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siore for us if we drop the substance and
Jursue the shadow. I move—

That the Bill be now read a second time.

On motion by Hon. A. Lovekin debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 8.7 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., nnd read prayers.

BILL—FINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
Third Reading.

THE PREMIER (Ilun. P.
Beulder) [4.35]: 1 move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Collier—

HON. SIR JAMES MITCHFLL (No:-
tham) [436]: T do not intend to deal at
any great length with this matter, but I wish
-to refer briefly to one or two things that
have happened since we adjourned on Thurs-
day. Whatever the parties making up this
House may think of the Financial Agree-
ment. T am sure thev all acquiesce in the
view that we must do what we think is
right by the State, There has been some
misunderstanding. Apparently amongst
persons outside Western Australia there is
some feeling about the Financial Agreement
as it relates to this State. T wns surprised
to Gnd in yesterday's paper a telegram from
Mr. Bruce to Siv William Lathlain, not to
the Premier. The newspaper report is as
follows:—

The Melbourne press reports that Sir James
Mitchell moved certnin amendments to the
Financial Agreement in the Legislative As-

semhly in Perth, and that these were de-
feated. As some other amendments may he

[{ASSEMBLY.]

moved in the Legislative Couneil it is essontial
that you should make it clear that the carry-
ing of any of the amendments altering the
agreement would nullify the agrecment, and,
to all intents and purposes, be cguivalent to
a rejection by the Couneil.

Many members ot this House considered
that the amendment I moved on Thursday
shonld have been passed. It had to do with
the distribution of the £7,584,000 that the
Commonwealth have agreed to set aside for
the States. The hasis for that distribution
is the population as it was in 1926. On
that basis Vietorin and New South Wales
will receive a little over £5,000,000, and the
other four States between them will receive
the remaining £2,500,000. T should have
heen wanting in my duty if T had not moved
the amendment T submitted. Tt has heen
contended that the population of all ihe
States is increasing at about the same ratio.
namely, 2 per cent., It cannoft be shown
that it ever has been so in any year in the
history of the Commonwealth. My amend-
ment merely provided that the distribution
should he on the per capita basis., Tt did
not mean that the Commonwealth Govern-
went would eontribute one penny more than
they are willing to contribute. Tt did mean
that the States receiving an increase in
population would receive an increased share
of that sum in proportion to that increase.
One ean veadily understand that to Tasmania
this agreement would be acceptable, as it
would probably be to South Australia. We
know it is aceeptable to Victoria and New
South Wales, because those States are guar-
nnfeed a very substantial sum for 58 years
ANl T asked was that we should have an
equal division on the hasis of equal payment.
That is all. The money the Commonwealth
propose to give uws is contributed by the
people. Were it otherwise, we should have
no right to lock a gift horse in the mouth.
But this is not a gift horse. It is merely
an amount collected in addition to the re-
quirements of the Federnl Government, col-
leeted from year to year in order that it
may be returned to the States. We ought
to remember, the Tederal Houses should
remember, and everyone in Australia shoubd
remember, that this is the position. The
people of the States are merely having rve-
turned to them the sums that they first mnst
contribute. The Premier said he had tried
to secure a distribution on the population
hasis. T have no doubt he did, and that
he said this at a meeting of Premiers,
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but Victoria objected, and it was ruled out.
If we take the population in 1900
s against that in 1926 we find
that Vietoria bad increased 43 per cent.,
while over the same period the population
of Western Australia had inereased 110 per
cent.  Victorin is a rich country growing
ticher every day. The trade of Western
Australia will for many years to come make
Victoria richer year by year. We all hope
to see the day when Melbourne will do for
Australia what London does for the Empire.
Melbourne will be to Australia what London
15 fo the Empire, We ghall welcome the
day when Vietorin is big enough to do all
the business that is required to be done.
Vietoria, and Melbourne in particular, have
more to gain by the prosperity of Australia,
than any other spot in the Commonwealth,
Sydney notwithstanding. Melbourne can
well afford to be generous. We, however,
cunnot afford to take any risks. We know
that the Treasuver is faced with the necessity
for paying out large sums in the develop-
ment of the State, and in giving increased
services eonsequent upon that development,
and we also know that there is a
Iimit to the amount of direet taxa-
tion that ean be ecollected within the
State. I merely desive to point out that
we are asking that we should have re-
turned to us an equal division of the sums
we have given out on the basis of equal
payment. These words are suggested to me
by the Corn Law Rhymer, who, in defining
a Socialist, said he was—

What is a Socialist? One who has yearniugs
TFor equal division of uncqual carnings.

Tdler, or bungier, or hath, he is willing

To fork out his penny and poeket your shilling.

