ Miscellaneous.”” Tn
that part penalties are provided. To a greut
extent the penalties are dealt with in clause
30. In that clause there are three subclauses
—(a), (b), and (¢). In each of those sub-
clauses a penalty is provided. In (a) and (»)
the amount of the penalty is fixed at £10; in
(e) it is limited to £3. In the Bill as it was
introduced last session in each of those three
subclauses the penalty was £3. but amend-
ments were accepted making it £10 in (a)
and {h), but apparently through an oversight
the penalty was allowed to remain at £3 in
subclause (¢). I believe that when this is
pointed out to the Minister, he will have no
objection to remedying this oversight, and
that he will agree to make the penalty the
same in each of the three subclauses. One
point that I would like to make reference
to is one that affects the State Bank. One
clause in the Bill deals with the recovery
of wages from mortgagees. Now, I think
that in that respect we should place the
Government in precisely the same position
as any private individual. If the Govern-
ment is a mortgagee, then the Government
must put up with all the penalties just the
same as a private individual. Now, what is
the position of the Crown as a mortgagee in
the case of the Agricultural Bank? The
Agricultural Bank advances money against
the security of a property. The person who
owns that property makes default and the
bank forecloses. Among the creditors of
the mortgagor may be a workman or two
who have been working on the farm and
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have not received their wages. Have they
the right to recover against the Agricultural
Bank, the same as they would against a
private mortgagee? If they have not—and
there is nothing in the Bill placing the
Crown in the same position as a private
individual; in fact, on the contrary, the
Government are specially protected against
actions of that kind—then a grievous wrong
is being done to some persons. In the
matter of paying wages, the Government
should be on exactly the same footing as any
other person in the community. If a man
has earned wages, he has the right #o
receive those wages, whether it be from the
Government or from somebody else. T am
not going to deal at any greater length with
the measure. I have pointed out the wealk-
nesses of the Bill in comparison with the
Bill that was introduced last session and
with the Bill which was “ lost” in this
Chamber at the end of last session. I have
pointed out that almost all of the amend-
ments that were unacceptable to the Govern-
ment at that time are in this Bill; and,
inasmuch as it contains those amendments
1t is a better Bill than that which was intro.
duced last year. On the question of the
fundamental” differences between this Cham-
ber and the other Chamber, there is no
difference of attitude so far as this side
of the House is cencerned. Now, do vou
think, Mr. Speaker, as a reasonable man—
and we know that vou have a high capacity
in that direction—do you think that the
xptl'odpctlor} of a measure with a determina-
tion right in its forefront to make it offer.-
sive to the other branch of the Legislature
can conduce to its passing?  Vesterdav, in
deahng with another measure, 1 pointed out
that, if the hon, gentleman in charge of the
Bill would exercise those powers of persua-
sion which are open to him, and would
bring forward g measure that would appeal
to reasonable and reasoning men, he would
have no difficulty in passing it. That is 50

in the present case. Unlesy the Minister s

the others, we shall fail to make the ur
a good one. The action of the Govgiﬁg;§
1s not caleulated to assist in making the Bill
become law, and I shall be very sorry to see
that happen, because in some respects it is
a useful measure, and we hope to make it
still more useful before it passes through‘
this Chamber. At any rate, we on this side
intend to try to do so, and, if we fail ‘th«ﬁ
responsibility will rest not on us, but on
hon, members on the other side )Who for
the sake of being obstinate, will refuse to
accept reasonable amendments which are
likely to ensure its passage. '

Hox. J. G. APPEL: T do not know that
I am inclined to treat this as a resurrece-
tlonary.measuge. I am_rather inclined to
regard it as quite a new Bill—a Bill that has
been reconstructed and improved; and T can
only hope that, mellowed by parliamentary
time, the Minister in charge of the Bill will
be prepared to consider amendments that
may be submitted in what Matthew Arnold
described as a spirit of * sweet reasonable-
ness "—amendments which will go to make
the Bill as perfect as it is possible to make
1t.

There is no policy involved in this measure.
I‘t is essentially a Committee Bill. The prin-
ciple which underlies the measure has always
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Wages Bill, 695

been accepted by the Legislature—namely,

the principle that wages should
[7.30 p.m.] be a preferential claim in the case

of the failure of the employer;
and by and large that principle has gene-
rally been recognised by employers. OCf
course we have unscrupulous persons in all
divisions of life. We have the unscrupulous
employer, and we have the unscrupulous
employee. The law as it exists to-day was,
no doubt, passed many years ago, and un-
questionably it is wise that the whole matter
should be overhauled, and that an up-to-date
measure should be enacted in place of the
present legislation; and that is what this
measure, so far as I can see, proposes to
do. I do not think that the hon. gentleman
in charge of the Bill will contend that this
is a perfect measure. In explaining its pro-
visions he said the measurc is for the pro-
tection of the wage-earners. No member of
this Legislature will offer any opposition to
that principle, because it is a principle which
must naturally appeal to every man who has
the welfare of his fellow-man at heart.

With regard to_the abolition of the truck
system, that certainly will inflict no hardship
on the employer, because I do not think
any reputable employer has ever sought or
desired to pay his employees in that way, or
to make a profit by such a method of pay-
ment. As a matter of fact, that source of
revenue—sometimes it is not a source of
revenue—is not one which has anything par-
ticular to recommend it. Certain exceptions
are made in the measure, which provides
that agreements may be made in connection
with certain matters, and personally I think
that the whole proposals with regard to what
is known as the ‘‘truck’ system should be
fully set out.

