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Hon. Sir Jumes Mitehell: We cannot get
through that agreement during the week
end.

The PREMIER: It will perhaps facili-
tate discussion next week. In reply to the
Leader of the Opposition, as to the oppor-
tunities that will be afforded to members for
a full and fair diseussion upon the Bill, I
can say at once that there iz no desire on
the part of the Government to press the Je-
bate unduly, and that full and ample time
and opportunity will be given to every mem-
ber to make himself aequainted with the
measure and (o take part in the diseussinn.
I move—

That the House do now adjourn,

Question put and passed.

IHouse adjourned at 3.33 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
pan., and read prayers.

QUESTION—MAIN ROADS BOARD,
POWERS.

Hon. W. .J. GEORGE asked the Premier:
Is it his intention to Iay upon the Table all
papers dealing with 1he appointment of the
members of the Main Roads Board and de-
tining the rezpeclive powers of the Mimister
ané the hoard?

The PREMIER replied: The respective
powers of the Minister and the Board are
defined by the Act. It is not intended to
lay the papers upon the Table of the House.

QUESTIONS (3)—LAND.
Biocks for Selection,

Mr. E. B. JOHNSTON asked the Min-
ister for Lands: 1, How soon does the Land
Board expect to decide the result of the ap-
plications for the 200 blocks that were
thrown open for selection on or about the
18th April last? 2, Is the Land Board
aware that a large nomber of prospective
seitlers who are anxious fo start improve-
ments arve kept idle in the wmeantime? 3,
Can the decisions be expedited?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
1, The middle of July. 2, Yes. 3, Steps have
already been taken {o have Land Board
matkers expedited in future,

Propertirs ncquired for ('loser Setbie-
ment,

My, E. B. JOHNSTON asked the Min-
ister for Lands: How many properties have
been acquired by the Government under the
provisions of the Cleser Settlement Aect,
1927¢

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
No properties have so far heen purehased
under this Act,

Herdsman’s Lake Blocks.

Hon. W, 7). JOHNSON asked the Min-
ister for Lands: When will bloeks surveyed
at Herdsman’s Lake be made available for
settlement?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
Steps are now being taken tu finalise the
aequisition of the land neecessary for resi-
dential purposes. So soon as this is eom-
pleled the land will be made available for
selection.

QUESTION—WHEAT, EXPORT.

Mr. SLEEMAN asked the Mimister for
Agvieulture: 1, Ts he aware that on the
wharves at Fremaarle there is enongh wheat
being wasted to feed the unemployed of the
nmetropolitan area? 2, Is he further aware
that a lot of bad condition wheat is being
sent away on the boats already this season?
3, Ts it his intention fo tike slep< to pre-
vent 1t recurrenee of lnst vear’s fronble in ve-
¢ard to had wheat béing shipped from this
State, thereby spoiling the good name of the
State abroad?’
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The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
replied: 1, No. 2, No. Government con-
trol extends only to wheat shipped tnder
Government  certificate.  Over 5,000,000
bushels have been passed this season by
oflicers of the Department of Agriculture.
All has been in good order and condition
and quite up to standard. 3, Answered by
No. 2.

QUESTION—UNEMPLOYED,
DISTRESS.

Mr. SLEEMAN asked the Premier: 1,
Is he aware that in the metropolitan area
there are men and women starving owing
to the fact that they cannot get work, and
thut being married men without children,
or single men without dependants, the de-
partment refuses to give them any assis-
tanee? 2, Will e see that anyome why
cannot obtain work is not left to starve?
3, If not, why not?

The PREMIER replied: 1, No. 2 and
3, Assistance is being given in deserving
und necessitous eases.

SITTING DAYS AND HOURS.

On wmotion by the Premiecr, ovdered:
That the House, unless otherwise ordered,
shall meet for the despateh of business on
Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays at
4.30 p.n., and shall sit vntil 6.15 pm,, if
neeessary, and, if requisite, from 7.30 p.m.
onwards.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS,
PRECEDENCE.

On motion by the Premier, ordered:
That Government business shall take pre-
cedence on all sitting days.

BILL—FINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
As to Leave fo Imtroduce.

THE PREMIER {(Hon. I*. Collier—
Bounlder) [4.43]: I move—

That leave be given to introduce a Bill for
an Act to approve of an agreement between
the Commonwealth of Australia and the States
of New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland,
Sonth Australin, Western Australia, and Tas-
mania conzerning the adjustment of the finan-
rial relations hetween the Commonwealth and
the Rtates, and for purposes incidental thereto.

HON. SIR JAMES MITCHELL (Nor-
tham} [444]): I must oppose this motion
hecause it does not seem to me to be neces-
snry that the Premiers should introduce a
Bill covering two very different and im-

portant matters. The one question is

the approval of {he financial agree-
mient which has been entered into be-
tween the State Government and the

Commonwealth, and the other is the aboli-
tion of our sinking fund. These two
questions should Lave been separated. One
lias no connection with the other. If the
agreement is passed, we shall have to hand
over our sinking fund teo the Common-
wealth. Beyond that, the one question has
nothing to do with the other. If we wish,
we can, ol course, get rid of our responsi-
bilities, under various Aects of Parliament,
of contributing to the sinking fund, whieh
is held by trustees in Loudon, quite apart
from the making of any agreement with
the 1'edernl Government, It would have
expedited matters if the Premier had
introduced two Bills, keeping these two
subjects entirely distinet from one another.
There may be some members in the House
who think we shonld pass and approve of
this Financial Agreement., I am wmot in
accord with that view. There will not,
however, be any who would agree that we
should break faith with our London bond-
holders in the matter of the sinking fund.
But if this Bill comes forward as proposed,
both matters would have to be voted upon
at the one time. Perhaps, as I object to
the agreement, I should approve of that
method, There will not be any members
of this House whe will be willing to
abolish the sinking fund that is established
with our bondholders in London. T cannot
understand that being acceptable to any
member. 1 object to these two matters,
each very important and distinet from the
other, being dealt with in the onc Bill.
There arve other minor matters that will be
affected by the Bill. It is very unusual to
bring down legislation drafted in this
fashion. I hope the House will not pass
the motion,

MR. E. B. JOHNSTON ( Williams-Narro-
ein) [4.47]: Mr. Speaker, T desire to make
some temarks.

MR. SPEAEER: The Hon member ean-
not proceed. T would draw attention Lo
Section 166, on page 133 of the House nf
Commons “Manunal of Procedure,” dealing
with the introduction of a RBill. Tt is as
follows:—

If the motion is opwvosed, the Speaker after
perinitting, if he thinks fit, a ‘brief explanatory
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statement from the member who moves and
from a member who opposes the motion, may
without any further debate put the question
thereom, or the question that the debate be now
adjourned.

One or other of these questions must be
put. Only the mover and the opposer are
allowed a brief explanatory statement.
There can be no discussion 2t this stage.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier—Boul-
der—in reply) [4.50]: I hope the Leader of
the Opposition will not persist in opposing
the motion asking for leave to introduce
this Bill. It is true that some of the provi-
sions of the Bill could be dealt with in a
separate weasure. I think, however, it is
wige we should deal with all of the sub-
jeets which are related to the agreement
in the one Bill. This practice has been
followed, T think, by nearly all the other
States, with the exception perbaps of
South Australia, where the Government
bronght down a scpavate Bill. It will be
understood that the agreement affects ex-
isting State legislation, and so it will be
necessary, | submit, to amend those Acts
in order to bring us into conformity with
fhe other States. The Bill deals with oar
sinking fund and other matters. All the
States, with fhe exception of South Aus-
tralia, have included the necessary amend-
ing provisions in a Bill of this nature.
These Bills have dealt with the sinking
fund. True, Victorin'and some of the other
States have not much in the way of a sink-
ing fund.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: Their sinking funds
are very small compared with ours.

The PREMIER: The principle is the
same whether the amount be large or small.
The principle of dealing with sinking
funds in a Bill is not affected by the
amount of a sinking fund in one State as
compared with another. It is better we
should deal with all the questions which
are related to and interwoven with the
agreement in ome Bill.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: So long as we
defeat the whole Bill, it will be all right,
but otherwise it will be all wrong.

The PREMIER: If the whole Bill is de-
feated, those provisions which amend our
Aets go by the board, as well as the agree-
ment. FEverything goes by the board.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Let it go.

The PREMIER: I hope that the hon.
member’s wish will not be realised in that
respect.

Question put and passed.

First Reading.

On wmotion by the Premier, Bill read a
frst time.

Standing Orders Suspension.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P, Collier—Boul-
der) {4.52}: I move—

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as to enable the seecond reading of
the Financial Agrecment Bill to be moved on
this day.

Question put and passed.

Mr, SPEAKIER: I am satisfled that the
motion has been carried by an absolute’
majority.

Second Reading.

THE PREMIER {(Hon. P. Collier—Boul-
der} [4.53] in moving the second reading
said: This Bill seeks approval of an agree-
ment entered into between the Governments
of the Commonwealth and the six States,
and marks a very definite stage in the bis-
tory of the finaneial velations between the
Commonwealth and the States. Unques-
tionably it is one of the most important
Bills that this Parlinment has been called
upon to consider. I should like, therefore,
as briefly as may be, to review the history
of this very coniroversial subject. The
qnestion of finance was onec which oceupied
& great deal of the attention of the mem-
bers of the Federal Convention who
framed the Constitution, and throughout
all the debates that took place, extending
over several years, it was recognised and
agreed that the Stafes should share in the
revenune from eustoms and excise. In fact,
the Constituiion that was first submitted
by referendum fo the people of Australia
in 1898 provided that three-fourths of the
revenue from customs and exeise should
be returned to the States. That was aec-
tually agreed to by the people of Austra-
lia, but it failed to find a place in the
Constitution, because the enabling Act of
New Sonth Wales provided for a minimun
affirmative vote, and although the people
of that State by a majority vote agreed
to that provision, that majority vote did
not reach the minimum affirmative vote re-
quired by the enabling Aect. This would
have left New South Wales out of the Fed-
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eration. 1t was highly nndesirable that that
State shonld he left out, and so, at ecnfer-
ences which were held subsequent to the
referendnm, conferences between the repre-
sentatives of the varions States, it was
agreed that the Constitution should provide
that three-fourths of the eustoms and excise
revenne shounld be retnrned to the States for
a period of 10 years. Before that period
expired in 1904, eonferences were held be-
tween the representatives of the States and
the Commonwealth, and eventually, at the
expiration of that period, which was em-
bodied in the Constitution, the Federal Par-
liament passed what i< known as the Surplus
Revenue Act. [ that Aet it was provided
that a per capita payment should %e nade
to the States of 25s. for a period of 10 years,
and until the Commonwealth Parliament
otherwize provided: that is to say, it shounld
continue for 10 years and so on until the
Parliament otherwise provided. Following
the passage of the Surplus Revenue Act of
1010, a referendum of the people of Aus-
tralia was taken as to whether thai provision
of 20s. per head should be embodied in the
Conustitution. Tt failed to tecnre the neces-
sary majority as laid down in the (‘onstitu-
tion for its own amendment. In all, three
States voted against ifs being placed in the
Congtitution. New Sonth Wales, Vietoria
and South Australia voted agaimst it, and
Western Anstralia, Tasmania and Queens-
land voted for it. Eventually il was rejected
heesuse it failed by 25,000 votes to secure a
majority. That left the matter entirely in
the hands of the Federal Parliament. Tn
1919, a year before the 10 vears had ex-
pired for which the Surplus Revenue Act
said the money should be paid, a conference
of State Premiers and representatives of the
Commonwenlth was held. At that confer-
ence, Mr, Watt, who was then the Treasurer
of the Commonwenlth, submitted proposals
for a progressive reduction in the. per
eapita payment of 2s. fd. per annum until
the amount was down to 10s, That, of
course, was not acceptable to Ihe States,
and so no alteration was made. A fur-
ther conterence was held in 1923, and
was attended by the present Leader of the
Opposition of this State. At that eonfer-
ence the Commoniwealth proposed to abolish
entirely the per ecapita payments and in
return-—hy way if enabling the States to
make up the loss of revenue occasioned by
that abolition—to retire from inecome taxa-
tion altogether; but {he Stutes refused to

agree to that, and so nothing eame of it.
No agreement having been reached at that
1923 conference, a further conference was
held in 1926, which I attended. The Com-
monwealth again proposed to the States that
the per capita payments should be abolished
and that, in return, the Communwealth wounld
evacuate ceriain fields of income taxatiom,
such as income tax on individuals. At that
1926 eonference the State Premiers refused
to discuss the Commonwealth proposals at
all. We regarded them as being so entirely
inadequate that we refused to diseuss them
in vonference with the Commonwealth. So
again, no agreement Tesulted from the con-
ference. Shortly afterwards, in the early
part of 1927, the States having de-
finitely declined to consider proposals for
the abolition of the per capita payments
with the Commonwealth withdrawing from
certain fields of inecome tax, the Common-
wealth repealed the provision of the Sur-
plus Revenue Act which gave the States per
capita payments. In other words, in 1927,
the Commonwealth Governigent, supported
by a majority in Dbotih Houses, definitely
abolished the per ecapita payments. The
Prime Minister nt that time elaimed—and
evidently he was supported by a majority of
the Commonwealth Parliament in this view—
that the Stntes had no legal, oral, or eon-
stitutional right to partieipate in the Cns-
toms revenue.