I' do not say that these words can be applied
to this agreement, bnt they do suggest to me
that we ought to have an equal division on
the basis of equal pay. That is all we are
asking for, and it is what we are eatitled
to get. The Premier has submitted the
agreement to this Honse, and the House
must stand by the divisians whiech have
heen taken. In round figures, the popu-
lation of the Commonwealth is six millions,
0Of the Tederal revenue, 72 per cent. comes
from indivect taxation. All the people
contribute that 72 per cent., without ex-
ception. The latest baby born and every-
one is responsible. Only 28 per cent., how-
ever, of this revenue is collected from

direet taxation. In Great Britain, the
percentage of direet taxation is 82, and. of
indirect taxation it is 18, [ make thiy
expianation this afternoon because 1 think
we are fully justified in asking for a
proper division of the money. We are not
asking for one penny more than the
£7,580,000, but we are asking that it
should be distribnted on n fair basis be-
{ween the States, It is unthinkable that
our State will not inerease in population
more rapidly than any other State, with
the exception, perhaps, of Queensland. If
il does uot inerease, and Queensland does
not increase very considerably in popu-
lation in order to produce more customers
lor Melbourne and the manufacturing ecn-
tres in Australin, I do not know what will
happen to them. 'lhey certainly will not be
able te maintain their present population.
But we shall inerease our population, for
the good of Australia as a whole and pae-
ticnlarly for the good of the manufactur-
ing States. Now let us turn to Mr. Bruce’s
statemient about the agreement. He says
that it must not be altered, and that to alter
it will nullify it. That is not the position
as [ see it, and it is not the position as he
himself provides in the referendum to be
submitted to the people. He there says that
any such agreement may be varied or res-
cinded by the parties thereto. If may be
varied, The reference fo the people will
provide for variation of the agreement, In
fact, recently the Premiers of the States,
with the exeeption of the Premier of West-
ern Australia, met in New South Wales and
sought an amendment of the provision
which sets up the sinking fund trust. An-
ather statement has appeared on that subject,
and it is a statement with which the Premier
could, I think, hardly have been pleased if
he saw it. I wonder whether the hon. gentle-
man will take any action in regard to it be-
fore we send the Bill to another place. Re-
ferring to the sinking fund he ought to have
a satisfactory answer. There is the state-
ment made by Senator MeLachlan and pub-
lished in the Press under the heading ‘A
Burglar-proof Sinking Fund.” The sinking
fund of Western Anstralia, ever since the
days it was a Crown colony, has been vested.
in trustees in London. They hold the sink-
ing fund.

The Premier: The Senator was speaking
from Sounth Australian experience.
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Hon. 818 JFAMES MITCHELL: But
he was speaking in Western Australia, and
one can only apply what he says to West-
ern Australia.

The Premier: Speaking in Western Aus-
tralia, but on the basis of South Australian
experience.

Hon., SIR JAMES MITCHELL: Any-
how, we have nine millions sterling in our
sinking fund in J.ondon, and I did think
it was burglar-proof. If any sinking fund
is, certainly ours is. I believe it to be the
only Australian sinking fund held by trus-
tees; cerlainly it is the only sinking fund
of any magnitude held by trustces in Lon-
don. South Australia began to accumulate
a sinking fund, but, like the Commonwealth
used its surplus to meet unforeseen happen-
ings. In any case, our sinking fund is
firmiy tied up, and it will not be any more
firmly tied up when it is in the hands of
the proposed Natiomal Debt Commission.
Indeed, it would not then be so firmly tied
up, because the National Debt Commissioners
would be subjeet to the Federal Government
or the Federal Parliament.

The Premier: It will be no more burglar-
proof under those econditions than it has
been in the past.

Hon. SIR JAMES MITCHELL: No;
not so far ns this Stabe is econcerned.

The Premier: But as regards other
States the position will be different.

Hon. SIR JAMES MITCIIELL: We

have been perteetly honest about our zink-
ing fund, and have kept it going as pre-
seribed by the Loan and Inscribed Stock
Act, and not ouly by contributions from
revenue but by the pledging of State assets
as provided by the Aet. For 22 years out
of the 28 since Federation we have had de-
fieits, but we have kept faith. Therefore I
consider that such a statement as Senator
MeLachlan’s should not be made. There is
no question of the vew fund being a better
fund.

The Premicr: T do not think it was a
very tactful remark.

