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

Drew—Central) {4.44]: I move—

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

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 4.45 p.m.

Pegislative Hsscmbly,
Tuesday, 19th June, 1928.

LPage
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p-m., and rcad prayers.

QUESTION—VERMIN, BONUSES AND
TAXATION,

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

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
replied: 1, (a) Agricultural areas: Dogs,
£4,162; foxes, £910; eagles, £83 10s.; total,
£5,155 10s.; (b) Pastoral areas: Dogs, £12,-
690; foxes, £142; engles, £490 B5s.; total,
£13,322 53. 2, The total collected from the
assessments for 1926-7 and the year 1927-8
up to February, 1028, was £36,254 8s. 114.
The Taxation Department do not keep col-

lections from farming and pastoral areaa
separate and advise that to do so would
capuse considerable extra expenditure. (3)
{a) Agrienltural areas, £9,426,720. (b) Pas-
toral areas, £3,096,240.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

On motion by Mr. North, leave of absenca
for one month granted to Mr. Sampson
(Swan) and Mr. Latham (York) on the
ground of wrgent private business.

EILL-FINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
Necond Reading,
Dehate resuined from the }4th June.

MRBR. PANTON (Menzies) [4.37]: A
good deal has been written and spoken upon
this question. 1 listened with deep interest
to the utteranves of various hon. members
on the proposed agreement, and as regards
upposition 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-
ally, I am quite prepared to admit that Y
would have liked to see the States obtain
more than they are to rvceive under the
agreement, but until sueh time as someone
ean put forward an alternative more ad-
vantageous o the States I mnst vote for
the agrecment as submitted by the Premier.
In common with the Leader of the Oppaosi-
tion I an unable to find a better alternative.

Hon. Sir James Miteheli: T can find a
better alternavive, but I have not the chance.

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

Hon. Sir James Matehell :
will plead guilty.

Mr. PANTOXN:
not get eross.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
merely suggesting that——

Mr. PANTON: Tor once I find myself
in agreement with the “West Australian.”
I too, think we should when econsidering
this finanetal proposal look a little beyond
our own State.

Hon. Sir James Mifchell: Now we have
it, of course.

That may be, I

Tiie hon. member need

No, no. I am
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Mr. PANTON: We should be big enoagh
to regard the matter not only from our own
State’s point of view, but alse 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
were at the wrong end of the gun. They
found themselves faced with the fact that
the per eapita payments had been abolished;
and after ail is said and done, that is the
crux of the question.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
doubt abount that, anyhow.

Mr. PANTON: Most of the arguments
used in this Chamber have been as to the
propnsed agreement versus the per capiftn
payments. But the per capitn payments are
now non-existent.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: T do not think
that has been the case.

Mr. PANTON: We are all entitled to onr
opinion, and that is the inferpretation I
placed on most of the speeches from the
other side.

Hon. W. J. George: We have been rohhed
hefore, and we shall be robbed again,

Mr. PANTON: Perhaps we may go on
being robbed. To me it seems unguestiov-
able that the Federal Government, for
whom I hold no brief, acted constitution-
ally in aholishing the per capita payments.
I agree with every member who has spoken
on the other side that we are entitled to
the payments morally, However, that does
not get us very far legally. The whole of
the argument put up by the Premiers in
the first place wns that the States werc
morally entitled to the per capita payments.
In support of that conlention, many
speeches made in pre-Federation days might
be quoted. The member for Avon (Mr.
Griffiths) ran through a considerable Eist
of pre-Iederation speakers recently, and
there is no oceasion for me to cover the
ground again. It is just as well, however,
to bear in mind that during 1910, when
the per eapita payments were introduecd,
the people of Anstralia were asked to have
those payments placed in the Federal Con-
stitution. This the people of Australia re-
fused to do. It is as well to remember that
when the Australian people had tke oppot-
‘tunity of making the per capita paymenc
of 25s. a part of the Constitution, they
turned down that proposal at the referen-
dum.

There is no

Hon, W. J. George: It was beeause tiw,
knew they were being robbed of the sur-
plus revenue.

Mr, PANTON: It was a nuestion of the
people refusing to alter the Constitution at
that time. I hope to-day to be able to wd-
vanee figures which will prove te hon, mem-
bers, if they have not alrendy gone into
the matter carefully, that the referenda in
question were defeated, not by the people
of Western Ausiralia, but by the people of
two States which have received so much
abuse from some portions of Western Ans-
tralia. The State Grants Bill was intro-
duced into the Federal 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 Com
monwealth Treasurer then stated that the
Commonwealth proposed to retire from
land tax, probate duties, enfertzinments
tax, 40 per cent. of income tax on individ-
uals, and 40 per cent. of income tax on
companies, representing a total of
£7,787,352. Such was the Federal Govern-
ment’s intention when they introdueced the
Bill for the aholition of the per capita
payments. With this proposal they had
already met the Premiers in conference, anel
the Premiers had refused oven to consider
the matter. Incidently I may mention that
the Federal Treasurer stated definitely in
1923—I do not know who represented this
State then

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: I did.

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

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They were not.

Mr. PANTON: That is what the Fed-
erat Treasurer said.

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

Myr. 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 govereign 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
their fault, and not ours.
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That is a significant statement. I can quite
understand the Premiers at that period nol
agreeing o any proposal of the kind. The
Federnl Government were going to malke
themselves very popular by redueing taxa-
tion to the extent of over 714 million pouuds
nonually, while leaving the States to im-
pose the taxation necessary to compensate
for the aholition of the per eapita payments.
The Leader of the Opposition docs not peer!
any intimation from me to know whnt
would happen to a State Ministry, irre-
spective of politieal complexion, that sud-
denly proposed to increase tazation by
nearly half s million sterling. That pro-
posal, conserquently, was unacceptable to
the Premiers. However, such was the in-
tention of the Federal Government at that
time, June of 1926. Thst is the point T
wish to make. They proposed to abolish
the per capita payments sand simultaneously
relire from certain fields of taxation and
leave them to the States. It is well to know
what was then in the mind of the Federal
Trensurer who, presumably, when speaking
in the House of Representatives, spoke for
the Federal Government of the day. The
Rill, as T have mentioned, was infroducel
on the 4th June, 1926. and thus, the per
eapita payments being intended to terminate
on the 30th June, the States had 24 days in
whieh to adjust their finances. Mr Stewart,
who is well limown fo the Country Pariy,
asked by way of interjection—

If this Bill is passed, will the per capita
payments be discontinued on the 30th June?
Dr. Barle Page replied in the affirmative,
and Mr. Seullin interjected—

That does not give the States long to
deeide.

