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ADJOURNMENT-SPECIAL.
THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. M.

Drew-Central) [4.44]: 1 move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
Tuesday next, 26th June.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 4.15 p.m.

11coi;Iativc E."zcmily,
Tuesday, 19th June, 1928.

Question: Vermin, bonus and taxtion
Leave ot abolenee . . .
Bill: Fionacal Agreement, 2R ..a.

.. 98.. 98

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

QUESTION-VERMIN, BONUSES AND
TAXATION.

Mr. C. P. WANSBROTJGH (for Mr.
Lindsay) asked the Minister for Agricul-
ture: 1, What amount has been paid by
the Department of Agriculture as bonuses
on dingoes, foxes and eagles, to February,
1928, together with the numuber of each in
(a) the agricultural areas, (b) the pastoral
areas? 2, What amount of vermin tax has
been collected by the Taxation Depart-
merit to February, 1928, in (a) the agricul-
tural areas, (b) the pastoral areas? 3, What
is the estimated value of unimproved land
on which tax call be collected in (a) the ag-
ricultural areas, (b) the pastoral areas?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
replied: 1, (a) Agricultural areas: Dogs,
£4,162; foxes, £910; eagles, £C83 l0s.; total,
£5,155 10s.; (b) Pastoral areas: Dogs, £12,..
690; foxes, £142; eaglies, £490 5s.; total,
£13,322 5s. 2, The total collected from the
assessments for 1926-7 and the year 1927-8
up to February, 1928, was £86,254 8s. ld.
The Taxation Department do not keep col-

lectious from farming and pastoral areas
separate and advise that to do so would.
cause considerable extra expenditure. (3)
(a) Agricultural areas, £9,426,720. (b) Pas-
toral areas, £8,096,240.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.
On motion by Mr. North, leave of absence

for one month granted to Mr. Sampson
(Swan) and 'Mr. Latham (York) on the
round of urgent private business.

BILL-FINAN{CIAL AGREEMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 14th June.

MR. PAXTON (Menzies) [4.37]: A
good deal has been written and spoken upon
this question. I1 listened with deep interest
to the utterantes of various lion, members
on the proposed agreement, and as regards
opposition to it I regret to have to say that
the members who have expressed themselves
as adverse to the Bill have spoken purely by
way of criticism and not in any way as
offering a constructive alternative. Person-
nly, I ate quite prepared to admit that I
'would have liked to see the States obtain
mocre than they are to receive under the
agrement, but until such time as someone
ca ml put forward an alternative more ad-
vantageous to, the States I munst vote for
the agreemient as submitted by the Premier.
In eommnon with the Leader of the Opposi-
lion 1 am unable to thad a better alternative.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: I can find a
better altermiative, but I have not the chance.

M1r. PANTON: The hon. gentleman has
a-, much chance as I have. Possibly, like
myself, he lacks the ability to find a better
one.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: That may be, I
will plead guilty

M r PA1iNTON: Tile lion, member need
nlot get cross.

Rion. Sir James Mitchell: INo, no. I am
mnerely suggesting that- -

Mr. PANTON: For once I find nyself
in agreement wvith the "West Australian."
I too, think wve should when considering
this financial proposal look a little beyond
our own State.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Now we have
it, of course.
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Mr. PANTON: We should be big enough
to regard the matter not only from our own
State's point of view, but also from that of
the people of the Commonwealth. 1 can
quite realise the position in which the re-
presentatives of the States found themselves
when attending the last conference. They
wvere at the wrong end of the gun. They
found themselves faced with the fact that
the per capita payments had been abolished;
and after all is said and done, that is the
crux of thle question.

]Eon. Sir James Mitchell: There is no
doubt about that, anyhow.

MUr. PANNTON: Most of the arguments-
used ini this Chamber have been as to the
proposed agreement versus the per capita
payments. But the per capita payments are
now non-existent.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: I do not think
that has been thle ease.

Mr. PAN TON: We are all entitled to our
opinion, and that is the interpretation I
placed on most of the speeches from the
other side.

Hion. W. J. George: We have been robbed
before, and We shall be robbed again.

Mr. PANTON: Perhaps; we may go on
being robbed. To me it seems unquestion-
able that the Federal Government, for
whom I hold no brief, acted constitution-
ally in abolishing the per capita payments.
I agree with every member who has spoken
on the other side that we are entitled to
the paym~ents morally. However, that does
not get us very far legally. The wh Ole of
the argument put uip by the Premiers in
the Birat place Was tihat the States were,
morally entitled to the per capita paymnntr
In support of that contention, many
Speeches made in pre-Federation days might
be quoted. The member for Avon (Mlr.
Griffiths) ran through a considerable Eist
of pre-Federation speakers recently, and
there is 110 occasion for me to cover the
ground again. It is just as well, however,
to bear in mind that during 1910, when
the per capita payments were introduced,
the people of Australia Were asked to have
those pkymients. placed in the Federal Con-
stitution. This the people of Australia re-
fused to do. It is as well to remember that
when thie Australian people had the oppot-
'tuntity of making the per capita payment
of 25s. a part of the Constitution, they
turned down that proposal at the referen-
dum.

Hon. IV. J. George: It was because tie
knew they were being robbed of the sur-
plus revenue.

Mr. PANT OF: It was a question of the
people refusing to alter the Constitution at
that time. I hope to-day to be able to adt-
vance figures which will prove to hon. mont-
bars, if they have not already gone into
the inatter carefully, that the referenda in
question were defeated, not by the people
of Western Australia, but by the people of
two States which have received SO muchL
abuse from some portions of Western Ans-
tralia. The State Gr-ants Bill was intro-
duced into the Federal1 Parliament on the
4th June, 1926; and, unlike some members
who have spoken, I wish to make an en-
deavour to show what was in the mind of
the Federal Government at the time when
they submitted that measure for the aboli-
tion of the per capita payments. The Corn
monwenith Treasurer then stated that the
Commonwealth proposed to retire fromn
laud tax, probate duties, entertainments
tax, 40 per cent. of income tax on individ-
munis, and 40 per cent, of income tax on
companies, representing a total of
£7,787,352. Suich was the Federal Govern-
ment's i]ntention when they introduced the
Bill for the abolition of the per capita
payments. With this proposal they had
already mnet the Premiers in conference, anl
the Premiers had refused even to consider
the matter. Incidently I may mention that
the Federal Treasurer stated definitely in
1923-1 do not know who represented this
State then-

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I did.

Mr. PANT ON: The Federal Treasurer
then stated that when similar proposals had
been put before the Premiers, they were
agreed to unanimously.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: They Wvere not.

Mr. PANITON: That is what the Predl-
cmal Treasurer said.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Well, I was
there.

Mr. PANTON: I accept the word of
the Leader of the Opposition. The Federal
Treasurer, in introducing the State Gran's
Bill, said-

The States have sovereign powers to im-
pose direct taxation, and they can distribute
their taxation in any way they like. If they
distribute it so as to make land taxation
three times as heavy as before, that will be
tbeir fault, and not ours,

99



l~ll ASSEMBTH.]J

That is a significant statement. I can quite
understand the Premiers at that period nol
agreeing to any proposal of the ind. The
'Federal Government were going to mankc
thenmselves very popular by reducing taxa-
tion to file extent of over 7%6 million ponds
tknnually, while leaving the States to im-
pose the taxation necessary to compensate-
for the abolition of the per capita payments.
The Leader of the Opposition dots not neer!
any intimation from me to know whvj
would happen to a State MNinistry, irre-
spective of political comple-xion, that snd -
denly proposed to increase tasation by
nearly half a million sterling. That poro-
posal, consequently, was unacceptable to
the Premiers. However, such was the in-
tention of the Federal Government at that
time, June of 1926. ThaL is the point r
wish to make. They proposed to abolish
the per capita payments and simultaneously
retire from certain fields of taxation anil
leave them to the States. It is well to know
what was then in the mind of the Federal)
Treasurer who, presumnably, when speakingz
in the House of Representatives, spoke for
the Federal Government of the day. Tho
Bill, as I have mentioned, was introduced
on the 4th June, 1926. and thus, the per-
capita payments being intended to terminate
on the 30th June, the States had 24 days in
which to adjust their finances. Mr Stewart.
who is well known to the Country Party.
asked by way of interjection-

If this Bill is passed, will the per capita
payments be discontinued on the 30th June?
Dr. Earle Pavze replied in the affirmative,
and Mr. Smollin interjected-

That does not give the States long to
decide.

Dr. Emirle Page thereupon continued-

The Bill is introduced now in order to give
the States as long as possible. We tried to
come to an agreement with them in May, and
the Bill hais been presented as soon as we
could prTepare the figures and information.
We simply say that for the future we shall
not hanve this vicious; system, which cannot
from any point of view be justified.

It is as weil to remind hon. mnemrbers of that
once more, so that they mmiv appreciate
what was in the mind of the) Federal Trea-
surer, the mouthpiece of the Government of
the dayv, when he said that they would not
continue that vicious system.-

lion. W. J. George: It simply meant that
they wouldl have everything their way, and
not consider ns one hit.

11r. 1'ANTO.N I amt presenting to 1
House the views of the Feeral Tx-easer
Following upon that statement by Dr. En
Page, Mr. Secullin interjected, and at f
stage the report of the debate is as f
tow:-

Mr. Seullin.- Will those fields of taxation
surrendered for all time?

Dr. Earle Page: No. Should there
another war, we might have to re-enter evn
field of taxation. So one can take from t
Parliament the right to levy taxation. I
desire to come to an agreement with t
States, but when they refused to agree
anything, there was only one course to f
low, and that was% to use our power undert
constitution.

21r. lUieimard-4son And we. ,ire sitting do%
unider it.

The Premier: "rhiat are you going to
about it? You cannot take their pow
oway from them.

Hon. Sir James M_\itchell: We would so'
do so if we could.

Mr. PANT ON: At any rate, those we
the sentiments expressed by tile Feder
Treasurer at that time. In view of this,
am not much surprised that the Feder
Treasurer should hold fast to those opiniom
because anyone who has read Dr. Eai
Page's pamphlets, and knows anythir
about his sentiments, appreciates the fa
that he has a peer opinion of State Farli,
inents and members of State Parliaments.

flon. IV. J1. George: It is repiprocal.
M~r. PANTON: The lion, member ee

speak for himself. I availed myself of ii
opportunity to look, thrvough one of D
Page's pamphlets, and one paragraph tmer
in i-cad as follows-

We have seven Parliaments in the Conie
wealth, a Federal body and six State bodie
and these latter for the most part-
Thbis applies to us because we are a Stal
legislative body-
-with all their pomp and paraphernali
simply waste time in corners of thr-ir respe
tive States. They mar be Conside. r to d5
their best so far as in them lies, hut they ai
handicapped politically and geographical]:
and are unable to carry on the work of i-l
States. Owing to the centralisiag of affaii
in out-of-the-way corners of the States-

I hope the miembers of the Conuntry Part
wvill take notice of that. We arc living
Perth and, so Dr. Earle Page tells ug, every
thing is spent by uis in the city, and nothin
throughout thle contry areas. That is wha
Dr. Earle Page thinks- of us.

Ron. W. J. George:- But he is spendinj
money at Canberra.
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Mr. PANXTON: Dr. Page, in the pamnphlet
I refer to, continued-

Owing to the centralisiug of aftairs in out-
of-the-way corners of the States, publie
money is always expended in that corner
where the scat of Government is constituted.
Politicians are not always to blamne for tbis.
Owing to the vicious system of Government,
they are often necessarily ignorant, fre-
iuently misinformed, and always unconsciously
biased.
rThat is Dr. Earle Page's opinion of mem-

hers of State Parliaments. We did not
knjow that that was the position, although
we live here andi are members of a State
Parliament. Dr. Earle Page is in Canberra,
but be knows all about it.

Tile Premier: He bad been associating
with members of the Primary Producers'
Association.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: I think that was
written before there was a Country Party
in Parliament.

The Premier: 'No.
MIl PANT ON: Dr. Earle Page proceeded

iii his pamphlet to say-

Give the Government-

That is, the Federal Government-
--complete control of inunigration, foder-
alise the Crown lands, subdivide the States
into provinces whose outlines are determined
solely by the lines of community of interest,
big enough to attack national schemes in a
large way, but sniall enough for every legis-
lator to be thoroughly conversant with every
portion of the area, and land settlement and
proper development will naturally follow.

Hon. Sir JFames Mfitchell: You could ap-
ply thak to the Federal Parliament.

Mr. PANTlON: But that is the opinion
of the Federal Treasurer! I mention that
phase because it was stated last week by the
member for Williamis-Narrog-in (Mr. E. B.
Johnston)-and he looked almost emphatic
as he thumped the desk and made the asser-
tion-that the Labour Party stood for uaiifi-
ration. Tf there is anything that would
mean unification more than that, and it can
lbe found in the platform of the Labour
Party, I have yet to learn of it.

Mr. Richardson: Then we should not
namre to it.

1r. PA NT ON: The Labour Party stand
for a referendum before such an alteration
is made, for our platform contains the
planic: "Until the Constitution is amended,
the per capita payments should be continued
without diminution." That is tile difference.
lDr. Earle Page was prepared to, and did,

abolish thle per capita payments hemus holus.
the Labour Party provide 'a their platform
for ain opportuinity to be given to the people
of An4ralia to jayv whether the Constitution
shall he altered before there shall be any
diminution in tile per capita payments. The
member for Williams-Narrogin said, in a
very toud] WICI, "Whore is the mandate to
the State Government to agree to this
agreenient-P' I believe the P~remier told him
definitely that the Premiers had signed the
agreement on behalf of the States, and that
it provided for its ratificaltion by the Par-
liament of each State, and by the lpcople of
Australia as a whole. Let '.io ask the inem-
her for Wihlinins-Narrogin, "Where is thie
mandate of the Federal Government to
abolish the per capita paymients, without
reference to the States or to the people of
Australia as a whole?" Apparently that
lion. member claims tlint it is essential for
the Collier Government to have a mandate
from the people to do an'vthing, but the
Bruce-Page Government may~ do anything
detrimental to the States without having a
mandate at all. Notwithstanding the views
held by Dr. Earle Page and his Gov-
ernment on that occasion, there was
such a storm1 of protest, not only
from the Opposition benches but from
the Ministerial side of the House as
well, ag-ainst the abolition of the per capita
payments on the lines laid down by thle Fed-
cral Treasure r-tbat was by retiring from
certain avenues of taxation-that the Fed-
eral Government sa.w fit to cry a halt. Not
only was there opposition to the Govern-
ment's proposals from members of their
own party and from the rankis of the Op-
position, but every newspaper of any ins-
portanee throughout Australia criticised it
adversely. Every State Parliament carried
at resolution opposing the Federal Govern-
ment's proposals, and so a hurried meeting
of the Ministerial Party in thle Federal
Parliament was convened. Obviously some
assurance was given to the members of that
party at the time to the effect that the
proposals would be altered or some
arrangement that would he more equitable
would lie arrived at. However, whatever
-was said, the -members of the party re-
turned anld voted for the abolition of the
per capita payments. The member for
Willi ars-Narrogi n remarked that the mem-

bers of the Labour Party in the Federal
Honse did not oppose the Bill.
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Mr. E. B3. Johnston: At the second
ieadtilig stage.

Mr. PAN'VON: The bon. member said
that the members of that party had not
called for a division on the second reading
of the Hill. He knows that the then Leader
of the Labour Party, Mr. Charlton, moved
an amendment to postpone the consideration
of the 1Bill untill such time as the Federal
Constitution Commission had presented their
report.

Air. L. B3. Johnston: I quoted his amend-
ment.

Mr. l'ANTON: That amendment was
defeated by 34 votes to 19, and only one
mnember from the Government side of the
House voted with the Opposition!

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Where were
all the other members when the division
was taken?9

Mr. PANTON: Search me!
Haon. Sir James Mitchell: Where wem

they?7
Mr. PANTOiN: As often happens bert,

I suppose they were missing. Folowing upon
that division, the main question, the motion
to agree to the second reading of the Bill
was put and, as is so often the postion here
when an amendment has been defeated by
-in overwhelming majority, was agreed to
without further opposition. In view of the
majority against the amendment, what wvas
the use of calling for another division or.
the second reading of the Bill?

Mr. E. B. Johnston: What about Mr.
Gregory's subsequent amendment?

Mr. PANTON: I am dealing with what
the lion. member stated the other evening.
Nowv he is trying to shift his ground
straight away. He told us then that the
Bill had been agreed to by the Labour
Party, because they did not call for a
division on the second reading of the Bill.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They were
half-hearted about it.

The SPEARER: Order!
Air. PANTON: I am not setting out to

defend the Labour Party in the Federal
Parliament, bumt I am merely endeavouring
to correct the views expressed by the mem-
ber for Williams-Narrogin.

The Minister for Justice: All the Gov-
ernment supporters voted for the Bill.

'Mr. PANTON: Exactly. When the
present Financial Agreement was before the
H~ouse of Representatives, speaker after

speaker on the Government side of the
I-ouse stated definitely that had it not been
for the cracking of the whips in 1926, they
had their doubts as to whether the Bill
w%,old have been passed at all. However,
it is obvious that the Ministerial whips
cracked to some purpose, and the Minis-
terial members camne up to the scratch. I
mention these points to showv what was in
the minds of the members of the Federal
Government regarding the abolition of the
per capita payments.

Mr. ED. 13. Johnston: Why do you not
quote the amendment that Mr Gregory
moved?

Mr. PANTON: What has that got to do
"'ith the matter, seeing that the second
reading of the Bill had been agreed to?
[t wats at that stage that the fight against
the measure was wade. Subsequent
amendments would not have got anyone
verr'A far. Playing come to thme conclusion
that it was useless proceeding wvith the
scheme they had proposed at the outset,
the Federal Government gave members of
their party assurances that must have
been regarded as satisfactory, for they
camne forward with another scheme, which
the Premiers spent several days in discus-
sing and boiling down, until they arrived at
w~hat wey nowv have before us. Until such
time as some better alternative is presented.
-and apparently no member of the Opposi-
lion can adivancee a better alternative--I
will have to support the Financial Agree-
ment that wve have before us.

