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time, and that is tine time when tihe Common- QUESTION-EREMANTLE HARBOUR,
wealth wvill be relieved and the State will be
called upon to accept a burden beyond what
it is carrying to-day. It cannot do that,
and] therefore I oppose the Bill.

(in motion by Ron. 0. Taylor, debate ad-
journed.

H1ouse adjourned at 0.43 p.in.

1Icoli~ativc EIosenliblv,
TWednesday, 20th June, 1928.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
pm., and read prayers.

QUESTION-WANNEROO
BOARD.

ROAD

Mr. FERGUSON asked the Acting Mini-
ister for Works: 1, Has his attention been
draw~n to an article in "Truth" newspaper
of 17th inst. in reference to the Wanneroo
Road Board? 29, If so, did he propose to
hold an inquiry into the various matters re-
ferred to? 3, Has an inquiry actually been
held? 4, If so, what was the result?

The ACTING MINISTER FOR
WORKS replied: 1, Yes. 2, I promised
that the allnzed irregularities would be re-
ferred to the IUnder Secretary for report.
8, The report has been received. 4, The
result was communicated to you by letter,
on the 25th May, 1928.

DEVELOPMENT SCHEME.

Hon. W. D). JOHNSON asked the Acting
Minister for Works: Whether in view of
the adverse criticism of the Fremantle har-
bour extension scheme (as propounded by
the Engineer-in-Chief) since the proposal
was submitted to Parliament, will the ex-
penditure on the scheme be6 limited to the
£2,000 mentioned by the Minister for Works,
and will Parliament be given another oppor-
tunity to consider tbe matter before there is
any additional expenditure or commit-
mneat

The ACTING MINISTER FOR
WOBiKS replied: -The promise made by
the Minister for Works when introducing
the Leighton-Robb's Jetty Railway Bill
will he kept.

BILL-rINANCIAL AGREEMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resunied from the previous dlay.

HON. G. TAYLOR 1Munt Margaret)
[4.35]: 1 touch upon this debate with
great hesitation. I have read a good deal
of what hits been said in most of the Par-
linients of the Comnmonwvealth as well as
in the Comunonwealth Parliament itself.
From the Prime -Minister right down along
The line every' political speaker has pre-
faced his remarks by saying that this was
the most important question his Parlia-
ment has been called upon to consider for
a number of years, even Since the early
dlays of Federation. Knowing that, and
realising hlow the matter affects Western
Australia I naturally hesitate to embark
upon a debate of this kind. This is a ques-
tion dealing with finance. Not many men
in Australia are capable of handling such
a topic, because it seems to me that this
type of finance stands alone. I wish to
quote from a number of authorities, in
support of in'y contention that the agree-
mient IF not only bad for Western Austra-
lia, but that it is also bad for the particu-
lar States referred by those authorities.
We could deal with innumerable questions
in discussing the Rill, bat I will content
myself with remaining in the company of
a few reputable men who hold views
similar to mine, men who do not repre-
sent the same shade of political thought
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that I1 do, but are nevertheless capable of
making a wise contribution to a debate of
this kind. Some of these gentlemen do
represent the views that I hold. When the
Federal Parliament first brought down the
Bill, an amendment wats indicated by the
then-Leader of the Opposition (Mr. Chari-
ton). That amendment w'as moved for no
other purpose than to hold up the Bill for
a period to enable the report of the Con-
stitution Commission to be adopted. That
Commission wa appointed to inquire into
the Constitution to see how it could be
altered to mnake the financial relations
lbetween the States and the Commonwealth
work more smnoothly. That amendment was
opposed. I think before the final decision
wvas arrived at upon the agreement Mr.
Scullin, the Deputy Leader of the Opposi-
tion, took Mr. Charlton's place. Mr. Seul-
lin rmndo nmany remarks in favour of the
contention that tine Federal agreement was
not too good for the Federal Parliament
to pass. If members will look at V1ol. No.
27, page 3927 and onwards of the Fed-
eral "Hansard" of the 36th March, 1928,
they will find these words of Mr. Scullin.

The present scheme provides that tine Comn-
rnonweath will take over the State debts
anounting to £672,000,000, anid wvill contribtute
townrds time interest en. theni every year the
aun of V7,584,912, plus £885,000 of sinking
fund contributions, makig a total of £8,469,-
912.

Mr. Maxwell who I presume is in opposi-
tion politically to ]%r. Scnilin, said-

If this becomies operative wvill there not still
be State as well as Oomimonwealth inscribed
stork ?

'Mr. Scullin, continuing, says-
If there is, the scheme will have failed to

achieve one of its objects.

The burden of the Premier's speech in
dealing with this Bill was that we were
going to derive beneft from the one bor-
rower. According to Mr. Scullin's remarks,
he is not of that opinion

The Premier: All the worse for Mr.
Scull in.

H-on. Gl TAYLOR: I do not know
whether Mr. Scullin could have that said
of him without making some very unkind
remarks concerning the Premier, Dr. Earle
Page, by way of interjection during the de-
bate, said-

State stock will be issued oak' at the dis-
cretion of the Loan Council.

M r. Seullin, continuing, said-

And I should. think that the Loan Council
will niot pcruiit a State to float a loan separ-
ately, except wider very special eireumstanees.
It appears to inc that eventually 98 per cent.
of the public debts of Australia will 'be con-
verted into one national stock.

Mr. Pauton: Hie said that as far back
as 1010.

Ron. G. TAYLOR: I do not know Mrx.
Seullin, and have never met him, hut accord-
ing- to my friends opposite he has appa7-
ently held these Views for a long time.

Mr. Pan ton: He made that a. feature of
his campaign.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I have read hi~s
speeches in the Federal Parliament, and say
unhesitatingly that he is a very capable inu
aind a keen debater.

The Premier: This year's borrowing shsoir
that he is wrong in his opinion there, In-
cause the States this year borrowed separ-
ately, apart from the Commonwealth.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR, I cam only giving the
Preier' my opinion.

The Premier: No. it is Mr. Seullinqg
opinion.

lion. VT. TAYLOR: I have read Mr. Saul-
[in's opinion, because ho supports the con-
tention of this side of the Hlouse. Surely
we cian discuss this question without tryinig
to injure the reputation of other parts of
the Commonwealth.

The Premnier: Who is trying to do thalt!
Hon. G. TAYLOR: I do not happen to

knowv somne of the gentlemen whose remarks
I am going to quote.

The Premnier: During this dlebate, the
honour of the Prime Minister has been imi-
pugned, apart altogether from his reputa-
tion.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: The reputation nil
hionur of other Premiers have been im-
pugned during- the debates that have taken
place in the other State Parliaments of the
Commonwealth. I am now going to quote
froin the remarks of Mr. Lacey, I do not
know him personally, and have never seen
him. He is the Labour member for Gray,
in South Australia. I quote his remarks
with every honesty of intention. The Pro-
ames' vcoid that the Prime Minister's honour
had been imupugned. Mr. Lacey did not
speak too favourably of the rrenier of
South Australia. He was very severe up:mn
the Leader of the Government of that State,
but hie quoted chapter and verse. It was
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not so much a matter of his opinion of the
Premier in person, but a matter of the
actions of the Premier that. lie complained
of. He said-

The Prime 'Minister also said the agreement
provided for a lpermanent and final settlement
of the financial relations of the Common-
wealth and the States, a matter which had
occupied the attention of every Government
since Federation.

Mr. Lacry proceeds-
Mr. Butler, the Premier of South Australia,

said at the conf erence: I II listened with great
interest to 'he Prime Minister's explanation
of his Govenmnent's proposals, and I was
struck with the soundness of his argaments.
I am in entire agreement with the principle
ho enunciated, bat in matters of detail his
proposals require amendment."

Resuming-, Mr. Ilacey said-

Since then hon. members of the Federal
Parliament representing South Australian
constituencies have received the report of the
Commission that was appointed to inquire
into the financial effect of Federation en
South Australia, in addition to numerous
letters from their constituents and from Mr,
Butler. A portion of Mr. Butler's letter
roads: "The report clearly states the ease for
South Australia, and sumniarises the position
by estimating that South Australia is entitled
to a grant of £730,000 per annum from the
Commonwealth to compensate it for disabili-
tics. It is necessary for me to point out the
importance of this matter to South Australia
as a whole, and I invite your co-operation in
giving the greatest publicity to South Aus-
tralia's claim on all possible occasions."

That was what M1r. Butler conveyed to the
South Australian -members of the Federal
Parliament. Mr. Lacey goes on-

The two statements by MT. Butler are in-
consistent, and wve must rememher that his
letter was written after mature consideration.
When he made his -first statement-

His statement at the conference-

-Mr, Butler was fresh from the electors, new
to ministerial office, and without the expert
advice which was at his disposal when he
wrote his letter.

Dr. Earle Page interjected-

But "Mr. Butler finally agreed after he had
received the expert advice.

Mr. ILacuey retorted-
That makes it all the worse for him. He

has had to intervene and has claimed that
South Australia is entitled to a grant of
£750,000 per annum.

The reason put uip was that Western Aus-
tralia had received a grant of £C450,000 and
Tasmania one of £-200,000. Such are the
statements of a South Australian niember

of t1e Federal Parliament regarding th
attitude of the South Australian Preuiiea
le did excuse the Premier on the grouni

tha~t he was new to office, fresh from tim
elections, and lperhiaps had not quite settle
down to harness, besides which the wvondei
Emil oratorical and persuasive powers of thm
P rine Minister and the Federal Treasure
hiad perhaps somewhat influenced Mr. But
lef's sound judgment.

The Premier: Dr. Page did not speak t
the con ference at all.

lion. G. TAYLOR: Dr. Page speak
pretty regularly by way of interjection, di
fending what was clone at the couferenci
and defending time attitude of the Fedem
Government,

Thme Premier: ])r. Page was ait the coi
ference, but did not speak.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Of course, the Pr4
inier, wvlo was present, would know.

Mr. Panton: Tie South Australian Pai
liament. adopted the Vinanmciml Agreemet
almost unanimously.

The Premier: The Prime Minister liv
cast a spell1 over Butler, apparently.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I do not wish to
the Premier an injus!tice, anid I desire I
point out to the House and the hon. gentl
man that whatever remarks I may inal
about the proposed agreements, no matt,
how bitterly I may oppose it, I do not elm
lemige the Premier's integrity nor his abilii
to stand up for Western Australia at ti
conference. I shall not adopt the plan th
has been adopted in other Parliaments I
members opposed to the agreement.

The Premier: A very paltry stand sior
of theas took, charging all, the State Go
er meats; with being imbeciles and spen
thrifts.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Before leaving t1
aspect, I desire to offer a few remnarks
support of my contention that the agri
meat is bad for this State. May 1 be p(
mitted to quote a few observations of I]
Gregory, who spoke ait length on the su
ject. I do not wish to weary the House
lengthy quotation, but one of t
matters to which Mr. Gregory referr
was a pamplhlet written by Dr. En'
Page. The pamphlet is of such
nature that one would thmink a member d
cussing any question with which the Fedem
,Treatsurer had. dealt wiould not need
scruiple about wounding Dr. Page's feelinj
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The extraordinary part of the pamphlet is as
follows:-

We have seveni Parliamnents in the Conunion-
wealth-one Federal batty tand six State bodies,
and these latter for the mnost part, with nil
their pomip and paraphernalia, simiply waste
timec in corners of their respective States.
They mnay be considered to do their best so
far as in. themn lies, but they are handicapped
politicalily and geographically, alnd unable to
carry on the work of the StatVs owinlg to the
centralisation in out-of-the-way corliorm ]'ublkr
mnoney is always expended in the 4-orner where
the State seat of governmtent is situated, Fob-
iticians arc not always to blame f or this.
Owing to the viCIOUS systeml Of govCPermet
they are often necessarily igzkoi nt, frequently
misinformed, and always unconsciously biassed.

That is a nice statement to come from the
Treasurer of the Commonwealth, especially
when we are told by the Premiers who
visited the conference and adopted the agree-
ment that the Prime Minister and the
Federal Treasurer met them in a harmoni-
ous spirit-met these representative squan-
derers of the States, whom the Common-
wealth Treasurer describes as being ignor-
ant, frequently misinformed, and always un-
consciously biassed.

Mr. Thomson: Was Dr. Pag,:e in Parlia-
ment when he wrote that pamphlet?

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I do not know where
he was then. However, the hon. member in-
terjecting has reminded me of something
which occurred about the time that Dr. Page
was flying about New South Wales, travel-
ling like greased lightning from the north-
ern rivers, which our' Minister for Agricul-
ture knows so well, southward to urge that
New South Wales should be canved into
smaller States. A wag on the goldfields at
the time, who happened to come from that
part of New South Wales, the part where
Dr. Page was brought up, I believe at Graf-
ton-

The Minister for Lands: No; at Casino.
Hon. G. TAYLOR; His father was a

blacksmith, was he not?
The Minister for Lands: No; a news-

paper man.
Hon. G. TAYLOR: My friend's remarks

were, "I know the little doctor, and I am net
at all surprised at his touring New South
Wales with a surgical instrument in his
hand prepared to carve up New South
Wales. All surgeons are anxious to cut into
things, and Dr. Page is true to his profession.
But let him fly about as mnuch as he likes;
I question very much whether he will get
New South Wales on the operating table. If

he does, he wvill have a still greater difficulty
in getting somebody to administer the anaes-
thetic. I am perfectly certain New South
Wales will not consent to be carved up by
this irresponsible doctor."

The Premier: Your friend was a bit
hard on him.

Ron. 0. TAYOR: My friend was a
friend of that part of Newv South Wales, and
he felt that Dr. Page was overstepping the
miark. State mnembers of Parliament are in-
deed most generous to the Federal Treas-
urer when debating any question on which
lie has spoken. They are most kind in letting
hint down as lightly as he has been let down,,
since according to his pamphlet it is impos-
sible for the State members of Parliament,
being in one corner of their State, to be just
to the needs of the wide back areas. In view
of Dr. Page's desire to cut up the States and
to bring all Crown lands under the control
of the Federal Parliament, I would like to,
know how he or anybody else is going to>
administer the affairs of Australia from Can-
berm. If Earle Page, with his colossal intel-
lect, tells me that he can manage the affairs.
of our North-West more successfully from
Canberra than our Premier can from Perth,
I shall be bound to conclude that the Pre-
mier of Western Australia is greatly lacking-
in ability; that is, if any man can do better-
in that respect from Canberra than our Pro-
mier can fronm Perth. New South Walcs is
a pretty large State; I have been over a
great deal of it. Queensland also has a very
large area. However, those States arc not
large in comparison with Western Austra-
lia. The charge to which I have. alluded is
not the worst charge made by Earle Page.
He says that we are ignorant and that we
are biassed. I happen to be amongst
the State Parliamentarians referred to
by Dr. Page, and I resent his charges.

Mr. Panton: Take them as compli-
ments.

Hon G. TAYLOR: We cannot all be
quite as good-natured as the hon. member
interjecting.

The Premier: Earle Page was new to
politics then.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I think the Premier
has hit the nail on the head. Earle Page
was pretty green, green in point of know-
ledge of human nature and of men of the
world, men who had travelled all over Aus-
tralia and other countries lone before Dr.
Page took any prominent part in New
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South Vales affairs. I would rather ag-
cribe the fact of his making such state-
ments to bis ignorance than to his arrogance.

Thle Premier: The trouble is that so
few members of the Federal Parliament
have had expinience of State polities.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: I agree with the
Premier.

The Premier: The majority of them are
rejects from State politics.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: Very few of them
have any knowledge of their own State,
let alone other States; and yet they have
to discuss and decide questions affecting
the whole of the Commonwealth. A niua-
her of them had never travelled outside
their own State before they entered thme
Federal sphere. Men -who become members
of the Commonwealth Parliament should
know Australia as well as a State member
of Parliament knows his own State. I do
not think there is any need for dealing
further with what happened in the Federal
Parliament. We now conic to the first
State that dealt uith the Financial Agree-
ment, Victoria. Mr. Hogan, Premier
of Victoria, when introducing a Bill
similar to that which is before us
now, did not altogether justify the
measure us one he could support whole-
heartedly. He told the House that it was
the best the Premiers could get. He in-
formed members that the State Premiers
at the conference had advanced the best
available arguments, bout the agreement
represented the most they could get,
because the per capita payments had been
abolished and they could not argue from
that point of view. He also said the Prime
Minister had stated that the agreement
represented the best that he would givo
them, and he said, roughly, they could
take it or leave it. Mr. Hogan did not
say that in those exact words but he in-
dicated that wvhile it was not all that he
had desired, it was the best they could
get. During the debate here, the Premier,
by way of interjection, asked members who
were opposed to the Financial Agreement,
what they would put in place of it. I will
deal with that phase later on. In leading
the Opposition to the Bill in the Victorian
Assembly, there was Sir William McPherson.
If my memory serves me aright' Sir
William at one tine was Agent General
for Victoria.

The Premier: No, no. Hle was the
Treasurer in one of the Victorian Govern-
nueats.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Did he not act as
Agent General at one time?

The Premier: No. He is the Leader of
the Opposition now and was Treasurer in
Sir Alexander Peacock's Government.

R~on. G. TAYLOR: I was basing my
roason~ for saying that Sir William had
acted as Agent General for Victoria, on
it reqport in the newspapers indicating that
lie wns ret urning from England. He must
have been away on a holiday, but I took
it that lie was returningf after the end of
his term as Agent ®reneral. I accept the
Premier's correction. However, Sir Wil-
liam McPherson has held important posi-
tions in the 'Victorian Parliament, and in
addition to having been Treasurer, was at
one time acting Premier.

The P1remnier: And he is Scotch, too!
Hoil. G. TAYLOR: Then T ain safe in

quoting him as anl authority. The Premier's
interjection indicates at good deal; hie may
he regarded as a careful man when dealing
With the finances and wvith money generally.

The Premier: He would be a very good
Treasiirer.

Hlon. G. TAYLOR: That is all the more
reason why T should quote himn as an au-
thorit 'y. Speaking Of the coference held in
1923-at that conference Western Australia
Wasl represented byv Sir Jamesi Mitchell-

Sir William McPherson said-
Theo confereace was held in 'Melbourne, and

I had a good deail to do with it, seeing that r
was acting Premier Of VictoriaJ. I hand to
confer with the Premiers of the other States.
The present Federal Treasurer, Dr. rage, sug-
gestedl at that time that the per capita grant
of 25g. should lie abolished.

Then -Sir William~ went on to say-
'Mr. Bruic came to the coniference in-I do

not wantr to say anything that is not correct-
a niot very- cnciliatory mood. He said, "'We
are determined that this per capita. grant shall
cease.'' The Premiers felt that they had to
do soniething. Admittedly, the Irederal Par-
liamient had it in their power to abolish the
per capita granit. The Prime Minister inti-
mantedl that th-~ Federal Government would re-
linquish ertain avenues of taxation from which
E13,000,000 was derived, to the extent of
£6,500,000 or £0,000,000. We said to him, ''T
you have marie up your mind to withdraw the
Ier capita grant altogether, the least you can
dto is to get out of the field of direct taxation,

a ndl itt us bane the £13,000,000 to work upon
instead1 of the £6,500(,000 or £7,000,000 that
you propose to leave to us.
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That was his opinion on that point. At the
time it was suggested that the conference
wvas a very harmonious gathering.