Dr. Enrie Page thereupon continued—

The Bill ig 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 has been presented fs soom as we
could prepare the figures and information.
‘We simply say that for the foture we shall
not have this virious system, which cannot
from any point of view be justified.

It 1s a5 well to remind hon. members of that
once more, s0 that they mav appreciate
what was in the mind of the Federal Trea-
snrer, the monthpiece of the Government of
the day, when he said that they wonld not
continue that vielous svetem.

Hon. W_J. Qeorge: It simply meant that
they wonld have everything their way, and
nat consider us one bit,
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Mr., PANTON: [ am presenting to 1
House the views of the Feceral Treasor
Following upon that statement by Dr. Ba
Page, Myr. Seullin interjected, and at t

_stage the report of the dehate is as £

lows :—

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

Dr. Earle Page: No.  8hould there
another war, we might have to re-enter eve
field of taxation. No one can take from ti
Parliament the right to levy taxzation. O
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 under t
Constitution.

Mr. Richardson: And we are sitling doy
under it.

The Premier: What are you going to
ahout it¥ You ecannot take their pow
away from them.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell :
do so if we could.

Mr. PANTON: At any rate, those we
the sentiments cexpressed by the Feder
Treasurer at that time, In view of this,
am not much surprised that the Feder
Treasurer should hold fast to those opinion
because anyone who has read Dr. Ear
Page’s pamphlets, and knows anythir
about his sentiments, appreciates the fa
that he has a poor opinien of State Parli
ments and members of State Parliaments.

Hon. W. I. (Qeorge: It is reciprocal.

Mr. PANTON: The hon. member ez
speak for himself. T avniled myself of s
opportunity 1o look thronch one of D
Page’s pamphlets, and one paragraph ther
in read as follows:—

We have seven Parliaments in the Commo:
wealth, a Federal body and six State bodie
and these latter for the most part—
This applies to wus because we are a Stal
legislative body—

—with all their pemp and paraphernali
simply waste time in corners of thrir respe
tive States. They may be conside. 2d to &
their best so far as in them lies, but they a1
handicapped politically and geographicall:
and are mmahle to earry on the work of th
States. Owing to the centralising of affair
in out-of-the-way corners of the States—
I hope the members of the Country Part
will take notice of that, We are living i
Perth and, so Dr. Earle Page tclls us, every
thing is spent by us in the city, and nothin
throughout the eonniry areas. That is wha
Dr. Earle Page thinks of us.

Hon. W. J. George: But he is spendin
money at Canberra.

We would soi
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Mr. PANTON: Dv. Page, in the pamphlet
I refer to, continued—

Owing to the centralising of aftuirs in out-
of-the-way corners of the States, publie
money is always expended in that corner
where the seat of Covernment is constituted.
Politicians are not always to blame for this.
Owing to the vicious system of Government,
they are often necessarily ignorant, fre-
quently misinformed, and always unconsciously
binsed.

That is Dr. Earle Page’s opinion of mem-
hers of State Paviiaments. We did not
know that that was the position, although
we live here and are members of a State
Parlinment. Dr. Barle Page is in Canberra,
but he knows all about it.

The Premier: Ha had bLeen associating
with members of the Primary Producers’
Association.

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

The Premier: No.

My, PANTON: Dr. Eavie Page proceeded
in his pamphlet to sny—

Give the Government—

That is, the Federal Government—

—vcomplete  control of immigration, feder-
alise the Crown lands, subdivide the States
into provinees whose outlines are determined
golely Ly the lines of eommunity of interest,
big encugh to attack national schemes in a
large way, but small 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 James Mitchell: You could ap-
ply that to the Federal Parliament.

Mr. PANTON: But that is the opinion
of the Tederal Treasurer! I mention that
phase heeanse it was stated last week by the
member for Williams-Narrogin (Mr. E. B.
Johnston)—and he looked almost emphatie
as he thumped the desk and nade the asszer-
tion—that the Labour Party stood for uaifi-
eation.  Tf there is anything that would
mean unification more than that, and it can
e found in the platform of the Labour
Party, T have yet to learn of it.

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

Mr. PANTON: The Labour Party stand
for a referendum before such an alteration
is made, for our platform contains the
planic: “TUntil the Constitution is amended,
the per eapita payments should be continued
without diminution.” That is the difference.
T, Farle Page was prepared to, and did,

1l

abolish the per capita payments holus bolus.
the Labour Party provide in their platform
for an oppertunity to be given to the people
of Australia to sav whether the Constitution
shall be altered before there shall be any
diminution in the per capita payments. The
member for Willizms-Narrogin said, in a
very loud voice, “Where is the mandate to
the State Government to agree to this
agreement?! T believe the Yremier told him
definitely that the Premiers had signed the
agreement on behalf of the States, and that
it provided for its ratifiention by the Par-
linment of each State, and by the people of
Australia as o whole, Let e ask the mem-
her for Williamns-Narrogin, “Where is the
mandate of the Federal Government to
abolish the per capita payments without
reference to the States or to the people of
Australia as a whole?”  Apparently that
hon. member elaims that it is essential for
the Collier Government to have a mandate
from the people to do anvthing, but the
Bruce-Page Government mny 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 oceasion, there was
secech a storm of protest, not only
from the Opposition benches bnt from
the MMinisterial side of the House as