Hon. Sir .James Mitchell: Should not the
17,000,000 he divided on the per capita
basis over 58 years instead of on a fixed
bansis?

Mr. PANTTON: I do not inteud to go into
dietails as to whet should or should not be
(lone.

Don1. Sir James Mitchell: You knowv so
nuch!l

Mr. PANTON: The Leader of the Op-
rosilion will not give anyone the right to
voice opinions other than those he holds.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I do not quci-
lion the right of any member to express his
own opinions.

Mr. PANTON: That is what the hon.
memnber's interjection would imply. Re-
garding the Loan Council, I cannot follow
the arguments advanced by the Leader of
the Opposition or by the member for Wil-
liamsq-Norrogin. I do not pose as an au-
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thority on finance; probably that is ono
reason why 1 should deliver a long speech,
although I do not intend to do so. A vol-
untary loan council has been in operation
in Australia for some tune.

Hon. Sir James M1itchell: That is a dif-
ferent proposition.

Mr. PAXTON: The effect of the newr
proposal is to make that voluntary loan
council a permanent body. At any rate,
from the point of view of the improved
position we will reach when we have ono
borrower instead of seven borrowers, it.
must mean that it will prove beneficial,
sooner or later, to Australia's finances.
Every hon. member will agree that organi-
sation is the biggest factor to-day in eon.-
inercial enterprise. No matter in what
direction we mnay look, whether it be in con-
nection with banks, manufactories or in
connection with any other of the big coin-
mereini enterprises, we see on all hands
organisation and amalgamation going on.

Hon. WV. J. George: That is merely fol-
lo-wing the lead of the Labour rarty.

Mr. PAN TON: If that be so, then we
will have a very fine world before very long.
There are times, however, when they take
two steps forward and slip back one. That
is the trouble.

Ron. WV. J. Gleorge: They will not slip
back under the organisation of to-day.

Mr. PANTON: While I agree that the
effect of some of these organisations is very
often seen in increased prices of co~mmodi-
ties for the people, hon. members will agree
that that is not always a good thing.

The Preider: It moans getting better
terms for the organisations, just as this
proposal secures batter terms for our or-
ganisation.

Mr. Richardson: The unemployed are or-
ganising!

Mr. PANTON: At any rate, that is tMe
attitude I intend to adopt regarding the
Loan Council. After having had miany
years of experience from an orgaiming
point of view, the conclusion I have arrived
at is that if this policy is good for private
enterprise because it leads to increased pro.
fits, which, as I have already pointed ont,
is not always good for the people, sutrely
it is equally goad for the Government, be-
cause the step proposed will lead to de-
creased interest rates on borrowed money.
Surely that is quite worth while.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We do not
know that.

Mr. PANT ON: Surely the hon. member
will not say that it will not lead to a de-
crease in interest rates, or that if it should
have that effect, it will not be good for the
State!I

H~on. Sir James M~itehell: That is what
you say, but will it have that effect?'

'Mr. PANTON: I am pointiug out that
organisation is aimed at either to secure
mo re eflicieney or, which naturally follows,
more profits. That has been illustrated titan
and again. If the proposal of the Federal
Gov'ernmuent regarding the Loan Council
will result in decreased interest rates, surely
it i s av good thing for the Government to
organise for the god of diuc community.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Our interest
rate is the lowest in Australia by n lung
way.

The Minister for Justice: And we have
been a member of the Loan Council,

Hon. Sir James -Mitchell: But that w-as
for Australian borrowing.

M-Nr. PANTON: I am supporting the Bill,
not because I think we are getting all we
are entitled to, hut in the absence of any
constructive alternative. I have been wait-
ing Anxiously for some member who is op-
posed to the Bill or has been circulating
literature on the subject to offer a construe
five policy that would be more acceptable.
It is useless for members to take up the
attitude adopted by Mr. Lovekin.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: You cannot,
here criticise an hon. member of another
place.

Mr. PANTON: I amn not criticising a
memlber of another place; I ant criticising
someone wiho has circulated a lot of litera-
ture and someone who was quoted in the
Ibm-n of Representatives by the member
for Perth, Mr. E. A. Mann. The statement
of Mr. Lovekin, as quoted by Mr. Mann,
was-

It is no good being frightened or feeling
that the Commonwealth, having taken away
the per capita grants, will refuse to give us
anything. No Government would dare to
collect taxes from the State and give nothing
in return.

Mr. Thomson: That is an opinion com-
inonly expressed about the corridors of the
House.



104 (ASSEMBLY.J

Mlr. PAN'roN :The (nutntIion eonitin ue, : ledge of what our nresytstd& on .vould be,
We need not be afraid of that. If we turn

this (Iowa,, something else must be substituted
for it.

Mr. Mann tha nked Mr. Lovekin for hiy--
lag supplied bim, with the literature an
figures he used in the Federal House. ife
agreed with that staitmnt oy Mr. Lovekin,
but I do not.

The Premiier: That, is wat Mr. ijecaw-
her used to say-s-omething will turnx up.

Hon. Sir Jain"- Mritchell: 'rhis is a pooliev
of despair.

'Thto Prem ier: A po l icy of liespir lin
you were lpreparerd to accept iii 1923.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: 1. have already
told you that I was not

The Pvernier: The report of the confer-
ence says that you were.

Hon. Sir James 'Mitchell: Ask the officials
who were present.

Mr. PANTON: When will my turn come
Mr. Speaker?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. PANTON: A sentiment such as I

have quoted does itot get us very far. What
is the use of arguing that the Federal Goy-
ermnent will not dare do this or that? They
have dared ho do it by abolishing the per
capita payments. Such arguments remind,
mec (of an incident that occurred at a picture
show in Perth. A man and his wife decided
to go to the pictures. When nearing the
picture show, the wife rvinemliered that she
had to make some purchases in a hamn and
beef shop, so sine turned to her husband and
said, "You go in to the pictures, and I will
follow presently.' The man went in, and as
is was danrk, he stood up behind the back
row. A light started soon afterwards, and
the man, together with the disturbers, was
thrown out. The wife came along and said,
"Did not you go in to the pictures?" His
repl ' was, "Yes, hat a fight started and.f
was thrown out with the combatants." The
wile asked, "Did not you pay to go in?"
and on receiving an affirmative reply, she
added, "Hut they cannot throw you ou.
The retort of the husband was, "But I am
out." It is just the same with the per
capita. paymrents. They have been abolished
and we are compelled to make the next best
deal. It is idle for Mir. Lovekin to say that
the Commonwealth dare not do this or that.
We have five members from Western Aus-
tralia in the House of Representatives. We
entered the Federation with the full know-

and I ask members, "What are you going to
do about it? Are you going to replace the
whole of those five members-that would not
itrake much different'-e-,r are you --UII1g Wi
start a civil wvar with Air. Loveldn, sword
on shoulder, leading the way?"

Hon. W. J. George: He would not lead;
you imy depend upon th.

Mr. PANTON: If there is going to be a
war of that kind, I am afraid 1 shall not be
found behind Mr. Lovekin. That sort of talk
w~ill not get us anywhere. With only five
ntenihers in tine H-ouse of h-epresentatives,

wxhat chance have we of entering any effec-
tive protest, except when the elections come
round?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No chance at
all; you arc quite right there.

Mr. PANTON: In the end this question
has to he decided by the peole. Let me say
candidly that the one thing 1 regret-and I
think it is the wveak point about the agree-
mnt-is that it was ever brought before
the State Parliaments at all.

Hon. G. Taylor: Hear, hear!
Air. PANTON: I believe that if the

Premiers, on behalf of the States, had agreed
and that if the question had then been sub-
mitted to the people, no party feeling what-
ever would have been introduced.

Ron. Sir James Mitchell: Has any party
feeling been introduced?

Mr. PANTON: Yes, quite a lot of party
matter has been introduced. Dame Rumiour
has been running about Perth pretty
actively. and where there is smoke, there is
generally fire.

Iton. Sir James Mitchell: But Damal
Riumour is a lying jade.

M r. l'ANTON: Yes, bat unfortunately
a lot of people believe her, and some main-
bers are not doing too much to correct her
erroneous versions. It is regrettable that
the matter ever had to come before the State
Parliaments. All said and done, it is a ques-
tion for the people. There is not a shadow
of doubt about that. The people elect the
members of the Federal Parliament as well
as of the State Parliament, and have to pay
for any mishaps that occur. The people
should have beet asked to say whether the
agreement should become part of the Con-
stitution or not. If this House or another
place does not pass the Bill, the people will
have no say in the matter, and thus will be
deprived of their right to express an opinion
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on it. 1 hope the statement of the Leader
of the Opposition that Dame Rumour
is a lying jade is correct, because it
is rumoured from one end of Perth
to the other what another place intends to
do with this Bill. As a matter of fact , the
only topic more widely discussed is the fiat
for the abolition of tipping competitions. I
understand that the Bill is not going to be
discussed by another place, but is going to
be thrown out. It would be a nice state of
affairs if a few members in another place
did that.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: XWhy not con-
sider the Bill on its merits?

Mr. PANTON: If the hon. member will
induce his friends in another place to do
that, I believe the Bill will be passed and the
people will be given an opportunity to show
-what. they think of the proposals. It has
been stated repeatedly in this House and
Sunday after Sunday we get it in the news-
paper, if not before breakfast, then imme-
diately afterward;, that the people of this
State are opposed to the Federal Govern-
muent and that they desire secession. We are
led to believe that the people want all sorts
of things and wilt not, on any account, give
the Federal Government any greater latitude.
I have gone to the trouble of looking up the
records of the referenda taken since the in-
ceptioni of Federation, and they make inter-
esting reading. Including the referendum
taken on Federation, there have been eight
referenda taken by the Federal Government
entailing 16 different questions, and of the
eight referenda, Western Australia has east
an affirmative vote on seven occasions. Most
of the referenda were requests for extensions
of power to the Federal Government, and
only on the last occasion did a majority of
the people of this State withhold approval.

Mr. Triomson: As a matter of fact, the
people of Western Australia approved of the
25s. per eapita provision being placed in the
Constitution,

Mr. PANTON: It is as well to have this
information placed on record at the present
time.

Mr. Thomson: And the per capita provi-
Sion was not put in the Constitution.

Mr-. PANTON: No, because the majority
vote was against it. The figures I intend to
quote are enlightening. When I took them
from the ''Year Book," I was Surprised to
find how loyal the people of Western Aus-
tralia had been to the Federal Government
especially after all I had read each Sunday

and all I had heard in this House to the con-
trary.

Hon, 0. Taylor: Why Sunday reading?
Mr. IPANT ON: WVell, in the paper pub-

lished on that day, I can generally find Who
won the tipping cornpetition. By a majority
of '25,10 votes, Western Auistrain agreed to
triter thn. Federation. In 191.0 a referendum
was taken on the question of inserting in the
Constitution the provision for the 25s. per
capita payment. Although that proposal
was rejected by the people of Australia, the
people of Western Australia favoured it with
a1 majorjty of 18,058.

I-on. Sir Jamei Mitchell: At that time
they had been here only five minutes.

Mr. PANTON:- I am referring to the 1910
referendum.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: 1 was referring
to the first one.

Mr. PAXTON: Anyhow, they gave the
bon. mnemrber an opportunity to get on. On
the referenidunm for Commonwealth power to
take over State debts, Western Australia re-
corded a majority of 35,930. That was the
only question submitted to a referendum that
ever received the approval of the whole of
the people of Australia.

Mr. Thomson: And that is tbr question
we are deciding now.

Mr. PANTON: 'Yes.
Ron. Sir James Mitchell: No, it is a very

different thing.
Mr. PANT ON: A distinction without a

difference.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: 'No.
Mr. PANTOIN: In 1911 the Federal 6-ov-

ernment, took another referendum on the
question of giving the Commonwealth in-
creased l 'egislative powers. Western Aus-
tralia agreed to it with a majority of 5,858
votes, but the proposal was rejected by Teas-
mania, Queensland, New South W\ales, Vic-
toria, and South Australia. Thus every State
of the Commonwealth objected excepting
this loyal State of ours. On the same occa-
sion, the question of giving the Commion-
wealth power to deal -with monopolies was
carried in Westerni Australia with a majority
of 7,031, but was rejected by the three States
nearest to the centre of Government, namely.
New South Wales, Victoria and South Aus-
tralia. Tn 1013 a series of questions was
put to the people by way of a refer-
endunm. questions dealing with trade
and commerce, corporations, industrial
matter, railway disputes, trusts, and the
nationalising of mnonopolies, and there was
separate voting on each question. On thu
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question of trade and commerce, Western 27 years. Western Australia then fell into
Australia recorded a majority of 5,168, but
it was rejected by New South Wales, Victoria
and Tasmania. To carry at referendum,
members are aware that it is necessary to
have four States as well as a majority Gf
the people in favour of the proposal. On
the question of corporations, Western Aus-
tralia gave a majority of 5,150, but tli.
proposal was rejected by New South Wales,
Victoria and Tasmania. On industrial mat-
ters, Western Australia gave a majority or
6,839 votes, bitt the proposal was rejected
by New South Wales, Victoria and Ta,-
mania. On the question of railway diapute ,.
Western Australia, by a majority of 5.992,
favoured the granting of the necessary
powvers to the Federal Parliament, but the
proposal was rejected by New South Wales,
Victoria and Tasmania. On the question
of trusts, Western Australia gave a majority
of 9,030, but the proposal was rejected by
New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania.
On the nutionalisation of monopolies, West-
ern Australia gave a majority of 7,804, hut
that proposal also was rejected by the same~
three States. Those are the three States that
we are told are going to obtain so much
from the agreement because they are near,
to thp seat of Government. On all those
ov1caswjins they have ibfusd to give the
Federal authorities any further powers
whatever. On the question of military ser-
vice in 1910, Western Australia gave a ma-
jority of 53,185, but the proposal was re-
jected on the votes of New South Wales,
Queensland, and South Australia. In 1917,
when the same question was again put to the
people, Western Australia gave a majority
of 37,594, but the proposal was rejected
by New South Wales, Victoria and Queen9-
land. In 1910 the Commonwealth again
asked for additional legislative powers, and.
Western Australia agreed by a majority or
3,250, but the proposal was rejected by the
two big States, together with Tasmania.
At the same time the Commonwealth asked
for power to legislate for thle nationalisationI
of monopolies. Again Western Australia
said "Yes" 1w- 4.422 votes, but the proposal
was rejected by New South Wales, Victoria,
0outh Australia and Tasmania. The occa-
sion of the latest referendum in 1026 was
the only time when Western Australia failed
to give an affirmative majority on any one
of thes questions submitted through the
medium of eight referenda in the course of

line with the rest of the States by refusing
to give any additional powers to the Fed-
eral authorities.

Hon. 0. Taylor: They had become wiser.
Mr. PANTON: I do not think that tor a

moment, but on looking at all the referenda
I find that, alinost without exception, the
Labour Party were in power in the Federal
sphere, and Western Australia was prepared
to give them what they sought. That does
not appear to be the position in respect
of the lpresent FederalI Government. That
is the conclusion 1 have arrived at, though
perhaps it is wrong. It may be that West-
ern Australia was prepared to grant the
Federal Government tihe powers they sought
because the Leader of the Opposition and
I were in the same districts advocating

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I was doin g
my best for the State, just as T am doitig
it at the present time.

Mr. PAiNTON: That may be, but there iD
room for a difference of opinion on that
point. I feel certain that the record of
Western Australia shows that, if given an
opportunity to vote on this question, the
people of the State will vote in the affirnia-
tive. Believing that to be so, 1 am 'tot pre-
pared to prevent them having the right to
ally "No." If the people are given the
opportunity to vote, it will not be any fault
of mine if I do not get them to say "yes,"
just as the Leader of the Opposition will
lose no opportunity to induce them to say
"no." The fight should not be carried on
in Parliament; the place is on the public
plalform, and the people, and not members
of the Legislature, should decide the ques-
tion. All the other State Parliaments have
approved of the Bill, thereby giving the
people of the other States the opportunity
that the Gov'ernment of Western Australia
are seeking to give to the people of this
State.

Hon. Sir James 'Mitchell: We do not
give them the right to do so; it is the Fed2'
oral Parliament.

Mr. PANTON: That is a mere quibble.
If the Parliament of any of the other
States had thrown out the agreement, the
people would not have had the opportunity
to vote.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: This Bill is not
going to be submitted to the people.

Mr. PANTON: Who said it was?
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Hon. Sir James Mlitchell, You did.
Mir. PANT ON: I did not. I have been

telling the hion. member that if Parliamen-t
agrees to the Bill the people later on wil
be asked to give the Federal Parliament
the authority to enter into an agreement
with the States. The Leader of the Op-
position will surely agree that if the Par-
liament of Western Auastralia passes the
Bill, the people likewise will give an affirmia-
tive vote when the matter is submitted to
them. This agreement will be entered into
between the Commonwealth and the States
and my desire is to give the people the
opporcunity to express their ol)inion. I do
not know how members in this or anothe;
place intend to vote, but I contend that
the State Parliament has no authority what-
ever to deprive the people of the right
which is theirs, any maore than they should
attempt to deprive the electors of the right
to vote at a general election. This is the
people's job; it is not a question for mewu-
hers of Parliament to decide, no matter
what their political creed may be. It is
even less the right of members who repee-
sent only one-third of the electors of the
State to attempt to determine the question
before the people. It is my intention to
~vote for the Bill for these reasons: First of
all I believe that it is the best possible
agreement that can be obtained. Of that
I have no doubt. The terms were the very
test that could he got at the conferences;
there was no possibilty of getting anything
better. if Parliament rejects the Bill, and
another conference is held at a later stage,
is it supposed that we shall get any symi-
pathy from the representatives of the other
States, all of whom have arced to recom-
mend the proposals for the acceptance of
their people? We should get none at all.