Hon. G.
think.

The PREMIER: He is virht as to the
lezal or constitutional aspect.

Hon., G. Tavlor: He onght
stopped at the legal aspect.

The PREMIER: On the legal and con-
stilutional aspeets there does not seem to
be any donbt, but the State Premiers con-
tended strongly that if the States had no
such legal right, they most certainly had a
moral right. The Prime Minister and the
Commenweath Parliament refused to take
that view of the ¢uestion. So that a definite
dividing line was then arvrvived at between
the Commonwealth nud the States on the
great prineiple of finaace. which has been
the subject of endless disputc and contro-
versy since Federation. This was the posi-
tion that we had reacked at the 1927 con-
ference: the per capita payments had been
aholished Aefinitely in March of 1927, and a
conference had been ecalled by lhe Prime
Minister a few months afterwards. That

Tuylar: He is quite wrong, I

to have
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<¢onlevence 1 also attended. The State Pre-
miers were faced with the position, as I
say, that the per eapiia payments had been
abolished, and the Premiers bad to decide
whether they should construciively assist in
iframing an agreement in the interests of the
States so far as they nught be able to in-
fluence the Commonwealth Governmeni in
that direetion, or whether they should take
whatever the Commonwealth Government or
Parlinment ight decide to give to the
Btates, if anything at all.

Hon. & Taylor: Presumably you were
in a pretty happy position.

The PREMIER: We had to take part in
the diseussion. We did so, and the result is
this agreement. Tt was altered and amended
in many directions duriag the weeks of dis-
cussion that teok place upon it, altered and
amended to improve it from the point of
view of the Siates. So we have the pre-
sent agreement. Of course, when the per
eapitn payments were abolished the States
were left at the will of any Commonwealth
Government of the cay as to what they
might contribute to the States in future, or
whether they would contribute anything at
all. The Bill which vepealed the per capita
payments, the State Grants Bill of last
venr, provided that the Commonwealth Treas-
urer should pay to the several States of the
Commonwealth in proportion {o the number
of their people any surplns revenue in his
hands at the close of the financial year com-
mencing on the 1st dey of July, 1927, and
at the close of each finanecial year thereafter.

Hon. G. Taylor: He is not likely to have
ton much, though

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: He is going to
have a defieit this vear

The PREMIER : Bat inasmuch as o pre-
eisely similar provision has appeared in the
Surplus Revenue Aet ever since 1910, and
the Commonwealth Government, although
havine large sums of surplus revenne over
a1 number of vears 4id not pax one shilling
of any sueh sueplus to the States——

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: The Commeon-
woalth had ten millions at one stage.

The PREMIFR: Yes, That Aet, of
conrse, was evaded by simplv appropriating
ihe surplus for each vesr to snme other
purpose, or holding it against future de-
firit=, or for anv other nnrpose to which
the Commonwealth might deeide to apply it.

Mr. Stohbs: Was no protest made at
that time in reeard to the sarph:e revenne?

The PREMIER: Yes, of course. .All the
State (iovernments protested, and the mat-
ter was taken to the High Court.

My, Grifliths: By New South Wales.

The PREMIER: The High Court held
that the action of the Commonwealth Gov-
c¢rument in appropriating the sarplus to
purposes of their own, and not passing it
over to the Statvs, was not a controvention
of the Surplus Revenue Act.

MHon, Sir James Mitehell : That is hardly
#u, | think. The New South Wales Gov-
ernment ¢laimed a surplus for a month of
£100,000,

The PREMIER: But failed to wet it

Hon, Nir James Mitchell: Yes.

The PREMIER : Althongh a sunilar clause
appearved in the State Granis PBill, we can
soe that we need not in the future build on
getting any of the surplus revenuve of the
{‘ommonwealth from vear to vear. That is
quite elear, In the future we nre not going
to get any wmoney pavments from the Com-
monwealth by way of surplus revenue. The
only other provizion for any vontvilmtiun
whatover to the States is in the section of
last year’s Act which provides that—

Subjeet to the terms of any agreement
made between the Commonweslth and all the
States and adopted by the Parliaments, the
Treasurer shall during the financial year com-
meneing on the lst day of July, 1927, make
payments to each State in equal monthly in-
stalments to the amounts specified in the
schedule oppesite te the name of that State.
And the amounts specified in the schedule
were based on the per capita payments of
that veur. DBut hon, members will see that
[ast year's .\et, which aboilished the per
capita payments, provided for a pavment
to the Siates for this one vear only.

M, Griffiths: Still on a per eapita hasis.

The PREMTER: Yes, hut for this vear
only. 8o that the Commonwealth is not
bound by any Act of its own, or hound in
any way, after the end of this month to
contribute one shilling further to the States
—not one shilling, 1t is not hound to do 0.
T am not saving that it would net do so,
hut it is not bound to eontribute anvthing.
Its own Aet provides merely that the Com-
monwealth shall make us a contrihution for
thix one vear on the basis of the per capita
pavments, and for the one vear only.

Ay, Mann: Of course it has not heen
hound for some years, not since the 10 vears
clapsed,

The PREMTER: Tt had heen hound so
lomg as the Surplus Revenne Aet remained
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unameided, becanse the Surplus Revenue
Act provided that the Commonwealth should
pay the 25s. per head tor 10 years, amd
thereafter until—

Hon. . Taylor: Until Parliament other-
wise decided.

The PREMIER: Yes. But the Com-
monwealth decided only last year to with-
draw the per eapita payments. That is the
position we are in ot the present time, If
thi= agreement be not aceepted, we shall
be entirely in the hands of the (‘ommon-
wealth Paflfament.

Hon. Sir Jumes Mitehell: And if it is
accepted, vou are too.

The PREMIER: T do not think so. If
it is not acecpted, we shall be entirely in
the hands of the Commonweatth Parlia-
ment as to what the Commonwealth shall
contribute to us in the future, or whether
the Commonwealth shall contribute any-
thing at all.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The
ment is in the hands of the people.

The PREMIER: T know that Parlia-
ment 15 in the hands of the pecple, but I
am afraid that Parlisment is often able to
give effect to its own wishes, especially on
financial matters, in which, unfortunately,
a great number of electors of the Common-
wealth take very little interest. Therefore
the (‘fommonwealth Parliament is in a posi-
tion to give effect to its wishes, notwith-
standing that the electors have the final
say. Now that is the position; and T
desitre to say at once that this agreement
is incomparably superior to anything that
has ever been offered to us by Federal Gov-
ernments or the Commonwealth Parliament
previously.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: This is?

The PREMTER: This is. I say it is bet-
ter than anything that has ever been offered
to us. Tt i= altogether superior to anything
that has ever been offered.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Tn what re-
spect? .

Mr. Mann: Since 1919.

The PREMIER: Tn what respect, the
Leader of the Opposition asks, "Will not
the hon. gentleman admit, will not every-
one admit, that this offer is infinitely better
than the proposals the Commonwealth has
been making during the past five vears,
proposals merely to withdraw from certain
fields of taxation?

Parlia-

Hon. G. Taylor: 1t is better thau Treas-
wrer Wait’s offer,

The PREMIER: Of what value were
those proposals ¢that the Commonwealth
should withdraw From ecertain fields of taxa-
tion?

Hon. G. Paylor: Of no value at ail

The PREMIER: There was nothing what-
ever to prevent the Commonwealth Govern-
ment, or any future Commonwealth {(Gov-
ernment or Parliament, from re-entering
those fields of taxation. They did not guar-
antee that they would withdvaw from those
fields and would permanently remain out
of them. They could not give any guar-
ante¢ of that kind. There was nothing to
prevent them from going baek into those
fielda of taxntion again. There was no
security about such proposals. n security
from year to year.

Hon. G. Taylor: Unless it was put in the
Constitution.

The PREMIER: Well, they would not.
They could not. They would not put it
in the Commonwealth Constitution that they
would in future refrain from imposing cer-
tain taxation. There was no securvity what-
ever from year to year, but this agreement
does represent ab least a permanent eon-
tribution to the revenue of the State. 'That
is the distinetion hetween the offers made
in the past, and the distinction, too, he-
tween this agreement and the per capita
payments. As everyone knows, the per
eapita payments were insecure. Tt was
open to any Government at rny time under
the Surplus Revenue Act of 1910 to abolish
those pavments and to give the States no-
thing at all. This agreement definitely and
permanently provides for contributions to
he made to the States over a long period
of vears,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Tn return for
a consideration?

The PREMIER: Tt cannat he altered hy
nny other Parliament, that s, of conrse, if
the agreement becomes law. Tt will he per-
manent for 58 years.

HMan, W, J. George: We thought that too
when we entered infie Federation.

The PREMIER: Whatever has ovenrred
under Federation has been done within the
four corners of the Constitution. Tt may
be that Governments have done things under
Federation whiech the people, at the time
Federation took place, never enntemplnted
for one moment would be done. That, how-
ever, is another question. Thex rertainly
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had to keep within the bounds of the Cou-
stitntion as interpreted by the High Court.
If the agreement iz ratified by the people.
then it beeomes permanent for 58 years,
Let u~ compare the uncertainty of per
capita payments, which could have been
abolished any year, the uncertainty of the
prepusals made oy the (Commonwealth in
recent years that they should merely retire
from certain fields of taxation—it was open
to them to go back into those fields at any
time--let us compare those matters, some-
thing that could have heen withdrawn at
any time. with an agreement which guaran-
tees payment of a fixed sum for 58 years.
Of conrse it will be argned that in ovder
to get thix we shall have to make sacrifices
in everv direction,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We are certain
to get unifieation if we pass this Bill.

The PREMIER: In reply (o that T
would yuote the opinion of Senator Pearce
who detinitely states that the agreement,
for the pericd of 58 wears, will be an
absolute har against unification.

Hon. W. 1. Geerze: Yon do not helieve
that, do you?

The PPREMIER: That opinion is sup-
ported by the opinions of other eminent
men.
mier of South Australia, Mr. Butler.

Hon. & Tavlor: 1 wonld not go too
much on liim

The PREMIER: A similar view is also
held by the Federal Treasurer, Dr. Page.