well, against the abolition of the per eapita
payments on the lines laid down by the Fed-
cral Treasurer—that was by retiring from
certain avennes of taxation—that the Fed-
eral Government saw fit to ery a hali. Not
only was there opposition to the Govern-
ment's proposals from members of their
ewn party and from the ranks of the Op-
position, but every newspaper of any im-
portance throughout Australin eriticised it
adversely. Tvery State Parliament earried
a resolution opposing the Federal Govern-
ment’s proposals, and so a hurried meeting
of the Ministerial Party in the Iederal
Parliament was convened. Obviously some
assurance was given to the members of that
party at the time to the effeet thot the
proposals  would De altered or some
arrangement that woeuld be more equitable
would he arrived at. MHowever, whatever
was said, the members of the party re-
turned and voted for the abolition of the
per capita payments. The member for
Williams-Narrogin remarked that the mem-
bers of the Labour Party in the Federal
Honse did not oppose the Bill



102

Mr. . B. Johnston:
reading stage.

Mr., PANTON: The hon. member said
that the wembers of that party had not
called for o division on the second reading
of the Bill. He knows that the then Leader
of the Labour Party, Mr, Charlton, moved
an amendment to postpone the consideration
of the Bill until sueh time as the Federal
Constitution Conmmission had presented their
report,

Mr. 5. B. Johnston: I quoted his amend-
ment.

Mr, PANTON: That amendment was
defeated by 34 votes to 19, and only one
mentber from the Government side of the
louse voted with the Opposition!

Hon. 8ir James Mitchell: Where were
all the other members wheun the division
was taken?

My, PANTON: Search me!

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
they?

Mr. PANTON: As often happens here,
1 suppose they were missing. Following npon
that division, the main guestion, the motion
to apree to the second reading of the Bill
was put and, as is so offen the position here
when an amendment hag been defeated by
an overwhelming maejority, was agreed to
withont further opposilion. In view of the
majority against the amendment, what was
the use of calling for another division or
the second reading of the Bill?

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

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

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

The SPEAXER: Order!

Mr. PANTON: I am not setting out to
defend the Tabour Party in the Federal
Parliament, but I am merely endeavouring
to correet 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: Exaetly,. When the
present Finaneial Agreement was before the
Honse of Representatives, speaker after

At the seeond

Where were

My,
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speaker on the Government side of the
House stuted definitely that had it not been
for the eracking of the whips in 1926, they
had their doubts as to whether the Bill
would have been passed at all. However,
it is obvious that the Ministerial whips
cracked to some purpose, and the Minis-
terial members came up to the serateh. I
mention these points to show what was in
the minds of the members of the Federal
Government regarding the abolition of the
per capita payments.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: Why do you not
quote the amendment that Mr Gregory
maoved?

Mr. PANTON: What has that got to do
with the matter, seeing that the second
reading of the Bill bad been agreed to?
It was at that stage that the fight against
the measure was made. Subsequent
amendments would not have got anyone
verv far. Having come to the conclusion
that it was useless proceeding with the
scheme they had proposed at the outset,
the Federnl Government gave members of
their party assurances that must have
been regarded ns satisfactory, for they
eame forward with another secheme, which
the Premiers spent several days in diseus-
sing and boiling down, until they arrived at
what we now have before us. Until such
Lime as some better nlternative is presented.
—and apparently no member of the Opposi-
fion can advance a hetter alternative—I
will have to support the Financial Agrec-
ment that we have before us.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Shonld not the
£7,000,000 be divided on the per capita
hasis over 58 vears instend of on a fixed
hasis?

Mr. PANTON: I do not intend to go infe
details as to what should or should not be
done.

Non. Sir James Mitchell: You know zo
mneh!

Mr. PANTON: The Leader of the Op-
T.osition will not give nnyone the richt to
voice opinions other than those he holds,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: T do not ques-
{ion the right of any member to express his
own opinions,

Mr. PANTON: That is what the hon.
member’s interjection wounld imply.  Re-
garding the Loan Couneil, I cannot follow
the arguments advanced by the Leader of
the Opposition or by the member for Wil-
linms-Narrogin, I do not pose as an au-
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thority on finanee; probably that is ona
reason why I should deliver a long speech,
although I do not intend to do so. A vol-
untary loan eouncil has been in operation
in Australia for some time,

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

Mr. PANTON: The effect of the new
proposal is to make that volumtary loan
council a permanent body. At any rate,
from the point of view of the improved
josition we will reach when we have one
borrower instcad of seven borrowers, h.
mumst mean that it will prove beneficial,
sooner or later, to Australia’s finances.
Every hon. member will agree that organi-
salion is the biggest factor to-day in com.
mercial enterprise. No matter in what
direetion we mny look, whether it be in cen-
neetion with banks, manufactories or in
connection with any other of the big com-
mercial enterprises, we see on all hands
organisation and amalgamation geing on.

Hor. W. J. George: That is merely fol-
lowing the lead of the Labour Party.

Mr. PANTON: 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. Thai
ig the trouble.

Hon. W. J. George: They will not slip
back under the organisation of to-day.

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

The Premjer: It means getting better
terms for the orgenisations, just as this
proposal secures better terms for our or-
gunisation.

Mr. Richardson: The unempluynl are or-
ganising !

Mr. PANTON: At any rate, that is the
attitude I intend to adopt regarding the
Loan Council. After having had many
years of experience from an organising
point of view, the conelnzion I have arrived
at is that if this poliey is good for private
enterprise because it leads to inereased pro-
fits, which, as I have already pointed ont,
is not always good for the people. surely
it is equally good for the Government, be-
ennse the step proposed will lead to de-
ereased interest rates on borrowed money.
Surely that is quite worth while.
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Hon. Sir James Mitehell: We do not
know that.

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

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is what
you say, but will it have that eflect?