Hon. W. J. George: We do not wvant
their sympathy; we want our rights.

Mr. PANTON: Hon. members opposite
are desirous of depriving an essential sec-
tion of the community of the right to have
any voice in the matter.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Do you say that
the agreement is right on the 1926 per capita
basis?

Mr. PANT ON: I say it is tbe best pos-
sible agreement we can get. If the Leader
of the Opposition had put forward a better
proposal, I would have been on his
side. I am in favour of the per capita
basis, but the Federal Government, who are

at the right end of the gn, say there is no
longer a per capita basis; therefore what is
the good of talking about something that is
no longer existent. I repeat, I intend to
support the Bill beentase, firstly, I believe
it is the best we can get; secondly, and more
important still, because the people and not
this Parliament should have the right to de-
cide the question: and, thirdly, I believe
that the proposal will be for the benefit of
Australia generally and Wostern Australia
particularly. My experience of organising,
and watching other people orgarnise, leads
jue to conclude that the organisation of the
finances of Australiai will be for the benefit
of Anstralia as a whole. T am big enough
to view the uratter fromn the wide aspect of
oe nation, one Ilag and ono destiny.

HON. W. J. GEORGE (Murray-Welling-
ton) [5.22]1: The lion. gentleman who has
just sat down delivered a tecry interesting
address, but, boiled down, 1 gather that his
belief is that hair a loaf s better than no
bread. He does not consider that we should
get better termis than those offered to us. I
have niot quite gathered whether lie is in
favour of better terms being given to us,
if they could be obtained. His speech, how-
ever, may be summed up in this way, that
he has accepted the word of the Premier
that the proposals are the best we =a
get, and therefore weC bad better accept them
or we may get worse. I do not know what
hon. members may think, but I feel like
drawing lip another hole in my belt when
considering what hias been put before us.
Have we no sovereign rights Have we
no rights as a State which, only thirty years
ago, contained a population of only 40,000
peorl~c? Those people, and others -who
came to help as, have mnade Western Aus-
tralia a State that should command respect.
I believe it does. Hlave ire not the right in
this place, -which is so far distant from
Canberra. to express our opinions and, if
it is possible to do so, Put them into force?
Are we to he suppliants at the door of the
Federal Parliament9 Are we to be a foot-
hall to be kicked by Dr. Page, who is one
of our rulers to-day?

The Premier: These are the Prime Min-
ister's; proposals, not those of Dr. Page.

Horn. W. J. GIRORGE: We are a
sovereign State; we were led into the Fed-
eration by the talk of fraternity and all the
rest of it. Where has there been any dis-
play of fraternity since we have been
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fcderated9 Right from the very start West- lormati.,n an~d knowledge, le likely to go
ern Australia haes been suffering as the re-
sult of the attitude of those who are on the
other side of Australia, and it cannot very
wvell be otherwise. We have only five mem-
bers in the House of Representatives. What
do tli,&r votes count 9 Five might count in
.a close division; they might make or break
a Ministr, h ' ut their influence otherwise is
not felt. Even if all the Western Australian
representatives made up their minds to re-
train from voting, the Federal authority,
as constitated, would not lie affected.

The Premier: But our six members in the
Senate can exercise a powerrul influence in
regard to legislation.

Hon. W. J'. GEORGE: I am not sure
that they can.

The Premier: We have the same number
there as any other State.

Holl. W. J. PEORGE: T was interested
to hear the member for Menzies (Mr. Pan-
ton) declare that the people should have the
rfrl't to deal with this matter. I agree with
him there: T do not thnk PaFrliament should
have discussed it: it should have been left
enti'clv to the people to determine, and it
should have been the duty and the privilege
of muemhers of Parliament to explain the
position to the electors. If it was right for
the people to decide the qiue.qtion whether or
not the States should federate, it should be
rigrht for tlwmn also, when a step is con-
teiniplated to bring about a change in the
Constitution, to say' whetter that change is
or is not desirable. T listened closely to the
Premier's spieech~ and I think lie did the best
lie possibly could in the circumstances. He
certainly gave very foll infoinmation and he
gave it very clearly. But he left the idea in
my m iind-it may' be a misemnception-that
hie felt it is not the correct thing. As the
Lender af the Opoosition dealt with fimires
at length, it is not my purpose to dwell on
them; I am more concerned about the aspect
of bePin'r ohliged to accept th, proposals. It
seems like having to acenit crmobs from the
rich man's table, or like the dog, taking the
fragmients from the nmaer's table-either
that or nothing. With regard to the news-
papers, they do not annear to have done
verv much. What they have been trying to
manke out is that members of this House, or
of amotlier place. have h~ardly a full know-
leA." of A., Position. ,,d therefore are not
eatable of dealing with it. I am inclined to
think that myself. but I do not consider thait
the newspapers themselves, with all their in-

faor.
The Premier: That is hearsay.

Hion. WV. J. GEORGE: [t is a fact, all
the same. It is not wvorthu while discussing
thle figures or details. We have been told
tllat we should not get this or that, and we
can accept the information as being correct,
otherwise it would not have been put for-
ward by the Commnonwealth Government.
There can be no qluestion that we are gradu-
ally drifting toward% uinification. That is a
matter that I want lion, members to think
about, and those who believe that that is the
trend of events, and who de'ire to bring it
aboiit, cannot do better tlrun vote for the
Bill. It is simply' helping Ihe thing along.
We have only to notice the abject attitude
of the variouis Premiers towards the Federal
Glovernmnent. Only the other '-the Pre-
miers of most of the States met in confer-
ence and one of the proposals that was set
down for discussion wvas that they should go
cap in hand to the Prime Minister and ask
him to impose at tax on petrol throughout
Australia. T should thlink that those Pre-
miers would at once vote for unification.

The Premier: The Premiers' Conference
rejected that motion.

Hon. WV. J (JEOIWE: I know it did. The
Premiers met in conference. If it is sufi-
ciently important in the eyes of the Coul-
monwealth to get the Premiers together to
discuss the question ot asking the Comn-
mionwealth to impose a petrol tax it shows
that perhaps Dr. Earle Page's criti-
eisms could be applied very strongly to
these gentlemen. My idea of a sovereign
State is that we should all mecet on terms
of equality, and not have to kneel at the
foot of the stool; all should stand on the
same plane. The only difference there can
be between the Prime Minister and the
Premier of one of the States is one of
degree. It is certainly not sufficient to put
any State in a servile position. I am some-
times inclined to think that many of the
proposals that are put forward form part
of a big- scheme that is being worked, not
by the Federal G"overnment actually in
power, whether Labour or Nationalist, hut
by persons who with a long thread are trying
to pull us into centralisation. which of
course means unification. We have seen,
ev-idence of that in the ease of every Gov-
erniment that has been in power since Fed-
eration was broughit about. It seems to me
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that these matters are all worked out and
put forward in a certain way before the
respective (Joveruments. and that they con-
stitute an official and bureaucratic endeav-
our to affect the interests of the States. By
means of Federation we sough-lt to have.
equal representation in the suanagceult of'
affairs. Rave we ever had that? W e were
given the Senate so that there might be ai
tribunal to protect the small States, but hasQ
it done so-/ The Premier may reply that
there were more rcpresentativrees ia the
Senate on our side of polities, bat the posi-
tion is always the same. We have never
had a decent or Lair deal from the Federal
Parliament. The double taxation of thle
People is unwarranted, and it is gradually
draining the resources of everyone. First of
alt, the land and income taxes were imposed
upon the people by the States. I do not
mind taxation by the States, however heavy
it may be, because the mnoney raised is kept
within the State's borders. The Common-
wealth tax on top of that, however, is
gradually draining the resources of the
people with small incomes. It does not
make much difference to those who are in
business or who a~re mnan ufactutring, because
they pass on the tax. The people who are
in receipt of fixed incomes, the result
of their life's work, find that the incidence
of taxation falls very heavily upon them.
'rhey have two income taxes to pay, and two
laind taxes. It is generally understood, and
there can 1)0 no question with regard to
this, that most of the loans raised in Great
Britain for the use of Australia have to
be unloaded on to the small property
owners, or the people with small incomes,
as investments for them. I say without fear
of conttradiction that the number of people
in Australia, enjoying relatively small in-
comes, who are subscribing both to Common-
wealth and commercial loans, is getting-1
appreeiably' less, because the community is
being bled by this form of dual taxation
I shall vote against the Bill, and, shout]
it go to a referendum, will do all I can to
secure a negative vote. I have no faith
either in the Commonwealth Government or
the Commonwealth Parliament. I do not
care whether Labour is in power, Mr. Bruce.
or anyone else. The Federal authorities
'have not given Western Australia the fair
deal they should have given the State. We
have not had the consideration to which we
wvere entitled, and they would, if they could.

deprive us of the enniaclit position we have
won for ourselves, and render the State
subservient to at distant tiovernmcut with
little knowledge of her problemus and con-
ditions, and I am sorry to say I believe,
earingl less.

MR. BROWN (Ilingelly) [5.36] : I wvish
to explain my position as it affects the
policy of our party. As the debate goes on,
it will he noticed that we hold different
opinions. I am pleased it has been decided
to make this a non-party measure, for it is
only -right and just that it should be so. If
there shiouldl he a difference of opinion, and
we should vote in different directions, I feel
siure that every member will vote according
as his9 conscience dictates. We are eon-
.vinced about the prospeity of Western
Australia, and, however we vote, I am satis-
fled that we shall vote in the way that we
think is iii the best interests of the State. A
mass of fig-ures has been put forward by
members, more particularly by the repre-
sentatives iii the Federal House, and these
have been printed in pamphlet form. I take
it that every' member of this House has had
a eojpy oF the speeches that have been de-.
live red. The most surprising thing is that
these figures seem to vary. I do not know
how they were compiled. It strikes we for-
eibly that when a man sets out to compile
figuries, he becomes9 so imbued with the ac-
curacv of his compilation that he thinks he
alone is compiling what is right, and that
the other fellow must he wrong. I wish to
deal first with the arguments that have been
placed before us by the Premier. I also
retain the right to criticise his figures, as I
think they should be criticised, as well as the
fi ,gures submitted by other speakers I take
it that the figures the Premier presented have
been compiled by actuaries from all the
States, by experts who know exactly the
position of every State. It seems a peculiar
thing that the Premier can give us one set
of figures and maintain that they are ab-
solutely correct, when I feel sure he must
have been misinformed by someone. MrS
Loveki a, in his figures, states that Western
Auistralia, will be a loser by the agreement
after three years. The Premier tells us, on
the other hand, that we shall' be the gainers
for a considerable number of years. One
thing- I deplore is that the Premier did not
attend the conference which was summoned
bY the P3rime Minister and Dr. Earle Page,
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at the time it was proposed to abolish the
per capita payments. It would have been
a good thing if the Premier had attended that
meeting, because lie would have been iii &
better Position to explain what actually
occurred.

The Premier: I do not know what con-
ference the hon. member means.

Mr. BROWN: I understand a conference
was held, and that the Premiers who met
refused to go on. I think most of the Pre-
miers refused to agree to the abolition of the
per capita payment;, as suggested by the
Commonwealth.

The Premier: We did attend thait con-
ference. We refused to discuss the Prime
Minister's proposals, and uinanimously re-
jected them.

Mr. BROWN: That was on the occasion
of the previous conference.

The Premier: It was the conference of
1926. W~e refused to entertain the pmn-
posal;, and rejected them unanimously. Fol-
lowing thaL ref usal, the per capita payments
were abolished. We did attend that confer-
ence, and joined in the refusal to accept the
proposal.

flea. Sir James Mitchell: They did away
with the per capita payments after that.

The Premier: They brought in a Bill to
abolish them.

Mr. B3ROWN: The Premier has told us
that the per capita payments have been
abolished. We all know that. Every speaker
has referred to that fact. Nearly every
speaker, too, I am sorry to say, has sug-
gested that we should retain the per capita
payments. All the speeches in opposition to
the Bill have been on the basis that we
should do this. As these payments have been
abolished, we have to decide what we are go-
ing to substitute for them. In the Bill be-
fore us, the Federal Government tell us
what they are ready to do. We have to
decide that which is most advantageous for
Western Australia. 'f admit that some of
our Federal members, Messrs. Gregory;
Mann and Prowse, argued very strongly in
the Federal Parliament that it would be die-
advantageous to Weszterni Australia to accept
the terms offered. They knew well that the
per capita payments. had been abolished. I
take it that those members, who are Federal-
ists, would not like to see secession brought
about. They know we are part and parcel
of tie Commonwealth. When any member
oppostes a Bill that is before the House, be-
cause it does not coincide with his views,

he she ald be able to put forward something
that is better. In the speeches members have
delivered so far, they have not told us what
in their opinion should be substituted, and
what would be more advantageous to the
State.

Hon, W. J. George: We arc told we are
lpowerlew.; that is why.

Mr. BROWN: This debate is runningr on
Federation. Federation has already come,
and we belong to the Federation of States.
I cam a strong Federalist. I consider myself
a big Australian, not a little one. As a
native of Australia I am pleased to k-now
that v~c are becoming a nation, and I should
be sorr 'y to see the nation split into factions,
leaub Some little thing in the way of
financial recompense way nlot he suitaile to
nmnny members of Parliament. To my mind
Federation has iFeen very beneficial to West-
era Australia. I know many members will
not ng.rce with me. We ought to thank God,
however, that when war broke out we did
belon- to the Federation. Where would
Vesterii %ustralia be 21ow if we did not be-

long to the Commonwealth? Would our
finances be in their present position? The
Fedetal Government had to borrow seven. or
eight hundred millions sterling to finance the
war. When the *ar wvas over our boys
had to be repatriated. During their
absence their dependants had to he provided
For~. tnd by whom?

Mr., Ridrlinlson : Did we not ha~ve to pay
for it all?

111% BROWN: Certainly we had to pay
for it, hut the Federal Government had the
responsibility. No doubt we paid our share
oF the cost through the Customs. It has
been asserled that Western Australia can
borrow more cheaply than the Federal Gov-
erniacut, but let us not forget that the Com-
monwealth had to go on the money markets
of the world when money was scarce, and
thus were compelled to pay as much as 6Y/2
per cent, interest. Now, howci'er, money is
gradually becoming cheaper, though in my
opinion it will never again be as cheap as it
was in the past. Let us look at the matter
from another aspect. But for Federation,
what would have happened to our products
during the wr? 'What would have hap-
pencil to the man on the land? But for
Commonwealth guarantees the primary pro-
ducers of Australia could not have sold their
products. Dozens of hoards and truists were
es;tablished \vith a view to keeping Australian
production as high as possible. That could
never have been achieved in th0 absence of
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Federation. It is on those lines I am form- fail to see wvhat disabilities we arc suffering
ing my opinion concerning the Bill. I need
not dwell on Federation, because it is with
us all the time. Disabilities can be remoyad
by constitutional methods. What is the Corn-
monw~ealth administering in Western Aus-
tralia? Old age pensions, invalid pensions,
war service homes, the baby bonus-of which
the member for 'Williams-Narrogin and other
yongn membcrs may yet learn the benefit--
the Defence Department, and many other
activities and functions. Little did we dream
28 years ago that we would have to defend
our shores, almost to the last man. The D~e-
fence Department must be maintained, and it
is under Federal jurisdiction. Time Cuvtojg,

I know, are the Federal bugbear to Western
Australia; but even with secession it is ques-
tionable whether wve should not have to impose
equally high import duties in order to ob-
tain the revenue needed. Most States de-
vivo their main income from duties on im-
ported goods.

Mr. Richardson: Because that is the
easiest method of collection.

Mr. BROWN: A great deal has been said
about Western Australia being down-trod-
den as the result of Federation. It is as-
serted that we are labouring under grave
disabilities and groaning Under unduly
heavy taxation. But what has happened in
Western Australia daring the last ten years?
Perth land worth £100 per foot 10 years
ago is now selling'for £1,000 and £1,200 per
foot. Our farming lands have easily doubled
in value. Do purchasers of real estate here
tell us, "If you were free from Federation,
this would be a much better country"? No.
They do not trouble themselves about the
policy of any Government; they come to this
country because they know that money is to
he made in Western Australia. Our Lands
Department is now inundated with applica-
tions for land. If we could find farms for
10,000 men, they would be taken up within
three months.

Mr. Richardson: We shall have to get a
hbustle on.

Mr. BROWN: We have got a hustle on.
Farms cannot he surveyed immediately.
However, there is a big future for West-
e'rn Anstralia. T1he peonle crowding over
here ram the Eastern States do not stop
for a moment to worry about our financial
dicahil~tie. 1mev know we have a surplus,
that Western Australia is the only State
which at present has a surplus. They know
that our railways are paying. I, personally,

as the result of Federation.
Mr. Angelo: l)0 you think our popula-

tion will increase at a. greater rate than If
per cent.?q

Mr. BROWN: I will go into that directly.
I. have all the figures bearing on that as-
pect, and I think I may just as well quote
figures like other speakers have done. The
Premier, in recommending the Bill, said
Western Australia would receive £473,000
annully for 58 years. During the first year
of the currency of the agreemient wve shall
receive about a million sterling, representing
;in advantage of £500,000 or £E600,000. The
most peculiar feature of the various discus-
si ons throug-hout Australia on the Bill has
been that the opponents of the measure are
invariably the parties sitting in opposition
to the State Government of the day. If there
is a Labour Government in power, the
Nationalist and Country Parties object to
the Bill. If a Nationalist Government oc-
cu py the Treasury bench, then the Labour
Party object to the measure. Why is thad
so? XVbat is behind it all9 For the first
few years of the proposed agreement, nt-
doubtedly every State will receive a great
deal more money than would be coming to
it in thme absence of thie Bill. A big surplus,
abundant finance, available now, in what
may be termed Western Australia's initial
stage, wvill do far more good than the same
,amount of money 30 years hence. We want
the money now, or in the course of the
next five or ten years. The Premier has told
its that the total saving fiir-he next seven
years will be £3,492,000. I have not beard
ally contradiction of that statement. The
total benefit from the agreement in the
course of the next 30 ycars will lbe £10,630,-
000.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That refers to
time sinking fund in London.

