1 Mar. 1934,

Lcgislative Essembly,

Twesidap, st May, 1951

PAuKE
Bill : »decession ... .. 205
Adiournment, IR speciul IO K

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 430

paw., amd read pravers

BILL—BECESSION.
Secowd  Reading.
Debate resumed from the 26th April.

HON. N. EEENAN (Nedlands) [4.33]:
[ join with other members who have spoken
in expressing my appreciation of the work
performed by the committee appoiuted to
prepare the Case for Seeession,
the future may bring in the matter of seces-
sion, their work will certainly stand as a
landmark for ever in the history of the State.
I do not think any words that can pussibly
he phrased wonld constitute praise too high
for that work. There is a eurious conreption
on the part of some that the issue whether
this State =hould =ecede from the Connnon-
wealth, or should remain an integral part of
the Couunonwealth, 15 still 2 matfer voncern-
ing which there is a difference of opinion
aniong~t the people of the State. It that is
=0, of what use was the referendum that was
taken in April of last year? Where i+ there
to be any end to the disenssion ! Coertainly,
=0 far as those who profess demoeratic prin-
ciples are concerned, there is no room  tor
further diseussion. The people were invited
fo express their will. They have expre:sid
it: vox populi, vox Dei. |t remains only te
vive effect to the expression of the will of
(he people. | often wonder what wonld have
bheen siid liad the vote gone the other way,

Mr. Withers: There would heen
nothing to ~ay.

Hon. N KEEXAN: It would then have
heen said, awd properly said, even by the
member  for Bunbury (3Mr. Withers) that
seees~ion was dead and buried.  To =ome
people the verdict miven by the citizers of
the State, when it is taken in the form of a
referendum, or any other form that s
adopted ta ascertain it, i~ in no zense hind-
ing unle== it agree~ with their own private
Judement or private view. It may be .caid
that elas~ of person is to he found in svery
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connnunity. Whilst the verdict of Lthe people,
as expressed in a [lorm that ascertain, it
readily, must he accepled, that dees nof mean
that any eriticism of the means advnted to
vive effert to that verdiet is illegitimate or
indefensible. Tt would he absurd to say so,
beeause that would mean that all the acticns
of Lhe committee, no matter what they were,
wrre above error, and that whatever means
were taken to present the Case ol the people
of Western Australia to the Tmperial anthori-
ties st be aecepled withont auy exanmina-
tion,  1f the eriticism of the memher for
fruildford-Midland (Hon.- W. 1). Johnson)
had proceeded on these lines, however
muel any of us might disagree with it, ne
one eonld chailenge his right to so eriticise.
But the position and the attitude of the hon.
member arve not difficult to understand. He
illeged, on the motion Tor leave to introduce
the Bill, that his one desire was that effect
shouldl be given to the expressed will of the
prople.  His ehief concern was owing fo
some doubt in hic mind that that result might
not be achieved owing to laulty procedure.
In the light of subsequent remarks on
the pact of the hon. member, however, and
in the light of our knowledge concerning
him, is it oot plain that nething would
please hir mare than to kill the Biil, whieh
i+ hefore the House for the purpose of xiving
cffect to the will of the people?

Hon. W, ). Johuson: That i< an unju-~tili-
able remark. 1t is wrong.

Hon. N. KEENAXN: Is it not taiv to say
that the hon. memnber i= willing to do hi<
little  bit, and is anxtous fo do lis lttle
bit——

Hon. W. . Jolinson: To ameud the Bill.

Hon, N, KEENAN: To kill the Bili?

Ton. W. ). Johnson: To improve the
Bill.

