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6 of the parent Act give the officer of the
department power to destroy any plant
which may bring in disease.

Mr. Teesdale: Or bulbs?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes. Apparently the bulbs brought in by
the hon. member were specified as planis
that produced a certain disease, and the de-
partment took steps aecordingly. This oc-
eurred some years age. I am not prepared
to say that the department did not act with-
out some reason.

Mr. Teesdale: It is usual for an officer
to be present when plants are burnt?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes, both in the case of plants and animals.
No doubt there is a possibility of plants be-
ing destroyed when in quarantine, but these
steps must be taken in the interests of the
State. I hope the member for Swan will not
move his amendment.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

House adjourned at 9.57 p.m.

Lcgislative Counctl,
Thwsday, 26th August, 1926.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at

4.30 p.m., and rcad prayers.
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RESOLUTION — FINANCIAL RELA-
TIONS, COMMONWEALTH
AND STATES.

Dehate resumed from 24th Angust on the
motion hy the Chief Secretary that the
Council concur in the following resolution
of the Assembly:—

That this House is of the opinion that there
should be no departure from the basis upon

which the finaneial relations of the Common-.
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wealth . and States have vested without the
fullest consideration at a conmstitutional eession
of the Federal Parliament and the approval of
the people by referendum; and that no finan-
cial scheme should be assented to by the States
which does not provide for their receiving
from the Commonwealth Government an an-
nual payment of not less than 25s. per head of
population,

And on the following amendment moved
by Hon. E. H. Harris: That all the words
after “rested” in line five of the resolution
be struck out, with a view to inserting the
following words:—

Unless and until a convention has been sum-
moned by the Prime Minister and held, at
which an equal number of representatives of
five States elected at joint sittings of both
Houses, and a like number at a sitting of the
Legislative Assembly of Queensland shall so
resolve, .

HON. J. E. DODD (South) [435}: I
had not intended to speak upon the motion,
but the amendment has raised one or two
issues upon which I wounld like to say a
few words. They will he very few., I will
deal with that part of the amendment which
seeks to delete the provision for the refer-
endum. To be frank, I do not think that
the referendum is the efficient instrument
in legislation that T once thought it was. I
am satisfied that in a State like Western
Australia, with its sparse population and
widely scattered centres, it is very diffienlt
to get the proper opinion of the people by
way of a referendum. Although I believe
that, I am satisfied it would be unwise for
this Chamber to delete the provision for the
referendum. I once introduced a measure
to provide for the introduction of the initia-
tive and referendum and, although I am not
satisfied now that that provision is the effi-
cient instroment T once imagined, still, T
am not satisfied that the referendum is ap
absolutely inefficient instrument. I wonld
draw the attention of hon. members to the
fact that the Commonwealth Parliament
came into being by means of a referendum,
and, {urther, that no Constitntional altera-
tion can be made without a referendum.
Those are two points we ean well remember.
Apain, for other reasons, it would be unwise
for the Council to delete the reference to
the referendum. We are essentially & Cham-
ber of review. [ know perfectly well we
bave extensive powers, almost equal to those
of another place. TDespite that, however,
we are essentiallv a Chamber of review. It
scems to me, therefore, that to seek the de-
letion: of the referendum would be doing
aomething that might be used later to the
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material disadvantage of the Lezislative
Couneil. Tf we insisted upon that heing
done, it would cerlainly he used amainst the
Council. T would point out to hon. mem-
bers that this Chamber itself has insisted
many times upon the use of the referendum.
I need tefer only to the Arbitration Aect
Amendment Aet that was hefore uns last
session. In that instance we had the Coun-
cil standing firm against the abolition of
the referendum with refercnee to unions
taking eases to the Arbitration Court. The
Council insisted that the rveferendam pro-
vision should remair in that measure, and
when it came to the final conference of
party managers to defermine the fate of
the Bill, we still found the Conneil insisting
vpon a form of referendum, and alze adding
the initiative. A provision was inserted thai
50 many members of a union could demand
a referendum to decide whether or nat a
case should be sent on to the court. Then,
again, we have the referendom proposal in
our municipal legislation.  We passed a
law dealing with municipalities in which
provision was made for the initiative and
referendum. Within the last 12 months, a
referendum was taken in the municipality
of Perth with reference to Forrest Place.
That referendum was taken under the pro-
vigions of an Aect that had been passed by
the Legislative Council. Then with refer-
snce to the early elosing of shops, we in-
serted & provision in the legislation dealing
with that question, setting out that so many
people could demand a poll and a refer-
andnm would have fo he teken. Then with
‘he liquor reform prohlem, the principle of
‘he referendum was Iaid down in the legis-
ation affecting tbat question. That mea-
jare was also passed by this Chamber. Thus,
t would be unwise indeed for the Conneil
0 agree to the deletion of the referendum
is provided for in the motion. Inevitably
he reply would be that the Council was
fraid to trust the people. T wonld like to
juote a remark made by the late William
Swart Gladstone, that great British states-
nan, who said on one oceasion, “We who
iave been governing England for the last
N0 vears or more have usually been wrong,
md in the final analysis, the people have
ibways been righl.,” T am not sure if 1
ave the quotation accurately, but it was
o that effect. Again, objection has heen
aken to the referendum becaunse of the con-
nsion that seems fo have ariten regarding
ke present p-oposals before the people.
Ir. Harris pointed out that men like Mr.
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H. Gregory, M.H.R., and Mr. Gray are on
the same platform. I do not know that that
is altogether a calamity. 1 am ineliced to
think it is all for the good of the eommunity
at large. Thoze men arve not free in the
ordinary sense of the word, but are more
or less bound by party lies on ordinary
questions.  Wher men are freed from
party fetters. they are able to meet
on the same platform in the exercise
of their free will. Mr, (regory and Mr.

