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QUESTION-POLICE, POINT DUTY.
lion. Sir EDWIARD WITTENOOM asked

the honorary Minister: 1, How many polcee
officeers are engaged on point duty, regulat-
ing the traffic of the City of Perth and sub-
urbs? 2, What is the cost to the Police Do-
partment 3, Is it the intention of the Com-
mnissioner of Police to continue employing
such anl exceptionally well-trained and ef-
ficient body of iin onl point and traffic duty
instead of utilising themu in protecting the
public from the lawless. mnembers of the coin-
miunity? 4, Could not lamie returned soldiers
carry out the point duties?!

The HO0NORARY MI1NISTER. replied: 1,
T'en. 2, £:3,280 per annum. 3, Yes. 4, No.

QUESTION-RAILWAYS, WOMEN AS
DRIVERS.

Hon. Sir EDWAR]) WITTENOOM asked
the Honorary Mlinister: Is there any truth
inl the report that it is the intention of the
Coinuissioner of R~ailways to permit women,
as well as mcii, to drive locomiotives on the
C overninent railways?

The HONOR3ARY MINISTER3 replied:
No.

House adjoifrned a! :7.39 p.m.

Tuesday, 10th August, 1926.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair tt 4.30
phi., and read prayers.

MOTION-FINANCIAL RELATIONS,
COMMONWEALTH AND STATES.

Standing Orders Suspension.
THE PREIER (Hon. P. Collier-

Boulder) (4.361: I niove-
That so muchi of the Standing Orders be sus-

piended as is necessary to ehiable 'Notice of
Motion No. 7, dealing with the financial rei-

tioas betweenl the Commnonwealth and the
States, to be taken into consideration f1orth-
With.

Mr. SPEAKR: 1 may point out that
this motion requires an absolute majority
of the H1ouse to carry it.

MR. THOMSON (Kalanning) (4.37]
Before agreeing to the suspension of the
Standing Orders, I would like to have anl
assurance fronm the Premier that it is not
his intention to go right through the
subject and dispose of it at this sit-
ting. The matter is of great importance,
hut in view of the fact that the Common-
wealth Bill. has been adjourned for a period
of 12 mionths I see no urgent necessity for
the suspension of our Standingr Orders. If
the Premier, after hie has put his ease, :'S
ready to grant to either the Lea 'der of the
Opposition or myself the adjournment of
the debate, 1, shall have iio objection to
offer to the suspension of the Standing
Orders.

ffon. Sir James Mitchell : .t amn ready to
go on.

THE PREMIER [4.39] : The late of the
motion is not a mantter w-hich 1. can del e.-
inine. Once mnovedi, the motion will lio inl
the hands of the I-ouse, and what, will he
clone then it is not wi thin mny province [o
sax'. I mia;' ad~d, however, liar it was iny
per-sonal desire and intention to lprocee1
wiith the matter to a conclusion at this
sitt'ig. I ave no wvish, oif course, to in-
convenience any memvber.

.Hr. Thomson: Our conference is sitting,
and we have not very much time to spare.
Moreover, the subject is of great import-
ance.

The PREM tER: The conference started
olyb to-dayv. When I nade nix- annou nce-
inent last Thursday, I was under the un-
Ipressinn that mx'v proposal would Suit the
convenience of members.

MR. E. B. JOHNSTON (Williams-
'Xroin) ff414]: Iu the circumnstances I
nint pposeth motion. Il( usini

most imiportanit, and the (Jovoenlt hanvec
supplied a miass of information. If the
Ilotion is disposed of at one sittingl, we
shall not have an opportunity of looking upl
and quotig other figures which can he
adduced in reply to those which the Pre-
miner is ahont to bring forward. TI the
mnotion camie onl in the ordinarlY Way. it
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would probably be adjourned at the in-
stance of the Opposition Leaaer after the
Premier had moved it. I certainly consider
that a question of this magnitude should
not be carried to a conclusion at one sitting.
Persionally 1 fail to see any need for the
suspension of the Standing Orders, in view
of the fact that the Federal Government
arc not desirous of putting their financial
proposals into operation for another 12
months. On the other hand, we are also
aware that the Federal Treasurer is leaving-
Melbourne for Western Australia next
week, and that he will come here prepared]
to give the people of this State a great deal
of information regard ing various proposalsi
of the Bruce-Page Government. In my
opinion it is not right that the House should
be asked to deal with such a question as
this at one sitting when we know that the
Federal Treasurer is on his way to West-
era Australia and may throw quite a differ-
ent light on the proposal.

The Minister for Mines: It has been dis-
cussed for weeks and weeks.

Mr. B. B. JOHNSTON: Yes, and it Is
not to come into operation for 12 months.
We have a year iii which to consider the
matter, and it is most unusual to take
business of this kind before the Address-in-
reply debate has been concluded.

The Mlinister for Works: I think you
want instructions from your conference.

Mr. 'E. B. -JOHNSTON: If the Federal
Government were going right ahead with
the proposal now, seeking to bring it into
effect immediately, I Could understand that
the Standing Orders, should be suspended
in order that we migaht deal with the sub-
ject at once:- but as all the proposals of
the Federal Government relating to the per
capita payments have been adjourned for
12 months I fail to see any reason why the
usual rules of debate reqgarding a subject of
this kind should be suspended. I consider
that the Government will be actinz wisely
if, after the motion has been moved to-day,
they allow it to go on the -Notice Paper
and be dealt with in the ordinary way.
After the Premier has delivered his inter-
esting7 illuminative, anti no doubt carefuilly
prepared address, I want time to consider
it. We should not he asked to decide
straight away on a Cabinet-prepared state-
ment. We do not know even that the

matter will be revived by the Federal (Clov
erment after 12 months. It way be
shelved indefinitely then. Yet we are asked
to suspend everything, hear the Prcmierfs
speech, and decide immediately.

HON. SIR JAMES MI1TCHELL (Nor-
thorn) 14.44]: I think it necessary that this
matter should be ventilated as soon as pos-
sible. Of all the matters which have comne
tinder public notice inring the past 12
months, this has given me as a member of
the House the most concern. I have never
been so troubled by any proposal. The rea-
son is that this proposal is so vital to West-
ern Australia. Feeling concerned, I took
sonic pains and spent some consider-
able time delving into the matter. The
proposal itself is simple; we are to lose the
25s. per capita payment, and what we are to
get in return is somewhat uncertain. I do
not think it is difficult for any member who
has had experienace of finance, to deal with
the matter to-day.

Mr. Thomson: We have just had these
fgures put on the Table now. I have only

just received them.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : The
figures have a bearing on the case, hut they
are not important to the ease. It is just a
question of principle. I Suggested to the
Premier that the matter should he ventilated
as spedily as possible. I asked him to ar-
range for that, and accordingly he gave
notice on Thursday. Of course I have
nothing to do with the conduct of the de-
bate, as to whether the discussion be ad-
journed 5 not adjourned. However, I did
make that suggestion to the Premier. Had
I known that members desired time to pre-
pare their case, I might not have made the
suggestion. I assumed, however, that every-
lbodr-y was wore or less prepared to deal with
the subject. I fear I am to blame somewhat
for the discussion which is taking place. At
any rate, I think we should Lave some views
expressed to-(lay on the main question.

Question put, and a division taken with
the following reslt:-

Ayes .. . .37

Noes .. . . 5

Majority for 32
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Mr, Angelo
Mr. Angwin
Mr. Chesson
'Itr. Clydesdale
Mr. Collier
Mr. Corboy
Mr. Coverisy
Mr. Cunninghamo
Mr. Davy
Itr. Dlenton
Mr. Heron
Miss Holman
M 1r. Hughes
Mr. Kennedy
Mr. Lambert
Mr, Lamond
Mr. Latham
Mr. Lutey
Mr, Mann

Mr1 Thomson
Mlr. C. P. Wansbrough

(Teller ,j

Mr.fx SPEAKER: As there is an absolute
majority, I declare the question resolved in
the affirmiative.

Question (Standing Orders suslwinsion)
thus passed.

Financial relations, Commoon wealth end
Stages.

THE PREMIER (H~on. P. Collier-
Boulder) [5.50]: I move-

That this House is of the opinion that there
Should be no departore fromt the basis upon
whicht the financial relations of the Common-
wealth and States4 have rested without thc full-
est consideration at a constitutional ssion of
the Federal Parliament and the approval of
the people by referendum; and that no finan-
ciall scheme should be as-sented to by the States
which dones not provide for their receiving from
the (Commonwealth Government an annulal p1ity-
meat Of not less than 25sg. per head of popu-
lation.

I need not assure the House. nor yet the
people of the country, that there is no de-
sire to unduly press on with this motion.
T was tinder the impression on Thursday
trening last when I announced that a request
would he made to suspen . the Standingz
Orders this afternoon, that no member from
any part of the House demurred.

'-%r. Thomson: We were not consniltcA4.
'Yo re knew an ything about it. The ar-
ra-igemenit was purely' one between you and
the Leader of the Opposition.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is not so-
The PREMIIER: Tine hon. member was

present when T mentioned the matter on
1'hursdav.

N1r, Marshall
.%Ar, McCallum
Mr. Millington
Sir James Mitchell
MAtr. North
M1r. Panton
Mr, Richardson

r.Sampson
" r, Siseman
" r, J. H. Smith
Mh% Stubbs
Air. Taylor
Mr. Teadale
Mr. Troy
M r. A. Wanabrough
M r. Wilicoek
INIr, Withers
Mr, Wilson

Air. Thomnson: I was present.
The PREMNIER: There was no arrange-

mtent mnude with the Leader of the Opposi-
tioni. I did not discuss the matter with him,
nor had I mentioned it to him until in his
presience and that of other hion. members
onl Thursday. 1 had not mentioned it to him
from that time until now. The oniy arrange-
ment flint was made was within the hearing
and in the presence of members in the
Chamber.' Seeing that no member demurred,
I thought that it was the unanimous wish of
all the members of the Chamber that the
matter should be proceeded with.

Hon. G. Taylor: Some of us urged you
to do it.

The PREM'_AIER: It has been stated that
inasmuch as there is no intention on the part
of the Federal Governmnent to bring about
this alteration until next session, there is no
need for haste in dealing with the motion.
For my p)art. I think it is alt important that
the matter should be dealt with before the
present session of the Federal Parliament
closes. It has been the subject of debate
and very warm discussion in both Houses of
the Federal Parliament for months past. We
havt' received an intimation that that Par-
liament will rise at. the end of this -week.
While the subject is fresh in the mines of
Federal members, and in the minds of ibm'
people of Australia, it is well that the State
Parliament should give an expression of
opinion upon the question and not wait Linti!
the Federal session has closed and members
of that Parliament are scattered throughout
the Commonwealth. Several will have left
by then for other parts of the world and -will
not be likely to he so much interested or in-
fluenced by a decision of the Parliament of
this State as they would- he if the matter
were dealt with while the Federal Parlia-
ment was still silting-. Evidently the member
for Williams-Narrogin (Mr. E. B. Johnston)
is uaTLer the impression that T intend to make
an elaborate and set speech in presenting the
matter for the consideration of hon. mem-
bers. He is entirely 9wrong. It is not myv
intention to s;peak at any g reat leng-th at all.
The question of the financial relationship be-
tween the Commonwealth and the States has
been sn mucht ventilated in the Press and on
public platforms duiring recent months, that
there is; very little need to go into the subject
at g'reat leng-th.

Mr. Thomson:- It has been ventilated in
the Press all right.

The PREMIER. Yes, and all over AMis-
traliaL tno. There is very little need to stir-

NOES.

Mr. Brown
Mr. E. B. Johnsaton
Mr. Lindsay
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Vr the whole field of discussion at all, for
!re is nothing new to be Said with regard
the question. This much may be said,

)ugh, that no proposals have ever been
t forward by any Parliament in Australia
r very many years past that have aroused
eh universal opposition as has the pro-
'Sal of the Fed ral Government to discon-
wec the per capita payments to the States.
)t only has every one of the six State Gov-
tinents throughout the Commonwealth an-
iunced its hostility to the proposals, but
cry Opposition in every State House has
ine so as well. It can surely be said, there-
re, that when the Governments- and Op-
lsitions comprising the State Parliaments

Australia are in accord on any mutter,
may fairly he taken that they represent

e opinion of practically the whole of the
wole residing in the several States. The
ading newspapers, almost without excep-
wn, are opposed' to tbe Federal Govern-
ent's proposals. The only exception to this
)position has been an occasional voice cry-
g in the wilderness and that voice is usually
tat of a Federal Minister or that of one

two isolated supporters who have spoken
*defence, of the proposal. Had Common-

ealth Ministers had experience in State
arliarneats and of State finance, I venture

assert we would not have heard anything
Fthis particular proposal regarding the per

ipita payments. It is unfortunate, nut-
ithstanding what ability may be possessed
y men in the Federal Parliament. that Feil-
ral Governments-i am not speaking of the
resent Federal Government alone, but of
thee Federal Government,, as well-hanve
een comprised of men without previous ex-
erience in the respectihe State Pa rI iunen Ir.
[ad they had the benefit of such experience,

am sure that muany liroposzals that so ser-
)usly affect the people of the State would
at be brought forwvard. At the conference
f State Premiers held in Melbourne in Mlay
ist, proposals not exacetly the same as those
ow1 before us, hut ver 'y similar, were sub-
nitted. Far mny-self, I can only say that I
L&s not aware of what those proposals were
intil I reached South Australia and read1 of
hem in the newspapers there. However, the
,roposals were submitted to the Premiers
,nd we were igiven no alternative. The quie-
ion has been asked as to why we did not
,dvanece alternative proposals. Pracetically
peaking, an condition of the discussion was
hat the principle lnid down in the proposal

that the Commonwealth should evacuate the
field of direct taxation and discontinue the
per capita grants to the State, governed the
discussion of the whole question. We were
asked to scrap our system of taxation and
to inaugurate a new one within the space
of a fewv weeks. It was proposed at that.
time that the change should take place as
iromn the ensuing 30th June, the end of our
financial year. That meant that all the
State Governments had to set abo ut nuakinu_
their financial arrangenients on a new basis
for the succeeding year. The States were
asked to do that within the space of four or
five weeks, during which they had to recon-
struct their whole systemn of taxation, which
Would have been necessary because of the
changed principle that was to be applied.
What justification is there for the step that
has; been takeni NMerely, it is said, that the
principle of one Government raising- tax-
ation and another Government spending it,
leads to extravagance and, thqpcf ore, is of
itself unsound. It is argued that the Com-
monwealth should withdraw the payments
from Customs and Excise revenue and leave
the whole field of direct taxation to the State
Parliament. But at the very moment it was
argued that that principle was unsound, the
Commonwealth Government were putting
forward proposals involving many millions
of pounds for raising revenue and aillowing
the States to spend it. If the principle be
bad in regard to money raised through the
Customs. it is equally bad to raise money in
the shape of Federal taxes and hand the
mroney over to the State Governments to he
expended. So I sayv the attitude of tile Fed-
em-al Government was not consistent in rais-
ing, the poinit that the principle was, had,
when in other directions they are extending
it. But who says the principle is bad? It
was not considered bad at the inepltion of
Federation. As a matter of fact, tho-e whbo
were resp)onsible for the creation of tile Fed-
e ration did not believe the principle was
bad: in fact, it was generally held that the
interweaving of Federal and State finances
in the manner that the States should hie en-
titled to a proportion of the revenue from
Custom, and Excise was a fundamental basis
of the Federation itself. So, after 25 years
it is not sufficient for anm Governmet: i:
the 1iimeilple is now unsound1 qndl J!iil i ,.

discontinued. it isi said the States have no
moral1 right ito this money. 'But, as I hare
shown, there would have bteen no Federation
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had it niot been for the agreement that the
States should participate in the revenue
from Customns and Excise; the Federation
would never have been consunimated. but for
that agreciuctit.

Air. Richardson: That is unquestionable.
The P1122EXf: Prior to Federation tlio

receipts from Customs and Excise in the
various States were a. main source of the
revenue of 'those States, and it was well
understood that if the States were to he
deprived of any portion of their Customs
kind Excise rev-enue as the result of Federa-
tion, their main source of revenue would
be taken away from them and their finances
seriously dislocated. 'fo provide ag-ainst
that, the framers of the Coustiuition devised
a provision which said that for all time three-
fourths of the total receipts fromn Customs
and BEise should he returned to the State.

Mr. Thomson : That was niot in the Consti-
tution that wvas put into operation.

The PREMIER : I, amn Coming to that.
That wxas to have Ibeen in thle Constitution,
and it went to a vote of the people. The
pr'oision that three-fourthis of the Customs
and Excise revenue was to he returned to
the States for all time was carried by a
two to one majority in all thle States. It
e-.caped being inclttdedl in the Constitu-
tion only because the New South Wxales Go;
erment of the day, with thle late 'Mr. George
Reid as Premier, decreed that unless a cer-
Lain miiiinium majority was shown for the
p1 oposals they would niot be accepted by
New South Wales. So, althoug-h the people
of thre States by a large majority decided to
iiclude this proposed prarient for all tinie,
inl view of the fact that New South Wales
wasq not able to join forces, those who wivmm
rcst~onsible for framing the Constitution
east about for some means of inducing New
South Wales to come in. Consequently the
provision for the paymnent for all time was
wodlified to mean that three-fourths of the
Customs and Excise revenue should he paid
to the State for ten years, and thereafter uin-
til Parliament otherwise provided. That was
a concession to New South Wales; and of
course, the people, having previously ac-
cepted the larger proposal, natuirally ac-
cepted the miinor proposial, and so it went
into the Constitution. Still, tile larger pro-
nosil carlyv showed what was in the minds
of those who framed the Constitution and in
the mind- of thie whole of the people at that
time; and thie ten-year period provision was
placed in the Constitution in the belief that

succes!-xive Federal Parliaments could bt
trusted to continue to carry out the obviou
wish of the people and make those payment
for all time. At the expiration of the ten
year period we had the Surplus Reverie
Act, providing that, instead of the Common
wealth paying three-fourths of the Custom:
anld Excise revenue to the States, they shoub
pay 2.5s. per head of the population per an
imuin for another tenl years, or until the Par
liantent otherwise determined.

Mr. Thomson : Was not the 25s. pro
posal turned down by the people?