Hon, N. KEENAN: To wreck the Bill? |
find it diflicult to take serious notice of the
arguments  advanced by the hon. member,
hoth on constitutional zround= and on other
plansible grounds, which would warrant, if
aecepted, the rejection of the Rill. For what
these arguments are worth and these state-
ments ace worth, T propose to deal hriefly
with them. The hon, membher =ngrests that
proceeding by way of petition to both
Houses of the Emperial Parliament, as well
as by Address fo i= dMajesty the King,
amounts to blazing a new con=titutional path.
T notice in passing that the original sbjee-
tion taken by the hon. member, namely,
that the proreeding should be by way
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of vesolution to he passed Dby this
Chamber and another place, and not by
way of a Bill seems to have been dropped
into the background. Now the attack of the
hon. member is hased on the allegation that
the presentation of petitions to the House
of Commons and the House of Lords, and of
an Address to His Majesty, is blazing a new
constitutional path. Needless to suy the hon.
member can cite no asuthority for his state-
menf--—

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Neither can you.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Uniess we accept
as authority hi% suggestion. 1t is merely
a suggestion of some casual conver-
sation with some unoceupied and un-
known member of the University stafi. And
then we only have the hon. member's reeol-
lection of that casual conversation. The
hon. menmber deseends to making specific
statements which, if they had contained a
single grain of aceuracy, would undoubtedly
mean that we were courting disaster in pro-
ceeding by way of presentation of petitions
to the House of Loords and the House of
Commons. He says that a petition can only

be received and entertained by the un- -

animous vote of either or both of the Houses
of the Impevial Parliament.

Hon.!'W. D. Johnson: I never said any-
thing of the sort. That is ridiculous. I do
not descend to sueh arguments.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I have refreshed my
memory by looking up “Hansard,”” and I
find the hon. member’s statement is not eor-
rect, If he wishes to say it is absord, I
agree with him.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: 1t is too gbsurd for
me to say it.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I do not know that
I agree with that. The hon. member will
find there is a difference of opinion as to
our recollections.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: It is pure mis-
representation.

Hon, N. KEENAN: There is one thing
to be thankful for; the hon. member did not
saddle the wnknown :professor with the re-
sponsibility for that statement. His next
objection was that to proceed by way of
petition to hoth Houses of the Imperial
Parliament, as well as hy Address to His
Majesty the King, was an insult to the Im-
perial Government and Imperial Ministers.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Hear, hear!

Hon. N. KEENAN: Is that becanse we
are going direct fo the only source from
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wlich we can obtain redress? Il seems ex-
traordinary to discover what the reason is.
If the presentation of a petition to eifher

House or both Houses of the Tmperial Par-

liament, asking for some legislative action
to cure some grievance which is set out in
the petition, is an insulté to His Majesty’s
Minister’s in the British Parlisment, then
they are suffering an insult cvery week of
every session that Parliament sits.

Hon, W, D, Johnson: They are not. You
cannot quote one authority to support that
statement, or to show that it has happened
there with regard to any of the Dominions.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Apparently the hon.
member draws:lhis distinetion. It is not an
insult—perhaps it is a compliment—if it is
done by the people at Home, but it is an
insult if it is done by Western Australia.
It would seem that we have nob the same
rights and privileges as the people at Home.
We are a common lot, who can only do
things in a common lot way, and not as
British subjects who live at Home.

Hon, W. D. Johnson: Does the British
subject living at Home address His Majesty,
or does he petition the Houses of Parlia-
nent ?

Hon, N. KEENAN: He ean petition Par-
liament or address His Majesty.

Hon. W. D. Jolnson: Ie cannot.
petitions the House.

Hon, N, KEENAN: No one is preparel
to accept the hon. member as a guiding
light, exeept himself,

Hon. W. 1. Johnson: I am sorry we can-
not accept you.

Hon. N. EEENAN: T do not ask the
hon. member to accept anyone. He accepts
no one but himself. TUnfortunately he finds
himself in the position of having to arguo
that a British subject living at Home can
present an address to His Majesty, or a
petition to either House of the Imperial
Parliament, without insulting His Majesty's
Ministers, whereas a subjeet of His Majesty
living in Western Australia insults His
Majesty’s Ministers if he does the same
thing.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is a high-
sounding statement.