Jfiray have views entirely antagonistic en

many political questions, but when freed
trom party polilics thev are able to meet
on the snme platform. T could also mention
Bir Henry Barwell and Mr. Lundie of
South Australia, Mr. Bruce and Mr. Charl-
ton, 8ir Arthur Robinson and Mr. Seullin,
Mr. Watt and Mr. Garden. AN those
men hold extremely divergent political
views, but are ahle to meet on the same
platform when they are pot bound by
party feiters. Thus we are getting the
real opinions of these men. We could not
get them were they bound by party con-
siderations. Tt is not worth while making
the deletion as suggested, and I hope the
Council will not do it. After all, the Fed-
cral Parliament represent the final arbiters
in this matter. On the general question, 1
desire to make it clear that I do not like
the latter part of the motion. It implies
that we cannot get anything better than
the 25s. per capita basis. I do not like
that. Sir William Lathlain, Mr. Seddon
and others, pointed out how detrimentally
that provision might operate. The instances
they gave could be multiplied. I shall
mention one or two others, Sir William
Lathlain referred to the number of people
who are working in Newcastie, and in
respect of whom Wew South Wales is re-
ceiving per capita payments that the State
shounld not receive. T could also mention
the building of war ships and other Com-
monwealth activities carried out on the
Eastern side of Australia. No other State
than Victoria and New South Wales re-
ceives per capitn payments in respect of
those operations. Most of us will agree
that the per capita payment basis is neither
fair nor equitable. T conld mention alss
the small arms faetorv, the aeroplane
depots, and so on. They all mean to the
Eastern States population that should be
distributed over the whole of Australia,
Again, as I pointed out on the Address-in-
reply, the tariff that has led to the estab-
lishment of large secondary industries in
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the Eastern States really pecessitates our
keeping large uumbers of people over
there. That seems to be a very un-Federa)
spirit and it is certainly an un-Federal
spirit for any one State to demand that a
capital city should be built on the fringe
of one sidc of the continent. That also will
mean a large population for which the
capitation grant should be distributed
over the whole of Australia. I am
one of those who voled for federation

and I am one of those who believe that

Australia should be federated, but with the
experience we have, I eertainly would not
vote again for federation on the present
hasis. T should like to see some more equit-
able arrangement than exists at present
regarding the finances of the States. A
circumstance has arisen since we federated
to which due attention is not being paid.
It has heen mentioned by several members
during this debate, but we are prone to
forget that ithere has been a war since 1901
and that it has made all the difference to
Federal finance. The wisdom of the people
was shown by their not compelling the
Federal Government to return to the States
three-fourths of the Customs and Excise

revenue and by their not insisting upon a

provision to that effect being placed in the
Constitution. Had such a provision been
included in the Constitntion there would
have been no hope of the Federal Govern-
ment financing their share of war as they
did, It made all the difference and the
Federal Government were able to finance
£400,000,000 on the war. We must give
them some latitude to meet that debt.

Hon. V. Hamersley: But an alteratiou
was made before the war.

Tlon. J. Cornell: Not long.

Hon. J. E. DODD : The point that
iroul les me is that, if the 25s. per head of
population is surrendered, there is no
guarantee or certainty that the fields of
direct taxation that the Federal Govern-
ment will relinguish will not he again in-
vaded by some other Federa! Government.

Hon, V. Hamersley: Hear, hear!