Mr. BROWN: Probably the sinking fund
has something to do with it. Now as to the
increase of population in Western Austra-
lia. According1 to Mr. 'Wickens it will take
20 year" to double thme population of Perth
and suburbs, while to double the population
of the country districts will take 30 years.
Between the two, it means that Western
Australia will double its population in about
30 years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: What about
Victoria9

Mr. BROWN: I shall give hon. members
information about Victoria directly. 'Under
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the agreement we shiall1, 30 years hence, be
£10,630,000 to the goad as compared with
the per capita payments. Surely that is an
-incentive to members to vote for the Bill.
Not many of us will be here in :30 years'
time, and we can pass a little of that benefit
on to posterity. By accepting the money
offered us under the Hill, Western Austra-
lia will advance much more rapidly titan is
possible under the system of per capita
payments. In 30 or 40 years from now our
population will have done very well to reach
the milion mark. Personally, I do not think
the million wili then have been reached.
Take rural population. Anyone familiar with
rur t condition,- knows that after the first
20 or 30 years the population of a fanning
district is apt to de~cline. I refer to districts
absolutely dependent upon farming or graz-
ing. ALfter 20 or 30 years the small men
start to sell and the large man starts, to buy.
Sometimes it happens that fewer people are
.found in an old-settled district than in a
newitL settled one. This can be observed in
various parts of Western Australia. A
locality in mny electorate. 14 or 15 miles from
Pinzelly, 20 years ago bad a progress asso-
ciation whose meetings, as T can testify from
having been present at them, numbered 30
or 40 people. Nowadays all the people
in that locality could be counted on o-ne's
fingers; The small mani has SOld out to the
large man, aind there are now about 10 or
15 people where 20 years a-zo there w~ere 30
or 40.

The Premier: That is the history of laud
settlement throughout Australia.

'Mr. BROWN:. Yes. Why does the popu-
lation of the c-apital cities increase I Take
the case of South Australia, South Aus-
tralia's rural population is declining, but
the population of Adelaide and suburbs is
increasing.

The Premier: It is the samet story in Vie-
toria.

Mr. BROWN: That is so. The reason is
that the people rush to the towns, which
under our protective tariff oktablish factories
of all kinds. T urn not in Yavour of a pro-
tective tariff : I am still a believer in a
revenue tariff, though T reco':rnise that prob-
ably a revenue tariff would have to be as
hhrh as a protective tariff. With the estab-
lishment of factories in the metropolitan
districts, the country bieomes; to a certain
extent denendent on the town. Looking
around Western Australia after my 33 years'
experience here, T am proud to see how even

Out- u1itvl little Perth 1ILs fOLurished. SomI
Of the inest commercial buildings, banks
and tlieitres in thme Commto nwealth are to bi
frond here in lPerthi.

Hon. G. Taylor: All controlled from. thI
ERast.

Mr. BROWN: I do not know where ti
control is expeised. A great deal of thi
capital is hel in shares, some of which art
doubtless held by local peole. However
Australian cities alwayvs inicrease their popu.
lation at at highor rate thman rhe country dis.
tricts.

Hon. Sir James M1itchiell: Ilue, of course,
to Federation and the Tariff Board.

Mr. Thoniion : tan yon wet,- out of it?
lion1. Sir Jamies Mitchell : Surely it will

not be allowed to increase all the timec.
Mr. BROWN: I will now deal with soruc

of' the points niade by those who argued
aga1111int the Bill. The Leader of the Op-
position stated that lsve would be mudL
better off under the per capita system, and
hie saidl that under the agreemient the East-
ern States wvould be in a miore favourable
position than Western Austialia. His prin-
cipal argumients were against thle Loan
Council. What is wrongC with that pro-
osal?
Hon. G. Taylor: What is right with it-7
Air. BROWN. Fromu the arguments that

have been advanced so tar, i fail to see what
is wrong with thiat proposal. The Premier
pointed out to uts that Western Australias
requirements would he formunlatd hero in
accordance with the policy of the Govern-
ment in power aind would be forwarded to
the Loan Council, on which body we are to
be represented, The Loan Council would
then dec-ide what Western Australia's share
in the loan would he and sope that the loan
was p)laced on the London market or the
American market, wherever the best terms
could be procured. I maintain that it will
be better for Australia as fu whole to have
one borrowing authority ratlier than six or
",even.

Mr-. Thomsgon: We have really been work-
ing uinder that ! vstein for this past six years.

Hon. Sir JInmes Mitchell : Only in relation
to Australian borrowing.

Mr. BROWN: The Toon Council Might
determine that we had been borrowing too
much money.

Hon. G4. Taylor: That is it different thing.

Mr. BROW N: The LoanL Council would
be in a postition to know when loans should

h 2
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bec floated, what securities w will have, and
wha~t success will be achieved.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : Why is it,
then, that we were able to get our loans for
one-half per cent, better interest than the
other States?

Mr. BROWVN: But when somne of our
liabilities are better known-we will have
tremendous losses in connection with one
undertakin-it is doubtful whether we will
be able to get loans under those conditions.
Our interest charges may be higher, be-
cause our security will not be as good as it
oughlt to be.

lion. Sir James Mitchell: kre you refer-
ring- to the group~ settlement scheme.

Mr. BROWN: Yes.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Then why don't

you say so?
Mr. BROWN: Tn my opinion, we started

that scheme a bit too soon and in a bit too
large a way.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is what
you would say!

Mr. BROWN: That is my opinion.
Ron. Sir James Mitchell: That sort of

thing was said when we started the wheat
belt.

Mr. BROWN: The difference between in-
tense culture and wheat growing is as great
as the difference between night and day.

Hon. Sir lames Mitchell: The same sort
of arguments were used in bo0th instances.

Mr. BROWN: But there is a difference in
the arguments now. The Leader of the Op-
Jposition based his calculations on popula-
tion, and suggested that we must increase
our population more rapidly than the East-
ern States. 1 (10 not think that will be so,
in view of the figures of Mr. Wickens, the
Commonwealth Statistician, that I have in
my possession.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Thea we must
blame ourselves.

Mr. BROWN: On the 31st March, 1926,
the population of New South Wales was
2,308,333. In Sydney and its suburbs the
population was 1,039.390, or 45.22 per cent.
of the population.. The population of Syd-
ney will double itself in 24 years. Mr.
Wickens says that the population of Perth
will be doubled in 20 years' time, therefore
there is not a great deal of difference. On
the figures I have mentioned, the popu-
lation of Sydney and suburbs in 24
years' time will be 2,078.780, and under
the per capita payment system, we
cannot get awvay from the. fact that

'even then New South Wales will not gain
any mnorethean we will gain in Western
Austrzilia, despite the fact that the Leader
of the Opposition contends otherwise. In
Victoria, Melbourne had a population of

!f21ior a percentage of .54.16 of the
total population. That city will double its
population in 20 years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: What about the
rural population?

Mr. BROWN: It will take 302 years to
double!I

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: There you are!I
Mr. BROWN: That is my argument.
Ron. G. Taylor: That brings down the

percentage for Victorianas a whole'
Mr. BROWN: No; the population of Mel-

bourne will double itself as quickly as the
population of Perth will be doubled.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Yes, but what
about the rural population ? On your
figures it will take about 160 years to double
the population of Victoria,

Mr. BROWN; I do not think so. The
South Australian figures show that the popu-
lation of Adelaide is 303,614, or a percent-
age of 5564 of! the total population. It is
also shown that the population of the rural
districts will take 166 years to double.

Ho.' Sir James Mitchell: We shall beat
that.

M~r: 'BrOWN: That is my argument again,
seeing that the rural land will be secured in
larger holdings. As the population increases,
the Government will have to repurchase
estates and sctt!c the people on smaller hold-
ings. That cannot be done in Western Aus-
tralia or in South Australia for intense cul-
turn purposes, because no big rivers exist.
Tn Victoria people can be settled on smaller
holdings, because of the advantages of irri-
gation. There are plenty of rivers there,
and the country lends itself to irrigation
Works.

The Minister for Lands : But they are
paying heavily for it.

Hon. Sir JTames Mitchell: Yes. £33 an
acre.

The Minister for Lands: And settlers are
leaving.

Mr. BROWN: Tn 1926 the population of
Perth was 179,775. That includes the muni-
cipalities a9 well, but the percentage was
48.20 of the total population. The popula-
tion for the rest of the State. including moad
board towns, totalled 204,219, or an aggre-
gate of 384,094. T Understand the ponulation
of Western Australia is now something like
400,000. The population of Perth and its



114 [ASSEMHLY.J

municipalities will be doubled in 30 years,
with a population of 359,550, proylded that
we progress at a corresponding rate to that
experienced during the past ten years. That
is doubtful, however, because during the last
few years we have received more migrants
than ever before.

Bon. Sir James Mitchell: No, no!
Mr. BROWN: We have received more

Southern Europeans, and they all count.
Our natural increase, too, must continue.
In 30 years' time the country will have a
population of 6ao,ooo. Ron. members can
work out the sum and they will find what
uur position will be under the per capita
payment system at that time. The increase
of arrivals over departures during 1927 was
13,391, and on that basis we can estimate
how many people wvill come out in 30 years'
time. One great point made by those who
oppose the Bill, more particularly by tbe
Leader of the Opposition, was that the Bill
will make for unification. I confess I con-
eider it will tend that way to a certain ex-
tent, but having an agreement for 58 years,
we wvill have benefits that we know will be
absolutely certain and cannot be altered ex-
cept by- referenda. 'That being so, it will
prevent unification, of which we are so
afraid. It has been stated that Dr. Earle
Page is a unificationist.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: He said so him-
self.

Mr. BROWN: I do not think so, because
a short time age lie was advocating the cut-
ting up of Australia into smaller States.

Mr. Thomson: There is a difference be-
tween having smaller States, and unifica-
tion.

Mr. BROWN: The smaller States would
bave chargo of their own affairs and I do
not think; that a strong unifleationist would
advocate that condition of affairs.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell; Earle Page wrote
a book c-u the question.

Hon. G. Taylor: Ye; on unification.
Mr. BROWN: He aimed at smaller

States, not unification. The member for Wil-
liams-Nbrrogin (Mr. E. B. Johnston), when
arguing about the per capita payments,
quoted figures that were alLog-ether at vari-
ance with those submitted b-y the Premier.

Hon. G. Taylor: That would not make
them wriong.

Mr. Thomson: Would it make them right?
Mr. BROWN: Were the figures quoted

by the member for Williams-Narrogin
wrong9

lion. 0. Taylor; Could a member of the
Country Party be wrong in any circum-
stances.

Mr. BROWN: l am not concerned about
an individual's opinion, but about the main
question. The member for Wiiaris-Narro-
gin could see no good in the Bill and hie
expressed the hope that the people of the
country would decide its fate. The People
will have that opportunity, but if the
Leader of the Opposition and the member
for Williams-Narrogin had had their way,
we would not have been allowed to debate
the Bill.

Hon. Sir James MitchelL Why?
Mr. BROWN: I1 do not know if that

is democracy.
Hfo,. Sir James Mlitchell: I did not say

that.
Mr. BROWN: You were ruled out of

order!I If you had had your way you would
not have allowed Parliament to discuss the
Bill.

Mr. Thomson: That is quite correct.
Mr. BROWN: Are not our memories

good?
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No, but you

could be a little bit honest, and admit that
I said there should be two Bills, not one.
You understand the position so little that
you cannot see it.

Mr. BROWN: In my opinion the hon.
member's figures wvere supposititious. Any
one of us could write out figures in support
of our views, but are members hound to
accept them? There must be some reliable
authority that we can accept and get down
to bedrock. In my opinion, the figures
presented by the Premier were the most
authentic that have been presented to us
so far. Mr. Lovekin has expressed his
opinion regarding the loss to Western Aus-
tralia, but howv does lie ascertain his
results? What I object to is that some
members have been preparing their speeches
for months past, and it does not matter what
may have cropped up in the meantime, they
adhere to their figures and. art. biassed. They
will not listen to anything else. That is
wrong. We should keep an open mind to
the last. If we study the position for
months ahead, and work out our case on
the basis of certain figuires, there may be
great alterations. In fact, there are always
,bound to he developments and alterations.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.
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21r. BROWN: It is not my intention to
delay the House much longer. I shall sup-
port the Bill for three reasons. In the
first place we have lost our per capita pay-
ments and something else has been substi-
tuted. We have had an amazing lot of
figures from members of the Federal Par-
liament and from members of this Parlia-
ment, including the Premier, and to a cer-
tain extent they are all in conflict. As
time goes on doubtless wve shall learn the
true facts of the case. What the Premier
has placed before us, however, seems to
be the most feasible explanation of all.
The Leader of the Opposition and the
Deputy Leader of the Country Party have
gone to considerable trouble to amass in-
formation on the subject, but the figures
pres~ented to us by the Premier show that
the Hill will prove of advantage to the
State. My second reason for supportitug
the Bill is that all the speakers have agreedi
that it must 1)e of advantage for a number
of years. In fact, they have all agreed that
Western Australia will gain for the next 30
years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: No fear!
Mr. BROWN: If the Bill is going to be

of advantag-e to this State during the early
stages of development, and if we can get
all this money to develop the country so
nuch the quicker, I feel sure that in 80
years' time posterity will be able to manage
its affairs even better than we are man-
aging them now.

Mr. Angelo: I do not think the Premier
said 30 years. I think he said 15 years

The Mlinister for Justice: Yes, 30 years.
Mr. BROWN: Most of the speakers have

admitted. that the agreement will be of ad-
vantage to this State for 30 years and, if
that is so, I consider it only right to support
the measure. Mly third reason for support-
ing the Bill is that even when it is passed
by both Houses of Parliament, it must be
submitted to a referendum of the people.
Before effect can be given to the measure
much water will flow under the bridge. The
various figures that have been presented to
us will be submitted to the people and they
will be in a position to judge whether they
should adopt the Bill or reject it. I have
an open mind on the question. If it can
be proved conclusively that the Bill will
be disadvantageous to this State, I reserve
to myself the right to go on the hustings
and advise the people to vote against it.

Mr. Angelo: What further proof do you
want?

Mr. BROWN: On the information placed
before us, I urge members to support the
second reading and leave it to the people
ultimately to decide wbether the measure
shall become law or not. I do not wish to
traverse the ground that has been covered
by other speakers. I have expressed my
views plainly. I do not think any member
can do wrong by voting for the Bill. Thd
p~eople will have the final say and we shall
have an opportunity to tell the people if
facts subsequently adduced warrant the re-
jection of the measure. We should pass the
Bill because, if such facts arc not forth-
coming, the people will not be denied the
right of accepting the measure.

MR. TEESDALE (Roehourne) [7.35]:
Judging by a remark made from the Gov-
ermnent side, it is to be hoped that some
of the members supporting the Government
are about to contribute something to the
gaiety of nations. Apparently, however,
they are contenting themselves by interject-
ing.

Mr. Kenneally: Do not look at me.
Mr. TEESDALE: At any rate, I have a

few notes that I have scratched dtown only
hurriedly because I thought this debate was
going to last for four or five days longer,
whereas it seems likely to peter out at any
moment, and I should not like my contri-
bution to be lost. There has been suck
an avalanche of pamphlets, correspondence
and figures connected with the Bill that I
do not propose to add much to the heap.
At the same time there are one or two mat-
tens upon which I should like briefly to
comment. Clue of those is a remark made
by the member for Menzies (Air. 1'anton).
In contradistinction to that lion. member,
I would not submit the Bill to the public
at all. I do not know wvhat it has to do
wvith the public. If the electors of Western
Australia elect a Parliament consisting of
80 members-

Mr. Panton: They do not.
Mr. TEESDALE: And if those 80 mem-

bers are not in a position to judge what
is in the best interests of this State, there
is an opportunity for the electors every%
three years to empty out those members neck
and crop.

The Minister for Justice: This Bill will
not have to go before the people.
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Mr. TEE SDALE: It may have to, but
I am dealing with the remark of the member
for Menzies.

The Minister for Justice: No, an amend-
ment of the Fedural Constitution will !:e
submitted to the people.

Mr. TEE SDALE: That is a fact. I want
to know, too, in that connection how many
of the electors of Western Australia an'-
liely to take the trouble thoroughly to up-
derstand this Bill. What percentage of the
electors have gone to the poll at the last
three or four elections9 Roughly, somie-
where about 50 per cent.

Mr. Brown: They will have to vote on
this question.

Mr. TEESDALE: I doubt whether 50 per
cent, will thoroughly understand the Bill.
We know~ how referenda have been treated
in the past.

H1on. G. Taylor: It will be compulsory
votinQ. If they do not vote they will he
fined.

21 r. I'EESDALE: Has anyone been fined
yct7 Some members of Parliament have
treated this Bill as if it contaned some dire
conspiracy on the part of the Federal Gov-
erninent against Western Australia. It is
an extraordinary thing that some members
Took for everything bad from the Federal
Gov'ermn.ent. Even members of the same
political party have made a practice of de-
tractin-g from and vilifying everything eman-
ating fromn the Federal 0 overunent. To my
mind the present Government has been one
of the hest from the standpoint of Western
Australia. In saying that I am not referring
to the State Government; I am referring to
the pro'snt Federal Government, who have
at least attempted to do something for West-
ern Atnstralia, and that is more than can
be credited to their predecessors. I know of
something that gives the lie to the statement
of the member for Murray-Wellington (Hon.
W. J. George) that we have had nothing
hut injustice from the Federal Government
since the inception of Federation. In 1926
the present Premier of the State approached
the Prime Minister with a tentative pro-
posal for public works, representing a vote.
if I am not mistaken, in the region of
0I0,000.000. At that time the State of New
South Wales was causing a good deal of
trouble. As the Migration and Settlement
Commission was then in process of formna-
tion, it would have been quite permissible
for fr_ Bruce to refuse to advance any
money to Western Australia at That time.
'But did he refuse? Not so. He went out

of his way personally to guarantee £180,000
to enable the progress of Western Australia
to continue. That £180,000 was distributed
amongst two public works, £150,000 to the
Denmark railway and, I believe, £30,000 for
the Busselton drainage scheme. There is one
ease in point where some good came to West.
era Australia from the Federal Government.