Hon. SIR JAMES MITCHELL: In
future, the Senator says, the sinking fund
will be harglar-proof. Huch a statement
ought not, I consider, to go ount to the
people of Western Awstralia without con-
tradiction or eorrcetion. Not for a single
moment have we broken faith with regard
to our sinking fund, during all the years
we have had a sinking fund. We have al-
ways scrupulonsly obeved the letter of the
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inw dealing with the malter, When we do
eontribute to the sinking fund it is proposed
to set up, the contributions will be under
the control of the proposed National Debt
Commissioners, and ne doubt the amount
will be invested by them in Australia al-
though the loans have been raised in London.
The Senater, naturally, advocates aeccept~
ance of the agreement., The agreement
suits South Australia, especially having
regard to the relative increases of popu-
lation. We should do well to remem-
ber thet our rvat: of interesi is =zhout
10s. 4d. per cent. better on the average
than the interest paid by South Australia
on its £81,000,000 of deht. It follows that
onr sinking fund must be a very real and
proper thing, or we could not have done so
much better than Sonth Australia. As re-
gards the Financial Agreement, what is good
for South Australia may he, and in fact will
be, bad for this State. I am sorry Mr.
Bruce thought it necessary to wire as he
did, and I am sorry that the report on
which he based bis telegram was incorrect.
The House will remember that only one
amendment to the Finaneial Agreement was
considered. Several smendments were at-
tempted in connection with other parts of
the Bill, but they had no bearing on this
particular phase, We were perfectly right
in attempting to alter the agreement. No
one con eontend that the rough and ready
method adopted for the distribution of
the proposed payment by the Common-
wealth, on the basis of the popula-
tion of 1926, is fair. Before the 58 years
arc over we shall, on that basis, be paying
more than we are receiving. In opposing
the Finaneiol Agreement we have done our
duty by the State as we have seen it. Prob-
ably we are as well able to judge what is
right for Western Australin as anybody
else, and certainly we are as well able as
anvone in the Commonwealth, including the
Prime Minister. We know what is ahead
of us a pood deal better than outsiders can
possibly do. We know best how our popu-
lation ig likely to increase and what our
finapeial responsibilitics are likely to be.
We should he wanting in our duty to the
State if we ealmly sat bere and said, “Let
the acrcement go through; if the Federal
Parlinment want the agréement, let them
have it whether it is zood For us or bad for
us, whether it is fair or unfair® Whilst we
can applaud the proposed Federal payment
of seven millions odd to the States since the
per capita payments have been abolished,
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there is no reason why we should not ques-
tion the method of distribution when we
believe it to be unfair to this State. We
bave disenssed the agreement for many days,
giving it the closest attention. Probably
{he member for East Perth (Mr. Kennecally)
will be disappointed when I say that I have
considered it from the point of view of my
own State rather than as an ardent Feder-
alist and unificationist. We have treated the
subject with the consideration it deserves,
and I think it will be agreed that the whole
question has been diseussed without party
feeling or party bias. I have noticed, how-
ever, that those who are opposed to us, with
the exception of the Premier—the hon. gen-
tleman put up his case, of course—have
adopted the method of abusing all that we
bad to say against the Financial Agreement.
1 do not think any one of them put up an
argument in favour of the agreement, with
the exception of the Premier.

Mr. Panton: No one abused you very
mnuch.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It was
really misrepresentation of what we said in
opposition to the agreement, by those who
support the agreement. However, in the
words of Kipling, I ean bear to hear the
truth T have spoken dealt with in the way
it has been in some quarters. Like the Pre-
mier, T naturally regret that the per capita
payments have been cancelled; and I realise,
with him, that to earry on by direct taxation
ig almost impossible for this State. I realise
that there are some featnres of the Finan-
cial Agreement which we ean approve, while
whole-heartedly disapproving others and
strennously opposing them.