The PREMIER: Yes, but not rcessaril,
because thle people were opposed to it. IN4
do niot know what their reasons may hami
been. It may be t hat very inasny peopl.
voted ag,,ainst that proposal iii the bolie.
that 25s. was not sufficient, and in ini
hope that, later, they would be able to ex
tract a greater sumi from the Commonwealth
The question was put to the people as t
whether that 25s. provision should he eta
bodied in the Constitution, It was defeated
but we do niot know what tkia- people';
miotives were. I.t was carried in some of th(
States, but lost in others. 'Votes may havn
been cast against it because the elector!
thoughi thle amlouint wAas, not large enough
and because they- knewv that once it was fixer
in the Constitution there -would be great clif.
(ienlt 'v iii ever having it amntded, It may b(
Faid that, the ten-Yeai period having elapsed
ilie Vederal Parliament is now free to de
cide against the further payment of the 25.,
per head under the Surplus Revenue Act
That, of course, is the contention of th(
Federal Government. Bitt no Parliament i,
free to alter a fundamental priaciple of Fed.
eratiomi, unless by' thre authority of the peo-
ple themselves. 'Will anybody say that thc
F'ederal Government have the authority ol
the, people behind themn in this proposal? Tmr
People have never been consulted upon it
There is no mandate for this, no warrant fot
the making of this serious and important
change without first consulting the people.

IToni. Sir James Mitchell: The Federal
P'arliament has no justification for it.

The PREMIER: N1\o. If the candidates
at the last Federal elections had tade it one
of the big issues, and if the people bar; re.
turned to both Houses of Parliament a sub-
stantial majority in support of it, it might
then he said that that was sufficient warrant.
But it wvas not before the people at the last
elections, and so the people expressed nr-
opinions. whatever upon it. For tlie Federal
Government to come in now and make such

1D:s
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ifundanttal and radical alteration in rue
-xistinrg financial relationship between States
ind the Federation is altogether wrongl.

lion. Sir James M-Nitchell : I do not think
miy candidate could be found to advocate

much a cilange.
The PREIER ! At, the Premiers' Con-

Cerence and on several subsequent occasionsi
requests wvere muade that the matter should
be held over till thle special constitutional
session to be held at Canberra next year,
or alternatively that the people should lit
r!onsulted by referendum. However, the
Prime 'Minister said it w-as a matter, not for
thle peopile, but for Glovernments. to deter-
mine. If six State Governments neg-a-
tire the proposal, ha"ve the One Ed
endl Government, hiolding, the power of
the purse, the right to say to the
s ix, "You have to accept it"? Surely
that cannot he contenmded for a mcmmment! Thle

pepeare not being- allowed to express an
opinion onl the question, because obviously
they are overwhelmingly opposed to any
such change. In the face of opposition so
nmarked, it is altog-ether wrongo for the Fed-
eral G4overnment to proceed with the prlo-
p~osal. What is thle motive behind the Fed-
eral Government's dcsir-e, or the Federal
Parliament's desire to he free from the pay-
mnt of this eapitation grant9 The motive
is dlear. It is knouwn pierfectly w~ell that the
Federal Parliament enter-ed the field of direct
taxation only because of special circum-

sacsarising out of the war.
Mr. Angelo: They irmposed the land tax

two years before the war.
The PREIER: Yes, hut with the ex-

ception of the land tax, all their lields of
direct taxation have been entered upon a4 the
result of financial obligations resulting from
thle war. Those obligations must be a dinin-
ishing quantity; that is to say, year by year
le Federal need for moneyv must be reduc-

in-
Mi.Thomson : They argune othenrise.

Trhe PREMiER : The ver- fact that they
have been reducing taxation proves -what I
sa ,y. Withlin the past two years the Federal
income tax has; been considerably reduced.

Mr. Thomson: Because of the enormous
amount of mioney they have been getting
throught thle Customns.

The PREMIER: But they know perfectly
well that much of this war expenditure will
be a diminishing q~uantity, whilst on the other
hand the per capita graut 'rill lie an ever in-
Preaqing- quantity: as the population of the

to±iu2ofwlWath increases, zo there will be an
increase in the sum. requlired to meet the per
capita grants to the States.

lion. 6. Taylor: Customs and Excise re-
venL~~ alsio -wiii iDclNellSQ.

The PREM]lER: Of course, but ihe
Federal Giovernent are desirous of retain-
ing the increase in the Customs revenue,
whilst getting out of the taxation fields that
they would have to get out of in any ease.
flow c-anl the Federal 6overnmient say they
want tile money, when they are showing, a
huge surplus every year?, In the year just
closzed, the Federal Governacent's surplus
was 21,., null ions. They have built ni an
accumuiatedi surplus of ten millions during
the past Jeow years. Tile people of the
Commonwealth can hoe that the financial
year has ended with a surplus of 21/ mnil-
lions, that the Federal Government do not
know what to do with it and are, one might
say, embarrassed with a surplus of money,
and have to east about for means to expend
it. Ill so doing, they are taking up func-
tions that it was never contemplated should
he undertaken by the Commonwealth. When
this is happening, is it not certain that tile
taxpayers of the Commonwealth would de-
inand a reduction of direct taxation? Of
course they would.

Ron. Si r James M1itchell: Direct taxa-
Lionl hr the Commonwealth is war tax, and
they are entitled to reduice it.

The PREMIER: Tile Commnon wealth
have met aull the expenses consequent upon
the war and, notwithstaniding that, thevy end
the year -with a surplus 9j 12 millions.

Hon. Sir James M1itchiell : Not only this
year but every year.

The PREMIER: Yes: and in view of
that thle people would demand a reduction
of direct taxation. They would say to the
Federal Government, "You entered this
field of taxation in order to mieet war t-
penres3. We do not Complain Of that, but
inasmuch as you do not need the money, for
war expenses, you must evacuate the field of
direct taxation and redu1ce the burdens irn-
posed ulpon us." It is because the Federal
Government know perfectly xvell they will
hare to evacuate the field of direct taxation
that they say, "We will get out now while
the going- is good and while we have a
chance of making an exchange of direct
taxation for the per capitaL parnient-s."1 In
a few years the Federal Government would
not be in a position.lo make any exvhange
with time States;. they would have mothintr to
give away.
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Mr. Richardson: It is a case of beads we
win, tails you lose, from the Federal stand-
point.

Mr. Lutey: Yes, a double-header.
The PREMIER: The Federal Govern-

ment know perfectly well that they hlave no
justification for continuing in a field they
invaded specially on account of the war,
while, at the same time, they have built up
surpluses of over 10 million pounds in the
course of a few years, and are showing a
surplus of p~ractically 2 L? millions each
year. So, the Federal Government offer to
make an exchange with the States. As to
Western Australia, they say the field to be
surrendered to us would amount to £375,000
whereas the eapitation grants and the
special grant we receive amount to £564,000,
but they are willing to make up the differ-
euce by what is described as an adjustment
grant of £152,000 for this year only.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: That is the
point.

The PREMIER: They say, in effect,
"Give us £C564,000, or we will withhold' pay-
meat of that amount to you. In return we
will give you a field of taxation amounting
to £375,000, but in order to make up the
difference and enable you to adjust your
finances this year, we will give you an ad-
justment grant of £152,000 for this year
only." What about next year, and all the
years afterwards?9

Hon- Sir James Mitchell: What about
40 years ahead?

The PREMIER: Yes, 50 years and even
100 years ahead. On this question it is es-
sential that the people should take the
longer view. What would it profit if the
Commonwealth Parliament were prepared
to give this State, even for a period of five
years or 10 years, a greater amount than it
is proposed to withhold? What is five, ten
or, twenty years in the life of a nation?9 We
have to look forward to the generations
that are to come. Tf we yield something to
which we are entitled, and which has been
paid to us during the past quarter of a cen-
tury, an amount that must be ever-increas-
ing, and accept in its stead the uncertainty
of a special grant, or a dole as I call it,
because it Amounts to nothing else-

Mr. Thomson: Tt would be embodied in
an Act of Parliament, the same as the pre-
sent Surplus Revenue Act.

The PRLEM.IER: But there has been no
-suffgestion to embody it in an Act of Par-
ia'nent, and T venture to say that if any
Federal Government introduced a Bill to

provide tor special grants to WVestern Au
tralia or Tasmania over a long termn,
years or 20 years, it would ntot be entc
tamned for a moment by the I'ederal Pc-
lianient.

lon. Sir James -Mitchell: Wh'tat about t
surplus revenue ?1 Under the Act th
should be returned to us.

The PL'tlMI[i: Quiite so;, I intend
deal wvith that. Do we not know that t
proposal to pay Western Australia £350,O
for one year, as recommended by the D
abilities Commission, was received ye
coldly in the Federal Parliament?

The Mtinister for Works: It, was iuti
dimeed vcry coldly.

The PUREIER: I believe that membe
of the Federal Parliament generally
gord very coldly the proposal to mal
special grants to some of the States. I
we not know that the Federal Govcrnmcn,
proposed road grants are being oppos
mainly in the Eastern States, because t
manner of distribution is specially favoii
able to some Of the Outlying States, it beii
calcuilated on an area as well as a pope1
tion basis? In fact, the Eastern ne"
papers. feature it as "Eastern money f
Western roads." Mlembers. are aware
the hostility of the Eastern States, main
because of the proposal to expend mon

-collected in the Eastern States upon ron
in Western Australia or in Queensland, em
the Leader of the Country, Party knoi
that if an y Bill were introduced contaiil
a proposal to make special grants to tL
State, it would meet with similar hiostilil

Mr. Mann : The Melbourne "Heral'
described it ais criminal to send money fye
the Eastern States to the far-awvay Stat(

The PREMIER: When it is said that
would possibiy be better off by fore-oii
the per capita payments and acce'ptii
bpecial grants based upon our needs, is
not realised. that there would be no pos!
bilit ,v of the Federal Parliament agreeni
to suich a proposal9 Even if they did agr
to it, we should be % ery foolish to accept
because what the present Government raig
do, no mantter how ge-nerous-minded th
might be, another Government couild und
dnd so we should have financial uncertain
in the future. The present proposals a
not the ones that uvere submitted to t]
Premiers' conference. The Federal Coyer
nient say they are prepared to leave uis
fielui of land taxation worth £80,000. b
mnembers will see from the return prepar,
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the Commissioner of Taxation that the
outnt is not £80,000 but £05,000. That,
wever, is merely a matter of difference in
eculations; really, it does not affect the
inciple. Even so, the Federal Govern-
ant, in almost every instance, have over-
imated the amount that would be avail-
le to us by their evacuattingl the field of
et taxation. The Commissioner of

sxation says tile amount of the land tax
mild be £:65,000, not £80,000.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But the Fed-
il Glovernmnot took as a badNs 1923-24,

deiwats a specially big year.
'The PRCMI ER: Yes, and they took the
gregate collections. Vuder the Commnon-
!aith la-w, if a person o-wns land in bra

morce States, that lanid is assessed and
sed on the aggreg-ate assessmenit. If a
estern Australian taxpayer owns land iii
ictoria, we are not concerned with the
ad held in Victoria. We assess him only
the rate applicable to his land in West-

ii Australia,
-1r. Latham: He ight have E2..i00 worth
re and £2,500 worth there, and hip would
*practically exempt here.
The PREMIER : The Commonwealth,
iwever,' tax on the aggregate raine and
cy have not allowed for that. Ag-ai.
sderal land taxpayers in this State niim-
!r only 1,600, whereas the State. in 1924-
i, hail 42,000 land taxpayers3. So, it would
ean that unless the State reimposed a tax
precisely the same manner as it was left
7the Commonwealth, a great number of

.e people now paying land tax would have
Spay More. As the Commissioner of

axation points out, the land tax would
ire to he increased by 5.3 per cent. The
comne tax would have to be increased by

per cent. Here again the amount has
!en greatly over-estimated by the Federal
overnment, the Commissioner says by an
mount varyingz between £25.000 and
50,000.
lion. Sir James Mitchell: You mean the
edersl tax would have to be increased?
The PREMffR: No, our tax would have

h e increased, If the proposal of the
edrlGovernment to surrender 40 per

mt. of their income tax were agreed to,
e, in order to make it up, shbould have to
icrease our income tax by 36 per cent.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is right.
The PREMIE: The Commissioner of

'axation says the Federal figures are ex-

cessive to the extent of £2.5,001) to £50,000,
beeause the total assessments were taken
and no allowance was made for refunds or
deductions. Payers of income tax to the
State Government numuber 39,000, and to
the Fevderal Government only 12,000G. If
we intended to wake up the amIouint of In-
come tax surrendered by the Federal
G.overtnment find impose it upon payers of
incomte tax to the State, we would have to
increase our amiount by 36 per cent. to
cover 39,060 people as ag-ainst the 12,000
people w'ho now pay Federal income ta\.

Hon. Sir Jamies Milehell : That is the
point. To recover 40 per cent., we would
have to increase our tax by 36 per cent.

The PREMIER: The amiount of dividenaI
dutienr, -lar -ged to companies, which 'he
Federal Covernment propose to surrender,
is £64,000. If we had to make that
aniount good, we should have to increase
the State dividend duties by 27 per cent.
Estate duties, the Federal Government
estimate, are yielding £47,000 a year.
I do not know where they get their figures.
Our average collection for five years has
amounited to £26.000, although it is stated
that these estate duties are yielding £47,000.
In order to make good this t.eflcieney. our
estate duties will hare to be increased by
6.0 per cent. over and above the present suim.
All these Commonwealth figures relating to
the field of taxation they are leavingv open
to the States are fallacius. On the one
hand, if we get 25s. per head of the popula-
tion. wve know exactly what we are going to
gzet from -year to year, whether the season is
good or bad. In times of depression as well
as in times of prosperity we shall k-now that
tinder the per capita grant we shall get a
definite and fixed sum of money. All these
figures they quote relative to the evacuation
of the field of direct taxation are based upon
the figures for the year before last, the last
year of complete returns. We know that
revenue from 4irect taxation is a fiuctuatinro
quantity.

Hon. Sir James "Mitchell: It depends upon
the price of wheaL

The PREMIER:- Our collections from
direct taxation depend on two very' material
factors, namely, the seasons aind the price
obtained for th~e commodities grown. Should
we have a bad season and low prices, the
whole of the money the Commonwealth au-
thorities, say they will surrender to us will
disappear. We should lose the per capita
payments and have nothing to replace them;
the basis is so unstable and insecure. Taxa-
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tion depends upon the seasons, espeeially in
Western Australia which is a primary pro-
diacing country. These figures are based
upon a good year and good prices. We may
njot always obtain 6s. a bushel for our wheat,
and the comparatively high prices that have
been procured for wool during recent years.
On the one hand we are asked to be satisfied
to yield uip a certainty for an uncertain
amount that may be received from direct
taxation, and, onl the other hand, bare no
giarantee whatever that the Federal Govern-
ment next year, or with the next Parliament
some other Government, many not .omie back
into this same field out of which they are
going,

Mr, Davy: If there was another war they
would have to come in.

The PREM1 [Eli; Yes, but without another
war it is possible that some Federal Govern-
ment may think fit to fiu2L good use for this
money.

M1r. Latham: -With a changec of Govern-
meat that would he the case.

The PREMIER: It is such a stupid pro-
posal from our point of view, that we should
give up something we have regarded as a
right for the last 25 years, something that
should be ours, war or no war, good seasons
or bad, hig-h prices or low, something we
should look upon as a fixed and definite sum
that is coming to us. We are asked to give
up this for an uncertainty, and are left in
douht as to what any future Parliament or
Government might do in the direction of
eoming hack into this very field of taxation.

_Mr. Sampson: And the high tariff would
remain.

The PREMKIER: Yes If we are to have
reduced taxation in Western Australia-and
T agree it is badly needed-wve can get this
only by standing firm and maintaining the
present system in our financial relationship
with the Commonwealth. The people of this
State can ho relieved of taxation only by the
Commonwealth continuing to make the per
capita payment, and by reducing their own
taxation. They can do this: they can go on
reducing taxation without the necessity for
depriving us of the per capita payment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Of course they
could.

The PREMIER: Their surplus shows there
is no necessity for it. 'Why are they enterin~r
into a scheme of housing ? IT is proposed
to spend R20.000,000 upon housing schemes
in Australia, a large sum of money on road
making. and to incur expenditure in other
directions -which never crossed the minds of
thle franmers of. the Constitution. They are

doing this only because they do not knov
how to dispose of their money.

-Mr. Lambert: There was a special redemvl
tion of £4,000,990 yoted from loans las
year.

The PREMI1ER: That is a good thing. I
is bad for the people of the country to bavi
six Governments embarrassed for the wan
of funds and in financial dilliculties, as al
the State Governments have been for year!
past, and to have a central Government over
lording the States, and embarrassed int fir
opposite direction because of their surplus

The Minister for Mines: And the State
are responsible for all development.

The PREMIHER: Yes. Another reasoi
why the States are entitled to continue draw
iag this money is because it is the only forn
of taxation that everyone pays, the ta:
through the Customs,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It is the omil,
form that follows the pram.

The PREMIER: State Governments hay
to spend money on urcintnerative service5
on police, education, health, charities, and ii
other directions. Every person, from th
pram right up to old age, contributes taxa
tion through the Custonms. For that rca
son, the States that have to find, the mone
for these services are entitled for all time t
the payments I have mentioned. J do no
think I need dwell upon the subject. I
seems to mne that the Federal spirit is diE
appearing altogether-. There is growing ui
in the Federal Parliament a spirit of dicta
torship, of overlording the States, with th
inevitable result, as predicted by the 1at
Alfred Desk in, when he said, "If you fiae
cially -weaken the States there is no doub
wbat the end will be."

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They will top p1
over.

The PREMITER: Yes. The States wi'
not be satisfied with the handing out of dole
of two or three hundred thousand pound
here and there, and by that action accept tli
position of poor relations.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: And in the en'
destroy the Federat ion.

The PREMIIER: That seems to he a poin
they (10 not perceive. This will destroy tb
Federation and react upon them.

Hon. G. Taylor: It is already killing th
Federal spirit.