Hon. W. ] Georze: He ix prettyv shaky,
too.

Mr. Mann: That view ix not held by
Mr. Hill of Sonth \ustralia.

The PREMIER: After all. it resolves
itself into a matter of opinion, and T am
giving hon. members opposite the views of
men prominent in Australia.

Mr. Davy: What is your opinion?

The PREMIER: My opinion is that it
doezs mot at all aid towards unifieation.
It is rather significant, having regard to
the Federal Labour Party platform, that
if this agreement is a step towards unifi-
cation, the Federal Tahour Party should
have opposed it.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
it for political purposes only.

The PREMIER: How could they have
opposed it feor politieal purposes only?
The Federnl Tahour Party, one of whose

They opposed

A similar view is held by the Pre- |

planks deals with unifieation,
vpposed the agreement.

Mr. Mann: Not from that point of view.

The PREMLIER: 1f they tbought it was
making for unifieation, would not the
Federal Lahour Party, in eonformity willh
theiv platform, have supported it? Wa
have Th, Page, the Premier of South Aus-
tralia, Senator Pearce, and the Federal
Tiabour Party holding the same view. Are
we to say that they arve all wrong n that
opinion? Then T might add my own opin-
ion to those T have mentioned. I do not
for one moment sav that the agrcement
will make for unification.

definitely

Mr. Angelo:
unifieation.

The PREMIER: 1 think it will. Tf 1
understand aright the argument with regard
to unifieation. it is that if the State shonld
bernme financially embarrass-d, it would be
compelled to hand over to the Commou-
weilth certnin of iis funetions. This wonld
becoine necessary beeause of the diffienlty
the State would experience in ecarrving
on. 1 think gencrally that is the argument
advaneed that takes ns fowards unification—
the finanecial embim rassment of the Séatas,
the insufficieny of revenue to carrv on essmm-
tial services. Tf that he so, and it is not
dispnted, the best thing to be done by the
Federal Parliament or those who desire to
bring about unifieation is to vefrain from
guaranfeeing any fnancial contribution: to
the States for 58 years, and having with-
drawn the per ecapita payments. to give
nothing in return,

Mr. C. P. Wanshrough:
hogey !

The PREMIER: If the Commonweaith
had desired unification they could have
financially erippled the States by net enier-
ing into the agreement. Having abolished
per capita payments, that would of course
emharrnss every State, and Western Aus-
tralia to the cxtent of half a million a vesr
for the present. Therefore T submit that the
agreement is & bar to unification and not an
aid to it. Without the agreement, the Comn-
monwealth ecould sayv to-morrow, “There are
to be no further contributions; the per
capita payments having gone, we shall not
give yon anything move” Wonld that not
be the way to finaneially embarrass the
Rtates and eompel the Commonwenlth to
take over certain of our services!

You say it will be a har

The same cld
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Hon. W. J. George: It would be a nice
alvertiseinent for them.

The PREMIER: [ agree with those who

argue that the agreement really will retard’

rather than facilitate unification.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I wonder the
Labour Party opposed it in the Federal
House.

The PREMIER: The Labour Party op-
posed it because they felt it was a bar to
unifieation. The leaders of the Labour
Party sail that the Commonwealth hadl no
right to commit themselves to these contri-
butions over a long number of yems. They
claimed that the money might be requirad
for schemes for social amelioration and that
therefore the Government had no right to
guarantee the contributions for 58 years.
That was the argument of the Federai
Labour Party. They opposed the agrecment
because it was too liberal.

Mr. E. B, Johuston: They moved an
amendment and aecepted the Bill when they
failed with the amendment.

The PREMTER: T know; they moved an
amendment to shelve the Bill.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: To delay it

The PREMIER.: No, to shelve it. Their
elaim was that the Commonwealth had no
right to tie themselves up with the paymenfs
for 58 years.

Mr. Mann: Tt was a non-party vote
when the Bili went to a division.

The PREMIER: Yes, but what [ have
stated was the attitude of the Federal
Labour Party, and I think that all tle
Labour members in the House of Represen-
tatives voted that way. They were sup-
ported by only three or four votes from the
Government side of the House. The Com-
monwealth will take over the whole of th-
net public debts of the Sfate, a tota) of
£641,345,397, and wil apply £7,584912
from their revenne towards the payment of
interest. Our shave of that £7,584,912 will
be £473,432. Therefore the Comnmonwenlth
by the agreement hind themselves fo pay to
Western Australia the sum of £473,432 for
58 years.

Mr. Stubbs: Withont inereasing taxation
in any way?

The PREMIER: They could inereasc
taxation even if they made no contribution
at all. They are free to do what they like
with regard to taxalion, contributions or
no contributions. But they do bind them-
selves to pay £473432 to Western Aus-

tralin for 58 venrs, Compare that with the
per capita pavment with regard to which
we had no security from year to year, Hav-
ing regard to the fauet that the per capita
payments have been consistently attacked
by all Governments and all parties in the
Commonwealth Parliaments for many years
past, it was inevitable that those payments
hnd to go. No member will argue thal the
per ¢apita payments were not doomed tn be
aholished.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: 1 do not think
anyone ohjects to the £473,432: we do ob-
ject to the conditions that are attached to
that payment.

The PREMIER: 1 am cowming to the
conditions; we lave to halance the one
against the other. We have to consider im
the one hand what we arve going to get n
the way of payments and weigh that againsi
the ather, and in all the eircumstances to
consider whether it is not wise for us to
give up what has heen given up, in order
to secure Lhe permanent paywments.

My, Thomson: In order to scemre n eer-
tainty.

The PREMIER: Yes, with u guarantee
that this substantial smn of money will he
paid over g long period of vears. This must
weigh with members and with the people of
the country. .

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They will not
pay us a penny that they do not take from
us,

The PREMTER: But thev would take it
jnst the same, even if they contributed no-
thing,

Hon. G. Taylor: They would not he
allowed to do that for long.

The PREMIER: Who would stop them?

TTon. Bir JFames Mitchell: NWew Sonth
Whales and Vietoria would stop them.

The PREMIER: How rould they stop
the Comnonwealth?

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: They have the
numbers of members in the Federal Hounse,

The PREMIER: Even so, those States
with their large numbers of members, did
nob stop the abolition of the per capita pay-
ments, despite the faet that those eontribu-
tions in 10 or 20 years would have eant
the payment of enormous sums to New
South Wales and Victoria,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: For the simple
reason that the payments under the agree-
ment are more favoursble to those largrr
States thnn to the other States.
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The PREMIIR: It is certain that the
agreement is more favourable to Western
Australia than to any oiher St:ite.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No fear!

The PREMIER: 1 am sertain it is.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Why, New
South Wales and Vietoria get £5,000,000
out of the £7,000,000!

Mr. Panton: Why not listen to the speech
and [earn something about the agreement?

The PREMIER: The payment ot
this sum under the agrecement will be
on the same basis as under the pe
capita.  payment system.  The popuia-
tion of Aunstralia will he deubled in about
20 years’ time. T think Vietorin will
double her population in 22 or 24 vears.

Hon. Siv James Mitchell: Not at all.

The PREMEER : Yey, that is so,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: T have the evi-
denee that was given before the Roval Con-
mission.

The PREMIER: The population of Vie-
toria will be doubled in 24 vears, 1 beliove,
and under the per eapita pavment svsten
they wonld receive double the amount thev
haid hoen receiving at the bheginning of that
period.  Tostead of getting £5,000.000, they
would receive £10.,000,000.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Victoria will
not double her population in 40 vears.

The PREMIER: 1 think the agreement
is undoubtedly more favourabls to this
State than to any other.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Not at all!

The PREMIER : Before T have.concluded
my sperch, 1 hope to show that it will be
more favourable. To revert to the Com-
monwealth proposal, T would point out that
there is provision for a contribution towards
interest, amounting to £473,432, Tn rvespeet
of the public deht as it existed o the 3fith
June, 1927, it is proposed to establish a
uhiform sinking fund for all the publie in-
dehtedness of the Commonwealth, amount-
ing to £641.345,307. That sinking fund wil!
be at the rate of 7s. 6. per cent., townrds
which the Commonwenlth will eontribute
2s. 6d. per cent, and the States 5s. per
cont. This will mean a saving to Western
Anstralia of £76.325 per annam. In respect
of all future herrowings, there will be a
10s. per cent. sinking fund and that per-
ecntage will he contributed in equal propor-
tions by the States and the Commonwealth.
Fach will eontribute 5s. per cent. Of course,

owr savings under that heading will increase
vear by year as our borrowings increase.

Mr. Mann: You were not always of your
present opinion!

The PREMIER : In what way?

Mv. Mano: That this arrangement will
he of greater henefit than the per eapita
payment system. I have a pamphlet issued
by you some time ago, and in that pam-
phlet you did not express the opinions we
have just heard.

The PREMLER: All my criticisms on
this question during the past two years
have been as vegards the per capita pay-
ment system, compared with proposals sub-
mitted by the Commonwealth to ns during
that period. Their proposals amounted to
a2 withdrwal from fields of taxation.
To that T was strongly opposed. ard
L eontendued strongly iy preference of the
per cupita payments, rather thon in favour
of the Commenwealth proposals. At that
time we had to campare the per eapita
payments with the proposals of the (‘om-
monwealth (o withdraw from nelds of
taxntion. Those proposals were of na valne
to us whatever, and in eonsequenee, I
foueht for the reteation of the per sapita
payments. 1 have never argned at any
time iu favour of the per eapita paywents
as against the agreement now hefore the
House. Most deeidediy [ have never arened
in that divection sinee the agresmont was
promulgated.

Mr. F. B. Johnston: You wonld prefer
the per eapita pavments to the agrerinent,
if vou could get the former.

The PREMIER: T do not know that T

wounld.
Hon. 8ir James Mitehell:  Yes, yon
wonld! You would not give up vour right

to borrow!

The PREMIER: 1 would prefer the per
capita pnvments to the agreement, if those
payments eonld be secured by tha Con-
stitution and thus be made permanent.

Member: Or even if they were secured
far 58 vears.
The PREMIER: Yes. On the other

hand, T wonld infinitely prefer the Finan-
cial Agreement to the per capita payments,
with the possihility and probability of
those povinents being aholished at any
time. Wonld anvone prefer to receive some-
thing that could bn taken away from him
at the end of the vear, or something that
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he would have for 38 years? If in our
private capaeitics, we were offered a sum
of money by someone under conditions that
would enable that individual to withdraw
the money from us at any time, or under
conditions that made it ours for 58 years,
which wonld we prefer? There ig uo doubt
what any one of us would choose; we would
prefer to accept the more permanent con-
tribution. The provision regarding trans-
ferred properties does not represent a biz
mntter, but under the agreement the Com-
monwealth will eontribute 5 per cent., in-
stead of 314 per cent., on the capital arst
of transferred properties, which amounis
to £736432. TUnder that heading the
incrensed interest payment represents an
additional €12,152 per annom to us, T

desire brielly to compare the per capita

payment svstemm with the proposals em-

bodied in the agreement. Of eourse, it is
somewhat fntile to attempt to do so,

beeause I shall be comparing under the

agrcement something that is definite and

tangible, with something else that does not

exist and has been abolished.

Hon, W, J. George: At any rate, von can
let us know the position, so that we mny
realise what we have been robhed of!

The PREMIER : Tt will he of interest to
the House to know how it will operate, when
we bear in mind the contributions by the
Commonwealth to the sinking fund and in-
creased inferest on transferred properties,
The following table will indicate the finan-
cial resnlt from direct contributions:—

COMMONWEALTH STATES FINANCIAL AGREEMENT

Petrrn shawing Contributions to Slate by Commonweaith againgt Per Gapite Payments.