'rli Premier:- I do not think I said so.
Hon. G. TAYLOR: I was referring to the

Premier of Victoria, aHid it was the Prime
Minister who said that it was a very har-
mniuous gathering. However, Mr. Bruce
did not go to the conference in a very con-
ciliatory mood. If we may judge from his
tone, his mnanner could not have been very
conciliatory, for lie told the Premiers that
the lier capita payments must cease, and that
has been the attitude ever since. Now we
are asked to say that we mnust mieet the
Prinie Minister as an old friend of the
State! Yet that was his qttitude! I will
go further. Following upon thle 192.3 con-
ference, we have the later conference at
which the Financial Agreement -was drawn
up. Before calling the State Premiers to-
gether, however, the Prime 'Minister intro-
duced a Bill in the Honse of Representa-
tives and passed it. Under the provisions
of that measure, the per capita payments
wore abolished. Thus, when the Premiers
net; him at the subsequent conference, they
had no financial resourees at their disposal
other than their own taxation. They had no
Customs and Excise revenue upon which
they could draw. In effect the Prime Min-
ister said, "I have got yon now. This is all
you wvill receive, although it may not be
that you think T have done aill you regard
as fair to the States.,' He dlid not use those
words, but that is wvhat, to niy mind, the
Prime Minister thonght. In effect be said to
them. "Will yon take it or -will you leave
it." The Premier was right in saying that
there was nothing that could he done in the
circumstances. For my part, I say let us
reject the Bill and send the Premi er, with
the support of Parliamuent and the people
of Western Australia behind hinm, hack to
the Prime Minister and the Federal Trea-
surer and let us see if that will bring
them-

Mr. Teesd ale: To their knees.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: -to a better under-
standing of what is rightly duo to the
States. I cannot for the life of me think
that we will be mneeting a friend when we
meet a man of that deseription. I may not
he a zood judg-e of what is fair play. In
my opinion, however, if the Prime Minister
had left the per capita payment provisions
intact and had called the Premiers together

to discuss. the position, it would have been
more just. That was not the position that
confronted the State Premiers. Even if the
Prime 'Minister had availed himself of the
terms of the Constitution Act, which sets
out that before tim Constitution can be
altered it must be done with the consent of
ak maority of the people in a majority of
the States, it would have been different. He
would not pursue that course, for had he put
that bald question before the people of Aus-
tralia, lie would have failed. On the otheil
hand, the Prime 'Minister, as has been re-
marked before, got the Precmiers in a eleft
stick. They were helpless. They had to
accept the agreement or r?jc~t it. Then
there are those who ask us to look upon Mr.
Bruce as a friend of Western Australia! I
am bound to say that I cannot look upon
him as a friend of this State.

Mr. Panton: He will be over here next
mnonth as the friend of Western Alustalia.

H~on. G. TAYLOR: Of coursp, I am not
speaking of Mr. Bruce from a personal
Stanadpo0int.

Mr. J. I-I. Smith: Let us send him to the
L~abour camp.

M1r. Panton:- We do not want him! We
have our own man.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I am merely criticising,
the Prime M11inister fromn the standpcint )f
our financial position. T suppose MrT. Bruce
has no personal enemies in any part of the
Commonwealth.

Mr. Panton: I. was not speaking of him
in that semwe

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I 3o not think the
Prime Minister has gone about it in the
right way if lie considers he has a large
majority of the people with him in this in-
stance.

MUr Panton: Soon they will be saying that
he is a jolly good fellow a;! right.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: The hion member can
do that if he likes. Now we come to South
Australia. The Premier 'of that State,
introduced the Bill to memb-irs of the
House of Assembly. I do not know the
Leader of the Opposition there personally,
hut he criticised the Bill in. no uncertain
terms. I have every respect for that man
after reading the report of the debate in that
House. I think 31r. Hill was at one time
the Premier and Treasurer of South Aus-
tralia.

The Premier: He was Minister for
'Works.
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Hon. Gf. TAYLOR: Was he not subso- right to go to the electors before the ref.-
quently Treasurer and Premier after Mr.
Gunn resigned?

The lPremier: That is so.

Hlon. (5. TAYLOR: I take it that Mr.
Hill is a man experienced in politics, and
with the knowledge he was able to gather
while he was Premier and Treasurer of
that State, is one who would be able to
deal with Ia question like that before us
in a way that would be of benefit to the
States and a credit to himself. For that
reason I have gone to the trouble of read-
ing what he said. He dealt~ with the man-
ner in which Arbitration Courts had iu-
creased wages and how everything else
had shown an upward trend in conse-
quence. Then he went on to deal with
the Loan Council. It is in respect of such
matters that it is difficult for an individual
not acquainted with State finances to deal
with so important a question as that
before us now. For that reason I have
accepted the statements of men who have
had experience in that direction and have
held the positions I have indicated. In the
course of his speech he stated-

There is another serious question affecting
the Lan Council, and that is the question of
high interest. If the Loan Council can be suc-
cessful, though I have my doubts about it, in
reducing interest, it will be a good thing for
Australia. That is one of the objects that may
not be achieved because, as I have previously
pointed out in this House, the Australian Loan
Council by fixing a rate of interest, is not
going to get the accommodation that it ex-
pects. I am quite satisfied, after a close study
of the controversy with the Commonwealth;
that this agreement will not solve our diffi-
culties. In fact it will leave the State in a
worse financial position than it was under the
Excise and Customs agreement. The Prime
Minister states that the agreements werc uan-.
iniously adopted, and referred to it as a no-
table achievement, but at the same time the
Prime Minister failed to point out that by
the passing of the States Grants Bill through
the Federal House, which abolished the per
capita payments to. the States, the State Treas-
urers %vcrd in a cleft stick.

That has been said by many members. I
consider Mr. Hill a gentleman capable of
giving a fair statement of the position. I
do not think the Bill was made a party
question in South Australia. -It is cer-
tainly not being treated as a party ques-
tion in this House, and I hope we shall
continue to deal with it on non-party lines.
If the Bill is passed, those who are op-
posing it must reserve to themselves the

erendum is taken and give the reasons for
their opposition. If they believe what they
advance in this House in opposition to the
agreement, they will advocate it with even
greater force on the platforms of the
country. I am holding myself in that
position. If the Bill be passed-and this
is no threat-I shall claim the freedom to
express my viewvs to the electors of this
State. If I sat in silence and allowed the
Bill to be passed without indicating my
feelings, I might he accused of having re-
mained dumb when my voice should have
been raised and of having come in at the
death-knock to create some division in
parties. It was indicated yesterday that
these proposals will be made a question
at the forthcoming Federal elections.

The Premier: Then we shall be in a bit
of a difficulty. You will be supporting
Scullin, and I shall be supporting Bruce,

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I hope we shall have
a fair opportunity to present our views to
the electors. I shall be pleased to hear
the views of those who support the Bill,
and I shall have great pleasure in stating
my views.

Mr. Panton: I am afraid we shall have
the referendum with the election.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I am afraid not; I
think the Prime Minister will be too art-
ful for that.

Mr. Penton: Do not worryv about that.
Hon. G. TAYLOR: It would be a pity to

confuse the general poli'v o'f the Common-
wealth with an issue such as this, on which
parties are divided.

Mr. Panton: But will it be in the Prime
Minister's favour to do itl There will be a
lot supporti ng the Financial Agreement and
opposing him politically.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I don not think it
would be a good idea to do that.

Mr. Penton: Neither do I, hut I fancy he
will think it a good idea.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: I do not think so.
Mr. Panton: We will chat him about it

when lie comes to Western Australia next
month-

Hon.0. TAYLOR: Continuing- the quota-
tion from the South Australian "Hansard,"
after interjections by Mr. Reidy, Mr. Hilt
wvent on to say-

This was one of the worst actions in political
history, and, if this State had taken a firm
stand in refusing to accept the Commonwealth's
proposal, hon could the Commonwealth have
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refusod to pay to the States amounts which
they had been contributing for inca' than 201
yea rsI

Mr. Thomson: And yet all Ithe other States
of the Common weal th hare zv'eepted it.

H-on. C0. TAYLOR: The "Hainsard" re-
port records an interjectioi 1. .v Reidy,
"But the other States dlid wrree," and then
proceeds to report Mr. hill's further re-
marks as follows:-

Because of certain circumstances. Western
Australia received a. grant of £400,000 and
Tasmania, was tssisted to the extent of £E200,-
000. New South Wales is closely settled, with
a debt of something like £223, 1000,000. She
has prosperous secondary industries, anti will
not suffer the disadvntages under the aigree-
ment that South Australia wilt.

Now comes the part to whichi I referred
earlier in my remarks-

The Treasurer, who represented South Aus-
tralia at the couference, ignominiously failed
to protect thre rights of his State. From 1901
to 1914 the States were at all times fighting for
a continuance of the direct payments of a
share in the Connmonwealth revenue, and were
not prepared to entertain any alternlative
muethod of settlement. This hostility was ear-
ried on until 1927, when the Commronwcalth,
'by the States Grants Bill, abruptly termiu*
ated the per capita payments. Therefore It ist
a clear misrepresentation of the position for
the Prime Minister to say there has been a.
harmonious settlement brought :about by these
agreements. The Prime Minister agrees that
while the per capita payments were continued.
no settlement could be arrived at, and his Gov-
erment repealed the Surplus Revenue Act and
cleared the way for ain open conference to ex-
plore the situation thoroughly without preje*
dice to any particular plan of settlement.
That is a plain admission that the objects of
the Cominonweath were first to clear the decks
for action, flaving lone so, the States wvere in
an unenviable position, and had to take the
best that was offering by the Commonwealth.
That is the trite position. It is of no use the
Prime Minister endeavouring to convince the
people that this agreement was willingly ac-
coated. The States were in a cleft stick because
of the abrupt action of the Commonwealth Par-
liament in repealing the Surplus Revenue Act.

Mr. Panton: Mr. Hill has a more scathing
statement in the evening newspaper that
is lying before you.

Rom. 0. TAYLOR: The "Hansard" re-
port continues-

Mrp. Hill: We. as a State, must review the
position as it affects us. It is nio use members
opposite trying to shelter themselves behind
the fact that Western Australia, Tasmania or
any other State accepted the agreement.

Mr. Reidy: You must take things as they
-were after the repeal of the Act.

Mr. Hill: We are all Australian citizens
and, as such, cogs in the machinery of the
Commronwealthk This State has to do its

share in providing the revenue of the Com-monwealth and, therefore, is entitled to con-
sideration. It is unfortunate that we did not
maintain our hostility to this proposal.

21r. Paniton: You want to read what
Mr. Hfill says in the evening paper.

Honi. G. TAYLOR : .1 (10 not know Mr.
Hil], hut .1 can well imiagine that he felt
wounded and felt that his State was being
iiijiired. 'He certainly had no hesitation -a
telng Lhe l't'riir what he tholight. It
auight not have been very nice for the Pro.-
ilet- of South Ajlxtralia to .,it there and
listen to a statement of that kind, a state-
intiat lie ignominiously failed to protect
the interests of his SUtauk If that is the
oplinion of' the people wheit the referendmn
is taken, I should not like to risk Air. Bjrt-
ler's chances at anl election a few days after-
wards Hie is s.aid to have ignominiously
failed to prfotet his; State. 1 am1 riot accue-
in- till Preieir. I c!an lint up sufficient
groundsb for opposing the atgreemnimt without
attaicking the P'remuier. The South Austra-
lian P'remier, however, went back to his
Purlijanment andl told inembers there that he
was struek by% the wonderful suigestions;
put before him~ ut the conference, an'd lie ac-
cepted them with an open mouth,

The P1remier: lie is a very young mail.
Hon. 01. TAkYLOR: I am not going to

excuise himi on the score of youthm.
The Premier: Y'oung both in years and

experience.
Roil. 0). TAYLOR : When in muy youth

I took certainl action I 11as not exculsed on'
the round of youth. I had to pay the
penalty for it, and lei Mr. Butler also pay
the penalty, His penalty will not he iso
severe as mine was..T feel confident that
no iuatter what penalty is mected out to him,
it inill not leave as much bitterness in his
mind as has been left in mine.

Mr. Clydesdale: Read ini to-night's p~aper
Mr. Hill's statement as to ]low the agree-
ment affects South Australia.

Mon. G. TAYLOR: Is; that in this even-
ing's paper?

Mr'. Panton: Yes, and his remarks are
am ye s;cathing- than those you have read.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: They cannot be too
scathing. Nobody can be too Scathing i
defending the sovereign rights of his State.
Those rights are being whittled away and
away, and it is time the Premier had suffi-
cient stamnina and backbone to prevent it.
The failure to do so is proof that there must
bie some weakness politicailly in South Aus-

141



142 [ASSEMBLY.]

tralia, or that State would not have had a
Premier who was so spineless. Nowv Ishl
re.iI what Mr. Hill says in to-nighf's pi~per.
It mlight excite me to say something-
stronger. Mr. HI says-

I am keenly interested in the discussion
now taking place in the Western Australian
Parliament regarding the question of the
acceptance of the Federal Financial Agree-
moat. It is remarkable that, ill comparison,
the agreement as it applies to Western Aus-
tralia is far more acceptable than to South
Australia.

Mr. Clydesdale: And yet yoii say we
should not accept it.

Mir. Panlton : That is nothing. Read onl
Hon G. TAYLOR: Mr'. Hill is respon-

sibie for these utterances. I ami quoting-
themn because I consider hie is a capahic
man.,

Mri. Panton: A very capable chap, Nit
he qualifies his statement.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Mr. Hill conitinues--

I aimnpressed by the fact that Sir Janmes
Mitchell declared that if he had been in offie
lie would have secured a better agreement
than was secured by Mr. Collier. It is a great
pity that Sir Janmes did not convey his
methods to this end to the Liberal Treasurer,
Mr. ]Butler, in my own State. There is no
question that the acceptance of the Financial
Agreement in South Australia has dealt a
heavy blow to that State, which has suffered
considerable difieulties from Federation.

1r. Slecmnn: JIust the samte as hav the
other States.

lion. R. TAYLOR: Mr. Hill's; statement
eta 'tinlues-

The W~estern Australian offer provides for
a substantial grant for five years, but no such
provision is made for South Australia. This
grant in aid, with the great prospects of land
development in Western Australia, is of con-
siderable importance. If the Financial Agree-
ment is not acceptable to Western Australia,
then doubly so it sihonld not be to South Aus-
tralia.

Thrit statement only goes to show how wvise
I was in selecting- Mr. Hill's remarks- from
the South Australdian "Ilansard" to quote
hcrc. lHe pointedl oati that the agreement
%yould be hvteepttule foi only a short period

ofyni I's statenvent allows that he is
w t lromudieed. Ile has viewed the question
fairly and is prepared to give hisi approval
to 6ehse portions of the agreement that lie
etusidors good, and ti. oppose acceptannce
rf those portions that he -?unsiders bad. But
in his own State he snidl the agreemient was
not favoutrable, and T think he was feeling

hurt chiefly because his Premier bad not
put up a sufficient fight. The debate in the
South Australian Parliament hinged largely
onl the taking over by the Commonwealth
of s tate debts. Mluch reference wvas miade
to the fact of Western Australia getting a
special grant, and it -was inferred that that
had something to do with the silence of our
members in the Federal Parliament. It was
considered that the representatives of West-
ern Australia and Tasmrtania in the Federal
Parliament would not vote against the Bill
throughi fear of losing the special grants.
I do not say that Mr. Hill actually stated
that as, a fact., but I think he had it in mind.
I nam satisfied be spoke in a straightforward
and( honest manner. MNembers must not
think otherwise merely because lie now says
the agrevement, will he mnore beneficial to
Western Australia than to South Aui-trnlia.

The Premier: 11c was merely showingl
the degrees of badness.

lon. 0. TAYLOR: Ile pointed out ihat
Western Australia would receive :£450,000t
and lie c-onsidered. that if the Premier of
South Australia had faithfully represented
his State and placed its views before the
conference in a mianner sufficiently resolutte,
that State also might have got some fur-
ther grant. Owing to its not getting such a1
gr"ant, hie tells uts that South Australia will
be in a worse position than Western Ais-
tralia. Those are the conclusions of the
lhon. gentlemtan whose views I have quotedA.

Mr. Riehardson : At any rate, he is not
SiLtisfivd.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR : Of course hie is not.
The 'Minister for Lands: Do you know

Mr. Hill i
-Ron. G. TAYLOR:- I do not. I do not

rare one jot about ils political beliefs, but
.1 would be only too pleased to meet him. He
appears to Ut' it mail who is not narrow
in his views. I feel confident hie would not
have niadc a stotement such as that I have
read without bemng enthusiastic about the
interecsts and wvelfare of South Asrla
He holds the belief that South Australia's
position was not properly advocated. Let
ine now refer to Queensland. Mr. MeCor-
mack, time Premier of that State, put up a
set of figures compiled by his Treasury
oqflcials. and in those figures for the years
13127 -28 uip to l0S3 he shows the annual con-
0iibution by the Commonwealth to interest
and sinking fund to be £C1,096,235. Then
hie gives the sinking fund contribution -mn
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the debts to be transferred to the Common-
wenlt and he concludes by showing in two
columns thne increases or decreases, the
awu,ts to be contributed by the Common-

wealth in the terms of the agreement as
comapared with the existing position. There
is all increase of £114,871 in 1927-28 and it
goes down in each year to £4,332. Then lie
gives the decreases that will take place. In
1933-34 the decrease is shown as £20,376;
in 1935-36 it is £72,987; and in 1936-37 the
decrease is £C100,000. Still, Mr. 'McCorinaek
suplports the agreement because it is the best
that could be got. I am going to op~pose
the airreemnent, and I hope the House will
oppose it. If it is passed by Parliament,
I hope the people will reject it because with-
out at doubt it will be detrimental to West-
ern Australia. That is the view held by all
those who have gone thoroughly into tho
matter, other than those who are support-
ing it. It is an extraordinary feature that
the Labour Parties that happen to be in
power in the various States are supporting
the Bill, and those who tire in opposition
are opposing it. It is satisfactory to find
that the subject is not being treated as a
party question. I am not awvare of what has
happened in New South Wales.

Mir. Panton: I believe the position is a
bit mixed there.

Hon. G. TAYLOR : I believe Mr. Lan,
was opposed to it.