HON. W. D, JOHNSON (Guildford)
[4.58]: The Premier, in introducing and
supporting the agreement, bas spoken well
with regard to matters upon which be
touched; but what ke has left unsaid would,
in my opinion, eover many more pages of
“Hansard.” I regret that in his reply some
of the points raised during the second read-
ing debate were not touched on by the hon.
gentleman, because I am really coneerned
with regard to questions which I emphasised,
and which T desire to emphasise again as we
bave no further information with regard to
them. T believe this agreement will in due
course exercise a depressing effect upon
Western Australin. T am prepared to admit
that the immediate advantages it offers the
State are enormous. Under the agreement
we shall be flush of money for a while, and
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during the centenary year we shall be able
to have a good boliday; Dbut the day will
come when this State will fee] the bad effects
of the agreement, and my concern, as I view
the matter, is that we shall be feeling them
just at that period when we are proceeding
with our further schemes of land settlement.
It is then this State will have a hard struggle
to meet its responsibilities from a revenue
point of view. I refer more particularly to
the Government’s policy, which I support
whole-heartedly, of endeavouring to open up
and settle that large traet of country known
as the outer fringe of the eastern wheat belt;
or, in other words, the 3,000 farms scheme.
Anyone who is associated with the develop-
ment of the eastern wheat belt must appre-
ciate the enormous finaneial responsibilities
and the great anxiety involved to this State
in the various stages of development of the
belt. We have to anticipate that the position
further east will prove much more anxious
than the development of the wheat belt so
far. We cannot expect to get awny from
that. It is true that we have made progress
in agrienltural knowledge. I will admit that
we have row better types of wheat and know
better how to grow them. We have more
knowledge of the kind of manures that are
required, the quantities to be used, and much
more information of that deseription. (v
ing all that in, however, I consider that ang-
one who participates in developing that
tract of country wmnst antieipate a very
sirenuous time for yenrs to come. I believe
that we will be at the beight of our troubles
regarding the development of that part of
the State in ten or twelve years hence. Ii
will be just at that stage that we will begin
to experience a loss of revenue, compared
with what we would have reeeived had the
per capita payments of 25s. been continued ;
it will be then that the Commonwealth will
commence to gain an advantage under the
agreecment a3 compared with what would
have been paid had the per capita arrange-
ment continued. In other words, the time
that we shall begin to feel the strain with
regard to that extensive developmental
scheme, will be just the time when the Com-
monwealth will start to get results, and we
will have to carry an increased burden. I
have pointed out, and I will repeat it again,
that we will be involved in very large loan
expenditnrs in the country on the eastern
fringe of present-day settlement. The rail-
ways to be econstrueted will be extensive;
water supplies will be greater than we have
had to cope with in other parts. It will be
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borne in mind that the eastern wheat belt
was favourably situnted owing to the exist-
ence of the Goldfields Water Supply Scheme.
‘With the advantage of that scheme, we have
been able to meet the requirements of a
large aren that was developed very fast, and
we shall find it of assistunce in developing
the remainder of the areas within the scope
of possible supplies from that source. That
will not apply to any great extent, although
it will to a limited portion, of the area to
which T have referred. The fact remains,
however, that we will have a very Jurge area
where we will have to depend upon loeal
conservation of water supplies, and tbat will
entail heavy expenditure. Then again, ex-
penditure on roads will have to be faced and
as settlement expands, we shall have to be
responsible for the provision of educational
facilities and for the provision of other re-
quirements associated with new settlements
and expansion throughout the agricultural
areas. Again, we have large sums of money
advanced to settlers through the activities of
the Agricultural Bank. I do not know how
the funds of that institution will be affected
under the Financial Agreement. The Pre-
mier stated that he had been assured that
the Agricultural Bank funds would not be
affected by the agreement. Personally, I
cannot see how, from my reading of the
agreement, that ¢an be so. If we have to
raise money for that institution, it must be
loan money and unless we elect to establish
the bank on a totally different administrative
basis, then, in my opinion, the operations of
the bank will have to be brought within the
seope of the agreement, and the raising of
funds will be subject to the Loan Council.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : It certainly will
be subjeect to the Loan Council in regard to
all new eapital.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Yes. Therefore
I believe that just at that period when we
shall have the greater burden to carry, some
provision should be inserted in the agree-
ment-—it is too late to do it now, but it is
well to pat this point on record—to the effect
that the conditions as proposed in the 1926
agreement should be associated with the pre-
sent Financial Apreement. In the 1926
agreemenf it was proposed that the per
eapita basis should be abolished and that in
return, the Commonwealth should withdraw
from certain direct taxzation, leaving that
taxation to be re-imposed by the States. By
that means the States were to be recouped
by the amount that would have heen received
under the per eapita payment system. Thus
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the position would have been equalised. At
that time the Federal Government asserted
that the States wonld actually have received
an advantage. In that year, it was suggested
that the Commonwealth in the terms of the
proposed agreement, would surrender the
land tax, estate duties, the entertaninments
tax, and 40 per cent. of the income tax on
individuals. It was suggested by Dr. Earle
Page, when dealing with the proposal to
surrender those avenues of taxation here,
that it wonld mean for Western Australia
a sum of £375,852 per annum, and the idea
was that we would svail ourselves of the
opportunity to inerease our taxation so as
to absorb that amount of money, which had
been left in the State through the Federal
Government evacuating that field of taxation.
Then there was an adjusting grant of
£152,000 and the special grant of £450,000,
which it was proposed to continne. Com-
paring the fands available on that basis
with the per capita payment of 2bs., it was
estimated that the State would reap an ad-
vantage at that time of £413,164. That is
the point I desire to make and to emphasise
again. I elaim that that was a practieal
proposition and was a financially sound one
from the Commonwealth poiut of view. That
proposition was submitted by the same Gov-
ernment who proposed the agreement now
under diseussion. They should be asked to
vacate those spheres of Federal tazation,
and I elaim the time will come when we will
have to renew our claim under that heading.
[ contend we will bave to do that, particu-
larly in view of the diffieulties that will con-
front us in ten or iwelve years time, at
which stage we will be forced to inerease
taxation to meet the ndditional responsibili-
ties to which I have referred. The point
T desire to emphasise is that the day will
come—and recognition of that faet shonld
have been disclosed in the agreement—
when the Commonwealth will have to sur-
render some of the taxation they are im-
posing, to enable Western Australia to so
adjust her taxation as to meet the inereased
obligations she will have to shoulder.

Hon. G. Taylor: They eould not make
tl.lat binding upon future Governments.

Hon. W, D. JOHNSON: This agreement
is binding, and any agreement can be madc
binding too.

Hon. G. Taylor: Even the proposal of
1926!

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That could
have been made binding in the same way
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as the Financial Agreement is to be made
binding.

Hon, G. Taylor: That would have meant
putting it in the Constitution.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Just as this
agreement i3 to be made part of the Con-
stitution.

Hon. @ Taylor: They would not do
that regarding the 1926 proposals.

Hon, W. ). JOHNSON: Then in that
event it will be for us to seek to review the
agreement. At any rate, it is a praetical
proposition, beecanse the Federal Govern-
ment themselves made the suggestion. I
do not say that that should be done straight
away, because it avould be midiculous to
suppose that anything of the kind ecould
be done just now. On the other hand, X
claim that there will be a period when our
difficulties will be increased becanse of the
operations of the Financial Agreement.
When we reach that period in 10 or 12
years time, the Federal Government should
be prepared to take into consideration the
surrendering of certain avennes of taxa-
tion to enable us to meet the position.

Hon. G. Taylor: The Leader of the
Opposition said that that would be rein-
gtated as soon as they got into power.