{#)} [Lonn Expenditurc of €3.000,000 per annum.
(&) Populntlon inerease of 3 per cent. per snnum.

Contribution to State by Com-nonwealth.

l Awmount of Per eanita
1ryment ollowing 3 .

T per cont. inorense ' Result to State.
Incrensed | $inking Fund on New Debt. ' Pef ﬂ;&llm nrg- 208,
¥ . terest .
Period. I ;lt""lt’lmxﬁ_ ]}l’:;?ill’:& n!:,l t,:::g,_ '* —_— "—'r . ,

29.6d.per |y lien ferred | Amount Contribu- | ‘ '

""cent. on  of per | Mroperty of tlnn nn ‘ ‘ i ) De.
tloht nt eaplta, [Pnd 83VIng Annual . 5a | Total | Popula- 1 Amount | Tuercas- | crangod
$0-6- Sinking | loon ex- | cent. per tion. paynble, ol Re-

Fund. |pendlture. | annum, ' l l Return. | typn.

{

£ £ £ 3 g £ £ £
1027 f25 70,325 473,432 12,152 4,500,000 11,260 573,159 393,480 491,825 81,34
1028 /29 76,325 | 478,432 12,152 | 4,750,000 23,125 | 585,084 | 405203 | 506,578 78,456
1920 /30 76,325 | 473,432 12,152 | 4,750,000 85,000 | 508,900 | 417420 [ 521,796 75,1841 ..
1040 /31 76,325 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 47,500 500,400 420,042 537,427 71,072
1631/32 [ 6,32" 473,482 12,152 | 5,000,000 40,000 621,009 442 B4 553,560 ,369
1032/33 76,3256 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 72,600 634,409 456,125 570,158 84,253
1033 /34 76,32:‘: 478,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 856,000 640,009 460,808 587,260 50,649 .
1934 /35 76,325 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 97,500 669,400 433,002 804,877 | 54,582
1835 /30 70,325 478,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 110,000 671,009 483,419 623,024 48885 | ...
1038 /37 78,3925 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 122,500 684,400 515,871 641,714 i 42,006 ' ...
1837/38 ' 746,325 | 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 | 185,000 | 606,900 | 528,772 | 480,965 ! 35944 ..
1038 /30 76,325 478,432 12,162 | 5,000,000 147,600 700,409 544,635 680,794 ¢ 28616 ° ..
1980/d0 | 76,325 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 160,006 721,909 560,974 701,217 20,892
1040741 } 70,25 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 172,500 734,400 577,803 722,254 ! 12,165 |
1041 /42 . 76,325 473,432 12,152 | 5,000,000 185,000 746,000 506,137 743,921 2,088 | ..

1042143 | 70.325 473,432 12,152 | 4,000,00 197,600 769,409 612,001 786,230 © 8,830

* Sinking Fund proportion is £1,918. Good for 1§ yoarn—Total £745,0083
len. Bir James Mitchel oun will get iI1g 4. : course, it 1s a matter

H b} Miichell: Y Il & The PREMIER: Ot , 1t i

£80,000 more this year. el ealeulation, hut the figures have been

The PREMIER: Yos. ‘\?heu cunlpnl-i”g ealewlnted on the lHlSiH of two factors. The
the position thai woeuld arise under the per  first is the awount of woney that the State
capiin payment system, had it been eontin-  bhorrows each year. 11 must be reaiised that
ued, with that which will oblain under the the Commonwealth contributions to the
agreement, [ would point ont thatin 1942, or  sinking Fund will go up or deciine aceord-

15 years from the date of the agreement, we ingly as we burrow more or less. The se-
would reach the turning point. cond factor is the probahle increase of
Hon. Sir James Mitehell: But who fixed population. ¥For the purpose of the table,

frow which [ will quote, I have taken our
preseni loan expenditure at £4,500,000, In

the inereased popnlation? Yom wight just
as well say in five vears time!
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the next iwo years 1 have provided for (hat
amotul being increased to €,750,000. 1
have also ) rovided for continning (e in-
crease tor the following 12 yeu-s to the ex-
tent of £3,000,008 per year. . the same
time, I have allowed for an incrensed popuia-
tion at the rate of 3 per cent. That is
greater than the inerease has been for some
years. There in uwo State to-day that is
inerensing its population at the vate of
per vent.  As a tmtler of fact, the Common-
wealth Statistician, for all proctieal pur-
poses, takes the inereasc of population at 2
per cent, and he states that no nation
for a deeade has increased its popu-
lation at the vate of 3 er cent. As
I have indicated, it works out at 2
per eent. The figures I have taken out
over a1 period of years show thal we have
not inereased at tha rate of 3 per cont.  If
1 take the period from 1900 ¢, 192G, an inter-
val of 26 years, the inerea=e js 2971 jer
eent. Il 1 (ake the period from 1917 to
192G, the inerease shown is 2.9 per cent,
OF course, that perind inelndes some of
the way years. [T we take the peviod from
1922, by which time it may be said fairly|
that, trom a population standpoint, we hed
recovered from the effeets of the war, to
1927, a period of five years, we find the in-
erease is 280 per cent.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: For the last-men-
tioned vear, the inerease was almost 3 per
cent,

The PREMIER: You mean the present
finaneial year?

Mr. F. B. Johnston: Yes.

The PREMIER: T admit that for the
pressnt vear the percentage is somewhat
higher,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: At any rate,

the increase is greater than in Vietoria and
New Sonth Wales.

The PREMIER: Yes. The only other
State showing s=eh an increase m popula-
tion i+ Queenslanid.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: But we arve a
little hetter.

The PREMIER: That is so. Tn Vietoria
and New South Wales the Inerease is about
2 wper cent., but, as T have alvendy indicated,
we have a slightly higher rate of inerease
thar has Queensland,

Mr. Mann: During the eourse of the dis-
oussion at the eonference, you said that
Quecnsland was inereasing at a greater rate
than 2 per cent.

The PREMIER: Yes, [ uceepted those
figures from the Queensland representatives,
Lut later on, in Commitlee, it was shown
that their figuves were inercasing by some-
thing appoaching 3 jer eent.

Hon. St James Mitehell: Yes, it wus 2,88
per eent.

The PREMLER: That is so. At any rale,
it shows that the ealeulation based on
a rvale of inerease of 3 per cent., is o
fnir vue.  On that bagis, it will e seen
that the provisions of the agreement, com-
pured with the per capita payment system,
will represent an advantage to us in the an-
unally reducing sum for the next 15 years.
During those 15 years, yn the fgures T have
taken out, we shall reecive, under the pro-
visions ot the agreement, £745,000 more
thau we would have received under the per
capita payment system. As 1 have said,
that is subjeet to two faetors—our apnual
hotrowing and our inerease n pupulation.
Naturally it the population mnereases at a
vate of more than 3 per cent., the Connmon-
wealth contributions will represent a larger
amount to us.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Under the per
capita payment system, but not under the
ngreement,

The PREMILR:
per capita payments.

Hon. 8ir James Mitchell:
period.

The PREMIER: TYes. For a period of
15 years an sdvantage would ke shown and,
so far as we can ascertain on figures, if
would represent to us a sum of about
£80,00¢ this year with a gradually 7ve-
duced amount each year until 1942, when
the balance wounld turn in favour of the
Commonwenlth.

Mr. Grifiths: Yes, for the next 43 years.

The PREMIER: Buot who would argue
that we would le seenre nnder the per
eapita puyment svstem for 15 years? As a
matter of faet, we cannot get the per eapita
payments back at all, because they have
heen abolished altogether.

Mr. Mann: After all, 15 vears is a very
short period.

The PREMIER: At anv rate, the per
capita payments have gone, and it is incon-
eeivable tha{ any futwre Federal Parlinment
will think of restoring them. All parties
have been desirons of getting rid of the Com-
monweaith obligations under the per eapita

1 am talking about the

But for a
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systens, Having got vid of those obligations,
it is an absolute certainty that no fautuve
YPederal Parliament will ever 1estore that
syvstem.

Mr. Griffiths:
Clause 87 of the Constitution?

The PREMIER : It remains there, It is
ihe same as it was in 1900.

Mr. Grilfiths: 1t may be there, but effeet
is uot being given to it.

The PREMIER: That is the position.
We will get this vear a contribution to the
sinking fund ot £76,325, a contribution to in-
terest pavinents of £473,432, on tronsferred
properlies, and a contiribution to the sink-
ing fund for this year of £11,250, making
& total eontribution by the Commonwealth
to this State this year of £573,159. That is
over half a million pounds eontribution by
the Commonwealth to this Skutr.

But what becomes of

Hon 8ir James Mitchell: No one objects
to their giving ns that monay. That is not
the point. We wonld all take anything we
conld get from the Commonwealth.

Huon. W. .J, George: We would get only
justice if they gave us the lot.

The PREMIER: Now I iome to another
aspect of the position. The agreement per-
mits the right to redeem the existing sinking
fund. At present we are contributing both
interest and sinkineg fund en onr sinking
fund. T hope members ¢an follow me there.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is the
Jaw.

The PREMIER: Quite so. The amount
beld in the sinking fund on the 30th June
was £8.890,808, but there are ecrtain sinking
funds amounting to £883,000 that cannot be
redeemed.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Redeemed is
hardly the word. You mean cancelled.

The PREMTER: Well, cancelled if the
hon. member prefers it.  The halnnee that
we ean redeem or cancel is £8,025,730. Un-
der the agreemenl we ean redeem or cancel
that sinking fund, and it will mean that the
State thien will he relieved of the paymeni
of interest nnd sinking fund on that
amount of £8,000,000 odd.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Tt would be re-
pudiation. We have agreed to pay it.

The PREMIER: T know we have agreed
to pay it.

Hon. @, Taylor: That is a bit steep.

The PREMIER: Tt i3 not.

Hon. Bir James Mitchell: I know how
you feel about it.

The PREMIER: I feel perfectly happy
about it. If there is mo objection on the
part of the sinking fund trustees—

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: No, it is the
bond holders.

The PREMIER: the sinking fund
frustees who are representing the bond
holders, why shonld this State contribute
more to a sinking fund than any other
State contributes?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Beecause it got
that rate of interest by paying the sinking
fund.

The PREMIER: But if this agreement
becomes law, even if we continue to make a
higher contribution to our sinking fund than
anv of the other States, it will not henefit
us. The rates of interest and the terms of
the loans will be the same to everv State.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is one of
the rotten things about the agreement.

The PREMIER: No, it is the good part
ol the agreement. There would be no object
or purpose to he gained by this State con-
tinning fo pay a higher sinking fund than
any of the other States, and it would be ex-
tremely foolish of this State to do so when
all the States were common borrowers and
wa could not he ndvantaged by the terms of
the loans.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
loans.
now. .

The PREMIER: Well, take ithe old loans.

Hen, W, I, George: Sarely wo must earry
ont the terms of our contract.

The PREMIER: All the other States eon-
tribute to a sinking fund, perhaps not to the
extent we are doing, becanse we have a much
large sum in our sinking fund, However,
the prineiple is the sume and all the other
States have adopted it. It way be asked,
“YWhat is the object of a sinking fund$¥”
The object is to give some kind of security
te the hond helders for the repayment of
their investment. But will not the bongd
holders have o greater security under this
agreement when they have the whole of the
Commonwealth as security than if they
had the secaritv of only one State?

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Of course not,
The PREMIER: Of course they will.
Han, Rir James Mitehell: No.

Not the new
We are not borrowmng this money
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The PREMIER: Will the hon. member
argue that -the seeurity of this State
alone

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: For our own
debts.

The PREMIER: Will the hon. member
argue that the security of the whole Com.
nonwenlth, including this State, is not
greater than that of the State only?

Mr, Mann: Was not vour recent loan
obtained on betler terms than the Common-
wealth loan?