With reference to the payment of wages, as
I pointed out to the Treasurer when he was
introducing the measure, the definition clause
has not been amended in accordance with the
terms of the nmew clause which now appears
in the Bill we are discussing. I think the
hon. gentleman was very wise in adding
that clause, because we all know that in a
great number of places in Queensland it is
impossible for the employer to have the
necessary coin of the realm in his possession
with which to pay wages due to employees,
and that payment in the majority of in-
stances is made by a cheque or an order. Of
course, unscrupulous persons will, in spite
of any enactment we may pass, continue to
give valueless cheques for services rendered.
But, after all is said and done, we know that
many employers have made the necessary
provision to pay their employees by cheque,
and that it would not be wise for them to
keep a large amount of coin on their pre-
mises for the purpose of paring wages. The
provision made in the Bill seems to meet
fully the requirements of those persons who
are in the habit of paying wages by cheque
or order.

The Treasurer, in explaining the provisions
of the measure, made reference to the ques-
tion of notice. I do not know that the pro-
visions dealing with that matiter will in any
way help matters, because the employee :n
many instances is not bound by notice. It
does not matter what enactment you place
on the statute-bools, the employec does not
consider himself bound by any of its pro-
visions. If it suits him, he simply walks out
of his employment, and is not bound by any
law requiring him to give notice. It is the

Hon. J. G. Appel.]
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employer who is bound by such provisions.
Whether the provisions in this Bill will be
cffective or not I do not know, but I venture
to say that the position will be no better
than 1t is to-day. If present conditions can
be amended, all the better; but we have the
daily spectacle of employees leaving their
employment withcut any cause—having no
complaint with regard to wages or con-
ditions, but simply downing their tcols and
leaving their employment. I do not think
that the particular provision to which the
’lﬁeasurer referred will have any effect at
all.

The question as to whether an agent should
be liable to be sued is a wide one, but no
doubt an agent undertaking such respon-
sibilities as are contemplated in the Bill
will take steps to safeguard himself in case
he should be placed in the position of a
defendant. But there is one matter that 1
should like to refer to particularly, and that
is the onc mentioned by the leader of the
Ovposition with regard to the position of the
State. The State to-day, under the present
Administration, is entering into competition
with private concerns in many directions,
and the number of State employees is daily
increasing. I confess that I cannot see any
reason why the Crown should not be gar-
nisheed in the same way as a private in-
dividual. The Crown should be placed in the
same position as a private employer. If a
private employer can be compelled under a
garnishee order to withhold the wages of an
employee in accordance with the clause which
makes provision in connection therewith,
ther the State should be placed in the same
position. The Minister should certainly deal
with this matter in his reply, and if he is
not prepared to make the necessary amend-
ment, he should give valid reasons for not
doing so, and not simply stand by the oid
principle as it exists to-day. It has always
been provided by law that the State cennot
be garnisheed, but that is not a suflicient
reason for continuing the practice. If it is,
then we might take up the same attitude
with regard to this measure, and say there is

no necessity for improved and up-to-date
legislation on this subject. But we do not
regard it from that standpoint. We quite

admit that, as time has gone by, old enact-
ments which may have been all right many
years ago arc of mno value to-day and need
improving.

In the same way the State in those days
was not a large employer of labour, but
to-day it is entering into competition with
private enterprise, and if the private em-
ployer is placed under certain disabilitics
and liahilities, then the State, as an cu-
ployer of labour, should be in the same
position, The same principle applies with
equal force to the State as a mortgagee.
The State probably will become, if it is uot
already, one of the largest mortgagees here,
and T cannot see why the State should be
exempted from the obligations and liabilivies
to which a private moertgagee is liable. If
a private mortgagee, or private cmployer
is under certain obligations and liabi'ities,
why should the State be able to escape its
liabilities ? I think this matter applies =vith
even greater force to the State than to the
private individual. 1 hope that the Minis-
ter will give this inatter sericus considera-
tion, and, if he is not prepared to accept
the necessary amendments, that he will give
reasons which will satisfy the House that

[Hon. J. G. Appel.

[ASSEMBLY.]

@

Wages Bill.

the necessity for them does not exist, but if
is not sufficient for him merely to say thas
the Crown has never before been placed n
that position.

In connection with the miscellaneous pro-
vigions in the Bill, I am glad to see that
it is enacted that females are no longer
to be imprisoned. 1 do not know that under
our obsolete legisiation any bench of magis-
trates would commit a female to prison for
a breach of the law, but it is just as well
that a provision should be made in that
respect, because I think we have arrived
at the stage when this form of punishment
should be abolished.

I do not know that there are any other
matters which I desire to deal with in con-
nection with the Bill ut the present stage.
It is essentially a Committee Bill. ilon.
members opposite do not contend that the
legislation which they place before the
Chamber is complete and perfect, and T
trust that any amendments which may be
suggested by Opposition members in uheir
bena fide desire to improve the measure
will be considered in the spirit in which they
are made. There should only be the one
desire—to make a measure of this character
as perfect as possible. To some membors
of the community it may not be an impor-
tant matter as to whetWer the wage-earner
has his wages secured to him, but, person-
ally, I do not know anyone who would
regard the matter from that standpoint. I
think that we are all animated by the
desire that the wage-earner who has honestly
earned his wage should have the payment
of it secured to him. But while the Legis-
lature is endeavouring to see that he is paid
20s. in the £, we can only hope that the
wage-earner in return will give 20s. worth
of labour for the 20s. of coin of the realm
which he is to receive.

Mr. Forey: The boss will sece o that.