Hon. W. . JOHNSON: But the Leader
of the Opposition did not propose to do
anything in that way, becanse he knew that
the agreement was to be made a part of
the Constitution. Tf that ean be done in
1928, it could have been done in 1926, Of
course it eould have been done had it been
the desire of ihe Federal Government. I
am also concerned, and not at all ‘con-
vinced, with the Premier's assurance that
the loan proposals do not mean that the
details of our lean proposals must go be-
fore the Federal Loan Conncil. I am seri-
ousty coneerned in regard to that phase. If
it were the loan proposals, I could under-
stand the position, but when we have to
dea)l with loan programmes, we are getting
into deeper water and I can foresee argu-
ments in store when they get round the
table to deal with the loan requirements of
Australia. Then, again, there iz the
3,000 farms scheme, Obviously thet scheme
will depend npon the British and Common-
wealth co-operation in procuring the capital
necessary for that huge development. Ac-
cording to the statement of the Premier to-
day, he indicated that £150,000 would be
advanced and that the rest of the funds
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would be subject to nmegotiations. What I
cannot understand is how we can c¢ontinue
raising money apart from the Loan Counneil.
The agreement sets out definitely and con-
clusively that all loan raising must be snb-
Ject to the Loan Council along certain set
lines., How can we continue to negotiute
for the raising of money from the British
Government under a special agreement? I
cannot see—I have tried hard to diseover,
and T have not received any assistance by
way of explanation—how we ecan continue
to participaie in our share of the
£34,000,000 other than by negotiation with
the consent of the Loan Council, in lieu of
the State itself negotiating as in the past.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That would
cive the Loan Couneil greater powers than
are possessed by this Parliament.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That is so.
We might say ibat this ought to be, but the
Lean Council may say that it must not be.
The Leader of the Opposition may be able
to discover how we shall be able o con-
tinue to negotiate for the raising of funds
under the migration agreement.

Hon. Sir .James Mitcheil: At any rate,
that money would have to be taken into con-
spderation as part of the authorisations
for the wear.

Hon. W, D, JOHNSON: Then money
under that heading will have to go to the
Loan Council. That is my point. The rais-
ing, and negotiations in conmection with
the raising of the money for the develop-
ment of the 3,000-farms scheme must be re-
garded as paft znd parcel of the annual
loan authorisation and, therefore, it will
not be subject to any special arraungement
between the State, Commonwealthk and
British Governments, bnt must he subject
to the special arrangements made by the
Loan Couneil as representing Australia,
and not as representing Western Austra-
lia. We can quite understand. if that is
so, that the other States will raise objection
to any special consideration being extended
to  this State. One cannot imagine
that the people associnted with the
Loan Council will agree to special con-
sideration being given to any one
State in regard to the British money.
I am prepared to admit that we are getting
it to-day, but we are getting it as direet
negotiators. We nre aproaching the sub-
ject of dominion development with a great
denl more enthusiasm and with greater
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possibilities than are evident in otber parts
of Australia, While we can view that to-
day free from any interference by the Fed-
eral people, we have to bear in mind that
all our futire development will be subject
to the consideration of the Loan Counecil,
and as such the whole business ceases tv
be the advantage from the State point of
view that it is under existing conditions.
1 take it that the money we have raised
under the migration agreement for groop
gettlement is included in the £61,000,000.
If that is ineluded in our loan indebted-
ness, as I claim it must be, all other loans
raised under the agreement will become
part and parcel of our loan indebtedness.
We have, therefore, to anticipate that the
total loan raisings of the States will in-
clude all their requirements from every
point of view., We must not forget there
will be an enormons burden cast upon
Western Australia, and that we shall be
unable to place her speeial difficulties be-
fore the British Government in the way
we are doing at the moment. Everything
must be done through the Loan Counecil.