Hon, N. KEENAN: The hon. member
makes a sound like beating an empty kettle.
I do not propose to engage in these inter-
changes, in which the hon. member delights.
They are surely useless, since he has had
every opportunity of expressing himself and

He
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fully availed himself of that epportunity to
the greafest length. I propose, thevefore, to
ask that | shall have some time alloited to
me to reply to him, Tle next alleges, us a rea-
son against proceeding by way of petition
to hoth Houses of the Tmperial Parliament,
that it would invite a contrary petition. He
wholly  ignores, or wholly forgets, that
exactly the same eould be said with equal
justice, and T may add with equal absurdily,
if we proceeded, not by way of petition to
the Houses, but by way only of address to
His Majesly the King. Surely, iff proceed-
ing by way of petition to the Houses in-
vites that contrary pelition, o, too, proceed-
ing by way of address to Hix Majesiy would
invite a contrary address, Therefore [ do
not think it neeessary in any way to attempt
to cxpress my own opinion, or the opinien
of this House, on that ridiculous eontention.
Then he proceeds to act onee more as a pro-
phet, and reminds us, in the snme way oz O1d
Moore's almanack always reminds us, that
he lrag been a suecessEul prophet in the past,
though 1T afraoid that if we investi-
gated the particulsr instance which the hon.
member cited, it might be difficnlt to follow
his contention. However, once more don-
ning the mantle of Elijah, the hon. member
says that no one representing the people of
Western Aunstralia will be heard either at
the Bar of the Commons or at the Bar of
the Lords to plead the eause of Western
Australin, T quite admit that with the ex-
ception of the corporations of London and
of Dublin, both of which enjoy a prescrip-
tive right to appear at the Bar of either
House of the Tmperial Parliament to pre-
sent petitions, leave has to be granted to
allow any person to appear at the Bar; but T
(o not think it too mueh te hope for that what
those two corporations enjoy as o mafter of
right, would be granted {o a representative
of n large section of one of His Majesty’s
Dominions hevond the seas, Even if the re.
rjuest were denied, the refusal would not have
any material effect whatever on the proce-
dure which is proposed to be followed in this
Bill. T have now dealt with all those points
raised by the hon. member which by any
stretch of imagination could be described as
constitutional or quasi-constitutional.  Hav-
ing exhausted himselt’ on the constitutional
aspect, the hon. member then addressed hini-
self to the form of the Bill before the House.
He objects to it becanse, he says, it eontains
a wealth of legal verbiage. I am not pre-
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pared for one moment lo agree with that
deseription of the Bill; but supposing it
does contain a wealth of legal verbiage, if
what that legal verbiage says is correct and
true, what is the objection to it? The hon.
member does not say that there is anything
in the legal verbiage which is incorreet or
untrue., He merely says that he objects to
it. He also objects to the preamble reeciting
the various happenings which explain the
reasons for bringing down the Bill.  But
that is just what a preamble is {or—Llbat
and nothing else. The preamble is intended
to explain {o those who read the statute
afterwards the reasons why the statufe was
brought in. Yet the hon. member objects
to those reasons heing stated in this pre-
amble. He particularty ohjecis to the in-
clusion of the naines of the memhers of the
committee, who, he it remembered, were
appointed by authority of this House, dele-
gated to its awn joini committee, for the
express purpose of preparing this Case for
Secession. It seems to me that the objee-
tion is invidicus in the extreme, Tt unfor-
tunately savours of a jealousy of the lime-
light that T did not think the hon. member
in any sense harboured, which T should have
ventured, but for this experience, to say was
entirely foreign to his nature.  The hon.
member then addressed himself to what is
properly called the Case, and in doing so
he ventured the opinion that it should alse
contain the case for those who voted in the
minority when a referendum was taken in
April of last year. Now, what is it that the
Case purports to be? That is stated plainly
on the cover—the case in support of the de-
sire, of the mujority of course, to withdeaw
from the Commonwealth of Australia. It
simply and only purports to be a statement
of the grounds and reasons behind the
majority vote, and of course grounds and
reasons in support of the prayer which is
attached to the Case. It could be nothing
else withont stultifying itself. 1l the sug-
gestion were made that it should he any-
thing else, that suggestion would be only
comprehensible with a desire to wreck the
Case.  Lastly, the lon. member suggests
that all the traditions—not just one of them,
but all the traditions-—of the Labour Move-
ment are outraged by the present procedure
that is before Parliament in the form of the
Bill.  Apparently those traditions would
not be outraged in any sense whatever if
we proceeded by way of an address only io
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His Majesty the Wing, instead of proceed-
ing by way of a Bill. T venture to ask has
unyone cver heard, inside this Chamber or
anywhere outside this Chamber, a more
ridiculous, more childlike suggestion.

