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New clause:

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I would ask the
Chief Secretary, now that we have given
him balf an hour’s grace over midnight,
whether he will report progress. We have
tried to expeditz and facilitate business
as much as we can for him. If we sag
to-morrow morning we might get along bet-
ter, There is no violent hurry.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In accord-
ance with the hon. member’s suggestion, 1
move—

That progress be reported.

Motion passed.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 12.33 a.m. (Thursday).
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

BILI—TFINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
In Committee.

Resumed from the previous day. Hon,
J. Cornell in the Chair; the Chief Secre-
tary in charge of the Bill.

The CHATRMAN: Progress was reported
when Mr. Holmes indicated that he pro-
posed to move a new elause,

Hon. J. J, HOLMES: I ghall ask leave
to amend the wording of the new clause,
which will bhe slightly different from the
form in which it appears on the Notice
Paper. As it appears there it containg some
unnecessary words, buf, in my opinion,
what T shall move can easily be understood.
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The object of the amendment is not the
serapping of the Bill, but it will make the
acceptance of the agreement subject to the
proviso. The Bill eontains in the schedule
an interim agreement for two years, which
will expire in 1920, There is plenty of
time to finalise the matter before that date.
Under my amendment it iz inlended that
the first distribution of the £7,500,000 on the
basis proposed in the amendment shall be at
the 30th June, 1030 or three years subser
quent to 1927, 1| am not wedded to the
period of threc years, but I have inserted
1930 as a basis for discussion. If hon.
members think it would be betfer to make
the period five years, well and good. The
sooner we secure a distribution on the basis
snggested, the sooner shall we get any in-
crease duc to wms as the result of in-
creased populaticn. The amendment also

provides for adjustments every three
years thereafter. There again that pro-
vision ean he dealt with as the Com-

mittee think fit. The only point to be
remembered is that if we agree to the
amendment, it will also have to be agreed
to by all parties concerned before the Bill
ean become an Act and be proclaimed. If
the amendment be adopted by this
Chamber and also by the Legislative As-
sembly, it will not mean that we shall have
to hold a speeial session later on to deal
with the matter, beeause it will already be
in onr Act. The amendment ean be justi-
fied as o result of the remarks of
some of the prinecipal men who have
gspoken on this important subject.  The
Chief Seeretary told us that so far as
he could understand, o proposal of this de-
seription had been hrought before the Pre-
raiers’ Conference and had heen turned down,
Then we had the astonnding statement by
the Prime Minister that his Government had
provided the sum of £7,500,000 and had left
it to the Premiers of the States to docide
upor. the distribution as they thounght best,
That was the exact opposite of what the
Chief Secretary told us last night. So far
a3 the Prime Minister is coneerned, he is
mot interested as to how the distribution of
the £7,500,000 should be made, beyond see-
ing that no injustice is done to any par-
fticular State. We have to remember, how-
ever, that the Prime Minister told us that
he did not approve of the distribution and
would not have made it in the same way, In
y opinion, we have reached a stage when
these gentlemen, who have dodged the ques-
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tion should be brought face to face with
the problem and made to accept the respon-
gibility for the distribution, If the matter
were taken back to another Premiers’ Con-
ference, will any hon, member say that New
South Wales will have any right to object
to Western Australia or any other State
receiving its quota as I propose shall he
allocated under the terms of my amendment?
Has the Chief Seeretary any right to object
to it? BStrange to say, the Chief Secretary
told us last night that he did not think there
was to be the increase in population here
that some people thonght wonld take place.
If our population diminishes, I am prepared
to take a lesser amount, but if the popula-
tion inerenses, and we have to pay £0 per
head through the Customs, we shall he en-
titled to n greater share of the money. Dur-
ing the eourse of my second reading speach
I made reference to £7,500,000 and 7,500,000
people in Australia. T used those figures to
simplify the illustration. If we have
7,600,000 people in Australia and there is
£7,500,000 to be distributed, that would mean
& distribution of 20s. per head. When we
reach a total of 7.500,000 people in Anstra-
tia, if we have wol a population of 600,000
in this State we =ball be very disappointed.
1£ 1,500,000 peopls come to Australia, surely
one-third of Australia wil be able t¢ absorb
200,000 of them. If that is not possible,
the great developmment we expect will not
materialise. ~ When we reach a population
of 600,000, then o¢n the basis of 20s. per
head, we will he entitled to £600,000 per
annum and not £475,000, If we consider the
position when we have 10,000,000 people in
Australia, will it be fop muech to expect
that if 9,000,000 of them are absorbed in
two-thirds of Australia that we shall have
less than 1,000,000 of them in Western Aus-
traliat The distribution would then be on
a basis of 15s., and we would get £750,000 in-
stead of €475,000. T do not want to wreek the
Bill. I merely wish to see that we secure a fair
division of the £7.500,000 on the basis 1 sug-
gest. What has New South Wales got as &
result of the conference on the financial
question? Yesterday I made a few caleula-
tions and came to the conclusion that New
Bouth Whales would nreceive a gift of
£10,000,000. When I mentioned that point,
Dr. Saw and the Chief Seerctary hoth looked
up in astonishment. The position is that
New South Wales owes £240,000,000 and,
on the 5s, basis, she has to put ap £600.000
per annum. But hecause New South Wales
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is in financial dificulties, the Premiers’ Con-
ference allowed that State to pay the first
£600,000 not at the end of the first year,
Lut at the end of the 59th year. Anyone
who knows anything about finance, knows

-that money invested at 5 per cent. will double

itself in 14 years, Thus, if New South Wales,
instead of paying that money into the pool,
hands it over to a trustee company or to
some other concern for investment at 5 per
cent., then at the end of 14 years the £600,000
will represent £1,200,000; at the end of 28
years, £2,400,000; at the end of 42 years’
time, £4,800,000, and at the end of 56 years,
£9,600,000. With three years yet to run, we
may put the final figure at not less than
£11.000,000.

Hon, A. J, H. Saw: Do you seriously
argue that?

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: Of course 1 do.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: The argument is
absolutely fallacions.

Hon. A. Lovekin: It is perfectly sound.

Hon. J. J, HOLMES: Instead of paying
the first £600,000 &t the end of the first year,
New South Wales is to pay £600,000 at the
end of the 59th vear

Hon. A. Lovekin: And has the benefit of
that money in the meantime.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Where would the
£600,000 have gone if New South Wales paid
it now?

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: It would have gone
into the pool.

Hon. A. Lovekin: To pay off the State’s
delts.

Hon. A, J. H. Saw : Are you arguing
seriously? Who would have held the money?

Houn, J. J. HOLMES; It would go into
the pool, ’

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: And who would hava
got the interest? Of course, the argument
is absolutely fallacions.

Hon. A. Lovekin: It is absolutely sound.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The £600,000 haa
not gone into the pool and will not go in
until the 59th year. If the hon. member dis-
putes that, let him reckon whether he would
not reasonably expect to receive £12 in re-
turn if he lent someone £6 for 14 years at
5 per cent,

Hon. A, Lovekin: If it is invested in Te-
deeming stocks it comes to just the same
thing,

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: 1t is fallacious argu-
ment and will not hold water.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: If the hon. member
disputes my argument, I hope to hear from
him Iater on. Mr. Bruce said he did not
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approve of the proposed distribution of the
£7,500,000; it was not the basis that he would
have adopted. [ propose to give Mr. Bruee
an opportunity to meet the Premiers in con-
ference and determine how the distribution
should be made. The amendment will give
all parties a fair opportunity to distribute
the money on & basis that every member of
this Chambher whe has spoken considers to
be fair. Yet the parties to whom the point
has been put up have dodged the issue. On
the one hard, the Prime Minister has put the
responsibility on to the State Premiers, and
on the other hand the Chief Secretary puts
it on to the Prime Minister. Surely it is a
matter of suflicient importance at this stage
that the parties who are shoving the respon-
sibility from one to the other should have
an opportunity to consider it from the
standpoint of this State! My amendment
aims first of all at getting this Bill back to
the Federal Parliament. I am perfectly
satisfied that we have had a better deal from
the Federal Parliament than we got from
the Premiers’ Conference. That confer-
ence let this State down. We have ample evi-
dence of that. We did not get the dis-
abilities grant of £300,000 a year for five
years from the Premiers' Conference; we got
it from the Federal Parliament. 1f we get
the measure back to the Federal Parliament
we shall have the best wishes and help of Mr.
Bruce, who will be able to lend a hand to
zet the distribution placed on a better basis
than is proposed 1in the agreement.
It may be argued that the amendment
will perpetuate the per capita system.
The objection to the per e¢apita sys-
tem was that it was an ever-inereas-
ing liability to the Commonwealth, To
my mind, it is s liability that the Federal
Government should ghoulder because the
greater the number of people, the greafer
the amount of Customs duties they collect.
The amendment will make no increased de-
mand upon the Federal Treasurer. All it
asks is that the money be distributed on an
equitable basis as between the States. I
gather from the remarks of members that
they desire an equitable adjustment. In my
opinion this is the last opportunity we shall
ever have to get any adjustment of the basis.
We are told that the States cannot get more
than the £7,500,000, so let us endeavour
to get a fair distribution of it. The amount
that Western Australia is to receive under
the agreement towards the payment of in-
torest for the development of one-third of
the territory of the Commonwealth is
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£475,000. It is a smaller amonnt than the
intarest eharges on the capital eity. The
Federal Government have a political city to
develop, and that will absorb more interest
than the sum allocated to Western Australia.
The amendment would give the Foderal
Government an opportunity to declare
what they propose to do towards earry-
ing ount the recommendsations of their
Royal Commission that dealt with the
disabilities suffered by this State. There
should be a declaration on that point
before Western Australia is asked to
abandon her last tremch. It is idle to tell
us; “If you pass the Bill, we can then sit
down and reason together” I have not too
much confidence in what may transpire after
the Bill is passed. If we accept this settle-
ment, we shall have no right to ask for any-
thing further, because the Parliament of the
State will have accepted it as a fair agree-
ment, If the Federal Government made an
equitable offer of assistance, as recommended
by the Disabilities Commission, I would have
no objection to the Bill, tut the Bill without
such a declaration will impose an injustice
on this State. New South Wales comes under
the agreement with a liability, in round
figares, of £240,000,000 and has a sinking
fund of less than £1,000,000. That means
New South Wales’s net debt is £239,000,000,
and the Commonwealth will pay half of that.
Western Australia has a gross debt of
£70,000,000 and a sinking fund of
£4,600,000, but the Commonwealthk de-
docts the £9,000,000 and pays us half
of the £01,000,000, In the absence of
any evidence as to what the other States
have funded I suggest the commonwealth
might well set off the £6,000,000 deBecit
which we have funded against our £9,000,000
sinking fund,

Hon. G. W. NMiles: Why shouid they do
that? The other States have funded their
deficits.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: Wa have created
a £3,000,000 sinking fund on a 5s. basis,
and the only fair thing on the 23, 6d. basis
is for the Commonwealth to put wup
£1,500,000 to meet our minking fund quota.
Instead of that they are dedueting first the
£6,000,000, and then the other £3,000,000,
and then paying sinking fund on the lesser
amount. Do memhbers claim that that is fair?