Hon. J. B, 1ODD : Tf an amicable
arrangement could be made by some con-
stitutional session, I should feel more satis-
fied, though after ail the Federal Parlia-
ment is the final arbiter in the matter. Tt
has been said that Mr. Bruce did not make
the abolition of the per capita payments
part of his policy speech. At the last Fed-
eral elections we can take it for granted
that he did not. At that time there was
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only one issie befure the people and mem-
bers were clected upon that issuwe. But. Mr.
Bruce did refer to this matter in the Arst
poliey «peech he delivered in Western Aus-
iralia. That speech was delivered in the
Prince of Wales Thentre, Perth, and I be-
lieve 8ir William Lathlain was in the ¢hair.
Mr. Bruce there announced his proposal to
withdraw the ecapitation grant. The pro-
posal was not insicted upon afterwards,
but for all that Mr. Bruce did mention it
and did make it part of his programme on
ihat cveeasion. 1 ngree with Mr. Cornell in
what he said of Mr. Bruce, I consider Mr,
Bruce is the fairest and most demoeratic
Prime Minister Australia has ever had,
and that is saying a good deal. -

Hon. J. R. Brown: I think he is the
worst. '

Hon. J. . DODD: The Bruce Govern-
ment have been fairer to the States than
have any other Government. It is only
right to give eredit where credit is due.

Hon. J. R. Brown: They will not give us
a gold honus.

Hon. J. E. DODD: Although I say that
of the Bruce Government, I believe in fhe
State (Rovernmnent doing everything possible
to get the best deal from the Common-
wealth. 1 trust that some constitutional
method may be devised whereby the Com-
monwealth payments to the States will be
fixed co seme hetter basis than that of
population. The motion is merely an ex-
pression of opinion and I think we would
he wise lo carry the motion as it stands. I
cannot possibly svpport the amendment.

HON. J. NICHOLSON (Metropolitan)
[4501: The amendment now before us has
necessarily involved the consideration of
many points raised by the original motion.
Every possible reason has been advanced for
and against the motion as well as the amend-
ment, and it would be delaying the House
unnegessarily to traverse the ground so fully
and ably covered by former speakers. I have
followed the various reasons advanced with
ennsiderable interest. In order to get a clear
vision of what is before us, it is necessary
to direet attention frst to the motion and
then to the amendment. If one examines the
wording closely it will be found that the
motion does not express entirely the wish of
every member of this House. I appland the
Premier for havine taken the stand he took
—in common with other Premiers—to
proteet the rights of the State. Still
I do npot believe that the Premiers of
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the other States were actuated entirely
by the same motivee Nor do I think
the same reasons impelled them as influenced
our Premier in the attitude he adopted. As
I said when speaking on lhe Address-in-re-
ply, the prineiple of the per capita pay-
ments is unsound. There is no good reason,
from the poiny of view of this State—and
that is what we are chiefly concerned about—
why the per capite payments should he
maintained if we can get a just allowance
fixed definitely hy other means,

Homn. J. Corpell: Summed up, the po-
sition is should the per enpita svstem cou-
tinue or go.

Hon. J, NICHOLSON: 1 do not wish to
sée the per eapita system go aleolutely until
I am assured that this State will receive some
jnst and definite payment For a specified
mimber of vears. This is necessary in order
that the financial position of the State may
he assnred.

Hon. J. R. Brown:
Tequire.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I am glad that the
hon, member shares that view, because he
will probably share also the views I am
about to express on the amendment. The
motion embodies mueh with which I disagree.
I share the views of many other members in
taking exception to the wording of the mo-
tion. I do not think it will attain the end we
desire, namecly, the improvement of the
financial position of this State. It is true a
conference was held and it proved abortive,
but is that any reason why other efforts
shoold not be made to arrive at a satisfac-
tory nnderstanding? The proper method is
fo look at this matter from a constitutional
standpoint. Here we are hound together by
a Federal bond, and our State Premiers, in
consultation with the Federal Prime Minister,
failed to arrive at a basis of understanding
which we had wished they would reach for
the hetterment of the States in general
The motion suggests, among other things,
that a referendum should be taken. T listened
attentively to Mr. Dodd’s remarks. He cer-
tainly advanced sound and logical argu-
ments why he could not support the amend-
ment, but I snggest that Mr. Dodd’s aram-
ments were based on statutes that provide
definitely for polls or referenda to be taken
under certain eonditions. Ts the position
similar in this case? T venture to say that
the case of the per capita pavments and the
suggestion to refer the question to a referen-

That is what we all
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dum of the people is not analagous to the
cases he cited.

Heon. J. E. Dodd: [i was the subject of a
referendum_at ope time.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: It was the sub-
ject of a referendum prior to federation

Hon. G. W. Miles: And sinee, namely in
1910.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: Yes, there was a
referendum in 1910; but we bave to bear in
mind that that was necessary because of the
Constitufion. The Federal Constitution can-
not be altered without a referendum of the
people. My, Dodd mentioned the polls under
the Licensing Aect, the Municipal Corpora-
tions Act and other statutes. All those stat-
utes lay down distinetly that the people have
a right to demand a poll in certain eireum-
stances. If a municipality wishes to raise
money, & eertain number of people have the
right by statute to apply for a poll. Simil-
arly under the constitution of companies
shareholders have a right to demand a poll,
and they have that right not only under
table “A’? of the Aet, but under their own
articles, What is the position? If is en-
tirely different. A referendum of the pepole
was taken when the question of the per
capita payment ceased. That was necessary
nnder the Constitution Aet.