The Premier: Never.

Hen, N, KEENAN: It iz an affront Lo
all the tenditions of the Labour Party to
proceed by way of a Bill; it would not be
wuything, perlups it would be cven a bless-
ing, something that might he prayed for,
if it took the form of an address only fo
His Majesiy. I all that 1 have dealt with
—and | lawe attemptel, from the notes |
took, to denl with all that T eould gather
of what the hon. member said—if that is
all that he ean conjure up, what possibiy
oan be the object that he is attempting to
attain?  OFf eourse all this flimsy argu-
ment and all these nebulous suggustions are
but a mere camouflage to disguise the hon.
member’s real object, which is to defeat the
Bill before the House.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is unbue.

Hon. N. KEENAN: To defeat by that
means the will of the people.

Houn. W. D. Jolmson: Unirue.

Mr. Sleeman: The “Sunday Times” said
it, anyway.

Hon. N. KEENAN: No one but the hon.
member, with the assistance of his licu-
tenant——

How . D. Johnson: 1 am not attempt-
ing anything of the sort.

Hon, N. KEENAN: When one gels @
¢hild in a position that is hopelessly wrong,
the child savs, “No, I am not.” That is ils
last line of defenee. One would expeet lo
hear that kind of thing in_an asylum for the
insane, but not in a House of debate, and
not in any place where commonsense pro-
posals zre debated, So 1 i putting here
the only inference that cn he drawn from
the acts and words of the hon. member.
The only inference, I say, is that he wanls
to defeat the Bill, and by defeating the
Bill to defeat the will of the people. The
Secession issue is not to-day, and never has
heen at any of its stages, a party question
That has been amply demonstrated by the
voting of the electors on the referendum.
But although it is not, and 1 bape nevsr
will be, a party question—eertainly it never
will be so far as any possible interferenrve
on my part ean prevent it—nevertheless it
would nal he whelly impossible to make it
a personal question, and for some account
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to be asked of a wember by Iis coustituents
when he has deliberately flouted their ex-
pressed opinion on a matter of such im-
portance as this.  And now I turn to eon-
stderation  of  the Unse altogether apart
froin  the ohservations  of the member
For  Goildtord-MGdland,  No o eriticism  of
parts  of  the Case. tanken  from  lhere
and  there, con%l  possibly he  fair ex-
cept on the ground thal those excerpted
parts stated facts which were wrong. One
can, of eourse, challenge uny statement of
fact bearing upon any part of the Case if
one is prepared to maintain that the state-
ment of fact is wrong. But to eriticise such
an exiraet not on the ground of its being an
crroneous statement of Iael, but on the
greund that it conveys an erroneous argu-
ment, is absolutelv and entively unfair.  An
argument ean be geasped i understood
only by contemplating the whole, and not
any one part torn from the context. Tt is,
of course, open to say that the argument
as a whole is erroneous; but thab is only
another way of saving that the verdiet of.
the electors on the referendum was illogi-
cal, which in its turn is only another way
of dodging the result of the referendum.
However, accepting the argument—that is.
treating the Case as a whole—it may well
he that some fact of grave importanee has
not heen so fully dealt with in the Case
as one eould wish., T wmyself regret.
for inslance, that the ineideuts which
led up fo Western Australia, then a
Colony, joining the PFederntion are not
more fully dealt with in the Case. There
are few, if indeed there be any, who are
reaily fully apprised of those incidents. As
the vesult of a final conference which was .
held hetween rvepresentatives of all  the
Colonies, as they then weve, of Australia.
a Bill was deafted for the purpose of hring-
ing into existence the intended Common-
wealth.  On w» referendum being taken in
New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland.
South Australia and Tasmanin, the clectors
of those Colonies, by a majority, agreed to
join the proposed Yedevation; hut at that
time Sir JJohn Forrest, as he then was. and
Mr. Hackett, as he then was, and (he “Wesl
Australian™ newspaper, which then a= now
exerted a very large influence on the public
mind, were all bitterly opposed to thix
Colony joining the Federation. [t is un-
necessary (o attempt to give their reasons,
Perhaps it is sufficient to say that the fears
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which they entertained, and which we then
thought wholly illusory, have unfortunately,
in the process of time, proved themselves to
he deadly real. An then, suddenly, al} those
persons made a complete volte face, They
turned completely round. Not only did they
cense to oppose the colony joining the
Federation but, by every means in their
power, they endeavoured to induce the peo-
ple to vote in favour of Federation. If they
had not done so, there is no question at all
that the referendum then taken wonld have
resulted in a vote agninst the colony enter-
ing into Federation, hecause the population
of the coastal areas was almost entirely
under the influence of men like Sir John
Forrest and other prominent leaders, who
had heen apposed to ¥ederation,