Ron. W. J. George: But it was only a
bit of plunder that he had already got from
us.&

Mr. TEESDALE: I am content if the
lion. memiber will admit that we get a plum
now and then.

Hon. NV. J. George: I said plunder.
The Premier: I think we have got a

good manny plums.
Nr. TEESDALE: Anyhow, that is one

worthy of mention. One of the best argu-
ments in favour of this Bill is the fact
that the party on the Government side, to-
gether with their colleagues in the other
States, are supporting it. Considering the
way in which they have, I might say from
time immemorial, criticised the present Gov-
ernment, I think it is a splendid argument.
When, they appreciate something that the
Federal Government have done and are pre-
pared to support it, God knows it must be
good! The member for Mlurray-Wellington.
said we have had nothing but injustice from
the Federal Government ever since we first
entered the Federation.

Hon. WV. J. Geore: I do not think we
have hadl justice, anyhow.

Mr. TEE SDALE: Let me tell the hon.
member what we have done. We have done
nothing hut whine and grouch about every
mortal thing the Federal Government have
put before us. Nothihg has been favourably
considered; everything suggested is unjust
to Western Australia. 'While possibly the
other States have their grievances, they
have never made the frightful fuss that we
have. Everything that i% offered to West-
ern Australia we try to boot it out, because
there is some dire plot to injure the pro-
gress of this State.

Mir. Corhoy: Paranoxet-
The Premier: Like the boy, always cry-

ing for more jam.
Mr. Panton: And noxv they want more

cream on it.
Mr. TEESDALE: Considering the won-

derful harvest we have ,just reaped. the
splendid season hefore us, the wonderful
rush for land in tbis. State, and, judging
by the latest loan, the favour with which
the financial position of the State is re-
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garded, sulrely% it is time we ourselves took
a little risk. What is the use of a few old
fellows worrying about what will happen in
58 years' time. It will not upset them.
What about letting some of the young fel-
lows take a bit of the riski in shouldering-
the fintincial respoasibility Are we to de-
liver this country to thenm beautifully sweet-
ened and groomed up like the coat given to
a horseI Let them have a&bit of the "yacker"
as we in our time have had. Do not worry
about 55 years hence. If it will he of ad-
vantage for 15 years, if will be good enough
for in;, and I am going- to support the Bill.

MR. THOMSON (Katanning) f7.42]:
When opposition wits being offered to thiq
Bill, T did expect that some sound argument
would be advanceri against it. No mnember
of this House can avcuse mne of being what
mayv he termed ant ardeint Federalist.

Mir. Corbor: Mind you do not displeu~.u
the mnerber for Roebourne!

1Mr. TJeesdalec: You have been as had as
anyone.

Mr. THOMSON\: I have protested -ts
much as possible, and perhaps more so than
has anyv other member of this House. against
the disabilities that Federation has irmposnd
upon this State. I an) unlike the Leader
or the Opposition, who states that hie is in
favour of Fe~leration, though lie coul1d seo
no good in the proposals that are now be.
fore us. No doubt if the Lender of the Op-
position were given an opportunity to with-
draw from the Federation, judging by hi.,
puhlie utterances, he would hesitate to IJo
,o. On the contrary, if I could see any op-
portunity to withdraw from Federation,
I should do go, without hesitation. I hon-.
estly believe that, unhamnpered by the Fed-.
eral Government we could develop thia
State more cheaply and economically than
can be done under present conditions. We
have a large State with huge areas of land
that we are endeavouriag to bring under
cultivation, and we have a large amount of
constructional and dei-elopinental work lo
perfonu. If we had control of All our own
affairs we woul)ad be able, through the State
'Government, to import our own rails and
other materials that are necessary for the
developumont of the State, and he able to
carry on this development at a lower cost
than at present. I have approached the
Financial Agreement, not as an ardent Fedl-
eralist, hut as one who has given the matter

very eirvefj eomsideration, and have comne
to the conclusion that the people of Western
Australia anid their Parliament will be doing
a grave injustice to Westerni Australia if
they do not give it their aproval. Let us
consider thie position. Whenl We first en-
tered the Federation the Commonwealth
Governient took control of the Custonta.
For a period of ten years they were to
return to the States three-fourths of the
Customs duties. When the term covered byv
thme Brahdon blot expired, a conference was
held.* Thme Federal Government of that day
pltect before the people of Western Ausl-
tralia, aifter the Premiers' conference. at
p~ropIosal that there should he inserted into
time Constitution a provioion whereby'
this State would receive 25s. per head
for all time. That was -referred to the
people. Those who made up the Opposi-
tionm, f rom which the subsequent Government
wats cho'en, did their utmnost to defeat that
referendum. It was very interevsting to hepar
the figures qutoted by thie member for Mlen-
zips (Mr.% Panton) indirating that on even'
occasion when a refereudm hag been taken,
with the exception of the last, the people
of Western Australia have suipported it.

'Time Premiier: And all -triving greater
h)o1-ei to the Commonwealth.

11r. THOMSON : Yes. Even with the
apposition of the Western Australian mnem-
bers in the House of Representatives, if the
people of Western Australia arc given the
opportunity that the Leader of the 0 pposii-
tion and others wish to deny them, T belieive
th~ey will support the proposed referendum.
If tire Bill is dlefeated, the finances not only
of this State, but of every State in the
Cornurjon-wealth, will be placed in a very
parlous positioni. On the other hand, if this4
agreement is passed by all the States, the
financial position of Western Australia will
he sounder than ever before. The posi-
tion in 1010 was that the proposed amend-
ment of the Constitution, providing- for
the payment of 25s. per head for all time,
was defeated. Immediately the Opposition
caine into power they wisely decided to place
on the statute hook a provision entitling the
States to receive 25s. per head of the popm-
lation for tea years, or until such time as
the Federal Parliament otherwvise decided.
The Federal Parliament ha" now decidnd
otherwise. The provision for the per capita
payment has come to an end, and those
payments are no longer being made. The

1-17



118 [ASSEMBLY]J

Leader of the Opposition stated that we
should not accept this agreement because "'e
can get a better one. The member for Wil-
liams-Narrogin (Mr. E. B. Johnston) said
the same thing

Hon. Sir Jamapi Mitchell; I say it is not
fair to us.

Mr. THOMSON: That is a matter of
opinion. B3oth lhon. members side-stepped
the question when the Premier interjected 2"WVhat guarantee have you thaqt we shall
get better conditions?"

Mr. Corboy: What guarantee have you
that we shall get even the same conditions?

Mr. THOMSON: We have the guarantee
that the Premier., in conference formulated
certain proosls, and came to a definite
agreement. Each State, wvith the exception
of Western Australia, has accepted the pro-
p'wals that are embodied in the agreement,
wthich has been accepted by the Premier.i
as well its the Commonwealth Government.
It is unthinkable that the Commonwealth
Government would in any way depart fromt
the agreement they have entered into, an-l
with has had the sanction of every other
Parliament within Australia.

Hon. IV. J. George: They will find plenty
of excuses to change it when they want to.

Mr. THOMSON: Unfortunately, the op-
position to this Bill is founded on suspicion.
The interjection of the member for Murray-
Wellington (Hon. W. J. George) indicates
that, when he says they will find plenty of
excuses whereby they may evade their re.
sponsibilities. The Premier of this State has
appended his signature to this agreement.

Honl. W. J. George: But does not believe
in it.

Mr. THOMSON; The other State Pre-
miers, as well as the Prime Minister, have
done the same thing, and yet we have mem-
bers saying that the authorities will look for
some opportunity, some excuse, to evade and
break their agreement.

lon. W. J1. Georze: I am entitled to
think that.

Mr. THOMSON: I am sorry any member
should pass such a reflection upon the honl.
gentlemen who entered into this agreement,
It is a reflection upon every other Parliament
that has supported it.

Hon. W. J. George: What did they do
about the surplus revenue; robbed us of it,
did they nno

'Mr. THOMSON: I wish to show how the
Opposition has voted in the Federal Parlia-

mnent. I would refer to the Commonwealti
"Hanisard," page 320, of the 13th July, 1910
Senator Lynch when speaking on the Ad
dress-in-reply said-

I need only point to the action which wi
took in Western Australia to got the Finan
cial Agreement voted down. To all appear
flutes that State stood to gain more under th(
agreement than did any of the other States
yet when the time came for expressing as
opinion we stood firmly by the attitude thai
this Parliament alone should have the fina.
say in the distribiution of the revenue of he,
Customs and Excise.

That was Senator Lynch's view in 1910. i
stated that the Federal Parliament shooki
definitely be the one to decide how, th(
money should be spent. Let me now turn tU
Mr. Irvine, who has also spoken in a similai
manner. He said-

It is the function of the Federal Parlianieni
to decide how the surplus revenue shall b<
expended.

Thus we have the statement of a Labomt
Senator on the one side, and that of one ol
the most eminent Federalists on the other
It is the general opinion held by the aver
age member in the Federal Parliament thai
that Parliament should have the right t(
decide howv the surplus revenue shall be ex
pezided. They have taken that right. Menm
hers are aware of the section of the Con
stitution wvhich says that the States are en
titled to receive three-fourths of the Cus
tomus revenue. We have not received tha
since 1901. 1 am amazed that the Leader ol
the Opposition, when Premier, did not set
that that section was carried into effect, ani
that Western Australia received three
fourths of the Customs revenue. What i!
the use of stating here that the Constitutioz
provided, when we entered into Federation
that we should receive three-fourths of thi
Customs dutty, when for 18 years we havi
not reeeived a penny of it, but have beet
receivin 'g a proportion of the per eapiti
payment of 25s.? What is the use of put
ting up an argument like that, and saying wi
ought to receive the 25s.?

Hon. IV. J. George: According to yor
we oughit not to get anything.

Mr. THOMSON: I am supporting thii
Bill which ensures for Western Australia foi
30 years, a sure of £335,000 per annum. Tha
is wvhy I am supporting the Bill. It assure
to Western Australia and its Treasure
financial stability. Since 1010 negotiation:
have been going on between the various Pre
iers. A conference was held when Mr
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Watt was Federal Treasurer. He put f or-
ward the proposal that we should agree to
a reduction of the per capita payment from
25s., by annual instalments of 2s. 6d., until
it reached Its. That proposal was, of
course, rejected. I should like those who
entertain such a degree of suspicion con-
cerning the actions of the present Federal
Government to point out in what way that
Government has done an injustice to West-
era Australia. Like the member for Roe-
bourne (11r. Teesdale), I believe I can point
to many instances in which favourable con-
ditions and grants have been meted ant
to this State. Mrh. Watt, when Federal
Treasurer, was the cause of this State
putting up a fight, as he was deduct-
ing 25s. per head i respect of sol-
diers whom WVesteru Australia had sent
to the front. Our Treasurer of the day, Mr.
James Gardiner, as the result of a strenuous
struggle obtained the restoration of that
money. I shall not discuss the failure of
the Premiers to consider the proposal first
submitted to them. I said then, and I say
now, that the State missed a golden oppor-
tunity of obtaining a convention. The State
entered Federation on the basis of equal
representation at conventions, and when it
is a question of altering the wvhole financial
structure of the Comimonwealth anil the
States, the matter shuould be considered by
all the States on a footing of equal repre-
sentation. That opportunity having unfor-
Iunately been missed, we must come down
to earth. We must consider the agreement
submitted. I have given it my most careful
consideration, and in my opinion it is the
best financial agreement ever offered to
Western Australia by the Commonwealth.
It secures financial stability for a period of
58 years. As I have said here previously,
the per capita payment was in my opinion
unscientific. It gave to the larger States
that to which they were not justly entitled.
Because of highi tariffs the cities of Mel-
bourne and Sydney, with secondary indus-
tries established, obtained closely-congested
populations, thus placing Western Australia
at a decided disadvantage from the per
capita aspect. The Federal Government who
have put forward this proposal were the
first Federal Government ever to adopt the
principle that financial assistance to the
States should be hosed on area as well as
population. That was so in connection wvith
the roads rant, which was strenuously op-

posed by the larger States. It is frequently
urged that New South Wales in the early
days by standing out of Federation obtained
various concessions, the Federal Capital site
being, one. Howvever, that was before the
Federal bond had been entered into; and if
any lion, member can show me how we can
withdraw from the Federation, I ask him
to do so. No hon. member, I believe, can
show how even by a 100 per cent vote of
the people of Western Australia-an im-
practicable proportion-in favour of retir-
ing from the Commonwealth this State can
get out of the Federation. What, then, is
the validity of the argument that if we
stand out of the proposed financial agree-
mient wve shall secure better conditions 9 In
my opinion there is no such guarantee butP
on the other hand, grave doubt as to
whether we would get terms as good as the
present if Ave turned down, the financial
proposal submitted by the Premier. The
Leader of the Opposition (quoted the fav-
ourable terms on which Western Australia
has been able to float loans. Undoubtedly
we have becen in the happy position of rais-
ing our loans at reasonable rates. The hion.
gentleman, however, omitted to tell the
Ilocase that the Commonwealth was generous
in p)ermitting the State of Western Austra-
lia to go on the London money market while
the Federal Government had recourse to the
American market. I believe Western Aus-
tralia was permitted to do so because of the
favourable opinion in which this State is
held on the London market and the fav-
ourable opinion wvhich the Commoaivesith
enjoys on the Ne. York market. Admitting
that in the past we have derived some small
lbenefit from our sinking fund, surely, as
pointed out by the Premier when intro-
ducing the Bill, if our assets arc good
enough to justify lenders in the Old
Country in furnishing us with money at a
cheap rate, our position wvill be still better
when we have the backing of the Common-
wealth. Another reason why I support the
measure is that it wvill ensure to us stab-
ility. We hove heard a great deal about
the sinking fund, as to there being-
£C8,000,000 in it, and about its being a great
assistance to our finances. In point of
fact there is only' about £3,000,000 in it,
because for many years past-ever since I
have been a member of this Chamber-
Western Australia has been faced with
large deficits. Further, as the Premier
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has stat,*d, wie have had to borrow Jhloliey :al

as high1 a rate as, 6 per cent. to redem
loans for whiclh we were paying only 3 per
cent. Though we hare our sinking fund,
the carrying of the Bill means. additional
security to the lenders of money. There i.4
110 notioln of repudiating any agr zeement.
for I do not believe that thle lenders of'
mnnoy to this State ever considered on an
occasion whether Western Australia had
a sinking- fuind or not. They spread the
trust funds and other moneys available for
loon over the various States4. The mere fart
of the existence of a sinking' fund does not
improve the securityv offered by Western
Australia. sincee one cannot imnagine Western
Australia, or any other Auistralian State,
ever defaulting. Tn 1910 'Mr. Fisher, then
Prime Minister, introducing thle Bill to
which I have referred spoke as follows:-

This is providing for stability, and is1 an
assurance to the State of the payment of 25s.
per head for a pieriod of 25 years. Tt is done
with a desire to give some stability and
security to the States; andl if this Bill be
passed, T am sure it will be for the safety
And to the credit and honour of all coacerned.

Mr. 1)eakin, then Leader of the Federal Op-
position, who had put forward the sam1e
proposal previously without success, said-

This Bill secures stability for the finances
of the Commonwealth and the States for the
next 10 years. I welcome the assnrance of
the Prime Minister that although it will be
withiin th2, powver of Parliamient to anmend tihe
measure at any time and in any particular,
there Is 11 0 intention to alter it for that
period. He is giving a deliberate pledge, not
only for this but for other Parliamnents, dur-
iag the period for which the measure will
operate. Although that assurance was un-
necessary so far as hon. members are con-
cerned, it is valuable and effective so far as
the public are concerned.

.Nowv led me read whalt tip present Prime
Minister has stated-

It provides for a permanent and -final settle-
ment of the financial relationship of the Com-
monwealth and the State;, a matter which

has occupied the attention of every Govern-
ment since Federation. Finance was one of
the most difficult problems facing the founders
of the Federation. It is particularly gratify-
ing that this arrangement has beea arrived
at by cordial agreement between the Com-
monwealth and all the States, and that the

negotiations have been conducted in a most
friendly spirit.

Inl 1910 we find the then Prime Minister and
tin- then L.eader of the Opposition stating
that "the Ineagure means the financial sta-
Ibility of the States." Such is not the posi-

tion to-day. The Leader of the Federal
Opposition of to-day hos stated that the
Commonwealth is gh ing, tile States4 too
muceh. 'Therefore I aisk, why this hesitancy
and] why this suspicion?

H~on, G. Taylor: 'Mr, Scullin. said that.
Mr, ThIOI[,SON. No, Mr. C'harlton, then

Lender of the Fedei-al Opposition.
Mr. Richardson: That does not prove it

was righit.
Mr. THOMASON: 1 support the Bill be-

caune in 115 years Western Australia will,
uinder it, be better off by £745,663. We
entered into a financial agreement for a
period of ten years, subject to renewal.
Surely the people of the States can trust
those who will he administering Western
Australia's affairs in 1.5 years to put up a
good case to the Federal (Government. I
have that confidence in those who will be in
this Parliament then; I believe they will look
after the interests of thle people of Western
Australia just as we have entleavoured to do
during the past 0 or 14 years. Surely it
is to be assumed that the Lender of the
I-Touse. who took part in the convention, has
secured an agreement which, in his opinion

ain that of the, Premiers of all the other
States, represents the best agreement ever
offered by the Commaonw-ealth to the States.
Surely if we regrard our pre~ent Premier as
capable of administering the affairs of the
State, w-e ought to have sufficient confidence
inl the manIT who will he oeeopyisng the same
position 15 years hence to believe that be
wvill put nip an equally' good case in the in-
terests of Western Australia. On -referring
to "Hansard"' lbon, members will find a re-
turn presented to the Housep by the Premier,
and it is Amazing to mep that some members
not connercted with this Chamber, and even
some connected with it, huive ventured to
asser-t that the figures presented to this
House by the Premier, and prepared for
him by his officials, are wrong, and that in
three years' time we shall be faced with an
absolute loss uinder the proposed agreement.