Hon. J. G. APPEL: It is generally
stated that the boss has very little to do
with it. It does not matter what contract
a man may have in hand and what he inay
lose; if it suits the wage-earner the boss is
left. If I thought that any legislation we
could pass would obviate that disgraceful
condition of affairs, I would only be too
glad to assist in passing it; but unfortuu-
ately to-day we appear to have arrived it
the position that despite what legislation we
may pass, however much we may safegvard
the interests of those who are employed in
our different industries, apparently they do
not recognise their obligations. I hope that
when the measure comes into Committee the
Minister and hon. members who sit behind
him and direct him, will respond to the
bond fide attempt on the part of the Op-
position to make it a more complete mea-
sure, so that in repealing our obsolete legis-
lation we shall place on the statute-book
something which will be a great advance
upon the present law.

Mr. FORSYTH (Wurrumba): The Bill
which is before us is no doubt brought for-
ward with a view to cffect a considerable -
amount of good, and I think that every
honest employer will recognise that the
wages of the worker should be protected.
I do not think that any honest employer
wants to take any advantage of the worker.
Ir is provided in clause 4, in connection
with contract work, that the wages of tle
worker shall be paramount to all other
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debts owing by the contractor. I think that
is quite justifiable. It sometimes happens
that when a contractor goes in for a job he
loses money, and he may go insolvent or
clear out, and the men who are working for
him are left completely out in the cold.
1 think it 1s a wise thing to, as far as pos-
sible, protect workmen in a case of that

sort.  We must recognise that the general
rule in connection with contracts—and I
think it is the law also—is that a man

cannot get more than 75 per cent. of the
contract money as a progress payment, so
that the employer will always have 25 per
cent. of the money due in hand. It is quite
clear from the BIill that the contractor’s
money can be attached in the event of the
workers not being able to get his wages
from the contractor, and I think it is quite
right that the worker should be protected
in that way. I think we are all agreed so
far as that is concerncd.

But the point I wish to bring out in con-
nection with this particularly is how the
money earned by the worker is to be paid.
1t must be paid in cash. Now, I am quite
sure that those who understand the coun-
ditions in the Western country must realise
that it is practically impossible to do that.
You may have stations hundreds and hun-
dreds of miles away from the nearest town-
ship or the nearest bank, and it would he
impossible for them to pay in cash. And
while they have the power later on in the
Bill to make an agreement with the workers
to accept payment in cheques. yet the prin-
ciple of the Bill is that they must pay
roney if demanded. I think that that will
entail a very considerable amount of incon-
venience to men who have to pay wages,
and I think the Minister recognises that
there is a great deal of truth in what I am
saying. Of course, conditions in the towns
are quite different. People there generally
pay differently altogether. Wages are
generally paid once a week or once a fort-
night, as the case may be, and the argument
does not apply so much to the towns. But
on stations a lot of the men do not want
their money. Perhaps they do not go into
town for twelve months or more, and it lies
to their credit in the station books, and
when they want the whele of it they get it,
or if they want a portion of it they get it.
Therc is always a considerable amount of
money lying to their credit, and if a man
wants £50 or £100 and demands it in cash,
how on earth is the station going to pay
him? Tt is simply impossible, and I hope
that when the matter is fully discussed the
Minister will admit that it may lead to a
very great deal of injustice.

At ten minutes after 8 o’clock,

Mr. BerTrAM relieved the Speaker in the
chair.

Mr. FORSYTH: The truck clause is the
cre on which I want to speak particularly.
It states that wages must be paid in cash,
although later on, in clause 25, it is pro-
vided that payment may be made by draft
or cheque or order in writing, as the case
may be, if a contract is entcred into with
the worker that he is satisfied to accept
payment in cheque, and I think that if there
15 to be a contract it will have to be in
writing in order to make it legal. That
means that you will have to enter into a
contract with every single man you employ
that he will be willing to aceept a cheque
or draft or order, as the case may be.
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think that is scarcely a wise thing to insist
upon, because it is going to place people in
the far Western districts at a very, very
great disadvantage indeed, and I think those
who know anything about conditions there
will realise it.

Mr. Guxy: And have to pay a half-crown
stamp on it.

Mr. 'ORSYTH : There is no stamp needed
in connection with wages.

Mr: GuNN: Not on the agreement?

Mr. FORSYTH : We all recognise that a
considerable number of stations have stores
which are open for the convenience of per-
sons on the stations and the general public,
and although a man may have £50 or £100
lying to his credit in the station books you
cannot take off from that amount the pay-
ment for any of the goods he may have
purchased from the station store, unless they
come within the specified things mentioned
in the Bill. The man may have been on the
station for twelve months or eighteen months
or two years and not drawn much of his
money, or simply have asked for a cheque
when he wanted it.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LanDs: Is there
any provision in the Bill to pay interest on
money like that?

My. FORSYTH: No, he can always draw
what he likes. It is not lying at fixed de-
posit. If he wanted to do that, he would
draw a cheque and send it dow' to a bank
or the Government Savings Bank in the
ustial way. But suppose he gets goods from
the station to the extent of £20 or £30.
What would happen? It would mean that
he could go and demand the whole of his
wages and you would have to pay them.

Mr. Joxes: He should draw his wages as
he goes along and pay for the goods.

Mr. FORSYTH: A man could do that if
he wanted to be perfectly honest, but if
he wanted to clear out you could not force
him to do it.

Mr. Joxes: The employer would look after
that. That case waquld not arise, because
the station would ask for the money as they
supplied the goods and get it.