Mr. Wise: Thev saw the light.

Hon, N, KEENAN: We will see later on
how it was they saw the light.

Mr. Toukin: You saw the light, too, at
that time.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Their change over
from opponents of Federation to open pro-
pagandists in favour of Federation was un-
doubtedly the reason why this colony, as it
then was, joined in the Federation. What
wns the reason for their change, und for
the extraordinary advoeacy they were
partins to. At the time when the question
whether Western Austratia should join the
Federation or remain outside was under dis-
enssion, a movement was organised on the
Eastern Goldfields for the purposc of com-
pelling the colony to join the Federation.
It was not, ns has often heen erroncously
misunderstood, the object of the movement
that the question be submitted to the people
of Western Aunsiralia and the decision, what-
ever it wight be, whether for or against
Iederation, should be aceepted. That was
not the (rend of the wovement at all, The
objeet of the movement was a demand that
this colony should enter the Federation. Tt
had as its motto: “Separation or Federa-
tion.” This demand by the people of the
Eastern Goldfields took the form of a peti-
tion to Her Majesty the Queen asking that,
under certain powers that were reserved to
her under the Constitution granted fo this
colony, she should detach the area of the gold-
fields from the aren of the coast and allow
the people living in the goldfields area an
opportunity to join the Federation, It was
not oeperaliy  known that Her Majesty
possessed that power hy virtue of the Tm-
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perial Aet, which confirmed our loeal Act
and granted us autonomous government. In
Section 6 of the Imperial Aet it was pro-
vided— '

Tt shall be lawful for Her Majesty, if at any
time or times Her Majesty sa thinks fit, by
Order in Council, to divide the colony of West-
etn Australia by separating therefrom any
portion thereof, and either to ercet that por-
tion, or amy part thereof, into a separate
colony or colonies under such form of govern-
ment and legislature as Her Jajesty may
think fit to establish tbereim .. ...