Hon. J. E. Dodd: My point is the un-
wisdom of holding it.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The right to
share in Customs and Excise duties was
created under Section 87 of the Constitution
Aet. That section is known as the Braddon
blot, but it wag a very good section, and I
am sorry it is not in force to-day. Though
it has been called a blot, we have every ren-
son to regard the section as a wise provision
and it would have been a good thing if we
eonld have revived it, for we would share to
a creater extent than we are doing under the
25s. payment. When the right granted
by the Constitution to the States to share in
three-fourths of the Customs and Excise Re-
venue was deleted, it was followed by a pro-
vision made in the Surplus Revenue Act,
1910, under which there was no provision tor
a referendum of the people on the question
as to whether or not that payment which was
submitted should be continued. Power was
given under that Aet for the Federal Par-
linment to continue that right for ten years
from 1910, and thereafter until the Federal
Parliament shonld otherwise provide. The
Commonwealth anthorities say they are mak-
ing another provisien, but there is no right
to a referendum so far as that provision is
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eoncerned. In the resolution before us it is
proposed that there should be a referendum
on the question. A referendum would un-
doubtedly not achieve the resulf desired be-
cause to be of any real value, 1t would re-
guire fo be taken on a compulsory poll. We
see at the present time what the effect of a
referendum of the people is likely to be. We
have a confusion on the various issues thai
have been put before the people. Those
issues are so confused and so conflicting to
the electors, that they hardly know exactly
which way to vote, and it is doubtful in-
deed whether a plain understanding will be
conveyed fo the peorle in time for them to
appreciate exactly what to do when polling
day arrives. For these reasons I say that
a referendum on a question such as this—
the financial relations of the States—ean ke
made even as diffienlt as that upen whieh
the people are being asked to vote within
the next few days. It would he a mistake.
and instead of doing good to the State,
might possibly do a considerable amount of
harm. Because of this, the amendment is
preferable to the resolution which has been
sent to us for adoption. The amendment
proposes to strike out all the words after
“rested” and to insert the words which ap-
pear on the Notice Paper. Those words make
it quite elear that it will then be the opinion
of this Honse that there thounld be no de
parture from the basis upon which the
financial relations hetween the Common-
wealth and States have rested until a con-
vention has been held, and until that con-
vention so resolves. When the convention
meets, one hopes that the representatives to
be elected under the terms of the amend-
‘ment will see the wisdom, in the interests
of Anstralia, of arriving at a sound hasis
wherehy we ean have our wrongs redressed.
We hope. too, that those representatives
who mav gzo from here, if the amendment
he earried hyv another place as well,

Hon. J. Ewing: What abont Mr. Hughes’s
proposal ¥

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I cannot say.

Hon. J. Ewing: You know that he went
haek on it and that will happen again.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: T know that when
negotiations between two parties or Gov-
ernments fail, it is the duty of those Gov-
ernments to use every effort to hring ahout
an understanding and to act with a degree
of reason.

Hon. J. Tiwing: They do not always do so.
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Hon. J. NICHOLSON: They do not, bu
J think the result of this discussion ma
be of benefit to the Premier of thiy Stat
and show him that whilst we all suppor
I in the attitude he has adopted in seek
ing to protect and maintain our rights, w
want to help him and the Government
vet a better financial relationship establishe
as between ourselves and the Federal Gov
ernment. I for one do not subseribe to th
idea that the per eapita payment of 25s. i
snificient. It is not enough, rememberin
the great obligations which rest upon us, £
develop this huge territory, and ag 1 pre
vionsly remarked T hope that the represen
tatives who may be appointed to attend th
Convention--T sincerely trust that it will b
possible for the Convention to be held—wil
seek to convey, as T am sure they will, th
posifion of this State and that the repre
sentatives of the other States will appreciats
in no doubtful way the great obligation
which rest not only upon us here, but apor
themselves to said ne in ean-ving out thos
obligations, not necessarily for the protec
tion of Western Australta, but for the pro
teetion of the whole of Australia. Thost
obligations' are undoubtedly serions, an¢
they should be appreciated by all true Aus
tralians whether they be residents of Vie
toria, New South Wales, or any of the othe:
States, Their interests as well as ours ex.
tend to the development and the populating
of our empty spaces so that we may pro
tect Anstraliza as a whole,

Hon. J. Ewing: I wish we could make
them think that.

Hen, J. NICHOLSON: We want to iry
to convert them to that idea. The duty de.
volves upon us to see that the others whe
way attend the Convention will be duly
impressed. The amendment will achieve a

‘much hetter result than the resolution which

we have heen asked to adopt, and because
[ hold that view T intend to suppert the
amendment.