Hon. A, Lovekin: Our Treasurer would
not get hold of the money in that way.

“Hon. J. J. HOLMES: I am not con-
sidering that; T am looking at it from the
standpoint of equity. I hope Mr. Glasheen
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will be found supporting the amendment be-
canse he said that the agreement would
break down of its own rottenness in ten or 15
years. If there is one thing that will assiat
to make the agreement durable, it is a dis-
tribution on an eyuitable basis. An analysis
of the figures discloses that of the £7,500,000,
New South Wales, Vietoria and Queensiand
will get £6,140,805, while South Australia
and Wastern Australia will get only £1,177,-
248. Can anyone cootend that that is a
reasonable distribution? I do not suggest
a distribution on an area basis because it
wonld not be considered at present. Still,
there is a lot to justify it becanse in countries
of long distances it is ever so much more
difficult to develop the territory and pro-
vide schools, education and other essential
services. On an arca basis, 46 per cent. of the
aren—South Ausiralia and Western Aus-
tralin—would get only 15 per cent, of the
cash, and the other States, representing 36
per cent. of the arer, would get 80 per eent. of
the eash. Can anyone read equity into the Bill
at all? However, I am not arguing on the
hasis of area., It is population that provides
Customs and Excise revenue, The people in
the State at a given time are the people pay-
ing that revenue, and as the State has to
provide the essential services I have men-
tioned, it will be robbed of its equitable pro-
portion of the £7,500,000 unless the distri-
bution is based on the population at the time
of payment as provided by my amendment.
T move—

That a new clause be inserted to stand
a9 Clauge 10 as follows:—(1) Thia
Act  shall expire and cease to be op-
erative on the thirtieth day of June, 1930.
unless the Governor shall, before that date,
huve declared by proclamation that the Parlia-
ments of the Commonwcalth and of the States
of New South Wales, Vietoria, Queensland,
Bouth Australia, and Tasmania have agreed to
the amendment of paragraph (b) of Clause 2
of Part ITI. of the said agreement by the addi-
tion of a proviso as follows:—

“Provided that on the 30th day of June,
1930, and on the 30th day of June of every
third year thereafter the said sum of £7,584.
01¢ ghall be distributed among the said States
on the basis of and in proportion to their re-
spective populations as then existing.??

(2,) After the issuc of such proclamation
this Act shall have effeet in respect of the
sa’d agreement as go amended.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: This amend-
ment will mean the rejection of the agree-
ment. That has already been admitted by
Mr. Holmes.

Fon. J. J. Holmes: I have never ad-
mitted anything of the kind.
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Hon. J. R, Brown: But you know it.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Not in the
exact words, but he stated he did not want
to reject the Bill. In form no doubt the Bill
will still exist, but the «affect of the amend-
ment would be that the agreement would go

to pieces.

Hon. J. J. Holmes* You told us last night
it was what the Dremiers’ conference
wanted.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The Pre-

mier will have to ask the other Premiers
to meet him in conference, and fo invite the
Prime Minister also to do so.

Hon. A. Lovekin: And why notf

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Will they
come to apn agreement?

Hon. A. Lovekin: We do not know until
they try.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If they fail
to come to an agreement, where are we? If
they do come to an agreement, the Prime
Minister must convinee the Federal Parlia-
ment that this iz an amendment which can
wisely be snecepted by that legislature.
Every one of the Premiers will have to eall
his Parlinment together, and submit the
nuertion for its deeision, When it is sob-
nutled to the Federal Parliament the finan-
eial position wil! largely govern the decision
of members. Twelve months ago the fin-
ances of the Commonwealth were in a splen-
did position. Up to the 30th June last T
understand the deficit was in the region of
£3,000,000. If {his question comes up tor
reconsideration in the Federal Parliament,
members will not debate it on the situation
that existed last vear, hut on the finaneial
situation this year. The result may be that,
if we go into the melting pot, we come ont
of it worse than before, Mr. Holmes re-
ferred to the great profit the New South
Wales Government made, He failed to es-
tablish his ense. 1 conld not follow him, but T
ean explain what the New South Wales Gov-
ernment lost through not ecoming into the
Pool. They approached the London market
for a loan of eight or ten millions, London
said, “Yon eannnt gzet a loan here unless von
put up a sinking fund for vour old dehts
te the extent of 58 per cent., and unless

" yon also establish a sinking fund to the

extent of 10s. per cent. on the new loan,”
Had they failed to meet the situation, thev
would not have been able to get the money
in Tondon. During the last 12 months thev
have not been in the pool, and have for-
feited all the henefits of the pool. Thev
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got the per capita payment not up lo June
30, 1928, but on the basis of the population
on the 30th June, 1927. Apart from that
the State has deprived itself of all {he sink-
ing fund contribntions from the Federal
Treasury on old loans, and the sinking fund
contributions on new loans. One who has
given the matter a lot of consideration, and
is qualified to judge, has informed me that
the loss to New South Wales will be more
than £5,000,000 as covered by tlte 53 awl
58 years respectively. The amendment
will eertainly lead to the rejection of tle
agreement and the reconsideration of the
whole position. In order 1o seecure that re-
congideration, we must obéain the eonsent of
all the States and of the Federal Parliament.

Hon. J. J, HOLMES: The argument of
the Chief Secrelury is rather in favour of
my amendment. He says New South Wales
has lost money. It got into diffieulties
through a financial jazz. Beeaunse of that
Western Australin, which bas kept its naoe
aweet and elean, is asked to assist in pulling
New South Wales out of its difficulty. Our
large sinking fund of £9,000,000 is taken
off our gross indebtedness, whereas New
South Wales, with only £1,000,700 sinking
fund, has that amount taken off its indebt-
edness. That State will receive £3,000,000
a year out of the £7,500,000 and will
continue to receive it for the next 58
years if this agreement goes through.
Opulent New Sonth Wales has got into difil-
cultics, and poor litile Western Australia
is asked to carry the baby as heretofore.
The Chief Secretary spoke of the difficulty
of inducing the Federal Parliament to agree
to this distribution. The thing is absurd in
the face of Mr. Brurc's statement, He said,
“We will find the £7,500,000 and you must
agree as to how it shall be ent up.” The
Chief Secretary fold us that we should have
some difficulty in inducing the Federal Par-
liament to agree to this propesal, and that
all wonld be thrown into the melting pot.
We are all people of the Commonwealth, Tf
anyone suggested that the Federal Govern-
ment should take upwnrds of £40,000,000
in Customs and Excise revenne from the
people of this State and retain possession
of it, there would be open rebellion. It is
well known that both New South Wales ani
Queensland have come to the end of their
finaneial jazz, and that Mr. Bruee had to
go to London to save Australia’s credit.
London was dictating terms to those States,
and the pesition was such that the eredit

419

of Australin would bave been ruined and the
rate of interest would have been put up.
He had to bring about this compulsory pool
to save the States. Mr. Bruce has been man
encugh to say, “I do not like the division.’”
I would rather go back to Mr. Bruee, who
is prepared to treat ns betier than the Pre-
miers’ conference did, for that conference
let us down. Now is the time for the Fed-
eral Government to declare to what extent
they are prepared to assist us before we
reach the last trench of our resources.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I am inelined to
think that the argumnent with regard to the
£600,000 is based on inaccurate reckoning.
I think Mr. Holmes remarked that New
South Wales would benufit to the extent of
£9,600,000 through not being compelled to
pay £600,000 inio the fund in the first 12
months  In other words, that State started
a year laler thau the other Siates This
money coulil be invested with interest at
5 per cent., and on the basis of compound
interest it would ultimately reach the sum
of £9,600,000. The New South Wales Gov-
ernment wounld he better off if they paid
the £600,000 in this year than if they de-
ferved it {o the 59th year. The quarterly
summary of the Commonwealth statisties up
to Mareb of this year contained a table
showing the average rate of interest paid
by the various States on their public debts.
The average rate of interest paid by New
South Wales was 5,014 per cent. By pay-
ing £600,000 into the fund, the New South
Wales Guvernment wonld redeem stocks
earrying lhe average rate of 5.014 per cent.
interest, and would show a saving in the
first year in the way of direct interest
Once the New South /Wales Government
paid in the money, instead of paying the
avernge rate of 5.014 per cent. on stocks
redeemed, they would pay only 414 per cent.
for the future. Then they would save an-
other £3,000 per annum on that. The year
of grace was given to the State of New
South Wales beeanse its finances were in
auch & position that it could not ecome into
the pool immediately. This explanation
shows the fallacy of Mr. Holmes's argu-
ment.