3o the power existed by which the Crown
coull cut off that part of the eolony that con-
stituted the Bastern Goldfields, therehy en-
abling the people there to become a separate
colony and as such to enter the Federsiion.
My, Joseph Chamberiain was at that time
Seeretarv of State for the Colonies, and he
was, a5 no doubt all members knew, a very
ardent apostle of Empire Federation, and
therefore he was an ardent advecate of the
federation of the colonies of Australia, as a
step in that dirvection. Sir Winthrop Hackett,
as he subsequently beeame, in yewrs after
Federation  had  come tto bemrg, often
assured me that the resson for the change of
front on the part of hinaself, Sir John For-
rest and other leaders of pulitical thought in
Western Australia at the time, who had been
bitterly opposed to the colony entering the
Federation, wag that a plain intimation had
been received from the Colonial Office that
unless the people of Western Australia as a
whole were prepared to enter the Federation,
then HMer Majesty would exercvise the power
reserved to her under the Constitution and
would sever that part of Western Australia
that was known as the Eastern Goldfields and
constitute that aren a separate colony o
allow it to join the Federation. What was
the position of Sir John Forrest, of Mr.
Hackett, us he then was, aud all the others
who were opposed to Federation, including
those who were Ministers of the Crowm of
this colony? 1n what pesition did they stand
as the result of that threat? The people of
this colony, then a mere handful, had ven-
tured their all in developing the goldfields.
They had huilt railways from the coast to the
goldfields; they had then almost finished the
aceomplishment of the wenderful scheme of
taking water from Mundaring to the gold-
fields. They bhad gambled their all, and all
they could command in the venture of de-
veloping the goldfields, and they had won.
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The suecessful development of the HEastern
Goldfields provided a wonderful market for
the products of the agrieultural areas of the
coast. They had gained a new, and before
that a wholly non-existent, market for
the produce of the ecoastal and agri-
calturel areas, and, of course, the rev-
enue derived, directly and indirectly,
from the suecess of the gold mining industry
went far in assisting the national revenue.
And so, Mr. Spenker, they dare not lose that
market or that revenue, Whatever price had
to be paid, they dare not lose cither. Natur-
ally, the Government of the day of what
would have been Jefi of Western Australia
it the zoldfields had leen separated, would
no doubt have received hack the expenditure
that had been incurred in respect of the gold-
fields, but what would that have meant? 1t
would have meant no more than returning
to the backer of a horse that had won, the
stake he had put up—that and no more. 3o
it was elear to all those I have menlioned
that the geographical severance that was
threatened Western Australia, if it actoally
took place, would bring elear and absolute
yuin to the people of that part of the colony
that would have remained. For that reason,
the lenders of political thought I bave re-
ferred to were obliged to do all in their
power to foree the people in the roastal arens
to vote in favour of Federation. Tt was the
only means by which they eould save the for-
tunes of the Siate, and they used every
possible power and influence they eould com-
mand, to obtain an affirmative vote in the
coastal aveas in Favour of Federation. The
great and grave importance of this historieal
incident lies in the fact that a bargain one is
forced intg, or a contract to which onhe is
{orced to beecome a party, not willingly and
not of free will but under compulsion, is a
contract from which, under the laws of all
nations and at all times, relief is granted
most readily. Tt is a principle in our couris
of equity to grant velief where compulsion
¢an he established in the case of a contract
that otherwise wounld be binding on the
parties. Tor that reason, T persona.l]y
regret that the cirenmstances surrounding
our entrance inta Federation were not dealt
with at greater length in the Case. Beyond
any question, we were forced to enter the
Federation. There was no free will in the
matter at all. In those circumstances, the
contract, in no moral sense, nor in view of
these facts, in any legal sense, should he re-
garded as hinding on the parties. If T may
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do so, Mr. Speaker, I should like, with the
indulgence of the House, to make clear the
canse of the action of the people on the gold-
fields in foreing the colony to join the Fed-
eration at that time. I was one of the actors
in that movement and muck as I regret the
fact in the light of after-experience and
after-knowledge, I think it is only right to
say that not one of those who took part in
the movement acted cxeept from the most
proper and worthy motives, Of course, their
main spring of action lay in the fact that
90 per cent. of us were neweomers to Wost-
ern Australia, and in many instaneces thosc
neweomers had relations and friends still liv-
ing in the Rastern States. So it was only
natural, and what one would expeet, that
they should desire to join with their rela-
tions and friends in establishing this new
proposed Commonwealth.  But there were
other and very powerful causes that contri-
buted to the action that the goldfields people
tool.

The Minister for Railways: That applied
to many who east affirmutive votes on the
coast. They, too, had their relatives and
friends in the Eastern States.