The Premier: That is an absurd statement.
-Mr. THOMSON: I agree that it is absurd,

but that is an argument that is being used.
Can wve not, when dealing -with matters con-
cerning- the finances accept the figures that
have been placed before uts by the Premier
and by the Treasury oflicialsT I have that
much confidence in the Premier and his offi-
cials, for I know they have no desire to mis-
lead the people of Western lustralia. Tbey
would not furnish figares to lead the people
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into l trapi that would result iii loss to WVillianis-Narrogin (Mr. E. R. Johnston)
the State. I, have sufficient confidence in
the Prime Mlinister and tha Federal Trea-
siver to beolieve thint the figures supplied to
the people geily are correct. 'rhey co-
incide with the figures submitted to hon.
Ilemberes in this House. Surely' we are not
going to b6 foolish enough to ape the dog
with the hone wvho threw it away and
grasped at the shandow iii the water beneath!
By giving the State an agreement covering
58 years, we shall be able to stabilise our
finances and assure future Premiere,
whoever they may be. that during the
next 30 years we shall be better off to the
extent of £353,000 annually, as the Premie~r
has indicated. It means that we shall he
nle to pitfat least 300 farmers on the land
.and help to make it more piroductive.

Hon. G. Taylor: The Premier's figures
did not prove that.

l'ir. THOMSON: They did. Let the bon.
member read them! Had lie done so,' be
would not have made such an interjection.

Hon. G. Taylor: I have been through
them.

Air. THOMSON: Then let the hon. mem-
her read them and study Table 2 in par-
tieular. That shows that the average in-
creased return to the State, based on a 3
per cent. inereaqe in population, amounts to
a suim of £353,784 for 30 years. Yet there
are some hon. members who say, "Turn it
down! We might get something bettor. No
Federal Government would dare to refuse !"
T have heard that word "dare" used fre-
qunently in the corridors recently. When
readingr the debates in the Federal "Hin-
swd T salw that Mr. Mont, the Federal
member for Perth in the House of Retire-
sentatives, thanked 'Mr. tovekin for haiving
given him the opportunity to say that "no
Federal Government would dare !" It was
said thant no Federal G"overnment would dare
to nooish the per ennita paymtents.

The Premier: And Mr. Mann moved an
amendment to the States; Grant Bill on pre-
ciselv the same lines as the Financiall Agree-
,ne"t!1

3T-. THOMSON: I was not aware of that.
The Premier: That is, so for ats the Comi-

monwealth contributions are coyneerned.
Mr. Richardson: Using the same fiures?
The Premier: Yes, regarding the annual

eontributionq.
Mr. THOMSON: I have heva-d neoinle say

that we are not £rettinT enoirb. The Leader
of the Opposition and the member for

claiim that we should get more.
Mr. Angelo:- Do you not agree with that?
Mr. THOMSON: I api willing to accept

al we van get, but I am not prepared to
turn (lown the Financial Agreement. Dur-
ing the course of. my' public duties, I have
alwvaA' anea,,red to place myself in the
position of acting, for the State its I would
act for mys, elf. When speaking the other
nlight, tile member for flascoyne (Mr.
Angelo) said tliat if hie were considering
this for himself, hie would accept it, but he
would not accept it for the State. That was
ain extraordinary attitude. T wish to quote
one or two extracts from the Federal "Han-
sard." The then Leader of the Opposition
('1r. Chiarlton), on page 36241, said-

If the States are relieved of huge financial
advantages and responsibilities, it is a natural
corollary that adequate provision must be
made to cover the future financing of these
by the Commonwealth. An amendment, such
as is now proposed, ties the hands of the
Commonwealth Government because 'to alter,
it after it has once been put into the Con-
stitution, would require an amendment of the
Constitution.

Does that not afford absolute protection to
Western Australia under the agreement9
As the Leader of the Opposition in the
House of Representatives pointed out, oncev
such a provision is included in the Consti-
tution, an alteration means anl amendment
to the Constitution. Surely if we were pre-
pared to trust the people to place somethingr
ill tile Constitution, we should he prepare'
to trust themi to amrend it if they so desire!
Tllat is lmly attitude on that point. Mi..
Chariton also said-

I have indirated plainly that in my opinion
this agreement constitutes a good biargain
for the Statet.

He also said-
We ar, giving too muchl awar). We hay,'

to rely chiefly on the Customs anid Excise for
our revenue. If wre are to have ant effectiv.e
protective policy, the revenue from these
sources wilt fall year by year. Revenue ha..
gone down considerably during the last eight
months. If we lose revenue from Custeo
and Excise, wre must make it up somewherv
else, and we shall bare to pay more for th-
next 15 or 20 years than we are paying now.

Yet we hear hon. members say that we mut
givn~ far too much to the Commonwealth
Let tip deal briefly with the Loan Council.
The Leader of the Opposition objected to
the Loan Council having the power to de-
vide anid said that such a proposal mean,
taking away, the sovereign rights of the
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State. He advanced that contention despite
the statment of the Premier, who has
assured this House definitely that it will not
take awvay the sovereign rights of the State.
The opposition to the Bill is so based upon
suspicion that much of the argument against
it has been on the score that it will take
away our sovereign rights and also that the
Federal Government have deliberately sup-
pressed evidence that may have been of
advantage to Western Australia.

Hon. G. Taylor: Uf you go on support-
ing the Premier like this, he will sky the
towel!

Mr. THOMSON: I would like the hion.
member to deal with this Bill in a serious
vein. This is the most important Bill that
any Parliament of this State has ever been
asked to deal with. I have not approachedl
it in any facetious manner. It has caused
me a good deal of anxiety because it is being
treated as a non-party measure. It is not
very enjoyable to find oneself out of step
with his supporters. Others are entitled to
their opinions. I am glad they give me the
same pri'vilege that they expect themselves.
Those wh~o have opposed the Bill have, I
believe, argued honestly accordingly to their
convictions when they have asserted that the
agreement is not in the interests of the State.

lion. G.- Taylor: You say that our views
are based on suspicion because we oppose
the agreement? That is not quite fair!

Mr. THOMSON: I have heard it stated
repeatedly iii the House and in the corri-
dors-

Ron. G. Taylor: flo uot repeat corridor
statements.

Mr. THOMSON: No, hut they are being
used as arguments in support of the con-
tention that we should vote against the Hill.
It is all very well for the hion. member to
say that I should not repeat corridor state-
ments.

The Premier: That is where the good work
is being put in.

Mr. THOMSON: That is so. We have
been told repeatedly in the corridors and at
meetings thant the Federal Government have
deliberately suppressed evidence of the Come-
monwealth Statistician, Mr. Wickens, in re-
gard to Western Australia. The member
for Williams-Narrogin quoted some of the
evidence in his spee'lh.

Hon. 0. Taylor: But that evidence was
never made public.

Mr. THOMSON: No one knows
than the member for Mt. Margaret
G. Taylor) that when anyone in this

better
(Hon.
House

desired to have evidence tendered before a
Select Committee or a Royal Commission
made public, he was the first man to debar
the public from having access to that evi-
dence.

Hon. 0. Taylor: What evidence do you
refer to9

Mr. THOMSON: No one knows better
than the lion. member that evidence before
a Select Committee or a Royal Commission
has to he made public ultimately. Does the
hion. member deny that fact? floes he deny
that the Press of this State have access to
the evidence given before a Royal Com-
mission?

Hon. G. Taylor: No, but evidence is usu-
ally published as given. Air. Wickens'
evidence was never presented as Mr.
Wickens gave it.

The Premier: But the Press were there!
Mr. Rlichardson: Will you deny it?
Air. THOMSON: I will. There is the

absolute denial from the Prime Minister.
Hon. 0. Taylor: Why, the Premier wired

to him for that correction[I
The Premier: Why nott
Mr. THOMSON: So that the Comm on-

wealth might know the methods being
.adopted to defeat this measure.

Mr. Richardson: Can the Premier say
where it wa~s published? Does the hRon.
nember know?

Hon. 0. Taylor: He does not know.
Mr. THOMSON: floes the member for

Subiaco (Mr. Richardson) say that the
evidence supposed to have been suppressed
was such as would justify the people in
turning down the agreement? Where did
lion, membders get the information that the
evidence wvas being suppressed? How are
they iii a position to stzy that the Common-
wealth Government have deliberately sup-
pressed information.

Hon. G. Taylor: No one says that, but
they say the evidence has not been published.

Nfr. THOMSON: The hion. member sail
so himself.

.%rj. Richardson: You say it haes been:
published; where has it been published?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. Richardson: You are only raking tic

newspaper report of this morning.
Mr. THOMSON: I was a bit more keen

in my desire to find out the true facts, anl
I would advise lion. members who are in-
terjecting to do as I did. I did not sit,
down, but I got into touch with others who
informed me of the position. If the men)-
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ber for Subiaco, (Mr. Richardson) desires,
I can show him a telegram that I received.

Mr. Richardson: I want to lmow where
the evidence has been published.

Mr. THOMSON: The member for Sub-
ie has the same opportunities as have other
members if lie desires to fid out the facts.
I am prepared to admit that there have
been times when I have not enthused over
the actions of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. I am not pinning my faith to the
Federal Government, but rather to the
Federal officers who have wade the infer-
moation available, and who say that this is
a good agreement for this State. That asser-
tion is backed up by the Premier of this
State and by the figures that he has made
available.

Mr. J. H. Smith: He did not say the
agreement was a good one, but that it was
the best available.

Mr. THOMSON: It is the best agree-
ment Western Australia has ever had, and
if any lion, member can show how it can be
bettered, or if any l1011. member can secure
a better agreement-that is the crux of the
whole position-I wvill be prepared to listen
to him. I am not prepared to turn it down
unless we can secure a better agreement.
I say 'Western Australia would be very
foolish to turn it down. It is said that this
agreement represents an interference with'
the sovereign rights of this State, despite
the fact that the Premnier has assured uts
that the sovereign tights of the State are
preserved throughout the agreement. Hon.
members who are so keenly opposing- the
Bill cannot have read the speech delivered
by Mr. Bruce when hie introduced the meas-
ure in the House of Representatives. A
pamphlet was published giving his speech
and therein hie said-

It must be clearly understood that the Loan
Council has no power to deal with the Esti-
mates of either the Commonwealth or the
States. That condition is essential. No
sovereign Parliament in Australia would
allow any outside authority to determine
such a thing.

There is a clear statement that was made
by the Prime Minister when he introduced
the Bill setting out that the sovereignty of
the States would not be interfered with.

Ron. G. Taylor: Bunkum!I
Mr. THOMSON: Of course the hon.

member is so one-eyed that he cannot see
say reason in such a plain statement of fact.

That is the statement of the Prime Minister
of Australia. I do not think the hon. mem-
ber heard it, because he was busy talking
and did not want to hear it.

Honu. 0. Taylor: I have read it.
Air. THOMSON: I guarantee you hiave

not or you would not have made that inter-
jection.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The hon. mem-
ber for Katanning must address the Chair.

Mr. THOMSON: in addition, we have the
definite assurance of the Premier that each
State will be iu the position it has occupied
during the ]ast six years.

Mr. Richardson: In regard to making up
the Estimates.

Mr. THOMSON: And in regard to the
money it will borrow.

Mr. Richardson: No, that is the differ-
ence.

Mr. THOMSON: That is where my
friends show they have not read the Bill.

Mr. Richardson: Yes, ve have.
The Premier: They will not believe any-

thing the Primne Minister says.
Mr. THOMSON: They do not want to

believe it.
Mr. Richardson: Hie IS not always right,

you know.
Mr. Pardon: When ne was over here a

couple of yearrs tlcn, you considered he wits
right.

Mr. Richardson: Even the Premier is not
always right.

The Premier: When he comes here shortly,
he wvill lie s~urprised to learn, what little
faith you have in him.

Ron. . Taylor: He will be surprised to
find that he hag so many friends on your
side.

Mr-. THOMSON: When the Financial
Agreement Bill was going through the
House of Representatives the then Leader
of the Opposition (Mr. Charlton) said-

Therefore, it is necessary to have at least
two States with the Commonwealth in order
to obtain a majority for Federal proposals,
even, when the Federal representative exer-
cises his casting vote. This means that the
States can block any proposals of the Com-
monwealth regarding the amount to be
borrowed.

Some members say we are handing over to
the Commonwealth our right and privilege
to borrow. Mr. Chariton expresses an en-
tirely different point of view.

Hon. G. Taylor interjected.
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Mr. THOMSON: Before the member for
Mt. Margaret interjects again, I should like
to give another quotation. Mr. Charlton
went Onl to say-

toet us consider the other view. Suppose
the Commonwealth thought it necessary in
the best intercsmts of Australia to restrict
horroiirg ais muich as possible. Sup~pose it
advocated that £6,000,000 should be borrowed,
while the State representatives thought that
£20,000,000 should be raised. They, by their
votes, could decide that £C20,000,000) should be
borrowed.

Hon. 0. Taylor: Five States would have
to vote in that way.

Mr. THOMSON: Will the hon. member
permit me to read further. Dr. Earle Page
thent interjected-

But only if the market wore favourable.
The amount which each State could spend
would be a matter for its own Parliament to
determine.

.If the member for Mt. Margaret, or anyone
else who is opposed to the Bill, can show
that we will be giving up our sovereign
rights, all I can say is I have a lot to learn.
I do not desire to detain the House longer.
A grave responsibility is placed upon mem-
bers of this House and, in my opinion, an
even greater responsibility will be imposed
upon members of another place. I am hop-
ing that in the interests of the people of
Western Australia they will say "Yea," and
that they will pass the Bill. I honestly bei-
lieve the agreement is the best that has ever
been offered to Western Australia. It will
have the effect of atabilising our finances.
Before it can he provided for in the Con-
stitution it must be submitted to a vote of
the people. This House has no right to turn
the measure down. Let the people of the
Commonwealth decide whether the desire to
have the finances placed on a stable basks,
stich as they never have been before, is
sound. I think it is sound, and I hope that
members of this House will support the Bill
whole-licartedly.

HON. W. D. JOHNSON (fluildford)
[8.37]: There is no question that the mat-
ter we are now discussing is of first class itu-
portance from a Western Australian point
of view and that it also has a Federal aspect.
I propose to endeavour to confine my re-
marks to the agreement as I read and under-
stand it, to apply it to the future of West-
ern Australia, and then judge in. my own
way wvhether it is wise to vote for or against
the Bill. It has been said that those who op-

1pose the measure arc taking a parochial
view. I have yet to learn that that is a
erirne, It is true that anyone in public life
should endeavour to take as big and broad
a. view as possible. We should realise that
A ustralia is a nation, and as a nation we
wvant to see her develop and progress. But
we ini this House are charged with a re-
sponsibility to view particularly this part of
Australia's welfare andi future. Therefore,
if one aplplies himself' to the proposal and
considers it purely from the standpoint of
Weter Australia, I feel hie is just as good
an Australian and is to be commended as
highly as those who take the Australian point
of view and fail to probe into the effects that
the ifgreenient may have onl the future o,'
this State. I am prepared to admit that it
is a imatter u1pon which we scannot come to a
hasty decision. The agreement contains a
great deal that is commendable. The major$
piart of it that, in my opinion, is commend-
able, is of definite financial advantage to Aus-
tralia, but I claim that the agreement con-
tains various dangers to Western Australia,
.and it is from that point of view I shall
endeavour to address my remarks. I think
the most reprehensible feature of the whole
business was the way in which the agree-
ment was negotiated. First to cancel all
Federal responsibility to the States and then
open up negotiations to arnive at an alter-
native arrangement does not impress me as,
acting in good faith. The Bruce-Page party,
assisted largely by a big section, if not the
majority, of the daily newspapers of the
Commonwealth, have acquired a reputation
for being specially sympathetic towards the
States. We have heard from various memi-
hers quite a lot of commendation of the
Bruce-Pag-e (ouvefhnent's sympathy with
State aspirations and State responsibili-
ties. and of their endeavour to re-
lieve the States of some of their anxieties.
M1r. Bruce himself claims that the agreement
wvas approached from that viewpoint; he
introdwced the agreement and supported it
for the pu~rpose of protecting the interests
of the States. For one claiming suich sm
pa thy'% with the States-, it is peculiar that
he should start off by robbing- the States of
everything that was their due under the
Constitution. He securred the passage of a
law stipulating that the per capita pay-
ments should he aboliqhed, and after hay-
mug provided that the States should got
nothing, he turned around and asked the
States to ronqider with him some alternative
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arrangement. By4 nice words Air. Bruce
elaims to be a protector of the States, but
in actual fact lie is the States' robber. Hfe
has done more thn has ally other 1priine
Ilinister to take fromn the States that which
was definitely laid down as being their due.
Riegardin-g Section 87 of the Federal Con-
stitution known as the Braddon "blot," a
lot of memblers4 have ar-ned that the wvords
",until the Parliament otherwise provides"
were deliberately inserted for the purpose
of protecting the- Commonwealth interest.
I differ Thong those tnibers; I claim that
those words wvere inserted because of the
difficulties existing at the time. We know
that the Braddon clause was keenly debated.
I claim that the words% which have a quil-
Eying effect, were inserted more for the pur-
pose of protecting State interests than Com-
monwealth interests.