Hon. A. J. H SAW: I saw at once
last night when Mr. Tovekin was speak-
ing and this afternoon when Mr. Holmes
was gpeaking, that there was a fal-
lrecy underlying their contention. If
the New South Wales Government, in-
stead of paving the £600,000 into the
pool, invested it nand derived interest



420

from it, then both the money paid in and
the interest which that money wonld earn
would eventually go towards the redemption
of the debt. Consequently exactly the same
position arises as Mr. Lovekin recognised
when in his sceond reading speech he was
dealing with the question of the financial
relief of £203000 to Western Austratia
through no longer paying interest on the
sinking fund of £9,000,000, and interest
amounting to £132,000, a total of £426,000.
The hon. member claimed that that was only
a temporary rclief, and no permanent ad-
vantage to Weylern Australia. The posi-
tion is exactly similar to the position of
New South Wales when she postpones pay-
ing the £600,000 into the pool. Mr. Love-
kin =aid, “In other words, posterity pays
the piper while we call the tune” 1 inter-
jected, “We renlly postpene the evil day,”
and Mr. Lovekin said, “That is s0.” The
only gain to New South Wales is the ad-
vaniage, if it is an advantage, of not having
to pay money immediately when one is
financially embarrassed. To contend that
there is any gain of £10,000,000 is ridieul-
ous. To eclaim that money which someone
is to get at the end of 58 yemrs is worth the
same amount to-day, is to claim somcthing
hegide the question.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The Chief Seecre-
tary said that if we passed the amendment
Mr. Collicr would have to ask the other
Premiers to meet in conference and discuss
it. That would not be a very diffieult thing
to do, in the light of the telegrams which
I have laid on the Table. Four out of five
of these practically say that the matter
should be put wp hy owr Premier.  The
Chief Secretary further said that when this
agreement was ecntered into the Federal
finances were in a good position, showing o
surplus, whereas to-day they show a defieit.
But that is only like talking to child-
ren, because everybody knows how finances
can be jugpled; and it is necessary in this
case to juggle the finanees in order to help
the ngreement through. But what are the
faets? Teke the last Federal returns, and
see how much has been paid out of revenne
in redemption of loans. There is £1,000,000
paid in one ease, and £4,500,000 in another,
out of revenne. If those amounts were put
on the other side of the ledmer, there would
be no Federal deficit at all. Further, any-
one watching the Federal figures must see
the amounts that are poing to' trust ae-
counts. One can show a deficit if one likes,
or a surplus if one wants to, as we know in
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this State. That kind of argument cuts no
ice at ull.  We know there has been a
tremendous drought in the Eastern States,
and this has limited the purchasing power
of the people, which in turn has reacted npon
the Customs, and so there has been a short-
age of £2,000,000. But that is not permahent
of reewrring. Again, the Commonwealth
recently floated a loan of £26,000,000 on
the Australian market, The result was that
the underwriting banks were left with
£10,000,000 on tbeir hands and had to
curtail their advances, and a venction
on the Customs followed. However, those
things ure only temporary. Moreover,
the Commonwealth has unlimited powers
of direct taxation, and unlimited methods
of raising revenue by all sorts of means,
For anyone to tell us that because of a
shortnge of £2,0000060 in a rvevenue of
£75,000,000 we must swallow the Financial
Agreement in view of the rotten state of
the Federal finances, is like talking to child-
1en.

Hon. W. T. Glashean: How would a fall
in the price of wool or wheat affect the
Federal Government?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: 1t would decrease
the purchasing power of the people and
react on the Customs. hut we have not come
to that vet. Let us wait till we come to that
fence hefore we attempt to jump it. What
has happened is that there has not been a
decrease of price hut a shortage of supply.
We are talking abont an agreement for 58
years, hut are we to estimate a fall in the
prices of wool and wheat during the 58
years or for how many years? A shortage of
£2,000,000 in the Federal revenue is a baga-
telle. It has been suzgested that the other
States wonld give vs nothing, but if the other
States adopt the same Anstralian and Fed-
eral attitude as we adopt, they will do
justice; if the amendment is just, they will
aceept it. The point is, shall we try? We
as & Parliament have found a defect in the
Agreement, and we want to get that defeet
remedied, so that the agreement may really
become an agrecment, which it is not now,
as we are not in aceord. Turning now to
the question of the £10,000,000 to New Sounth
Wales, I always bow to Dr. Saw when it is
a malter of surgery or of giving me a dose
of physie.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Yon have never
given me a ehance to do either one or the
other.
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. Hon, A, LOVEKIN: I am doubtful,
however, whether Dr. Saw knows much
about finance, and in that matter 1 prefer
te follow my own views. Suppose New
South Wales has £600,000 to-day and need
not pay that £600,000 for 59 years, which
i3 the effeet of the agreement; then New
South Wales has that £600,000 for 59 years,

Hon. J. Nieholson: It is lying there, and
she can invest it.

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: Yes,

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: If she puts it into
the pool, does not she invest it to her own
interest

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: 8he invests this
£600,000, and she can obtain a higher rata
than { per cent., which would cover Mr.
Seddon’s point. But suppose she invests it
at 5 per cent compound interest, it is quite
correct, as claimed by Mr. Holmes, that in
every 1d years and two months the amount
would double itself. Suppose, on the other
hand, New Sonth Wales puts the money
into the pool; it comes to exactly the same
thing. Aund suppese that instead of putting
it to fixed deposit she invests it in the stock
which is in the pool; then it comes back
to the same thing. The people of New
South Wales appraciate that, too. During
the debates on the agreement in the New
South Wales Parliament the Assistant
Treasurer was asked. “What do you gain
during the first 10 or 15 years?” I forget
the amount stated in reply, but it was a
large sam.  Thereupon a member infer-
jected, “But what is your loss over the
whole period? to which came the reply,
£10,000,000.”

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: TIf the £600,000
were put into a pool, would it not be earn-
ing interest, and wonld it not be to their
advantage?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: It does not matter
whether it is invested in the pool or out-
side, it comes back just the same.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Where is the gain
of ten wmillions.

Hon. A. LOVERKIN: Well, we are pot
particular to n few thousand; we are talk-
ing in round figures. Thus it will be seen
that New South Wales will really lose noth-
inz under the agrcement.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Just now you said
she was gaining ten millions and immedi-
ately afterwards you say she will lose
nothing. -
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Hon. A. LOVEKIN: New South Wales
gains ten millions by postponing the pay-
ment of £600,000 during the 59 years, but in
the operation of the agreement that State
loses, according to Mr. Stevens, on the whole
69 years. Therefore, by the postpone-
ment of the payment of the £600,000, New
South Wales will balance its loss. There
ean be no ohjection to our making an effort
in the direction snggested. Mr, Holmes's
amendinent purposes to make that effort
and therefore I will support it.

New clause put and a division taken with
tbe following result:

Ayes 9
Noes 11
Majority against 2
AYED.
Hon, J. Ewing Hon. W, J. Mann
Hon. V. Hamersley Hon. G. W. Milss
Hon- H, H. Harris Hon. H. J. Yelland
Hoo. J. J. Holmes Hon, G. A. Kempton
Hon. A, Lovekin {Teller,)
NOES.
Hon. C. P. Baxter Hon. W. H, Kitson
Hon. J. R. Brown Hon. Sir W, Latblaln
Hon, J. M. Drew Hon. A. J. H. Baw
Hon, T, T. Franklin Hon. H. Beddon
Hon. G. Fraser Hoo. W. T, Glasheon
Hon, B. H. Gray (Tealler.)
Pams,
ATEN. Noas.
Hon. J. Wicholson Hon. Slr B, Wittencom
Hon. E. H, H. Hall Hon, C. B. willlams

Hon. A. Lovekin: Mr. Brown hzs voted
with the noes. I undersiand that he paired
with Mr. Hall. I do not know whether that
is so, but I draw attention o the faet.

The CHAIRMAN: As the President
stated from the Chair last evening, neither
the Houge nor the Committee takes notice of
pairs. It is an arrangement that is made out-
side.

New clause thus negatived.
Schedule, Title-—agreed to.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: T understand it is
correct that Mr. Brown did pair with an-
other hon. member in this Chamber, but he
wag apparently mareoned here and by the
rules of the Hounse was compelled to vote.
Such being the ense, the correct division on
the new clanse that has just been negatived
is not shown. Itis important that the correct
division should be shown, and when you, Mr..
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Chairman, put the question, “That the Bill
be reported,” 1 intend to divide the Commit-
tee again.

Hen. J. R. BROWN: It is correct that 1
paired with Mr. Hall; Mr, Williams was
within the precinets of the Chamber when
the division bells rang, but apparently was
ont of the hearing of the bells, and as it was
evident that he would not take part in the
division, I decided to alter the pair by sub-
stituting Mr. Williams' name for mine. I
could not see the force of losing two votes by
my pairing and by Mr, Williams' absence. I
have informed “Hansard” of the change in
the pair.

Hon. A. Lovekin: T shall not ask the
Committee to divide again.

Bill reported with amendments

Standiny Orders Suspension.

THE CHIET SECRETARY {Hon. J. M.
Drew—~Central) {5.43]: I move—

That so much of the Standine Orders be
stspended as is neecssary to enable the Pinan-
cinl Agreement Bill to be passed through its
remaining stages at this sitting,

Question put.

The PRESIDENT: There is an absolute
majority present and there being no dis-
sentient voice I declare the motion carried.

Report lS tage.
THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J M.
Drew——Central) [5.44]: I move—

That the report of the Committee be
adopted.

HON. A, LOVEKIN (Metropolitan)
[6.45]: I +think this is a convenient
stage at whichk to ask your ruling, Mr,
President, on the points I wish to bring
forward. I shall not take up much time in
stressing them, nor shall I take up any time,
whatever your ruling may be, because, ag Mr.
Baxter said, if members are not competent
to handle a Bill such as that before s, they
are much less competent to deal with the
lezal points bearing upon the whole yues-
tion. The legal aspect will have to be dis-
cussed elsewhere. I ask your ruling on the
question whether it is within the eompetence
of the House to pass the Bill. I submit the
question to you at this stape because we have
before us now, what amounts to the Bill in
its flnal staze as eompleted by this Cham-
ber. In asking for your ruling as to whether

[COUNCIL.]

it 15 competent for the House to pass the
Bill, I advance the four grounds npon which
I say it is incompetent for us to do so: (1)
that the Bill is inconsistent with the Com-
monweaith Constitution, (2) that it is op-
pused to the Constifntion of Western Aus-
tralia, (3) that it conflicts with the instrue-
tions to (Governors, and (4) that it precludes
the operations of Section 44 of the Interpre-
tation Aet, I have already furnished you,
Mr. President, and members with the argu-
ments that 1 raise on these points, in the
printed doeuments I have circulated. In the
firenmstanees, it is not necessary for me to
speak at length, and I will content myself
by merely stating the points.