My. PANTON: I am pointing out that
organisation is aimed at either to secure
more efficiency or, which naturally follows,
more profits. That has been ilfustrated lime
snd again. If the proposal of the Federal
Government regarding the Losm Conueil
will result in decreased interest rates, surely
it is n good thing for the Government lo
organise for the giod of :ha commurity.

Hon. Sir James DMMitchell: Our interest
rate is the lowest in Anstratia by a long
way.

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

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But that was
for Australian borrowing.

Mr. PANTON: I am supporting the Bill,
not beeause I think we are getting all we
are entitled to, but 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 cirenlating
literature on the snbject to offer a construe
tive policy that would be more acceptable,
It is useless for members to take up the
attitude adopted by Mr. Lovekin,

Hon, Siv James Mitchell: You cannot
Lere eritiezse an hon. member of another
plnece.

Mr. PANTON: T am not eriticising a
member of another place; I am eriticising
sgmeone who has cirenlated a lot of litera-
ture and someone who was quoted in the
House 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 Commonweaith, having taken away
the per eapita grants, will refuse to givo us
anything. No Government wounld dare to
collect taxes from the State and give nothing
in return.

Mr. Thomson: That is an opinion com-
monly expressed about the corridors of tle
House.
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Mr. PANTON; The qnotalion continnes:

We need not be afraid of that. 1f we turn
thia down, something else must be substituted
for it.
My, Mann thanked Mr. Lovekin for hav-
ing supplied him wiih the literature unl
figures bhe used in the Federal Heuse, He
agreed with that statement ny Mr. Lovekin,
but I do not.

The [Premiec: That is wnas My, Micaw-
ber used to say—something will turn up.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: This is a poliev
of despair,

The Premier: A poliey of despair tha!
you were prepared to accept in 1923

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: [ have already
told you that I was not.

The P’remier: The report of he confer-
enee says that you were.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell:
who were present.

Mr. PANTON: When will my turn come
Mr. Speaker?
Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. PANTON: A sentiment such as I
have quoted dees not get us very far. What
is the use of urguing that the Tederal Gov-
ernment will not dare do this or that? They
have dared 1o do it by abolishing the per
capita paymenls. Such arguments remind
me of an incident that oceurred at a picture
show in Perth. A man and his wife decided
to po to the pictures. When nearing the
picture show, the wife remembered that she
had to make some purchases in a ham and
beef shop, sv she turned to her husband and
said, “You go in to the pictures, and T will
follow presently.”” The man went in, and as
is was dark, he stood up behind the back
row, A fight started soon afterwards, and
the man, together with the disturbers, was
thrown out. The wife came along and said,
4T¥id not you go in to the pictures?” His
reply was, “Yes, hat u fight started and 1
was thrown out with the combatants.,” The
wife asked, “Did not you pay to go in%’
and on recciving an affirmative reply, she
added, “But they cannot throw youn out.”
The retort of the husband was, “But I am
out” Tt is just the same with the per
eapitn payments. They have been abolished
and we are compelled to make the next best
denl. It is idle for Mr, 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-

Ask the officials
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ledge of what our repreentaiion would be,
and 1 ask members, “What are you going to
do about it? Are you going to replace the
whole of those five members—that would not
ke mueh difference —-or are you going 19
stort a eivil war with Mr. Lovekin, sword
on showlder, lcading the way?”

Hon, W. J. George: He wouid not lead;
you may depend upon that.

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
will not get us anywhere. With only five
menbers in the Honse of Representatives,
what chance have we of entering any effec-
tive protest, except when the elections come
round?

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

My. PANTON: Tn the end this question
has to be decided by the people. Let me say
candidly that the one thing 1 regret—and I
think it is the weak point about the agree-
menl—is that it was ever brought before
the State Purliaments at all,

Hon. G. Taylor: Hear, hear!

Mr. PANTON: 1 believe that if the
Premiers, on behalf of the States, had agreed
and that if the question had then been sub-
milted to the people, no party feeling what-
ever would have been introduced.

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

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

Hon. 8ir James Mitchell:
Rumour is a lying jade.

Mr. PANTON: Yes, but unfortunately
a lot of people believe her, and some mem-
bers are not doing too mugh to correct her
erroneons versions. It is regrettable that
the matter ever had to come before the State
Parliaments. Ali said and done, it is & 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 oceur. The people
should have been asked to say whether the
agreement should become part of the Con-
stitation or not. Tf 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

|
But Dame



[1y Juwe, 1928.]

on it. 1 hope the statement of the Leader
of the Opposition that Dame Rumour
is a lying jade is correct, becamse it
is ruwoured 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 ecompetitions. 1
understand that the Bill is not geing to be
discussed by another place, but is going to
be thrown out. It would be a nice state of
affaixs if a few members in another place
did that.

Hon, Sir James Mitehell: Why not eon-
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 bas
been stated repeatedly in this House and
Sunday after Sunday we get it in the news-
paper, if not before breakfast, then imme-
diately afterwards, that the people of this
State are opposed to the Federal Govern-
ment and that they desire secession. We are
led to believe that the people want all sorts
of things and will 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 sinee the in-
ception 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
cight referenda, Western Australia has cast
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 cccasion did a majority of
the people of this Stnte withhold approval.

Mr. Thomson: As a matter of fact, the
people of Western Australia approved of the
23s. per capita 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 eapita provi-
sion was not put in the Constitution,

Mr. PANTON: No, beeanse the majority
vote was against it. The fizures 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-
tealia had been to the Federal Government,
especially after all T had read each Sunday
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and all I had heard in this House to the con-
trary.

Hon, G, Taylor: Why Sunday reading?

Mr. PANTON: Well, in the paper pub-
lished on that day, I ean generally find who
won the tipping competition. By a majority
of 25,109 votes, Western Austraia agreed (o
enter the Federstion. In 1910 a veferendum
was taken on the question of inserting in the
Constitution the provision for the 25s. per
capita poayment. Although that propesal
was rejected by the people of Ausiralia, the
people of Western Australia favoured it with
a majority of 18,658,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: At that time
they had been here only five minutes.