Air. Penton: There has not been a pairty
vote on the question in *uiy of the States.

lion. G. TAYLOR: When the Leader of
the Country Party was speaking last night,
he accused those nmembrs on this side of
the House who are against the agreement
of op posing it because they were suspiciouis.
Up to that particular time only two
members wrho occupy this bench had spoken,
the Leader of the Opposition and the mere-
her for Murray-Wellington. At the moment
I was the only one sitting oil this bench,
and the lion. member seemed to be direct-
ing his remarks at me. I certainly re-
sented it, hut my resentment did not pre-
vent him from saying that tilose who were
opposed to the algreemnent were prejudiced
and suspicious. It is a sort of stock phrase
with him, however, that the agreement
should be supported through thick and tli;:i,
because it is the best we are likely to get.
The Prime Minister robbed as of the per
capita payment and yet in the hion. mem-
ber's opinion the present Federal Govern-
ment was the best of nl.- That was the sort

of stuff we were treated to in his effort
to induce its to vote in favour of the Bill.
The lion, member, however, has not at any
time spared the Federal Government fromk
criticism in connection with their high tariff.,
No member has been mlore vaustic in his criti-
cism of the high tariff than the Leader of
the Country Party. If he went through the
whole of the agricuiltural areas, he would
not get more than 10 per cent. of the farm-
ern to support his contention that the pres-
ent Federal Government, who have increased
the tariff to such an extent during the last
six years, are the Government that have at
heart Line best interests of the farmiing corn-
tunity of Western Australia, and perhaps
the gold mnining community as well. Neither
canl we forget that this is the Government
who have also demanded duty onl railway
material required by Western Australia for
the development of the State. No one can
make Inc believe that the present Federal
Government have proved the best of all
from the point of view of the State's de-
velopinent. So that I shall not be misun-
derstood, and that the House may not be
led astray by t1w ceastigation I received at
the bands of the hion. member last night,
T will quote a fewv remarks of the Premier.

Hion. W. J. George: You are so sensi-
tive.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I cannot help being
sensitive, and I cannot help feeling ner-
vous. I suppose it is my failing. This is
the pamphlet I wish to quote fron. The
title of it is "Commonwealth and States;
Per Capita Paynents; Constitution Altera-
tions: Federal Proposals criticised by PrIo-
iner"1

The Premier: Who published thntY
Hon. G. TAYLOR: The imprint reads

"By authority: Fred. Win. Simpson. Gov-
erment Printer, 1926."1

The Premier: T think it is a fake.
Hon. G. TAYLOR: Anyhow, that is all

I can say about the authority. I will read
settie extracts from the palmphlet, and the
Premier wvill be able to learn for himself
whether or not it is a fake.

The Premier: And you bring it up again.4t
meo at the last moment.

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: This is what the Pre.
mier said-

On my return from Melbourne on the 11th
June, I made a statemuent emphasising the in-
equity of the Federal Government's proposals
to abolish the per capita ilayments to the
States, and to surrender certain avenues of
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direct taxation. I want to reiterate arnd cut-
phasise what I said on that occasion, because
the more I consider those proposals and the
proposals for an nlteration of the Constitu-
tion to confer wider powers3 (1n the Federal
authority, the muore I an, convinced that the
States, if they agreed, would be taking at
definite plunge towards the absolute surrender
of their self -governing, powors. The people
are asked to trust implicitly the Federal Gov-
ernment, but we must be assured beyond all
possible doubt that the mncr-eased powers
sought will not operate harshly in their appli-
cation to the States and the taxpayers gener-
ally. Until the Federal Governmnt has pre-
seated a much more explicit case in support
of the proposed alteirations, the people of
Western Australia would be foolish to agree
to part with any of the powers they now
possess-

The Premier: That referred to the refer-
enda of two years ago.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: That is all right.
Then the Premier went on to 9fiv--

Let me again refer to the proposal to

abolish the per capita payments. As I pointed
ouit in my previous statement, Federation wast
consummated on the understanding that tho
States would, for all time, -'artieipate in the
distribution of sur-plus Customs and Excise
revenue. Had it not been for that under-
standing, there would not bare been any Fed-
oration. Circumstances have justilled the
view then taken, and the view held to-day by
a majority of the people of Australia ....
The States must therefore strenuously resist
the proposed Federal encroachmients, because
the ultimate and inescapable alternative is
the loss of the States' sovereign powers. . .-
in a few years, therefore, the field invaded by
the Federal authority would have been auto-
matically restored to the States, and the
people would have been entirely relieved of
the Federal impost. The Federal Cover-Imnt
are fully aware of that position, and desire
to do something which would rob the States
of their rights and power and make them
subservient to the supreme authority. The
financial proposals must operate harshly as
applied to Western Australia. This State is
engaged in the tremendous task of developing
her primary industries. We arc introducing
a larger number of migrants than any other
State. . . . It will be noticed from the tele-
graphic reports that Mr. Bruce has refused
to meet the representatives of the States now
assembled in Melbourne because they would
not agree to his ultimatum that they must
first accept the principle lad down by the
Federal Government. That is the one thing
to which the Premiers could not agree. We
attacked the proposals because the principle
involved is opposed to the spirit of the Fed-
eration. If we had accepted the principle
that the Federal Government have the right
to the whole of the Customs and Excise rev-
enue, we would have placed ourselves entirely
under the heel of the Federal authority. In
view of the attitude of the Prime Minister,
I think it is evident that when he dragged us
to Melbourne ho had completely made up his

mind not to acquiesce in any alternative to
the principle he now says is the first-and
practically the only--consideration. The con-
ference was a conference in name only-a
sham so far as the Federal Government were
concerned.

It is well for those who are supporting
the agreement to knowv that these are the
Premier's views.

The Premier: And they :ire mine to-day.
Ilon. 0. TAYLOR: Th-, Leader of the

Country Party tias also st:*oported the agree-
int. When some of uts are giving reasons
for- opposing the Bill, il: mnemnber for
Natanning (Mr. Thomson) says, "You are
suspicious." In other words-, lie means that
we are not capable of dealing with the sub-
ject on its merits. T alit more concerned
about the attitude of Liu: Country Party
than members may believc I am. Whilst
the Leader of the Country Party is sup-
porting this measure, Lte member for
Williams-Narrogin, the Deputy Leader of
the Country- Party, haes opp~osed it, and put
up at very fine defence J the State in
which he wvas born. I was very pleased
the hon. mnember dlid put itip so strenuous a
fight the other day. Hit !.eader, however,
holds a differptnt view. Then we find the
member for Avon (11r. Grilliths) support-
ig the contentions of !te member for
Williams-Nan-ogin. Thesc. three members
constitute the main line or the fighters for
thme agricultural areas. Then we find the
rear brought up by the member for Pingelly
(Mr. Brown) who must follow in the foot-
steps of his Leader by eil-'71sing the agree-
ment and those who took part in framing it,
and commending the Premner for what he
bas done.

The Premier: That is two and two so far.
Hon. 0. TAYLOR: Hie also had to exag-

gerate iii order to Justify his support of
the Prime Minister and the Federal Govern-
ment. He drew a parallel between henving
one borrower and having ,even borrowers
on the market all competing against one
another. He claimed that the Federal Gov-
ernment must have a iretty free ]tand in
borrowing, should have aL great deal of
power on the Loan Council, and should be
able to decide almost all questions on the
Loan Council. He went on to say that the
Federal Government were committed to an
expenditure of £800,000,000 on account of
the war. I think, according to the actual
facts, that is double the amount that was
spent by the Federal C.uvernment. My
friend in supporting his Leader had to ex-
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aggerate considerably in o iler to justify his
support of the Bill.

Air. Biown: You have not yet put up one
alternative suggestion.

Mr. Ferguson: The member for Pin-
gelly may have been slightly nervous.

lion. 0I. TAYLOR: I hope the hon. mem-
ber who has just interje'ted will add his
contribution to the debate and give his rea-
sons why lie votes the way he intends to
vote. I know that members have made up
their winds on this subject I have been too
long- in Parliament not t-, understand that
rarely, if ever, arguments advanced by the
Opposition secure any support. This is a
flon-,airty question. If some1 one on this
side of the House more capable than I of
handling the subject were to take it up, he
mighit be able to induce scme members op-
posite consider more seriously the step
they arc taking in supporting this agree-
meat. We have been safeguarded by
the provision for a referendum. I do
not think the attitude of the Prime Minister
was a fair one, or that twe framers of the
Commonwealth Constitution ever contem-
plated a referendum being submitted to the
people to alter the Constitution under con-
ditions such as these. Fi'st the Common-
wealth called a conference .,f Premiers, who
had their hands tied financially. The Pre-
miers had taken up a couple of holes in their
financial belt, were practz':;illy starving, and
in that position had these aonditions forced
upon them. We then had the Premiers ask-
ing their Parliaments to support their ac-
tion. After that the agrcement has to be
sent back to the Federal Government, who
will bring down a Bill to provide for a
referendum of the people being taken. That
referendum will be submitted to the people,
and when they have decidred by a majority
in the Commonwealth as well as by a ma-
jority in the States, the Federal Government
will have to secure the passing of another
law in order to make this 'amendment to the
Constitution. It was nevur the intention of
the framers of the Constitution that such a
method should be adopted. It was not in-
tended that the Government should take this
means of getting a leg in. I think in the
game of two-np this methtd would be called
"Spilling the bird upon you."

The Premier: A king hit.
Eton. G. TAYLOR: It was indeed a king

hit. Anyone who toleratf~s a Government
that will act in this way is not considering
the best interests of the States.

Mr'. Sicernan: Do you think they had a
brick in their hands when they made the
hitl

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Yes. After the next
Federal elections 1 hope the Senate will com-
prise men from each State who will look
after the interests of their States. I hope it
will consist of a body of tesolute men who
will defend their States !rom any Govern-
ment, whether it be the Bruce-Page Govern-
ment or a Labour Government. The first
function of a senator is to protect his State,
not to support and protecD any Government.
If the Senate is allowved to be a party House,
it only mecans a duplication of the House of
Representatives. You, Sir, will remember
Sir Henry Parkes. Y-ou sat in the same
Chamber with him in New South WVales. I
remember you in Opposit ion as a protec-
tionist against Sir Henry as a freetrader. I
remember that old parLian,-ntary building in
Macquarie-street ringing whilst you put up
your ease for your distric~t. I only wish I
could do to-night in the interests of Western
Australia what you did in those days in the
interests of your ekectors.

The Premier: Those were the days.
Hion. G. TAYLOR: W, have been told

that there is nothing to fear, that the smaller
States are perfectly safe because we are
going to have a stiong Senate to protect
them. Where is its strent-fh now?

The Premier: And wvitht equal representa-
tion.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Yes. About 66,000
votes were recorded in this State for and
against Federation. If I mistake not the
majority in favour was 44,000. In a humble
way I took part in that campaign on the
goldifelds, naid tried to n.er'uade the people
to vote for the Federal mEasure. To-day I
feel just as strongly against this agreement
as I felt in favour of entering the Federal
pact.

The Premier: Do you think that time has
proved your judgment to be ricnhtl

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Time has proved it
was wrong. I feel it would be wrong to
tie the financial hands of future generations
for 58 years, as is provided by this agrree.
ment. I shall not suffer myself . I may live
for the 30 years, hut do not suggest that I
shall be here at the end of 5S years. We
should protect our State against the Federal
Government. I hope that members will take
the view put forward by the member for
Williams-Nar-rogin. who well knows the
farming, districts, and who, I believe, is re-
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presenting the views of the great bulk of
the farmers in Western Australia when he
says that the argument is not favourable
to them. 1. am not amazed or surprised
at the views expressed by the Leader of
the Country Party. He is not so closely
in touch with the farming community ais
his deputy leader is. If it were a matter
of contracting or anything of that kind.
I would bow to his judgment.

Mr. Thomson: Are you trying to create
a split in the Country Party?

Hon. 0. TAYLOR: No.
Mr. Thomson: You are hoping to get

it.
Hon. G. TAYLOR: I hope to say a few

,words that will help to keep that party
together. I hope that at the death-knock
the Lender of the Country Party will be
influenced by the hion. memaber I have men-
tioned, who is most capable of representing
the wishes of the farmers of the State, and
more capable than is the member for Kat-
anning. The Leader of the Country Party
is not so far lost that be cannot be recov-
ered. The member for Pingelly (Mr.
Brown) naturally supported his Leader.

Hon. Sir Jamecs Mitchell: He did not
know where he was.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Tf that lion. member
listened to the arguments of his colleague
the member for Williams-Narregin, I am'
sure they would influence him in the right
direction.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: He said he
bad an open mind on. the question.

Mr. Brown: You have had considerable
difficulty in expressing an opinion.

Hon. G-. TAYLOR: I will admit that
the member for Pingelly, in anything he
does, shows no animus toward anyone.

The Premier: H~e is just mistaken, that is
all.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: His judgment is a
bit shaky. He bas been led away
by his leader. There is nothing more
commendable in a man than loyalty to his
leader. There are 'time;, however, when
men must consider important questions
like these for themselves, quite apart from
their prty or their leader. They must
rerard them from the point of view of the
State. In a, case like this, when a mem-
ber has stronT feelings in favour of doing
what he thinks is best for his State, he is
entitled to question the judgment of his

leader. There, I think lies some hope of
doing somuething in the direction of throw-
ing out this Bill. I would make this last
appeal. Let members remove from their
minds all prejudice in favour of any Prime
Minister, any Premier, or any member of
Parliament. Let them remember the effect
this agreement will have upon Western Aus-
tralia. Let thema be guided by those who
know something about finance. Let them
be guided by the past. All they have to do
is to review the history of the Common-
wealth. They will see that the States
have been resisting aggression end ag-
grandisemont on thme part of the Federal
Government and the Federal Parliament ever
since they have been associated with them.
Before ]nemnbers pass this Bill, -T ask them
to remember that they are not likely to get
mutch from the Commnonwealth authorities.
I had an argument on the fields recently
with an ardent Federalist. He said, "The
Federal Government have given you more
than they undertook in the bond to do."
I asked him what hie meant and he replied,
''They have given you the transcontinental
railway Lne" I said, ''What line are you
talking about?" and he said, "The Great
Western railway." I asked him where
that was, and hie told inc. I said "You
are making a mistake; that is not the
transconitinental railway, it is Lord Kitch-
ener's line. Lord K~itchener had to come
out litre to tell the Federal Government
they should build that line for defence
p)Irposes." Contradiction I defy. But for
that gentleman holding so high a military
position, we should not have had that line
for a long time. I have changed my view
of the value of Federation for the States,
because of the wvav in 'vhich Federation
has been handled. It has failed because
it has got into the hands of maen never
imbued -with the Federal Spirit as were the
old giants who framned the Constitution.
There is too much small-minded, one-eyed
business nowadays; too much endeavour to
make of the Federal Government the one
great power and of the States mere muni-
cipalities. T fear this Bill will pass the
House, and perhaps pass this Parliament.
If it does I shall hatve another opportunity,
on the platform, of trying to educate the
people up to the necessity for protecting
their State at all costs, letting parties
drift where they please. One can always
get a political party, but one cannot al-
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ways get a great State like Western Aus-
tralia. Let us protect our State. I ask
hion members to reject the Bill.

MR. DAVY (West Perth) [6.2] : .1 agree
with thle previous speaker that it is not likely
that any speech now will change any mem-
ber's vote. Almost everyone has, I think,
got rather tired of the debate, but the
question is so important that it seems to
inc one can reasonably ask leave to state,

atall events shortly, one's reasons for
taking one side or the other. I do not
propose to trespass on the time of hon.
members for niore than a quarter of an
hour or so in statinig why I think the pro-
posed agreemnent ought not to be accepted.
I certainly do nut wvish to suggest that any-
body who differs from Ine is not acting
fairly, nor that anybody who "-ants to ap-
prove of the agreement is guilty of any
conscious disloyalty to the interests of the
State. T think it likely that the vote will
be taken in accordance with the conscien-
tious views of all members voting on it,
views honestly formned and sincerely held.
First of all, I i ish to answer an argument
which the Premier and several hon. mem-
hers, voting with him have used, mostly by
way of interjection, in answer to members

~paigagainst the mesnre. The argu-
ment was that it was ro use pointing, out
defects in the agreement, as it was all that
weO Could possibly gek. If that argument
is correct, if it is a fact that this is all
we can possibly get-and I suggest that
thaut is not proved-then I wonder why
the Premier wasted 21/2 hours of his valu-
able time itt pointing out the merits of
the Bill and endeavouring to meet criticism
against it. If this is all we can possibly
get, well, let us takec it and have done with
it and stop wasting time. If it is all we
can possibly get, then this debate has beetn
a complete farce.

Mfr. Thomson: If the Premier had done
as you suggest he would have been accused
of not putting up a case.

Mr. DAVY: Certainly, if the Premier
had convinced me that this was all we
cnuld possibly get, I would not be on my
feet at this minute. However, I submit
that that is not so. T submit that we are
en titled to discuss the merits or demerits
of the agreement, and to vote on it
according to whether we think it is a
fair and proper agreement to the States

in general to the Commonwvealth, and to
Western Australia in particular. I propose
to endeavour to give one or two reasons
why tile agreemient should be regarded as
an unfair agreemnent. Our Premier, as our
agent, went and negotiated with the agents
of the other States and of the Common-
wealth. his authority from us was to eider
into a, draft agreemnent, which should 1)0,
subject to our confirmation and ratification.
The Premier has endeavon red to do so, and.
has brouight back this agreement. Surely,
if we dto not app rove of -it, we may without
any disrespect to the Premier, without the
slightest suggestion that lie has failed in
his duty, say to him, "WVe (10 not like this:
please go and see if you cannot get it cor-
reeted in the way we want it corrected."
I. propose to mention two main reasons
why I do not like the agreement, aind why
I think it is an im proper agreement. There
are other points as well, hut I think those
points are details of the mnachinery of the
Bill. The ag-reement, I say first, to a Cer-
tain extent involves an unfair distribution
of the amount of money to be distributed
amiongst; the States; it does not matter
what that amount may be-we will call it
Lx in order to avoid trying to say what it
is. Bitt there is a sum of money which, it
has been agreed according to thlis agreement,
shaill be distributed amongst the States for
a period of 58 years; and it -appears to
nie that as between the States the proposed
distribution is unfair. I take it to be
scarcely arguable that this sum of money
which is to be distributed, is other than a
sum of money which is in the hands of the
Commnonwealth by reason of the fact that
the Commonwealth has control of the ex-
cise and imaport duties of Australia. If
that is not the only source of the money
that is to he distributed, it is very
difficult to see why there should be any
permanent contribution from the Coiumoii-
wealth to the States at all. There is noth-
ing involved in Federation, so far as I can
see, to say that the Federal body should
ma~ke permanent payments to tile States.
There is only one meason why the Federal
body should make such payments, and it ii
that the States have given up something
they had before, In that sense they gave
up their right to raise money by indirect
taxation. They gave it up at a. time when
that was practically their only source of
revenue. If there had not been provision
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made for the retur-n to the States of a por-
tion of that revenue, they would have been
quite unable to finance themselves, Wita
respect to the people who do not agree with
me, it is scarcely arguable that the source
of the money whvich is payable to the States
is not tariff and excise revenue, That being
so, there call he only one logical, fair hasisr
of distributing the amiount available, and
that must lie a basis proportionate to the
amount of the contribution by each State
individually. If our contribution, due to
our surrender of our rights to indirect
taxation, is £200,000 in any given year,
then I say the Commonwealth cannot lot.,i-
eally return us a sum of money except on
the basis of that £200,000. And so with
the other States. But the proposal before
us in this agreement is that the amiount to
be distrihuted shall be distributed on a basis
which is fixed now, as to its main portion,
for the whole period of 5S1 years. What-
ever the prospects of Western Australia
may be, there can be little doubt that the
distribution of population in the Common-
wealth is bound to change considerably in
the next 58 years. I1 think it is agreed by
all that proportionately Western Australia
is going to increase enormously in popula-
tion. As far as one can look forward
through a period of 58 years, Western Alis-
tralia must during that time steadily over-
take, though perhaps not completely over-
take, the population of such a State as Vic-
toria. Probably our only competitor ill

speed of increase will be Queensland.