The PREWJTER: Apparently that is iiw
considered. They are handing out dolesI
us. They say, in effect, "You are tht poe
relations. We wvill give you a grant to enal
you to make roads, or for some other pmi
pose. In giving you these grants we attac
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a string to them. We shall dictate to you
how you shall spend the money. You shall
add to it a certain amount, an amount to be
decided by us, and, when you have added
your quota to our grant, we will determine
how you are goin~g to spend your money as
well as ours."

lion. G. Taylor: That is pretty hard.
The PREIlER:U That is the position we

have come to. If the people of this State
and of all the States in the Federation per-
mnit this to be done, they wilt be sorry for it
in the years that are to follow. I hope we
shall be able to discuss this matter apart
from party polities. It is altogether be-
yond that. It is being fought just as vigor-
ously by the Government of Victoria. I
have the speeches of tbe Prr'mier of Vic-
toria, and of Sir Alexander Peacock, a inem-
ber of the Federal Convention whbich framned
the Constitution. These speeches were de-
livered in the Vjctorjan Parliament during
the last month or so, aind were coucohed in
language infinitely stronger thn any I have
employed at any time.

Hon. Sir James M1itchell: They do use
stronger language there towards the Fed-
eral people, because they aire not so de-
pendent upon them.

The PREMIER: They are in a better
position to resist theta. I hope the House
will carry this motion before the Federal
Parliament adjourns, so that we~ may indi-
cate to thle Federal Government that not only'%
should this Bill be shelved for one year, but
that we wish to hear no more about it. The
people have not asked for it. Why should
there be made a change of this kind that no
one wants? On the other hand, it has been
condemned in every part of Australia by all
sections of the people. We are told that
there is some imaginary principle at stake,
that those who spend the money ought to be
the people to raise it. If that is so it would
be well for the Federal Parliament to re-
main in the field of direct taxation. If
they' get out of that field entirely, and have
til overflowing- Treasury as a resuto hi
receipts from Customs and Excise, there
will be no inducement for themi to exercise
economy. People do not know what they
pay through the Customs, and seldom in~-
dulge in any criticism concerning increased
taxation through that channel, except a
small number whose -voice dones not seem to
lie effective. If this scheme is to he a cheek
upon extravagance on the part of State
Governments and State Parliaments,, it is
also -well that a similar cheek should be im-

posed upon the Federa4 authorities. It
might not be a bad thing if they were to
remain to some extent in the field of direct
taxation. At the end of every year the tax-
payers of the Commonwealth would know to
what extent they were taxed directly on be-
half of the Commonwealth Treasury, and,
when they saw that the Commonwealthl Par-
lianment had a surplus year after year, they
could bring pressure to bear upon theni to
exercise economies, as well, perhaps, as to
reduce taxation. I hope the motion will be
carried unanimou sly.

HON. SIR JAMES ITCHELL (Nor-
than]) [5.45] : I could almost wish that the
motion had bee~n a somewhat more definite
protest against the Federal Covernment's
proposal to abolish the per capita payment
to the States.

The Premier: 1 will agree to the niost
drastic amendmnent you like to suggest.

Honi. Sir JAMJES MITCHELL: I do
not think there should be any referendum
on the question at all, because, as the Pre-
mier has pointeri out, when people are in
doubt they vote 'No." Probably they did
not understand what they were voting on
previously.

The 'Minister for Lands: -1 believe that
so far as Western Australia is concerned
even' referendum on Commonwealth ques-
tions lias been carried.

Hon. Sir JAM1ES MfITCHELL: This
question, however, has to be decided by the
-whole Commnonwealth.

The Mtinister for Lands: We can only
speak for the people of this State.

Hon. Sir JAMHES MITCHELL: I am
alluding to the mention of a referendum in
the motion. I agree with all the Premier
has said. Last week, not knowing that this
motion was coming on at the present stage,
I took the opportunity to speak at con sider-
able leng-th on the question because I
thoughit it vitally important that the mattcr
should receive consideration here as Soon as
possible. It is being considered all over
Australia to-day. All over Australia the
people arc being- influenced by statements
that are being made. We cannot afford to
delay and thus allow those statements to rc-
main unchallenged and our position to re-
main doubtful. We are perfectly prepared
to stand by the Federation and make the best
of it, bnt-we should not agree to proposals
that will weaken our p~osition. The Prcmier
referred to what Mfr. Dleakin wrote in 1002.
The words which Mr. Deakin then used
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ought to be a waiting to all of us, and we
should concern ourselves to preserve the
position as it is. This question has given
me, at any rate, great concerna. I happen
to have been Treasurer of the State for
some time, and I know what the position
under the Federal Government's proposal
would be. The Premier has stated the
case very clearly and I hope the people
of this country wvilI read what he has
said. But the question has another sidc
which concerns me. 1. was glad to hear the
Premnier say that this is not at party cjue--
tion. It ought not to be a party question
at all, but one with which we can all deal
irrespective of party cnonsideratipns. It is
far- too important and too serious to be
made a' party question. I have the greatest
possible regard for Mr. Bruce, and think hie
is a fine man and has done fine work.

The M~inister for Lands: Do you think he
is bluffed by Page?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I do not
think hie is capable of being bluffed, but I1
think hie is wrong now. Undoubtedly he has
been very good to Western Australia dur-
ing the last two years, and also in other
years; but we have no right to give away
a pernanent advantage for a temporary ad-
-vantage, no matter how favourable the ex-
change may be to us for two or three years.

Mr. Lambert: Why do you. say Mr. Brute
is fa\-ourable to this State when he ignores
the recommendations of the Commission hie
appointed?

Hon. Sir JAMES 'MITCHELL: The lion.
member interjecting ought to treat this as a
lion-party question. Certainly' Mr. Bruce
has been good to Western Australia. It is
110 use for the hion. member to try to deny
that. However, what we are making for is
unification. The present proposal of the
Federal Government tends towards the load-
ing of the people engag-ed in prima'ry in-
dustry, in order that the Commonwealth
Government may get relief. The Common-
wealth Government are to-day collecting
niole money than they need. Certainly they
dio not require any more revenue. In fair-
ness they should -reduce their taxation to the
extent of 21/2 millions, seeing that they have
had a surplus of that amount for years,' or
else they should, a's the Federal Constitu-
tion provides, pay the amount of the stir-
pluses over to the State Treasuries.

The Premier: They have deliberately
evaded tlie Surplus Revenue Act.

Hon. Sir JAMES 'MITCHELL: Yes, they
have done that by tucking the surplus away
somewhere two or three days before the end
of the financial year. Some Federal Treas-
urer suceceeding Dr. Earle Page will have af
glorious. jambhoree on the ten millions stand-
ing there.

The Premier: And belougiog to the States..
Hon. Sir JAMLES MNiITCHELL: Yes. It

has frequently been said that finance is gov-
eiilmeint. Of course it is government. M1r.
Deakin said that if the financial weakening
oF the States could be brought about by' var-
ious causes-among them he mentioned
-iroughit-one by one the State Parliaments
would topple over. We should see that uni-
fieation is not reached by anything but the
inost direct means. It happens that in the
Fedlerated States of America to-day this very
iqus-tion is receiving attention, and it also
happens that the President of the United
States takes an entirely diifferent view from
thiat of our Prime Mlinister. 1 do not know
whether the Premier has come across the
debate -which has been going on in America,
and in which the President has participated.
We have President Coolidge's views on this
very question, and his words would be per-
fec-tly appropriate words for Mr. Bruce to
use. 'We alt know that the position. of the-
people in Western Australia cannot be sat-
isfactory if they are governed from Me]-
bourne or Canberra. We are too far re-
moved from Melbourne and Canberra. The
people there do not come into our daily
lives. -Members who have to travel 2,000
miles from Western Australia to take their,
seats in the Federal House largely lose touch.
with us-necessarily so. It would not be
well to govern Western Australia from Can-
berra, or to govern it through officials. On
this aspect President Coolidge said only the
other day-

No miethod of procedure bas ever been de-
vised lir whichi liherty- could be divorced fromt
self -government. 'No plan of centralisation, ha-
ever been adopted which did not result in
bureaucrac 'Y. tyrannfy, inflexibility, reaction,
andr decline. Of all forms of government those-
administered by bureaus are about the least
sattigfacetory to an enlightened and progressive
people. Being irresponsible they becomne auto-
cratic, and beinu, aUtOCratic the~y resist all sic-
veloipnien t. Unless Butreaucracy is constantly
resisted it breaks down representative govern-
nient and overwhelmst democracy. It is the
one element in our institutions that sets up
the pret-uee of having authority over vveFv"
body and being responsible to nobodly, While
we ought. to glory in the Union and remember
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that it is the source from which the States
{le-riie thetr chief title to famne, we moust also
recognise that the national Administration is
not and cannot be adjusted to the needs of
Iotal goverinnent. It is too far away to lie
informed of local needs, too inaccessible to be
responsible to local conditions. The States
should not he induced by coercion or by fav-
our to surrernder the management of their own
affairs. The Federal Government ought to
resist the tendce to be loaded up with diutie~n
whict-l e .St:tes should perform. It dones not
follow that because soniething ought to be
,done, the national Governmient ought to do it.

TI' he Premier: That is very sound, and fits
right into our case.

Hon. Sir JAMES 'MITCHELL: It takes
the broad view, which I am glad the Premier
took to-night. We must resist any attempt
to bring about unification. We must, and
I hope do, resist any attempt to -whittle
away our authority, any attempt to take
away the cash we are entitled to get. Wet
do not of course ask the Federal Government
to collect for us any direct taxation. We
tan do that for ourselves, But when we fed-
eruted, it was agreed that we should have
returned to us three-fourths of the Customs
revenue for the first ten years, and so much
of the rev-enne in other years as remained
unspent. That happened, of course; but
finally we were paid 25s. per head from Cus-
toms and Excaise revenue collected. As the
Premier has pointed out, if we are not to
be paid any share of the Customs and Ex-
cise revenue, then 90 per cent, of the people
of this State will nut pay any taxation at all
to the State Treasury. There are the mi-
grants, for instance; and we hare a much
larger number of migrants proportionately
than bas any other State. Certainly on a
population basis we have a very much larger
numher of migrants than has any other State
of the Commonwealth. Then there are the
babies that are being horn; they pay nothing
at all in the way of taxation.

The Premier: Take the 23,000 people now
on the group settlements, who have comne
here practically' during the last three or four
years;- they would be paying no taxation at
all.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Un-
doubtedly' : and 00 per cent. of the people of
the State are not paying direct taxation.
Even if only 80 per cent. pay no taxation,
thepn 20 per cent. will have to bear the whole
burden of taxation necessary for carrying
on the State, if the Commonwealth proposal
is accepted. It is no use crying about spilt

milk. We have got ourselves into this un-
equal Federation. However, it is for the
other partners in the schemne to do justice,
through-I the Federal Parliament, to the needs
of the smaller States. The greater States
have benefited tremendously by Federation,
whereas the smaller States necessarily hare
suffered and must suffer. 'fake the position
of Western Australia. At the time of Fed-
eration 120,000 of its people had come from
the Eastern States; and yet for 25 years we
were decried, misunderstood, not under-
stood, and not known. If a stranger landed
in the East, the chances were that
lie would be told not to come to
the West; and this for no special
reason except that the people in the East
did not think the West was worth anything.
Now that is all changed, and for the first
time in our history our country has been
acknowledg-ed to be of considerable value.
We are told now that it was thought we
could not progress because we had not the
contry. Further, we are told now that we
are not progressing satisfactorily, and that
we must forego the 25s. per head of the peo-*
pie from Customs and Excise and live by
direct taxation. Just imagine any unde-
veloped country living by direct taxation!
It is impossible. As a matter of fact, wre
have developed our country.

The -Minister for Railways If we were
confined to direct taxation, the country
would remain undeveloped.

Hon. Sir JA~IfES 'MITCHELL: We have
struggled until a fourth of the wheat in
Australia is produced by this State, which
has only one-sixteenth of the total popula-
tion.

Mir. Thomson: But the wheat is produced
on borrowed money.

Hon. Sir JAMIES MKITCHELL: I assure
the hon. member that wheat looks just the
samne whether it is grown on borrowed money
or on our own money.

Mr. Thomson: But you said we were do-
ing it on direct taxation.

Hron. Sir JAMES M1ITCHELL: No. I
said we had struggled. 1 shall come to bor-
rowing in a minute. Half the gold of Aus-
tralia has been produced or is being pro-
duced here. Practicailly all the timber ex-
ported fromn the Commonwealth comes from
Western Australia. We have done our best
and we deserve, not to be treated in the way
we have been treated, hut to be helped. Most
of our production has cnome from primary
indastries. We certainly have taxed our-
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sevsat mnuch higher rates of taxation than
has anyv other State of tile Commonwealth.
We had to (10 it, because we federated. Every-
one knows that the Customs collection of 21/2
mtillion-, in this State reduces the Premtefs
opportunity to collect taxes. Also everyone
knows that since 1914-15 the importations
from the East have doubled; it is not tleat
the quantities have doubled, but that the
cost has doubled. From four millions it has
increased to nearly eight millions, anti the
consumers arc palying- two millions more for
those goods than tiley; would hare paid under
the old tariff. Clearly, thenr, the Customs
tariff alone is costing uts two millions. That
is at burden we are bearing for the beniefit of
the Eastern States. For 25 years we in this
State haove played the part of Martha's sons,
uncomplaininigly and unflinichingly., But
what have they in the great manufacturing
cities of Eastern Australia done 9 How have
they borne their load?- Surely they ought to
lhave some consideration for the consumers
of their goods.

,1r. Thomson: Do you think they really
have any?

H-on. Sir- JAMES M1ITCHELL: I think,
they dto not wrant to see us disappear alto-
gYether. Reading Kipling yesterday, I was
reminded of what happened the sons of
Mlary. While we hare borne our burdens unn-
comuplainingly, the sons of Mary have east
their burden upon thre Lord (Pratten), and
the Lord he lays it upon Marthia's sons.
Those are Kipling's words, and] they arc
Strikingly ap~propriate. We cannot go Onl in
this ncertainty. There is no reason why
members of this Parliamoent should be
troubled time and again by proposals such
as we arc now considering. It takes us away
from our more leg-itimate work, and to those
of us who want to see progriess these pro-
posals are very disturbing. Whichever way
we turn, thle outlook with its load of taxa-
tion is discouraging.

The Minister for Railways: There is no
silver lining to the cloud.

.Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Certainly
it is niot apparent. The State is at the
crossroads, and we ought to pray the Al-
mighty that we take the right turnin. We
arc perfectly willing to render unto Caesar
the thing-s that arc Caesar's, but lye aire not
entitled to do any more . and I hope this Par-
lianment will not agree to do any more. Ours
is thle responsibilitY for development, and it
is wrong that ire should hare to he continu-
ally putting uip a fig-ht in order that we

might live as a free and sovereign State. If
unificat ion is wanted, let it be seured by a
straighlt-ouit request to thle people. But,
since, it would riot be approved by the peo-
ple, and since development in this State is
of importance to thle whole of Australia, let
the Federal Government join us in the de-
velopment of Western Australia. We can-
niot (10 it quickly eniough ourselves. The Pro-
nier was able to collect £1,400,000 from all
sources of taxation last year; Yet see how
easily thre Customs collected and handed to
the Federal Treasurer 21/2 million pounds
produced in this State.

Mr. Thomson:- No complaint is over raised
about it in thle Federal Parliament.

Hon. Sir JAMIES ThNETCHELL: Yes,
there is, but it is iiot effective. Every day
wve see that another mnember in the Fecteral
THouse has gone ov er from low tariff, or no
tariff at all, to the high tariff ranks. Not
moure than half-a-dozen of the Federal meni-
hers are doing anything to combat the hig-h
tariff and thiese continual increases in Cus-
tomus duties. All parties arc equally to
blame for these higher and higher duties. The
burden of thle h igh tariff has to be borne by
us, and( so 1 say we should get some part of
thle £7 per headi collected in this State. The
cost of living Ihas been increased by this
high tariff, 'It is easy for us to know just
how it affects the State Treasury, but wve
do not so readily appreciate its effect onl the
peole of the State. The wages manl is no
better off than he was 10 years ago. Cer-
tainly the married man is not, and I doubt
whether, despite increased wages, the condi-
tion of the single mnan has improved. 'In-
creases in thie cost of living1 as the result of
the high tariff, have had to be followed by
increased ;vagc-s. In -1.919 we paid to th~e
wages Staff ofL the Railways anl average of
£164. In 1.922 the average rose to £E222, and]
in 1925 it r~eaced £229. I suppose there
have been further increases this year. Un-
less something be d]one to resist the contiu-
ous increase in Customs duties, we shall have
to keep on increasiiig wages in order that
our people may make beth ends meet.

'rhe Premier: I see that the Customs re-
trms for July exceeded by £300,000 the re-
turns for July of last year-,

.foni. Sir TA'MES 'MITCHELL: Some re-
lict must be given to the railway men and,
of course, that relief has to be reflected more
or less, in railway charges.

'f he Minister for Railways : There would
Ji;-.e been a reduction in railway freighbts
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fis year but for the increased cost of work-
In1g.

Eon. Sir JA-MES -MITCHELL: 1 should
like to say a word respecting the Royal
C ommurission that inquired into and reported
upon1 filhe disabilities urader which Western
Australia is suffering as the result of Feder-
ation. It was the Tariff Board that paved
tile way for that Commission. The Tariff
Board inquired into our financial position.
and their report inclutded the following-

So obvious are the financial difficulties under
which the State is labouring, and so frequent
the criticism that is encouintered, that the
llarI was able to arrive at the conclusion that
the situa tieo, was critical and warranted full[
andI symipathetic investigat-ion with a view to
amelioration.

That was the Tariff Board, and that report
led uip to the appointment of the Rloyal Core-
ission. So, two authorities, the Tariff

Board and the Royal Commrission, recog-
nised our difficulties. The Royal Commission
recommended that, in addition to the per
capita payments, we should receive £450,000
per annumn for 25 years. Of course, there
was a minority report signed by -Mr. Come-
missioner Mfills, who recommended that our
special Payment be £300,000 per annum for
10 -years. The position is, of course, that
we are to get £E300,000, and if we agree to
hland over our friend the member for Roe-
hourne (11r. Teesdale), and the country lie
rep~resents, selling him lock, stock, and barrel
to the Commonwealth Government, wre may
get another £150,000.

The Premier: We wouldn't sell him for
that.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Appat-
ently the £450,000 recommended by the Royal
Commission is to he made up in that way.

The Premier: But less the special grant.
Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: And for

ontly five years. Instead of getting £450,000
for 25 years, we are to get £300,000 for five
years; and if we agree to give something
far transcending in value the £450,000, we
shall get another £10,000.