Hon. N. KEENAN: But the proportion
on the coast was nothing like thut on the
goldfields, where 90 per cent. of them were
newcomers and bad their relatives and
friends in the Kast. I am not desaling with
that phase now bub propose to meundion an
eutirely diffevent but very powerful cause
that induced the people of the goldfields to
adopt the view they did. In many ways we
were led to believe, and we were confirmed
in the belief, that the people of the coastal
areas, who had then largely the control of
government, were ready on every oceasion
to exploit ns and to use ns for their own
henefit, Tt is unnecessary that [ should
attempt to recall all the incidents that led
to that helief, and which confirmed us in that
helief, but I may refer to the greatest
example of all. T allude to the great water
supply scheme that I mentioned earlier. Un-
doubtedly that was a great national under-
taking, just as truly naiional, and even far
more s0, as the eonstruetion of any raihway.
Members are aware that the actual cost of
the construction of a railway has always
been debited against the national purse. But
the people of the goldfields were told, when
the water scheme was on the eve of comple-
tion, that they would be cailed upon to bear
not merely the full inferest charged on the
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money required to carry out the work, but
full maintenance, full repairs and all work-
ing expenses, while, in addition, they would
be required to repay the capital cost within
a comparatively brief period.

The Premier: Within 30 years.

Hon. N. KEENAN: It was a brief period.

Mr. Lambert: But they did not do any-
thing of the sort. Of the money paid in re-
demption of the amount, 50 per cent. was
taken from Cousclidated Revenue.

Hon. N. KEENAN: The prices fixed were
based on the return of sufficient money to
pay the full sinking fund charges——

Mr. Lambert: That is quite right.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I am not dealing with
what happeued in years after, but with what
the people of the goldfields then knew they
were to be called upon to shoulder. I am
speaking with a goml deal of inside know-
ledge when [ say that undoubtedly that
{actor had tremendous weight in convincing
us that we were two peoples—the people of
the goldfields and the people of the coast.
There was every desire to take every chance
we could lay hands on to break away from
those who, we thought, only wished to ex-
pleit us. But in addition to that, in addi-
tion to the irritation which was caused, not
only hy the incident to which I have re-
ferred, but by countless others with which
I do not wish to weary the Chamber in
recalling, the people of the goldfields were
so hostile, so justifiably hostile to the people
ol the coast that their supreme desire was
to do something. anything to get away from
the people of the coast. Moreover, we were
all of us idealists in the matter of Federa-
tion. We all believed that Federation wounld
bring untold blessings to Australia, includ-
ing Western Australia; and like all idealists,
we torgot that the power one creates to do
good and anly good can be misused by man
and made an instrument for the doing of
injustice, So it wax that the people of the
poldfields Corced the colony of Western
Australia to enter Federation, Tt has some-
times been brought up agaipst me person-
ally that not only did I take a considerable
part in bringing about this State’s entry
into Federation, but that some five ov
six vears after that entry into the
Commeonwealth [  defended Federation.
Rath those charges are absolutely true,
and T wveuture to  say  that il we
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could turn back the hands of time and re-
produce the cireumstances which existed in
those days, and if I was called upon again
to aet, 1 should aet precisely as I did then.
1 have already explained to the Chamber the
readsons in chief for the action of the people
of the goldﬁe]ds, including myself, at the
time we entered Federation. Five vears
after Federation was estahlished, when I
again supported the maintenance of Feder-
ation, | did so for reasons which | then
explained. In eommon with all thioking
men I held that the bencfits of Federation
could not possibly be judged in the short
span of five wvears. It was ahsurd to
imagine that this great experiment
conll be judged ou that short space
of bime. And besides, as things then
stood, there was no reason to fear that
the Commonwealth Parliament would
indalge in a fiseal poliev which ig entirely
opposed to the interests of this State. At
that time there was no high protective tariff
in existence; it was not for some years
afterwards that the first high protective
tariff was passed in the interests of Vie-
toria and New South Wales, That was in
1908 and was therefore after the time T
am now spenking of. So it was that at that
juncture I wanted, and I asked for, time
to allow this great experiment te find its
own justification. That time has elapsed,
more than a quarter of a eentury has passed
since then, and in the opinion of the great
majority of the citizens of Western Aus-
tralia Federation has not found its own
justification. On the contrary, the people
of the State are fully satisfied that they are
wholiy unable to bear the burden placed
upon them. In the course of a short dis-
section which T have made of the voting at
the secession referendum, I nofice that the
workers in everv industry, with only one
exception, in Western Australia condemned
Federation. That one exception was the
mining industry in all its forms. That one
industry, if we take into account the polling
in the nine electorates in which that in-
dustry is pursued, namely Boulder, Brown-
hill-Tvanhoe, Collie, Hannans, Kalgoorlie,
Kanowna, Mt. Magnet, Murchison, and
Yilgarn-Coolgardie—if we take the polling
in all those electorates, we find that roughly
21,000 electors polled their votes, and of