The Minister for Lands: And New South
Wales.

Mr. DAVY: Perhaps New South Wales.
But at the present moment it is indisputable
that we aire increasing more rapidly thim
any other State, aria, as the Premier has
pointed out, at a rate which scarcely any
country has ever been able to maintain for
nqiy leng4h' -of time. Ouir present per-
centage of increase, three per cent., is a
very high increase indeed. But even though
'we may not be able to maintain that rate,
I think it is agreed that we are going tr,
maintain at greater increase ratio propor-
tionately to the other States than any other
State, except perhaps Queensland. Before
leaving that aspect, I would like to make
one other point. In addition to that nor-
mal increase recurring year after year, I
submit, Wiistern Australia is the State
which is most likely, or least unlikely, to

Ihave a sudden boom such a18 it bafs alradyV
experienced when its population doubledl
in a year and trebled in three years, in-
creasing with enormous rapidity betwean
[Ihe years IStO and, say, 1905. Such ill
occurrence is not common in the history
of countries, but if such an occurrence takes-
place ini Australia again, most probably it
will take place inl Western Australia. It
is not likely, I should imagine, that any
great new auriferons belt will be discovered
inl New South Wales or Victoria. It is
certainly possible that such a belt may be
discovered in Western Australia, and if we
do discover and open up another gold belt
like the Golden Mile, it might well be that
our increase of population would be, not
three per cent., but as much as 10 or 15
per cent. for a number of years. That be-
ing so, it appears to me that this agree-
ment, from the moment that it commences
to operate, is going to operate unjustly to
Western Australia as between the States.
How unjustly it may work out over the
long period of 58 years, we cannot tell.
That will depend upon contingencies. It
is possible, though not probable in the light
of knowledge, that the pendulum migLi
swing another way, and whether the fial
injustice will -result to some other State we
cannot say. But the probabilities are that
the injustice involved in the proposed dis-
tribution will work most hardly against;
Wastern Ausitralia.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. DAVY: My first objection to the
agreement is that it a ppeer4 to be unfair that
whatever sum of money is to be raised, the
distribution will he unjust as between the
States. My other main objection is on quite
a different basis, It is taken in my capacity,
which I enjoy with every of her hon. member,
as a citizen of the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia. I amn a Federalist. I cannot think
with satisfaction of anything in the nature
of secession which, to my mind, would result
in the destruction of something we have
created during the last 20 years. I refer to
our nationhood. I agree that Western Aus-
tralia has suffered and is suffering, and prob-
ably will continue to suiffer, considerable
disability from her partnership in the Fedl-
eration of the States of Australia, but I be-
lieve that disability is not co much due to
our being within the Federation as to the
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fiscal policy adopted by the Commonwealth
and approv'ed, unfortunately, to my mind,
by a majority of the people of Australia.
Western Australia is essentially a country
of primaury productioii so far, and we are
naturally cartwin- the buJen of protection
created in the interests of the secondary in-
dustries in the Eastern States. That will
diminish as time goes on, ,uot there can be
no doubt that the policy inflicts a
hardship upon us. Tf the Financial
Agreement becomes lawv, the fiscal policy of

unst ralia. with which I differ, appears to
nue lo be fixed definitely for 58 years. That
applies not only to the rweall policy but
also to the policy regarding our licensing
laws. Many of us in Western Australia
have freetrade tendencies. I will not soy
there are many frectraders. Most of us are
rather reluctant to fix a label to ourselves
such as that involves, but most of its. in-
cluding some members onl the Government
side of the House, think th~at protection in
Australia has gone much too far. Yet if
our- viewvs prevailed throughout Australia,
and the present tariff were to be substan-
tially reduced, how could there be funds out
of which to pay' the roonty to which the
Commonwealth will be committed under tile
Financial Agrement? On the other hand,
members of the Labour Party in the Federal
arena, and some citizens who are not zuem-
bern of that party in flu Eastern States,
think that p--otection accorded secondary in-
dustries; in Australia so far has been quite
inadequate. They would increase it enorm-
ously even to thme extent of the absolute pro-
hibition of imports in certain directions. If
[heir views prevailed, how could there be
funds out of which the £7,800,000 per year
is to be distrihuted among thre States of
the Commonwealth. There are quite a
number of people who, if they had their
way, would abolish entirely the consump-
tion of liquor. I believe there are some
holding that view in this House, and
you, Sir, if I may say so, nre one of those
who hold views in that dirpetion. In Aus-
tralia at present enormous sums are received
from the sale of alcoholic liquors. Roughly,
that is the excise revenue, because that re-
presents the bulk of it. In 1926 that source
of revenue represented about £11l,000,000.
If your views, Mr. Speaker, and those of
people who think with you were to prevail,
where is this money to come fronm?

The Minister for Lands- In similar cir-
cumstances, where is an.', money to come
from under any agreenti

Mr. DAVY: If the Minister will wait,
I will goa on to indicate where such argu-
ments appear to lead us. L: is true that the
Commonwealth has unlimited powers of
taxation. They are limited, of cours.a,
by the ability of the peonle to pay, but still
the powers, theoretically, ::re unlimited. I
may be told that if, owing to the prevalence
of the opinions I have indicated as being
held by many people, re~enue were to be
depleted in the way I h.axe suggested, it
could be mnade Lir by direct taxation. What
a ridiculous spectacle we would have if the
Commonwealth were to extract money from
the States merely to pa/i it back to them,
.along avenues from which the States already
had power to extract money from their own
citizens. That moneyv would merely go from
Western Australia, for instance, to the Comn-
monwealth and then back to us with little
bits being picked off here zind there,

Mr. Panton: They wvodid be doing it
directly thenr instead of iMlireetly, as now.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell -We do not want
them to (10 it directly.

Mr. Panton: But it amounts to the same
thing.

Mr. DAVY: It has to ne remembered that
direct taxation is paid by a comparatively
small number of people, whereas practically
the whole of the people !erthe burden of
indirect taxation. I believe that in Western
Australia direct taxation is paid by about
9 per cent of the population. True,
that 9 per cent. is better a',le to pay, but it
should be borne in mind that the shillings
of the multitude very soon amount to far
more tihan the pounds or tens of pounds of
the few. Unquestionably, a very much
larger amount could be raised by indirect
taxation without tile consoi'us burden being
felt by the people, and that wouldd not be
so if the amount were leved by means of
direct taxation. I think the Premier will
agree with mae when I say that the people
of Australia can bear very little more direct
taxation.

The Premier: I think they are too heavily
taxed now.

Mir. DAVY: Some two or three years ago
the Premier, who nad the snpport of nearly
every member of both Houzes of Parliament
and of the citizens in general, recognised
the position and reduced the burden of taxa-
tion accordingly. Holding that view, which
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is shared by everyone here, every amount If we fix the money on that basis upon
paid by the Comnionweanihi to the States,
except moneys paid to coy.r temporary dis-
abilities, must caone from the tariff and e::-
cise revenue. It will be reccgenised that that
is the only source from which the money
can come. Since that is so, it follows
naturally' that the proper way to do it is
for the States to receive, not a fixed sum
of money, hilt their proi)n- proportion of
the tariff revenue. What proportion they
should receive is a mutter upon which
no member of the House can form a
,judgment based on tiny information laid
before us during this dolte.n I have no
doubt that the Premier, in his capacity aq
Treasurer, mighbt get prettk near to it, and
perhaps the Leader of the -)pposition might
do so as wvell. But what oroportion of the
money raised by indiree, taxation from
Western Ausfrolia shonlri be returned to
Western Australia would, oif necesity, de-
pend upon the commnitments of tlhe Corm-
monwealth Government.

Hon. IV. J. George: We pay more per
capita towards the ('ustoma revenue than
any other State.

Mr. DAVY: That is not time point in my
mind for the uinent. W~lat I am trying to
demonstrate is that it vould be perfectly
absurd to say that Westirn Australia and
the other States should receive one-third or
one-sixth or, in fact, any specific percentage
of the money derived from indirect taxation
and raised in any particular State. With-
oat going into the question thoroughly, we
do not know just how much of the revenue
so derived must be retained by the Common-
wealth. We know that the Commonwealth
has enormous commitments that have grown
legitimately since 19i14, and have grown
illegitimately during the same period owing
to the fact that the Federal Government have
had more money than they knew what to do
with. People with a surplus of cash in their
pockets are usually not so careful in the ex-
penditure of it, as are people who have but
little cash available. Though we may feel
that expenditure has grown legitimately, and
may believe that it tias grown in directions
we consider illegitimate, the fact remains
that we cannot form in opinion without go-
ing carefully into the question as to the per-
centage that ought to be returned to the
State. That is the main objection that I
have endeavoured to indicate. That is the
only fair and proper way to distribute the
money that is to be shared by the States.

which the £E473,000 has been fixed, inevit-
ably injustices will be apparent in one or
other of the States almost immnediately. With
regard to Western Australia, I claim that
that injustice ilU start in the very first
year. It will start in the first year we re-
ceive a payment, because during the interval
between the period in respect of whkeh the
£473,000 was fixed and the time of the
actual payment, Western Australia, because
of its increased progress, will be justly en-
titled to a larger share of the total amount.
On the other hand, if during the lengthy
periods over wvhich the payments are fixed,
there will be, as is very probable, a desire
for a change in the fiscal policy, and as a
result revenue from that source will diminish
appreciably, then thme money can he paid
only by' means of the imposition of heavier
direct taxation than is levied at present,
with such serious results to the State Gov-
ernments throughout Australia. If there
were an alarming fall in the price of wheat
or of wool, how would Western Australia
envry on with the presient burden of indirect
taxation? We would be in a fix if the price
of wheat or wool were to fall to anything
like prec-war parity. Should anything of that
sort happen, our only wvealth-producing in-
dustries in Western. Australia would be in
the greatest possible straits. It is impos-
sible to say how those industries could be
relieved fronm their sufferings except by a
diminution of the tariff. But that would
mean a lesser fund from which to distribute

£C7,000,000 amongst the States each year.
The result would be that it would re-act on
the very peo~ple w~ho needed relief, because
they would be faced with the imposition of
higher direct taxation in order that the
State Covernmnents might he furnished with
money to enable them to carry on. There
are two other points 1 would like to touch
upon. The first is that it has been suggested
not only by hon. members here, including
the Treasurer, but by various persons out-
side the House with whom I have
discussed the matter, that it is most
urgent that this arrangement or some
arrangement should be definitely concluded
and it is urged that the hurry is limited by'
the date of the next election. It is said that
the p~resent Government, with Mr. Bruce at
the head, are going to put thirougzh this Bill,
which will give the States a fair deal, but
if the Bruce Government go out of power,
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any latex Government will be less favourably
inclined towards the States. Judging from
the speeches made by thre Labour Party in
the Federal House, there is quite a lot Io
he said for that view, because apparently
the Labour Party most strongly objectedI
to tis Bill on thie ground that it. was too
generous to the States. Even assuming it
may reasonably he said that if the Labour
Party are returned to power after the nest
election they will be less generous to the
States than wvotld the Bruce Government,
the hurry does4 not amjount to anything so
great as to necessitate the passing of this
Bill. It does riot muatter whether the Labour
Party or the Nationalist Party are returned
to power after the next election. Lndeir
either control Parliament will have to final-
ise this mantter and, so far as I can judne
from the agreement, the Federal Parlia-
moent wtill be perfectly free, obsoluteiy uin-
tramnmelledi, a9fter next election, if the refer-
endum, is carried anid gives them the neces-
sary power, to agree or disagree to thege
proposals.

lion. w. .1. George: That is igh-1t; t1it.
Commonwealth Parliament can do as it
likes.

The Minister for Justice: Would anyv
Government repoudiate what any previons
Government had done?

Mr. DAVY: There will be no question
of repudiation. It cannot be suggested that
the Commnonwealth Government can hind
themselves morally or in any other way un-
less the Constitution permits them to do so.
This agreement is only a. draft that is un-
binding and that cannot bind anyone until
suchl time as thle Coastitution is amended
to give the Commnonwealth power to enter
into the agreement. The mnatter cannot be
finalised until after the next election, and
when Parliamnent then meets, it will so]-
emnly decide whether or not it iill enter
into this agreement.

Mr. (1 hesson: Whether it will agree to
the wishes of the people or not?

Mir. DAVY: The Commonwealth Parlia-
ment will not have the wishes of the people
before them. The proposals to be put to
the people by way of referendum are gen-
eral proposals;. they are not proposals that
this particular ag-reement shall be entered
into. If we fail to pass this agreement,
T take it the Pedealt Government will eo
on with their proposals to the people. They
think it wise and 'necessary that the Coln-

muonwealth should have power to enter into
agreements of this nature, not necessarily
this particular agreement, but agreements
of a similar kind, and it appears to me--
I stand corrected if anyone can show me
to the contrary-that after the next ekec-
tion, assuming the proposals are duly car-
ried, the Federal Parliament will have per-
feet freedom to decide whether or not it
wvill enter into this or some other agre-
mont. That being so, if the Labour Party
are returned to power and they staind up
to the attitude they have taken, they will
refuse to enter into this agreemnen.

Mr. Pan ton: I do not think you have any
right to say that.

Mir DAVY: I say, if they stand up to
the opinions they have hitherto expressed,
they will refuse to enter into this agree-
mjent. If the Nationalist Party -ire returned
to power, I ipresumne they will still he wvill-
ing, if they s;tand up to the opinions they
hare expressed, to enter into this agree-
mient. So where is the hurry? Nothing,
tail be completed before the next electionl.

The Mfinister for Lands: Is that the only
solution you have to offer, -'where is tHie
hurry?"

Mr. DAVY: Of course I have been try-
ing to make myself clear that this is not
the only difficulty, but I suppose I havo
failed, So far as the Mlinister is concerned.

The Minister for Lands: So fur you
have.

Mr. DAVY: 1 have not yet noticed that
the Minister was ever con vinced by any-
thing that anyone else said.

The Miniseter for Lands: Now do not be
abusive.

Air. DAVY: I am not abusive, fur be it
from mne to have any intention of that
kind. The argument that we must adopt
this in a hurry is, not a sound one. There
is plenty of time. The matter cannot be
concluded before the next Federal election.
If the present Government are returned to
power, we shall be in no worse state than
we are at present.

Mr. Thomson: I should like to know the
opinion of the Premiers of the various
States on that point.

Mr. DAVY: The bon. member is not
likely to get that to-night or before he is
called lipon to vote on this Bill.

Mr. Thomson: We have already got it
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Mr. DAVY: Then if the hon. member
already hats it, I do not see how he can lie
in want of it. Finally, it was urged by thep
Premier that there wvas one powerful in-
direct advantage to Western Australia zw-
cruing from the agreement. If it was ent-
tered into we should be able to relieve our-
selves of the heavy sinking fund econtribu-
tions which, under the lawvs of this State,
we arc making at the present time. With
the greatest respect to the Premier, that so-
called advantage, I submit, is utterly irrele-
vant to this agreement. If it is a proper
thing, by passing laws, to vary the arrange-
mernts that we made by statute and contract
over a long period of years for the pay-
ment of sinking fund, then it is proper
whether we enter into this agreement or,
whether wve do not. The Premier has tolu
us that the consensus of opinion of finan-
cial authorities is that 7s. 6id. per cent. sink-
ing fund is quite ample. He will agree
with me, I feel sure, that the security of
Western Australia for the debts of Western
Australia is at least as good as is the
security of Australia for the dehts of Ais-
tralia.

Hon. G. Taylor: Better.

Mr. DAVY: In area wve have one-third
of the continent, and in wealth and what
people aire fond of terming "the boundles,
potentialities," we have at least the equal
of any other third. I should think everyono
would agree that the holders of Western
Australian bonds are just as contented with
their security over Western Australiai
assets as the bondholders of the whole of
Australia will be if this agreement is en-
lered into. Therefore, Ave are just as en-
titled-I do not gay whether we are en-
titled or not; I do not propose to enter
into an argument with the Premier whether
it is proper or improper to do this, because
it is unnecessary for the purposes of t~,e
argument--wve aire just as entitled to pas,
the clauses of this Bill cancelling
our existing obligations to pay sinking fund
whether we enter into this agreement or
whether we do not. That being so, to say
that we cannot possibly take into account
that advantage which we would gain by the
cancellation of those obligations when we
consider this agreement is sound. The
agreement itself does not provide for the
cancellation of existing contractual or statu-
tory obligations. In fact, it definitely con-
templates their continuance. Paragraph (c)

under the heading of "Sinking Fund" in the
agreement begins-

Where in' -respect of any debt included in
the grogs public debt of a State existing at
the 30th June, 1027, there is under laws or con-
tracts existing at that date an obligation fo
provide a sinking fund at a rate in excess of
7s. 6d. per annum for each £,100, any amount
to be so provided in excess of 7s. ad. per an-
num for each £C100 shall he provided out of
the National Debt Sinking Fund established
under the laws of the Commonwealth.

So it is clear it is contemplated that whene
the sinking fund obligations are in excess
of 7s. 6d., they might be continued.
It is also contemplated truly enough that
they may be cancelled, but cancellation is not
involved in this agreement, and cancella-
tion may take place without the agreement.
I submit that the Premier has not satisfied
us that this agreement is the end of all
things. The Prime Minister and his Gov-
ernment have indicated over and over again
that they desire to do the fair and proper
thing by the States. They have said re-
peatedly that they were prepared to listen to
and entertain any reasonable proposals that
were put forward by the States. I think a
number of different propositions have been
suggested. This is the one that appealed to
our Premier as containing the minimum ac-
ceptable to hint. He has come hack and
asked us whether we approve of it. There
is no reason for any desperate hurry to
finalise it, and therefore I submit that Par-
liament, without criticisinig what the Pre-
mier has done, and with full confidence in his
ability and in his loyalty to Western Aim-
tralia, is entitled to say to him, "The fol-
lowing appear to us to be serious defects in
the agreement. We ask you to re-open
negotiations with the Federal Government-
who have expressed themselves as enter-
tsitting kindly feelings towards the States
and being animated by a desire to safeguard
their interests-and have eliminated the de-
frects that appear to us to exist in it."