The Premier: This year we are to get
£300,000, less £85,000 representing the
special grant.

H1on. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The five-
year period is all too short. I am very much
concerned about these latest proposals of'
the Federal Gocvernment, because the bur-
deons imposed on thle State by the extrava-
gainee of the Federal Government will fall
en the shoulders, of the property holders.

Sitting suspended fron 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Box.. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It is
quite obvious that since tile Federal Govern-
ment proposed t6 pay the State Treasurer
£150,600 to maake good the loss for this year,
and for this year only, the arrangement can-
not be a good one for us. I should not con-
sider it satisfactory if thle Federal Govern-
neait offered thIns grant for five years, even

if we were inclined to agree to the proposals.
Five years cannot hie regarded as a substan-
tial period in thre life of a country. We had
tile right to impose a tariff against the East-
ern States for live sears after the consun-
mation of Federation, and how soon that
period sented to go! For 25 yeers wve have
existed as a federated people and bowv soon
it hies gone! How little has happened in
that time! Twenty-five years is a very short
period in the life of a nation. In dealing
with this matter we have to remember that
it is not a question for the moment. If it
were rig-ht to-day, it would be wrong to-
morrow, because the population of the State
will increase rapidly. We cannot afford to
take risk-s; we have no right to take risks.
The work of development is always before
us,, and it is a serious responsibility that
faces the Government of this State. That re-
sponsibility has been faced in the interests
of the whole of Australjia and of the Empire
as wvell. This development work produces
trade for the Eastern States. We contribute
in so many ways such anl enormous sum to
the Federal Treasurer and to manufacturers,
traders and food producers in the Eastern
States that wve can with perfect justice look
for some special treatment. If our people

ar ormin contented in the Federation,

they will not do so if they have to pay very
much higher rates of taxation than are paid
by people in the Eastern States. We should
live More or less on even terms wvith them.
Of corse the Federal taxation applies evenly'
to all, but the State taxes are not the same
in any two States and, unfortunately for us.
they are very much higher in Western Auts-
tralia than thley are anywhere else. It gives
me no pleasure to oppose the proposal of
the Prime M1inister: quite the reverse. It
would give me great pleasure to be able
to support anythin- that -,%r. Bruce pro-
p~osedl, as this House canl well imagine. hut I
cannot see this State suffer, as I believe it
will suiffer, without entering a protest.

Mr. Lanmbert: You will not be lblindfolded
and Fandbiatred, too? Is that it?
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Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I shall
nlot allow thle State to suffer without entering-
a protest. For once I am in accord with the
Premier and in ojpposition to the Federal
Government and their pro'posals. The Gov-
ernment of Victoria are opposed to the pro-
posal just as strenuously as are 'we. and I
am not certain that for the moment Victoria
wou-ld not gain by accepting it.

The Premier: She would never suffer as
niuli as we would.

lion, Sir JIANES MVITCHELL: No; yet
the Victorian Government wvill not riskr the
future in order to gain some temporary ad-
vantage now. The Premier was right when
lie said that the certain 25s. is a very dif-
ferent thing from an uncertain right to col-
lecti taxes, even if those taxes represent the
samie amount. Climatic. conditions are all-
important in this State of primary prodrhie-
tion. If we had bad seasons and the prices
of wool and wheat fell, the Premier would
not get his revenue. As a matter of fact the
primary' producers would not be relieved! of
any indlirect taxation in order to pay the
Premier extra direct taxation. In fact they
wvill pay wore and more indirect taxation to
the Federal Government, Then there is the
additional consideration that we have no
guarantee that these taxes would not be re-
imposed by some future Parliament of the
Commonwealth. Of course there could be no
such guarantee. Tn principle it is right that
we should receive some return of Customis
revenue. The Federal Treasurer has said
it is quite wrong for one Government to
collect money for another Government to
spend. He also said that since the State Gov'-
ernments cannot impose indirect taxation,
and since thecir road grant must come from
indirect taxation, he intended to impose a
special Customs tariff ag~ainst oil and certain
motor parts in order that he might get this
money to hand to the States for them to
expend. In that case the Federal Treasurer
considered hie was quite right. t would
never do for the Federal Government and the
State Government to l'nve the right to im-
pose Cuistom Culties.

M1r. Thomson: The same principle is in
evidence in -respect to the income tax.

Hoin. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No, it is
not.

Mr. Thomson: It is a douhie income tax.

Hon. Sir JAMES N[ITCHELL:. If we had
the right to impose a Customs tariff, there
could be no Federation, as we would then
have the right to tax the goods of the East-

ern States. It would be quite impossible for
two authorities to impose a tariff.

Air. Lambert: But you can differentiate in
railway rates and other things.

Mir. Thomson: No, you cannot.
Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Just

imagine British g.oods suhjict to a Federal
impost being then made suhject to a State
impost! It would give a monopoly to the
manufacturers of the Eastern States and
make things a great deal worse for our own
people. The question is altogether of too
serious import to the people of this State to
be treated lightly. It must he treated with
the utmost seriousness it we are to be saved:
from this proposed change. I cannot speak
for the rest of Australia, hut I know that
this State cannot afford to forego the per
capita payments, and I hope the House will
agree unanimously to enter the protest that
the Premier lies suhmitted. It seems to me
there is no other course opea to us.

MR. THOMSON (Katanning) [7.39] : I
reg-ret that we have not had an opportunity
to digest more fully thle figures submitted to
us by the Commissioner of Taxation. How-
ever, I hope that after this motion has been
dealt with, another Motion of -which I hare
given notice will be accepted and that a
select committee will be appointed to inquire
into the figures pitt up by the Federal Gov-
era ment and the State Government. For
that we have practically a precedent in the
appointment in 1921, at the instance of the
member for Gasco-yne (Mr. Angelo), of a
committee to prepare a statemnent of the
financial relations existing- between this State
and the Commonwealth for submission to a
Federal Convention. At the conclusion of
my remarks I intend to move ant amean nent
to the Premier's motion, and in order that
the Rouse may be conversant with it, I shall
indicate it at this stage. It reads,-

That nll the words after ''a " in lice 5 be
deleted withi a view to inserting the following:
-'properly convened convention at which each
State shall have equal representation, and that
no altera-tion of policy shouild lie accepted h 'y
this State that does not provide for a more
eqiftie and scientific dlistribution of Fedleral
revenute, based on the proportionate needs of
the .States andI h aviag spec ial re gard to the- dis-
abilities of the more extensive and spa rselY
portilnted Rtate-! where tbh' basis of payment
shol hie at a higher rate than to the more
populous States.

When the Premier was discussing- the motion.
he said it was on all-fours with one passed
byv the Victorian Parlianent. I understand
that is correct.
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The Premier: I do not know.
.Mr. THOMSON : I have no wish to ascribe

to the Premier any remark that he did not
make, As we are discussing this question in
a non-party apirit andi with the sole desire
to achieve what is best for this State, I
hope the House will consider my amend-
ment. The question is of vital import-
ance to Western Australia. We are told
we should stand up for our rights. Let
me make my position clear. When the
Disabilities Commission sat in Perth, I
gave evidence stating clearly and distinctly
that I personally stood for secession,
andi that I regretted that Western Australia
had entered the Federal bond. I have al-
ways stood for that principle. The Federal
Attorney Ceneral, during his stay in Perth
yesterday, stated that in his opinion it was
impossibl for Western Australia to get out
of Federation. Therefore, my suggestion
that we should have a prop~erly convened
convention, upon which each of the States
should have equal representation wvould be
very much more beneficial to Western Aus-
tralia than would be the motion of the Pre-
mier advocating a Constitution session of
the Federal Parliament. In the course of
the remarks of the Premier and the Leader
of the Opposition, it was stated that we
could not expect to get reasonable and fair
consideration, and that, when these pro-
posals were putt before the Federal Glovern-
ment with regard to the disabilities grant,
they were received very coldly.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I did not say
we could expect fair treatment. I said we
were Dot getting it. Do you think we are?

Mr. E. B. Johnston: I do not think we
are.

-Mr. THOM.%SON: I regret I misinter-
preted the remarks of the hon. member. I
never have thought that we have had fair
treatment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We agree
about that.

Mir. THOMSON: Let me go back to the
days when Federation was first mooted and
brought about. In the early days of the
goldfields thousands of people went there
from the Eastern States, but unfortunately
had] not been sufficiently long removed from
their association with Victoria, South Aus-
tralia, and New South Wales to acquire a
fair conception of their responsibilities to-
wards Western Australia. The late Lord
Forrest at first opposed Federation. Then
people on the goldfields moved for separa-
tion. It is a pity they were not granted

it, for it would probably have been in the
interests of the Commonwealth and the
State that this should have been given. Many
o,. tho~e who came from' Victoria had been
through hard times. I was one of them.
A great deal 0? money wvas sent out of this
State to the other States, and particularly
to Victoria, in order to maintain the wives
and fanilies of the meli who were able to
make a living in this State. The position
to-day is practically the same. Because of
the incidence of Federal taxation and the
high tariff, people of Western Australia are
keeping large bodies of persons in the other
States in comfort by providing wvork and
sustenance for them. Through the high
tariff, the Customs are collecting from this
State £1,900,000 on goods which caone from
overseas. We arc importing from the other
States goods to the value of £8,000,000. If
we had control of our own Customs and
Excise, we should be collecting approxi-
mately another million and a quarter or a
million and a half by that means. Indirectlv
we are making to the other States a present
of that sum of money. We are also pre-
senting to them a considerable increase ia
wealth by providing work and employment
to thousands of others in the Eastern States.
This is one of the disabilities from which
Western Australia is Suffering as a result of
our having placed upon our shoulders the
shackles of Federation. We are told that
we should think Federally and be Austra-
lian in spirit. With all due deference to
public opinion, as well as to the Premier
and the Leader of the Opposition, I main-
tamn that the present system of payment by
a per capita grant is linscientific. What
greater evidence could I produce than the
statement of the Minister for Works whenu
he addressed the Road Board Conference
that met last w-eek in the Assembly Hall,
Pier-street? He urged members of the con-
ferenee'to pass a resolution, and to send it
to the Eastern States to the end that West-
ern Australia might receive the benefit of
the road grant. I commend him for his re-
marks. That is the principle I advocated
for Western Australia, wvhen I entered into
the discussion with the Premier with re-
gard to his unwillingness to deal with the
financial proposals that were placed before
the Premiers of all the States for their ap-
proval or otherwise. The Premier went to
the other States as the representative of
Western Australia. Acting, as he believed.
in the interests of the State, he refused to
enter into any discussion as to the merits or
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demerits of the financial proposal. The Mr. THOMSON: Qu a matter of this kind
other Premiers also maintained that the
States had a right to the Customs. 1 ala
prepared to admit that we entered Federa-
tion on the assumption that we were gingm
to receive a proportion of the Customs duty.
The Premier stated that wvhen we entered
into Federation we were to receive three-
quarters of the Customs collections for all
time. That may' have been the intention.
The Constitution, under which we wera
ruled in this matter up to 1910, contains in
Section 87, the following words:-

During at period of 10 years after the estab-
lishment of thle Commonwealth, and thereafter
stil thne Parliameint othen~ise provides, of

hie net revenue of the Con...monwen It) fromt
duties of Customs and of Excise, not more thai.
oae-fourth shall be applied annually by tine
Comimonwealth, towards this expenditure; thle
balance shall, in accordance with this Onsti-
tiltion, be paid fo the several Stautes, or all.
plied towards the payment of the interest of
debts of tine several States taken over hr the
Commonwealt

There is another provision in Section 93
with, regard to W\este-n Australia. This
g ave uis, for at period of live years, the im-
position of uniform duties. This meant that
they came down onl a sliding scale over a
period of five )-cars. Although the intention
may have been as stated, these are the wvords
that appear in the Constitution.

'The Premier: I did not say it was thle in-
tention. I made it clear that the first vote
of tine people of Australia was taken on the
qiuestion of this being pentiently included.

Mr. THOMSON: We are on all fours.
The Prcmidr: You say J said something

else.
Mr-. THOMSON: I have not had an op)-

portunity of preparing my case, as the Pre-
nuier and the Leader of the Opposition have
had.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Everyone has
had tine same opportunity.

'rhe Premier: Did you speak two or three
muouths ago without considering tine ques-
Lion? You dealt with it fully then.

Afr, THOM.NSON: I am dealing fully, with,
it nw.. I thought ire would have had an
opportunity of discussing this qloestion at a
later stage, in view of the vote taken to-dayr.
As tine Leader of thisl small section of the
House. I think I ought. to say I was not con-
sudled ais to whlether this matter could lhe
discussed or not.

,r he Premier:- No one was consulted.

the public require to be more educated than
they are. I may be putting forward an un-
populart proposal. We should give this ques-
tin more consideratioun than we have de-
voted to it. We have heard thle Premier,
who has been backed up, of course, by his
Treasury officials. The H-ouse, or some mem-
hers of it onl this side, should be given an
olpportunity of discussing the matter with
the Federal Treasurer and obtaining his
viewp~oint.

lon. Sir James Mitchell: le has pub-
lished it time and again.

Tile Premier: Good gracious! There is
nothing fresh to be said about* it. It hads
been published over- and over again.

Mr. THOMNSON: An inter-State confer-
enice was held in Melbourne. It had to do
wvith the Commonwealth and States' financial
.agreement between the Prime Minister and
t he Premiers of the different States. The
late Mr. Alfred Dleakin was Prime Minister,
and Sir Newton Moore was the Premier of
this State. Thne financial proposals as be-
tween this State and the Commonwealth w'ere
discussed. The report states-

in the public interests of the people of Ains-
tralia, to secure economy and efficieney in tine
raising and spending of their revenues, amid to
permit their (lovermients to exercise unfet-
tered control of their receipts and expenditure.
it is imperntive that tine financial relations of
tike Federal and Statte ('overiments, wvhich
uinder tine Constitution were determined only in
part and for a ternm of years, should lie placed

upionit sounud and permanent basis.
Mr. Lambert: That is what we want to-

day.
Mr-. THOMSON: That is my earnest de-

sire. That is the reason why an inter-State
Conference was held in August, 1909. The
repiort went on to say:-

That to fulfil the intentions of the Constitu-
Lion by providing for the coinsol idation and
transfer of State debts, ind to ensure the mnost
profitable management of future loanis by the
establishment of onme Australia,, stock, a coml-
plete inv-estigantion of this most itnportant stil-
ject shall he undertaken forthnwithn by the 0oy-
erninnc-nits of the Commonwealth and the States.

This investigation was to include the actual
cost to tine States of the transfer of property.
The report continues-

To order to give freedom to the Coinmon-
wealth inl levying duties of Customs and E7x-
cise. and to assure to the Stintes a Certain
ansnual inlcomle, thle Connlouwealth shall, a fter
thne 1st day of JTuly, 1910, pay monthly to the
State a stun calculated at the rate of £1 5s.
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per head per aninum of the population accord-
ing to the latest statistics of the Common-
ireath.

The report goes on to say-
Mr. )asal wvill take the rest as

read. Get down to facts.
Mr. TIIOASON: I an' quoting facts.
MAr. Marshall : You could not do so if you

tried.
MAr. THOMSON: Clause 4 of the report

shows that there was no intention on the
part of the Conmmonwealth to hanad doles ti)
Western Australia, as indicated by the Pre-
muier. I regret that lie used that word. The
clause says-

That in view of the large contributions to
the Customis revenue per capit n.'in de by.i the
State of Western Autalia, the Coninmowealth
shall (in addition to the payment provided for
it paragraph 2) make to such State special
annual p-ayments commencing at £:250,000 in
the financial year 1910 and 19,11, and diminish
i'ig at the rate of £.10,000 per annuml; the Conl-
mionwve±ltl, shall in each .e ar deduct onl a per
capita basis from the mioney s payable to the
States of the Comm~onwvealtlh an amount equal
to one-half of the sum so payable to the State
of Western Australia.

There was a Premiers' Conference, Sir New-
ton Moore being then Premier of West-
ern Australia. All the States ag-reed upon
those financial proposals. As a matter of
fact, those financial proposals were submit-
ted to the people of the Commonwealth and
were turned down. In 1010 the Fisher Gov-
ernment introduced a Bill to provide for a
per eapita payment of 25s. per hlead of the
population until such time as Parliament
might otherwise decide. That is the position.
I am not arguing that the Commonwealth
should take away the 25s. per hlead, but I
do argue that the financial assistance which
Western Australia has had in many direc-
tions that are easily quotable, Tenders it de-
sirable that the whole principle should be
discussed, when probably we might secure a
hetter deal than that on the 25s. per head
basis. I want to be quite clear on the point
that I shall not accept the promise of this
or any other Federal Government with re-
gard to the present proposals. If£ we are
to forfeit the 25s. per head, the arrangement
must be embodied in an Act of Parliament
ensuring to the smaller States better finan-
cial recoups from the Commonwealth than
tinder the present system. Now as to the
Constitutional aspect of the Premier's mo-
ion. The Federal Constitution speaks of the

peop~le of Victoria, New South Wales,
Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania

having "agreed to unite in one indissoluble
Federal Commonwealth." I may be wrong
but it seems to me that the proposal we are
now discussing is not within the Federal
Constitution. The per capita grant is not
in the Federal Constitution.

Mr. Lambert: Neither is the Surplus Re-
venue Act, which was passed to absorb all
that money.

Mr. THOMSON: As to any alteration of
the Federal Constitution it is provided
that-

The proposal for the alteration thereof must.
he pas~sed by anl absolute majority of each
Hlouse of Parliament, and not less than two or
more than six months after it has plased
throug-h both Houses the proposed. law shall he
submnitted1 in each State to the electors quali-
lied to vote. if in a majority of the States
a majority- of the electors voting approve the
proposeud law, and if a majority of all the ele-
tors voting :nlso approve the proposed law, it
shall be proposed for the Governor General's
or for the Queen's assent.

That is the position with which we are faced
to-day. Possibly we might be able to carry in
this State a demand that the per capita pay-
mient should not be less than 25s. I would
be quite in accord with that. In my opinion
Western Australia is entitled to considerably
more than 2-5s. per hlead;, in view of its de-
velopmental nleed.

MAr. Griffithis: The matter should not de-
pend on lpopulation at all.

M.THOMSON: No; it should not he on
a per capita basis. 'Mr. Watt, at one time
Federal Treasurer, said the present system
was unscientific.

Mr. Lambert: Why not put it onl a more
5:cientifle basis?