The PREMIER: Tt was obtained on bet-
ter terms and with the full kniewledee of
the investors thai this propoesal was hefore
us. With the (all knowledee that this finan-
einl agreement had been proposed. our loan
was  over-spbseribed,

[r. Davy: What, the eanceliation?

The PREMIER: Yes. Every financial
writer and every authority in Bugland has
agreed that the proposal for a 7s, 6d. sink-
ing {fund contribution for all past loans is
satistaetory. There is not one authority in
Great Britain who has ndversely eriticised
or commented on this agreement. 'ublic
men and financial writers have stafted de-
finitely that the 7s. Gd. contribution on
existing loans is quite adequate.

Mr, Mann: Then how do you aceount for
the Commonwealth loan heing raised on
less advaniaweous terms than the Stalc
loan?

The PREAMIER : There are many factors
that affect the rates of, and subscriptions to.
loans. Suppose we have horrowed on bet-
ter terms than the Commonweaith obtained,
will the hon, member argue that it was be-
cause the seeurity of Western Australia was
greater and hetter than thai of the Com-
monwealth?

Mr. Mann:
fund is.

The PREMIER: Tt would be ahsurd to
contend that the security of any one State
was greater and better than that of the whole
Commonwealth. T'nder the financial agree-
ment investors will have the security of the
State and the Commonwenlth. Why should
this State burden itself by paying a greater
ginking fund than any other State is pay-
ingt

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
have agreed to.

The PREMIER: As a mattex of faet we
have agreed to do it but have never done

I snggest that the sinking

Because we

it. To lbe quite honest with ourselves, we
must admit that our contributions to the
sinking fund in the last 15 vears have heen
i farce. We have had deficits and have bor-
rowed mwney in order to pay the sinking
Tund. We have actually built up a sinking
fund with horrowed money and not revenue.
That is net 2 true sinking fund contribu-
tion

Hon Sir James Mitehell: OFf eourse, it is.

The PREMIER: | contend it is not. In
elfeet we have said to the lenders, “We will
pay you a sinking fund if you lend us the
money to enable us to do so.”

Ion, Nir Mitchelt: Nothing of the
sort.

The PREMIER:

James

Of eourze we have,
Hon. Sir Jdames Mitehell: Not at all.
The PREMIER: Then where did we find

the moeney wilh which to pay sinking fund

in the years when we had a lony series of
deficits? Of vourse we horrowed it, and
we paid the sinking fund eontribntiens with
the horrowed money.

Fon. 8ir James Mitchell : No.

The PREMIER: Well, where did we get
it?

Hon. Sir James Mitehell :
same people.

The PREMIER: Members wanile. 1In
reality it is not a sinking fund. A genuine
sinking Tund is one the people contribute
ont of revenue, while halaneing their income
and expenditure for the vear. I'or a period
of 16 wyears, from 1911 till last year, this
State has been horvowing money to con-
tribute to the sinking fand. A sound policy
would have beeu not to contribute to sink-
ing fund at all. It was absurd to horrow the
money for the purpose.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : Youn eould al-"gue
that we paid sinking fund out of taxation
and overdrew our account.

The PREMIER : We borrowed the money.
We said to the investor, in effect. “We will
pay into a sinking fund in order to give
von greater security to redeem your loans
if yon lend us the money for 2 sinking fund.”
That has been our policy.

My, E. B. Johuston: The accunmulated
sinking fond exceeds the acenmulated de-
ficit by over £3,000.00.

The PREMIER* We have not said any-
thing ahout heving borrowed the money to

Not from the
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pay sinking fund; 1 do not think it would
have been wise {o do so. The fact remains
it is not n sinking fund at all,

Hon. W. J. George: Yon are wrong,

The PREMIER: T say ‘here is no pos-
gible objection to redueing our contributions
to the sinking fund. Do members think
that any bond holder would consider his in-
vestment less secure to him hecause we re-
duced owr coutribution fo the sinking fund
and gave bun not alone the secvrity of the
Stale, which he had hefore, hut that security
reinforced by the security of the Common-
wealth? Would o bond helder consider that
his inves'ment was less serure on that ae-
count?

Hon. Sir .James itehell:
geeurity is qnite good cnongh.

The PEEMIER: And fhe sceurity of
the Commonwenlth is good enough for the
bond holders with a 7s. 6d. eontribution to
the sinking fund. There has been no ohjec
tion by hond holders to the proposal. Tt
was known that if this agreement hecame
law there would be a uniform contribution
of Ts. 6d. to the sinking fund on all debi-
existing at the 30th June. 1927, Tt was
known all over England, and T ask any mem-
ber whether he can ypeint to anv writer or
autherity in the 01d Country that has not
endorsed the proposal?

Mr. Davy: How was it known? The
*aprecment itself contemplates our paying a
"bigger amount than 7s. Gd.

The PREMIER : Tt does not.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Tt does.

The PREMTER : Tt was well known what
action would be taken under the agree-
ment,

Hon. Siv James Mitchell: The agreement
does not =ay that.

The PREMIER: Tt was known what
action wounld he taken under the agree-
ment.

Hon.
knawn.

The PREMIER: Tf this agreement he-
comes Inw, T think this State wonld he ~x-
tremely foolish to continue to pav higher
sinking fund contributions than ave paid by
any of the other States.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
ways done it.

The PREMIER: Probably we have
gained some advantage hy doing it, but in
futnre we shall not get any advantage.

Our State

Sir James Mitchell: It was not

We have ni-

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Not if we sl
ourselves to the Commonwenlth,

The PREMLIER: T say this State has bur-
dened itself with sinking fund payments te
the extent | have alveady stated, and it is
ridieulous to say we did not horrow the
money to maintain he sinking fund coutr-
butions, The proposed sinking fund of s,
Gd. will be ample.

Mr. Mann: Did not the investors compel
New South Wales to state a sinking fund?

The PREMIER: Yes. T am not arcairg
that there should by no sinking fund; T am
argning that the sinking fund proposed 1s
adequate.

Mr. Mann: Tt is against vour previous
argument thalt we were muintaining our
sinking fund out of hwrrowed muney, if you
admit that the investors compelled New
South Wales to start a sinking fund.

The PREMIER: XNew South Wales la.t
year had a surplns.

Hon. Sir Jnmes Mitehell:
wmillion defieit.

The Minister for Lands: This year.

The PREMIER: Xo, last year.

Hon., 8ir James Mitchell: What abouk
Mr. Lang?

The PREMIFR:
surplus.

My, Thomson:
receipts.

The PREMIER: It is quite o legitimaie
and proper thing to reduee our sinking fund
payments, to caneel our sinking fund bend,
and so save to the State the pavment of in-
terest on sinking fund.

Mr. Lindsay: How wueh per annum?

The PREMIER: Whilsi it will not
actually mean & saving to the State, because
the eftect of it wili naturally be that the
total contribation to the sinkine fund will be
spread over a longer period, it will make
things easicr for the State.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
have to face it.

The PREMIER: Pooterity will be pretty
lucky. The Treasurer who will be in office
the year this agreement expires, Decause he
will have all these totnl debts paid off, will
he relieved of the payment of a matter of
two million pounds in interest, some 58
years from now,

Mr. Mann: By that time we will have &
lot of now debts.

No, n two

AMr. Lang produced a

Ife is now looking for his

Posterity whl
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The PREMIER: We also have a lot of
new debts, and we have a lot of old ones as
well. He will he relieved of interest pay-
ments on all the old debts amounting to 60
million pounds, and will be =aved a matter
of two million pounds interest payment
in the 59th year.

Hon, Biv James Mitchell: [f we go on
with our sinking fund we shall be relieved
in 30 yvears.

The PREMIER : That is the point.
it be of any advanfage to the State?

Hon. Sir TJames Mitcheil: 1f it will not
be an advantage in 30 years. it will not be
an advantage in 58 vears.

The PREIIFK: Why redeem the lgans
in 30 years when it is quile adequate gnd
sullicient to redecin them in 58 vears? Under
that propesal this State will be relieved of
& buge s of moeney in contributions to
its sinking fund.

Hon. Sir Tawes Mitchell : Abhout £480,000
a year.

The PREMIER: More than that. That
is inclusive of the figures T have already
quoted  with rogard to the Common-
wealth contributions, of &n amount re-
pre~enting in round fivures half a million
pounds,  In omler to satisfy members that 1
am not influeneed in this direction because
af any advantage that may come to me as
Treasurer this year and next vear, I would
point out that the saving, as it were, to the
Btate would he spread nver a long period of
vears.

Han, Sir Jdames Mitehell

Mr. Kenneally:
surer then.

The PREMIEHR: Not, T think, when thus
advontage will rease to acerne to the State.
Tet me take the next seven vears

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Tuke the next
yenr and see what will happen.

The PREMIER: Tet us fake one venr,
representing half a million pounds.

Hon. Siv Tames Mitehell: The advantage
will he £480,000. We will pay €125,000 and
get. out E610,000.

The PRFEAMIER: The advantage wonid
be round about £300,000.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: That will be
the alvantage! That is what yvou will get?

The PREMITR: Yes. We will be ve-
lieved of interest undor the eancelled debt
nn account of sinking fund.

Will

Oh, no,
You will =till be Trea-

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: So your cred
tors will he done out of £300,000 tempo
arily.

The PRIEMIEK: No.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Yes,

The PREMIER: Our creditors will n
WOITY.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
ahout that.

The PREMIER:
fund, of course.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell :
ont of the sinkine Tund.

The PREMLIR : 1t goes to a sinking fur
towards the redemption of our debts.

Hor. Sir James Mitchell: Of course,

The PREMTER : All that wili happen wi
be that the period will he longer, and spres
over & longer term.

Hon. Siv James Mitehell: A little mo:
than that.

The PREMIER :
period.

Hon. i, Taylor: Almoest double.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Yes.

The TREMIER : A good many yea
longer. hut the State will be relieved of t)
payment of a considerable sum of money.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: That we real
have agreed to pay.

The PREMIER : Yes, but there is 1
reason why we should not reduce what w
have agreed to pay.

Hon, Siv James Mitchell: There is eves
reason.

The PREMIER: No. There is no ohje
tion on the part of anyone concerned.

Hon. Bir James Mitchell: You have n
consulted anyone.

The PREMIER: This agreement has bes
very much canvassed, discussed, and erit
cised in the Ol Country. They know the
what it is proposed to do under it.  The
has bheen no ohjection from anyone eco
cerned.

Hon. W. 10, Johnson: And have your ow
frustees agrewvd?

The PRIEMIER : They have agreed su
ject to confirmation by Parliament,

Hon. Sir Jmwes Mitehell : That is t
Avrent General.

The PREMIER :
General,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: And the bank

T do not kno

1t goes to a sinkir

Tt will be take

Tt will he a long

It is not the Age
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The PREMIER: Our own trustees have
agreed.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell : The Agent
General is one of them.

The PREMIER : There are also others.

Mr. Kenneally : The publie have con-
tributed to our loans, as the member for
Perth pointed out, in a better manner smee
they knew what would take place

The PREMIER : Yeps. Our recent loan
stands out as being the only loan for some
considerable time that has heen over-
gubseribed.  The rate of interest was the
game, hecause the Loan Couneil fix the terms
of the loan. Of the Inst Sounth Australian
loan I think that only 47 per cent. was
subseribed, but our lean was over subscribed
by £200,000.

Hon. W. J. Heorge: That is duc to the
character which has been built up by the
sinking fund. It has greatly helped us.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: The people of
Perth are not agreed abont this.

The PREMIER : Probably only a small
percentage of the people of the State bave
taken the trouble to make themselves
sequainted with financial matters of this
kind. I s satisfied there will he no objee-
tion on the part of the people of the State.
Why should there be any objection, when the
people who are concerned, those in the Old
Country, have, so far sg we can learn, no
objection at all?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: You have not
asked them.