Mr. North: Surely the Loan Couneil
would not objeet to our getting cheap
money.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: The Loan
Council might objeet to any one State re-
ceiving speeial consideration. TUnder the
agreement we are expected to pool all
loans raised. I do not think it is goiny
to be all smooth sailing when it comes to
the submission of the requivewents of the
various States. The States may submit
special propositions, hnt, unless these are
equally advantageous to the other parts of
Australia, T imagine there will be some
arguments around the table, and these
argaments can be determined by a major-
ity vote, to whose deeisions we must
bow, We have {o take a big responsi-
hility for our group settlement. We ave
not out of the wood over that by a long
way. We still have to earry a big
interest bill becanse of that expenditure.
We also have to contribute our share of the
sinking fund. We arc now coming on to
the 3,000 farm scheme I have referred to.
Tn addition to that, we have to develop our
North-West. I have been disappointed for
years past that a greater effort has not been
made to develop that wonderful belt of
pastoral and tropical country. BSo far as
T ean he, I have been enthusiastie coneern-
ing the great possibilities of that part of
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the State. Government after Goverument
have found themselves unable to cope with
the demand for the loan expenditure re-
quired in developing that part of the State.
We must appreciate the faet that sll this
financial responsibility from the loan point
of view must fall upon Western Australia
during the next few years. We have to bear
the burden of the groups, and now we have
the 3,000 farms seheme touched upon by the
payment of the first instalment of £150,000.
We also have the elamour for a more vigor-
ous development of the North-West. Our
loan submissions to the Loan Council will,
therefore, be very extensive indeed, so ex-
tensive that, in my opinion, the passing of
this agreement will finally determine the
Fature of the North-West. I believe that
within a short time arguments will be ad-
vanced, after this agreement jis finalised, to
show that it is impossible for Western Aus-
tralia to retain that helt of country north
of the 26th parallel, and that it is a respon-
sibility that must be accepted by sore ofher
body. That other bodv will be the Common-
wealth. T believe if can be taken as settled
already, when the agreement is passed, that
the future development of that part of the
State must lie in the hands of the Common-
wealth, and that it is beyond this State te
undertake it when we view the method by
which moneys will have to be raised o< a
result of the passing of the agreement. T
have viewed this document purely from the
point of view of its effeet upon Western
Australia, though not is immediate effect.
It is in 10 or 12 years' time that we shall
feel the pressure. Members may say, “Why
worry about the futnre; you may not be
hern in 10 or 12 years.” Possibly that is so,
but one has the respongibility of viewing
as far as one can the immediate future.
Whilst the immediate present looks bright,
the futnre, in my opinion, is such that I
an justified in hesitating to support an
agreement of this kind.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier—
Boulder—in reply) [5.20]: One or two
points have been raised by the memher for
Guildford to which I would like to reply.
T am afraid that he, in common with nearly
every other member who has opposed the
agreement, has kept to the old beaten track
of comparing it with the per ecapita pay-
ments. The hon. member stressed the point
that, having regard to the scheme which is
now under consideration, that known as the
3,000 farm scheme, this State will most
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likely, in the course of the next 10 or 12
years, be involved in heavy financial re-
sponsibility in order to carry that scheme
to fruition, in addition to other publie
works. He went on to say it was just at
that time the agreement would change over
and he advantageous to the Commonwealth
a3 compared with the per eapits payments,
It is for the very reason that I realise the
responsibilities, the financial needs of the
State in 10, 15 or 20 years, that I am sup-
porting this agreement. Urder this agree-
ment, this State is assnied of the equivalent
of the per capita paywents based on the
pepulation of 1926, Without this agreement
we are not assured of one shilling of the
£432,000. As the hon. member knows, the
per capita payments have heen abolished,
and nothing has been put up in place of
them. If we do net accept this agreement
we may get nothing, It is because we are
absolntely gnaranteed, no matter how Gov-
ernments may change in the Federal arena,
a share equal to an annual payment of
£432,000, that I am sopporting this agree-
ment. From now on until 15 yvears hence,
and 38 vears hence, we shall receive that
amount. For the very reason that the hon.
membeyr is opposing the agreement, I am
supporting it.

Hon. W. J. George: I wonder who is
right.

The PREMTER: I am sure I am vight.
Withont this agreement we have nobt the
slightest assuranee that we shall obtain one
penny from the Commonwealth. It is of
no use talking about per capita payments.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: They have gone.

The PREMIER: They have entirely dis-
appeared. Here is an agreement that we
have bad a say in negotizting, and under
which we are distinetly assured an annual
payment for 58 years. Surely there is
greater seeurity in taking that than there
is il we rejeet it, and trust to whatever the
Commonwealth in its generosity may offer to
us from vear to year. That is the attitude
of members opposite. Which is the better
thing to do? Here is a certainty of these
paymeats vear hy vear. We shall be get-
ting them in 10 years, in 12 years, in 15
vears, in 20 vears, and in 58 years. Whick
is the greafer security? Which will better
enable ns to meet the financial responsibili-
ties mentioned by the member for Guild-
ford? Shall we veject this agreement, and
say we will accept from year to year what-
ever dole the Commonwealth likes fo hand
ont to us?
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is not the.
position, : .

The PREMIER: The bon. member must
face the facts,

Hon. 1@. Taylor: Bul this is a dole,

The PREMIER: Without it what bave
we got? We have only what the Common-
wealth like to give us from year to year,
without any seeurity thal we shall get it
for fwo years, for any number of years,
or that we shall get any particular amount
in any year.

Hon. W. J. George: We have no security
now,

The PREMIER: The hon. memuer knows
well that if this agreement is adopted we
shall get £432,000 every year for 53 years.

Hon. W. J. George: We had an agree-
ment wnder which we were to get three-
fourths of the Customs revenue, but we never
got it.

The PREMIER: No one can say that
this is not a permenent payment for 58
years,

Hon. W. J. George: Tt is intended to re-
present a permanent payment.

The PREMIFER : Everyone who has given
a momenl's thought to this matter knows
well thal this is a permanent paymeni of
£432,000 a year, and that the payment is
secured for 538 years,

Hon. W. J. George: I do not think se.

The PREM1ER: 1 cannot help the hon.
member’s view. Tt is & fact no matter what
he says.

Hon, W. J. George: T know you helieve
it, bat T doubt it.

The PREMIER: I know it is = fact.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Why?

The PREMIER: Because it will be the
law of the land. ‘Whatever the Common-
wealth has foiled to do in the past, it has
failed to do because it was not legally
bound to do it.

Mr. Thomson: That is the point.

The PREMIER.: They have escaped from
payments which we think, and the other
States have thonght, should have been made,
beeanse there was no binding legal obliga-
tion upon the Commonwealth Government
to wake those payments.

Hon, W. J. George: They wriggled out
of them.

The PREMIER: This is different. There
will be & legal .obligation in this ease. Can
we afford Lo reject this agreement when we
have this huge territory to develop and all



216+

these financial responsibilities, not knowing
from one year to the other what we are
going to get from the Comunonwealth, or
whether we shall get anything at all? The
Federal Government ean say to us at the end
of every year, *We will give you £300,000
or £200,000, or whatever sum the financial
position of the Commonwealth at the time
may seem fit to us” They can also say,
“We will give you nothing.” Which is the
better alternative?