The Chief Secretary: It is impossible for
me to reply to Mr. Lovekin’s points. He
has mercly stated the points, but the hon.
member has not explained them!

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: I shall do so if you
wish. I merely desire to save time as 1
wncluded the whole of my arguments in the
printed documents I have circulated.

The Chief Secretary: But probably that
document has not been circulated very ex-
tensively.

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: Very well, I will
deal with the points briefly. Seetion 109 of
the Commonwealth Constitution provides
that any Bill ineconsistent with that Con-
stitution is invalid, The Bill before wus
is inconsistent with the Commonwealth Con-
stitution, and that is borne out by the Bill
itself, seeing that in the preamble to the
schedule, which contains the Finaneial
Agreement itself, it says—

And wherens permancent effcet canoot be
given to the proposals contained in the said
sehieme umnless the Counstitution of the Com-
menwealth is altered so as to confer on the
Parliament of the Commonwealth power to

mzke laws for earrying out or giving permun-
en{ effect to suel proposals.

That is the declaration of the Bill itself,
The Commonwealth has no power to make
this law, because it is inconsistent with the
Commonwealth Constitution, and such a law,
if effect is to be given to it, must be eon-
sistent with that Constitotion. The next
point is that the Bill is opposed to the pro-
visions of the Constitution of this State.
The agreement contemplates handing over
to the Loan Council and to the National
Debt Commission eertain plenary powera
that the State possesses under its own Con-
stitution. T submit we cannot delegate those
powers to another anthority. I did not think
I would be called upon to discuss these
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points at length, or 1 would have been pre-
pared Lo quote cases in support of my state-
ament, In the memorandum I had printed
for the information of hon. members,
wilh regard to my econtention that the tem-
purary provisions of the Financial Agree-
ment were invalidl becuuse they involved the
delegation of power by the State Pgrlia-
ment, which was contrary to the maxim “dele-
gatus non potest delegare,’ Mr, Latham, the
Federal Attorney General, said that T could
rest assuved that no lawyer could have the
slightest doubt that the maxim had no appli-
eation whatever to the case. He contended
thut my point did not apply, and that no
lawyer would dream of snggesting any such
thing. I submit that Mr. Latham based his
assertion on the dicta contzined in sev-
eral judgments given by the Privy Council.
The leading case on the point is the Indian
case of Regina v, Burat. The caze will
be found in No. 3 Appeal Cases of the
English Law Reports. That was an instance
in which the Privy Council held that as
thore was no guestion of delegation of the
plenary power, there had been no dele-
gation at all. The Legislative Council of
India passed an Act limiting cer-
tain powers of the High Court of Tndia.
and declared in that Aet that these powers
tnight be exercised by provineial Governors
by proclamation. Ohjection was taken tv
the provincia! Governors exercising those
powers, and the question was raised before
the Privy Council that the Legislative (oun-
cil of Tndin, which was a plenary body,
could not delegate its powers. The Privy
Council held that there had been no
delegzation of powers because the Legis-
lative Counecil of India had itself already
exercised those powers, and that was the
distinetion. Had the Legislative Conneil of
India divested itself of those powers, it
could not constitutionally have taken the
action it did. As the Legislative Council
there had not divested itself of the powers
the objection taken could not be sustained.
In other words, its action was practically
on gll fours with the position that could he
created here if this Chamber passed an Act
delegating certain powers to municipal
councils, If this Chamber had already ex-
ercised those powers, sach a measure would
not be a delegation at all. There were
several other cases that eonld be quoted on
this point, such as Powell v. Apollo Candle
Company and Hodge v. The Queen They
followed the same line of reasoning that a
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body could not delegate its plenary powers
to other bodies without hwving first obtained
authority to delegate those powers. That
means to soy, lhe Constitution must be
amended,

Hon. J. Nicholson: Puf it more simply
and say that in o power of attorney, if you
wish to delegate, auihority must he given
by the deed.

Hon, A, LOVEKTN: The hon. member
has put in a nutshell, whereas I was some-
what laboured, because I had not come pre-
pared to argue ihe point, We are asked
in the Bil] to agree lo divest ourselves of
some of the powers vested in us by our
own Constitution, but we cannot divest our-
selves of them without amending the Con-
stitution first. We have been given the power
io amend the Constitution, but not hav-
ing done o0, we ecannot delegate to
any other body. Before we can pass
the Bili and delegate the powers sup-
gested to the Loan Couneil and to other
bodies, we must first amend our own Con-
stitution lo provide ourselveg with the power
which we have not done.

Hon. J. Nicholson:
interesting argnment.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The same argument
was applied in the Cooper case in Qneens-
land some time ago. In that State the law
provided that the salaries of judges should
not be altered during the period of their
office. The Taxation Commissioners stepped
in and taxed the sularies of the judges, Tha
Chief Justice, Sir Pope Cooper, disputed
their vight to tax him, on the ground thot
when he took office, the law was that his
salary could not be altered during bis term
of office and that the action of the Taxzation
Commissioners involved an alteration in his
salarv. There are a number of other cases
based upon the same contention, such as
Deakin v. The Commonwealth, and Liyne v.
The Commonwealth. Faeh one took the
Cooper ense as an authority. Finally, how.
ever, the Higk Court held thet the
salories of judges could not be altered
without the Constitution being first amended
in order to provide the necessary power.
At the same time, the Court held that
there had been no contravention of the
Queensland  Act in that particular in-
stanece because the Government bad paid
the Chief Justice his salary in full and there
had been no diminution of it. The fget that
an Aet was passed subsequently, and took
some of the Chiéf Justice’s salary away in

That raises quite an
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the shape of taxation, did not atlfeet the
question, as the salary had been paid in
full. In consequence, the Chief Justioe of
Queensland lost bis case. If hon. mem-
bers have read the extracts from judgents
that I ineluded in the pamphlets I ciren-
lated, they will find references to the de-
cision on this partienlar point. It
comes back to t1his, that we as a Parlia-
ment have had certain rights given to us
by the Imperial Parlinment, but we are not
a sovereign body, because we are limited to
our Constitutional rights.  Great Britain
is a sovereign body because no Act of its
Parliament can be declared invalid, where-
as it is possible for an Aet of either
the State or the Commonwealth Parliaments
to be deeclared invalid. It is possible to da-
clare an Act of the American Congress in-
valid, and thai has been done from time to
time, because that body ean act only within
the four cormers of the Constitution. Wea
have not the power to delegate onr
authority to another hody to pay in-
terest or borrow money unless we first clothe
ourselves with that power, and we only do
that by amending the Constitntion.

Hon, J. Nicholson: And, as you point ont,
that power is not within the Constitution.

The PRESIDENT: Before the hon. mem-
ber proceeds further, T should like to be
quite elear on one point. I have heard him
on the second point that the Bill is incon-
sistent with the Constitution of Wastern Aus-
tralia, just as it is contrary to the legal
maxim, “delegains non potest delegare,”
but the first point he raised was that the Bill
was inconsistent with Section 109 of the
Commonwealth Constitution, and I should
like to to hear what justification he has for
that contention.

Hon. A. Lovekin: The last paragraph on
page 4 of the Eill is my justifieation. It
reads—

And whereas permanent effect cannot be
given to the proposals contained in the said
geheme unless the Constitution of the Com-
monwenlth is altercd se as to confer on the
Parliament of the Commonwealth power to
wnke laws for carrying out or giving perman-
ort effeet to such proposals.

The Bill is thus inconsistent with the Federal
Constitution inasiwuch as it eannot be passed
by that Parliament unless the Federal Con-
gtitution be altered. If it is inconsistent
with the Federal Constitution, how much
more so is it inconsistent for us to pass such
Jegislation in face of Section 109% If it is

[COUNCIL.)

inconsistent with the Federal Constitution
e fortiori it is inconsistent with our Consti-
tution. Therefore it is not within the am-
bit of our powers to pass such s measure.

The PRESIDENT: [n the opinion of the
bon. member the proposal to take a refer-
endum to alter the Commndhwenlth Conatitu-
tion does not affect the point he has raised?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: Iamnot raising any
point about the referendum at all. The point
1 am making is that this agreement provides
for the control of finance by the Loan Coun-
eil. Under this Bill we are handing over
the debts of the State to the Commonwealth,
and this Parliament is limiting its own au-
thority by declaring that in future it will not
raise any further inoneys exeept with the
consent of the Loan Council.

Hon. J. Nicholson: That comes under the
second point.

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: Yes.

Hon. J. Nicholson: I think the President
was dealing with your first point,

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: If the Federal Par-
liament may not pass such a Bill as this
because it is incousistent with the Common-
weaith Constituticn, the State cannot pass
sueh a Bill becauze Section 109 declares thas
any such Act shall be invalid.

The PRESIDENT: Section 109 of the
Federal Constitntion declares that when a
law of a State i inconsistent with a law of
the Commonwealth, the latter shall prevail
and the former shall, to the extent of the
inconsistency, be invalid.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: That is the same
thing. This measure as it stands would pre-
vail because the Commonwealth has not such
a law that is valid. Therefore I submit that
it is a sound ohjection to the Bill. Now I
raise another point that the measure iz in
conflict with the instructions to the Gover-
nor inasmuch as the Governor may not as-
sent to any Bill of any certain elasses, No.
5 of which reads:—

Any Bill of an extraordinary naturc and im-
puitanee, whereby Our prerogative or the

rights and property of Our subjects not re-
giling in the State .. .., may be prejudiced.