The Miunister for Railways: You do not
have to ask themn. You will get an ohjection
quickly enough if they do not care about
any purticular proposal,

The PREMIER : Uunder this proposal
there will be a saving to the State of a large
sum of money, decreasing each year right
down the years. Let me take the next seven
Years, so that the Leader of the Opposition
may get some financial relief from this.
Optimistic as T am, I do not expect to he
here in seven years, although one never
knows what may happen.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We will get rid
of our debts more quickly by sticking to our
agreement with the British people.

The PREMIER: There is no neeessity to
do it in that way. We can get rid of our
debis more quickly if we inerease the amount
of owr sinking fand.  What is the reasonable

thing to do? We decided ourselves some
yearr. ago to reduce our eontributions fo
sinking fund from £1 per vent. to 10s per
cent,

Hon, Sir Janes Mitehell: That is on new
loans, not on old ones.

The PREMIER : Even on new loans, it
was asserted that 10s. was quite sulfieient.

Hon. Siv James Mitehell: Yes,

The PREMIER : Although up to that time
we were paying one per cent.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: And three per
cent.

The PREMIER: Yes, three per eent. on
the goldfields water scheme loan and varving
amounts higher than that on smaller swns,
The major portion of our indebtedness in
1910 emrried a one-per cent. sinking fund.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: And onr credit was
not injured by the reduction.

The PREMIER : There is a large sum of
money, I think 19 millieon pounds, which, as
a debt, does not carry any sinking fuund.
‘This Parliament decided that we would re-
duce the £1 per cent. to 10s. on all future
loans. In 1909 or 1910 that amounnt wasz re-
garded as quite safficient.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: Yes, but that
was on new loans. We did not repundiate
any of our loans.

The PREMIER: If the seeurities held
were in any way weakened, it would be
wrong for Parliament to make auy alrera-
tion in the amount contributed to the sinking
fund. All that the bond holder is concerned
about is the seenrity for the repayvmeunt of
the loan.

Hen, Sir Jawmes ditehell: Oh. no. It has
given us our interest at neavly one hnlt per
ecttt, hetter than the other States have
secured it.

The PREMIER : Because they had ne
sinking fund, which is a different thing.
Many of the States had made no provision
for repayment. Will any hondhoider eon-
sider his seenrity in any way weakened ky
this agreement, when it is supplemented or
reinforeed hy the securities of the Common-
wealth?

Hon. Siv James Mitehell @ The secority
would be the same whether we had a sinking
fund or not, exvept so far as sinking tund
repudiation went,

The PREMIER :
security of the State.

There wonid he the
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My, Angelo: It is time we had a new loan
rate throughout the Commonwealth.

The PREMTER : This will give a uniform
rate of sinking fund, s uniform rate
thronghout as to past loans and future loans.
On al! past loans the rate will he 7= 6d. and
on Tutuve loans 10s,

Hon. Sir James dlitehell: We wmight say
later that this rate of contribution will be
deereased.

The PREMIER : We micht say that we re-
fuse to repay omr loans, but we are not
likely to do anvthing of that kind.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell : We might again
reduce the sinking fund a1 any Hme.

The PREMIER : Suppose we leave a sink-
iz fund whieh is sufficient to pay our debts,
aml which brings us into line with all the
other States, thus creating a uniform sink-
ihg fund! Some of the other States have
haul 1 higher sinking funid too. They are all
coming into line, so that we shall have a
unitarm sinking fund for all past and future
loans, | Ao not think anvone who is con-
cernwd in our seearities will iuestion that.
A< | have said, no one has done so.

Hea 8iv James Mitehell: We have a sink-
ing tund of ten million pounds for our loans
and the other States have mach smaller sink-
ing {unds for verv much higher loans,

The PREMIER: Do you think any bond
holder is considering the limited sinking
fund that is in existence now to pay the
indel:tedness of all the States, and compar
ing it with our sinking fund to meet our own
indehtedness? Do vou think any bondholde
is less likely to veceive repayment from thi
other States than from Western Australia'

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: 1t may be 80
I kuow ounr sinking fund has given us ¢
betler rate of interest than is the ease in thi
other States.

The PREMIER : I do uot know abow
that  The rates have varied.  There aw
many factors which account for the differens
vates whieh the States have had to pay it
the past on their horrowing.

Nitting suspended from 6-15 to 7-30 p.m.

The PREMIMR: Continuing my remark:
as lo the effeet of this agreement, T desin
ta nuote =ome figures, but I shall only do st
for this year. T have here a table prepared
by the Treasury officials, covering the nex
A4 years, as to the effect of the agreemen
compared with the per capita payments
and T propose to hand the table over
“Hansard’’ for printing, so that hon. mem
hers may study it if they so desire—
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L0070, Against that we would have
drawn under the per eapita arvangement
L481,820, leaving an advantage, under this
agreement ns compared with the per capita,
of £3508,884 for this year. That advantage
will be a reducing item each year. Next
year the amount will be £306,000, the fol-
lowing year £502,008, then £499,000, then
£495,000, and chen £4491,000. For the next
seven years there would be o total benelit
or advantage of £3,192,000 to the Siate as
compared with the benelit under the per
eapifa arrangement, The table, us { have
said, covers a period of 30 years. In the
next seven years, or say 14 years trom
now, the benelit would be £379,000. Still
seven yenrs later, or 21 vears from now,
the henelit to the State would be £294,0040,
Beven vears later still, or 28 years from
this year, the advantage to the State would
he €176,000 for the year. The tolai over
30 vears would amount to €10,613.547,

Mr. E. B. Johnston: What proportion of
that is by way of redueed paymenis to the
sinking fund?

The PREMIER: Almost all, except the
nther contributions which I have mentioned,
interest on transferred properties and so
forth. Buat the total benefit to State revenue
down through those years will be in 30 years,
as T hove said, over ten millinng sterling, or
an average for =ach of the 30 years of
£353,784.

Mr. Richardson: Is that based on to-day’:
population?

The PREMIER: No. [t i hased on a
3 per cent. increase in population, and on
an annual horrewing progrnmme of five
millions.

Mr. Stubbs: T not you think you eould
met more than that popnlation inerease in
the next 30 vears?®

The PREMIER: I do not think so. I
have dealt with the increase in population
earlier in my remarks, and do not wish to
go over that zround again, Judging by the
past and by the vates of inerease of the other
Australian States and of other econntries,
T do not think a greater increase likely., As
a matter of fuct, 3 per cent, is a aroater
estimate of Iinerease than would he ngreed
to hy the Commonwealth Statisticinn. How-
over, the advantage nnder the agreement re-
presents An enormous snm of monex as com-
pared with what we would get under the
per eapita payments, and will he a troe-
ruendons advantage to the State during that
period of vears. Tt will be a hure advan-

tage to liave revenue benefited to that ex
tent, becanse of course the next 30 year
will be years of great development and ex
pansion, during which money will he ve
quired. Therefore I think that, no matte
how one may look at the matter, it must be
conceded that whilst we do all that anj
vther State will be doing towards liguidat-
ing its public debt, whilst we shall he doiny
ull that is considered necessery in the way
of making adequate coniribotions to ow
sinking fund and keeping in line with the
vther Stutes, we shall have an average
anuual advantage for 30 years over the per
eapita arrangement of {354,000, or a total
of over 1015 millions. That will represent
an enormous advantage during the develop.
ment years that lie ahead of us. Now [
come to the Loan Council. Hon. menibhers
are aware of the eomposition of that couneil.
The agreement provides that the manage-
ment of future borrowings for the Common.
wealth and the States shall be vested in an
Augtralian Loan Council. That body will
control the flotation of loans and the alloea.
tion of loan moneys, as well ns the flotation
of interest.

Flon. W. D. Johnson: Between Statest
Not on actual expenditure within the States!

The PREMIER: I will deal with the
method of allocation.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: According to
the agreement, the Loan Conneil will not
have the sinking fund.

The PREMIER: No. The council will
also make all arrangements relating to bor-
rowings by the Commonwealth and the
States. As hon. members are aware, it i9
composed of one member from each Gov-
ernment, including the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment. There will be one member from
each of the seven Ausfralian Governments.
The Commonwealth and the States will sub-
mit their lnan proposals to the couneil jnst
as they have been doing during the years
the voluntary Loan Council has been in
existence.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Only Anstra.
linn borrowings will he submitted?

The PREMIER: No. All our borrowings
will be submitted.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: But only since
this agreement.

The PREMIER: Thev lLave been sub-
mitted since my time. The loan programmes
of the Commonwenlth and States will be
considered hy the comnecil: that is to say,
each State and the Commonwealth will zo
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there and submit its programme of require-
ments for the year.

Hon. W. J. George: Why should the Com-
monwealth have two votes cn the council?

The PREMIER: If the hon. member will
nob anticipate, I sball come to that point.
If the council considers that the total
amount of the programmes can be borrowed
at a reasonable and fair rate of interest and
on reasonable terms, the programmes will
of course go forward automatically. The
council will first of all decide on what terns
and at what rate of interest a fivst-class bur
rower like Australia onght to he able to
obtain money: and if it cousiders thar
the full amount ecan he secnved, all the
proposals will, as T say, go forwnrd anto-
matically. OF ¢ourse the couneil will be in
toueh with financial ardvisers oversea at all
times, and if the yvenr should be one of fin-
ancinl stringeney and it is considered {hat
the total amount put forward by the Com-
monwealth and the States cannot he securved
upon reasonable terms or at tair rates of
intevest, the ennneil will then decide whai ve-
duced smount can he bhirrowed,  Of that
amount the Conmnonwealth will he entitled
to one-fifth, and the other four-fifths will
be divided amongst the States. Tf the Loan
Council can agree as to the allocation ol the
money between the States, that naturally
is the end of the matter., Tf the eouncil
cannot agree, then the money that ean he
horrowed, the veduced amount as comparea
with what was asked for, will be .allocated
to the States in proportion to their vespec-
tive loan expenditures during the next pre-
ceding five years. TFor the information of
hon. members who have never heen to the
Loan Couneil T may tay that what happens
is this: each State goes to the Loan Conneil

and puts forward its reqnirements. T may
say, “T want 4% millions this vear.” Other

States make similar deelarations, and the total
of the requirements may be 40 millions. Tt
it is considered that the moncy market is
such that 30 millions can be horrowea at
fair vates and on fair terms, that is the end
of the matter; but if the Loan Counenl
comes to the conelusion that only 30
nmillions ean be horrowed in the vear ar
fair rates and on reasonable terms, then the
question arises how the Jesser amount is
to be allocated amongst the States. Tn that
way the Commonwealth take one-fifth, and the
remaining four-fifths is alloeated to the
several States on the basis of the borrowings
and cxpenditure for the preceding five years.

Alr. Angelo: Can the Loan Council object
to uny State borrowing an amount that may
be cousidered cxcessive?

The PREMIER: No. The Commonwenlth
and the States are on the smue basis.
Neither the Commonwealth nor the States
cun b dictated to by the Loan Counel in
respeet Lo borvowing., The Couneil could
not say to me, for instance, that the loan of
£4,500,000, that I wighi ask for, was e
much, and that T should be satistied with
£3,500,000, which the couueil considered suffi-
cient. The Luan Couneil eannot dietate to
iy State, nor ean that body interfere with
the amount a State may e¢laim o require,
The only way in whieh the Couneil can inter-
feve, if thai body counsiders ihat the rotul
awount sought to be horrowed cannot be
obtnined that year, is by cffeeting a redue-
tion aud the reduced amount of the total
borrowings will be alloeated on the basis I
have already indicated.