My, PANTOXN: | am referring to the 1910
referendum,

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

Mr. PANTON: Anyhow, they gave the
hou. member an opportunity to get on. On
the referendum for Commonwealth power to
take over Siate debls, Weslern Australin re-
corded a majurity of 35,930. That was the
only ¢uestion submitted to a referendum that
ever received the approval of the whole of
the people of Australia.

Mr. Thomson: And that is the question
we arc deciding now.

Mr, PANTON: Ves.

Hon, 3ir James Mitchell: No, it is a very
different thing.

Mr. PANTON: A distinetion without a
difference. ’

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: No.

Mr. PANTON : In 1911 the Federal Gov-
ernment took avother referendum on the
question of giving the Commonwealth in-
creased legislative powers. Western Aus-
tralia agreed to it with a majority of 5,858
votes, but the proposal was rejected by Tas-
mania, Queensland, New South Wales, Vie-
toria, and South Australia. Thus every State
of the Commonweaith objected exeepting
this loyal Stute of ours. On the same ocea-
sion, the question of giving the Common-
wealth power to deal with monopolies was
carried in Western Australia with a majority
of 7,031, but was rejected by the three States
nearest ro the eentre of Government, namely,
New Sputh Wales, Vietoria and South Aus-
tralin, Tn 1913 a series of questions was
put to the people by way of a refer-
endum. questions dealing with trade
and ecommeree, corporations, industrial
matters, railway disputes, trusis, and the
nationalising of monopolies, ond there was
separate voting on each question. On the
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question of trade and commerce, Western
Australia recorded a majority of 5,168, but
it was rejected by New South Wales, Victoria
and Tasmania. To earry a referendum,
members are aware that it is necessary to
have four States as well as a majority of
the people in favour of the proposal. On
the question of corporations, Weslern Aus-
tralia gave a majority of 5,150, but the
proposal was rejected by New South Wales,
Vietoria and Tasmania. On industrial mat-
ters, Western Australia gave a majority of
6,839 votes, but the proposal was rejected
by New South Wales, Vieloria and Tas-
mania. On the question of railway dispute:.,
Western Australia, by a majority of 5,992,
favoured the granting of the necessary
powers to the Federal Parliament, but the
proposal was rejected by New South Wales,
Victoria and Tnsmania, On the question
of trusts, Western Australia gave a majority
of 9,030, but the proposal was rejected by
New Soulh ‘Wales, Vietoria and Tasmania,
On the nationalisation of monopolies, West-
ern Australia gave a majority of 7,804, but
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 beecaunse they are neac
to the seat of Government. On all thos.
ovcasiong they have refused to give the
Federal anthorities any further powers
whatever. On the question of military ser-
vice in 1916, 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 Queens-
land. In 1919 the Commonwenlth again
asked for additional legislative powers, al
Western Australia apreed by a majority ol
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 the nationalisation
of monopolies, Again Western Australia
anid “Ves” hy 4.422 votes, but the proposal
was rejected by New South Wales, Victoria,
South Austrnlia and Tasmania. The ocea-
sion of the latest referendum in 1926 was
the only time when Western Australia failed
to give an affirmative majority on any one
of the nuestions submitted through the
medinm of eight referenda in the course of
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27 years. Western Australin then fell into
line with the rest of the States by refusing
to give any additional powers to the Ied-
eral authorities,

Hon. (. Taylor: They had become wiser.

Mr, PANTON: I do not think that for a
moment, but on looking at all the referenda
I find that, alinost without exception, the
Lahour Party were in power in the Federa!
sphere, and Western Australia was prepared
to give them what they sought. That does
not appear to be the position in respeei
of the present Federal Government. That
is the conclusion I have arrived at, though
perhaps it is wrong. It may be that West-
ern Australia was prepared to grant the
Federal Government the powers they sough!
because the Leader of the Opposition and
I were in the same distriets advocating
“No'”

Hon. Sir Jumes Mitchell: I was doing
my hest for the State, just as T am doing
it at the present time,

Mr. PANTON: That may be, but there iz
room for a difference of opinion on that
point. I feel certain that the record of
Western Ausiralia shows that, if given an
opportunity to vote on this question, the
people of the State will vote in the afirma-
tive. Believing thaé to be so, 1 am not pre-
pared to prevent them having the right to
suy “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 us the Leader of the Opposition will
lose no opportunity to induce them to say
no.” The fight should not be earried on
in Parliament; the place is on the publis
platform, and the people, and not members
of the Legislature, should deride the ques-
tion. Il the other State Parliaments have
approved of the Bill, thereby giving the
people of the other States the opporlunity
that the Government of Western Australin
are secking to give to the people of this
State.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: We do not
give them the right to do so; it is the Fed-
eral Parliament.

Mr. PANTON: That is a mere qguibble.
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. Bir 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 Mitchell: You did,

Mr. PANTON: I did not. I have been
telling the hon. member that if Parliament
agrees to the Bill the people later on will
be asked to give the Federal Parliament
the authority to enfer into an agreement
with the Sfates. The Leader of the Op-
position will surely agree that if the Par-
liament of Western Anstralia passes the
Bill, the people likewise will give an affirma-
tive vote when the matter is submitted to
them. This agreement will be entered iniv
between the Commonwealth and the States
and my desire is to give the people the
opportunity to express their opinion. I do
not know how members in this or anothe:
place intend to vote, but I contend that
the Stnte Parlisment has no authority what-
ever o deprive the people of the right
whieh is theirs, any more than they shounld
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 mem-
bers of Parlinment to decide, no matter
-what their politieal ereed may be. It is
even less the right of members who repre-
sent only one-third of the elestors of the
State to attempt to determine the question
before the people. It is my iniention to
vote for the Bill for these reasons: First of
all I helieve that it is the best possible
agreement that ean be obfained. OFf that
I have no doubt. The terms were the very
Lest that could be got at the eonferences;
there was no possibility 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 sym-
pathy from the representatives of the other
States, all of whom have agreed to reeom-
mend the proposals for the aceeptance of
their people? We should get none at all.