I submit that this measure will prejudice the
rights of His Majesty’s subjects outside the
State, inasmuch a:s it will pass over to the
Commonwealth debts that are due and pay-
able, say, 10 or 20 years hence, and post-
pones payment for 58 years. If that is o,
the measure will affect the rights of sub-
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jects outside the State, seeinyg thai we have
agreed by our luoan prospectus to pay 1 per
cent. or 13% per cent. sinking fund on those
debts, and by this Bill we preseribe that
notwithstanding what we have agreed 'to
and notwithstanding the eondition under
which the lenders advanced the money, we
are now going to repudiate the 1 per cent.
or 1% per cent. and make it 10s. per cent.
It may make no difference to the bondholders;
it is snid thut the security of the Common-
wealth is better than that of the State. That
is not the point. The point is there is a con-
tractual obligation with the lender of the
money to pay 1 per cent. sinking fund. We
may consider that the security of the Com-
mon_l_wealth is better than that of the State,
but the lender may not, Therefore, the Gov-
ernor ought not e assent to sueh a Bill. If
the Governor cunnot assent to it, it is
& good reason why this House shounld
not pass the measure. It is all very
well for the Chief Secretery to say that no
one has objected. I can show him lots of
objections in the papers to this proposal.
There is a case I know of personally where
bonds are held. The prospectus shows that
we undertook to provide a sinking fund of
one per cent. .

Hon, J. Nichalson: Is it specified on the
bond?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I cannot say whether
it is on the bond, but there was a prospectus
on which the bonds were taken up, and it
was part of the contract and an inducement
to lenders to take up the honds. If the 1 per
cent, is converted into 10s. per cent. sink-
ing fund, it is repudiation, and I do not
think it is a course that we should adopt
without the consent of the bondholders, In
any case, however, I do not think the Gov-
ernor can consent to this measure. We, and
not someone else, must pay the 1 per cent.
sinking fund and must provide for the re-
demption of the loan within the period
agreed to on the bonds.

Hon, J. Nicholson: Yon mean to say that
that was a condition on which that bond-
holder subscribed ¢

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: Yes. It may be
argued by the Chief Secretary that the Com-
monwealth, under the provisions of this
agreement, will continue the 1 per cent.
sinking fund and pay the loan at maturity.
That, however, does not tonch the point. My
point is that an obligation has heen created
and it must be hononred to the end. The
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otlier is a small point. Section 44 of the
Interpretation Aet provides—
Any Act way be altered, amendea or re-

pealed in the session of Parliament in which it
wins passed.

We cannot do that, and therefore { usk
whether the Interpretation Aect is to be of
any value at.all. There are lots of things
to be done before we can legally pass this
Bili. I submit these points for your econ-
sideration, although not that I expeet to
get any satisfaction out of it here.

The PRESIDENT: T would like to ask
what the hon. member means by the remark
that he does not expect to get any satisfac-
tion here, To what is he referring?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I did not mean any
oftence to you, Mr. President. Tar from it.
What I meant wns that I anticipate yon
will rule—-

Homn, J. Nicholson: Why anticipate? Do
not anticipate anything,

The PRESITIENT: TKindly allow Mr.
Lovekin to proceed.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: Whether the measure
is valid in invalid is not a matter for us to
decide. 1t is a matter to be decided in the
courts.

Hon. J. Nicholson: You mean that you will
not get any satisfaction from the Common-
wealth?

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: If I challenge the
President’s ruling, I have the authority of
Mr. Baxter for saying that members here
do not understand anything about it, so
that T cannot expect to eonvince members
on the floor of the House that they are
wrong.

The PRESIDENT: I am rather surprised
to hear the hon. member proposing to chal-
lenge my ruling before he has heard me at
all on the question.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

The PRESIDENT: T hope Mr. Lovekin
will exense me if I nsk him to do me the
favonr of not traversing any ground he has
already covered. I heve written down his
points, and if nceessarv I will check them
to see that they are correct. I have fol-
lowed very ecavefully the arguments ad-
vanced by him. Any new points he has to
bring forward T shall be glad fo hear.

Hon. A, Lovekin: I gm prepared to leave
the matter where it is.
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THE OHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. M.
Drew—~Central) [7.32]: The first point
raised by Mr.” Lovekin is that the Bill
is ineonsistent with the Commeonwealth Con-
stitution, and he quoles Section 109 in sup-
port of the stand he takes. That see-
tion of the Commonwealth Constitution
reads— .

- When a law of a Stite is inconsistent with
a.law of the Commonwealth thoe latter shall

prevail, and the former shall to the extent of
the ineonsistency be invalid.

He relies on that section in his etforts to
prove that the Commonwealth Parliament
had no authority fo approve of this agree-
ment. After carefully studying the ques-
tion, I cannot conceive by any process of
reasoning, even the most distorted process
of reasoning, how auyone could discover
that this particular section, or any other
section of the Constitution, renders invalid
the action of the Commonwealth Parliament
in signifying their approval of this agree-
ment. I have submitted the points to the
Solicitor General. T knew that the hon.
member would raise the point that the
Commonwealth Parliament had no authority
to pass this Bill. T submitted the question
to the Bolicitor Gencral, who wrote as fol-
lows:—

Mr. Lovekin's second proposition is that the
Finaneial Agreement Act of the Common-
wealth is inconsistent with the Constitntion
Act, Section 105, as amended in 1910 after a
r¢ferendum, enables the Parliament of the
Cemmonwcealth to take over the State debta.
8o far as the ngreement goes beyond this, it
iy subjoct to the nmendment of the Constitu-
fion by the ]R;-oposed new Seetion 105a referred

to in Part of the agreement, which will be
referred to the Parliament and to the electors.

The seecond point raised by Mr. Lovekin was
that this was epposed to the Constitution
of Western Australia. The same point was
raised in one of Mr. Lovekin’s publieationa.
Touching that peint the Solicitor General
wrote—

Mr. Lovekin docs not refer to any provisions
of the State Constitntion Act in support of this
agaertion, nor does he suggest what amendment
of the Constitution Aect i3 necessary. There is
nathing so far as I am awarse in the Constitu-
tion Act of this or any other State to indicate
that the agrecement cannct be entered inta,

The third point is “Confliet with instrue-
tions given to the Governor.”

Hon. A. Lovekin: T am not pressing
the other points.

'The CHIEF SECRETARY: That point
cannot arise until after the Bill has passed

[COUNCIL.)

this House. When the time comes for the.
question to be determined as to whether it
shonld be assented to by the Governor or
by the King, I ean assure the House that
the Government intend to take the proper
constitutional course, The fourth point is,
“preclodes the operation of Section 44 of
the Interpretation Aet” This says, “Any
Act may be altercd, amended or repealed in
the session of Parlinment in which it is
passed.” I have been studying that for the
last half hour, and cannot see how it can
possibly affeet the question in any way.
Aunother point i3, “The delegation of powers
of borrowing to the Commonwenlth Govers-
ment” On thiz point the Solicitur General
S&YS—

Mr. Lovekin refers to the maxim ‘delegatus
nin potest delegare,’'*‘a delegate cannot dele-
gate.’’ The maxim ag stated in Wharton’s
Law Lexicon meuns ‘' that the person to whom
au officc or duty is delegated cannot lawfully
dévolve the duty upov another unless he is
expressly authorised to do se.’’ But under the
Finaneinl Agreement the Commonwealth in
raizing loans to advance money to the States,
or in raising loans for the States, will do so
under its inherent power to burrow on the
public eredit of the Commonweaith.

Section 51, Snbsection 4 of the Constitution
Act reads—

The Parliament shall, subject to this Con-
stitution have power to make lawa for and the
peace, order and good government of the Com-
monwenlth with respeet to (4) borrowing
money on the public eredit of the Cominon-
wealth,

Anpother point raised was with regard to
the delegation of powers to the Loan Coun-
cil. There is no delegation of power to the
Loan Council. That body represents the
different Gtovernments of the various States,
The delegates muet together for the purpose
of considering the raising of loans, just as
men with similar objects in view meet and
decide on the best eourse to follow in order
to achieve their end. The ILoan Couneil
possesses the same powers in regard to bor-
rowing and earrying on the work of admin-
istration as are possessed under the Crown.
T fail to see that there is any delegation of
authority. Tf there is, it is a delegation
from the Commonweslth to the States as
well as from the States to the Common-
wealth,

Hon. J. Nicholson: Is not the Loan
Council really n form of agents or brokerst

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is an
assemblage of Premiers and the Prime Min-
ister or Treasursr of the Commonwealth,
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Hon. J. Nicholson: Loans are arranged
through them.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In the mat-
ter of borrowing they are all on the same
level.

Hon. A, LOVEKIN:
put up this farther point.

The PRESIDENT: I had no desire fo
stop the hon. member when I made my
remarks earlier in the evening. I merely
made & suggestion to him fo indicate that T
had taken a note of his points.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: I am trying to
save time, and am merely putting up the
points. The point I put in regard to the
Federal Constitution is this: Under the
Federal Constitation as it now stands Sec-
tions 94 and 105 show that the surplus
revenues shall be returned to the States,
This agreement provides for a fixed
sum to be returned to the States, and
noft the surplus revenue. A fixed =um
cannot be substituted for surplus rev.
enue nunless we first get the provi-
sions of the Constitution altered. This
agreement i3 inconsistent with the Consti-
tution as it now stands. The Federal Par-
liament admits that it cannot legally so
legislate, according to the preamble of the
agrecment which I have read. I should like
to mention the case of Baxter v. Ah Way,
decided before the Chief Justies Sir Samuel
Griffith, Mr. Jugtice O’Connor, Mr. Justiece
Isaaes, and Mr. Justice Higgins, reported
in No. 8 Commonwealth Law Reports. This
says t—

The power of the Legislature must depend
on the terms of the Conatitution as it exists at
the given moment. It is not a sonnd argument
that teeanse a change might be deliberately
mado by Parliament in a Constituiion, there-
fore any ordinary Act whatever may be passed
in contravention of Constitutional provisions
sy they sland. The ease of Cooper v. the Com-
misgioner of Taxen is a clear authority agninst
such a contention,

The PRESIDENT: Does the hon. mem-
ber contend that a Bill cannot be passed in
anticipation of something taking place?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: That is the point.
That is what they lay down. In the case of
Cooper v. the Commissioner of Taxes the
matter was made clear. I will read from
that cage. The Chief Justice, Sir Samnuel
Griftiths, satd—

Tt the Legislature desires to pass a law in-

consistent with the existing Constitution, it
must first amend the Constitution.