THE, CHIET SECRETARY (Hon. J. M
Drew—Central) [5.11]: The motion and the
amendment are so infterwoven that it is
almost impossible intelligently to discuss one
without diseussine the other. Tt will he
admitted that this is a question of supreme
importance; it vitally concerns the inter-
ests of both Commonwealth and States. In
the introductory remarks of one of the
speakers who is opposed to the motion, he
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said he was opposed to it because he felt
that the Commonwealth were justified in
throwing the States on their own resources
to finance their respective administrations.
But the concluding portion of his speech
showed clearly that that was not his view,
This member’s ohjection to the motion is
not as I first anticipated, that it asks too
much from the Federal Government, but
that it asks too litile, and no doubt that
member’s speech has had considerable in-
fluence in bringing about the smendment
that has been moved. He iz opposed to the
per capita system, not because he considers
it would prove an unfair strain on the rev-
enue of the Commonwealth, but because he
feels it wonld nof give Western Australin
as much as she is entitled to receive. He
says the grants 1o the different States should
be based upon area instead of population.
Ne¢ doubt those arguments well advanced
have had a considerable influence in hring-
ing into existence the amendment we are
now discussing. That member had no diffi-
culty in proving what a great advantage it
would be to Western Australia if the ques-
tion were decided on the basis that he sug-
gested, but would it not be a pure waste of
time to start a new agitation on the lines
* which hold out no pussible hope of suecess?
If the States are to be suecessful in their
demands for justice from the Common-
wealth, they must certainly present a solid
front; they mnst submit proposals on which
there is unanimily of opinion amongat
themselves. There would be no wnanimity
of opinion if Western Australia made such
a claim as has been suggested by that hon.
memhber. There would not only be division
of opinion. but there would be violent an-
tagonism to sueh a scheme from all the
smaller Siates. 'The revenue to Ve distri-
buted is the surplus revenue and the thicklv
populated States of Vietoria and New South
Wales which are contributing the bulk of
that revenue, could be pardoned for object-
ing to the lion’s share of that revenue
being handed to Western Australia- simply
because she has a vast area of territory
sparsely popnlated under her control.
Under the new Tederal road grant, area
to a certain extent has been taken into con-
sideration, but only to the extent of our
developed territory. Even then we have to
find 155. for every pound of the Federsl
grant. This new principle has been flercely
opposed by some of the larger States, and
[23] '

577

in certain of their newspapers articles have
appeared under the heading “Eastern money
for western roads.”

Hon H. Seddon: Did you expect anything
else?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We would
expect much more if we sought more than we
have been receiving; much stronzer would be
the hostility displayed if the prineiple were
applied to the distribution of revenue for
the ordinary purposes of administration.
Western Australia undoubtedly is suffering
disabilities under Federation. That has
been recognised Ly the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment and, guite properly, it is being
dealt with by that Government through
spectal legislation. The distribution of
surplus revenue by the Commonwealth is a
matter upen which no provoeation should
be given for quarrels hetween the States.
Such a development would play into the
hands of the Federal Government and others
who see in the financial diffculties of the
State an easv road to unifiecation. There
was another proposal by the hon. member
that T consider a dangercus departure from
the principle previously recognised. @ With
Sir Edward Wittenoom, I agree that the
State Premiers in 1909 made a great mis-
take in foregoing their right to a share
of the Customs and Exeise revenue and
agreeing to the substitution of the per
capita payments.

Hon. J. Cornell: But they got a pretty
good share at that date.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : T admit that,
but there have been great developments
since then. In the eircumstances, the most
the States can now do with safety is to eon-
tend for a continuance of the exzisting sys-
tem. e shall nol be acting with wisdom
if we strive to introdnce new matter of a
highly eontentious nature, such as is indi-
cated by the amendment, which seeks a
great deal more than we have received in
the past. Dr. Saw said he failed to see
how the taxpayer could make any objection
to the Commonwealth proposals if the
amount of tax he now pays is the same as
he will have to pay under the new scheme.
In my opinion if the taxpayer takes that
view, he is very shori-sighted indeed. With
the immense surplus the Commonwealth has
annually, after payinz the per capita
amounts to the Staies; with money to burn,
in fact, the central Government before long
would he compelled by the sheer forece of
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publie opinion to reduce taxation year by
year until it could scarcely be felt by the
people. On the other hand, if the State has
to make up the loss of the per capita pay-
ment Ly additional heavy taxation, there is
very little prospect of the State being able
to reduee its taxation during this or the next
generaiion. We are also faced with the
danger, indicated by Mr. Dodd and others,
that some other Commonwealth Governwent,
which may not see through the same specta-
eles as do the Bruee Ministry, will -reim-
pose the taxation that is to be dropped un-
der the scheme of the Federal Government,