Mr. THOM1SON: I am seeking to do s
by my amendmnent. In my op~inion, for the
development of national resources, the Comn-
monwealth should give nssigtance without
regard to State boundaries and population
iii sp~ecial eases wvhere adequate finances can-
not otherwise be secured. At the present
date we find that unader the Surplus Revenue
Act New South Wales receives £2,965,962,
Victoria £2,180,961, Queensland £1,124,205,
South Australia £717,651, Western Austra-
lia £566,244, and Tasmania £276,077. Hav-
ing quoted those figures I propose briefly to
draw the attention of the House to the re-
port of the Federal Disabilities Royal Com-
mission, and to show that the present system
is unscientific. That, indeed, is borne out by
the evidence submitted to the Commission
and also the Commission's findings. I may
remind hon., members that when the Federal
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Government appointed the Royal Commis-
sion, the State Government appointed a com-
mittee to prepare and submit the State's
ease to the Commission. The State Govern-
ment came to a perfectly fair decision to
have all sections represented on the com-
mittee, and they invited the Primary Pro-
ducers' Association to appoint a represen-
tative. We selected Air. Teasdalc, one of our
presidents-not, I hasten to add, the mem-
ber for lioebourne (MAr. Teesdale), as I do
not wish to draw a disclaimer from that
gentleman. At one of the first meetings of
the committee Mr. Teasdale expressed his
opinion that one- of the matters to be dis-
cussed before the Commission was the Tariff.
Mir. Keenan, as chairman of the committee,
ruled Mir. Teasdale's suggyestion out of order,
sayingI "The Tariff is not a disability under
which the other States of the Commonwealth
are not suffering; in that respect we are on
all fours with the other States, and therefore
that factor cannot be submitted as a disa-
bility." Thereupon Mr. Teadale tendered
his resignation as a member of the committee.
The subject was discussed by the executive of
the Primary Producers' Association, who ap-
pointed a sub-committee to prepare a case
dealing with the Tariff. I honestly believe,
and my belief is supported by the recommen-
dations of the majority of the Federal Com-
missioners, that the Tariff is the greatest of
the difficulties uinder which the State of
Western Australia has to struggle. Clearly,
the committee appointed by the State Gov-
ernment were out of stride in regard to
the Tariff. I do not blame the Government
for that. My view, I repeat, is supported by
the findings of the Royal Commission.

Hon. G-. Taylor: Protection is the policy
of the Commonwealth.

Air. THOMSO.N: Yes, but unfortunately
it is a policy under which Western Australia
suffers severely. That is borne out by the
Commission's findlings.

Hon. G. Taylor: I am not supporting the
Tariff, but protection is the accepted policy
of the Commonwealth.

A-r. THOMSON: The chairman and Com-
missioner Entwistle stated that whatever
benefits the Commonwealth protectionist
tariff might 'have afforded to other parts of
the Commonwealth, it had not benefited the
State of Weqstern Australia, and that it was
imnosqible to !rive the primar 'y producers of
Western Australia relief by way of reduced
Cnistoms without injuring the secondary in-
dwstrieF of the Eastern State,;, the only ef-

tective way of removing the chief disability
of the State being to restore to the State for
a period of years the absolute control of its
own Customs and Excise. The chairman and
Commissioner Entwistfe recommended that
the State of Western Australia should dur-
iug a period of 25 years, and thereafter until
Parliament otherwise decided, have the ab-
solute right to impose its own Customs tariff
as in pre-Federation days, provided the State
of Western Australia did not impose
higher duties upon the importation into the
State of Western Australia of any goods
produced or manufactured or landed in
other States of Australia than were
imposed on the importation into the State of
'Western Australia of like goods produced or
manufactured or imported fromn other
countries. In connection with the imposition
of Western Australia's own Excise and
Tariff, the amount of money to be eonti-
buted by the State of Western Australia to
the Federal expenditure in ex cess of Federal
income tax, land tax, and probate ditties was
to be determined by negotiations between the
Cornmonwealtlh Governrment and the Govern-
ment of the State of WYestern Australia, or
in ease of disagreement by an arbitrator who
was to be a citizen of the British Empire.
In that last sentence is one of the reasons
which led mec to state that our Premier should
have negotiated with the Federal Treasurer
regarding the financial proposals. At a later
stage the Federal Commissioners clearly re-
commended that Western Australia should
have an annual grant of £4-50,000, but they
also stated distinctly that this shouIC he a
mnatter of negotiation between the Common-
wealth Government and the Governmnent of
Western Australia.

Mr. Lambert: No Western Australian
Government should have negotiated except
on the basis of the Royal Commission's re-
commendations.

Mr. THOMSON: I am quite in accord
with the hon. member's remark.

The Minister for Lands: I sup pose you
know that in the financial statement he sent,
he said that he had already decided, what they
were going to do.

Mr. THOMSON: I do not know that.
The Minister for Lands: Did you -not read.

it? That is what was said. They 'had "de-
termined" the matter.

Mr. THOMSON: I know that the Premier
was invited to go to Melbourne to discuss
these matters. I do not blame him for what
he did, because be acted honestly in afford-
ance with his views.
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The Premier: We were not invited to go
there to discuss these matters, but to receive
the -determination" of the Government.

Mr. THOM-NSON: That is not correct.
The Premier: It is absolutely correct.
Mr. THOM1SON: Well . I say it is not.
The Premier: You must have some more

reports.

Mr. THOMSON: As a matter of fact, the
Prime M1inister, dealing with the 1923 con-
ferenee. said-

After that conference I telegraphed to all.
the States, pointing out that we had not all
the neuesary statistics to vrnable us to arrive
at " ut risienl . . .-

Then he went on to say-
I1 recognise that. this question of tho per capita
vu laleiit to the State is one entirely within
tLUt discretion of Lte Commonwealth Partia-
ment. but I think it is essential that the State
relpresentatives shouldl come here and be
afforded an opportunity to discuss any pro-
posals that nay be put forward by the Comn-
monwealth.

The Premier: Of course we Ciscussecl the
proposals, put forward by the Common-
wealth i. Those proposals were definite on
this principle.

.Mr. THON SON: Then the Prime Minister
went on-
To deail with such a question by way of car-
resjronrlence would be impossible.

The Premier: I say that, toot and these
were his proiposals.

i.TEO-MSON: Continuing, Mr. Bruce
said-
The r'nly alternative to a conterance such as
we are now holding would be for the Common-
wealth Parliament to take such action as it
thought wise, without any opportunity being
,ireii to tile States to put their point of view
or to discuss any matters connected with Coan-
monwealth proposals which appeared to them
to work inequitably to the States.

The Premier: That is to say, the point of
view of the States as to such proposals.

Mr. THOMSON: The Premier and his
fellow Treasurers were invited to Melbourne
to discus4s the proposal. We are discussing
a proposal made by the Premier to-night. that
we shall earny a certain motion. We inust
hare a basis to work upon, and surely to
goodne~s the Premier will not argue logically
that the Prime Minister asked the Premiers
of the various States to go to IMelbourne to
discuss matters which he did not propose to
-place before them.

The- Premier: I have not said any suchl
silly thing.

'.%r. THOMSON: You inferred it.

The Premier: You are going round an
round trying- to make black white.

Mr. THOMSON: I propose to quote on
or twvo other remarks to back up my argu
meat that we should later on at least endee
vain- to discuss and alter the present prc
posal. I regret quite frankly that the Fed
eral Government have not carried out the rt
commendations of the Federal Disabilitie
Commission in their entirety. The report o
the Federai Commission shows that th
Chairman itiit 3r. Entwistle, one of th
Royal Commnissioners, put forward the fol
lowing- recommnendation:

That until the State of Western Australi:
is grainted the right to impose its own Custom
and Excise tariffs, the Commonwealth shall pa
to tbe State a special payment of f450,000 pe
annum, in addition to the 25s. per capita pay
mleat atdo in accordance with Clause 4 of th
Surplus Revenue Act of 1910, the aforesal
special pa~tulent to include the special annus
payment now being made to the State of West
ernc Australia in accordance with Clause 5 o
the said Act. The above special paymnt o
£450,000 to commence on the 1st .July, 1924.

1 deplore the fact that the Gominonwesit
Government have not given effect to the I ul
rCcomimendation of the Royal Commission

The 'Minister for Agriculture: Who is re
sponsible for that!

MNr. THOMSON:- The Federal Govern
meat appointed the Royal Commission, am(
on the evidence that was submitted the Corn
mission advanced two alternatives. Thi
first was that we should have control of oui
Customs for 2,5 years. I would prefer that
because it would mean A considerable redue
tion in the cost of living for our people al
miost immediately.

The M-Ninister for Agriculture: A Federa.
Labour Government would have given tha
to us, for tha was Labour's policy at th14
last elect-ion.

Mr. THOMISON: That is a matter ol
opinion.

The 'Minister for Agriculture: You knovi
it was their declared policy.

Mr. THOMSON: That is not borne oul
by statements made by some Labour mem.
bers who spoke in the Federal Parliameni
when this matter was uinder discussion.

The 'Minister for Agriculture: But it wa'
their denite policy during the election camn
paign.

Mr. THOMSON:. Mr. Scullin, the Deput5
Leader of the Federal Parliamentary Lahous
Party, stated clearly that hisi party stoo&
solidly for unification.

15"1
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The Minister for Agriculture: But your
representatives are the strongest unification-
ists of all.

Mr. THOMSON: That is not so.
The Mfinister for Agriculture: And you

are mierely trying to force unification.

_1r. THOMSON: I am not.
The Minister for Agriculture: Dr. Page

is the greatest unifleationist in Australia.

Mr. THOMSON: That statement is not
Correct.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

M1r. THOMSON: Dealing with another
phase, Commissioner Entwistle submnitted
the following report regarding the position
of Western Australia:

In my opinion Western Australia should
never have entered Federation, but, having
done so, there is, 'I feel convinced, only one
complete and satisfactory remeidy for her pre-
sent disabilities, namely, scession. i'f that
event occurred, all ether recommendlations in
this rep)ort would become unnecessary. A s,
however, it cannot be taken for granted that
secession will take place, I barve joinedI inl re-
commendations having the object of relieving
at least to somne extent the present financial
disabilities of the State of Western Australia.

To indicate why our people advocate relier
and l)uilt up a case to prove that Western
Australia had suffered disahilities under the
Federal tariff, we 'finmd that Mr. Carroll, as
general secretary of the Primary Producers',
Association in this State, and now a senator,
in his evidence informed the Royal Comimis-
sion that the association in Western Aus-
tralia had 180 branches, with a membership
of 2,500, the brantchies being situated mostly
through tile Great Southern districts, the
Eastern portion, and as far no~rth as Gerald-
tonl. In the course of his evidence M1r. Cur-
Loll said-

'Western Austrnlia. under the Constitution,
Was comll~fed to surrender control of her
Customs House before she hall time to reap the
benefit that mnight reasonably be expected to
have acrruled to her as a result of its reten-
tion. At that time her agricultural industry
was !in its infaincy, and her seconda-ry indns-
tries were practically non-existenit. Puirina thme
interveing years her primUary industries have
mande some progress, but her secondary indus-
tries, exposed ns they bare been to the uurs-
strieted competition of the miore advanced anrl
highly developed Eastern States, have not pro-
gressed at all, the result beingy that our prim-
ary industries have suffered considerally
tlhrus9h the nun-almorption of their unexport-
abl1e products. Whotever benefit the protec7-
tionist policy may bavo conferred upon ainy
oither State in the Commionwealth, it has not

only failed to confer any benefit, but h as actu-
ally implosed an enormous burden upon the pro-

ieers of this State. I
The MXinister for Agriculture: And your

party still impose that tariff?1
Mr. THOMSON: If I were thle M1inister

for Agriculture I would not interject, be-
cause the avowved policy of the Labour
Party is absolute prohibition so far as the
tariff is concerned.

The Minister for Agpiculture: How do
you know? Why not he sincere about the
miatter? Your party is almost wholly pro-
tectionist in the Federal Parliament. Why
ntot be honest about it?

Mr. THOMSON: Surely The bon, memiber
has forgotten.

M1r. SPEAKER: I must ask the lion. memi-
bjet- to keep to the -subject matter of the
motion.

)L-.T HOMSON: I will do so, Mr.
Speaker. I am dealing withi thle policy of
the Labour Party in the Federal Parliament,
A plank of their p)Iatformn sets out the fol-
lowing:-

Unlimited legislative power for the Comamon-
wealth Parliamnent, and suelt delegated powers
to the States or provincis as the Comnmom1LI-tnelr
Parliament ma,-y determiine from tiime to tiule.

That is the policy of the Labour' Party,
and( yet tle Mlinister for Agriculture says
that a Federal Labour Government; would
give us the relici suggested.

The timister for Agriculture: Thte policy
of Your party is one of high protection.

Mr. THO'MSON: I ama protesting- against

the high tariff. I would ask the Minister
uhethohr the tariff has increased or decreased
since the Royal Commnission's report was. is-
sued.

The Minister for Agriculture: It has in-

creased.

Mr. THOMSON: And on every occasion
the incerease has been carried by the vote
of those associated with the Minister in his
political movemient, and they are thle strong-
est Suipporters of htigh protection. As a mat-
ter of fact, there is only one sectiont of Aus-
tralia dvsirous of tariff reduction and that is
W\ester~n Australia. T am htopeful that we
shall be able to induce other parts of Aus-
tralia to see our point of view and fall into
linle.

Mr. Lathanm: E ven their owtc senator
voted for the increased tariff on machinery!

'Mr. M1arshall:- What did Senator Pearce
do 0
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.Nr. TROMSON: in order to show% how
justified I aout in my contention thatI we should
receive a greater percentage of revenue from
the Comnnonwealth than, we are reciving at
life present time, I wrill quote the following
reference from the report, setting out that
the Commonwealth Tariff Hoard (Messrs. ]f.
2k-K. Oakley. Chairman, W. Leitch, and
1-1. Brooks) considered it true that-

Whatever additional cost the polic:y of pro
tection may add to the price of goods and
material imp1ortedl 1by the A ustralian consum~er,
tMe cit izcens of tile Eastern States gain, as a
compenisaiting advantage the plresence of a In rge
production :mill Inano facture. Such is not thle
caIse with Western A ustralia, which is so placed
that at lprest-jit it has to bear whatever burden
'ma:! arise and' er the jiroteetion 1st tariff withoui
reaping any of the afcomnpanyiig advantages.

NV hen we colme to tile majori ty opinion of
Messrs. Higgs and Entwhistle, we fiad their
views set out in the Royal Commission's re-
port as follows:-

Your Commnision is of opinion that if the
State of Western Australia had iiot joined the
F'ederation. thI.at State migiht have0 imposed
Customis duties5 partl 'v protective anLd pflrtlv
revenule - mod IIci Ig, and4 d erited advtanta ge
therefrin : that having joined tife Federation.
witever benefit tile Commnon wealth protec-
tieonist jiol iel nmYt have con ferredl upoin other
Stale s of the Comlmonwealth, it hins lot bene-
fited thle State of Western Aumstralia ; that the
primnary producers of the State of Western
A ustral Iia hate to pay mnore for tbe~r agriu .
tllral otncliniv, etc., than the primary pro-
ducers of the Eastern States; lint the primry'
prodier-s of the State of Western Anlstra Il
ha:ve mlot thle benefit of homie markets like
Svilimt withl its 1,008,500 p~oplahtion, or '.%e]-
boun e with its 885,700 population -home miar-
kets of soch value that three-fourths of thme

rim;r ryioducts of Netw South Wales ind Vic-
toria. other than whoa t or wool, are consumled
withiln tihose Sti tes; that the Jtriairy producers
of the State of Western Aust ralia have to sell
their producits in the markets Of tile World:
that it is inmpossible to give the primary pro-
dtleers oIf Westernt Australia relief by way of
relni-ed Customs duties without injulring the
secizimdarv industries of the EasternI States; and
thmat the only, effectivye means of removing the
chlief dIisability of the State is to restore to
the State, for a period of years, the absolute
(-omtrol of its own Customs and Excise.

I have dealt briefly with this subjcft, which
is of very great importance to Western Auls-
tralia. I regret that one has not had an op-
portunity to go more fully into the matter,
and T sincerely trust that the House will
agree to the amendment I propose to move.
Both the Premier and the Minister for
Works have accepted the principle that, in
view of her developmental requirements,
Weqern Australia should receive a larger

.grant for road pusrpoe than would be hers
if she were paid on a per capita basis. That
being so, I hope the House will see fit to
accept my amendment. The Premier pro-
poses that the financial relationship between
Commonwealth and States should be con-
sidered at a constitutional session of the
Federal Parliament.

The Premier: No, the motion does not
say that.

MrI. THOMSON: But it does, for it de-
clares that there should be no departure
from the basis Uplonl which the financial re-
lationslhip between Commonwealth and
States has rested, without tile fullest con-
sideration at a constitutional session of the
Federal Parliament. I think my amendment
will secure for uts better consideration than
we could expect from the Federal Parlia-
int. I saky our claims should be considered

at a properly convened convention whereat
the States shall havd equal representation.
Since wye have only five members in a House
of 76, what hope have we of getting satis.
factory consideration in that House? We
.should be likely to get a much better deal at
af properly' convened convention. By the
Premier's own statement, a financial pro-
posal, not nearly so good as the recoin-
niendation of their own Commission, was
reeived coldly. Tile present system is ad-
rnittedly wrong, for this State is providing
work for thousands of men, and the Cola-
nonvenlth are paying at the rate of 25s.
per hleadi of population. It has been said
that for a, considerable number of years
our group settlers will not l)ay any I icome
tax. That, also, is a matter that could be
discussed a~t the proposed convention.

Mr. Mann: Will the other States agree
to that convention?

Mr. THOM1SON: I do not know. I am
sp)eaking from a purely West Australian
point of view. I am out to protect the in-
terests of Western Australia, That is my
first duty to the people of Western Aus-
tralia. i move an amendment-

That all words after "a in line 5 be struck
out and the following inserted in lieu:-' pro-
perly convened convention at which each State
shall have equal representation .and that no
alteration of policy should Ibe accepted by this
State which does noat Provide for a more equit-
able and scientific distribution of Federal suir-
pluts revenue, based on the proportionate needs
of the States, and have special regard to the
dlisabilities of the more extensive and sparsely
peopled States %%-here the basis of paymnent

homuld be at a highmer rate than to the more
I optulous States.'
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It has been said that the Federal Govern- Aid Roads Bill bas been introduced in
ment had no mandate from the people for
the suggestion that they should take over
the North-West. In my opinion the people
resident in the North-West should be left
to say whether they desire to remain part
and parcel of Western Australia

Mr. Teesdale: Hear, hear!
Mr. THOMSON: I am, not advocating

that the North-West should be developed by
the Commonwealth.