Mr. FORSYTH: But suppose that the
man says he will not pay it? You cannot
get it. If the man demands it you must pay
in cash; vou cannot insist on taking off the
goods he has been supplied with. It says
that the restriction is not to apply in the

‘case of medicine and one or two little items

like that. Ior instance, here is a man who
comes along and wants a tin of tobacco, but
he cannot get a box of matches,
Mr. Jongs: He can by paying for them.
Mr. FORSYTH: You cannot claim for a
box of matches or a bar of soap. You can
cltaim for clothing or tobacco, but if a man
wants a pipe to smoke his tobacco you have
no right to claim for it out of his wages,
Lecause it is not mentioned here. I think we
must recognise that it is just and equitable
that the man should get all his wages and be
protected in every possible way, and we are
willing- to support the Government right up
to the hilt so far as that is concerned, but
it is a most unfair thing that the store which
i« kept for the convenience of the men who
buy these things is not allowed to keep back
his wages when he may be clearing out,
unless the things he has had are
{8 p.m.] these specified items. As I have
already stated, a man can get
tobacco, but if he wants a pipe the employer

Mr. Forsyth.)
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cannot claim for it, according to this Bill.
The thing 1s ridiculous, It is a most re-
markable thing that, although a station can-
nct do it, yet the big houses down here can
do so. Last year this very question cropped
up, and what happened? The leader of the
Opposition raised the question. He said—

“Then a salesman employed by a big

firm like T. C., Beirne and Co. cannot
purchase any of their goods.
“The Secretary for Public Works:

Not if they are sold with the view of
evading the truck provisions of the Bill.”
Just imagine them trying to evade the truck
provisions of the Bill! The hon. gentleman
went on to say
“ But if a man becomes a purchaser of
goods from the firm for whom he is work-
ing, there can be no cbjection to that.”
That is a most remarkable thing. If a man
is working for T. C. Beirne and Co., or any
other firm, and buys goods from them, his
employer can take off the value of the goods
at the end of the month when he is paying
that man’s salary; but away out in the far
distant parts, where the stores are really
kept for the convenience of the men, the
employers are not allowed to deduct any-
thing except for certain articles, I am sure
the hon. member for Oxley must recognise
how ridiculous the proposal is. Would it not
be very much better that the employers
should have the right, when they are paying
a man off, to deduct any amounts for goods
supplied by a store like that? Does any
man object to that? The men themselves do
not object to it. I have never heard the
question raised, and why introduce it in a
Bill which will simply cause dissatisfaction
not only to the employer but to the employee
also. I hope and trust the Minister, when
we get into Committee, will accept an
amendment on this clause whereby the value
of any goods supplied by any station such
as 1 have referred to will be allowed to be
deducted off the account when it is being
squared up. 'The storekeeper surely is as
much entitled to his money as anybody else.
T am sure it is the desire of the House as a
whole not to put any clauses in the Bill that
will cause trouble or inconvenience to any-
one. This clause as it stands now is simply
offering a premium to a dishonest man to
slip up his employer. It is only right and
just, if a man buys goods from a store-
keeper, that he should pay for them. This
truck clause is to prevent truck. I do not
know any places in Queensland where the
truck system exists, Can any hon. member
of the House tell me where the truck system
exists in Queensland? I know in the early
days trucking was very bad in the old coun-
try and in other places as well, but I have
never heard of any place in Queensland
where the truck system exists—that is to say,
where an employer forces his employee to
buy his supplies in a certain dircction.” Fven
supposing an employer wanted to try and
force an employee to buy his goods where
he did not want to buy them, there is mno
law in existence to force that man to do it.
Of course, that may be met with the state-
ment that, in the event of the employee not
doing so, he would be dismissed. I have
never heard of such a case.

Mr. WINSTANLEY : Never in connection with
any railway contract?

Mr. FORSYTH : Oh, yes, years and years
ago, and I know it was a most diabolical
piece of business. But dces any hon. member
know of any concrete case where any work-

[Mr. Forsyth.
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man has been forced, at the request of his
employer, to go to a certain store and buy
goods? I do not know of any case at all,
and I do not think there is any reason to
put this clause in the Bill at all, because, as
far as I know, if an employer does not pay
the wages due to an employee, he has the
usual remedy in the court. I hope, when we
come to this particular clause, that we will
be able to alter it so that we can make it
more suitable to the people who are likely
to benefit by it. We recognise that in clause
29 there is a principle involved in regard to
paying for material and tools. Certain
articles are specified in the Bill in reference
to which payment may be stopped out of the
employee’s wages to the value of those tools.
Is might happen that a hawker will visit the
station and an employee might buy £5 or
£10 worth of goods from the hawker. He

will give the hawker an ordee on his
employer, and the employer will pay the
money. If the employee leaves the station

next day the employer will lose his money
altogether. IHe can summon the man, but
he will probably not get anything from him
that way, and the chances are that the
employer will lose it altogether. I think that
if a few of these anomalies are altered it
will make the Bill fair and equitable. When
the Minister was discussing the introduction
of the Bill last year he said that the Masters
and Servants Act, which it was proposed tc
repeal, was passed many years ago. Al
though that is true, there are many sections
of that Act contained in the present Bill.

There is a principle involved in Part IV.
about a person who has entered into an
agreement to start work and does not carry
it out; he can be fined a certain amount
not exceeding £10. If a man starts work,
and after a day or two knocks off withous
reasonable cause, he can be fined £3. These
things do not apply so much to the towns
as to the Western districts. Men are brought
out West at some expense, and they clear
out, and that means a great loss to the man
who employs them. If a man clears out
after working for a day or two, Le can be
fined £3. TUnder the old Act he could be
fined much more than that. It is only righs
that some principle should be adopted where-
by the man who makes an agreement and
does not carry it out should have to pay
something for it. That should apply to bLoth
the employer and the employee. I am very
glad to see that particular clause in this Bill,
because it puts both employer and employee
on the same footing. I hope we will be able
to get some amendments in the Bill when we
get into Committee, and that when the Bill
leaves this House 1t will be satisfactory to
both employer and employee.