MR. J1. H. SMITH (Nelson) [7.57]: 1
do not propose to make a very long speech
on this important Bill. A maze of figures
has been given to us by different members
who have carefully studied the question from
A to Z. We, who have not gone so deeply
into the question, have to decide in our own
minds what is the best thing to do in the
interests of Western Australia. I have made
up my mind from a careful study of the
agreement. For my part, I do not propose
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to give the Commonwealth any further
powers to filch sway the rights of the State.
I would ask members to contrast the speech
of the Premier, when introducing this Bill,
with the remarks he made only two short
years ago with regard to the Commonwealth
filching away our rigluis. We know that the
Premier has done his level best. Members
on both sides of the House have perfect faith
in his desire to do the best possible for this
State. We know that in no shape or form
would he commit one tittle of wrong against

A he interests of Western Australia. When
moving. the second reading, the Premier said
in effect that when he went to the conference
the gun was loaded by the Federal Treas-
urer with great big shot, and the States bad
to accept this agreement or nothing. He ad-
mitted that the agreement was not to his
liking, but the State Premiers had no alter-
native to accepting it. I say we have an
alternative. As the member for Menzies
(Mr. Panton) pointed out in his speech last
night, we have the alternative of appealing
to the people.

Mr. Panton: Hear, hear!
Mr. J. H. SMITH: And with arn appeal

to the people there is a possibility of getting
something better.

Mr. Panton: You will prevent it if you
do not vote for the Bill.

Mr. J. H. SMITH: If we vote against
the Bill, the member for Menzies will claim
that we are preventing the people from
having a voice in the matter.

Mr. Wilson: So you are.
Mr. J. H.L SMITH: I say not. Let

us refer the agreement back to the Common-
wealth. If we support it now how can we
in six months time go before the people of
Western Australia and urge them to turn
it down? If we vote for it in this House
we must be said to be in favour of it. We
cannot go to the electors on the occasion
of the referendum and deny that we are
inconsistent if we urge them to vote "no"
when -we ourselves have voted in the affir-
mative in this House. Some people say
the agreement is favourable to Western
Australia for the first five years. The
Premier says that for the first 15 years it
is favourable, but after that it will act
detrimentally to the State, and will he of
advantage only to the Commonwealth for
the nnsnuing 40 years.

Mr. Kenneally: That is compared with
the per capita payments, which have gone.

IMr. J. H. SMITH: The member for
Katanuing throughout his remarks was in-
consistent.

Ron. W. J. George: He generally is.
Mr. J. H. SMITH: He said that any

member who opposed this Bill did so from
feelings of suspicion. He did not look at
the Premier, for he was supporting that
hon' gentleman; he appeared to pick out
the member for Mount Margaret (lion. G1.
Taylor). He said in effect that this was
a wonderful agreement, and advised mem-
bers to accept it. T venture to say that
if at the last State elections members
had told the electors they were going to
enter into an agreement with the Common-
wealth Government to take away more of
our State rights, many of them would not
be sitting here to-night.

Mr. Thomson: I would be game to risk
it.

Mr. J. HI. SMITH: In the next breath
the hon, member said that he was a seces-
sionist. He would cut the painter if he
could, and yet he advocates that the Com-
monwealth should be given more power.

Mr. Tbow son: I advocated the protec-
tion of the State.

Mn. J. H. SMITH: I do not know how
the lion. member can reconcile these two
statements. I have grave doubts about
this agreement being of any advantage to
Western Australia. Some of us would like
to get away from the bonds of Federation.
When we entered iute thei Western Aus-
tralia was going, ahead by leaps and bounds.
Gold had just been discovered, and oar
future was veny bright. The people of the
Eastern States wanted some control over
us, so that they might benefit by our pro-
portion of the Customs and Excise duty.
They did not want us to build up our own
industries, as -we hoped to do. To-day we
are on the eve of a still greater move. We
have established the system of group settle-
ment, and at nc distant date our wheat
areas will be developed from one end ko
the other. The Minister for Lands has
sent out an army of surveyors to map out
roads and rtlways. We bavi te provide
the money for all thlis development. The
goldfields are showi~ng up better than has
been the ease for a 1onz tme past, and the
Wiliina muine especially is openinz up well.
Our population must increase very consid-
erably, and yet we arc asked to enter into
an agreement based on the population of
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two years ago. There is no doubt that
Western Australia would be 50 times better
off to-day if she had not joined the Fed-
eration. Let ns go hack to the days when
we were supposed to receive three-fourthis
of the Customs duty. How can any statis-
tician say what our population will be in
20 years' time? I feel sure that with all
the development ahead of its, it will have
iii that time increased far more rapidly
thani the estimated 3 per cent per annum.
Victoria, on the other hand, is not likely
to go ahead in the -future at the same ratio
as it has done in the past. The Premier
says this is a non-party measure and that
members may please themselves how they
vote. We know what the Premier said
when introducing the Bill. He declared it
did not come up to his expectations, al-
though it was the best he could get. We
also remember the beautiful language hie
used two years ago, when opposing the pro-
posals put uip by the Federal Government
to secede from the realms of taxation and
leave Western Australia alone in it. On
the latter occasion his voice resounded all
over the building, and by his eloquence he
carried everyone with him. He said, "There
we have the Federal spider spinning a web
to catch the unfortunate State flies. We are
invited to walk into the beautiful parlour, so
to speak, and were we so foolish as to ac-
cept the invitation, the spider would suck
our life's blood." The same thing applies to-
day. We are told we must accept this agree-
mient. Let us rather go to the people and
state our case. The alternative will be that
we shall get a better agreement than is
offered to us to-day.

Mir. Angelo: Let us try and try again.

M1r. J. H. SMITH: The Premier has re-
ceived no promise from the Federal Govern-
ment that they wvill not again enter the field
of taxation in Western Australia, and treat
us as they did before, increase our taxation,
and make us pay all that we are to receive
out of this agreement.

Ron. WV. J. George: They will get it out
of us somiehow.

Mr. J. H. SMITH: The member for
Pingelly thinks the present Comnmonwealth
Government arc wonderful because they have
given us something by way of a disabilities
grant. I admit, that for five years we shall
receive some help from that source, hut it is
only given as a, sop to Western Australia.

.Mr. E. B. Johnston: And it is only two-
thirds of what was recommendegt.

31r. J. H. SMITH: We kntow that the
Federal Gjovernment taxed our amusements.
It will also be remembered that we imposed
a petrol tax in order to raise money for the
construction and maintenance of our roads.
XWhcn the tax was in operation the Federal
Government took it from US and collected
it themselves, and are now giving ats for our
roads an amount which is far less than that
which they themselves received. They Join-
mnate the affairs of the State. Before we can
get that money they provide by regulation
how we shall carry out our works; policy.
We arc told we cannot build this or that
section of road by day labour without their
consent. They also tell the State Govern-
ment to put up 1.5s. for every £1 that, they
give. They are collecting this money from\
our Ipetrol tax, and 100 times more than it
amounts to from our Customs duties. They
are giving us this little sop, and at the same
time telling us we cannot do this or that
without their permission. Right through
the piece the story is the same, I for one
do not intend to give them any more power.
I agree with the remarks of the member for
Guildford (Hlon. WV. D. Johnson), who put
the ease very plainly last night. Except
when hie said hie was a unifleationist, and
that if it camne to a question of whether
or not the Commonwealth should take over
the States, hie would vote in the affirma-
tive. But lie objects to camiouflage, and
to any scheme by which the Commonweatlh
may deprive us of our righits. 'Year by
year they are filching away our rights.
In a few years we shall he without any
revenue, especially if the Commonwealth
come extensively into the field of taxation.
Then we shall be handed over holus bolus tis
the Federal Government. If my vote can stop
that it will be given against this agreement.
Our banking institutions and our insurance
companies are to a large extent controlled
from the Eastern, States. They, as well as
the "West Australian" are advocates for this
agreement. I wonder why that is. If we
pas this Bill we shall be selling Western
Australia. I cannot understand the reason-
ingw of the member for Katanning when ho
says we have no alternative but to pass it.
He says we are suspicious. On the one hand,
he tells us he intends to give the Common-
wealth further rights, and in the next
word puts himself forward as a secessionist.
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It is dillicult to understand that point of
view. I can only think some pressure was
brought to bear upon him from somewhere.
Here is a man who a few years ago was an
advocate for smaller States, and had a few
disciples following him. To-day he wants a
big, Commonwealth. I hope the Bill will be
defeated, as I know the referendum will be
defeated in the country.

MR. STUBBS (WVagin) (8.14]: 1 have
listened attentively to the speeches that
have been delivered during this debate.
The Premier said it was a non-party
mneasure and judging from the utterances
of members lie wvas sincere in what he said.
One has to east one's mind back a few
years thoroughly to grasp what is meant
by the powers that will be conferred upon
the Commonwealth if wve accept this Bill.
I shall quote an extract from the speech
delivered in this House as far back as
1006; that is, five years after Federation
had become an accomplished fact. Prior
to Federation, Western Australia had a
revenue tariff which brought in a consider-
able amount of money. The average duty
under it was, if I remember rightly, about
71/2, per cent. on all products, including'
machinery, which carried five per cent.
Drapery and many other lines of goods
bore revenue imiposts. Let hon. members
compare the Customs revenue of one or
two millions sterling which was received
between 1894 and the advent of Federation
in 1900, with the taxation the people of
Western Australia are called upon to pay
to-day in respect of the same articles. Such
a reflection imust compel the admission that
unless we call a halt on the Federal octopus,
we shall be definitely strangled. I was one
of the foolish persons who listened to the
specious language of several leaders in
1000, alleging that if we did not join the
Federation, Western Australia would be
rent in twain and that the goldfields and
their population wvould be tacked on to
South Australia. I remember, too, that
many people were induced to alter their
opinions at the very death-knock on the
ground that certain information had come
from London urging Western Australia
not to turn down the Federal referendum,
as to do so would he against her best in-
terests. In order to induce the Western
Australian Government of the day to place
the matter before the people by way of

referendum, many conferences were held.
At one of those conferences, our repre-
sentatives were convinced that the Federal
Enabling Bill was the best they could get,
inasmuch as it contained a clause giving
Western Australia an advantage over all
the other States for a period of ten years.
It was called the Bradon clause, and hun-
dreds of times it has been called the Brad-
don blot in the various Parliaments of
Australia. fluring the fifth year of Fed-
eration, the year 1905, a discussion occurred
in this House on a motion for the holding
of a referendumn as to seceding from Fed-
eration. There are members present to-day
who took part in that discussion. I shall
quote only a few; sentences uttered by an
honourahie member, -which sentences I
consider fill the bill to-day in regard to the
Federal Government's financial proposals
and the action they may take if granted
fuiirther powers-

Western Australia has sacrificed much. She
haes givens up not only her right to the manage-
ment of her own affairs and institutions wvhich
should be in immediate touch with her people,
but alsoo i regard to her revenue, a most im-
Portant thing, and a vital matter to a young
State that requires every possible resource in
order to develop its industries mnd its material
promises of prosperity. We require all the
money that we can raise amongst ourselves for
that purpose, and not only are we now sacri-
ficing the taxes we were privileged to enjov
prior to Federation, lbut there is the constant
menace over us that the Federal power
will grow in strength from tine to time, and
that We.itern Australia, will bep more exploited
and more placed under burdens, and that we
cannot protect ourselves.

The gentlemen who uttercd those words is
our present Speaker. Perhaps you, Sir,
wvill remember the occasion. I maintain
that the Premier wvorthity rep)resented this
State as a whole, and every section of it,
at the conferences attend:.l by him in re-
gard to the vexed questioni of finance. I
ani positive that ev'ery member of the
Chamber comimends the Premier for the
able manner in which he placed Western
Australia's disabilities before the other
Premiers and Treasurers. The hon. gent le-
man has told us plainly that he is riot alto-
gether pleased wili the amount of money
Western Australia is to it ecive under the
proposed agreement, but that it was a cage
oC "Take that or nothing." Had there been
in the agreement a claim: allowving for re-
view at the cnd of every ive year'. and this
at the instance of any State and not merely
by a unanimoiss appeal fr-,m all the States,
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the ease would have been entirely different.
This Parliament should even now insist
upon the insertion of su'm a clause in the
Bill, if the measure is carvkil. There should
be power to review at stittAd periods. Can
any member of the House vouch for the
accuracy of the statists who supplied the
Premier with the figur~es of population durr-
ing the next 20 or 30 or -10 years, though
no doubt those gentlemen gave the Premier
the very best of their intiligence. How
have they arrived at the increase of 3 per
cent.? it puzzles me, bearing in mind that
in 1894 or 1895 Western Australia had a
population of about 100,000 and that in
1q01 or 1902 the populazion was about a
quarter of a million. Can it be maintained
that we have no more Golden Miles to un-
earth? I believe the prob.ibilities are that
in the near future splendid mineral belts
will be discovered in the North and in the
centre of this State. T consider there is
warrant for believin.- that our population
will increase by more than 3 per cent, an-
nually. Hon. members moy wonder what I
em lending up to, but my. point is that if
the spirit of the origil Constitution is
given effect to, if the promise which actu-
ated many of us in voting for Federation
is honoured, a large propo'fion of the Fed-
eral surplus revenue most come back to the
Stntes. However, as time wvent on, various
Federal Governments tinkered with the
Constitution, bringing J.'rward Bills on
such subjeets as per capita payments and
drooping them later on. Tf we bad a per
capita payment of 25s. for the next 25
years. it would bring in far more money'
then the arrangement wi(ch the agreement
proposes.

Mr. Renneally: flOW do YOU Propose to
settle the matter?

Mr. STUBBS: Only by the good sense of
the Government of the dir' , be they Labour
or Nationalist or Country, Party, realising
that Western Australia and ev other
State hats the rfrht to curtail the Federal
sq~uandering of money that lhas been going
on for the past ten yparq. Dlid any member
of this Chamber visit Canberra when that
eity was firet bemin, and hits anyoane visited
it snpe millions of money hive been snuun-
dered in the desert thqre? Why was all
that money spent at Ca,.berrnl .Th-t bv
way of eivinir the peoplei of New Sm~ith
WAoles the son that indire them to enter
FnAnfin They reoiii that. the Fed-
erall capital should he fixed in Nen South

Wales before they would agree to enter the
Federation. Of course they are perfectly
content with the agreement since £9 out of
every £E10 spent on the Federal capital in
New South Wales benefits bit State. West-
ern Australia does not b~Ntit to the extent
of one farthing-.

Mr. Kenneally: Was it common sense
that induced the present ' ederal Govern-
mnut to do0 that?

Mr. STUBIBS: Western Australian senti-
mnent was inifluenced in fivour of Federa-
tion by the assurance that a large percent-
age of the amount raised by Customs and
Excise would be returned to the States; but
that muoney has been frittered away as the
years have gone on. Western Australia
will in future suiffer a great deal moure than
she has suffered in the past from Federation
if we agree to the Bill as presented. I hope
that in Committee a clause will be inserted
empowering any State, or at all events em-
powering Western Australia to ask for
a review of the agreement if it turns
out not to be working as in the opinion of
the States it should. I have no hesitation
in saying that it will redound to the credit
of members of this Chamber if a sufficient
majority is obtained to carry such a clause.
I am not in favour of the Bill as printed,
because T believe it not toi be in the best
interests of Western Australia. Judging
from my experience of 2q Years under Fed-
eration, it was the sadde3st day's wo'k ever
done when this community voted in favour
of WVestern Australia joining up with the
Eastern States. I shall r~ot support the
Bill.

MIL A WARSEROUGH (Albany)
[8.9]: Tt is not my intention to detain the
House at any length, or to quote from th.'
speeches of leaders of the past, or to adduec
large masses of figures,. T do not pose ns
a financial expert, or as one poqsssinLr
greater knowledge of the subject than pire-
vious speakers. I support the Bill before
the House.

Hon. Sir Jameg Mitchell: You are the
only Western Aistralinn to do it.

Mr. WANSROTflflU: I am a Western
Auqtralian, and am proud of it.

The Ministei- for Justice; We a-p all
Western Australians and not little Anstra-
lianq.

Mr. WANSBROUOH: It is time the
agreement does net give us all thit we 'le-
sire, but it contains something definite, some-
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thing binding, something more reliable and
of greater value to the State than the per
capita payments. In my bumble opinion,
acceptance of the Bill would be far
preferable to going to the Federal
Government cap in hand every now
and again asking for doles. To me a bird
in the hand is worth one hundred an1( one
birds in the bush; or, in other words, half
aL loaf is a great deal better tihan no bread.
I do not agree with the member for Murray-
Wellington (Hon. W. J. George), who said
he would prefer to take up another hole
in his belt rather than accept the agree-
ment. Though lie speaks in that way the
boa,. member has never been in the position
of having bad only half a loaf of bread.
He has been well fed and well groomed all
his life. My principal reason for suppbrt.
lug the Bill is that I desire to give the peo-
pie of the State and of the Commonwealth
anl opportunity to review my positionl in the
House. I desire to give them the oppor-
tuntiy to decide the issue for themselves.
We as the Parliamentary representatives of
the people of Western Australia have no
right to deny them the privilege of settling
hle dlnestion themselves. There is one phase

of the agreement with which I am not in
accord. I refer to the money advanced by
the Imperial Government in connection withl
the group settlement policy and in conne-
tion with railways and land development.
From mny reading of the agreement, tran-
sactions under that heading will be subjet
to the approval or disapproval of tine Loan.
Council. I do not consider that'should he
SO.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Then vote
against the agreement.

Mr. A. WANSHEOTIGH: .I do not agree
with that, but I will not vote against thu
Bill for that reason alone. By accepting
the agreement, Western Australia will make
assured her policy of progress and pros-
perity. I believe that if we reject the Bill,'
in a very short time this State will retro-
4'ress and stagnation wvill set in. Every
form of activity will be dislocated; and
the order of the day widll be reflected in onu'
lack of security and lack of prosperity. As
a Western Australian I am not prepared to
reject the Bill to allow those conditions t-)
operate. I have read carefully the original
agreement and I have also read the speeches
of various State Premiers at the conference.
I am of opinion that the amended agree-

meat submitted for our approval is a totally
different proposition and is the best that it
was possible to obtain. ]. believe that even
ini its present form,, the agremeent is more
preferable than a continuance of a policy
under which we axe forced to go cap in
hand to the Federal Government to secure
doles from time to time. I intend to sup-
port the second reading of the Bill.

MR. KENIIEALLY (East Perth) [8.33]:
I have some doubts regarding the Bill, and
in that, I am like other members who have
spoken. Onl the other hland, my attitude is
prompted by other considerations than,
those I have heard mentioned so far. When
Federation wvas first mooted and the people
wtere being called upon to agree to the for-
mation of at Commonwealth, there were
many who madec their appeal onl the ground
that we should spare no effort to secure
one flag, one nation and one destiny. Many
of those same people, as- soon as the first
effort was made to give effect to the cry'
that led to Federation, are those wrho ale
endeavouring to check any such result.
They are the people who to-day are Opposed
to the consummation of Australia as a
nation. What is thiere in the proposal now
before us? It does not in my opinion, eonL-
tain what I consider it should. I have an
objection to offer to it, and it is somewhat
similar to that which was offered by the
Federal Labour Party. It has to be coin-
sidered to what extent the provisions of the
agreement if ratified, will prevent the con-
summation of Australia as a nation.