Hon. W. J. George: We do not want
their sympalhy; 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. 8ir James Mitchell: Do you say that
the agreement is right on the 1926 per capita
basis?

Mr. PANTON: T say it is the best pos-
sible agreement we ean get. If the Leader
of the Opposition had put forward a better
proposal, I wonld have heen on his
side. I am in favour of the per capita
basis, but the Federal Government, who are
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at the right end of the gun, say there is no
longer a per capita basis; therefore what is
the good of talking nbout something that is
no longer existent. I repeat, I intend to
support the Bill because, tirstly, I believe
it is the best we ¢an get; secondly, and more
important still, beeause the people and not
this Parlinment should have the right to de-
cide the question; and, thirdly, I believe
that the proposal will be for the benefit of
Australin generally and Western Australia
particularly. My experience of organising,
and waiching other people organise, leads
me to conclude that the organisation of the
finances of Australin will be for the benefit
of Anstralia ns 2 whole. T am big enough
to view the matter frow the wide aspect of
one nation, one flag and one destiny.

HON, W. J. GEORGE (Murray-Welling-
ton) [5.22]: The hon. gentleman who has
just sat down delivered a very interesting
address, but, boiled down, 1 gather that his
belief is that half a loaf is better than no
bread. He does not consider that we should
et hetter terms than those offered to us. Y
have not quite gothered whether he is in
favour of better terms betig given to us,
if they could be obtrined. 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 can
get, and therefore we hind better accept them
or we may et worse. I do not know what
hon. members may think, but I feel like
drawing up another hole in my belt when
considering what has been put before us.
Have we no soversign rights? Have we
1o rights as a State which, oaly thirty years
ago, contained n population of only 40,000
people?  Those people, and others who
came to help ns, have made Western Aus-
tralia a State that shonld command respect.
Y believe it does. Have we 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 be suppliants at the door of the
Tederal Parliament? Are we o be a foot-
hall to be kicked by Dr. Pare, who is one
of our rulers to-day?

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

Hon. W. JT. GEORGE: We are a
sovereign State; we were led into the Fed-
eration by the talk of fraterity and all the
rest of it. Where has there been any dis-
play of fraternity since we have been
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federated? Right from the very start West-
ern Anstralia has heen spffering as the re-
sult of the attitude of those who are on the
other side of Australia, and it eannot very
well he otherwize. We have only five mem-
bers in the House of Representatives. What
do their votes count? Five might eount in
n elose division; they mirht make or break
a1 Ministry, bat their influence otherwise is
not folt. Fven if all the Western Australian
representatives made up their minds to re-
frnin from voting, the Tederal authority,
as constituted, would not bz affected.

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

Hon. W. J. GEORGE:
that thev ean.

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

Hon. W. J. GEQRGT: T was interested
to hear the member for Menzies (Mr. Pan-
ton) deelare that the people should have the
right to deal with this matter. T agree with
him there: I do not think Parliament should
have diseussed it: it should have heen left
entirelv to the peonle to determine, and it
should have heen the dutv and the nrivilege
of membhers of Parlinment to explain the
position to the eleetors. Tf it was right for
the people to decide the question whether or
not the States should federate, it should be
richt for them also, when a step is eon-
templated to bring abount a change in the
Constitntion, to sav whether that change is
or is not desirable. T listencd elosely to the
Premier’s speceh and T think he did the best
he possibly could in the eirecumstances, He
eertainly gave very foll infutmation and he
zave it very clearly. But he left the idea in
my mind—it mav he a misconception—that
he felt it is nat the correet thing. As the
Leador of the Opnosition dealt with fizures
at length, it is not my purpose to dwell on
them; T am more coneerned about the aspect
of heine obliged to aceept the proposals. It
seems Jike having to accent erumbs from the
rich man’s tahle, or like the dog taking the
fragments from the master’s tahle—either
that or nothing. With regard to the news-
paners, they do not annear to have done
very mauch.  What thev have heen trving to
mnke ont is that members of this FHouse, or
of nnother place. have hardlv a foll know-
Toden of the position. and therefore are not
eapnble of dealing with it. T am inclined to
think that myself. hut T do not consider that
the newspapers themselves, with all their in-

I am not sure
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formation and knowledue, are likely to go
far.
The Premier: That is hearsay.

Hon. W, J. GEORGE: [t is a faet, all
the same. It is not worth while discussing
the fizures or details. We have been told
that we should not get this or that, and we
can acaept the information ss being correct,-
otherwise it would not havc been put for-
ward by the Commonwealth Government.
There ean be no question that we are gradu-
ally drifting towards unifieation. That is a
matter that I want hon. members to think
about, and those who helieve that that is the
trend of events, and who desire to bring it
about, ecannot do better th-n vote for the
Rill. Tt is simply helping the thing along.
We have only to notice the abject attitude
of the various Premiers towards the Federal
Government. Onlv the other 7+ the Pre-
miers of most of the States met in confer-
ence and one of the proposals that was set
down for dizeussion was that they should go
eap in hand to the Prime Minister and ask
him to impose 2 tax on petrol throughout
Australin. T shonld think thal those Pre-
miers would at once vote for unification.