Colonel RANKIN (Burrum): 1 do not wish
to take up very much time in discussing this
measure, but there are one or two points
in it that have not so far been touched upon
by speakers on this side of the House that
I should like to mention. Generally, I think
the Bill is a useful one. It is pleasing to hear
so much praise coming from this side ia
reference to a measure introduced by the
present Government. I, in company with
those who preceded me, congratulate the
Government in reintroducing the Bill, even
although it contains some defects which may
be eliminated at a later stage.

The principal discussion so far has centred
round the truck system contained in Part
IIIL. of the Bill. I do not think that i these
enlightened days that anyone for a single
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moment would defend what has been referred
to as the truck system that was so prevalent
in the old country in days gone by. 1 do uot
think that the truck system, as a system,
any longer obtains in Queensland, or in
Australia for that matter; but perhaps in
endeavouring to prevent the truck systemy
from operating here, we are almost going too
far, and placing obstacles in the way of
legitimate trade which will not only bhe
inimical to the interests of the employers,
but equally inimical to the interests of the
employees themselves. For instance, in
Part II. of this Bill it is laid down that the
employee may purchase certain things, the
details of which are specified. Now, with re-
gard to the miner, it is quite a common thing
—particularly in coalmining—for the miner
to draw his supply of explosives, and very
frequently his tools, from the store at the
mine. The mineowners themselves are in a
position to purchase explosives, picks, shovels,
drills, and that sort of thing wholesale, on
much better terms than the individual miner
can do, and consequently they can supply the
miner on more reasonable terms than he
can get them under this Bill. The miner
is prevented from taking advantage of those
facilities.

Mr. Joxes: No. Clause 29 (a) provides
for material and tools.

Colonel RANKIN: Clause 29 (a) reads—
“ This part shall not be construed to
prevent an emplover, pursuant to an
agreement with a worker, from making
any deduction or stoppage from the wages
of such worker for or in respect of any
such rent, medicine, medical attendance,
fuel, materials, tools, implements, hay,”
ete. I see it covers that, but it is right that
I should call the attenticn of the House fo it.
There is another vexed question in clause
25 of the Bill, which the leader of the Opposi-
tion referred to at some length, relating to
payment by cheque. It appeared to me
that in making provision for this very neces-
sary concession a very clumsy method has been
adopted. The Bill lays down, for instance,
that an employee has to be notified before
employment that this is the usual procedure.
Well, when an employer is employing
a man for a job, is he going to notify him
of the procedure of payment? In nine cases
out of ten no one would dream of doing it.
When a man accepted a job, he would expect
that he was going to be paid in the usual
way, and the employer would assume that
he was going to pay him in the usual way.
If an employer paid a man by cheque, and
he was charged with not informing the
employee that that was the usual mode of
payment, it might lead to a good deal of
trouble and difficulty. I think that that
might very well be left out of the Bill alto-
gether, ‘

Provision is also made in this Bill for the
addition of exchange in the event of payment
being made by cheque. I do not quite see
how that is going to work out in cases where
the cheques are of small denomination. The
Bill provides that for cheques up to £50
the rate of interest shall be 1 per cent, and
over £50 13 per cent. Well, 1 per cent. on
a cheque of £4 or £5 will be a small thing.

Mr. JONES: A minimum of Is.

Colonel RANKIN: Is that provided in
the Bill?

Mr. Joxes: No,
thing.

Colonel RANKIN: Tt might be stated in
the BIll that for a cheque of £5 the charge

but that is° the usual
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should be 6d. That is an anomaly which
can be altered later. There is one some-
what remarkable provision which, when the
Bill becomes law and is put into operation,
is likelv to be more honoured in the breach
than in the observance. I refer to the clause
which provides for a penalty in cases in
which employees fail to fulfil their engage-
ments, I think that is likely to be so much
waste paper. In my own district I do not
think you would get a verdict if you institu-
ted proceedings against a man who committed
a breach of that section. I am quite aware
that a similar provision exists in the Masters
and Servants Act, but how often is it
attempted to be enforced? An employer
would never dream of taking legal proceed-
ings. A man says, “I have had enough of
this, and I want to leave,” and he leaves,
and that is the end of it. The inclusion of
that clause in the Bill merely serves to
emphasise the one-sidedness of this class of
legislation. You cannot force a man to
remain in employment against his will, and
this is certain to be a dead letter. Of
course, if it were possible to enforce it, it
would go a long way to settling the present
industrial unrest. but we know that when
men make up their minds to cease work,
not all the powers in heaven and on earth
would make them change, especially when,
as I am reminded, they are * sooled on” by
other people. Nothing of this nature will
deter them from leaving their employment.
There is one clause which I wish to refer
to for a moment. I see that wages are not to
be liable to stamp duty. That 1s a wise pro-
vision. The attempt to levy stamp duty on
wages has led to a great deal of dispute in
the past. It is a good thing, therefore, to
lay it down specifically that wages are not
liable to stamp duty. At the same {ime
there is nothing in the definitions of “Wages”
or “Worker” which lays it down that
“salaries ” shall be regarded as wages, and
I think that such an amendment should be
made in the Bill. I have had occasion to go
to the Stamp Office to ascertain whether
certain payments were subject to stamp duty,
and the Commissioner for Stamps has told
me that, if it is a salary, it is subject to
duty, but, if it is wages, it is not liable.