Hon. J. Cornell: That is a contingency
that ¢ould not be provided against.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Still, we
myst keep it in mind in considering these
proposals. The position is that if we stand
firm and succeed, the Commonwealth will
have to reduce taxation; whereas if we do
not stand firm, if we fall, we shall have
heavy additional taxation by the State for
years to come, Several hon. members said
they had no confidence in a referendum. It
is doubtful whether the referendum is as
gound in practice as in theory, Unless the
issue be a simple one, it is difficult for the
people to grasp it, and so the influential
Press is apt to become a decisive factor.
But, whether we like it or not, as Mr. Dodl
has told us, it is here, and here to stiay,
and we must recognise that the referendum
is a fundamental principle of the Federal
Constitution. There is no means of amend-
ing that Constitution without a vote of
the people, and it seems to me desirable that
whatever finaneial arrangements may be ar-
rived at between the Commonwealth and the
States, they should be so big as not fo be
liable to alteration at the mere whim of
any Parlinment. Another hon. member be-
gan his speech by asserting that not suffie-
ient consideration had been given to the ques-
tion by the State Premiers who, he said,
had taken up the attitude of surly school-
boys. Such comment shows that that hon.
member is not acquainted with the faets of
the case. In May last Mr. Collier was sud-
denly summoned by the Federal Treasurer
to Melbourne to attend a Premier’s confer-
ence called to consider the financial pro-
posals that the Federal Treasurer would put
before them, ALr. Collier was given no
prior information as to the nature of those
proposals; he had no idea as to what they
were until he reached South Australig,
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where he read of them in {lie newspapers.
Eventually the proposals were snbmitted to
the conterence, and the Premiers were given
to understand that there could be no altern-
tion of the principle laid down by the Fed-
eral Treasurer, namely, that the Comm:n-
wealth would evacuate portion of the field
of direct taxation and wonld discontinue
the per capita payments, The Premiers
cculd consider the question as long ns they
liked, but there could be no alteration of
that prineiple. They were practically told
they could take or leave what the Comrmon-
wealth Govermment offered them, and that
if there was an agreement it would have o
be only until the end of the financial year.
That meant that only five or six weeks
would elapse before the new financial pro-
posals came into operation. In face of
those facts, is it fair to say that the Premiers
did not give sufficient consideration to the
question, but took up the attitude of suriy
seholboys? The same member said that in
moving the motion I did not refer to the war
indebtedness of the Commonwealth; and he
added that in view of that indebtedness it
could not be said that the Commonwealth
had any surplus revenue. That is a remark-
sble statement. It showd be widely known
that the war was financed from loan money,
and ibat the people are taxed to meei the
interest and other charges on those loans;
and that after all these dehits bave been
made there have been big surpluses every
year for the last few years, If it can be
said that because they have raised money
by loan the Commonwealth Government have
no surplus revenue, notwithstanding that
they bhave met all necessary charges on those
loans, then no country in the world has ever
had a surplus, and no commercial business
a profit while it owed money to its banker.
I searecly think the hon. member was serious
in making such a statement. Another hon.
member committed the same error when he
said the Premiers had met and refused to
disecuss the finaneial proposals, and so had
shown themnselves in a very bad light. I
have already pointed out that the Premiers
were given clearly to understand that they
could either take or leave what the Com-
monwealth offered them., Henee, any dis-
cussion of proposals that eould not be ac-
cepted would have been farcical in the ex-
treme. It was in consequence, doubt-
less, of some such remarks made by hon.
members that Mr. Harris was influenced in
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wnoeving his smendment, However, it is
pleasing to note that neither Mr. Harris
nor those who support him are opposed
to the continnance of the per ecapita pay-
ments., Perhaps because of this, there is
a good deal of similarity between the
motion and the amendment. On the other
hand, the amendment asks that unless and
until a convention kus been summoned by
the Prime Minister and held, at which an
equal number of representatives of five
States elected at joint sittings of hoth
Houses, and a like number at a sitting of
the Legislative Assembly of Queensland
shall so resolve, etcetera. That is the text
uf the amendment. Mr. Harris started out
by telling us that if we had a referendum
on the fquestion the electors would be com-
pletely in a fog. I do not agree with that.
Un some questions, I admit, the electors
might find diffienlty in forming an opinion
an the subject under consideration. The
issue here is simplicity itself. He or she
would be very stupid who could not come
to o decision as to whether it was equitable
or not that the State should retain 25s. per
head of the population, which is the grant
now received from the Commonwealth, or
whether that grant should be abolished and
direct taxation imposed instead.

Hon. J. Cornell : The Commonwealth
liave pul forward their side.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Be this as
it may, it most not be forgotten that the
1eferendum is a fundamental prineiple of
the Commonweslth Constitution. It appears
to me to be unreasonable to suggest that
the people of the States are not actuated
by sufficient inferest in the States to pro-
{ect the welfare of those States.

Hon. W. T. (lasheen: The per eapita
grant is not in question in the referendum.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: We want it
in the Constitution so that there ean be no
amendment except by the process of
appealing again to the people.

Hon. J. Cornell: The Federal Parliament
would first have to acree to that.

Hon. J. Nicholson : Would it not be
hetter to ha\e a convention or conference
as suggested?