Hon. (+. Tayor: Bat it will have the same
elteed.

The PREMIER: No, bLeeanse the Toan
Counedl does not distiiminate between one
State and another.  The guestion I was
asked was whether the Toxan Couneil counld
interfere with the borrowings of any iudi-
vidual State, and instruct that State, for
instanes, to cul out some public works. The
Loan Council cannot do that, and eannot
inferfere with anv one State.

Mr. Corboy: I there is to be a veduction,
it will apply to all.

The PREMIER: Yes.

Hon. Sir James Miteheli: It is a bit belter
than that. Jf one State submitted a large
clatm, and some States stood owr against it,
vou would have the borrowings averaged over
the previous five vears. It is veally a pro-
tecting elause.

The PREMIER :; That is so. At any rate,
there is no dictation about it at all. The
Loan Couneil cannot determine the amount
or nature of any borrowings by any State.

Mr. Kenneally: But if, in the event
of a disagreement, the allgeation i3
based on the previous five years loan ex-
penditure, will that not be an incentive to
a State to ask for some amount that is ex-
orbitant?

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Buot fhe aver-
aging over a period of five years will pro-
tect the other States against that sort of
thing!

The PREMIER: I think so, too. The
only guestions 1o be decided are the total
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amount of the loan programwe, the appor-
tioning of any loans raised. and the right
of any State to borrow outside Australia in
its own name. That is to say, with the un-
anbnous consent of the members of the Loan
Council—this is & matter of importanee to
thi~ State—Western Australia, or any other
State, may borrow separately. as in the
past.

Ilun, G. Taylor: Ouiside Australia.

The PREMIER: Yes. The idea of the
Loan Couneil is that the Commonwealth
ghall do the borrowing for all the States,
and for the Commonwealth itself, but. with
the vonsent of the Loan Conneil, the States
will be able to borrow separately. I would
instance the recent loan raised for Wesiern
Australia. The Loan Council agreed that
Western Australia conld float its own loan
this vear, as it has always done in the past.
We were allowed to go on i market, and
issne owr own securities. That is what we
did.

My, Mann: [ think you attributed the
suveess of the loan to that veason!

The PREMIER: Of course, every mem-
ber of the Loan Conueil, the Commonwenlth
and the States alike, being vitally affeeted
hy these borrowings, it is quile patural that,

in any given vear, the Loan Council
may decide that it is in the interests
of itself and of the States that the

Commonwealth shall borrow the required
amount in the name of the Commonwealth
alone, or the Council may decide that
the States may borrow separately. As
each member of the Loan Couneil has a eom-
mon interest in seenring moncy on the best
terms possible, that body will deeide what
shall Le done in their own inlerests for the
time being. If it is eonsicdeved that the cir-
cumstanees nre such that, in any given year,
the Commonwealth can borrnw to advantage.
compared with any individual “tnte, then the
eonneil will decide (hat the (‘gmumonwealth
shall be the sole bovrower for that particular
vear. On the other hand, should the Toan
Council eonsider that better {erms ean be
secured by the States going on the money
market individnally, as in fhe past that
plicy will he followed, beennse the States
and the Commonwealth have n eommon in-
mterest in thal respect. Theve is no doubt
thatr if it is felt that the eivenmstanees are
favourable to the Sintes hwrowing sepa-
rately, the Loan Council will agree to that
beinz done.  The council will decide the
question of rates and the terms of the loan.

1 should have remarked previously respeet-
ing the total ameunt that may be borrewed,
the agreement does not embrace any money
that the Commonwealth may borrow for de-
fence purposes. ln other words, the Com-
monwealth may borrow for defence pur~
poses, apart from the Loan Council, whiel
body will have no conirol over transestions
of that deseription. "The Conunonwealth Gov-
ernment felt that they could not possibly
agrec to loans for defence purposes being
subject to control by the Loan Couneil.

Hon. W. D, Johnson: Will loan moneys
raised under special agreements with the
British Government be included?

The PREMIER: Yes, but not moneys
raised for defence purposes.

Hon. W. D. Johngon: We are negotiating
now with the British Govermment for loans
under special terms. How will those loans
be affected by the agreement?

The PREMIER: They will he ineluded,

Hou. W. D, Johnson: Then the specinl
terms will go by the board?

The PREMIER: No.

Hon. W. D). Johnson: Then the State
van still get that advantage.

The I'REMIER: Yes. This will not
aftect the migration agreement and the
cheap money that ean be obfained, ! pre-
sume that is what the hon. member i3
alluding to.

Hon. W. D, Johnson: That ix so.

The PREMIER: Respecting the voting
power of the members of the Lioan Conneil,
the position is that each Stata shall lave
one vote, and the Commonwenlth two votes.

Hon. W. J. George: And a easting vote.

The PREMIER: Yes. The effect of that
nrovision is that if six States were uonani-
mous, that wonld he the end of a proposal.
It five States were in aceord, and one
State sided with the Commonwealth, the
five States would prevail. [f there were
{wo States with the Comonwealtis, nud fonr
States amainst the Commonwealil, the {wo
States and the Comonwealth wonld prevail,
hecause the ftwo votes exereised by the
State and the Commonwealth’s two votes.
would make the voting equal and the Com-
monwealth would exercise the casting vote.

Mr. Stubbs: Do you not regard that as
a bit one-sided?

The PREAMIER: Tt must be remembered
that the Commonwealth Government have as-
sumed tremendous responsihilities under the
agreement, in that they have taken over the
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whole of the public indebtedness of Aus-
tralia, and will be responsible for them

Mr. Mann: But the States indemmify the
Conunonwenlth !

The PREMIER: 1 van inform hon. mem-
bers that the voting strength proposed, when
the aercement was first sobmitted, was
greater still in respeet of the Commou-
wealth.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
more, then!

The PREMIER: 1t was heeause of the
discussions at contference that the Common-
weitlth voting power was reduced,

Hon. W. I. George: Under the agree-
ment each State is equal.

The PREMIER: Yes, as ench State hos
one vote,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Under the
old Loan Ceuneil provisions, each member
had the same power.

The PREMITR: Yes, but that was a
voluntary Loan Council, and at that staze
the Commonwealth had not been conumitied
to siueh heavy Habilities and responsibili-
ties. They have undertaken great vesponsi-
bilities under the Finaneinal Agrecinent. 1t
may. and probably will, be argued that by
participatine in the Loan Council in this
way, we are swrrendering some of our sove-
Teign powers.

Mr. E. B. .Johnston:
a sovereign State.

The PREMIFR: We still have our =ove-
reigcn powers, It is true that wuder the
acreement we shall not he able to horrow
inst how we like, and say what the rafes
and terms of our loans shall be, Tt is truc
that each State has surrendered its indi-
vidorl righiz that it had formerly to dacide
how, when, and under what conditions it
shonld berrow. At the same time, I would
impress upon hon. memhers that the Com-
monwealth (overnment have surrendercd
their power to borrow when, where, and
how {hey like. Thus, hoth the States and the
Commonwealth have mutually agreed o give
up their individual rights in that respeet
for what is ronceived to be for the heneiit
of the whele of Australia.

Hon. G. Taylor: The Commonwenlih
Government do not need to borrow for the
requirements of such a large territory as
we have, although they ean borrow an nn-
limited amount for defence purposes,

The PREMIER: The Commonweali
will have to horrow for other purposes, and
they have n Fairly extensive territory.

They wantead

We are no loneer

The Minister for Justice: And they have
to borrow for the purpose of Custons
houses, post offiees, (he constrnetion of (an-
berra and so on.

The PREMIER: "The Commonwealth
Government have given up their freedon
and rights, and the States ave doing like-
wise.

Mr. Maun: | think yuu deseribed it os
the unification of the State’s finances.

The PREMIER: That is trume.

Mr. Mann: Another stop towards unifea-
tion!

The PEREEMTEE : Not at all.  As a matter
of faef, lhis is an abzolute unifieation of
State finances, but T deny that it is any-
thing at all in the direction of the unifica-
fien of governmeut.

Hon. 8'v James Mitehell: Finance is gov-
ernment!

The PREMIER: This has no relation-
ship to the guestion of a unified government
as opposed to the Federal »ystem of gov-
ernment.  The object of the agreement is to
seenre the unificntion of onr finaneinl ye-
sources in the interests of the whole.

Mr. Mann: You were apprehensive that
we might have to hand over some of onr
ntilities ta the Commonwealth,

The PREMIER: 1 do not know that L
wite,

Mr. Mann: You took that point at the
conference.

Mr. E T. Johnston: You hesitated then.

The Ministor for Justice: Surely people
can bargain when they go to econferences!

The PREMIER: T would again remind
hon. memhers that we had n sort of second
veading debate om the proposals, and the
anly remarks of mine that appear in the
reports are those I made at that stage.
After that, we sat for a weck thrashing ont
the agreement in Committee and many of
the proposals fo which T had directed at-
tention, were modified or altered.

Hon. G Taylor: It is a pity that we have
not got a report of the Commitfee proceed-
ings.

The PREMIER: I do not know that it
would be of any service at the present
juncture. However, that is the position.
The agresment really provides for common
horrowing, and for fixing the rates of in-
terest, and it will climinate competition. If
time permitted. T counld give instances to
illustrate how the rates for lonns have been
put up for the States because of competi-
tion, and even heeause of the action of one
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particular State. During recent years, when
the Loan Council fixed the rate of borrow-
ing in Australia at 51 per cent, New
South Wales, which was not then a member
of the couneil, went on the money market
and offered 5% per cent, The result, of
course, was that thai fixed the rate of in-
terest for all the others, and so tne rate
of interest was raised from 51 to 5% per
cent., although the money could have been
obtained for 513 per cent. if New South
Wales had been in the Loan Council and
had not come out in competition with the
other States. I think it is obvious to every-
body that competifion Letween several bor-
rowers must have the effect of putting up
the rate of interest.

Hon. Sir James Mitche!:
it certainly does.

The PREMIER: Yes, hut in this case
ihe rate of interest will be fixed by all bor-
rowers 30 that competition will be elimin-
ated, and the result should be that as the
years go on money will be obtainable on
better terwns than it would bhe if there were
seven borrowers on the market each com-
peting with the other.

Hon. Sir James Mii-hell: That applies
only to Anstralia, of conrse? I suppose the
Commonwealth will give the States all Aus-
tralian money.

The PREMIER: I think it will have &
similar effect on overseas horrowing also.
We have to bear in mind that all the indi-
cations for the fnture are that there will
be considerable borrowings in America. I
think there is no doubt whatever that the
Commonwealth will be able to borrow in
Ameriea on better terms than weunld any
individua: State. It may be that some States
have been able to borrow in London on
better terms than other States. We have
been able to bhorrow fairly well, but in
America individual States are not known
and Commonwealth securities and a Com-
monwealth borrower in New York will un-
doubtedlv get better terms thac any indi-
pidual Sinte will get. That was evidenced
on the first occasion when Queensland bor-
rowed in New York, that State being the
first borrower in New York; but we have
borrowed pretty substantially in America
giner ther and the indications are that we
ghall in future be borrowers in a pretiy
large way in America.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The other dav
New Zeaand obiained a loan at a better

In Australia

price in London that Australin obtained in
Ameries.

The PREMIER: Yes, New Zealand got
hetter terms, but there is a reason for it.
New Zealand is not n frequent borrower
like Australia, 1t borrows very infrequently,
wlhereas Australia bas been frequently on
the market, which faet affects the rate of in-
tevest. Sl L think that Commonwenlth
borrowing will vesult in better terms being
ohtained than are possible for any individual
Stute.  Under this agreement, we have as-
ststinter and  contributions to the sinking
Fund: we bave assistance in the payment of
a sum of money towards intevest; we sball
be in a better position to aictate the terms
of our loany in futnre than has been pos-
sihle for the States in the past. The adon-
tion of the agreement will enuble ~inking
funds to he cancelled and a big saving
effected in interest. It preserves all exist-
ing privileges such as ~verdrafts and loans
from the Savings Bauk and all that ihe
State has been doing in the past.