The SEcRETARY FOR PupLic Womks: That
is not the line of demarcation laid down at
present. They discriminate between labourers
and other workers,

Colonel RANKIN : That was not always
the line adopted. .

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIc Works: I think
the definition of “Wages” will include
““Balary.”

At twenty-five minutes to 9 o’clock,

The Spearer resumed the chair.

Colonel RANKIN: I think it would be
very wise to place it beyond all doubt by
inserting an amendment. The hon. gentle-
man knows as well as I do that frequently
people are employed at manual labour by
the month, and that their pay is then re-
garded as salary. I have no desire to take
up any further time, as the Bill has been
fully discussed by hon. members on this side.
With the amendments foreshadowed by the
leader of the Opposition and one or two
others that may crop up in Committee, I
think the Bill should meet with general
approval. .

Mr. BEBBINGTON: 1 agree with the
last speaker that the Bill may be productive
of good. I notice that it is provided that
cheques paid to workmen must not be

M, Bebbington.]
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crossed. Well, I think that it is often a
good thing to cross cheques or to cross them
as “ Not negotiable.”’

The StcreraRY FOR PUBLIC WORKS: The
object of that provision in the Bill is that
men shall not take their cheques to a hotel
to get them cashed. They have always to
buy drinks for themselves and their friends
when they do that.

Mr. BEBBINGTON: I agree that every
opportunity should be given to men to cash
their cheques at places other than public-
houses. At the same time we must not for-
get that men are frequently employed in
this country long distances from banks and
places where they can cash cheques, and we
wish to submit them to as little inconveni-
cnce as possible in obtaining their money.
One clause renders an employee who breals
an engagement to work liable to a fine of
£10, and a similar penalty is imposed on
the employer if he does not employ a man
whom he has engaged. Now. we all know
that in nine cases out of ten employers will
not think it worth taking proceedings in
such cases. As a rule the cases to which
this might be applied will be cases in which
men have been engaged in Brisbane to work
in the country, and the men, who are pro-
vided with a railway ticket at the Labour
Bureau where they are engaged, do not
turn up at the work. I have never known
any case in which there has been any diffi-
culty in men in the country getting their
wages. The only cases in which there may
be any difficulty are with the employees of
contractors or subcontractors, and I think
this Bill deals specially with them, and per-
haps In many cases it is necessary that such
provision should be made.

Mr. MAY (Flinders): I think this is one
of the finest measures that we have ever had
brought forward in this Chamber. Very
often men are sent from the South to em-
ployment in the North. They leave here
under one name and arrive at their destina-
tion under another name. Now, I think
there should be some method of placing a
check upon such men. I have heard the
remarks made by hon. members on the other
side, particularly those of the hon. member
for Burrum, who I think was very concise
and lucid. All I need add to what has been
said is that the Bill has received most con-
siderate treatment from members on the
other side. Apparently they see that at one
time in our existence we are doing a good
thing for the whole of the proletariat of
Queensland.

Mr. RoBeErTs: Is this the only occasion?
 Mr, MAY: Hon. members on the other
side have intimated that they intend to sub-
mit some amendments, which will meet with
approbation or disapproval according to the
way in which they are presented to us, but I
certainly have not seen any Bill brought
fom*ard by this Government which has re-
ceived such an amount of kudos from the
Opposition as this Bill. I am pleased to be
able to support the Bill in its entirety.

Mr. BARNES (Warwick): The hon. mem-
ber for Flinders has been quite carried away
by the support which he concludes has been

given, and is to be given, to this

[8.30 p.m.] measure by hon. members on this

. side of the House. I think the
Bill is acceptable in the sense that it super-
sedes all Acts of Parliament like the Wages
Act and the Masters and Servants Act, and
simplifies to a very large extent the existing
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condition of things. At the same time, it
seems to me that the Bill assumes to too
great an cxtent that the employer of labour
1s out to take advantage of the employee. I
maintain that that kind of thing has been
dead for many and many a long day, and
that the relations which exist between man
and master to-day are vastly improved as
compared with those relations many years
2go.

Mr. May: Don’t call them ““man and
master.” Call them ‘“man and employee.”
1 object to “ master.”

Mr. BARNES: If the hon., member
favours one term in preference to the other,
I shall be very glad fo fall into line with his
suggestion, and use the terms employer and
employee. The Treasurer pointed out,
rightly, as I think, that the old Acts dealing
with this subject have largely lost their
utility, but in seeking to supersede those
Acts we should be careful to introduce a fair
spirit and fair conditions all round. I main-
tain that while the Bill has many things
that must appeal to every right-thinking
man, it is not a proper thing to give
the emplovee full power to take action
of any kind and to any extent, whilst an
employer who, in a spirit of kindness and
consideration, may have entered into an
arrangement to supply an employee with
certain goods, is not able to take any action
in case of necessity. That is manifestly un-
just and altogether unfair. What applies in
the one case should apply in the other. I
have known many instances in which it has
been necessary, in addition to giving employ-
ment to men, to help them in other direc-
tions, and sometimes employers are deceived,
and it is distinetly unfair that under clause
21 they cannot take any action to remedy
their loss. I do not know that any man in
this House, no matter on which side he may
sit, or that any employers of labour outside
of the House, have one spark of sympathy
with the employer who engages a man with-
out being fully persuaded in his own mind
of his duty to pay that man every farthing
that may be duc to him. If there are men
who are not willing to do their duty by their
employees in that respect, then it is the duty
of Parliament to stand by the employee, and
I am glad to see that Parliament 1s going
to do that and see that the employer does
rot take advantage of him and take him
down. No employer should have a spark of
sympathy for the man who sets out in life
to take down his fellow-man.