M~r. l'anton : For a period of 10 years.
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I base that

claim on Section 94. The Braddon clause
definitely provided that the Commonwealthi
should have only one-fourth of the Customs
and excise revenue, aiid then Section 94
states that of the one-fourth-it does not
specify the one-fourth, but it does say "sur-
plus revenue," and wve know that the main
revenue of the Commonwealth, particularly
in the early history of Federation, was from
Customs and exise-the surplus shall be
dlistributed amongst the States. How can
anyone, after reading Se~ctions 87 and 94,
come to any' conclusion other than that the
framers of the Constitution intended that
the S tates should have returned to them
ven more than three-fourths of the Cus-
toms anid excise revenne. It is true that
the provision did not operate until five years
aifter Federation was established. That no
doubt was stipulated to give an opportunity
to organise Federation and put it on a
proper basis. Then when Federation was
firmly established, the surplus revenue was
to be distributed amongst the States. It
was recognised by the statesmen of that
time that the States then, as to-day, had
to face the big responsibility of develop-
inir Australia. The progress and de-
velopuient of the Commonwealth depend
albsohiitely npon the State Governments.
It is the wisdom or otherwise of the Cloy-
irninents of the States that wvili make Aus-
tralin.

Hon. 0. Taylor: Aind make Western
Australia, too.

Ron. W. 1). JOHNSON: Yes. The Gov-
ernments of the States ore building up each

of the States in their own way. They are
thus contributing towards thle development
uf Australia in a greater proportion than is
p)ossible on the part of the Federal Govern-
,,ent. The Commonwealth authorities call-
not contribute in this way. They have no,
opportunity of doing so. The rulers in the
early day, realised that, and provided that
the Federal l'arliaanent should be limited
iii its operations, and the limitation that
was imposed-I he most effective that ean be
iinpmed u pon iulyone -was that of limiiting
the amount of cash it had to spend. We
know from that time onward that Fiedera-
tion has been gradually but surely grasping
for moire cash in order to pin more control.
The member for Menzies dealt directly with
the p)ositionl of the pci capita payment of
2 5s. .1 differ from him, however, wvhen he
definitely declares that this particular refer-
andtim was defeated because the people of
Australia did not want the Commonwealth
to be hampered by being obliged to make
that a fixed contribution.

Mr. Panton: The Labour Party stumped
the countrv from one end to the other
against the referendum on the round that
it would tie the hands of the Commonwealth.

Hon. IV. D. JOHNSON t That may be
so. III'v opinion is that the people of Aus-
tralia, both then and now, felt and feel
that a payment per capita of 25s. is not
sufficient, not in accord with the Constitu-
tion, and not in accord with the Australian
sp-it.

Hon. G. Taylor: That was the argument
of tiiose who opposed it.

The Premier': Tt was not. We opposed
it on the gr-ound that we should not tie the
bands of the Commonwealth. I was one of
those who stamped] the country in opposi-
tion, because we did not think it fair to
tie the hands of the Commonwealth, as they
might require this money later 01..

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!
The Premier: The Labour movement

opposed it on that ground.
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I consider the

correct interpretation of the attitude of the
people at the time is that they voted
against this being made a fixed contribu-
tion, lbecause they considered it was not a
fair contribution to the States.

Mr. Thomson: And yet Western Austra-
lia strongly supported it

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That may be
due to the fact that the Premier and others
influenced Western Australians in the mat-
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ter. I do not remember the details, and
have not taken the trouble to look them
up. I believe the member for 'Menzies has
correctly quoted the figures, and that Wes-
tern Australia voted for the referendum,
while the other States opposed it.

Mr. MacCalliun Smith: Was it binding?

Mr. Thomson. It would have been bind-
ig for all time if it had been passed.

Ron. W. D. JOHNSON: The attitude ot
the Federal Government in the matter at
Section 94 of the Constitution was dis-
tinctly unfair. I ant prepared to admit
that a test case wvas submitted to the High
Court, and that that tribunal ruled that the
Federal Government wvere justified in their
action; but it was not fair for them to
say that they should have millions of sur-
plus revenue and that by passing an appro-
priation previous to 30th June, wvhen the
surplus revenue would be declared, they
should place themselves in a position of
using the money. In all fairness that money
should have been made available to the
States, and although tile action may have
been legal it was not just. The framers of
the Constitution never intended that the
Federal Government should by a back-door
method, rob the States of the surplus rev-
enue for the purpose of making per capita
payments. The 25s. per head1 has now gone.
We cannot argue from that point of view.
The agreement we are now discussing cannot
te aeepted as a permanent one. When this
House has dealt with it, it will have to
pass through other avenues. I assume
that the agreement wvill be carried by this
Chamber, and the result may be reflected in
another place, but that does not finally dis-
pose of it. Before it becomes permanent, it
must be submitted to the people, and after
the people have dealt with it, provided they
carry it, it then becomes the subject of a
validating measure to lie dealt with by the
new Federal Pa~rliamient. Before this muat-
ter is finalised, there will be a Federal elec-
tion, and the Bruce-Page combination will
either be returned to powver or be defeated.
Whatever happens, there will be a New Par-
liatneut elected by the people, and that Par-
liament will have to validate this agreement
before it can have the effect of law.

31r. Thomson: Do you think if the people
of the Commonwealth pass this agreement,
ally Commonwealth Government will turn it
dowvn?

lion. W. 1). JOHNSON: T anticipate that
this subject will play a prominent part at
the next Federal elections.

Mr. Thomson: fUdoubtedly.
Hoell W. D). JOHNSON: I believe

that the parties will deal with it in
at most comprehensive way, provided
red herrings axe riot drawn ar-oss the
trail, as occurred onl a previous coca-
sion. It is six years since we had a real
Federal election. The last one wvas a fake;
it was not an election. The p~eop~le were
stampeded into doling things they regretted
shortly after. The issue upon which the
election was fought was never carried into
operation. We hope onl this occasion the
people will have an opportunity to consider
the welfare of Australia, review past legis-
alan and administration, and correctly
hear, without thre introduction of foreign
matte-, a clear explanation of the party
point of view from the various candidates
son that everyone mnn understand the point
of view that each party takes upon01 this im-
p ortant matter. The i ncomin g (lovenmient,
whatever it ma'y be, will be compelkod, unless
the people declare against the referendum,
La deal again with the proposed agreement.
T believe I am doing rizlht in voting against
the Bill. I will then have an opportunity
of taking part iii the campaig-n dealing with
tire financial relatious between the States and
the Comumonwealthl. I shall be able to do
this wvithout being htampered by the constant
remainder that, "I anu a suppor-ter of the
agreement, that my par-ty is suipporting it,
and that therefore may party is not justified
iii reviewing the agreement, or taking any
part with the Federal Labour Party in the
matter of its desires to deal differently with
the States."

Arr. Thomnson: Do you claim that we are
uiot prepared to allow the people to have a
voice in this matter?

Hon. W. D. JOHN*SON: I amn quite
prepared to agree to that, but I want
the people to have an open mind, and
feel that this is not a party question.
We find that Federal Labour members
a9re opposed to it, and that State La-
hour members are supporting it. We
nowe find that soine State Labour- mnem-
bers are also opposing it. It is an open
question, and I want it to remain so, so that
there may be a further review during the
period when we are discussing it with the
people of Western Australia. The present
arid the imniediate advantages of the agree-
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nient to Western Australia are very pro-
njounced. I have no grievance against the
Premier for the part he played at the con-
ference. If I had been there I. would have
adopted the same attitudle, timd 1 believe the
Leader of the Opposition would also have
dlone so.

Hon. Sir James 'Mitchell: You are taking
a risk now.

Hon. WV. D. JOHNSON: 1 believe he
would have taken the point of view that
this agreement is first subject to the endorse-
ment of Parliament, thant it afterwards goes
to the people, and that, if carried, it must
again be the subject of review by the new
Federal Parliament. Had the Leader of the
Opposition been, P1remiier lie would have
supported the agrreemnent in order to give his
Parliament an opportunity to consider it,
and the people, after Parliament had passed
it, an opportunity to further consider it.
I have noc complaint concerning the Pre-
mier's attitude, but rather commend him for
it. In the circumstances lie did the right
thing from the point of view of time State,
seeing that Parliament had the right of re-
viewing his action. He ha put forward
strong- arguments in favour of the Bill. He
has not convinced me, and whilst I agree
with his attitude, I am not altogether con-
vinced by his arguments. The immediate
result. is going to be of great benefit to WVest-
ern Australia, but we have to bear in mind
that the Commonwealth may not continue to
be ats sympathetic as the agreement would
indicate they are at the outset. It is tile
ultimate effect of the agreement that I fear.
It is impossible to argue against the imui-
mediate future. It is the ultimate effect we
have to think of and come to a conclusion
about, It is hard to know what the Comn-
monwealthm Government will do. Suppose
someone had said in the early history of
Federation, that the Federal Government
were about to be guilty of imposing, a1
tax upon amuseaments throughout Australia.
The people wvould have ridiculed the idea
that time National Government would come
down to the level of taxing amusements in
order to raise revenue for the National Par-
liament. But that is what happened. It
was a most extraordinary thins for the Na-
tional Parliament to do. The tax was
started by' the States, and absorbed by the
Commnonwvealth. Wihen the necessities for
revenue pressed a little, the Commonwealth
Government went to the extent of intro-

(5]

duiciiig an aijiuseient tax to relieve the
position. In the circumnstancees it is very
hard to say what they will do with regard
to the other provisions of the agreement.
My main objection to the agreement, as I
have already emphaisised, is the ultimate
effect. Some say that the State will begin
to suffer front tile agreement after six years.
The Premier says the State will begin to
suffer, as compared with the 25s. payment
if it existed, after 15 years. I am not much
concerned as to whethecr the period is five
years, six years, or 15 years; the fact that
the Statt; will suffer at a given period is
a matter that causes me concern. The agree-
ment is faulty inasmuch as there is not
assoeiated with it the original idea of the
Commonwealth evacuating certain avenues
Of taxation. In this matter I am simply
stating the opinion of the member for
Guildford, and I have consulted no one;
but I 1Peve read for myself and thought for
myself, and am expressing myself in my
own way. In the 1926 agvdmn thrrvr

certain propositions by which the Federal
Government would gradually withdraw from
certain fields of taxation. That demonstrates
clearly that it is a practical proposition for
the Commonwealth to arrange for a with-
drawal from avenues of taxation which the
Federal Government know very well they
should never have encroached upon. The
taxation in question was originally looked
upon as the sole light of the State, but pre-
sumably the necessities of Commonwealth
taxation demanded that something further
should be done, and the aouble taxing of the
people was the result. I helieve that this
ag-reement could have been made acceptable
to aUl of us if, just as the agreement ceased
to be of financial advantage to tile States, in
as nearly as possible the same proportion the
agreement provided that the Common wealth
should withdraw from certain fields of taxa-
tion. I believe that to be a practicable pro-
position, and moreover one that must be
Feriously considered. It is a matter wvhich,
in my opinion, will receive a good deal of
attention at the next Federal election. If
the Commonwealth, just as it begins to im-
poverish the States in comparison with 'the
25s. payment, continues to levy taxation on
the same basis as to-day, the States will be
placed in a deplorable position. Western
Auistralia is not going to lie developed in
six years, or in .15 years. Fifteen years
hence we shall be in the thick of our financial
responsibility as to development, and our
interest bill is going to be fairly substantial;
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in addition, wve shall have to provide a
sinking fund. And when we are having
a difficult time, we shall be getting less
from the Commonwealth, and so we shall be
compelled to resort to extended taxation.

Mr. Thomson: You are putting up an
argument why you should support the Bill.

Bon. W. D. JOHNSON: No. I contend,
therefore, that it is essential that the Com-
monwealth should at that period gradually
withdraw from certain taxation, withdraw
from it as the States are forced into it.
After all, the advantage to the States under
the agreement is all based on supposition.
There is no definite calculation. For in-
stance, it has been asserted that in order
to arrive at the advantages, one has to de-
termine one's percentage of increased popu-
lation and the possible extent of loan rais-
ing.

Memiber: You have also to imagine that
the per capita payment would be available.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: The 3 per
cent, increase in lpolpulation is not, in
my opinion, the increase we are Justi-
fied in anticipating . The :1 per cent.
is basel on actual result.,, but the
future increase of population in Western
Australia is surely going to be greater
than the past increase. The enormous in-
terest taken in Western Australia to-day is
really world-wide. Everyone is speaking
of Western Australia. The British Govern-
ment are actively assisting migration to
Western Australia. They nowv contribute
flnaneisly towards schemes for the eneour-
agernent of migration from Glreat Britain.
it is not runny years since the British Gov-
ernmient wvere hostile to migration schemes.
We have, therefore, to realise the position
from a British point of view, which is alto-
gether different from what it wras some years
bock. Again, the Federal Parliament is
more active in regard to assistance for
migration purposes. Commissions are
travellin4, around-

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The Common-
wealth has to get customers for its cities.

Hon. IV. D. JOHNSON: I do not know
what the object is, but the fact is that
the Commonwealth is assisting migra-
tion sche~mes fatr more than previously.
Further, we find the people of Pastern Aus-
tralia, who formerly ridiculed this State's
potentialities, now r-ealisiug that they are
second to none. Not only are people com-
ing here, but money is coming here for the
purpose (If speeding up Western Australia's
development. T Zlito tha~t in view of all

these facts we are not justified in accepting
the calculation that our increase of popula-
tion will be limited to 3 per cent. From
the population aspect, Western Australia's
future is brighter than that indicated by
the figures which the Premier has accepted;
raid therefore the whole calculation falls to
the ground. Again, the State's needs from
a borrowing point of view are imaginary.
We cannot tell exactly what the State will
require in that resp)ect. I propose, before
I sit down, to deal with one or two phases
wvhich make me believe that we shall want
more than five millions of loan money an-
nually. Thus the calculations which have
been put up are altered.

The Premier: If we want more than tire
millions, it will make the agreement more
favourable to the State.

H1on. W. D. JOHNSON: The increased
population would be against us, the loan
increase would be With uIS. I merely wish
to show that these figures are purely funag-
inary. We cannot declare them definitely.
The Premier has submitted thems by way of
giving members some kind of lead as to
what the agreement really means from a
figure aspect to Western Australia. One
has the right to imagine the conditions
from his own point of view, and I ant in-
clined to believe the conditions wvill be dif-
ferent from what the Premier wishes us to
think.

Mr. Teesdale: You will admit there may'
be imagination, too, about the disaster'

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Yes.
Mr. Teesdale: That equalises things.
Ron. W. D. JOHNSON: From a loan-

raising aspect one has to bear in mind the
3,000 farms proposition. That in itself is
going to be a great attraction for popula-
tion, and will considerably increase our
numbers; otherwise it would not be justified.
But the task of opening up the enslern
fringe of our whbeat belt is not going to be
accomplished in five years. We shall only
have made a fair start in five years' time.
Suppose the five-years period in connection
with the proposed financial agreement is
wrong, and we start to lose under that
agreement from a comparative point of
view, at alt earlier period. Or I will sup-
pose that we extend the beneficial period
under the agreement to the 15 years stated
by the Premier. Then we have to remember
that at the efiluxion of that period those
3,000 farms will not hove been developed.



[19 JUNE, 1928.] 129

The experience gained in the wheat belt us
now. settled is that it takes from .10 to 15
years for a farm to become thoroughly dc-
viemoped: It is a slow process in W~estern
Australia, and consequently we have to
re akon that in 12 years from now, it %% e
go oil with the 3,000 farms proposition-
to which I raise no objection-there will to
certaiu financial responsibilities to which weL
must not be blind. There will be trouleu,
counrcted with those 3,000 farms. Let uts
bear in mind that the interest bill for their
development will be a very serious matter
for Western Australia it, 10 or 12 yearie'
time. Front that point of view I claim
that we should give further consideration
to the question of the financial agreement.
If we cannot get that increased asistan]ce
from the Customs which is our just due
should we actively take part in increasing
the population of lAtralia, then we shvill
be in the position of getting the skim milk
while the other fellow gets the cream. That
should not be so. Undoubtedly that which
increases the Customs revenue is increared
population. If we contribute the main
factor towards increased Customs revenue,
we should have a greater share of that
which we create.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Hear, hear!

Hon. W. fl. JOHNSON: If the advantage
under the proposed agreement is taken
away just when we are in the midst ot'
grave responsibilities connected wvith land
development, the money will have to be
raised from our people by some other
means;; and it is then, I claim, that taxa-
tion is going to become a very serious factor
in Western Australia. If the Common-
wealth were to say, "We will give you a
chance to tax wvhen that time comes, by
withdrawing from fields of taxNation we now
occupy," I would take a different view of
the agreement. Apart from that, let hon.
members look at the increased responsibili-
ties involved in the scheme of development.
There is the increased interest bill. There
will be the cost of additional facilities for
education that will be required; schools will
have to be established throughout the area
occupied by the 3,000 farms. Under the
most advantageous conditions the cost of
water supplies is goin,- to be heavy. Then
there are railway facilities, less costly, I
admit, because the further east one goes
the less arc -tue engineering difficulties
from a constructional point of view. The

railways, however, will cost a lot of
money. The provision of water supplies will
cost proportionately more. There are other
conveniences, too, that are necessary for the
lives of the people in the outer parts of the
State, and the provision of those will make
hu ge inroads into the revenue of the State.

Mr. Brown: You will get cheap mnigra-
tion money for that work.

Hon. W. D). JOHNSON: I admit that it
is all very difficult. I will admit that I am
pointing out what I think will happen. I
may prove to be wrong, or I may prove to
be right. I have this advantage in express-
ing my views, that I have been actively as-
sociated with the development of the east-
ern wheat belt. I know what it cost, and I
know the difficulties and problems connected
wvith it. I speak, therefore, from actual ex-
perience, and I feel sure that what 1 antii-.
pate will be our position in 10 or 12 years'
time wvill prove fairly accurate. As tol
where we will be in 50 years' time, I am not
particularly concerned. I think the people
then will be in a position to look after them-
selves.