Mr. Thomson: You will not be ahle to
sell stock over the counter.

The PREMIER: Yes, we shall. There
will be no prohibition; we shall continue in
future as we have been doing in the past.
Under the agreement there will be a contri-
bution to sinkipg fund on the basis of the
debt, and consequently the agreement is more
advantageous to Western Anstralia than to
the other States. Inasmuch as our debt per
head of population is so very much higher
than the debt per head of population of
other States, so will the contributions of
sinking fund be greater per Lead of popu-
Intion to this State than to any of the
other States. In tha! respect the agreement
5 of greater advantage to Western Austra-
lia than to any of the other States,

Hou. Sir James Mitchell: Uur borrowings
are heavier becanse they include moneys for
ntilities that elsewhere are controlled by
local boards, ete.

The PREMIER: Yes, we shall get the
advantage of that now because we have bor-
rowed in the past for water schemes, harbour
improvements, ete., which in Vietoria, New
Sounth Wales and some of the other States
were financed by boards and trusts with self-
borrowing powers that now have preity sub-
stantial debts, Those States will receive no
sinking fund contribution for such debts,
whereas the money for all those publie ntili-
ties in this State, which has heen borrowed
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by the State, will earry the sinking fund
coutribution, The Premier of Vietorip
raised that peint in commitlee. It was
stated that Vietoria had a board of works
controlling water supply and sewerage that
had a debi of abount £20,000,000, and Vie-
toria would receive no sinking fund on that
money. Al the money we have spent on
similar undertakings will earry the sinking
fand contribation.

Mr. Mann: Can bedies lik: the Melbourne
Harbour Trust and Metropotitan Board of
Work: go on borrowing?

The PREMIER: Yes; 1his agreement
emamnot affect them. Inasmnch as our debt
is higher—and it is higher hesanse we earry
out so many undertakings that in the East-
ern States are carried out by boards and
trust~—we will receive a greater eontribution
to sinking fund, and consequently the bene-
fit to ns will be greater than to the other
States. I do not think there is any danger
in our giving up what measure of freedom
we have enjoyed in the past with regard to
borrowing. All the States ns well as the
Commonwealth will be in the same position,
and for self-interest alone the Loan Counei)
from year to year will be bound to act in
the interests of the whole and consequenily
in the best interests of the States.

Mr. Angelo: The Siates will have six
votes to two.

The PREMIER: There is no possibility
of the Commonwealth, as a separnte enfity,
dietating to the States.

Mr. Angelo: That is whai T mean.

The PREMIER: Al that the States need
do will be to combine and they may control
the whole situation.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
they eannot borrow.

The PREMIER: If there iz any clash
of interests, the Commonwenlth will not be
in n position to control or dictatc in any
way. The control will be in the hands of
the States.

Hon. Sir James Miichell: The Common-
wealth could stop the horrowing if it so de-
sired. '

The PREMIER: How?

Hon. Sir James Mitcheli: Becaunse the
Commonwealth need not borrow.

Mr. Corboy: And the States eould stop
the Commonwealth from borrowing.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: T do not think
they eould.

Except that

The PREMIEK: The hon. member means
that the Commonwealth conld stop the sep-
arate borrowing by the States.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: If the Loan
Couneil decided to borrow £20,000,000, the
Commonwealth could say, “We eannot raise
the money.”

The PREMIER: No.

Hon. Sir James Miteheli:
the agreement.

The PREMIER:
conld not do that.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: Ves, the Com-
nmonwealth has to horrow the mwoney.

The PREMIER: ‘The <{ommonwealth
would have no power e say there should be
no borrowing.

Mr. Mann: As the agreenent stands, the
Commonwealth may just vefrain from float-
ing the loan.

The PREMIER: The Commweonwealth will
do what the Loan Council decides has to be
done.

Alr. Maun: There is nothing in the agree-
ment fo say so.

The PREMIER: Of course there is. All
that may be done is set out in the agree-
ment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
point.

The PREMIER: The per eapita pay-
ments have been abolished und have gone.
We are ot the merey of the Commonwealth,
which may do with ns as it likes. We are
offered this agreement whieh has the finan-
cial advantages to this Stafe that T have indi-
cated, namely, a large sum of money com-
ing in over a long period of years. Tn order
to secure those advantages we, in common
with every other Stale and the Common-
wealth itself, are asked to sive away our
right to free and independent borrowiny.
Secing that the position will be controlled
by the States in the Toan Couneil—and
after all the States have a common interest
—1I think we are not being asked to give up
too much, especially as we are only to give
up what the Commonwenlth ilself will give
up in agreeing to the terms for the financial
advantages that the agreement as a whole
will bring fo all concerned.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: All the Com-
monwealth will give up will be the amount
it may borrow. Tt does not #ive up any
position.

The PREMIER: That is all we do.

Yes, that is

The Commonwealth

That 1g the
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
fear!

The PREMIER: I hope the hon. mem-
ber will not read into the agreement
greater restrictions than it aetually con-
tains.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: !
all that it contains.

‘The PREMIER: 'Laking it all in all, 1
consider that the State would he wise in
adopt it. Five States and ihe Cowmon-
wealth have adopted the agreement. [u
Queensland it was adopied manimausly,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:  Don’t say
what the Queensland Pvemier said.

The PREMIER: 1 have not partieelars
of the voting in New South Wales,

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell: L was not
carried unanimously there,

The PREMIER: .Alithongh the Teader
of the Opposition in New South Wales, Mr.
Lang, opposed the agreement in the 1louse,
he approved of it at the conference. If he
had still been Premier of New douth Walas
he would have been found introducing the
Bill in support of the agrecment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: You cannot
trust those Labour chaps.

The PREMTIER: In Vietoria the agrec-
ment was approved by an overwhelming
majority. In a llouse of 08 members [
helieve there were only 17 votes against
it.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Victoria eonld
only be expected to approve of it.

The PREMIER: No, the agreement will
be of more advantage to Western Australia
than to any other State.

on. Sir Jamsg: Mitchell:

No damned

shail read

Not al all,

The Minister for Jnstice : Everybody
SAVS SO.

Hoan. Sir James Mitchell: No, Not every-
hody.

The PREMIER: I do not know whether
the interjections made at the last confer-
ence were given in the report, but every
Premier, in discussing the agrecment in
Committee, stated that the agreement
wonld' be all right for Western Australia
-and - showed how it would be of greater
advantage to this State than to any othe:
State. N -

Hon. W. J. George: They were unly
flattering you. - . S

The PREMIER Why should they
"flatter me? It was not my agreement; it
was no produet or ehild of mine. - Tt--was

no Haitery to me at 2ll. The agreemeit
was adopted unanimously in South Aus-
tralia..

Hon. Sir Jomes Mitchell:
objected to it there.

The PREMIER:
on the Bill

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
jeeled to it

The PREMIER: JAnyhow, the Bill was
carried in the South MAustralian Parlinment
without a division. It was earried nnani-
mously in Tasmanin.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: T
s0.

The PREMIER: It was enrried by an
overwhelming majority in the Commonwenlth
Parlisinent.

No, Mr, Hill
There wns vo division

Still, he ob-

should think

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They are not
bound yet. .
The PREMIER: The Commonwealth

Parliament and five State Parliaments al-
most unanimously adopted this agrecment.

Mr. Corboy: What will be the position if
we reject it%

The PREMIER: The whole agreement
will he lost. If we should decide to reject
it we ought to he in a position to say that
we reject it becanse wr can get something
hetter. Can any members say that we Lave
any possibility of getting anything better
than is contained in this agrecment?

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: You can pay
tou mueh for what you get. You lose honour,
eredit and opportunity.

The PREMIER: I do not think cither
honour or credit is involved. The hon, mem-
ber may hold the view that, by giving up
our rights as separvate hodies, we are paying
too muel for what we get, but I do not think
that is so.

Mr, Angelo: Finaneial institutions have
an assoeiation, but they do not give up theix
private interests. The ussociation is altn.
gether for their mutual henefit.

The PREMIER : T think every State Par-
liament is just as jealous of ibs soverelgm
rights and borrewing powers as we are
Those State Parliaments have practically
unanimously adopted this. If it 15 rejected,
what are we to get in its plaee whatever
the Commonmealﬂ! like ‘to give us, which
may he nothing at all!?

Hon. Sir James Miichell; We ean tanke
the mnoney without giving up our rights.

The PREMIER : We ean take the money
if they are. willing to give it- to us
If we could dietate terms and say we will
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take all the money but hold all our powers,
1 should say yes, but we have not the say in
that matter. The body which determines it
is the Commonwealth Parliament.

Mr. Mann: And they offer it when every
State is financially embarrassed.

The PREMIER : They could not have
offered it since T'ederation in any other eir-
cumstances. The States have always been
financially embarrassed.

Mr. Mann: Vietoria had a surplas until
the last year or two.

The PREMIER: We know how they get
their surpluses. A large sum of money was
spent in purchasing estates for soldier settle-
ment out of loan. The settlers failed, the
(lovernment sold the estates, and then took
the proceeds of the sale into revenue.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is within
the last year or two.

The PREMIER: We should all get sur-
pluses by that means.

Mr. Angelo: You are suggesting that
uander this Bill.

The PREMIER: No.

Mr. Angelo: With regard to the sale of
Government property.

The PREMIER : This agreement makes
the sale of Government property necessary.
It is absolutely essential under the agree-
ment that this method of dealing with the
proceeds from the sale of Government pro-
perty should be followed. I do not think
there is apy possibility of getting as good an
arreement nnder any other conditions. The
fact that we are going to be secured in our
position for 58 years justifies its adoption
by Pariiament and the people of the State.
1 do not fear that we are going to suffer in
any way in regard to the money we require
for development, or even that there will be
any surrender of sovereign rights which will
affeci the future of the State in any way.
Acecrdingly, | move—

That the Bill be now read a sseond time.

On motion by Hon. Sir James Mitehell,
debate adjourned.

House adjourned at 8-20 p.m.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m,, and read prayers.

QUESTIONS (2)—WHEAT, EXPORT.
Quality.

Mr. THOMSON asked the Minister for
Agrienlture: 1, Is he aware that statements
similar to those made by the member for
Fremantle might prejudice our wheat on the
world’s market before it arrives, and there-
by reduce its value, resvliing in loss to the
State? 2, Is he aware that the wheat
shipped ex the stacks complained of by the
member for Fremantle was inspected on
board the “City of Singapore” in the pre-
sence of the chief officer of lloyd’s surveyor,
wlho pronounced it “in good order and con-
dition and in every way fit for shipment”’?
3, Is he aware that the “condition” of wheat
shipped from Western Aupstralia this year
is better than for any year since the State
beeame a serions exporter of wheat, and
that wheat shipped this year since the rain
sef in is a5 good or better “vondition” than
that shipped in June of any year since the
war period? 4, Is he aware that Canadian
wheat may eontain 14.4 per cent. of mois-
ture without being graded “damp,” where-
as the moisture content of Australian wheat
is about 8 per cent. to 9 per cent., and re-
conditioned wheat—although the cost of
treatment is probably more than reimbursed
by added weight seenred—never reaches the
meisture content equal to that of wheat
exported from other eountries to the Lop-
don market? 5, Is he aware that no ship
has left the port of Fremantle with a eargo
of wheat during the past ten days, and that
the opportunity still exists for inspection by
Government inspeetors of all wheat loaded
since the rain commenced¥ G, Will he have
snch inspection made?