The Premier: The DPremiers’ Conference
rejected that motion,

Hon. W. J GEORGLE: [ know it did, The
Premiers met in confercnce. If it is sulli-
ciently important in the eyes of the Cow-
manwealth to get the Premiers together to
discuss the question ot asking the Com-
monwealth to impose a petrol tax it shows
that perhaps Dr. Earle Page’s criti-
cisms conld Le apphed very strongly to
these gentlemen. My idea of a sovereign
State is that we should all meet on terms
of equality, nnd not huve 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
degrec. It is certainly not sufficient to put
any State in a servile position. T 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 Tederal (Government actually in
power, whether T.abour or Nationalist, but
by persons who with a long thread are trying
to pull vs into centralisation. which of
conrse means unification. We have seen
evidenee of that in the case of every Gov-
ernmenk that has been in power since Fed-
eration was brought abont. Tt seems to me
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that these matters are all worked out and
pul Forward in a certain way before the
respective (overnments., and that they con-
stitute an official and bureaucrakic endeav-
our to affect the interests of the States. By
means of Federation we soughi lo have
equal representation in the management of
affairs. Have we ever had that! We were
given the Senate so that theve might be a
tribunal to protect the small States, but has
it done sov The Premier may reply that
there were more tepresentativees in the
Senate on our side of politics, but the posi-
tion is always the same, We have never
had a decent or fair deal from the Federal
Parliament. The double taxation of the
people is unwarranted, and it is gradually
draining the resources of everyone. First of
all, 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, bechuse the money raised is kept
within the State’s borders, The Commeon-
weialth 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 are manufacturing, becanse
thev 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 thern,
They have two income Laxes to pay, and two
land taxes. Tt is generally understood, and
thern can be no question with regard te
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,
ag investments for them. I say without fear
of contradiction that the number of pecple
in Australia, enjoying relatively small in-
comes, who are subseribing hoth to Common-
wealth and commercial loans, is getting
appreciably less, becanse the community is
being bled by this form of dumal taxation
I shall vote against the Bill, and, shoull
it po to a referendum, will do all I can to
seenre a negative vote. I have no faith
either in the Commonwealth Government or
the Commonwealth Parliament. I do not
eare whether Labour is in power, Mr. Bruece,
or anyone else. The Federal authorities
have not given Western Australia the fair
deal they shonld have given the State. We
have not had the consideration to which we
were entitled, and they would, if they could.
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deprive us ol the eminent position we have
won for ourselves, and render the State
subservient to a distant (iovernment with
little knowledge of her problems and con-
ditions, and I am sorry to say I believe,
caring less.

MR. BROWN (Vingelly) [5.36]: I wish
to explain my position as it affects the
poticy of our party. As the debate goes on,
it will be noticed that we hold different
opinions. L 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 should he & difference of opinion, and
we should vote in different directions, I feel
sure that every member will vote according
as his conscience dietates. We are con-

vineed about the prosperity of Western

Australia, and, however we vote, I am satis-
fied that we shall vote in the way that we
think is in the best intercsts of the State. A
mass of figures has been put forward by
members, more particularly by the repre-
senlatives in the Federal House, and these
have been printed in pamphlet form. I take
it that every member of this House has had
a copy of the speeches that have been de~
livered. The most surprising thing is that
{hese figures scem to vary. I do not know
how they were compiled. Tt strikes me for-
cibly that when a man sets out to compile
fignres, he becomes so imbued with the ae-
curacy of lis eompilation that he thinks he
alone is eompiling what is right, and that
the other fellow must be wrong, I wish to
deal first with the arguments that have been
placed before us by the Premier. I alzo
retnin the right to eriticise his figurns, as I
think they should be criticised, as well as the
figures submitted by other speakers, I take
it that the fizures the Premier presented have
been compiled by actuaries from all the
States, by experts whoe know exactly the
position of every State. It seems a peculiar
thing that the Premier can give us one set
of fizures and maintain that they are ab-
solutely correct, when I feel sure he must
have been misinformed by someone, Mr{
Lovekin, in his firures, states that Western
Australin will be a loser by the agreement
after three vears. The Premier tells us, on
the other hand, that we shall be the gainers
for a considerable number of years. One
thing T deplore is that the Premier did not
attend the conferenee which was summoned
by the Prime Minister and Dr. Earle Page,
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&t the time it was proposed to abolish the
per capita payments. It would have been
& good thing if the Premier had attended that
meeting, because he would have been it a
better position to explain what actually
oceutred.

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

Mr. BROWN: T understand a conference
was leld, 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 payments, as suggested by the
Commonwealth.

The Premier: We did attend that con-
ference. We refused to discuss the Prime
Minister’s proposals, and unanimously re-
Jjected them.

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

The Premier: Tt was the conference of
1926. We refused to entertain the pro-
posals, and rejected them unanimously. Fol-
lowing that refusal, the per capita payments
were abolished. We did attend thet confer-
ence, and joined in the refusal to accept the
proposal.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They did away
with the per eapita payments after that.

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

Mr. BROWN: 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, T am sorry to say, has sug-
gested that we should retain the per capita
payments. All the speeehes 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 ws
what they are ready to do. We have to
decide that which is most advantageovs for
Western Australin. T admit that some of
our TFederal members, Messrs. Cregory;
Mann and Prowse, argued very strongly in
the Federal Parliament that it would be dis-
advantazeons to Western Australia to aceept
the terms offered. They knew well that the
per eapila pavments had been aholished, 1
take it that those members, who are Federni-
ists, would not like to see secession bronght
about. Thev know we are part and pareel
of the Commonwealth, When any member
opposes & Bill that is before the House, be-
cause it does not coineide with his views,
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he sheald be able to put forward something
thatl is better. In the speeches menbers have
delivered so far, they have not told us what
in their opinion should be substituted, and
what would he more advantagecus to the
State.

Hon. . J. Georze: We are told we are
powerless; that ig why,

Mr. BROWN: This debute is running on
Foderation. Federation has alveady come,
and we belong to the Federation of States.
I am a strong Federalist. I consider myself
a bix Australian, not a little one. As a
native of Australia I am pleased to know
that we are hecoming a nation, and I should
he sorry to see the pation split into factions,
because some little thing in the way of
finaneial recompense may not be suitable to
many members of Parlinment. To my mind
Federation has been very beneficial to 'West-
ern Australia, I know many members will
not agree with me. We ought to thank God,
however, that when war broke out we did
helong to the Federation. Where would
Western Auvstralia be now if we did not be-
long to the Commonwealth? Wonld our
finonces be in their present position? The
Yederal Government had to borrow seven or
eight hundred millions sterling to finance the
war.  When the War was over our hoys
had to Dbe repatriated, During their
absence their dependants had to be provided
for. «nd by whom?