I should like to
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The PRESIDENT: I tnke it that refers
to the Commonwealth Parliament?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: -No, it refers to
any Parliament, and in this cnse it is the
Parliament of Quneensland. Sir Edmund
Barton said— .

The legislation of a body ercated Dby, 5md
acsing under, a writien charter or Constito-
ticn, is valid only so far as it conforms to
the authority conferred by that instrument of
government. Therefore attempted legislation,
wmcrely at varianee with the charter or Congti-
tulion, cannot be held an effective law on the
groand that the anthority eonferred by that in-
strument includes a power to alter. or. repeal
any part of it, if the legislation questioned has
rol been preceded by s good excreise of such
power; that is, if the charter or Constitution
Ies not antecedently been so altered within the
suthority given by that document itself.
Fenee an implied repeal iz not within the
power to alter or rcpeal, and is not valid, be-
capse it is not an cxercise of logislative
pewer . . . . Legislation which couwld not be
undertaken at all without the antccedent auth-
orjty of the fundomental law, eannot overatep
the bounds set for it by that law, and yet
stand good. Before it can avail, the bounda
must have heen lawfully extended, That is a
condition precedent even if the makers of the
disputed law had power to make the extension
themselves. They eannot omit to make it and
at the same time proeeed as though it had
been made.

That is, they eannot proeeed with this Bill
as if they had alrendy made the mneecessary
amendment of the Constitution. Mr. Justie
YConnor spid—- .

The position penerally may be stated thus:
the Queensland Parliament may repa! or alter
any portion of its Constitution and when the
rcpeal or alteration has taken effeet, that
portion is as if it never had been; but so long
as it cxists, no Act conflicting with it ean be
pzesed. In other words, before an Act can
ha passed taking away any right given by the
Gengtitution, the Parliament must first repenl
the portion of the Constitution which givaes
th= right. .

And Mr. Justice Higgine said~-

The Legislature of Qucensland has no power
to pass a law forhidden by the Comstitution
as it stands, unless and until the Constitution
has been definitely so altered as to give the
Legislature power to pass such a Jaw.

My point is that under both the State and
Federal Constitutions as they now stand, it
i not competent to pass a law which is in
conflict with those Constitutions: the Com-
stitutions must be altered first. In reference
to the point which the Chief Sceretary has
inst raised, I will try again to make myself
clrar. One of the powers delegated by the
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Imperial Parliament to this State, under its
Constitution, was the power to borrow; and
this Parliament might, if it were not in con-
fliet with the Constitution, give conditional
powers to another body, We often do it in
the cage of municipalities. Yor instance, we
delegate to municipalities authority to bor-
row money. But in this particular ease it
may be said that we are also giving power to
. the Commonwealth to borrow money, and that
therefore it is on the same footing. But it is
not so, We are delegating to the Common-
weilth, say, power {o borrow money on our
behalf, but I suggest there is a disfinetion
batwean this Parliament delegating its nuth-
ority to a municipality to borrow and giving
its anthority to the Commonwealth te bor-
row, and for this reason; in the case of the
muuicipality we have not delegated our
power, because we still hold it, and at any
moment this same Parliament can repeal
‘the Municipal Corporations Aect and stop
munieipnl horrowing. Therefore we have not
parted with our powers, but have enly
created an ageney, as it were. Under thn
Financial Agreement, however, we part with
our powers absoiutely, and cannot retrieve
the position. We could not repeal the measure
it enacted and say, “No longer shall the
Commonwealth borrow.” That is the differ-
enco between delegation and the assignment
of powors generally. Under this Bill it is
a delegation, and T submit that we have no
authority to delegnte, and cannot assign un-
less we ean first vest ourselves with the neces-
sary powaer, which we ean do only by amend-
ing the Constitution, That makes clear the
two points, I think, T will not trouble about
the others.

The PRESIDENT: Mr., Lovekin kindly
gave me notice of his intention fo raise
various points regarding the validity of this
Bill. As a result, [ Telt T was in a position
to give my ruling straightaway. I thought
I would thug promote what I am ecertain
are the hon. member’s wishes as well as the
wishes of the Chamber generally, te pro-
goed with business without nnnecessary de-
lay. However, soma of the points on which
I prepared answers were not raised, and of
the four points introduced two were new.
Still, the new points cause me no embar-
rassment. Some of the points have, to my
mind been .satiefactorily dealt with in the
opinion of the Solicitor General which was
quoted by the Chief Secretary. The first
point raiged hy Mr. Lovekin is that the Bill
i8 inoonsistent with Section 193 of the Com-
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monwealth Constitution, That sestion

reads :—
When law of the States is inconsistont with
the law of the Commonwealth, the latter shall

prevail, and the former shall, 1o e extent of
the inconsistency, be invalid,

The Bill and the agreement itself show that
the ngreement is not operative until the
Commonwealth Constitution is amended. To
me it certainly seems that it would be
most extraordinary if a State Parliament
cannot pass a Bill in anticipation of the
alteration of the Commonwealth Constitu-
tion. There might be objection to a State
Parliament passing a Bill in anticipation of
the alteration of the Constitution of its
own State; but it is a different matter
to pass a Iaw in anticipation of the altera-
tion of the Constitution of another State,
an alteration of a Constitution other than
the Constitution of the Parliament that
passes the law, The second point raised
by Mr. Lovekin was that the State Parlia-
ment is not a sovereign Parliament, and
ihat it has been ecalled into existence by the
Imperial Parliament, which bestowed upon
it certain powers in connection with the
raisinz of loans, ete. TFor the last-men-
tioned point Mr. Lovekin relies on a well-
known legal maxim—*Delegatus non
potest delegare”—and consequently, as the
Imperial Parlinment bestowed these powers
on the State Parlinment, he contends that
the State Parliament cannot delegate such
authority to anyene. In my opinion the
hon. member’s interpretation of that legal
maxim is not eorrect, and the Bill does
not delegate any of its powers in the sense
in which delegation js meant in the maxim
on whieh he relies. Such an interpretation
would seriously lmii the operations of the
State Parliament, and considerably lessen
its powers. What is proposed is merely to
eo-operate with certain other parties as to
the raising, flotation, conversion and pay-
ment of loans, in the desire to promeote
mutual advantages. The third peint that
has been raised by Mr. Lovekin is that the
Bill confliets with the instructions issued
to the State Governor. He has quoted thosge
instructions, and one paragraph that he has
read, referring to the deseription of Bills
not to be assented to, is as follows:—

The Governor shall not, exeept in cases here-

under mentioned, nssent in Our name to any
B.0) of any of the following classes.
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One of the classes referred to by Mr. Love-
kin, and under which he states this Bill
cumes, is—

Any Bill of an extraerdinary naturc and im-

portance, whereby Our prerogative, or the
rights and property of Our subjects not re-
siing in the Stale, or the trade and shipping
of the United Kingdom and its Dependencics,
may be prejudiced.
Mr. Lovekin claims that this Bill prejudices
the rights and property of British subjects
not residing in the Siate. It is quite clear
that neither this House nor the Legislative
Asggembly believes that the rights and pro-
perty of British subjects not residing in
the State are prejudiced by this Bill. Ik
they believed that, I am ecertain they would
not pass it. Why, then, should I say they
are and declare the Bill nltra vires, thus
setting my personal opinion against that of
the majority of hon. members? The fourth
point which has been raised by the hon.
inember is that the Bill is contrary Lo
Secelion 44 of the Interpretation Act, whieh
section reads—

Any Act may be altered, amended, or re-
penled in the session of Parlinment in which
it was passed.

I have not heard that this Bill may not
be altered, amended, or repealed in the
session of Parliament in which it was
passed. I have heard representatives of the
Government say that they will not aceept
cerfain amendments; but it is eompelent for
Mr. Lovekin or any other member to gut
the Bill altered, amended, or repealed dur-
ing this session if he ean get the necessary
majority to support him. 1 rule that on
none of the points raised by My, Lovekin
is the Bill ultra vires, I venture to point
vut that if the Bill be passed, there will he
ample opportenity for uny State of the
Commonweslth, or lor any individual, ‘o
raise the question before a court of law. I
understand the lon. memhter wishes to ob-
ject to my ruling.

Hon. A. Lovekin: T think T will allow il
to stand at that, Sir, after your reasoning.
1 think that gives me all 1 want.

Question put and passed, report of the
Committee adopted.

Third Reading,

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. M.
Drew—Central) {7.58]: I move—

That the Bill be now read a third time.