262

that number 10,200 voted in favour of seces-
sion and 10,700 voied against it, a majority
of 500 in a poll of 21,000, a truly negli-
gible majority. And when we remember
there was a majority of over 2,000 against
secession in the Boulder, Brownhill-Tvan-
hoe, Hannans and Kalgoorlie - electorates,
largely no doubt the fruit of the heritage of
those years I have =poken of, this verv
negligible majority of 500 in a poll of
21,000 is stil] further discounted. And the
mining industry is the only industry in
Western Australia the workers in which did
not support secession. It is frequently
alleged that the advocates of zecession have
put before the pecple a picture in which
secession when granted, is going to be a
panacea for all our ills. No responsible
ﬁerson has ever said that.

Mr. Tonkin: A lot of people believe it

Hon. N. KEENAN: On the contrary, on
every possible oceasion T and others have
stressed the fact that after sccession is ob-
tained we shall have to face dangers and dif-
ficulties which will eall for all our capaeity
and intelligence to surmount. What T have
alwavs told the people of the State, and
what T believe in my own heart to
he true, iz that, if we rvemain within
the Federation there is liftle or no hope
whatever for the future of the State, but
that if we seeede we shall have at least a
chance of suecess. we shall have at least a
chance of being able to surmount our diffi-
culties and provide a promising future for
the State. I do not desire to say any nore
in this debate, but before sitting down I
ghonld like to acknowledge the fair, the just
and the equitable manner in which the Pre-
mier has redeemed his promise to the people
of the State to bring down a measure fo give
effect to the will of the electors. This Bill
does that and does it in a manner highly
creditable to the Premier. T above all wish
to say that, becanse under the inexorable law
of cireumstances I may be compelled to be
a critie, and perhaps a hostile and severe
eritie, ot other acts of this Government! -o
I think it only fair and just that I should
acknowledge, and acknowledge with thanks,
the faet that the steps taken by the Premier
and the Government to give eifect to the will
of the electors reflects the hizhest degree of
credit on them. .

[ASSEMBLY.]

MR. WANSBROUGH (Albany) [4.25]:
I move—

That the debate he adjourned.

Question put and a division {aken with
the following result:—

Ayes

Noes

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Me,
Mr.
Mr,
Mr,
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.

Mr,
Mr.
M,
Mr.,
Mr.

Majority against

Brockmau
Clothier
Callier
Cross
Ferguson
Hawke
Hegney
Johnson
Keenan
Lambert
Latham
MeCallum
Marshall
Millington
Moloney
North

Griffiths
Mclarty

1. 1. Mann
Patrick
Piesse

ATES.

Question thus passed.

Question put and passed,

Mr.

Mr,

Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
. Troy

. Wansbrough
. Warrner

. Wealsh

. Willeoek

. Wise

. Wilson

Nulsen
Raphae)
Rodoreda
Sleeman

F. C. L. Smith
J. H, Smith
1. M. Smith
Tonkin

{Teller.)

. Beward
. Siubbs
. Thorn

Doney
(Teller.)

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.
The PREMIER: 1 move—

That the House at its
Tuesday the 15th May at 4.30 p.m,

rising adjourn till

House adjourned at 5.30 p.m.