Ho,,. Sir James Mitchell: You mean uni-
fication 7
* Mr. KENNEALLY: The hon. member

can term it that if he so desires. The fact
remains that the lprovisions of the agree-
ment will tie up the Commonwealth and the
States definitely for a period of 58 years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No.
Mr. KENNEALLY: It is questionable

whether that will be in the interests of Ails-
tralia. as a whole. I do not propose this
evening to compare the agreement with the
per capita payment system. We know that
the per capita payments arc gone for ever.
As we have been told in the House before,
the Braddon clause of the Constitution
made provision for certain payments for
a period of 10 years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But that sys.
tern of payments went years ago.
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Mr. 1(EINNE ALLY: And the per capita
payments have also gone.

The Premier: Just as effectively.
Mr. ICENNEALLY: Evry bit. As a

matter of fact the per capita payments wi-
dcr the Surplus Revenue Act took the
plac of what was termed the Braddon
blot. The Braddon clause provided for
certain payments to the States for a period
of ten years, "or until Parliament other-
wise decided." Instead of being continued
for ten years only, they were continued
from 1910 to 1927. They continued for the
extra seven years merely because of the
additional provision regarding their eon-
tinnance until Parliament otheirwise de-
cided.

Thc Premier: Bunt those provisions weru
attacked immediately the 10-year period
elapsed.

Mr. KENNEALLY: They were attacked
one year hefore that period terminated, for
it was in 190M that a conference was eon-
veiled to make provision for what should
take the place of the Braddon clause. No
agreement was arrived at on that occasion,
and since then there have been other con-
ferences with a similar object in view, but
without any agreement being arrived -at.
Then the Gonionweaith Parliament "other-
wise decided'' and through the instru-
mentality of the present Federal Govern-
ment, the per capita payments ceased to be
made. In those circumstances, what is the
use of putting figures before us to compare
the position that will arise under the
Financial Agreement with what would have
obtained were the per capita payments to
be con tinned 9 We know that the per
capita payments have ceased forever.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: I agree with
you.

Mr. LCENNEALLY: If that is so, the
whole of the hon. member's speech falls to
the ground, because that was the main
feature of his utterance.

Hfon. Sir JTames Mitchell: But the Pre-
inier's speech contained extended references
to the per capita payments-

Mr. KENNEALsLY: The whole of the
hon. mnember's speech was based on the
asanidlion that we would receive certain
amounts under the per capita system, if they
were continued, as compared with what we
will receive under the provisions of the
Finaneial Agreement. I have been waiting
for one or other of those who oppose the

Bill to furnish a little constructive criti-
cismn. So far it has all been destructive.
Opponents of the measure have merely
stated that it is no good.

'The Premier: Anyone can find faRilt
with a Bill and say that it is no good.

Mr. KENNEAt JLY: Just so. It is very
easy to say that we should get more than
is prol)sed in the agreement, but so far no
one has given us any idea as to the method
by which, in his opinion, we could improve
the position if we decidei' !o reject the Bill
and decided that the ques1-on should not go
to the p~eople,

The Premier: Not one of them.
Hon. Sir James Mfitchell:. But the Bill is

not going to the people at alt.
Mr. 1{EN7NEALTLY: if the per capita

payment system had be'm continued, we
would have been dependent upon the Fed-
eral floveinmient as to whA~ we should re-
ceive, whereas under the Pinoieial Agree-
ment we will not be absolutely dependent
upon them. If the former system were still
to operate, the Federal Government might
say, as Mr. Watt proposed in the House of
Representatives, that the per capita pay-
nieat should amnount to 10-.. per head of the
population. Ithys 1ied, the Fed-
eral Governnment could determine that that
amount should be paid anwally. Does the
Leader of the Opposition say that the pro-
visions covered by the Bill will not be
placed before the people for their ratifica-
tion?

Holl. Si1' *amrls Mitchell: No.
Alr KENNERALLX% Will not the people

of Australia be asked for their opinion re-
garding the provisions of the Bill-?

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: That is not the
question Ihat will he put to them.

Mr. KENNEALLY: I am not speaking
re ,garding what the actual qucstion will be,
bnt I amu lealinz with the effect of the veo
of this House it' we deny the people that
right. The alternative will he for us, as a
legislative chamber, to say that the people
will not have an opportunity' to vote on the
question. If the second rearding of the Bill
is rejectedl, wte will merely say to the People
of the State, "TUnlike those who are living
in the other States of Australia, you will
not be given an opportunity to vote ait the

Hon. Sir Jamnes Mfitchell:. They will he
given a vote wvhether we pass the Bill or
inot
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Mr. KENNEALLY: That is prob- is a plank in the Labour Party's platform
lematical.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: No.

MVr. KENNEALLY: In my opinion, that
is very problematical should this House
adopt the attitude suggested. Apart from
the mere Western Australian outlook, there
is the Australian outlook. Reference was
made the other night to the attitude of the
Australian Labour Party regarding this
question. I shall endeavour to show that
the policy has been thought out carefully
as to the manner in which the people of
Australia will ultimately reach the position
aimed at. One portion of the Australian
Labour Party's policy advocates unlimited
legislative powers for the
Parliament, and for suchl
States or provinces as the
Parliament may determine
timte. Exception has been
proposal.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
exception would he taken to

Commonwealth
power for the
Commonwealth
from time to
taken, to that

I should think
it.

Mr. ICENNEALLY: It has been taken,
just ats the bll. member has taken it, from
a lack of knowledge of what that provision
means. It cannot hie read apart from its
context. We should take into consideration
what follows. In that policy there is pro-
vision for the constitution of new States or
provinces, to which reference has been made
during this debate. It is a certainty that
if we take the constitution of new provinces
or States in conjunction with the projected
powers outlined, and we realise, the party's
policy wvith regaird to the abolition of the
Senate, we will always have to bear in mind
that any such alterations will not take
place until the newr provinces or States have
been created in accordance with that p~olicy.
On top of that, provision is made in the
Labour Party's policy that until such time
as the Constitrition is altered, the per capita
payments shall be continued without
diminution to the States.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Where is that
in the policy?

Mr. KENNEALLY: I thought the lion.
member did not understand the position,
and therefore lie should not have spoken
about it!

Hon. Sir James Mitchell' : I do not carry
your policy about in my pocket-

Mi-. KENNEALLY; The hon. member
shoul not speak of the policy if he has to
ask for information concerning it. There
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that reads-

Until the Constitution is =mended in accord-
ance with Plank 1 of the general platform, the
per capita payments to the State to no con-
tinued without diminution.

Honl. Sir James Mitchell: If1 that is done,
it will be forever.

Mr. KENNEALLY: Then it is time the
hon. member crossed over to the Government
side of the House.

Honl. G. Taylor: That is what we have
thought all along; we should be over there.

Mr. KENNEALLY: Last year the people
decided that you should not be there, and
I am prepared to trust them again to give
a decision on this question. In view of the
people's decision on that occasion, I can
understand why the hon. member is not
anxious to let them have the opportunity of
speaking on this matter.

Honl. Sir James Mitchell: But the electors
will be all right this time.

Air. KENNEALLY: It is to be hoped so.
I wish to deal with the lprovisions regarding
the Loan Council.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is a demo-
cratic one!

Mr. KENNEALLY: It may be a demo-
cratic idea, according to the Leader of the
Opposition. But others have attacked that
provision. I aot of opinion it is essential
that there should be organisation in regard
to borrowing both in Australia and, if
necessary, out of Austr-alia. In all in-
stances of large aggregations of wealth,
organisation is the order of the day, in order
the more efficiently to finance. That applies
equally inside and outside of Australia. As
I take exception to certain provisions of
the Bill, I take exception also to Rome of
the provisions for the Loan Council, but not
for the reasons given by members of the
Opposition. The Commonwealth was
brought into existence to show that we were
an Australian people. Under the provisions
for the Loan Council it is provided that
the Commonwealth, in certain circumstances,
shall be subordinate to the States. Pro-
vision is made whereby the States may out-
vote the Commonwealth. Members opposite
cannot deny that. If five States votes in one
direction, they may outvote the Common-
wealth.

Hon. G. Taylor: The Commonwealth
would start off with two votes and the cast-
ing vote of the chairman, a total of three
votes.
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Mr. KENNEALLY: There will be no
casting vote at all, unless the votes axe equal.

Bon. G. Taylor: That is right.
Mr. KENN EALLY: Therefore the C;om-

monwealth will start off with two votes
only, and eath State will start off with one
vote, and if the six States vote together
against the Commonwealth, their voting will
be six against two. 1 repeat that in certain
circumstances the States may outvote the
Commonwealth.

Hon. G. Taylor: The Commuonwealth will
have tlhree votes, anyhow. That is not
democratic:

Mr. INNEAI,LY: Now the lion. uuem-
her changes his ground. When it is shown
that the States may, by six votes to two,
outvote the Commonwealth, the bon. memi-
ber says it is undemocratic. I agree with
him t:A it is undemocratic. It is andemo-
cratic from the point of view that if we are
to have an Australian nation, wve should
not subscribe to a proposal that will enable
the States to outvote the Commonwealth
which, under the Constitution, was to be
representative of the Australian p)eople.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: At any rate,
you are perfectly honest in that statement.
You believe in the Commonwealth having
all the power.

Hon. G. Taylor: And not the State.
Mr. KENNEALLY: In that matter I

should prefer to regard myself as an Aus.
tralian rather than as a resident of a State,
I believe that as the years go by the Aus-
tralian feeling will be engendered and in-
tensified to such an extent that ultimately we
shall have a true Australian nation,' but
while we continue to regard ourselves as
citizens of a State rather than as citizens of
the Commonwealth, we shall never make any
great progress in the creation of an Austra-
lian nation. If, in holding those views, I
err, I think I enr in very good company.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I do not hnow
about that.

Mr. KENNEALLY: If we are to submit
to a Loan Council under these conditions,
the States, if they decide to work together,
can control the whole of the loan policy of
the Commonwealth, including that of tbhe
Federal Glovernment, and that will apply
to all loans with the exception of money
raised for defence. As the Premier has
pointed out, with the exception of loans
for defence, the whole of the borrowings
will come within the purview of the Loan
Council. I repeat that I have very

grave doubts, not from the point of view of
sacrificing the interests of the States, but
from the point of view of sacrificing the
authority of the Commonwealth and of the
nation, whether we should adopt a proposal
to subordinate the interests of the Conm-
monwealth to those of the States.

Hon. Sir Janie Mitchell: You need have
no fear.

Hon. G. Taylor: It is thoroughly safe.
Ron. Sir James Mitchell: We shall have

to send you over to the Federal Parliament
Mr. KENNEALLY: Against the pro-

posals made in the agreement, the only com-
parisons have been drawn between them and
what the States would have got had the per
capita payments still been available. The
per capita payments are dead, and it is just
as useful to talk about the likelihood of some
deceased person giving good service as to
talk of the per capita payments giving good
service. It may become necessary at some
time to consider the office of Premier, which
may be vacated by the present occupant of
the office. If we were called upon to fill
the position, we would look for some person
upon whom we could rely. As we would
need a man wvho would continue to produce
a surplus annually, we should have to pass
over the present Leader of the Opposition.
Once wve did pass over him, he would not
be eligible for the position. It would be
of no use saying that the late Lord Forrest
was a very good Premier and produced
surpluses. He did, but like the per capitat
payments, Lord Forrest is dead. When we
know that as an actual fact, what is the
use of our arguing that if we accept the
agreement, we shall be so much worse off
in 10, 15, or 20 years' time than we would
have been had wve continued to receive the
per capita payments of 25s.?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But we are told
by the Federal people that we would be bet-
ter off under this agreement than if we had
the per capita payments.

Mr. KENNEALLY: I do not know whom
the bon. member embraces in that dragnet
phrase, "Federal people."

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Well, the
Prime Minister, the Federal Treasurer and
a few other people.

Mr. RENNEALLY: What we have to
consider is, if we decide to turn these pro-
posals down, what is going to take their
p)lace?

11r. Thomson: That is the point.
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is a Policy
atf despair.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The Leader of the
Opposition objects to a policy of despair,
but his record in the past indicates that he
would not meet the obstacle until such time
as he found himself involved in financial dis-
tress. Then he would look around and ask
the Federal Government what they were go-
ing to do.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No, they have
-given all the help to the present Govern-
3uent.

Mr. KENNEALLY: If we turn down
these proposals, what would he available to
-meet our financial commitments?

Ron. 0. Taylor: There is nothing to pre-
vent the Prenier from negotiatwng further
with the Federal Government.

Mr. KEIWNEALLY: The surplus revenue
provisions expire at the end of this month.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: There is no sur-
plis revenuie about it.

BHon. G. Taylor: No, that was five years
ago.

Mr. KENNEALLY: I tepeat that the
surplus revenue provisions under which we
get the per capita payments expire at the
,end of this month.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: You are only
a year out.

Mr. KENNEALLY: While in the minds
,of the Leader of the Opposition and the
member for Mt. Margaret there may be no
need to give attention to the question iome-
diately, in the minds of others who want
to see the finances of the State put on a
proper basis, there is need for immediate
attention. The Leader of the Opposition
says I am~ a year out.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Yes, those pay-
ments end in 1929.

Mr. KENIWEALLY: The provisions under
-which we are operating at present are
simply an extension to give time for the
voice of the people to be heard.

The Premier: For one year.
Hon. G. Taylor: Do you expect to bear

the voice of the people at the end of this
month?

Mr. KENNEALLY: I do-at the end
of the extended term granted simply to ob-
tain the voice of the people--the voice of
the people that the lion, member is prepared
to stifle by dcnyinq them an opportunity
to rote on this proposal one way or the
other. There may be members who do not
hentrtily support this agreement, but they

support the idea of letting the people de-
cide the question for themselves.

Ron. Sir James IMitahell: We must take
some responsibility.

Mr. KENNEALLY: I am prepared to
let the responsibility be taken by the people.
We cats let the people k~now our opinions
from the platform when they are given the
right to vote. When we consider the pro-
visions of the agreement, firstly with -regard
to the payments to the States, secondly with
regard to the Loan Council? thirdly with
regard to the taking over of the existing&
State debts amounting to some £60,000,000,
of which amiount this State will be abso-
lutely free at the termination of the agree-
ment, there is not such a lot to complain of
from the State point of view. As a Feder-
alist, I think there is more to complain
about from the Australian point of view.
If I have any objection to the Bill that
would influence me in voting it out rather
than giving the people an opportunity to
vote on it, it is to the proposal that will
tie up the operations of the Commonwealth
f or 58 years in a manner that may retard
the development of Australia as a whole,
rather than that of any particular State,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: If I were you
T would give an honest vote as you see the
situation, and vote with us.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The hon. member
cannot blame mne if I do not see it through
the same spectacles as ho does. I see it
through the spectacles of those who believe
in an Australian nation, an untrammelled
Commonwealth, the consummation of the
ideats of the founders of this Common-
wealth. If I cannot see eye to eye with
the hion. member in the direction of tram-
mnelling the Commonwealth by preaching the
.sovereignty of the State on every possible
occasion, it is not my fault. Probably it
is the hon. member's fault.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No. it is your
misfortune.

Mr. KENNEALLY: T hope that even at
this late hour members, even if they oppose
the agreement, will realise the necessity for
trusting- the people to speak on it,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: What did the
people send us here for?

Ron. G. Taylor: Have we no responsi-
bilityI

Mr. KENNKEALI.Y: Thie hon. member
may be reminded in time to come of his
conception of tnkirtz the resuonsibility in-
stead of consulting the peopfe.
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Mr. Angelo; Why not get a better agree-
ment and send it to the people I

Mr. ICENNEALLY: If the hion. member
would only follow that up-he did not do
it while speaking-by suggesting how a bet-
ter agreement might be obtained so that it
may be submitted to the people, the House
will be indebted to him. The member for
Williams-Narrogin (Mr. E. B. Johnston)
mentioned in reply to an interjection the
other night that he considered he could
have arranged a better agreement than the
Premier had done. floes the member for
Gascoyne think he should be substituted
for the mem~ber for Williaums-Narrogin,
and given an opportunity to function
as the financial plenipotentiary to the
Commonwealth Parliament in order to
secure a more favourable agreement?
Whilst everyone condemns the agreement
and says a better one is to be had, they
will not tell us where it is, and they offer
no suggestion as to what the alternative
should be. I admit this agreement does
not suit me in its entirety. If I were Li)
oppose it I should do so from an angle
different from that of members who are
now opposing it. I doubt whether it is in
the best interests of thle Commonwealth
that we should tie ourselves tip for many
years from questions of social ameliora-
tion. If wve are to look for social ameliora-
tion, it Imust be to the Commonwealth and
not to the States. T doubt thle wisdom of
the Commonwealth in tying itself lip for
so many years, but I do consider that, until
something better is offered, we would be
very foolish to turn down this proposal oi,
the assumption that if we do we shall get
something better.

Hon. G. Taylor: Do vonl object to thi
Premiers meeting again in an endeavour
to get a better agreement? Do you think
all the avenues are exhausted 9

Mr. RENNEALLY: I take the word of
the Premier, who said that lie and thle
other Premiers have exhausted every av-
enue by which they could hope to get a
better agreement from the point of view
of the States.

Hon. G1. Taylor: You dlid not read the
speech of the Premier of South Australia.

Mr. KENNEALLY: If we were to take
"Dismal Dick" as our guide, it would be
a had thing for the State.

Hon C. Taylor. That is his son.
Mr. KENNEALLY: His lineal descend-

ant. One of his first actions after assuming

office was to tell the people that nothing
but financial ruin was staring them in the
face.

Hon. Cr. Taylor: IDid not all thle Pre-
miers say that when they attended the
conference, stoney-broke? Our Premier
was thle only exception.

Mr. L(ENNEALLY: The Premier said
lie had exhausted every possible hope oE
getting a better agreement for Western
Australia. Soncmemelbers have been good
enough to mnake, the same reluark, and ito

give him credit for doing- the best lie
could. We now talk of turning down that
whbich the Premier says is the best we call
get

Ulon. Sir James Mitchell: You have nI)
hope when you get there with those fel-
lows, I can tell you.

Mr. KENNEAJ,tLY: The lion, member
when lie was there in 1023 did not do as
well its thle Premier did. 1. trust members
will realise the necessity of allowing the
people to have a v-oicc, in this matter, which
affects so much their future financial re-
lations with the Commonwealth. If they sup-
port the Bill onl this occasion, there is noe
reason why they should not tell the people
what they think of it when they are dis-
cussingl thle mnatter of the referendum onl
thie hiustingx. I trust the second reading
will be carried.

THE PREMER (lon. I'. Collier-
Boulder -in reply) [9.3]: After listening
to the debate- I art, bewilderedl hy the nature
and vaiety of thle argutmenits advanced in
ojppositioin to the agreement. We have had
liberal quotations fromt speeches made t
the Federal Convention by members who
were framiing- tile Constitution, and from
speeches delivered during the last quarter of
at century '4nce Federation began. Fully
iiietentls cif the remarks that have been

umale int) oppoitioin to the agrienient have
beeni wholly irrelevant. The member for-
Wagin (Mr. Stubbs) read some remnarl~s
made 1):v you, Sir, in 1005. What earthl'-
connection had they with I his Hill?