The Premier: The North-West has
nothing to do with the question before the
House.

Mr. THOMSON: Yes, there are up there
6,000 people on whose account we receive
in capitation payments over £6,000. If the
people resident in the North-West are taken
over by the Commonwealth, they will be in
a happier position than are we in the south-
ern part of the State, for they will have but
one income tax to pay, whereas we have to
pay two.

MR. LAMBERT (Coolgardie) [8.42]
This is not a question for party views, and
.I am pleased to see that although we may
differ as to the method of payment to the
States, we are going to show a united front
in our determination that the Federal Gov-
eminent shall not filch from us revenue that
is essential to the development of Western
Australia. The Leader of the Country
Party was merely quoting the Federal At-
torney General when he said the principle
of one authority' gathering taxation for an-
other to spend was unsound.

Mr. Thomson: I didn't mention it.
Mr. LAMBERT: Perhaps not in those

words, buat you conveyed that impression to
my mind. As a matter of fact it is ex-
pressly provided for in the Constitution,
not only in the matter of one authority
gathering revenue and another spending it,
hut also in respect of one central authority
borrowing money and the other authorities
spending it. That was one of the reasons
for Federation. This is possibly the most
important question that has been raised in
the House since I have occupied a sent here.
It is a most serious matter that the Federal
Glovernment, situated hundreds of miles away,
should at every possible opportunity seek
not nly take from the State one of its main
sources of revenue, but to interfere with the
internal Government of the State. I hope
that will be resented and resisted by every'
member of this Parliament. Recently anl

the Federal Parliament, and it is receiving
the commendation of the Minister for Works,
hut if support of the proposals therein con-
tained means interference with the policy' of
road making in this State, the mneasure
should be resisted.

,ITr. Marshall: They have done that tip to
date.

Mr. LAMBERT: 1 shouk. give the Fed-
eral authorities no powers beyond those set
out in the Constitution.

Mr. Thomson: We shall he very glad to
get those roads in some of our districts.

Mr. LsAMBERT: That is all very well.
Roeads are convenient and necessary, but I
would accept no money for roadmakiug or
for any other purpose if it meant a filching
by the Commonwealth of the powers essential
for the best government of this State. The
best government of this State cannot be pro-
vided from Melbourne or from Canberra.
Our chief trouble, as mentioned by the
Premier and other speakers, is that we are
isolated, practically unknown and forgotten.
[f we continue year after year making finan-
cial bargains and permitting the Federal
Government to filch important powers from
us, we shall ultimately, find ourselves involved
in a system of vicious anification or probably
something very much worse.

HOn. G. Tayvlor: Our financial poverty is
weakening our Jiity.

The Minister for Lands: That sometimes
applies to individuals as wvell.

Mr. LAMBERT: We can remain poor and
still be dignified. The need for constructing
roads and other works will be as pressing in
10, 30, 50 or 100 years hence as it is at pre-
sent. No temporary expedient by any Gov-
ernment or Minister should be permitted or
pardoned by' this House, which should jeal-
ously guard the sovereign rights of the State.
Notwithstanding the need for constructing
roads and railways, for develop.ing the
North-West and for earning- out many pub-
lic works dear to us, we should not permit
the Federal Government to feel that they
ha ve merely to pass another dole to us-

Mr. Thomson: It is rubbish to talk about
doles.

.\r. LAMBERT: Does the hon. member
mean to say that the present proposal of the
Federal Government is not a dole? Ones
hie mean to say- that the B3ruce-Page Gnorn-
ment were sincere in their desire to Qive
effect to the recommendation of the Diqahili-
ties Commission when, instead of discusiinz
the merits or demerits of the recommnenda-
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lion, they asked us to accept a Ele while
they took from. us a far more valuable eon-
siderat ion?

MAr. Thomson: If I were Treasurer I
would regard it nut as a dole, but as a right.

Mr. LAM-%BERIT: A rig-ht!
.1r. Thomson: Yes; the Royal Comnmis-

sion said it was a right.
-%r. LA-1IBERT: They said nothing, of the

sort. They recommended as a tentative pro-
posal that a certain amount should be
granted until the Customs and Excise were
taken over by the State Government.

Mr. Thomison:- The grant of £450,000 was
the alternative.

Mr. LAMBERT: That was a proposal
altogether different from calling the State
Premiers% to M1elbournei and. saying to them,
"Here are our proposals; we propose to
take from you the per capita payments and
substitute somiething- else for them."

Mr. Thomson: I thoutght you regarded the
25':. per capita payment as a dole, too.

Mr. LAM1BERi-T: It is altogether 6ifferent.
Not alone the Federal Constitution but the
recommendations of the Disabilities Commis-
sion clearly indicate the intention that the
States, for nil time, should receive portion
of the Customs and Excise revenue. It
would be a most dangerous departure to ac-
cept any other system of contribution from
time Commonwealth. The Federal Govern-
ment, however, in their frantic desire to bol-
ster uip the big manufacturing cities of the
Eastein States, will continue incessantly to
pile up duties to the detriment of this State,
which is trying to struggle along with prim-
ary production alone.

Mr.% Thomsgon: And the more you bolster
thenm up, the more you will give them under
the present per capita system.

Air. LAMIBERT: Quite so. I do not say
that a contribution on a per capita basis is
the last word in fairness.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Something more
might be said, but you must say that much.
We must have something 6efinite.

Mr. LAIBERT: Yes, something definite.
I do not intend to argue the merits of the
area and population basis of distribution,
hut until we can definitely determine the
financial relationship between the States and
the Commonwealth, we should resist any
alteration -whatever.

Mr. Thomson: flow do you propose to
alter the present condition of affairs!

The Minister for Lands: There is only one
way, revolution; collar the Customs.

Mr. LAM~BERT: If the Minister for
Lands had made use of those words when

giving evidence before the Disabilities Corn
iission, he woul4 probably have done thi

State incalculable good. Instead of that 4
told the Commission that he regarded th
matter of controlling our own Customs Sil
Excise for an indefinite period as being be
yoaa the pale of practical politics. I wil
never concede that the controlling our Gus
toms and Excise is beyond the pale of prac.
tical polities. If Parliament did nothini
else next session than to focus attention upoi
the need for controlling our finances throng]
the Customs and Excise, more good WOUlc
he accompllislled than by all the legislatior
we couIld pass. For the well being of th(
primary lprodulcers of this State, it is essen,
tial that we should have control of our Gus.
toms and Excise for a reafsonable time, il
only' for 25 years. That would enable uE
to build tip other industries simultaneously
with plrimary production.

The M3inister for Lands;, We could only
lint a protective tariff on ourselves.

M1r. LAMBERT: That is true, but it
would be more in keeping with the needs
of the State and would he more flexible than
would - tariff framed for Eastern States
muanufacturers only by people who know
practically nothing of the requirements of
this State. The "Australian M)anufacturer."
the mouth piece of the manufacturers of Aus-
tralia . says that the Labour Party, like all
the other parties, drew their best men to
the F] ederal Parliament and left the political
riff-raff to run the State Parliaments of Aus-
tralia. I ant not over-sensitive about their
valueless comment, hut it is well to mecm-
her that a journal of that description has
ventured such an op)inion. What is the act-
ual truth'? With the greatest deference and
respect to those who constitute the Federal
Parliament. it can truthfully he said that
nearly every one is a reject of a State Par-
liament or a man who could never win a seat
in a State Parliament.

Hon. G. Taylor: That applies to all par-
ties?

M)r. LiNMBERT: Yes; it is a non-party
matter. The paper made it quite clear be-
cans", as regards the hon. member's party.
the fact was so evident that there was no
need to ecuphasise it.

Mr. Richardson: As regards your party
there are flot many in the Federal Parlia-
inent.

'%r. LAMfBERT: A perusal of the latest
Federal Budget shows how the Common-

15'
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wealth Government are spending money. As
a result of protection thle primary producers
bare to paty throug, h thle Customs for the
holstering liIp of big centralised induistries
in the Eastern States. The Federal Attor-
ney General says it is quite in thle natural
order of things that all the big industries
of Australia should be centred in the muore
densely populated cities.

Mr, Sampson:- Support to Eastern manu-
facturers has become a hiabit with the Fed-
eral Parliament.

Mr, LAMIIBERT: Admittedly, and the
Federal Government are granting support in
every possible direction, anid thus absorbing
their revenue. The high protective duties
ame had enough in their way, I do not dis-
agree with the policy of protection, I amn
a sufficiently good Australian' to realise that
it is the oiv conceivable way of building up
thle industries of Australia. We miust pro-
tect our industries against the cheap labour
of other countries.

-1-r. Oriffiths: But we should not run mad
over protection.

Mr. LAMBERT: TI' hat is so. The Federal
Government bolster lit industries not only
by means of lprotection but also by bonuses.
Here is a list of the bonuses as printed 'in
tire Press a few days ago. The largest
amjount paid was to New South Wales. last
year. a sumi of £8790'000. This was mostly
in connection with steel bounties to thle
1.H.P. and other big steel companies.

Mr. Lindsay: And the dutty in addition.

31r. LAMBERT: Yes. Victoria was
granted £672,000, principally in. Connection
with canining anid dried fruits. Queensland
received £360,000, South Australia £270,000,
anid Western Australia £127,000, the princi-
pal time being wire nettin-g £64,000, for the
keeping out of rabbits.

Thre Minister for Lands: That has to hec
repaid.

MNr. LAMBE RT: Certainl y.
Mr. Griffiths: That is not a bonus.

-Mr. LAMBERT: No. It is put there to
show thle amiounts paid to the different States.
There has recently been constituted a new
board of science anid industry. There is
provision iii the last Federal Budget for the
investment of a quarter or half a illiioln
of monley, the interest from which must go
to the carrying out of scientie investigations
into Australia industries. I do not suppose

this will have anything to do with Western
Australian industry. We saw the shameful
exhibition over the small laboratory that was
doing good -work in connection with our for-
e sts. This was filched away from US mid
taken to the other States.

Mr. Thomson: You ought to support my
amendment.

Mlr. LAM1BERT: The Commonwealth aur-
thorities do not wish to do anything for the
creation of big, industries in Australia, and
the exploitation on sound dud economic lines
of the big rivers of wealth that, flow in Aus-
tralia. Let them conmc to this State and
spend £50,000 or £100,000 a year in the one
place that is backward in p~roductioli. Not -
withstanding that this was the only State in
the union that had no woollen mill, the Com-
mnonwvealth Government squandered thous-
ands and thousands of pounds during the
war in the other States. People talk about
preserving- the Australian outlook. If we
look after -the business of thle States, the
Conmmonwealth will look after itself. As
the Leader of the Opposition ably' said, the
Federal people have not the capacity, to pro-
duce anything. The States control all the
big essentials in commerce andi industry.
They are the mnain springs in the(- develop-
ment of the Commonwealth, ats a country,
in the expansion of the primary industries
and so forth. 'In these matters thle States
-ire supreme. If we hail(d ouir powers over
to 'the Conmmonwealth, God help the States!
I hope this House will mnake a bold arid cour-
ageous bid to control the Customs and Ex-
cise in Western Akustralia. Let us show a
united froirt to a common enemny, In which
light the Federall Government Inust ibe re-
garded if they, go on as they propose to do.
I ai riot so riinclm concerned about book
entries or ats to whether the Treasury receives
£100,000 om £200,000 a year. W'hat I ani
concerned about is the almost limitless
wealth of Western Australia of which the
Federal Government sem to be heedless.
They pay mive~ regard to our prresemnt needs.
Theyv miay say' they will riad money for roads
it' we will allow a Federal Public Works
Department to Jpoke their noses into our
lbisjiness. Rather than allow that, I wonld
prefer to go without the money' . We should'
have pretserved that attitude in other dire-
tions. Whilst thme Federal Government may
have contributed to the war sinkinff fund
over £4,000,000 last year, neverthek'ss Ihey
had a surplus of £2,000,000. They now wat
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to filch away the paltry amount that this
State has received in the past and has spent
in thle pro-gress and development of We-stern
Australia.

MR. GRIFFITHS (Avon) [9.5]: 1 wish
to draw the attention of the Premier to the
statement of the Federal Treasurer in the
Commonwealth Parliament 'when bringing
down his State Grants Bill, and would like
to have an expression of opinion from the
Premier as to what he thinks. of the re-
marks. Dr. Earle Page said-

The State authorities were afraid to discuss;
tlbe miattcr, for they know the Comnmonwvealthi
figures were incontrovertible. It was for that
roasoti they adoptqd the attitude they did, anti
that we witniessed snc a. farce at the confer-
ece hold in Melbourne.

I should like to hear what the Premnier
thinks of that.

The Premier: I shall be happy to oblige
you.

Mr. GRIFFITHS: The Federal Treasurer
went on to say that the discontinuance of
the paymtent of subsidies by the Common-
wealth to the States had been regarded as in-
evitable ever since- Federation was first en-
tered upon. I think we would never have
entered into Federation had 'we not consid-
eyed that it was implied in the Constitution
that for all time the States would receive
three-fourths of the Customs revenue. WIhen
the first referendum 'was held in New Southi
W'ales the people of that State 'would not

ag-ree to it. I think the Premiers were
callJed together at the instance of the late
Sir George Reid. He held the opinion that
the Federal authorities 'would some day have
to impose excessive duties in order to get
sufficient revenue. I take it that any atera-
tionsi that have been made contrary to the
spirit of the Constitution were brought about
largely from what took place then. I ani
pleased that the Commissioner of Taxation
has placed before us the document be did.
It is; very interesting. I gather that if the
arrangement at -present in vogue does not
stand, the Commonwealth are going to take
from us the more solid sources of incomee
and leave us with those that are least re-
liable. They propose to surrender a sum of
£375,000, and to take from us £564,000,
leaving us about £188,000 to make up. This
'Wilt. mean on the land ta-x that 'we shall have
to add 53.75 per cent. to make good the de-
ficiency, 33 per cent. to make up the loss onl

income tax, 27 per Cent. to make up for thle
loss of taxation on companies, and 69 per
cent. to make up the Iosron probates. There
is no morality in this proposal. An obli-
ation was cast upon the Commonwealth to
give to the States three-fourths of the Cu-
toms revenue. We have been discussingv
to-night the Braddon blot. I do not know
whether the latest proposal should be called
the Page blot. That is how I shall regard
it if this proposal is ipersisted in. I agree
'with practically all the member for Cool-
gardie (3Mr. Lambert) has said.

Mr. Lindsay: Surety not all he said about
Protection.

Mr. GRIFFITHS: I do believe in a rev-
cnue tariff, and that our strugggling- indus-
tries should be encouraged. but I do not
believe in running mad over the business.
A certain amount of taxation is necessaryi
in a new country, but there is no necessity
to go mad over it. In the amendment that
has been moved by the Leader of the Coun-
try Party there is no thought of opposing
the motion. I think he believes it will lead
to our getting a better result if a convx-
tion is cned, rather than if we -wait until
the Federal people decide this question for
us. The amendment is brought forward
with the idea of assisting the movement and
not in any spirit of antagonism. It would
be far better if the amendment were car-
ried. The per capita payment must be taken
as the basis on which we are going to make
our claims. The present Federal proposals
are unmoral. They mean breaking a eon-
tract that was entered into when the Con-
stitntion was framed. I have pleasure in
Supporting the question before us, and shall
of course support may leader in his amend-
ment. If the amendment is not carried, I
shall support the motion as it stands.

MR. ANGELO (Cascoyne) [9.12]: The
thanks of thle House and the State are due
to the Premier for bringing this important
subject so early before us. They are also
due to the Leader of the Opiosition and
other sp~eakers who have endorsed his
action. I hope that the motion, with the
amendment added, will be carried unani-
nmously to showv the Commonwealth Parlia-
mjent that this State enters an emphatic pro-
test ag-ainst any further encroachment upon
its sovereign rights. Everyone will agree
that the history of Federation has been one
of consistent interference with the activities
of the States and with the sovereign rights
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of the States. A reference to the debates
on the Constitution which created Federa-
tion will show that the estimated cost of
running the Commonwealth was between
£500,000 and £C900,000 a year. In the course
of 25 years the expenditure has run into
ahout £60,000,000 a year. N'k doubt part
of that is due to the war, but if we deduct
the cost 'of the war and the subsequent cx-
p~enditure due to the war, we find there has
been an extraordinary increase in the cost
of Federation. I. feel sure from what we
have heard to-night, and have heard in the
past, that there has been great extravagance
on the part of Federal Administrations in
the carrying out of their activities.

Mr. Griffiths: During the last four years
the Federal Treasurer received 40 millions
more revenue than in the preceding four
years.

M1r. ANGELO: The first Federal Trea-
surer, Sir George T 'urner, realised what the
States would require in order to carry on
their various activities, and he agreed to the
refunding of three-fourths of Customs and
Excise revenue. But it was not long before
other Federal Treasurers came along and
found that they had to encroach on the
rights of the States owing to Federal ex-
travagance. The first big steal was the
Surplus Revenue Act, for which we have to
thank Sir William Lyne. Incidentally, I
may- mention the extraordinary fact that
even one of our own great Federal mem-
bers. one who criticised that measure, called
it dishonest, and in every way opposed it,
and later on when holding the high office
of Federal Treasurer did little to rectify
the position. When we send members over
to the East, it is not long before they be-
come imbued with the Eastern environment.
They inhale the Eastern atmosphere, and
forget all about the sovereign rights, of the
States who sent them to the Federal Par-
liament. Another gross injustice was the
establishment of the Commonwealth Savings
Bank. I am not referring to the Common-
wealth Bank as a whole, but to the Savings
Bank part of the institution. From that
we have lost prohably half a million by way
of an extra interest bill, inasmuch as the
State was deprived of an avenue for obtain-
ing cheap money. Then there was the note
avenue, which again deprived us of a similar
opportunity. And so it has gone on until
there is this last attempt to deprive us of
the 25s. capitation grant. I hope this Par-
liament will enter a most emphatic Protest,
showing the Federal Government that even

a worm will: turn, that we have come to the
end of our wvilliugness to be imposed upon
in this manner. As regards the motion and
the amendment, I shall vote for the latter,
but not because I think it will in any way
defeat the Premier's object. I shall vote for
the amendment because, in my opinion, it
represents a better way of getting to the
point we hope to reach. The Premier's
motion suggests that we leave it to the Fed-
eral Parliament to see what is to he done.