The clauses in this measure dealing with
the truck system manifest a real unfairness,
and will possibly work more to the dis-
advantage of the employce than of the
employer. We have to remember that in
these days there should be no accumulation
of wages. As a rule, men ave paid weekly.
If they are not paid weekly, they should be
paid weekly, and in any case there should be
no large accumulation of wages. If em-
pleyees are not paid, it is the duty of the
men themseclves to see that they are paid,
and not allow arrears of wages to accumulate
in such a way as to make their position at
all sericus.

With regard to payment of wages by
cheque, it was contended when this measure
was before us last year that its provisions
would operate much to the inconvenience of
settlers in our land. It is one of the rarest
things imaginable in these days to meet with
a valueless cheque. I suppose the bulk of
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husiness people will stand by me when I
make the assertion that a dishonoured
cheque to-day is almost an unknown quan-
tity; and why it should be thought neces-
sary to-day to make the conditions proposed
in this measuve I cannob conceive.

The Tresasurer: The law at present is that
an employee can refuse to accept a cheque.

Mr. BARNES: I was not aware of that,
but I know that in this Bill we are making
provision for a condition of things which, if
it does exist, is very rare indeed.

The TrEASURER: The only thing this Bill
does is that it does not force an employee to
accept a cheque when he has not confidence
in his employer.

Mr. BARNES: In these days, when notes
have largely taken the place of gold, we
should not force employers to pay their em-
ployees in notes, which may be destroyed or
lost, and attached to which there is an in-
convenience, especially where there is an
accumulation of wages, as on a station.
Employers should not have to keep a supply
of notes to that extent. Generally speaking,
the Bill is a good one. I agree with the
statements made by several speakers this
evening with regard to the fact that you
cannot garnishee in connection with Govern-
ment employees. That is manifestly unfair.
The fullest opportunity should be given to
peuons who, in perfect confidence, have sup-
plied goodb to employees to garnishee in
cases where the persons so supplied are em-
ployed by the Government, just as they can
in the case of private employels of labour.
I think the Bill should be amended in that
particular direction.

Mr. MACARTNEY : I have heard a good
many speeches delivered favourable to this
Bill, but I have yet to learn that anything
has been urged in favour of the Bill showing
its necessity at the present time. I do not
know, from the remarks which have been
made, that there are any clauses in this
Bill which are essential, for the reason that
the conditions which exist are not already
covered by legislation now on the statute-
book. We have the Contractors and Work-
men’s Lien Act of 1906.

The SECRETARY FOR PPUBLIC WORKS: Do you
say that that has half the scope of this Bill?

Mr. MACARTNEY: I am allowed to
make my own speech. I do not know whether
the Treasurer has made a speech or not.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC Worxs: If you
had heard my speech you would have been
considerably enlightened on this Bill.

Mr. MACARTNEY : The Bill was only
introduced this afternoon somewhere about
ten minutes to 6 o’clock.

The Secrerary FOR PusLio Worxs: Non-
sense! I commenced my speech about twenty
minutes past 5 o’clock.

Mr. MACARTNEY: At any rate, some
four or five speeches have been delivered on
the Bill, and, so far as I can ascertain, there
has been no illumination given showmg the
actual need for the Bill or any urgency
therefor.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
has been no criticism.

Mr. MACARTNEY: We have got a lien
Act in force—the Act of 1906.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS :
only applies to certain cases,

There

Which
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Mr. MACARTNEY : This Bill only covers,
more or less, the same ground. If there was
any neccessity for dealing with that subject,
one would expect to find that Act repealed
and to see the whole of the law codified and
simplified, so that employer and employee
would be able to see by easy reference what
the law really is without having to look
in one place for one Act and in another
place for a statute overlapping the same
ground or perhaps overlooking one or other
of the Acts, and so falling into error and
perhaps costly litigation.

The SrECRETARY FOR PuUBLIC WORKS: It
ought to suit you lawyers.

Mr. MACARTNEY: The legislation on
this subject when this Bill is passed will be
obscure, uncertain, and difficult to find.

The SecrETARY ¥OR Punric Worgks: What
is wrong with that from the point of view
of the legal profession?

Mr. MACARTNEY: I am not going to
enter into a personal discussion with the hon.
member. The hon. gentleman has got quite
enough to attend to outside if hé can attend
to it.

The SECRETARY FOR PLBLIC WORKS :
is bemg attended to all right.

MACARTNEY : I am sorry to say he
is not doing as much in that particular
matter as he ought to do. If he was, he
would not be occupying the time of the
House in connection with this particular Bill.
The Bill repeals three Acts already on the
statute-book, and puts provisions in their
place, and it has not beén shown that those
alterations are necessary. I described this

Bill last year as practically an addition to
the pinpricks which enterprise and business
are subjected to, and 1 pointed out that
these are not the times to have the pin-
pricks that our business people are suffering
from.

The SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC WORKS:
old private enterprise.