Air. Stubbs: They had to do with thc
Ifinnes of the State.

Mr. Angelo: They prophesied exactly
what has happened to-day.

The PREMIER: Members have talked
freely of the disabilities this State has suf-
feredi since joining Federation, and have
referred to the attitude of the Federal Gov-
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eminent in not giving what they consid-
ered to be justice to this State. What has
all that to do with the agreenent? We
must face the situation ". we find it, not
adopt an attitude towards this agreemen~t
which is influenced by something that took
jplaee 10, 15, or 20 years ago. 1 venture
to say that if a strangeLr had entered thii
Chamber from sonmc other country and Iad
listened to the debates of the past week, he
would have forned no other conclusion than
that this agreement wss being negotiat':d
with a foreign power. Whilst wve nigt
justifiably point to eases where the Federal
Parliament have not done all they might
have done for Western Australia, we can
very easily carry to extremes that complain-
ing and whining attitude. If we keep on
complaining on every possible occasion
about everything, that is proposed to be
done by the Coimnonwealth, we are vet~y
likely to be considered by the Federal Par-
liament as a whimpering child that is never
satisfied. Consequently, when we have legi-
timnate grounds. for complaint, they are ap
to- bo brushed aside as merely a reiteration
of complaints to which they have been qc-
customed for nmnny years. It seems to me
tihat the agreement is entirely misunder-
stood by many memabers. The member for
Nelsoni said he had studied the agreement
very closely, and then proceeded to con-
demn it because we were handing over such
tremendous powers to the Commonwealth.
A similar statement was made by the memt-
ber for Wagin, and by nearly every other
member who has taken part in the debate
in opposition to the Bill. The facts are
quite contrary to that, and are as stated by
the member for East Perth, namely, that
this agreement does not hand over any
power to the Commonwealth. I stated that
in my opening speech, and have done so
repeatedly by interjection, but members will
persist in asserting that we are handing
over powers to the Commonwealth, and are
surrendlering our sovereign rights. T do not
know whether this has been done to create
a hostile atmosphere in the minds of the
general public towards the agreement, but
the statement is wholly without foundation.
The fact is wve are handing over not one
tittlo of power to the Commonwealth.
Whatever power we are surrendering is be-
ing surrendered to the Loin Concil, which
is composed of the States, and the Stab's
will have the dominant voice. On the other

band, I can understand Federal members,
such as Mr. Charlton and others, when thei
1idu was under discussion in, the House of
Riepresentatives, complaining that the Com-
monwealth wa surrendering its powers
to the States. We are surrendering our
powers to borrow to our sister States, anti
not to the Commnonwealth.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: That is a long
way worse-

The PREMIIER: But the Commonwealth
itself is entirely surrendering its powers of
future borrowing to the States. It is the
National Parliament, and it is a great thing
for the National Parliament to do, to hand
over to its component parts, as it were, the
States, the right to say when, where, and
how much the Commonwealth itself shall
borrow from year to year.

Mr. J. If. Smith: The Commonwealth
have two representatives on the Council.

The PREMIER: Two votes and one re-
presentative. N\otwithstanding that, the
Council is controlled and dominated by the
States.

ML,. Mann: Is not that as it should be?
The PREMI[ER: M1embers are opposing

the agreement on the contention that we are
surrendering our powers to the Common-
wealth. The statement has been repeated
to-nighL, The memiber for Nelson, and
prac'tically every member who has taken
part in the debate has said the same thing.

Mir. J. H. Smith: And I still think so.
The PREMIER: And the hon. member

said he had studied the agreement.
Mr. J. RI. Smith: And I have done so t0o

the best of my ability.
The PREMIER: He must have done so

in his sleeping hours He has not been able
to point to one line in the agreement which
shows that we are surrendering our powers
to the Commonwealth: Members have argued
that., by the withdrawal of the per capita
payment fromn the State;, finance being such
an important factor in the government of
the States, we shall be forced willy nilly to
surrender some of our powers to the Coin-
monwealth. In answer to that argqument
I would say that this agreement safeguards
the States from the possibility of being
forced, for financial measons, to hand over
some of their functions to the Common-
wealth.

Mr, Mann: You1 put uip that argument
at the conference.

The PREMIER: This agreement pro-
tects the State froin being forced, frolu tin -
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sncial necessity, to hand over its functions
to the Commonwealth. So long as tile capi-
tation paymen~ts remain as a Commionwealth
,contribution to the revenues of the States,
their finances remain insecure, because these
payments are liable to be withdrawn any
day or in any year of the Federal Parlist-
inent. Under such a system, what security
was there for the States? The payments ate
liable to be withdrawn by any Government
At any time and without waking any con-
tribution by way of recompense suchi as is
offered under the proposed agreement!
Whilst under the old system we had no
security from year to year for the continu-
ation of the capitation payments, under this
agreement we shall know definitely that for
58 years the States will get 71/ millions
Eterling, of which our portion will be
£C473,000. Confr~st the security that the
State will have, the permanency, the abso-
lute certainty that for 58 years we shall
receive from the Commonwealth £473 000 as
a contribution towards our interest charges,
with the uncertainty of the capitation pay-
ments, which could be withdrawn at any
time without anything being substituted for
them. So it is the Commonwealth that is
tying itself. It is not a case, as some mem-
hers have said, of our tying ourselves up to
the Commonwealth for 58 years.

Mr. Stubbs: Yes. They might double the
Customs to-morrow, and then the arrange-
ment would be like taking money out of
one pocket and putting ft into another.

The PREMIER: Agreement or no agree-
ment, the Commonwealth could do that.

Mr. Stubbs: That is what I object to-
Federation.

The PREMIER: We have to deal with
the situation as we find it. The Common-
wealth offers the States 71/2 millions sterl-
ing for 58 years, apart from the contribu-
tion of 5s. per cent, to sinking funds on all
future loans, and 2s. 647 per cent- on sinking
funds to nll past borrowings.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But you do not
know that the method of distribution is
fair.

The PREMkIER: I am not goin,, to say
that from Western Australia's point of
view this agreement could not he improved
in every clause.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: But as to the
method of distrihntion9

The PREMIER : The whole aa-reement
coold be improved from this State's point
of view. It is the easiest thing in the world
for any member to point out weaknesses

in the agreement from our standpoint. But
that is all beside the question. What we
have to consider, in deciding our vote upon
the Big], is not onily whether a better agree-
ment could be made, but whether there is
a possibility of getting a better agreement
from the Commonwealth. Before rejecting
this agreement we have to weigh to our own
satisfaction what are the possibilities of ob-
taining a better agreement. Not one mem-
ber who has spoken against the Bill has
submitted any alternative. Those hia. mem-
bers have contented themselves with point-
ing out defects in the agreement. However,
the member for West Perth (Mr. Davy) ,the
member for Mount Margaret (Hon. G.
Taylor), and one or two others this evening
suggested, as an alternative, that we reject
the agreement and go back to the Com-
monwealth Government to ask for a better
one. I

Mr. Davy: Not only to the Common-
wealth, of course, but to all the proposed
parties to the agreement.

The PREMIER: No. The whole thing
is in the hands of the Commonwealth, which
has the deteninining voice. It entirely rests
with the Commonwealth whether we are to
be given a better agreement, or given any-
thing at all.

Mr. Davy: The agreement could be im-
proved without involving the Common-
wealth in giving more.

The PREMVIER: It might be. with the
consent of the other States. I will deal
with the point raised by the hon. member,
which is highly pertinent. He says, "Let
us go back and ask for a better agreement."
In considering that alternative, we have to
bear in mind the fact that of seven Parlia-
ments, comprising 13 Houses, six Psqrlia-
ments. or 11 Houses, have already adopted
the Bill and agreed to it. They have, in
fact, accepted the proposed agreement.
Those 11 Houses, or six Parliaments, re-
present' the overwhelming majority of the
people of Australia. Then what are our
chiances of inducing the Federal Govern-
ment to concede a better agreement to us
when wve go to the Prime Minister to ask
for something better and he is in a posi-
tion to answer, ''Five of your State Par-
liaments have said that this agreement is
sat isfartory and have accepted it: five Par-
liaments. renreeenting about six millions of
onr ponuIntion: and now your Parliament,
ronresenti1z only 406.000 people. snys that
Westorn Australia will not have the agree-
inftt
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Mrx. Davy: That was the argument used
to get the agreement through the South
Australian Parliament.

The PREMIER: That is the position con-
fronting us. We have to face the situation
as we find it.

IMr. Davy: The South Australians ap-
paretly thought that we had passed the Bill.

The PREMIER: I am sorry for them if
they did, hut we have to deal with the po-
sition as it exists. Except our Parliament,
all the State Parliaments have adopted the
agreement, and so has the Commonwealth
Parliament. Is it reasonable to suppose that
the Federal Government will give us any-
thing further? If the agreement had been
rejected by the Parliaments of several
States--States with large populations, it
might be that the Commonwealth Govern-
ment would listen to representations for a
better agreement, though I do not think it
likely. Such, however, is not the position.
The Commonwealth Government have de-
finitely stated that this3 is the very utmost
they are prepared to go; and I think we can
accept it that so far as the present Com-
monwealth Government and their party are
concerned, nothing better can be obtained.
We must accept the view that the present
F~ederal Government and their supporters
are not prepared to give anything better
than we have in the agreement What is
the alternative? Shall we go to the Labour
Party? It is said that a change of Govern-
men might come about. Shall we reject
the agreement on the -ground that a pos-
sible change of Governmnent, as the result of
the coming Federal elections, may give its
something better?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The Federal
Labour Party have already declared that
this agreement is too liberal.

The PREMIER: Then where are we?'
The Prime Minister says, "I will go no
further; not one inch further will I go."

Mr. Davy: When did he say that?
The PREMIER: At the conferences. He

has said it over and over again.
Mr. Mann: Did not the Prime Minister

say, in introducing the Bill, that the Gov-
erment thought some more equitable
method of distr ibution should be considered
for the sake of the weaker States, but that
such a course was not practicable because
the people would not understand the method?

The PREMIER: There might be a re-
arrangement of the agreement as between

State and State involving the Commonwealth
in no greater contribution than does the
present agreement. In that case it might be
said that the Commonwealth would be un-
concerned, saying, "Very well, you can alter
the basis of the annual payments; it will not
affect us; we will pay no more!' But in
an agreement of this kind we have to get the
consent of all the States as well; and any
agreement which would operate detriment-
ally to some other State would not, of course,
secure the approval of that particular State,
For instance, there is the annual payment on
a population basis as argued by the Leader
of the Opposition and the member for West
Perth. Is it to be thought that any such
proposal would be acceptable to a State like
Tasmania, which is losing population?

Mr. Davy: No.
The PREMIER: Of course not.
Mr. Davy: It would appeal to Quitens-

land.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: And this State.
The PREMIER: But it would not suit

Tasmania or, probably, Victoria.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No, it would

not.
The PREMIER: And, therefore, there

would he no agreement.
Mr. Davy: But it is just.
The PREMIER: If we are ever to secure

unanimity among six States which have con-
flicting financial interests in this matter,
there must be some degree of give and take
on the part of the States.

Air. Angelo: Why not wait until we hear
the results of the Royal Commission in-
quiring into all these matters?

Mr. Thomson: "Wait and see."
Mr. Angelo: The Commission are in-

quiring into this very question.
Alr. Lamnbert: Inquiring into the Pri-

mary Producers' Bank.
Mr. E. B. Johnston: The Commission

includes an eminent Western Australian
representative.

1Afr. Lambert: A lot of notice the Fed-
eral Government took of the Disabilities
Commission's recommendations.

The PREMTER: If hion, members
believe that by 'rejecting this agreement
they can) get somnething better, they will be
justified in rejecting It. But I am point-
ing out the extreme improbability of get-
ting anv thing better when all the Parlia-
juents except our own have adopted the
agreement, and not only passed the neces-
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sary Bills, but passed them almost unani-
mously, by overwhelming majorities. And
shall we go to the Prime Minister and say
to him, ''This agreement is not generous
enough"V

Hon. Sir James Mitchell; "Not just."
T1'he PIREMIERt: "It is not just, and we

want something better." Of course the
agreement is not perfect, but -we go to the
Prime Minister and say to him, "We want
something nearer perfection." Then will
not his obvious answer be, "Five State
Parliaments have accepted the agreement,
and so it is quite all right"? Is he going
to listen to Western Australia and give us
something better -because we turn the
agreement down after all the other Parlia-
ments have accepted it? I ask hon. mew
bers is that a reasonable supposition 7

Mr. Richardson: Of course it is
The PREMIER: Then the bon, mem-

ber interjecting is a great optimist.
Mr. Davy: I suppose everybody wazis

to come to an agreement.
The PREMIER:. It is open to any minm

ber to say that the Commonwealth Gov~
erment might be prepared to go a little'
further. However, the Commonwealth
Government themselves have definitely'
declared that they are not prepared to g.'
any further.

Mr. Davy: I do not know that.
The PREMIER: Having sat at confer-

ences where we thrashed this out in Com-
mittee for a whole week and where every
representative of a State endeavoured to
get something better, we were told that. this
agreement represented the last word that
the Commonwealth would say on the ques-
tion. What is the use of folding our arms
and sitting back and saying the Federal
Government might go a little further' If
we reject the ll which has been accepted
by all the other States, what is the use of
thinking the Federal Government might be
prepared to go a bit further when they
have already informed us definitely that
they are not prepared to go any further.
The alternative to the present Federal Gov-
ernment is another Federal Government that
will not be prepared to give us an agree-
ment that will go as far as does the present
agreement. What is the use of spending
hours, as did the member for Williams-
Narrogin (Air. E. B. Johnston), in talking
about possibilities that might lead to in-
creased taxation in the future, the great
responsibility devolving upon the State re-

specting development, and the great need for
money to carry out that developmental
wvork?7 What is the use of doing that and
suggesting that the money will not be avail.
able to us, in consequence of which, he sug-
gested, we would have to impose an addi-
tional burden of taxation on the people?

Mr. E. B. Johnston: You agreed with my
contention by way of interjection.

The PREMIER: What has all that to do
with the question? All that was based on
the supposition that if we rejected the
agreement, we would not have to impose
that burden, but would get some additional
financial assistance from the Commonwealth.

'Mr. E. B. Johnston: We will pa8y a bit
more and get all unfair return.

The PRE3 [ER: That is, assuming we
accept this agreement, we will have to in-
crease taxation, but if we reject it there will
be no need to increase taxation, as the Com-
monwealth will hand us more money than
is suggIested in the Financial Agreement!1
WVhat is the good of basing an argument

on that supposition, -when the Federal Oov-
ernment have already indicated that they
arc nol prepared to go any f urther? I
would have to face a hopeless task if that
suggestion were adopted and I were to
march to Melbourne and say, "Please, M Ir.
Bruce, notwithstanding that you have
already informed ine that this is the last
word so far ats you are concerned, and not-
withstanding that five State Parliaments
have agreed with you, I am commissioned
by the l'arliamcent of the State of Western
Anstralia to demand something better."

The Minister for Justice: He would say
that you did not mean it.

The PREMIER: According to those who
would have inc do that, Mr. Bruce would
rush to go back upon his previons state-
mnent, and would hurry off. to the other
five State Premiers and say, "I am very
glad that you accepted something that you
need not have accepted. bitt I am prepared
to give you something better." Is it likely
that Mr. Bruce would do any such thing?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But there is
the question of the distribution of the money.

Thbe PREMIER: The hon. member must
realise that if the method of distribution he
suggested were adopted, it would not be
acceptable to Victoria, South Australia and
Tasmania. Then there would be no agree-
ment, if all could not agree. Where would
the Commonwealth be then? They would
say that it could not continue. The Federal
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Government are not prepared to pay a penny
waore after the present month.

H~on. Sir James Mitchell: They will have
to face the people.

The PREMIER: But they have done
other things, and still they will have the
people to face. For instance, they abolished
the per capita payment.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: That was a
rotten thing to do.

The PREMIER: But it -was done in de-
fiance of what you suggest.

Mr. Lbambert: And they have disregarded
the recommendations of the Disabilities
Commission.

The PR.EMIER: There is the alternative
that the member for Murray-Wellington
(Hon. W. J. George) suggested when he
said that we should reject the agreement
and refuse to accept anything. Of course,
we can adopt that heroic pose and: as he
suggested, tighten up our belts rather than
accept £473,000 for the next 58 years. I
suggest, however, that it is not a rational
attitude to adopt to decline to accept such
an agreement.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But this may
create the idea in the F"ederal Parliament
that we shall he prepared to accept any-
thing they offer in the future.

The PREMi.ER.: No one can say that the
acceptance of the Financial Agreement will
create an impression in the Federal Par-
liament that we will accept anything they
choose to offer in future because Federal
Governments since 1919 have been endeav-
ouring to persuiade thie States to accept
their proposals, and we have resolutely de-
clined to do so.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I think it
would have been fairer to have foregone
taxation.

The PREMIER: If we had any security,
it might have been fairer.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We would have
that.

The PREIER: Whatt value would it
be to the States if the Commonwealth re-
tired from certain fields of taxation, and re-
entered them in the following year, or in
any subsequent year during which they
mig~ht wish to do0 so9 There is no security
about it at all. It was suggested by the
member for Guildford (Hon. W. D. John-
son) that this question will he an issue at
the next election. Tn view of that, I am
somewhat concerned about the complient-
tiom's that will follow.

Eon. Sir James Mitchell: I should think
you would be.

The PREMIER: If this is to be one of
the issues, we shall have the Prime Minister
and myself on the same platform fighting.
for the agreement, and the Leader of the
Opposition and the mnember for Guildford
on the same platform fighting against it,

Mr. Davy: No, they will be with you be-
cause we know we will get worse from the
other side.

The PREMIER: No one knows that this
will play any part at all in'the next election.
Of course it will not, for the old party lines
will be the deciding factor.

Mr. Angelo: That should not be so.
The PREMITER:- But it will he. Would any

member vote against his own party candi-
dlate because lie disagreed with him on this
one question'. If a candidate were to come
forward and that man agreed with an hon.
member on this question but was opposed to
him regarding general politics, on which
side would the hon. member he? Members
know that though they may criticise the
Prime Minister and his Government regard-
in? the Financial Agreement, they will not
vote against the Prime Minister's candidates
when the next elections are held in March.

Mr. Marshall: They may say so, hult they
will not do it.

Mfr. Davy: Of course not, if for no other
reason than that the other alternative is
worse.

The PREMIER: It does not matter what
the alternative may be; it cannot possibly
be the issue.

Mr. Mann: There will be no change of
Government then.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: What if we got
someone who would favour a mare moderate
tariff?9

The PREMIER: We arc making some
progress in that direction, for the Pact have
lpled ged their candidates to a reduction of
thle tariff.

The Minister for Justice: Just as they
did three years ago.

The PREMIER: And without much re-
sult. Of course, it may be considered that
the other alternative is wvorse, hut if they
keep on pledging their candidates to a re-
duction, they may consider something will
eventuate.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: If we accept
others, they may be determined to put Tip
the tariff still more.