The Minister for Lands: The Federal
Parliament has the power.

iMr. ANGELO: Quite so. But, after all,
as has been pointed out by the Leader of the
Country Party, Western Australia and Tas-
mania have only five members in a House
of 75-voices crying in the wilderness.

The Preumier: Why not say that West-
era Australia and Tasmania have six mem.
hers each in a House of 36, the Senate?

Mr. ANGELO: Yes, but what is the
Senate? The other House deals with finan-
cial matters, at any rate. The reason wh3
I am so keen on the con vention is that the
framers of the Federal Constitution realised
the necessity for holding a convention after
Federation had been in vogue for some
time. They suggested a period of 20 years.
When Mr. H~ughes was Prime Minister.
seven years ago, he endorsed that opinion
and promised a convention. He agreed
that the convention which had been pro-
mised by the framers of the Constitution
would be held at the end of 20 years of
Federal life; but as soon as he found that
the smaller States, South Australia, West-
ern Australia, and Tasmania, were uarepar-
ing a ease for the convention, he simply an-
nounced that there would he no convenion
and that the Federal Parliament would
rectify any anomalies and would frame. any
niecessaryv constitutional amendments. Thus
Mr. Hughes broke not only his own promise
but the pledge given to the States by the
framers of the Constitution. The House
might say that there is no hope of getting
the convention, since it has already been
proved that the Prime Minister of seven
years ago went back on his, promise in that
connection. Hon. members may therefore
argue that it is unlikely we shall get a con-
vention under the auspices of the Federal
Government. 'But there is nothing whatever
to prevent the States from holding a States
convention, And thus to a certain extent
ignoring the Federal Parliament altogether.

The Minister for Lands: What good would
that heq No good.
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Mr. ANGELO: All I can reply is that the
States created the Constitution and surely to
goodness the States can alter or amend it.

The Premier: They cannot.
Mr. ANGELO; Does the Premier mean to

say that if the six States came together and
demanded certain ame ndments of the Con-
stitution, those amendments could be refused
by the Federal Parliaiment? The Federal
Parliament dare not refuse them.

The Minister for Works: The Federal
Constitution lass it down how amendments
are to be made, and they must be made in
that form.

M1r, ANGELO: Who created the Federal
Constitution?

The .1inister for Works: The people by
their votes.

Mr. ANGELO: Nothing will convince me
that the six States, having created the
Federal Constitution, cannot amend it. If
the Federal Government will not listen to
amendments suggested by a properly con-
stituted States convention, then surely there
must be an appeal to the British Parliament
to allow such amiendments. The authority that
has created a thing can, in my opinion,
amend it, if not undo it altogether. It i
worth trying. We may be told that we would
not get anything from a States convention at
the present time, but this is a psychological
moment, because all the States are opposed
to the present effort of the Federal Govern-
ment, as has been stated by the Premier and
[hie Leader of the Opposition. Therefore, I
Whink it probable that a States convention
wrould be agreed to, and that each State
wvould send a duly elected representative to
muel a convention. Then the whole Federal
Constitution would be thrown into the melt-
ing pot. That, I contend, is the only legal
and constitutional waly we have of getting
aver our disabilities mnd doing away' with th e
rarlous anomalies. Let us not forget that if
wve wvant to secure proper and equitable
:reatinent for all the States, it is necessary
aot only to do away with disabilities but also
0 cuirtail the undlue advantages enjoyed by
:he larger States at the present time. I do
lope thle Premier will agree to the amend-
ment and endeavour to induce the Premiers
Af all the other States to agree to a States
!onventior.

MR, DAVY (West Perth) [9.23]: I did
20L. intend to say anything on this matte;,
uit I fear that the amendment may be ear-
-ied, and I would like to say why I do not
hink it should be. In the first place, there

appears to be a certain amount of misunder-
standing. It is quite clear, in my opinion,
that what we are debating is not a constitu-
tional question in the true sense of the word.
It is entirely in the hands of the Federal
Parliament if it thinks fit to pass an Act
altering the grant to Western Australia and
to the S~tates generally. As a pure matter of
law-, the Federal Parliament could pass an
Act to-morrow wiping out the 'per capita
payment and substituting something for it or
substituting nothing for it. So that any con-
vention or any other procedure would he
merely extra-legal, would be merely a means
of satisfying the consciences of Federal mem-
bers, or giving them an opportunity of de-
riving the community's opinion on the sub-
ject. The resolutions of such a convention as
has been suggested would not be binding on
the Federal Parliament, which might still
go on with the course it proposes. I do
not think there is any argument about that.

The Premier: The Constitution is not af-
fected by the proposed action at all.

Mr. DAVY: No; not any more than the
referendum taken on the conscription issue
had any legal relevancy.

Mr. Thomson: I amt not suggesting it had.
Mr. DAVY: 1 do not say the bon.

member suggested that it had. However,
it is the latter part of the amendment I do
not like. The first essential is to make it clear
that we are entitled morally and logically
to it share of the Customs revenue on a per
capita basis. We wvent into Federation and
surrendered what was Western Australia's
sole source of revenue at the time, namely,
its Tariff revenue. It was agreed that we
shouild roughly receive back what wvas taken
from us, less, of course, the expense neces-
sary for the Federal Government to carry
on; amid that is the 2.5s. per head. We ought
to make it perfectly clear that primarily we
insist upon that continuing, If we agree to
the amendment, we are suggesting that we
would be ready to consent to waive that
right and take instead something qluite, dif-
ferent, something which might or might not
he a satisfactory proposition to us. We want
to have the continued guarantee that we shall
receive our fair share per head of the popu-
lation of that revenue which was taken from
us when we went into Federation. If we stif-
fer from disabilities-and of course we do-
which ought to he remedied, the remedy
should be effected in an entirely different
way' . I hope the House will stand by the
Premier's motion, thus making it quite clear
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that we arc not goin g to agree to any finan-
cial scheme which does not continue that ar-
rangement upon which we entered into Fed-
eration.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
W. C. Augwin-North-East Fremantle)
[9.27]: The last speaker has put the matter
very clearN4 . Looking over the reports of
Some Premiers' conferences, it appears to
me that the question whether the per capita
payments to the States were or were not pay-
mnents from Customs revenue arose for the
first time at the 1923 conference. I believe
the question w'as raised by Dr. Earle Page,
then Federal Treasurer. Sir James Mitchell
took the definite stand that the payments
made to the States were made f rum Customs
revenue. Thle Leader of the Opposition can
hear me out in that. An attempt was made
onl that occasion to imbue the minds of the
Premiers present with thle belief that Cus-
tomis revenue was used for the purpose of
meeting war eosts and that increased taxa-
tion. in the form of income and other taxes
was uised for the purpose of inaking per
capita payments to the States. The Pre-
miers present would not accept that view,'
but strongly objected to it. The present
position is as follows.:-The Premiers mtac
in Melbourne in order, as they thought,' to
discuss the Commonwealth Government's
financial proposals as affecting the States.
After our Premier had- left, we got
the proposals submitted to its; and in those
pruposals the Commonwealth used the wvords
that they were "determined" to settle the
financial position on a certain basis. They
were "determined" to do it.

Mr. Thomson: That is different from what
Mr. Bruce said. I quoted him.

The M1INISTER FOR LANDS: I do not
care what Mr. Bruce said. Here ar-e the
words used-

The Conmmonwealth now is determined
to discontinue the per c3apita, pnyment-, and to
adjust its finanicial relationship with the States
on the following basis.

Those are the words used in the statement
accompanying the proposals sent to the var-
ious Governments. It was further laid down
that at the conference to be held, the general
conference was not to take into considera-
tion the additional financial arrangements
that would he provided to assist Tasmania
and Western Australia. Those matters were
to he entirely as between the Premiers of the

States coneerned and the Federal Govern-
went. Thus the Premiers of the States took
up a definite attitude. The Customs pay-
mnents furnished the 26s. per capitac pay-
mnents to thle States and T maintain that the
Premiers were correct in their attitude. They
said they did not wish to discuss any other
question dealing with the financial position
unless it were ild down clearly that the per
capita payments and so on must be adhered
to mrs formerly. What was the good of dis-
cussing the question as to whether the fig-
tires furnished by the States or hy the Fed-
eral Dc partitient regarding taxation, were
correctV

lion. Sir James M1itchell : We wvant our
25s. per hlead per annumn.

The M1INISTE R FOR LAND S: Yes, and
that is what the Federal Government want.
That is what they were definite upon. Nat-
urally thle Federal Government would have
liked the State Premiiers to embark upon a
general discussion regarding the taxation
proposals, but the Premiers were firm in
stating that they desired to retain the per
capita payments and there was no necessity
to discuss it. There was no necessity to dis-
cuss the question whether the figures relat-
ing to the taxation received during the year
were right or wrong, because the Premiers
had no intention of doing anything in that
regard. This is a very serious matter for
Western Australia, because everyone contri-
butes to thle Customns and everyone does not
contribute to our taxation. Hon, members
must realise that the people who are contri-
buting to the funds of the State now wvilI
continue to contribute to the Commonwealth
Government, but will be called upon to make
good the deficiency through the relinquishing
of the per capita payments. The amount
must be made up by the few taxpayers we
have in W~estern Australia.

Mr. Thomson: My amendment does not
s uplport that suggestion.

The M4INISTER FOR LANDS: I know
it does not. But what is the use of referring
the matter to a convention as the hon. mem-
ber suggested?9 The member for Gascoyne
(Mr. Angelo) supported the proposal. Those
hon. members know that we spent a! consid-
erable time over the commission appointed
for the purpose of determining the questions
to put before a convention. On all hands
we met with difficulties regarding- the surplus
revenue and other similar questions. We
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were told that the Federal High Court had
already decided that those Acts were in ac-
cordance with the Constitution and, there-
fore, if a convention were held to deal -with
any of the questions at issue, the report
would have to go before the Federal Parlia-
ment to be dealt with there. Who comprise
the Federal Parliament:' Representatives
of the people just as we ourselves arc!

Mr. Thomson: Yes, 28 representing 'New
South Wales, 20 representing Victoria, and
5 representing Western Australia.

The MI11NISTER FOR LANDS: That is
in the Houise of ltepresentatives. There is
the Senate.

M.Thomson: But you, know that the
Sviiate cannot interfere with the finances.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
Senate can refuse approval. If a Fed-
eral convention were held and the Federal
Parliament did not give effect to the views
indicated by the convention, what chance
would there be if we appealed to the British
Government? The Federal Parliament could
inform the Imnperial Parliament that the
pe ople of Australia were behind them.

Mr. Thomson: But would not the Senate
take those views into consideration?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: It would
all depend.

Mr. Thomson: if we had smaller States,
that might affect the position.

The -MINISTER FOR LANDS: We are
not dealing with that question, hut at any
rate I am not too fond of the smaller States
proposal. I regard the hook written by Dr.
P'age on unification as the silliest I have ever
read. I am not a unificationist and I have
made that statement from the public plat-
form on many occasions. I am doubtful
about the position because the Primec Minis-
ter is being bluiffed by Dr. Earle Page.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: INo, they are workingy
very well together.

The M1INISTER FOR LANDS: I am not
so sure about that.

Mfr. Latham: At any rate they have in-
creased the tariff very well togethe'r.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The pre-
sent Federal Government are endeavouring
to induce through action, not through the
will of the people, a very serious position.
They are taking steps to introduce into Aus-
tralia means that will bring the States more
towards unification to an extent never be-
fore attempted by any Federal Government.

Mr. Thomson: I do not agree with you.
Mr. E. B. Johnston: I hope you are not

trying to split the Federal coalition lparty.
The MIN ISTER FOR LANDS:- Consider

how the Federal Government have duplicated
various uepartments. That is merely done
for the purpose of inducing the people to
come to the conclusion that there is no neces-
sity to hav e two departments doing the same
class of work. The people wvill urge the re-
tention of one department only and that will
eventually mean unifieation.

Hon. Sir James 'Mitchell: All these pro-
posals make for unification,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is
so. Take, for instance, the Federal road
grant. That is of advantage to Western
Australia and any State Government would
he foolish not to avail themselves of the
money. In my opinion, however, the prin-
ciple is wrong. If the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment have too much money, taxation
should be reduced.

Mr. Latham: Or else the money should he
handed hack to the States, who should he
allowed to spend it as they think fit.

The MINIISTER FOR LANDS: One hon.
member referred to the assistance rendered
for the purchase of wire netting. While
there is not interest charged for a period of
years, the farmers will still have to pay for
that -netting. That proposal was not only
an encouragement to the farmers to protect
their holdings, bnt the compulsory provision
was included that Austral ian-made, netting
had to be purchased, no matter what the
price might be. I agree with the member
for West Perth (Mkr. Davy) that a conven-
tion would be useless for any such purpose.
At their next session the members of the
Federal Parliament may decide to wipe out
the per capita payments altogether, and it
is our duty to take all steps possible to bloc'
themi from doing so. That payment of 25s.
per head per annum is a fixed amount.

IMr. Latham: And it is certain revenue.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes; a

State Treasurer knows that that armount will
he coming in.

Mr. Thomson: Suppose the amount is re-
dnced by 2s. 6d. in the pound per year until
it vanishes?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS- I am
against any reduction.

Mr. Thomson: I am against that, hut
still-

The MITNISTER FOR LANDS: I believe
we should not move one inch. We should
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stick to the one point, that we are justly,
rightly and legally entitled to the payment
of 25s. per head per annum.

Mr. Thomson: A Federal convention might
say we were entitled to more.

The MUIiSTER FOR LANDS: But that
is not likely. There is no doubt that this
proposal of the Federal Government came as
a surprise to many people in Western Aus-
tralia. No one anticipatei for a moment
that the Federal Government would propose
discontinuing the per capita payments. I
have discussed various matters with niem-
hers of the Federal Parliament and the
opinion seemed to be that Western Austra-
lia required greater assistance, while noth-
ing was ever suggested that could compen-
sate f or the loss of the per capita payment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We want that
for all time.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Then
they talk about relinquishing taxation. Ron.
members should remember tbat taxes are not
permanent.

Hon. Sir James Mfitchell: That is so.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: What if
we had a drought in Western Australia, such
as we had in 1.914-15? Where would our
taxation be then!

Mr. Maley: What if we had a drought
extearing over six -years?

The MiNISTEE FOR LANDS: Of course
"we have had only one actual drought in
W\esternl Australia since we have been grow-
ing- wheat. T hat drought extended right
throughout the Commonwealth. If we did
experience a drought, however, the people
wvould not. have the money with which to
paiy taxes.

Mr. (iriliths: Vnd the Federal authorities
have increased revenue and the Customs and
Excise rex-cutse has increased too.

The 'MINISTER FOR LANI)S: It has
gone up 100 per cent., and is a constantly
increasing aniount. If this amount is not
wipet off and there is no increased taxation
hiere, it will mean that we will have 16007000
-L year and the special subsidy will decrease
by £10,000 a year, but the increased popula-
tion will make up the difference. If the
amount is wiped off, it means £600,000 a
year less for the developmental work of the
State. This is a question requiring close con-
sideration and we should do everything pos-
sible to avoid heing placed in the p)osition
indicated by the Federal Government.

MR. SAMPSON (Swan) [9.44]: Neithei
the motion nor the amendment endorses thE
withdrawal of the per capita grant. Thai
point should be clearly noted. Westeria
Australia has faced so many difficulties ani
has had so many burdens thrust upon hei
by the Commonwealth that a great deal ol
suspicion exists regarding any proposals ad
vanced through the Federal authorities. Un.
doubtedly thbe withdrawal of the per capiti
payments would be in the highest degrec
disastrous to Western Australia. The equal,
ity of the incidence of this taxation is mcall)
the point ,at issue, and the difference be.
tween. the motion and the amendment. Boti
motion and amendment set out that the pci
capita payments should continue.

M1r. Davy: No, the amendment contemn
plates something different from the pci
capita paymaent.

Mir. SAMPSON: The amendment declare!
that no alteration of policy should be ac,
cepted by Western Australia unless thai
alteration provides for a more equitable ami
scientific distribution of Federal surpluw
.revenue.

Mr. Davy: But that would be an entin
departure from the per capita payment.

Mr. SAMPSON: No, the per capils
schemne would remain, but the payment
would. be more in lproportion with the State'!
needs. That principle has received genera
commendation in Western Australia, an(
has been acknowledged by the Common
wealth Government in respect of the gran!
in aid of roads, under which this State ha:
received an amount second only to that paic
to New South Wales; whereas if Wester[
Australia received a grant in aid of road!
based as the per capita payments are based
she would get a very much smaller sum. Thb
amendment endorses that principle of pay
went in proportion to needs, and seeks tt
have it carried into effect so far as a reso
lution of the State Parliament can carrY it

I will support the amendmient.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier-
Boulder-on amendment) [9.481): I do no
think the House ought seriously to conside:
the amendment. It is merely an attempt t(
make! it appear that the Leader of die Coon
try Party is not only op)posed to th9 pro
posal to withdraw the per capita paymecnts
bus is desirous, of going nmuch faitlier thar
the motion goes in order to prevent theii
withdrawal. This is a most remnark-abh
thing. Tlie hon. member says there shal'



[10 Arorsi', 1926.] 165

e no withdrawal of the per capita pay-
ients until a convention is held, and unless
hn convention decides that there should
e zraumts to the State on a more equitable
asis in accordance with both area and popii-
ation. That is what the amendment say'.
;u, the Leader of the Country Party, when
jpeaking, said further that he was not argu-
ag that the 25s. should be taken away; that
.e was not going to accept any such pro-
iosal, and that we were entitled to more
noney. That is the most remarkable somer-
suit I have ever known in this State.

Mr. Griffiths: In what way?
The ['EMIER: Listen and you will

ear.
Mr. Grifithu: Well, go ahead.
The PREMIER: I was going ahead until

Jo.. butted in so stupidly. I should say you
Lave enough trouble down in the eourtP
crambling for the U.K.N.A. nmoney, without
retting into this.