Mr. Teesdale: Yes, let them look af tat
their own interests.

Hon. W. fl. JOHNSON: I believe that
the development of the State then will have
proceeded so far ahead that then,! will be
in Western Australia a sufficient population
to overcome the problems of the day. On
the other hand, 1 do not think we shall be
in that position for the next 20 years. There
is another poini. of view that is, perhaps,
by the way. When we speak of the finances
of the State, we must remember there is also
the point of view of Australia as a whole.
It is very interesting to think out what is
going to happen to Australia as the result of
large borrowings of American money. We
are told that money raised in the ld Con-.
try comes to us in the form of goods, not of
cash. To-day there is much competition with
local manufacturers as the result of British
manufactories coming into competition by
means of the goods that are imported in
proportion to loans raised. If we are to ex-
perience in addition to that, the competition
that will arise as; the result of financial deal-
ings with America, it is an interesting study
to speculate as to where we shall eventually
land ourselves.

Mr. Thomson: Are we not already pro-
caring large cjnontities of goods, including
motor cars, from America?
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lion. W. fl. JOHNSON: That is true, but best feature of the Financial Agreement.
we are importing such goods out of all pro-
portion to the money we are raising by way
of loans f rom that country. The time will come
when the money we borrow will not be ade-
quately provided for in that direction and
then there wvill have to be found other ways
of getting additional lines of goods to Aus-
traba as a set-off to the money we shall raise.
I admit that one can draw only upon his
imagination wvhen discussing the possibilities
of the future, but I anticipate that we shall
experience some difficulty throughout Aus-
tralia in a few years to come as the result
of borrowing money from America.

Mr. Lambert: At preseint we ame buying
£36,000,000 worth and selling only £9,000,000
worth in return.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That is so.
Mr. Teesdalec: More to our shame!

Hon. W. fl. JOHNSON: Then we have to
bear in mind that by borrowing additional
money we shall merely serve still to further
consolidate that 036;000,000. it is simply help-
ig America all the time. That is a phase

respecting which one can only speak as the
result of experience in the past, because we
cannot say what will happen in the future.
There is not a shadow of doubt but that this
question will have an effect upon the eco-
nomic position of Australia in the future. We
must also appreciate the fact that Great
Britain is interested in Empire development.
Britain is anxious to see the Dominions
flourish and the Old Country is anxious to
assist as far as possible in the establish-
ment of manufactories. But America is not
built that way. The thoughts of America are
not favourable to the expansion of the Do-
minions at her expense. As a matter of
fact, America has actually repudiated
British loans. Mloney is owing to
British investors, but the transactions
have been repudiated by America.
Althougoh various efforts have been made to
secure the liquidation of those debts, it has
not yet been possible to get those respon-
silble to consider the question of paying up.
We must bear in mind the class of
people we shall he dealing witil. They
are out for the almighty dollar all the time.
They have their eyes turned to Australia,
and they realise that tie. best way of getting
us into their grip is to get us into their
debt. When they have achieved that, they
can dictate their own terms. I want to
touch very briefly upon what I regard as the

refer to the part that deals w'ithi the cem
tralising of the raising of loans and th
creation of definite permanent- sinkinj
funds in regard to Australian loans. Soma
peop~le have spoken-I do not kuow if theki
have done so in this Chamber, but I knov
the question has been asked by people out
side-regarding the wvoy in which we shal
overcome the difficulty respecting our owi
sinking- funds, seeing- that the proposa
under the agreement is that the rate for ohc
loans shall be 7s. (Id, per cent., wvhereaw
some of our loans carry a rate of upwvar&i
of £I10s. per cent. So far as I con make
out that is provided for in the agreemeni
wherein it is set out that if the bondholdeni
are not agreeable, the Loan Council whc
will control the sinking funds in future,
can deal with the position by paying what
is required to maintain the contract already
entered into by this or any other State.
Here again C want to ask hon. members if
they are clear as to what the attitude of
the Loan Council will 1)0 to Western Aus-
tralia once that body is in permanent con-
trol. It is useless for hion. members to say
that we have had voluntary control for the
last five or six years, for that is quite
different from what will obtain if provision
is made for the control of loan operations
under the terms of the Constitution in Such
a way that we shall not be able to get out
of it. We shall have to go to the Com-
nionwealth on every occasion. In those
circumistances no one can definitely state
what view the Commonwealth will take re-
garding the future requirements of Western
Australia. It is significant that the States
tire not called upon to submit their loan
reqmirement,,; they are called upon to sub-
init their loan programmes.

The Premier: That means their loan
r-equiremients.

Hlon. W. D. JOHNSON: But their re-
quirements in detail.

The Premier: No. Loan programmneand
loan requirement s are identical.

Hon. W. D). JOHNSON: Yes, in the total
amount.

The Premier: Loan programme does not
mean the details of the loan requirements.

Hon W. D. JOHNSON: Well, that is
how I1 read it.

The Prmicr: That me'ely me-ans the
total amount.
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lion. W. D. JOHNSON. The Premier
may be right but the agreement does not
say so. I venture to differ from him. If
it is set out that loan requirements of the
State had to he submitted, then it would be
an indication that they would have to sub-
mit a lump SLIM.

The Premier: That is all.
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: But it does not

say so.
The Premier : Well, that is what it means.
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Well, we can

differ on that point. When the agreement
refers to the loan programme I take that
to mean that the State will have to give
details as to howr the money is to be spent.
The member for Ratanning (Mr. Thoem-
.sort) pointed out that the Prime Alin-
ister had been careful to say that the
Loan Estimates of the States would
not he interfered with by the Comn-
nionwealth. Of course! The distribu-
tion of loan funds is the duty of the
State hut once we accept the Financial
Agreement, and become a party to it, as
1 read the document, we shall have to sub-
mit our programme.

The Premier: You will observe that the
Agreement does not say "loan programme
of each State"; it says ''the loan pro-
gramme of the States." That means for the
whole of the States and therefore means the
total amount. T am sure about that.

lHon. W1. D. JORNSON: I read that
portion of tli' agreement once or twvice, and
I gathered the impression I have indicated.
As to whether I am right or wrong, tite
will prove. I accept the Premier's assur-
ance that my reading of it is incorrect. It
goes lo Show, however, that if my reading
he correct, the Premier must realise the
danger because he will have to submit his
pro-rataine to the Commonwealth and thcyt
will have the right-

The Premier: To question any of the
items! That would never do!

Hton. W. D. JOHNSON: Then again we
do not know definitely from the Premier
how we shall get oil regarding the migration
loans. In reply to my interjection, the
Premier said that they wouldl he all right
and would continue. Under the agreement.
however, I do not see how they can con-
tinue. If a loan were under negotiation
or even if there were purely Australiani
negotiations, I cannot see how, once the
agreement was finluised, we could continue

raising money or obtain money from the
British Government in order to proceed
with our developmental work. When hie
replies to the debate, I hope the Premier
will devote some little time to this aspect,
because it is very important. We have comn-
meneed a definite scheme of development
and it is based upon definite financial ar-
rangements. The question arises ats to
whether wve can go on with those arrange-
nients or whether they will have to be can-
celled immediately the Financial Agreement
becomes operative. Then again, I believe
arguments are bound to arise with regard
to the loan expenditure of the various
States. There will he criticism respecting
one State as compared with the methodls
adopted by another State. The point I
wish to make is that in Western Australia
our loan indebtedness, generally speaking,
covers all loan indebtedness for all devel-
opnmental purposes, but in other parts of
Australia the loan indebtedness represents a
portion only of the loans raised by the
people of those States. For instance, our
harbours are brought within the public
debt and as such the sinking fund
will be contributed to by the Federal
Government. That will he a direct
advantage to its. It demonstrates the
soundness of our economic position and the
wisdom of those who introduced that sysS-
tenm years ago. The whole of our water
supplies and drainage services have been
financed as a port of our loan indebtedness,
but in the Eastern States it is not so. There
various boards are appointed to raise inoary
quite apart from the State Government.
As such, the loans so raised do not form
part of the indebtedness of the State Gov-
ernient although they form part of the
State debt. Only the loans raised by the
State Government wvill he subject to the
sinking fund contributions, and, therefore,
I am of opinion that it wvill not be long
before the peoiple of a State so situated
uill have to review their position and the
Commonwealth will endeavour to influence
the States to secure a uniform basis. Thiere
may be an effort to compel this State
to raise money for hiarbour purposes uin-
der a trust, and that othei activities, suchj
as water Supplies and sewerage services,
may also he banded over to trusts. By that
means the people of Western Australia will
not carry the burden of interest and sinkit,.g
fund on those loans as they do in Victoria
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and other parts of Australia anid we will
receive only that portion of the reliet that
is left. 1 cannot see howv the position Canl
continue without that question being raisedl.

Mr. Mann: You mean they will endeavo-ti-
to bring us into line with the Eastern States,

Hon. W. fl. JOHNSON: Yes, that has
been the tendency all along. All1 the in-
fiuentce is there and] they will review WVest-
ern Australia's position and say, "Under this
agreement you get, by way of sinking fund,
a far greater return per head than do the
other States." I do not know what the
Metropolitan Board of Works in Melbourne
bas borrowed, but I suppose it is some mil-
lions. We0 have raised millions of money
for water supply and sewerage in the
metropolitan area, but it is included in the
State debt, and wre shall receive 2q. 6id. for
existing loans and 5s. for future loans so
long as that continues. I am afraid of the
future; I do not think they will allow it t.
continue without starting an agitation for
what will be termed reform with regard to
the affairs of Western Australia. I claim
that this agreement will mean a definite ex-
tension of Federal control. It has been
said that that is not so, but the fact that
we are being compelled to give them on op-
portunity to review the loan raisings au-
thorised by the States is an extension of
Federal power. It may be limited, but
nevertheless it is an extension, and as has
already been pointed out by other speakers,
from the very early history of Federation,
the whole of the activities of all parties
in the Commonwealth has been towards the
extension of Federal control. No one has
been more active in that respect than have
Mr. Bruce and Dr. Earle Page. They claim
that they are opposed to unification, but in
years gone by I have heard men associated
with my own party say, "We do not believe
in unification, but we do believe that the
Commonwealth should have greater powers."
Gradually we are having unification forced
upon us, piecemeal as it were. We
wre giving this to-day and that to-
morrow, and so it goes on and lti-
nobfly we shall reach such a financial
posqition that we shall be forced to go to
The Commonwealth and ask them to control
our activities on a more comprehensive
spale, and we shall not have an opportunity
thoromghly to discuss the details. I am
ertn7 tired of this constant extension of
Federal power, without going into the

matter in a comprehensive way and arriv-
ing at a definite understanding as to the
responsibility for the development of Wes-
tern Australia and the part to be played by
the national government. It would be
far better, instead of accepting an agree-
ment of this kind, to open up negotiations
with the Commonwealth straight away for
the purpose of arriving at unification. I
wvish to commend the Federal Labour Party
.and the Labour movement of Australia
generally for realising that, with the gradual
extension of Federal powers, the day must
soon come when unification will have to be
seriously considered. They have taken time
by the forelock, and wisely too. As a
matter of fact, all good reforms in Aus-
tralia have been pioneered by the Labour
Party. They have anticipated and worked
towards the goal until ultimately it has been
attained. So they , are starting now to real-
ise that unification is inevitable as the States
become impoverished and the Common-
wvealth grows more affluent. They realise
that the Commonwealth will have to under-
take greater responsibilities and will have
to delegate to the States certain powers
within the financial ability of the States to
carry out. Therefore I say, if we are going
to accept this agreement, we should bear
in mind that it is a step towards unification
and that we are getting nearer to unifica-
tion. Let us realise that there is one party
in Australia taking this step in a straight-
forward way. They are preparing for it
and are getting out a scheme that will be
submitted to the people of Australia. It
will take some time to finalise the scheme,
but eventually it will be submitted for dis-
cussion so that unification may be brought
about in a comprehensive way. I hate the
scheming indicated by this Bill. If iheFei-
eral Government want unification, let them
come straight at it and say, "The Common-
wealth should have greater powers, but
5ust as its powers increase so the re-
sponsibilities of the States will de-
crease." Therefore I claim without hesi-
tation that if this agreement becomes law.
we- shall be moving towards unification.
It would be far better for us to have an
opportunity to discuss a more comprehen-
sive control of Western Au~.tralia than the
limited control that is graidually being ex-
tended and untimately must swamp- us. One
thine I am always sore about and that is
the Commonwealth attitude to repatriation.
The Commonwealth have control of defence
and have all the powers to raise the neces-

132
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sary money. They used the war period for
the purpose of extending their powers in the
matter of taxation, hut when it came to the
difficult question of providing for and rein-
stating in civil life the returned soldiers,
they left the responsibility to the States.
'fhe Ciommuonwealth should not have gone
beyond asking the States to provide the land
for the settlement of returned soldiers, and
then should have accepted as their just re-
spongibility the financial needs of the
soldiers during the developmental stages.
But what did they do'l They not only got
the States to provide the land but they com-
pelled the States to take the responsibility
of seeing that the soldiers were settled. We
know what that has meant; it was dis-
tinctly unfair to the States. I quote that
to demonstrate that right through the
pice, even on a question of defence that
is definitely and conclusively a Federal
matter, they passed on the responsibility
to the States, and it cost the States mil-
lions of money that should justly have been
the responsibility of tile Commonwealth.

Mr. Thomson: Did not the Commonwealth
make payments to the States?

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Yes, but we
should not have been burdened with any
financiall responsibility at all.

Mr. 'PIomnson: You would have been the
first to object if they laid wanted to take
our land.

Houn. W. I). JOHNSON%: [ speak with
some knowvledge of the facts, because I took
an active part at the conferene and opposed
strenuously any idea of the States being
called upon to supply money for the de-
velopment of soldier holdings. I was quite
agreeable that the States should provide the
land. I said, "Western Australia has got
the land and is agreeable to give it under
the most favourable conditions, but I d3
not think it fair that the State should not
only have to give the land, but supply the
money to educate the soldier and assist himn
until he becomes a producer on a sound
financial basis."

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I think the
Commonwealth treated us pretty well in re-
gard to soldier settlement.

Hon. W. D. JOH-7NSON: That is not the
question. It was not our job. It was not
fair to compel the States to carry any bur-
den of that kind.

Mr. Thomson: And you are working for
unification.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: The hon. mem-
ber must appreciate that if there is one re-
sponsibility that is definitely Federal, it is
defence. It has nothing whatever to do with
the State. The prosecution of the war and
all the activities associated with it were
purely a Federal function, and rightly so.
The States played their part, but the finan-
cial responsibility was Federal, and the rais-
ing of the necessary funds, both revenue and
loan, was a matter to wvhich the Federal
Government devoted sole attention. When.
it came to the difficult matter of expenditure-
for soldier settlement, they transferred it,
like miany other of their acetivities, to the.
shoulders of the States. I do not know that
I desire to say any more except to empha-
sise in conclusion that this matter is going
to be made an important issue at the next
Federal elections. The Government returned
to power after the Federal elections will be
called upon to review this agreement. It is
true their efforts will he either to vali-
date it, or to open up negotiations for an-
other agreement. The provision for vali-
dation is essential under the Constitu-
tion, and we have to bear in mpindl
that even though the agreement be
validated, it may at any time he reviewed by
the parties to it. I am of opinion that, as
a result of consideration by the people of
Australia. plus the attention that will he
given to the maitter during the Federal elec-
tions, the incominL Federal Parliament will
he called upon to open up negotiations with
the various States for the purpose of review
in the light of the opinion revealed at the
elections. I consider it a matter upon which
we should express our individual opinions.
T believe lay attitude with my party will be
such as to try to convince file people of this
State tllat the agreement ultimately is going
to place them in the position Of having to
Pay high taxation to meet the State's needs.
Therefore, in my humble wvay, I am going
to attempt to get the Federal party to
realise that a review of the situation is
essential, and I believe that, as a result of
such review, there will be an arrangement
of greater adrantage to the States and
particularly of greateir advantage to West-
ern Australia, where the responsibilities
of development are so great. We can-
not lose sight of the fact that thle pro-
graminies of development nowv under consid-
eration and thle responsibilities we are ale-
Celpting- with regard to them are going to be
a matter of Lra'-e concern in 10 or 12 years'
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time, and that is tine time when tihe Common- QUESTION-EREMANTLE HARBOUR,
wealth wvill be relieved and the State will be
called upon to accept a burden beyond what
it is carrying to-day. It cannot do that,
and] therefore I oppose the Bill.

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

H1ouse adjourned at 0.43 p.in.

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

QUESTION-WANNEROO
BOARD.

ROAD

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

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

DEVELOPMENT SCHEME.

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

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

BILL-rINANCIAL AGREEMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resunied from the previous dlay.

HON. G. TAYLOR 1Munt Margaret)
[4.35]: 1 touch upon this debate with
great hesitation. I have read a good deal
of what hits been said in most of the Par-
linients of the Comnmonwvealth as well as
in the Comunonwealth Parliament itself.
From the Prime -Minister right down along
The line every' political speaker has pre-
faced his remarks by saying that this was
the most important question his Parlia-
ment has been called upon to consider for
a number of years, even Since the early
dlays of Federation. Knowing that, and
realising hlow the matter affects Western
Australia I naturally hesitate to embark
upon a debate of this kind. This is a ques-
tion dealing with finance. Not many men
in Australia are capable of handling such
a topic, because it seems to me that this
type of finance stands alone. I wish to
quote from a number of authorities, in
support of in'y contention that the agree-
mient IF not only bad for Western Austra-
lia, but that it is also bad for the particu-
lar States referred by those authorities.
We could deal with innumerable questions
in discussing the Rill, bat I will content
myself with remaining in the company of
a few reputable men who hold views
similar to mine, men who do not repre-
sent the same shade of political thought