The CHIEF SECRETARY : We are
again told what the Commonwealth have
done for the States in the way of old age
and invalid pensions, maternity allowanees
and other services., It is unnecessary to
point out that such arguments have no
bearine whatever on the gquestion now
under consideration. I admit they would
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Lave a learing., and an importaot one, if
the Federal Government had regular de-
ficits; but they have not had regular
deficits but regular surpluses, after meeting
all their engagements. These surpluses
have been brought about mainly by in-
crevsed Crstems and Excise revenue, to
which every person in the Commonwealth
contributed. Mr., Gregory, who has always
been a cunsistent tattler for State rights
in the Hounse of Representatives, recently
made a remarkably able speech in that
Clan ber in opposition to the proposals of
ike Commonwealth (tovernment. If there
be & reterendum on the yuestion, the up-
holders ot State rights onght to see that
this speech is reprinted and given a wide
cireulation. I will read a short extract
lrom his speech.

Hon. J. Ewing: He is one of our best
representatives,

The CHIEYF SECRETARY: Mr. Gregory
said—

In the Federation the Commonwealth auth-
ority has control of all national maiters, and
the State authorities control all domestic mat-
ters, The State Governments have borrowed
some £600,000,000, and bave to pay £29,000,000
every year in interest on their loans,  The
meney they borrowed was expended on develop-
ment. The State Governments have built rail-
ways, harbours and schools. In 1923 they spent
£9,663,000 upon education., Do hon. members
desire that educational facilities should be cur-
tailed? Does the Treasurer say to the States,
‘*We shall not in future pay you all this
money, but the Commonwealth will take over
the work of] edncation’’ He doea not. That
work is still to be left to the States; and is
the high standard we have built up to be de-
stroyed by the forced poverty of the States?
In 1923 the amount spent by the States on
charities, hospitals, asylums. and the eare of
neglected children was £6,471,000, They spent
on police £3,000000, and on the administration
of justice £-1-30 700. These amounts, added to
the interest bﬂl of £29,000,000, make up a
total of £52,500,000, which the States in 1923
had to provide in connection with the domestie
concerng of the people.

Mr, Rodgers: They also subsidised muni-
cipal aunthorities.

Mr. GREGORY : I did not bother to take out
the amounts spent by the States in that way,
but T have shown that in 1923 the States had
to find, for the purposes I have mentioned,
£52,500,000_ Now I ask hon, members to con-
sider the marvellous growth of our Customs
and Excire revenue. In 1908 it amounted to
eight millions or nine millions; but last year
it amounted to approximately 40 millions, even
after allowing for the added expenditure of the
Commonwealth, The States endertake expendi-
turc flor the development of the country, and
every man who comes to Aunstralia with a wife
and three ehildren is worth at once £32 or £33
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to the Commonwealth, but iz not worth a frae-
tion to the States for probably 20 years. In
view of the emormous growth of our Customs
revepue—£13,000,000 more than in 1922, when
the present Treasurer assumed office—there
should be no question of the absolute moral
right of the States to a proportion of that rev-
enue.

There is a good deal more in a similar
ctrain. That is a complete answer to those
who eontend that the time has arrived
when the States should paddle iheir own
canoes. Mr. Harris is not numbered
amongst those who have not a proper
appreciation of the rights of the State. His
amendment is a recognition of those rights.
The method he proposes for defending
them is different from that which is pro-
posed by another place. Mr. Harris would
take the whole matter out of the hands of
the State Premiers, and put it into the
hands of a convention, clected at joinl
sittings of buth Houses of the Parliaments,
exeept in Queensiund where there is only
one House.

Hon. J. Cornell: The motion puts it inio
the hands of the Federal Parliament.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is easy
to see that under such a scheme the Pre-
miers and Treasurers of the several States
could be altogether excluded from the con-
vention. I do not think such a thing would
happen here.

Hon. G. W. Miles:
feeling.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am point-
ing out what might happen. It would not
arisc here, but it might oceur in some of the
States where the antagonism between the
two Houses is very strong. Where it did
oceur, the chosen representatives of the
people in those Ztate would be shut out
from all discussion.

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: Our resolu-
tion will not control the people in the other
States. .

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Would it
he wise to confine the personnel of the con-
vention to members of Parliament?

Hon. G. W. Miles: This does not say so.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : Whilst
members of Parliament represent different
sections of the people, they do not enjoy
a monopoly of financial genius. The out-
side assistance of Under Treasurers from
the different States would certainly be
needed in thiz business.

Hon. E. B. Harris: Who suggested it
should be limited te members of Parliament?

There is no party

[COUNCIL.}

The CHIEK SECRETARY: I draw that
conglusion from the wording of the amend-
ment.