Hon. W, J. George: It shows what a farce
Federation is.

The PREMIER: That is getting away
from the: question. 1t is for the very
reasons 1 have set forth that I have ac-
cepted the agreement. Another point made
by the member for Guildford is in regard
to the time when the agreement will be of
advantage to the Cominonwealth. That will
be a different t{ine in different States. In
this State it will be in 15 vears time,

Hon. W. D. JoLnson: Some say it will be
in six vears, and others state different times.

The PREMIER: Anyone who has said
six vears hns expressed an opinion that is
not worthy of consideration. I have pro-
duced figures worked out by the Treasury
officinls, showing that it will be of advan-
tnge to this State for 15 years, and no
member has questioned their accuracy.

Hon, W. D). Johnson: You have to take
the aveiage from the Commonwealth point
of view.

The PREMIER: It will happen in dif-
ferent States at different periods. In some
States it will work to the benefit of the
Commonwealth in about six years, probably
that time in Queensland.

Mr. Thomson: Which has accepted the

agreenment.
The PREMIER: And it will work out
at other times in the other Slates,

according of course to their indebtedness,
which affects the (Commonweslth contribu-
iions to their sinking fund. Tn our State,
however, the period is 15 years.

Mr. Tcezdale: None of the other States
is hetter in that respect?

The PREMIER: XNo. Not one of the
other Stales poes 15 years. Most of the
other States have a less period. Queens-
tand’s pertod is six years.

Hon. Sir James Mitcheli:
tell, of course.

The PREMTER: We canuot tell exactly.
The figures ar¢ based uvon a loan pro-

No one can
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gramme of five millions a year and a 3 per
cent. incresse in our population.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: In speaking of
10 or 12 years I was taking an average be-
tween all the States.

The PREMIER: Probably ghe aver-
age for the States wounld work out at 10 or
12 years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: My point is
that we shall eventuully be eontributing far
more than we ought to.

The PREMIER: I would have no diffi-
calty myself in showing where the acree-
ment could be improved to the advantage of
the State, but we get back all the time to
the question of what is possible of achieve-
ment. The hon. member suggests that the
Commonwealth Government might have
agreed to do what they suggested in 1926;
that is to say, in 10 or 12 years, the period
benefiting the States, after which the agree-
ment would turn to the advantage of the
Commonwealth as against the States, the
Commonwealth might have agreed, that
point having been reachud, to withdraw
from certain fields of taxation. However,
I think the hon. member will realise that
it would be impossible for any Federal Gov-
ernment fo state in a binding agreement
willingness to abandon certain fields of
taxation 1% or 12 years later, without any
knowledge whatever as to what the finan-
eial needs of the Commonwealth would be at
that time.

Hon. W. D, Johnson: Did not the Com-
monwealth propeose that in 19267

The PREMIER: Yes, beeause the Com-
monwealth Government then knew what
their financial position was for the vear.
They had decided to abolish the per :apita
payments, and by way of balancing the
gain to the Commonwealth they said. “We
will withdraw from certain fields of tnxa-
tion this year.” They were in a position to
make that offer because they knew exactly
what their firancial position was that vear.
But they did not guaraniee to extend the
proposed withdrawal to the next year or
the year after. They gave no guarantee to
remain out of those fields of taxation ex-
cept for the one year. They were in a posi-
tion to know what they could do financially
that year, but did not propose to bind them-
selves for the next year or the yvear there-
after. How could any Government under-
take to bind themselves to the giving up of
fields of taxation 10 years hence? How



[26 June, 1928.]

eould any Government state what their
needs would be in the matter of taxation 10
years hence?

My, Stubbs: Is there anyvthing to pre-
vent the Commonwealth Government from
doubling the presant taxation?

The PREMIER: Of course not. There
is mothing to prevent them from trebling if.
What the Commonwealth Government do
regarding taxation has nothing to do with
the Finaneial Agreement. Would any Gov-
ernment, State or Commonwealth, with any
sense of responsibility whatever, handeuft
themselves with regard to what they should
do in the matter of taxation 10 or 15 yvears
hence?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Fignres would en-
able them to arrive at a ealeulation as o
how it eould be done. Just as your figures
work out at 15 years, theirs conld be ar-
rived at on the basis of 10 years.

The PREMIER: No. Is ibere any
member of this House who ean say what
our needs in the way of taxation will be 10
years hence?

Hon. W. D, Johnson:
fested.

The PREMIER: That is what the hon.
member suggested.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: You misunder-
stood me. 1 suggested that a formula could
be arrived at to show just where the Com-
monwealth gains by this agreement, and at
that point the Commonwealth could review
taxation.

The PREMIER: I have no doubt that
if we asked the Commonwealth Government
to review taxation as suggested, they would
put that in the agreement; but it wonld
not bind them in any way. They might re-
view taxation by way of inerease. Hon.
members will admit that no Ministry,
under our system of responsible govern-
ment, conld tie itself as to what it might
do in the matter of taxation during the
vears that lic ahead. Therefore it is im-
possible to ask the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment to commit themselves to a with-
drawal from taxation. After all, the taxa-
tion that any Government, State or Fed-
eral, levy upon citizens is controlled by the
clectors. At the forthecoming Federal
election the Commonwenlth eleetors will
have the power to effeet a redumetion in
taxation.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Whom would
you vote for if you wanted it?