Mr. Griffiths: I am not there now.
The PREMIER: No, as one of the wit-

iesses said to-day, you are leading yonr
)arty -from behind.

Mr. Thomson: I thought we were going
a deal with this question along non-party
inen.

The PREMIER: This amendment is an
Lttempt on the part of the Leader of the
,ountry Party to pose as one prepared
o go farther than the motion. He
loes not want the per capita p)aymfents
vithdraWn. He says the payment is
tot sufficient; that we ought to have more.
W~hen the Minister for Lands declared
hat he didn't approve of the sugges-
.ion that the amount should be annually
-educed by 2s. 6d. the Leader of the Coun-
:ry Party said "Neither do L." Could one
)elieve that this is the same gentleman who,
ifew weeks ago, supported the proposal of

:he Federal Government that the per capita
pa yments should be withdrawn?

Mr. Thomson: On a point of order:
Vhe hon. member says I supported the pro-
)osal that the per capita payments should
)e withdrawn. I never made any such state-
nent.

Mr. SPEAKER: That is not a point of
)rder. That is merely a denial. The hon.
nember has no right to interrupt another
nember's speech, except with the permission
)f that member.

Yr. Thomson: Then von will permit me
:0 reply I

Mr. SPEAKER: \o. The hon. member
must resume his seat. If he have a per-
sonal explanation, that is all that is allowved.
Hie must not interrupt when another mem-
ber is addressingr the Chair.

The PREMIR: The Leader of the
Country Party complained that lie had not
had sufficient time to deal with this ques-
tion, notwithstanding which he managed to
occuipy time equal to that taken up by the
Leader of the Opposition and 'me. I re-
peat that the hon. member, who says to-
night he is opposed to the withdrawal of the
per capita payments and that he wants to
go further than the motion, got into the
newspapers a fewv weeks ago in order to
support the Federal Government's pro-
posals against the side 1 was upholding in
the Press.

Mr. Thomson: Is it a crime to get into
the newspapers?

The PREMIER: No, but in doing so he
wasfl supp~orting the Federal Government's
proposal to withdraw the per capita pay-
ment.

Mr. Thomson: You are making a state-
ment that is not correct.

The PREMIER: I say the hon. mnember
gt into the Press and supported the Fed-

eral Government's proposals as against the
side I was taking. At the beginning of this
discussion I argued one point only, namely,
that there should be no reduction in the per
capita payments. What, then, was the hon.
member's object in getting into the Press
and arguing with me about it, if not to back
up the Federal Government in opposition to
the side I was supporting? Of course he
did it. He argued that it was better to have
prants made by the Commonwealth Gov-
erment onl the basis of area and population
than to be tied down to a per capita pay-
ment equal in all States. He said that in
the newspaper.

Mr. Thomson: That is what my amend-
ment says.

The PREMIIER:..ut that was not what
we were arguing. The point was that the
Federal Government said they were evacu-
ating the field of taxation for the States to
enter, and that no further per capita pay-
ments would be made. That was the whole
difference of opinion between the Stale
Governments and the Federal Government.
There was no other point, no other argu-
ment. In that discussion the hon. member
took the side of the Federal Government as
agrainst the State Governments. He glot into
the newsnarers.
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Mr. Thomson: Why should I not? It
is my right. You seem to be objecting to
my getting into the newspapers.

The PREMIER: I am not. What I am
pointinj out is that the hon. member got
into the newspapers to take up a certain
stand, and has completely somersaulted on
that stand to-night.

Mr. Thomson: Your statement is not
correct.

The PREMIER: But it is. Now the
hon. member would go farther than we go.
The motion is not enough for him. He will
entirely oppose the withdrawal of the per
capita payments. Yet only a few weeks ago
he got into the newspaper to support their
withdrawal. Having tumbled into a mess,
lie now tries to slide out of it by moving an
amendment.

'Mr. Thomson: These are non-party
lines

The PREMIER: Listen to the hon.
member talking about non-party lines! He
was the first man in Australia to introduce
party views into the discussion on the Fed-
eral Government's proposals. Consider his
sincerity! The miserable hypocrisy of the
man is clear to everybody in the country.
He talks about party lines, when he was
the first man to introduce party polities into
the discussion. Did he not say the with-
drawal of the per capita payments was
lbeing opposed by fire State Governments
because they were Labour Governments and
because the proposal came from the Bruce
Government? Was not that proof that he
was supporting the Bruce Government's
proposals? Moreover, was he not introduc-
ing party politics into the discussion? He
was the first man in Australia to do that.

Mfr. Thomson : I didn't do it in the
House to-night.

The PREMIER: No, to-night you did
not pursue one inch the road that you
pursued during that argument. Of course
the bon. member did not do it to-night. To
have done so would have been consistent,
whereas he is never consistent for 25 min-
utes at a time, The amendment is the most
hypocritical thing ever put before the
House. Who could conceive that it is from
the man who, a few weeks ago, took an en-
tirely opposite view, and said the 'Federal
Government's proposals were being opposed
by five State Governments only because they
were Labour Governments and because the
proposals came from the Bruce Govern-
mnent? Now he says he did not support the
Federal Government's proposal. So little

regard has he for what he says that he wi
denty to-day what he said yesterday an
affirm what he will deny to-morrow. I nevc
heard of such an attitude.

Mr. Thomson: I thought we were di!
cussing Federal politics.

The PREMIER: The hon. member diE
cussed everything on the motion, read ever
document, every publication for 25 yeas
past, and touched every point of the sul
ject that was wholly and entirely irrelevan
I do not know whether the hon. membe
does it wilfully, bdit seems to me he
constitutionally incapable of stating fact
as facts.

Mr. Sampson: -He said the per capit
payments were wvrong in principle.

The PREIHER: He said they were un
scientific and ought to be abolished. He lay
the blame-

Mr. Thomson; I should like an op par
tunity to reply to you.

The PREMIER: Oh, yes.
Mr. Thomson: You are a brave man.
The PREMIER: A brave iuan! I (lid no

rwi away out of the House as you did las
wveek.

Mr. Thomuson: You are a brave man.
The PREMIER: The bon. member go-

wvell out of it lnst week.
Mr. Thomson: You know 1 cannot reply

but I shall prove that you are wrong.
The PREMIIER: The hon. member will ei

incapable of replying to anything presently
It is not possible for him to stick to facts
When I said the proposals were put forwar
by the Federal Government and the Federa
Glovernmnent would not allow any alterna.
tive proposal to be put forward by the Pre.
tniers, he denied it.

Mr. Thomson: I quo ted what the Primi
Minister said.

The PREMIIER: The Prime Minister told
us w-c had been brought to 'Melbourne to dis-
cLIsH the proposals of the Federal Govern.
Inent.

Mr. Thomson: Why did hie ask you to ga
to Mfelbourne?

The PREMIJER: To discuss the Govern-
ment',s proposals, which Were for the aboli-
tion of the per capita payments, and the
Federal Government refused to discuss ny
other aspect of it.

Mr. Thomson: Not according to the min-
utes.

The PREMTER: Yes, according to the
minutes, Did not the Prime Minister re-
fuse, at the second conference, to meet the
Premiers unless they first of all accepted the
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principle laid down in his proposals, which
provided for the withdrawal of the per
capita payments.

Mr. Thomson: We are not discussing the
second conference.

The PREMIER: What a genius! The
hon. member would like to have an oppor-
tunity to reply to me! The seon&. confer-
ence met to discuss proposals similar to the
first. The two conferences were held to dis-
cuss the same thing-. What subterfuge is the
lion, member introducing now? The Prime
Minister said, "I refuse to meet you; a con-
dition of meeting you is that you accept the
proposals of the Federal Government for the
withdrawal of the per capita payments." Yet
the hen. member asks why the Premiers did
not discuss matters with the Prime Minister.
The only point the Federal Government were
prepared to discuss with the Premiers was
whether 'the ffigures submitted as to the
amount of taxation the Cormmnealth would
be surrendering were correct or not. We re-
fused to discuss that for the simple reason
that it had nothing to do with the principle
of withdrawing the per capita payments
from the States. So the Federal Govern-
ment decided that they would not discuss any
aspect of it except the principle of their leav-
ing the field of direct taxation and ceasing to
make the capitation grants to the State. That
was the only basis on which the Federal Gov-
erment would discuss the question with us,
and yet the hon. member says we should have
discussed the proposals with the Federal
Government. He says we did not discuss the
proposals on their nierits; that we should
have offered some suggestion for putting the
finances on a sound basis. The lion. member
does. not know and would not accept the
statunment that we were not permitted to dis-
cuss the question except on the basis of the
acceptance of the proposal to withdraw the
per capita paymnents. A week before the con-
ference met the Federal Government an-
nounced that they had determined to discon-
tiniue the capitation rants and to adjust the
financial relations: with the States on the
following basis. Then the basis was set out.
We were confined absolutely to that question,
and the defence we adopted was that we
would not agree to a reduction of one penny
of the 25s. per head of population. That is
the position which the bon. member sup-
ported.

'Mr. Thomnson: It is not.
The PREMNIER: Well, the cock will crow

soon. I do not claim to have an intimate
knowledge of hilflal history, hut Tiremem-

her about a denial before the cock crowed
thrice. When the hon. member made his
statement to the Press, was he supporting
me?

Mir. Thomson: I do not wish to support
you.

The PRE311ER: How is it we happened
to be arguing on opposite sides if he was not
supporting the Federal Government?

Ifr. Thomson: Because you read into my
remiark9, exactly as you are endeavonring to
do here, something that was misleading. I
shall read what I said.

The PREMIER: We have had enough
reading from the hon, member for one day.

Mr. Thomason: Of course, you do not wish
to htear it.

The PREMTIER: Why did the bon. mema-
ber make a statement to the Press?

Mr. Thomson: For the same reason that
you did.

The PREMIER: I was opposing the pro-
posal of the Federal Government, and the
hon. member appeared with a statement in
direct opposition to me.

Mr. Thomson: I 6d not.
The PREMNIER: Then whvat was he do-

Mr. Thomson. Endeavouring to point out
where you were remiss in your duty to the
State.

The PREMILER: Remiss in my duty to
the State! If the hon. member were in Par-
liament for .50 years he would not be able to
render as much service to the State as I have
done in a week. He repeated that I was re-
miss in my duty because we failed to put up
alternative proposals. As I have pointed out
he had no foundation for that statem~enit.
Now lie comes to the House with an amend-
mient to try to hoodwink the people of the
eouintry.

Mr. Thomson: That is not correct.
The PREMITER: 'Now hie would have us

believe that lie opposed these proposals all
alongL. The "West Australan"I published a
scathing leading article upon the hon. mem-
her. The writer of that article misunderstood
him entirely. On the hion. member's state-
ment, he was supporting- me.

Mr. Thomison: No. I was net.
The PREMIER: The 'Sunda v Times"

also misunt~erstood him. Everyvbodyv in the
State misunderstood him. It was a most
remarkable all-round misunderstandinq. The
hion. member is unfortnnate in that every-
body seems to misunderstand him. When he
writes to the Press and when we listen to
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him patiently for hours, we all seem to mnis-
understand him. He was unfortunate in his
inability to mnake himself understood, though
lie orceupied as mutchi time as the Leader of
the Opposition and I together.

Mr. Thomson: You are d~evoting a good
deal of time to me now.

,The PR~iE[ER: The bion. member told its
that hie had been taken unawares, and was
not p'repared to proceed with the debate.
It is a mig-hty good thing for the House that
hie did iiot have sufficient notice, or we would
have been listening to him for another hour
and a half.

MTr. E. B. Johnston: It was a very good
s})eedh.

The PREMiER.: In the interests of meml-
bers we should endeavour to catch him on
the hop as often as we can, so that we shal
not he forced into listening to such lengthy
speeches from him.

Mr, Stubbs-. Quote that leading article
from the "West Australian."

The PREMIER: I shall not worry the
House by reading it, but members will recall
it. I am certain that every member of the
House was under a misapprehension, and
believed that the bon. member was support-
ing- the proposals of the Federal Govern-
ment. Every member, however, was entirely
wrong.

Hon. Sir James 3%itchell: The hon. mem-
her said the opinion- he expressed in the
newspaper was his own and not that of the
Country Party.

The PREMIER: But he now says that hie
did not express that opinion at all.

M1r, Thomson : I did not express the
opinion that you are attributing to me.

MNr. E. B. Johnston: He wanted somnething
on the lines of the present amendment then
as now.

The PREMIER: But that was not thle
point.

Mr. Thomson: Ye;, it was.
The PREMIIER: We had no alternative.

The Federal Government said their proposal
was that they shoold relinquish the field of
direct taxation and stop the per capita pay-
meats. That was the only point at issue.
The hon. member ranged himself on the side
of the Federal Government on that issue,
and in opposition to the views he has ex-
pressee! here. I do not think he will succeed
in misleading the people in regard to his
amendment, and I am sure the House will
mot be misled into supporting it.

MR. THOMSON (Katannin-in explana-
tion) [10.13) : I trust I shall be permitted to
make an explanation. '1'he Premier has ac-
cused me of moving an amendment at vari-
ance with the statement of my views pub-
lislied in the "West Australian" on the .3rd
July. With your permission, r.Speaker,
I shall read a portion-

The Premier: I might ask you to read the
lot.

Mr. THOM1SON: That portion will show
that the views I then expressed were on all-
fours with the amendment I have moved to-
day. It begins-

A. study of the figures is convincing evidence
that somec system more equitable than the Per
tapitzt systeru should be evolved.

The M1inister for Agriculture : On a point
of order, the lion. member is entitled to make
an explanation of some statement in this
House, but now he is making an explanation
of somie statement that appeared in the
Press, and that is not the question at all.

Mr. Thomson: I knew you would try to
block it. Be fair and play the game!

The Minister for Agriculture: I ask you
to call the hion. mnember to order, Mr.
Speaker. He is entitled to make an explana-
tion of a statement made in this House
in order to clear up any doubt, but he is
making a statement regarding something
published in the Press, a matter entirely
outside this House.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member is en-
titled to make an explanation, if he has been
misunderstood by another member, ani4 to
correct any miisimipression created hy his
speech in this Chamber. If, to give a clear
view of what he intended to convey, it is
necessary to quote the newspaper, he will
be in order.

Mr. THOMSON: That is all I propose
to do0.
A study of the figures is convincing evidence
that some systemi more equitable than the per
rapita slystem should be evolved. if we a1rC
to keep) %iisfmlia white we mnust popiihm1.te our
vacant spuces. The greater the population, the
less is the need of Federal assistance for de-
velopmnctal purposes.

M1r. SPEAKER: I do not think that
makes more clear anything that has been
sa id. It is introducing new matter, -which
time boa, member would not be permitted to
do in, the course of his explanation.

Mr. THOMSON: I submit that I should
read this in view of the statement made by
the Premier that I have been somersaulting.
I want to show that my statement made on
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the 3rd July is on all fours with the amend-
ment I have moved to-night. I have only
a few more words to add to complete my
statement-
The existing System bolsters up the thickly
populated and well developed States, and tends
to swell the already overgrown cities of the
Eastern States.
This shows that my letter of the 3rd July
to the Press was on all fours with the amend-
ment I have moved. Another statement was
made by the Premier.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member may
not make a reply.

The Premier: He is really replying, but
I do not mind that.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member cannot
make a speech in reply.

Mr. THOMSON: I have no intention of
doing so.

Mr. SPEAKER: All the hon. member
may do is to make a personal explanation
about anything that has been misunderstood
by the House in the course of his previous
speech, or in the course of a speech of an-
other that is personal to him.

Mr. THOMSON: In the letter I stated
that the present financial proposals, while
not all I would desire, should certainly re-
ceive more consideration than they have had
by the smaller States.

Mr. SPEARER: That is dn argument, not
an explanation.

The Premier: If the hon. member is going
to argue, I am going to ask for an oppor-
tunity to reply to his statements.

31r. SPEARER: I cannot permit any
more controversy or argument over this
matter.

The Premier: He has only selected wvhat
has suited him.

Mr. THOMUSON: You would make an at-
tempt to gag a member.

HON. SIR JAMES MITCHELL (Nor-
tharn-on amendment) [10.20]: Whilst I
agree wvith the member for Kittanning (Mr.
Thomson) that we might get a good deal
more than 25s. per capita from the Corn-
monwealth out of the returns from Customs
and Excise, I contend that there must he an
even payment over the whole of Australia.
We can a~k no more from the Customs. I
hope the House will keep that one question
in mind, and decide that one only. I have
no objection to the hon. member moving at
some other time that we should get some-
thing more, hut our object to-night is to Pass

a motion against the abolition of the returns
from Customs and Excise. The hon. mem-
ber's amendment imports another question
into the subject. The all-important question
is to retain if we can the per capita: payment
from Customs and Excise. There was the
recommendation of the Royal Commission
that inquired into our disabilities. I would
jo .in with the bon. member in any protest
against withholding from this State the
terms recommended, but would not do so to-
night. I will vote for the motion, and hope
the hon. member will not press his amend-
ment. Let us for to-night keep the one sub-
ject in view, and no other.

Amendment put and a division taken wvith
the following result:-

Ayes.
Noes

7
35

Majority against .. 28

AYES.

Mr.
Mr.
Ai r.
.Ar.

Angela
Bro.n
Griffiths
E. B. Johnston

Mr. Angwia
Mr. Cresson
Mr. Clydesdale
Mr. Collier
Mr. Corboy
Mr, Coverley
31r. Cunn.inghamt
Mr. Davy
MrI. Denaton
Mr. Heron
Miss Holman
Air. Hughes
Mr. Kennedy
.11r. Lambert
,Mr. Lamond
Mr. Whobm
ir. Maley
MAr. Mann

Avg.

Mr. Linda
Mr. Thomson
Mr. Sampson

31r.
Mr.
Mir.
Sir
Mr.
Mr.
Air.
MIr.-
-Mr.-

MNr.
M r.
Mr.
air.
M1r.
Mr.
3Cr.
3Mr.

PAIR.

(Teller.)

Marshaill
3lcCa 11a
Millington
James Mitchell
.North
Pa tneo
Richardson
Sleenan
.1. H5. Smith
Stubbs
Taylor
Teesadle
Troy
A. Wanabrougi
Wilicock
withers
Wilson

(Teller.)

.No.
Air. C. F. Wansbrough Mr. W. D. Johnson

Amendment thus negatived.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 10.2.5 p.m.

NOES.