Hon. k. H. Harris:
agination,

The PRESIDENT: Order! 1 would re-
mind members that when they are speaking
the Minister invariably refrains from mak-
ing any interruptions. I ask them to extend
to him the same courtesy that he extends
members when they are speaking,

The CHIEF SECRETARY : I have drawn
the conclusion that they would be members
of Parliament,

Hon. G, W, Miles:
tended.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : 1 am open to
correction. A convention created on the lines
indicated by the amendment would get us
nowhere. There would be between 30 and 40
members of Parliament, many of them hold-
ing diverse views, struggling by various
means to impress upon the Prime Minister
the course by which he should mete out jus-
tice to the different States. The whole thing
would end in confusion. Unless by the in-
tervention of Providence, the convention
would resemble a delegation from the buil-
ders of the Tower of Babel and would make
just as much progress as did those zealous
but misguided craftsmen. Mr. Nicholson
thought there ought to be another eonference,
and that we should insist upon it. There is
no reason why there should not be another
conference of Premiers if they are invited by
the Prirae Minister to meet, and he is willing
to depart from the attitede he previously as-
samed. No donbt the Premiers would wel-
come such a conference, and I hope it will
be held, and that as a result of it there wounld
be no necessity to continue this agitation.
Unanimity amongst the States as regards
the method of dealing with the question is
most essential to its success. There must be
concerted action. It would never do for one
State to pull one way and another to pull
in the opposite direction.

Hon. G. W. Miles: Are the other States
putting up similar resolutions to this?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Victoria has
taken the lead in the matter. A few weeks
ago a motion was carried unanimously by both
Houses. The resolution I have submitted is a
copy of theirs. Everything in the Victorian
motion is in mine, but the former goes much
further, and contains controversial matter

You have a vivid im-

That was not -
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that we deemed it advisable to omit.
Victorian motion reads as follows:—

That, inasmuch as the duty of developing
the resources of their respective States by
means of land settlement, soldier setilement,
railway construction, irrigation, and other pub
lic works devolves upon State Parliaments, and
they are charged with the respongibilizy of
maintaining edueation and charity systems,
and providing for the administration of jus-
tice and other gervices, the firancial obligations
connected with which will inevitably increase
with the growth of population, it is the opin-
ion of this Flousc that no finaneial scheme can
be assented to by the States which does not
provide for their receiving from the Common-
wealth Government a fixed annusl payment of
not less than 25s, per head of population.

Our motion makes two slight verbal alter-
ations in the text of the Vietorian resolu-
tion. Instead of saying “no financial scheme
can be assented to” we say “that no financial
scheme be assented to'; and instead of “a
fixed annual payment of not less than 25s.,”
we say “an annual payment of not less than
253.” The Victorian resolution proceeds—

That this House is of the opinion that there
should be ne departure from the basis upon
which the finaneial relations of the Common-
wealth and States have rested without the
fullest consideration at a constitutional session
and the approval of the people at a referen-
dum.

Hon. J. Cornell: Is Mr. Hogan’s amend.
ment embodied in that?

The CHIEF SECRETARY : Mr. Hogan’s
amendment was not earried—

That this House asserts emphatically that

the Commonwealth estimates of thg valne to
the States of the fields of taxation to be evacn-
ated by the Commonwealth cannot possibly be
realised.
That part does not appear in our motion,
because it may be regarded as debateable
matter and in any case has not much bearing
on the question. The Viciorian resolution
then goes on to say—

That this House considers the Commonwealth
propesals will delay necessary reduction of
taxation by the Commonwealth Government.
On the other hand, the finances of the States
will be disorganised, and they will have to re-
vise their whole scheme of direct taxatiom, the
incidence of which will have to be radically
changed. That this House is of opinion the
burdens of taxation will be increased.

The unanimous acceptance of the foregoing
resolution is proof that the question is not
regarded from a party standpoint in Vietoria.
The Premier of that State, as we know, is not
a member of the Labour Party, but a mem-
ber of the Country Party; and though in the
Vietorian Legislative Council the Labour

The
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Party have very little influence, that House
adopted the resolution I have just read.

Hon. G. W. Miles: What about the other
States?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I have no in-
formation on that matter. [f we had framed
the motion ourselves, it might in the opinien
of some members be a reason for examining
it elosely, so as to ascertain whether it was
loaded for party purposes; but in view of the
faet that all there is in the motion has been
assented to by the Victorian Parliament,
there ean be no groond for suspicion. It
should be superfluous to say more on the
subjeet. I hope that Mr, Harris will with-
draw his amendment, or that, if he does not
withdraw it, the Chamber will reject it.

Amendment put and negatived.

Question put and passed.

e

BILLS (2)—FIRST READING.

1, Soldier Land Settlement,
2, Vermin Ac¢t Amendment.
Reeeived from Assembly.

House adjourned at 5.53 pm.

Regislative Hssembly,

Thursday, 26th August, 1926,
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o The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p-m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—CAVE HOUSE. -
AMr. BARNARYD asked the Premier,—In
view of the fact that, for a number of years
past, the aceommodation at the Cave House,
Yallingup, has been totally inadequate in