That is not sug-
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The PREMIER: At all times Govern-
ments are subjeet to periodical control;
that is, by elections. They are subject to
that control in regard to what they do in
the way of taxation. How could a Gov-
ernment to-day tie their hands in respect
of something oceuring 12 years hence and
nccessitating an  inerease of taxation?

‘Suppose the eleetors of the Commonwealth

were thoroughly alive to the need for an
in¢rease of taxation, would the Govern-
ment then have to deny the expression of
the will -of the people because of some-
thing agreed to 12 years previously? Could
any Government tie themselves np by an
agreement whiclh would preclude them from
giving effect to the will of the people in
future?

Hon. W. J, George: Sufficient for the
dny is the taxation thereof.

The PREMIER: TFrom that aspect [
consider it absolutely impossible to ask
any Government to tie themselves up. Now
as to the other point raised by the member
for Guildford (Hon. W, D, Johnson), re-
garding funds needed for development.
Let us take the 3,000 farms scheme, which
will involve the State in the expendi-
ture of large sums of money. 8o far as
migration money is available for that
scheme, that is to say so far as the Com-
monwealth Government and the British
Government come into that scheme, the
cheap money for railway construetion or
water supplies or roads, migration money
as one may ecall it for the sake of
brevity, has mnothing whatever to do
with the Loan Couneil and will not
eome within the purview of that coumeil.
Suppose the Commonwealth wnd British
Governments should approve of an ex-
penditure .of £5,000,000, we will say for the
sake of argument, in connection with the
scheme, that sum would not be included
in our loan programme at all, and would
not come before the Loan Council in any
way, for the reason that the migration
agreement confains a provision whereby the
Comimonwealth finds all the money re-
quired. Therefore, it is not State borrow-
ing, and will not come into our annual
loan programme,.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Shall we be sub-
ject to sinking fund econtributions in re-
spect of that as a State?

The PREMIER: Yes. It i3 o State
debt, but the Commonwealth finds the money.
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Instend of my submitting 1t as jueluded
in our annnal loan programme, the Com-
monwealth finds the money,

- Hon. W. D. Johnson: And then it be-
comes our State debf, and on it we shall re-
ceive the 5s. per cent, and pay the 5s. per
cent. ¥

The PREMIER: It is a State debt, the
Commonwealth finding the money. Insofat
as we spend such money on the new scheme
outside migration, the expenditure will not
be cheap money. The cheap money will be
available, as I have said, for expendifure
on railways, water supplies, roads, and
other public purposes, However, the scheme
will involve Agricultural Bank funds and
other expenditure which will not come in onr
annual loan programme. All migration
money will be outside the Financial Agree-
ment altogether.

Hon, W, D. Johnson: One could never
gather that from the Financial Agreement.

The PREMIER: No, beeause the matter
is provided for in the migration agreement,
In order to obtain that information one
would have to read the migration agreement
which this State has signed with the Com-
monwealth and British Govermments.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: But all the
States have the same right in that respeet.

The PREMIER: Certainly they have. I
am still eonvinced, having regard to the
position in which we shall be left without
some agreement, that it is essential for the
security of the State for us to have some
binding agreement with the Commonwealth,
g0 that we may not be left at the
whim of any Federal Government from
year to year fo cut off financial supplies,
as it were.” Tt is essential that this Stafe
should have some binding agreement which
will give stability to our finances and
enable us to know, down the years ahead,
where we are. The next question is whether
it is reasonably possible for us to get a
better agreement.

Hon. G. Taylor: I believe it is.

The PREMIER: If the hon. member
thinks that, he is entitled to vote againgt
the agreement; and so is any other hon.
member who holds that opinion. Personally
I believe that having regard to the faet
published in this morning’s newspaper, that
the Commonwealth Government are in a dif-
ferent position from that which they held
12 months ago, when the agreement was
drawn up, we should accept the agreement.
At that time the Commonwealth Government
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had a surplus of £2,000,000, and they had
bad surpluses for some years., This year the
position is changed, there being a Federal
deficit of £3,000,000, Having regard to the
fact that the Commonwealth is faced with
a deficit, and having regard to the fact
that 12 Houses out of 13 have adopted the
agreement, I do not think this State wounld
be justified in standing ouf in the hope of
getting a better agreement.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to
the Conneil.

ADJOURNMENT—SFECIAL.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier—
Boulder) [5.44]: T move—

That the House at its rising adjourn until
Tuesday, the 3rd Tuly.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 545 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30

p.n., and read prayers.

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY, PRESENTATION.

The PRESIDENT: I desire to inform
hon. members that in accordance with their
resolntion I presented fo His Excellency the
Deputy Governor the - Address-in-reply
passed by this Hounse, and received from him
the following acknowledgment:—

Mr. DPresident and hon. members of the
Legislative Council, T thank you for your ex-
pressions of loyalty to His Most Gracions
Majesty the King, and for your Address-in-
rep]y to the Speech with which I opened Par-
liament. (Sgd.) R. F. McMillan, Deputy Gov-
ernor.