[15]

429

HON. A. LOVEKIN (Metvopolitan})
[7.09]: Before this Bill finally passes the
Chamber, I think I am bound to say a few
words on it, because T have not had an op-
portunity of replying to some of the statu-
ments which have been advanced against the
contentions that 1 put up. I begin with the
last first, namely, the Chief Seeretary. 1
do not intend to detain the House long, but
1 feel that I ought to traverse what
the Chief Secrelary has said. He stated
that I always contend that those who
pay the piper must call the tune.
The Chief Secretary said that the
Eastern States are entitled to call the mne
hecause they contribute most of the Com-
monwealth taxation, and he gave certain
figures to prove his contention to demon-
strate how much more largely they contri-
buted towards direct taxation than West-
ern Australia, which contributed an al-
most infinitesimal sum. That statement is
altogether misleading, although it may be
true aceording to the official figures. Never.
theless, it is misleading to make such a state-
ment, for an utterance of thai deseription
is caleulated to do a serions wrong to this
State whenever we begin fo negotinte with
the ¥ederal Parliament. The facts are,
of course, that the taxation figures
of the Eastern States bulk large, main-
1y because the business houses here are
mere ageneies of the firms in Vietoria and
New South Wales. The profits of the agen-
cies in Western Australia are sent to the
hend offices in Melbourne or Sydney, and
the returns pass through the central office
of the Federal Taxation Department in
Melbourne. The profits made here go 1o
swell the figures for Victorin. The same
applies to any person who has property or
land in any two of the States. Taxation in
reapect of that property or land is not dealt
with locally in any particular State, but the
returns go to the central taxing anthority
in Melbourne, in consequence of which
the central taxation returns are inflated
and the local taxation returns diminished.
In suneh ecircumstances, the figures make
it appear that we in Western Aunstra-
lia are not paying our share. QFf course,
that is quite.contrary to the very valuable
evidence that Sir Williain Lathlain  gave,
and to which T referred last night. As lie
said during the course -of his evidence,
whens we hoarded the good ship “Com-
monwenlth” we all paid the -same fares.
Althongh the Chief Secretary tried
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to make a point hgainst me, I do not
think he realised the effeet of his stutement,
which may be quoted hereafter. There
is also another point that Sir William Lath-
lain will concede. The goods we in this
State have been consuming have largely been
imported into other Btates, and the profits
trom the sale of those goods have pone to
swell the refurus of business houses in the
Eastern States, Sir William Lathlain will
appreciate that that is so in connection with
the soflgoods houses. The big firms in Flin-
ders Lane or in Sydney have had their pro-
fits inereased ncecordingly, and such tells
against the local taxation. All this de-
monstrates that the figures guoted by the
Chaet Becretary were really fietitious. The
Chief Secretary also staled that I had some
motive that was unseen, to warrant my
opposition to the Bill.
The Chief Seerctary: No.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: 1 can assure the
Minister that there is nothing of the kind
animating me. My opposition to the Bill is
perfectly bona fide. I have spent a lot of
time upon this question, in an endeavour to
see whether therc was anything good that [
could support in the Financial Agreement.
I have put all my cards on the table, and
have cireulated printed documents among
members, and sent them to the Chief Sec-
retary as well. I did that so that all might be
in a position to check the contentiong I was
pulting forward, and be better able to answer
them, T did that so that we could secure
the best resmlt possible from the Financial
Agrecment. I hope it will not be thought
that my opposition to the Bill is out of
sheer wantoness, for I am opposing it purely
from what I think is the best interests of
the State.

Hon. J. Nicholson: I am sure every hon.
member realises that you have adopted such

‘a course with the best of intentions in view.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: During the course
of my seeand reading speech on the Bill 1
endeavoured to base my opposition on facts
and arguments. I am sorry to say that those
facts and arsuments have not been answered
in this Chamber. Members have put up
various reasons why they shonld support the
Rill. and T am very disappointed, because
no one apparenily took the trouble to at-
tempt to answer the case T put up. It is
no answer for Sir Edward Wittenoam to
sy that six Premiers and six Parliaments
hind passed the Bill, and therefore we shonld
do so too. Tt is useless for him to say that
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it it is good enough for them, it is good
enough tor us. 'That is not a sound argu-
went. If six of us went into a shop to buy
bats and the storekesper was able to meet
the requirements of five of us but not of the
sixth, would anyone say that the sixth should
take a hat becausz the other five were suited?
Such a contention would be of no value.
Then Mr. Stewart told us that he agreed
with all we had said against the Bill,
and 1 thought he intended to support us in
the attitude we had taken up. On the other
hand, he turned round and said because the
Legislative Assemnbly had passed the Bill by
a majority of ten, that so handicapped us
that he had to vote for the measure. Thut
type of argument does not appeal to me.

Honr, G, W. Miles: That was one of the
arguments Dr. Saw advanced,

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: And other members,
too.

Hon. A. J. H. Saw:
argument it is, too,

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: T cannot agree that
it is a sound argument. Mr. Baxter dis-
santed from us on the ground that we had
put up something destructive, but nothing
constructive. I do not know that we ever
bad an opportunity to put up anything con-
structive, The whole matter was cut and
dried before it came here. The Prime Min-
ister said, “If vou do not take this, what
do you revert to? You revert to nothing.”
During the Committee stage, when we at-
tempted to put np something constrnetive so
that we should assure the eontinuation of
the disabilities grant we have been reeeiv-
ing, that we should assnre the people of the
State the right of having a say on the
question, that we should assure a review
of the agreement in 15 years’ time, and
that we should proteet our rights to the
surplus revenue, bon. members voted against
the amendments. One hon. member stayed
away from the Flouse und arranged for =
pair against any amendment. He did not
know what amendments might be moved; it
did not matter to him what they were, for
he paired to oppose every amendment. T
eannot follow that sort of attitude.

Hon. G. W. Miles: What do you think
of Mr. Hamersley’s reasons for sapporting
the Bill¢ '

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: T do not wank to
traverse every member’s specch, beeause T
realiso that T have taken wp so much time
that I may pessibly bore the House. T do not

And a very sound
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wish fo make myself a nuisance to
anv pgreater extent than I have done.
Last session, hefors he had seen the
Bill at all, S8ir William Lathlain, told us he
was in favonr of the Bill, and began to refer
to its provisions. I interjected, “You cannot
have seen the Rill.” He replied that the
Prime Minister, Mr. Bruee, had told them
what the Bill contained, and that he was
satisfied aceordingly.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: I referred to
the point that it was the first time any
definife attempt bad been made to meet our
lisbilities.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: The hon, member re-
ferred to quite a number of things.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: Mr, Holmes
gaid the same'thing.

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: What the hon. mem-
ber did say was that at that time he had not
seen the ngreement. The hon. member pro-
ceeded to explain the Bill and said he was
satisfied with it, although he had not seen
the Bill at all.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: We had a
copy of the agreement here when the discus-
S0t Was 1 Progress.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: At that time I had
the oniy copy of the agreement availahle,
and that is why I brought it under the notice
of lon. members immediately, so that they
would not get a wrong idea of the position.
Sir William Lathlain will probably remen:-
ber that his speech was interrupted by the
tea adjournment, and when we returned, he
said that he did not infend to proceed any
turther until he had seen the agmeement.
That statement appears in “HMansard.”
Oun the other bhand, he told us he was
quite satisfied with what the Prime
Minister had said. 1t reminds me of the
gentleman who was immortalised by Gilbert.
That gentleman took up the same attitude as
Sir William Lathlain. Perhaps that hon.
member remembers Sir Joseph Porter in
“HALS. Pinafory,” who said—

I grew go rich that I was sent

By a pocket borough into Parliament;

T always voted at my party’s call,

And T never thought of thinking for my-
self at all.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: That would
sound more- effective if yon were to sing it.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN : Y do not think I
could strike the right key! However, those
lines indicate what I mean. We have had
mewbers giroting what Mr. Bruce said, and
what the Chief Secrefary saud.

EEH

Hon. 8ir William Lathlain: Many mem-
bers made reference to what Mr. Lovekin
had said.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: 1 dare say, but 1 do
not want them to repeat what I say; I want
them to think for themselves.

Hon, A. J. H. Saw: I heard several echoes
of Mr. Lovekin over here.

Hon. J. R. Brown: Not cuckoos?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: While Sir William
Lathfain may follow the Prime Minister—T
appland bim for doing so becaunse he has
displayed his loyaity to Mr. Bruce and is
obviously desirous of rendering him all the
help he possibly can—I cannot help remem-
bering the evidence that he gave on behalf
of Western Australis. When the War
Memorial is finished—1I think the hon. mem-
ber is to be highly ecommended for the great
stroggle and enthusiasm he has shown in
connection with that undertaking—we should
consider the advisability of erecting a monu-
ment in Sir William’s honour.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I would ask
the hon. member to connect his remarks with
the third reading of the Bill.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: Iintend to do so, be-
cause Sir William Lathlain has spoken with
two voices. He told us that when he appeared
before the Disabiliies Commission he
tendered evidence as o citizen and as &
representative of the Town and Country
Tariff League. It was then that he gave his
evidence about the good ship “Common-
wealth.” On the other hand, in this Cham-
ber he is in quite a different position. He
told us that he was speaking here as & mmem-
ber of the legislature and as a representative
of one of the provinces. He spoke with two
voices and as he is capable of doing that
npon such an important subject, he has faced
both ways, east and west.

Hon. G. W. Miles: And he is not the only
one,

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: We should erect to
his honour a munument similar to the one
at the temple of Janus i Rome  Sir
Willitam Lathlain quoted figures to show
that the other States were gelting less than
we were towards their indebtedness. Tha
figures quoted by him were not quite right.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: They were
ithe same as thosz quoted by the Chief See-
retary.

Hon. A, LOVEKIN: If members look at
the returns, they will find the figures are not
borne out by those submitted when the
original agreement was introduced. Accord-
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ing to the figures on which the original
agreement was based, New South Wales is
to get 1.35 per cent. of her indebtedness,
Victoria 1.64 per cent., Queensland 1.17 per
cent., South Australia 0.97 per cent., West-
ern  Australin ‘.87 per cent. and Tas-
mania 1.3 per cent. Those figures
show that Western Auslralia Jdoes not
fare as well us any of the other
States, and thz Prime Minister con-
firmed that faet the other day with later
figures by showing that Victoria was gerting
1.35 per cent. as against Western Aastralia
0.78. Whatever our views on the Bill may
be, we should try to present exaet figures
because we shall be quoted hercafter. When
Bir William Lathlain, for instance, goes to
another Disabilities Commission he wil! not
be able to make cut so strong a case as if he
had not committed bhimself to figures which
are not quite in accordance with those on the
official records. I shall not refer to Mr.
Franklin, beyond saying that I thought he
would have tried, on the first oecasion on
which he addressed the House, to master the
facts and the Bill, but he had not proceeded
far before it was guite manifest that he did
not appreciate the subject to any great ex-
tent. As he is a new member, I shall say
no more about him. Now I wish to deal
with some remarks by the Prime Minister.
He said we have to nceept this agreement or
we revert to nothing. He also stated, “The
surplus revenue you never had, and never
will have. TIf you ask for the continuation
of the disabilities grant in the form of the
amendment you desire to have incorporated
in the Bill, I shall refuse to diseuss
it. It is an attempt to blackmeil the
Commonwealth” As a former member.
Mr. Sanderson, used to say, there are two
classes of people, those who like to be
flogged and those who, regardless of
eircumstances, will bow to power. Par-
linment should by careful and should not
be amenable either to flogging or to syco-
phaney. What is the position in regard to
the Bill# We are pledeing posterity for 53
vears on a minimum return. Mr. Holmes
has tried to remedy that, and has failed fo
met suflicient support. We are perpetuating
to-day’s per caepita payments, much of
onr share of whkich has heretofore been
paid to the [Eastern States. The
Eastern States’ amounts have been very
largely increased through the persons
who reside there manufacturing and pro-
ducing goods that we pay for and
consume. JIf the time comes, as I hope it
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will in a few years, when we may be able
to bring those people here to make the
goods in this State for us, the other States
will still hold that per eapits amount, while
we, with the people here, will have to pro-
vide for their needs without having any
finaneial assistance to do s0. We are giv-
ing up our borrowing rights:

Ion. J. R. Brown: We have disecussed
all that. Why go over it again?