167
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The PREMIER: 1 do not wish to labour
this question. It seems to me that after
nine years of discussion between the States
and the Commonwealth, and after various
conferences at which proposals have been
submitted and discussed, we have now
reached the stage when it is not possible to
get anything better than the present Com-
monwealth Government or from any Corn-
monwealth Government likely to succeed
them. For my pai-t I am not prepared to
go back and ask for something better. I
would lbe willing to do so if it were at all
possible of achievement. As a matter of
fact, that would he hardly necessary, for the
Prime Minister will be here in a fortnight's
time. It has even been suggested that I
have asked the Prime Minister to come here
to tell the people what to do regarding the
agreement.

Mr. Dlav":-T would not put that past you.

The PREM? fER: The lion. member will
be aware that the Prime Minister's vist wast
planned months azo. If I had been re-
sponsible for Mr. Bruce's vinit. it would be
concede? that I had managed it badly, be-
cause the Bill will be disposer] of long be-
fore his arrival unless our friends in the
Legislative Council discuss it at great
lenzth.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: At any rate, I
hope you are incapable of asking anyone
from the Federal House to assist you in
this.

The PREMIER: It would be too absurd.
However, that is the position. I am con-
vinced that there is no alternative, and that
the House is bound to accept the agreement.

Question put and a division taken with
the following result:-

Ayes
Noes

Mfajority for

Ayhs
Mr. Brown
Mr. Chesson
Alr. Clydesdsle
M r. Collier
Air. Corboy
Al r. Coverley
Mr. Cunningbam
Mr. Heron
Nit. Kenneally
Mr. Kennedy
Mr. Lambert
Mr. Lamond
Mr. Luray

25
15

10

Mr. Marshall
N1r. Millington
Mr. Penton
Mr. Rowe
Mr. Slecman
Air. Teesdale
Mr. Tbomson
Mr. Troy
Mr. A. Wanebrough
Mr. 0. P. Wsnsbrough
.Mr. Willcock
Mr. Wilson

Nag..
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
M4r.
IMr.
Mr.

Angelo
Barnard
Davy
Ferguson
George
Griffiths
5. U3. Johnston

Maley

Ayes.
Mies Holman
M r. Munaie
NAit. withers

PAIRS.

Mr.
Sir
M\r.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mir.
%Ir.
SMr.

Mean
James Mitchell
Richardson
J. [H. Smith
Stubbs
Taylor
North

(Tell"r.)

None.
W. D. Johnson
.1. MJ. Smith
Lindsay

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second tinie.

In Committee.

Mr. Lutey in the Chair; the Premier in
charge of the Bill.

Clause 1-agreed to.

Clause 2-Approval of agreement.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Mem-
hem realise that we will not have an oppor-
tunity to consider the agreement unless we
do it now and that any amendment desired
must be moved a a proviso to tbis clause.
If we pass the clause, then we shall have
approved the agreement. Is not that so,
Mir. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.
Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: 1 pro-

pose to submit two anmendments. The first
of them seeks to give the Commonwealth
rep~resentative an the Loan Council one vote
instead of two. If we allow the Federal r-e-
presentative to have two votes and a casting
vote, two States and the Commonwealth wil
control the Loan Council. The Loan Coun-
cil is a very important body. It determines
how munch money shall be borrowed, when
and where the money shall be borrowed and
the rate of interest to be paid for it. The
States are far more concerned in it than is
the Commonwealth. As to the amount to be
borrowed, the Comumonwealthi is safe-guarded
by the stipulation that if all the require-
ments of the States and the Commonwealth
cannot he met, one-fifth of the total amount,
whatever it may be, shall be set aside for the
Commonwealth, and that amount shall be in
add ition to the Commonwealth's needs for
defence.

The Premier: That is only in the event
of the Ltoan Council deciding that the full

(Teller.) programme cannot be borrowed.
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That is
what I1 said. That is a sutliement safegaard
for the Commonwealth. 1 consider that we
ought to have equal representation on the
Loan Council. A more important amend-
ment is in connection with the basis of dis-
tribution of the £7,684,912. 1 intend to
move that it be divided amongst the States
onl a per capita basis. I do not see that
either tihe Commonwealth or the States can
object to that because the method of distri-
bution proposed in the Bill is certainly
very rough and ready. It is proposed to
take the population of 1926 as the basis
of payment for 58 years hence. That
basis of contribution carinot he fair for
one year. It will suit Victoria very well,
will be fair to Tasmania and probably to
South Australia, but obviously it will be
very unfair to Queensland and Western Aus-
tralia, particularly Western Australia.
Fifty-eight years is a very long time. It is
of no use arguing that we shall not be here
to suffer the disabilities of the provision.
What we have to do is to see that the pro-
vision is fair. The Commonwealth Govern-
ment will not be coining this money; they
will be taking it out of' the pockets of the
people, presumably by means of Customs
and excise duties. Under the proposal in
the agreement, we shall be paying far more
than we are getting. It is estimated that our
population will double in 20 years. That
is based on some period taken by Air. Wic-
kens.

The Premier: Tt depends upon the period
you take.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes; but
the other States will require a much longer
period to double their population. If that
be so, it may well happen that we shall be
paying far more on account of this amount
than will be returned to us. The Common-
wealth will collect the £7,584,000 odd
and return it to the States. I think
we should get it on a more reason-
able basis. Mr. Gregory, in the Federal
House, asked a question about the increase
of population, and the reply lie received
was that on the basis of the five-year period
1922-27, New South Wales would double
its mietropolitani population ill 24 'years and
the rest of the State in 53 years: Victoria
20 years and 302 years respectively;
Queensland 40 years and 45 years respec-
tively: South iAuctralin 80 years and 165
years respectively; Western Australia 20
.years and 39 years respectively, and Tab~-

mania would doable its nietropolitan jpopu-
lactoll in 198 years, while for the rest of
that State no figurve is shown. Consequently
the distribution is not fair to us and it is
certainly not fair to Queensland. No one
can object to the amoumn being distribute-d
on a per capita basis. I daresay the Pro-
mier tried to get it onl that basis and sas
unsuccessful. Int ii is so serious a matter
to us that we should niot accept the Bill
without such anr amendment. In a few
years time it mnight he a 'cry serious matter
to this State. I am hoping that we shalt
have a considerable influx of people.
Western Australia is accepted now as an
agricultural State; it consists of one-third
of the Commonwealth and mast inerem;"
its Population Onl a percentage basis move
rapidly that the other States. If the agree-
ment were a matter of five or ten years.
only, it -would be a different thing. I do.
not contend that ally representative of this
State can carry much influence in the Loan
Counid. Western Australia is too far
away; its population is small and its repre-
sentative has to meet mn who meet eac:h
other frequently, which is to our disadvan-
tage. I do niot mean to say that he is not_
treated decently and in a friendly manner,.
hut he cannot make much impression. 1
hope the Committee will agree that the pro-
posal to give £5,000,000 to the States of
Victoria and New South Wales and only
£2,500,0010 to the other four States is not
fair. Let us ask for sonie basis that for the
ensuing 58 years will bie fairer titan the
present one. If we do g-ain in population,
as we think we shall, we want our share of
the money that is availabile. The danger s.
that we shall have the population withorit
receiving the financial henefit of it. Ever ' -
one in tire State pays revenue to the Fed.-
eral Government through the Customs. A
great deal of the cost of developing this
State must comic out of the pockets of tihe
people of the State, and we, therefore, hav'e
at right to a fair share of [lie revenue that
is derived from these Customs duties.

The Premier: That is the only form of
taxation to which everyone conitributes. The
worker with a big family probably contri-
butes more than the wvealthiest luau onth
land.

non. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Tire
wealthy bachelor who is a non-smoker and
a non-drinker would certainly contributec
less than the married man with two or three
children. It is wrong that the Federal Gov-
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ermnent should wish to abolish the payment
to the States of what amounts to one-sixth
of the Customs collections.

The Premier: The collections are down
this year.

Ron. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Because
of a sort of economy campaign. We cannot
go on importing goods for wlbieh we arc
unable to pay. We mast view the position
seriously, because we cannot carry all our-
responsibili ties by direct taxation. If thu
Premier had to face that position he would
be obliged absolutely to shut down. In U
few years we shall be paying to this very
fund at least twice as much as we are get-
ting out of it. We shall be paying as much
as Victoria and New South Wles. I wove
an amendment-

That the following Words be added to the
clause:-"JISubject to an amendment to para-
graph (in) of- Section a-Australian Loan
Couniei-linc 6, strike out the wvordi 'two,' and
insert in lieu thereof the Word 'oae.' Sub-
jeet to an amendment to Part ITI., Section
2:-Pemnanent Provisions - paragraph (b)
strike out all the words after 'isamns
down to the end of the paragraph, and insert
the words seven millions five hundred and
eighty-four thousand nine hundred and twelve
pounds to hie divided amongst the States on a
per capita basis.' 1

Mr. E. B. JOHNSTON: I support the
amendmient, for I feel it will greatly ha-
prove the ugrecincut. It is provided that
the Federal Government shall have two*
votes and a casting vote on the Loan Coun-
cil. Because the Federal Government will
always be represented on the Council mainly
by Victorian and New South Wales people,
there can be no doubt, under the present
provisions, that the Federal Government will
dominate the Loan Council. If the amend-
inent is accepted, their power will he very
considerably reduced. It is democratic to
give the Commonwealth only one vote and
a casting vote, instead of three votes. At
the Premiers' conference the Premier said
tlhat the Loan Council woul1d result in a
curtailment of borrowing.

The Premier: It waz my business at the
time to put forward every argument I could
with the object of getting better cond itions
for Western Australia.

Mr. E. B. JOHNSTON: I hope the Pre-
mier will accept the amendmnent. As regards
the second part of the amendment, un-
douibtedly the weak point from the Wes-
tern Australian aspect is the circumstance
that for .58 years the amount of £C7,500,000
is to be distributed on the basis of the

population existing nearly two years ago.
I dealt with this phase of the question in
my second reading speech. If that basis is
to he adopted, it must work out with
absolute injustice to this one-third of the
Continent. I believe that with the mining
revival which has already commenced, the
mining developments that are in progress,
and the expansion of our wheat areas, our
population Will Continue to increase at a
greater rate than that of any other State.
If that expectation is realised, we shall be
paying mnoro and receiving less per head
of population than any other State. Let
us obtain a system of distribution under
the best possible conditions. .1 hope the
Premier will concede the important alter-
ations proposed by the Leader of the
Opposition.

The PREMIER: I will not argue that
the Leader of the Opposition has not made
out a good ease for his second amendment,
as to the distribution of Ihe amount.
However, both points raised by the amend-
]nents were thrashed out in the Comm-ittee
discussions at the conferences. The Com-
monwvealth's original proposal was for
three votes instead of two. That was
argued at considerable length, and eventu-
ally -the Commonwealth gave way. It was
contended that inasmuch as the Common-
wealth undertook a great responsibility in
accepting liability for the whole of Aus-
tralian loans, amounting to over 600
millions sterling, the Commonwealth should
have some advantage in voting strength
as compared with the individual States.
That is the position. Although it
would not be difficult to show where some
provisions of the agreement could be amended
advanitngeously to the State, still the
Leader of the Opposition will re-
cogilliSe that it is a question of accepting
the agreement in tote or not at all. I do
niot suggest for a moment that the hon.
ge-ntlemnan has not a perfect right to move
amendmentsq, but I must point oat that to
carry amendments would be to defeat the
Bill just as effectively as if the second
reading were negatived.

Mr. Davy:- The result would be the same;
we should have to go into conference again.

The PREMIER- Yes, and get the other
six parties to the agreement to agee to any,
amendment we might make, and then get all
the Parliaments that have already adopted
the agreement to agrea to such amendments.
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But that would
jiot be necessary until after the referendum.

The PREIER: 'Yes. It is hardly think-
able that if anl agreement is accepted by
five Parliaments and rejected by only one,
the whole thing is to be thrown aside. It is
possible that an agreement might be fixed
up by the Commonwvealth with the other
States, leaving us out entirely; and certainly
we would not be offered better terms to coma
in subsequently than the other States bad
already aceeptedi. I am certain that the
amendments would not be accepted at a con-
ference. The Commonwealth has refused
decreased voting power, and some of the
other States have refused an altered basis
of distribution. Representatives of some
other States were able to show where the
agreement was much more favourable to
Western Australia than to their States.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I bet you were
not convinced, though.

The PREMIER: For diplomatic measons
I did not admit it there, but I recognised
that it was a fact nevertheless. They were
able to show that the agreement was much
more advantageous to us than to them in
some respects, just as we are able to show
that in this particular respect the agreement
if of advantage to States like Tasmania and
Victoria as compared with Western Austra-
lit.

Hin. Sir James Mitchell: But we have
borrowed better than any of the other States.

The PREMIER: In our might let us be
generous to our weaker brethern; let us lift
them up to our standard. I amt sorry I can-
not accept the amendment, as it would wreck
the Bill.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: In order
that the position may be simplified, and so
that the Premier's further negotiations with
the Commonwealth may not be unduly corn-

1)liated, I ask leave to withdraw the first
part of my amendment.

The Premier: That will make it easier for
me.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: And it
will be much more simple for hon. members.

Amendment (first part) by leave with-
drawn.

The CHATRMAN: That means that the
second portion of the amendment stands.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I gathered that the
Premier's remarks dealt with the first part
of the amendment, and that he may there-
fore be inclined to accept the second part,
because it affects the State Governments
alone.

The Premier: But whereas under the
first part I would have one opponent, I will
have three opponents under the second part.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: We should be pre-
pared to ask the Premier to place our ease
before those opponents.

The Premier: I will have Victoria, Tas-
mnania and South Australia against me, and
you do me too much honor.

Amendment put and a division taken 'with
the following result:-

Ayes
Noes

Majority against

- . 13

22

9

Area.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Angelo
Barnard
navy
Griffths'
E. B. Johnston
Maley
Mann

Brown
Chessonl
Clydesdale
Collier
Corbey
Coverledr
Cunningham
Herons
Kenneally
Keonnedy
Lambert

Ays.
Stubbs
J7. M. Smith
George

Sir
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

NOS.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
MIr.

James Mitchell
Rich~ardsonl
J. H. Smith
Taylor
Teedale
North

(Tell"r.)

Lamond
Marshall
Millingston
Ponies
Rowe
Siamase
Thomison
Trroy
A. Wansbraugh
Willcook
Wilson

(Taller.)

PAIRS.
Noes.

Miss Holman
Mr. Muncie
Mr. Withers

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 3-Sinking Funds:

Hon. Sir JAMES MIITCHELL: I sug-
gest that the Premier should look throughi
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the clause, because I think he wil find that
in two places the -year intended is omitted.
after the words "thirtieth day of June."

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 10.31 p.m.

,charges are made under a section of the
Act which was inserted in the Legislative
Council on the motion of the Hon. H.
Stewart. 5, Answered by No. 4.

hI a Annual14 Pal-Namne of Local Authorit, otiuin ma ne
whose Disrc sdee fec oa 5ubsetlon 6

to bebnft d Authority, of seetloa so).

PERTHZ-ALBANY ROAD.

1eg1018at19e Eeenb~y,
Thursday, 21st June, 1928.

Quaetloni: Road making-i, Main Roads Board P
chargs ;2, Perth-Premaatle road .. 172

Land, Dalwa~lnu ... .1...............173
Ferpel ezplaaatloo: Eon. W. D). Johnson and

Inaccurate Press report .. .. .. 17
DIU: Financial Agreement, Message. standing Ofldeus17

Suspension, coni......................174

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS (2)-ROAD MAKIN'G.

Main Roads Board Charge.

Mr. E. B. JOHNSTON asked the Acting
Minister for Works; 1, What is the cost of
the work performed by the Mlain Roads
Board to date on the Perth-Albany and
Chidlow-York roadsl 2, What amounts
have been levied on the various roads boards
and municipalities who are alleged to have
benefited from this expenditure? 3, Is be
aware that all the local bodies concerned
have objected to the claims made? 4, Is it
the intention of the Government to intro-
duce legislation to relieve the local govern-
ing bodies from the present and future
claims and charges for any expenditure by
the Main Roads Board? 5, If not, why not?

The ACTING MINISTER FOR WORKS
replied: 1, Perth-Albany road, £114,028 9s.
8d.; Cliidlow-York road, £22,851 s. 2, The
amounts levied against authorities in respect
of works carried out to 30th June, 1927,
are set out in attached statement. 3, Yes.
4, The matter will be considered. These

Road Boards of-
Canning ..
Gosnells ..
ArmadaleKelnmscott
marradong . ...
WanderIng . ..
Williams .. ..
West Arthur ..
Woodanilhlng ..
Kojonup .. ..
Crambrook.
Ylatagenet.

Narrogin ..
Wagin .. ..
Katanning . .
Droonsebll. ..
Tamnbellup ... .
Wickepin.. ..
Dumbleyung ..
Lake Graca .
Onowangerup
Kent ........

Kunipal Councils of-
yerth .. ..
Albany .. ..

Totals .. ..

1 s. d.; E a.d.
969 5 3 64 6 1
989 5 3 64 6 1
989 6 3 64 6 1
089 6 a 64 6 1
9O59 a 8 a4 1
989 6 3 64 6 1
989 5 a 64 a 1
959 6 8 64 6 I.
989 8 8 64 6 1
989 8 8 64 6 1
989 a 3 64 6 1
989 5 a 64 6 1
358 6 2 . 22 19 8
355 6 2 22 19 8
35860 2 22 19 8
$5362 22 19 3
35a 6 22 198A
853 6 2 22 192
ass * 2 22 1983
853 6 2 22 19 8
B5s 6 2 221 8O
353 6 2 221 8O
35804 2 22 1983

41418s 5 26 19 1
414 13 8 1 26 19 1

£16,586 1.82 £ 1,073 2 11

CIDLOW-YOIIS ROAD.

Road Boards of-
Yore . ..
Grceninount
Qualrading..
Bruce Rock
Narambeen
Beverley ..
Broocton
1'lngolly
Cu balg ..
Narrogin ..
Wlcmwpln ..
Corrlgmn ..

Munacpal CounciL-
York . .

Totals ..

£ S. d. L a. d.
6883 6 8 41 8 4
248 103 iS a 6
2488 16 t 3 6
218 163 163 6
248616 8 1 3 6
248 163 16a 6
248 16 3 16 a 6
245163 105 3 B
248 1683 16 3 6
248 16 3 1636a
246 16 3 1.6 3 6
2481 1688to3

86s a3 6 124A

£3,456 13 8 £224 14 2

Perth-Fremantle road.

Mr. NORTH asked the Acting Ministex
for Works:- 1, Is hie aware that the Perth-
Fl~remantle road has been broken up badly
between Claremont and N zedlands since the
reconstruction work comipleted at the en
of the surmmer? 2, To what does he attni
bute the cause? 3, What is the cstimiatetC
cos t o cial ai ng good th e work at this stage'

The ACTING MINISTER FOR 'WORKS
repliedl: 1, The only fault detected was tlir
lifting of top dress~ing in patches. 2, fleav)
rains before bitumien set. 3, About £20.
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