Mr. MACARTNEY : These are not times
for doing that, and for that reason I think
the House mlght very well be engaged in
dealing with matters of much more import-
ance to the country at the present time.
There are matters of very grave importance
that might well receive the consideration of
this House. I suppose they are being dis-
cussed in the real Parliament, or in other
Parliaments—decrees which this Chamber
are merely going to register. This Bill
itself is going to inflict very serious in-
justice upon a desirable class of persons in
the State. It is gomg to interfere very
largely with the business of contractors; but,
having regard to the view this Government
takes of contract, and the extraordinary and
extreme view which they have in regard to
day labour, I presume the desire is to hurt
the contxactol and if they hurt the con-
tractor and cause him an injustice they look
at it from the point of view that there is no
harm done. Under one of the clauses of the
Bill, if an employee makes a claim for an
amount as low as £5, and there is £1,000
due to the contractor, that money is hel d up
until the question of that £5 is determined.
I say it is not a fair thing to the contractor
that his rights should be tied up in that way.
An amendment was moved, when the Bill
was before the Housc last session, by the hon.
member for Aubigny, who tried to get words

Mr. Macartney.]
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inserted in the Bill which would provide that
a sufficient sum of money might be im-
pounded to meet the claim of the employee,
but the Treasurer in his wisdom rejected
that amendment, and the provision which
bids fair to cause such injustice as I have
indicated has been allowed to remain in the
Bill. That is not a fair thing. It is pointed
out that the employer could remedy the
matter by putting up the sum in court; but I
say that the interests of the contractor and
those of the employer are not always the
same; they may be absolutely diverse, and
it might very well be ihat the employer is
not prepared to do that which would amount
to relief to a contractor, and although the
contractor may be entitled to a large sum of
money from his contract it is quite within
the bounds of possibility that because he
could not handle that money he might be
forced into the insolvency court. That was
pointed out last year, and I say that it is a
grievous risk to place upon a contractor,
and that it is one of those interests which
should be conserved under the Bill. I think
that whatever good points the Bill may have,
it is not a reasonable one, inmasmuch as it
does not codify or cover all the ground that
the Bill ought to cover so as to simplify the
law on the subject. It is not a fair one so
far as it is complex, and places hardship
on many members of the community, and
there is no need for the taking up of the time
of Parliament when so many urgent things
want attention. It is hardly necessary to
detail them; probably the mention of them
would not be pleasurably received by our
friends on the opposite side of the House;
but the session is far advanced and there is
much important work to be done; there are
important adjustments to be made, and I
think the House would be better occupied in
attending to these important matters than
in whiling away the time over a Bill of this
character.

OppoSITION MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

Mr. GLEDSON (Ipswich): The fact that
members of the Opposition commend this Bill
will make members on this side have a look
at it to see if there is not something the
matter with it. When the Opposition com-
mend a Bill, generally speaking, it is some-
thing against the workers. If anything is
brought forward by this side for the purpose
of benefiting the workers, in nearly every
case members of the Opposition are opposed
to it. We have the hon. member for Too-
wong saying that more important questions
could be brought up in this House than this
Bill. I think it is one of the most important
questions that the wages of a worker should
be protected after he has worked for those
wages and earned them, and there should be
some law to enable him to recover them.

Mr, BessingroN: He is protected now—
before you bring in this Bill.

Mr. GLEDSON: He is not protected be-
forc we bring this Bill in. Several cases
have occurred in Queensland within recent
vears where men have been done out of
their wages.

Mr. Bessixcrox: And there will be cases
after this Bill is passed.

My, GLEDSON: It is hardly to be ex-
pected that the Opposition know anything
about these things, because they never come
in contact with those who earn the wages.

(Mr. Macartney.
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Their contact is mostly with profit-makers
and dividend-makers, and those who are
making money out of wage-earners.

Mr. BeeBingTON: Don’t you think they
have earned wages themselves?

Mr. GLEDSON: They may have earned
wages sometimes. Provision 1s made in this
Bill for the protection of wages earned by
the worker. I have in mind a case which
ceeurred not so very long ago. A contractor
from the South came to Queensland to do
a certain class of work. Because the men
in Queensland wanted a fair wage, the em-
ployer could not get the contract let to suib
him here, and he went off to New South
Wales to get a contractor who would do it
more cheaply.

Mr. BesBINgTON : What work was it?

Mr. GLEDSON: It was sinking a shaft,
and if we go much further I can tell the
hon. member the name of the hon. member’s
friend who went down to New South Wales
to get that contractor to take this job at a
cheaper rate than he could get it done by
Queensland workers. The consequence was
that he could not possibly do the job at the
price, and when some of the work had been
done, he had not the money to pay the men,
and instead of waiting to pay them he went
off to New South Wales, owing in some
cases as much as £11, and the men had to
get a warrant and send police down to get
that contractor, instead of coming on the
principal. He could hide behind the con-
tractor, and say, “I am not responsible;
the contractor is responsible for the money.”
We want that sort of thing altered, and it is
cur duty to bring in legislation that will
enable the worker to get the money he is
entitled to.

There are several things in the Bill which
are of benefit to the worlters, but there are
several things which are not for their
benefit. I do not think that some of the
provisions which compel a man to work
for an employer with whom he has made an
agreement are, because sometimes it is im-
vossible, considering the way the employers
rreat their men, and it is no wonder that
they leave and go somswhere else. There
is a provision that the worker must work
all the time he has stipulated for or be
subject to a penalty. I suppose that is one
of the things which commend themselves to
members opposite. We find that the em-
ployer can got rid of the worker in all sorts
of ‘devious ways, because he can make all
sorts of excuses, and it is impossible to get
anything by which you can catch him for
dismissing his employees, but if an employee
leaves his work he can be fined. I do not
think that is right. There are one or two
amendments required in the Bill, and I
hope we shall get them in before it goes
through in order to make it a little ¢learer.
I am going to support the second reading,
and I hope that the measure will soon go
through, because it will help to some extent
to remove anomalies as they exist to-day
and protect the wages of the workers better
than in the past.

Question—That the Bill be now read a
second time—put and passed.

The committal of the Bill was made an
Order of the Day for to-morrow,

"Il'he1 House adjourned at five minutes to 9
o’clock.