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: [ am aware of that.
We are giving up our borrowing rights,
whether for good or ill, to combine with
other States, one of which has been on a
financial jazz. Pessibly, it might be a good
thing to have a check. I do not know
whoether we in Western Australin bave ar-
rived at that stage or not. We have been
borrowing a geod deal of money and have
been speculating in an attempt to develop
the State. If we have lost a littls,
we eannot help it. We have tried our best
and it is no reason why we shonld be
limited in future when we want to borrow
money for development. We desired to
give the people a say on this Bill, Mr.
Baxter contends they are not competent to
decide any such question, although, as T
pointed out, they were competent to
decide to give him a seat in Par-
Hiament. We tried, in Committee, to
insert in the Bill a declaration, so
that it chovld not be said when our
children or grand-children come to grapple
with this subjeet thet by this Bill we re-
nounced all our rights to the surplus rev-
enne. This House refuced to agree to the
amendment, By so doing we have for all
time renounced our rights to the surplus re-
venne. which Sections 94 and 105 of the
Constitution say we are entitled fo
have. Whether the surplus revenue be
put mto trust aeccounts so that the
Statles cannot get it is another matter,
because the people might not stand that
sort of thing too long. Under the Con-
stitution we have always heen entitled
to it, and in my opinion we should always
be entitled to it. WWhen the 38 years have
expired, and all the existing debts have been
paid off, our children should be able to
revert to their right to the surplus revenue.
But we have bartered it away to-day by this
agreement under the propossd new Bec-

tion 105 (a). We shall pass this
Bill shortly, and T wish to poiot oat
before it goes through that we are
making straight for unification, Let

me give the House my reason for that state-
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ment. We know that the Country Party
members in this House and in another place,
with one or two independent exceptions,
have strongly supported this Bill. T do net
know what take: plnee at their party meet-
ings, but I do know that they have pre-
sented a good deal of solidarity in the two
Chamhers. They are foltowing the lead of
the Tederal Treasurer, Dr. Earle Page. I
wish to read an extract from a pamphlet
vy Dr. Earle Page, portion of which was
quoted by Mp, Gregory in the House of
Representatives on the 13ih March last. It
will be found in Federal “Hansard,” page
3780.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: When did he
make the statement in the pampllet?

Hon. A. LOVERTN: About 1922,

Hon. E. H. Tarris: Tt was 1923.

Hon, A. LOVEKIN: When My, Gregory
quoted the pamphlet, Dr. Earle Page was
in the Houze, hut lie did not repudiate a
word of it, and when he spoke on the Bill,
he did not challeuge what had been quoted.
I wish partieularly to give . Earle Page’s
views, because he is the TLeader of the
Country Party whieh has heen so solidly in
favour of this Biil.

Hon. E. TI. Warris:
has sinee seen the light.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: We must remember
that he is now a member of the Bruce-Page
Government.

Hon. 8ir William Lathlain: He was not
the leader when iic wrote the pamphlet.

Hon. @& W. Miles: That is why they
made lim the leader.

Hon. A. LOVEKIN: At any rate he 1s
second in eommand of the Government, and
these are hiz views, which he did not ehal-
lenge when they were put up in the Federal
House by Mr. Gregory—

It is said that he

We have seven Parlinments in the Common-
wenlth, one Federal body and six State bodies,
aird thiese latter, for the most part, with all
their pomp and paraphernalia, simply waste
{ime in cormers of their respective States.
Thevy mav be considered to Ao their best so far
as in them lies, but they are handicapped
politically and geographically and arve unable
tv earry on the work of the States. Owing to
the centralising of affairs in out-of-the-way
ecarnerg of the State, public money ia always
ravended in that eorner of the State where
ike seat of Government is constituted, Politie-
ttrs are not always to hlame for this. Owing
tr the vicious svstem of Government, they are
nflen necessarily ignorant, frequently misin-
formed, and always unconsciously binsed.

That is what Dr. Barle Page thinks of State
nembers.
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Hon. Sir William Lathlain: Is that what
he thinks of yon?

Hon G. W. Miles: Yes, and you, too.

Hon., A, LOVEKIN: We are all in the
zame boat, according to Thr. Earle Page.

Tue PRESINDENT: T wmst nsk members
net to interrupt.

Hon, A. LOVEKIN: Dr.

went on to sayv-——

Earle Page

Give the Commonwealth complete control of
immigration, federalise the Crown lands, sub-
anide the States into provinces whose outlines
are determined solely by the lines of com-
wunity of interest, big enough to attack
national schemes in a large way, but small
vusugh for every legislator to be thoroughly
ennversant with every portion of the area,
and proper development will natarally follow,

Mr. Gregory added-—

Dr. Earle Page demanded that the railways
and Crown lands of the States should be
handed over to the Commonwenlth Govern-
nient.  ¥et he repudiates the charge that he is
- unificationist.

If those are the views of the second in eom-
mand of the Federal Government, we know
where we are drfling when, on cvery divi-
sion in our two Houses, regardless of how
the question affects the State, he can com-
mand & solid majority on a Bill of this sort
which is making for unification as fast as
possible. I considerea it only right to make
these few remarks at this stage of the Bill
so0 that the people may know exactly the
position we are in {o-day.

Question yut and passed.

Bill read a third time and returned to the
Assembly with amendments.

Sitting suspendel from 8.30 to 9.40 p.m.

Assembly’s Message.

Megsage from the Assembly received and
read notifying that it had agreed to the
amendments made by the Couneil,

ADJOURNMENT—CLOSE OF SESSION.

"THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. M.
Drew—Central) [9.41]: T move—

That the House at jts rising adjourn until
Thursday next, the 19th July.

T wish, Mr. President, with your permission,
to .take thiz opportunity to say a few
words regarding the discussions which have
just been eoncluded. These discussions have
no doubt heen as edueational to every other
member as they have been to me. Never be-

-fore have T been forced to apply myself to
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the acquisition of knowledge concerning the
intricacies of State finance as I have been
in connection, with the Bill that hes just
been passed, We have had able speeches from
every standpoint, and in no Australian Par-
limyuent has the measure received such a
probing and such thoughtful consideration
as that to which it has heen subjected in
this Chamber. The points raised have ren-
dered it necessary for me to unfold to public
view almost the whole of the ramifications
of State finanee in Western Australia, 1
think all of us will benefit in consequence.
Nor need the opponents of the Bill, thongh
they failed in their objeet, as Mr. Holmes
has just indicated, feel that their labour has
been in vain.

Hon. 1. J. Holmes: It was a worthy ob-
Ject,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1 do not
think it has been, nor will' be, labour in vain.
The case put up by the opponents is a valu-
able contribution from the standpoint of
the disabilities which the State is suffering
and may continue to suffer, through entering
the Federation. Their audience has been a
widespread one. During.the last few weeks
the whole of the Commonwealth has been
listening intently to the proceedings of this
House. Never before has there been opened
up such a channel for the communication
of our grievances as has been provided by
the introduction of this Bill for the ratifica-
tion of the Financial Agreement. In many
ways outside the agreement, and in keeping
with the Federal Constitution, the present
Commonwealth Government and suceessive
Commonwealth Governments can render
material help in stimulating the great re-
gources of this State. By reason of the
speeches in this House those Governments
will be in a better position than ever to
tealize the diffienlties we have had to en-
counter, and probably will have fo encounter
in the future, through having entered the
Federation, at a time when we were scareely
equal to the finaneial strain involved, and
before we had commenced to estabhsh
secondary industries on a scale which would
enable ns to become more self-contained than
we are to-day. The discussion has been of
much value, and shonld have move than tem-
porary effect. That is an honest expression
of my feelings, and I believe that nothing
but good will acerue from the intelligent dis-
enssion of this measure in the Tegislative
Council of Western Australia.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 9.47 pam.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Aegislative Hssembly,
Thursday, 12th July, 1928.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—(3) RAILWAYS,
Employment of Labour.

My, LINDSAY asked the Minister for Rail-
ways: 1, Is it a fact that instruetions have
been issued to the officer in eharge of the
relaying of the Wyalkatchem-Merredin
railway that no men be employed loeally
unless they have been registered at the Lab-
our Burcau in Perth? 2, Is it a fact that
15 men who were engaged locally have been
put off to make room for men sent from
the Labour Bureau in Perth? 3, Ts he aware
that many of these local men are searching
for work in the country districts in pre-
ference to hanging about Perth and aceept-
ing charity? 4, Tf questions 1 and 2 are
correct, will he give instructions to alter
the method and allow loecal men, where
suitable, to be given emplovment?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS
veplied: 1, No. The policy of the
Government is for all workers to be
engaged through the various lahour
bureaux throughout the State, and a
proportion of men required are picked up
through labour bureanx in proximity to the
job. When, however, there is a vacancy on
any job and two or three men are available
loeally to fill vacancies, these wmay be
picked up on the job, if. they are sunitable.
This would not apply if, say, eight or ten
men were required; in such cireumstances
men would be engaged through the varions
Fureanx where men are registered for em-
plovment. 2, No, The 15 men referred to
were engaged for a specific job, on com-
pletion of which thev were paid off in the
nsual way, 3, Yes. 4, Answered by 1 and
2,