Mr. Richavdson: Did we not have to pay
for it all?

Mr. BROWN: Certainly we had to pay
for it, but the Federal Government had the
vesponsibility. No doubt we paid our share
of the cost through the Customs. It has
been asserled {hat WWestern Australia can
borrow more cheaply than the Federal Gov-
ernment, but let us not forpet that the Com-
monwealth had to go on the money markets
of the world when money was searce, and
thus were compelled to pay as much as 61}
per eent, interest. Now, however, money is
gradnally becoming cheaper, though in my
opinion it will never again be as cheap ag it
was in the past. T.et us look at the matter
from another aspect. But for Federation,
what would have happened to our produets
durine the war? What would have hap-
pened to the man on the Jand? But for
Commonwealth gnarantecs the primary pro-
ducers of Australia eould not have sold their
produets. Tlozens of hoards and trusts were
established with a view to keeping Amnstralian
production as high as possible. That eould
never have been achieved in the absence of
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Federation. It is on those lines I am form-
ing my opinion concerning the Bill. I need
not dwell on Federation, because it is with
ug all the time. Disabilities can be remoyed
by constitutional methods. What is the Com-
monwealth administering in Western Aus-
tralin? Old age pensions, invalid pensions,
war serviee homes, the baby bonus—of which
the member for Williams-Narrogin and other
young members may yet learn the benefit—
the Defence Department, and many other
activities and funetions. Little did we dream
28 years ago that we would have to defend
eur shores, almost Lo the last man, The De-
fence Department inust be maintained, and it
is under Federal jurisdietion. Tlhe Customs,
I know, are the Federal hughear to Wesiern
Australia; hut even with secession it is ques-
tionable whether we should not have to impose
equally hizh import duties in order to ob-
tain the revenue needed. Most States de-
vive their main income from duties on im-
ported goods.

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

Mr. BROWN: A great deal has been said
about Western Australin being down-trod-
den as the result of Federation. It is as-
serted that we are labouring under grave
disabilitics and groaning wunder unduly
heavy taxafion. But what has happened in
Western Australia during 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. De purchasers of real estate here
tell us, “Jf 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
eountry becnusn they know that money is to
be made in Western Avstralia. Our Lands
Department is now inundated with appliea-
tions for land. Tf we could find farms for
10,000 men, they would be taken up within
three months.

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

Mr. BEOWN: We have got a hustle on.
Tarms cannot he surveyed immediately.
However, there is a big futore for West-
ern Anstralia.  The peonle crowding over
here from the Eastern States do not stop
for a moment to worry abont our financial
di=abilities. ‘Thev know we have a surplus,
that Western Anstralin ig the only State
whielh at present has a surplus. They know
that our railways are paying. I, personally,
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fail to sce what disabilities we are suffering
ag the result of Federation,

Mr. Angelo: Iyo you think our peopula-
tion will inerease at a greafer rate than 3
per cent.d

Mr. BROWN: I will go into that directly.
1 bave 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 Australin would receive £473,000
annuully for 58 years. During the first year
of the currency of the aygreement we shall
receive aboul a million sterling, representing
an advantage of £500,000 or £600,000. The
most peculiar feature ot the various diseus-
sions througzhont Australin on the Bill has
been that the opponents of the measure are
invarinbly the parties sitting in opposition
to the State Government of the day. If there
is a Labour Government m power, the
Nationalist and Couutry Partics object to
the Bill. If a Nationalist Government oc-
cupy the Treasury bench, then the Labour
Party object to the measure. Why is thaf
50?7 What is behind it all? For the first
few years of the proposed agreement, un-
doubtedly cvery State will receive a great
deal more money than would be coming to
it in the abscnee of the Bill. A big surplus,
abundant finance, available now, in what
may be termed Western Australia’s initial
stage, will 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
ns that the total saving for the next seven
vears will be £3,492,000. I have not bheard
any contradiction of that statement. The
total benefit from the apgreement in the
conrse of the next 30 years will be £10,630,-
000.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
the sinking fund in London.

AMr. BROWN: Probably the sinking fund
has something to Ao with it. Now as to the
inerease of population in Western Austra-
jia. According to Mr. Wickens it will take
20 years to double the population of Perth
and suburbs, while to double the population
of the country districts will take 39 years.
Between the two, it means that Western
Australia wilt double its population in about
30 years. .

Hon. Sir James Mitcheli:
Vietorin?

Mr. BROWN: I chall give hon. members
information about Vietoria directly. TUnder

That refers to

What sbout
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the agreement we shall, 30 years hence, be
£10,630,000 to the good as compared with
the per capita payments. Surely that is an
dincentive to members to vote for the Bill.
Not many of us will be here in 30 years’

. time, and we can pass a liftle of that benetit
on to posterity. By accepting the money
offered us under the Bill, Western Austra-
lin will advance mueh more rapidly than is
possible under the system of per ecapita
payments, In 30 or 40 years {from now our
population will have done very well to reach
the million mark., Personally, I do not think
the million will then have been reached.
Take rural population. Anyone familiar with
rural conditions knows that after the first
20 or 30 years the population of a farming
distriet is apt to decline. I rvefer to distriets
absolutely dependent upon farming or graz-
ing. Afier 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
newly settled one. This can be observed in
various pavts of Western Australia. A
loeality in my electorate. 14 or 15 miles from

. Pingelly, 20 vears ago had a progress asso-
cintion whose meetings, as I ean testify from
having been present at them, numbered 30
or 40 people.  Nowadays all the people
in that loeality eonld be eounted on one's
fingers: The small man has sold out to the
Inrge man, and there are now about 10 or
15 people where 20 years ago there were 30
or 40.

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

Mr. BROWN: Yes. Why does the popu-
lation of the eapital cities inerease? Take
the ecase of South Australia,  Sonth Aus-
tralia’s rural population is deelining, but
the population of Adelaide and suburbs is
increasing.

The Premier: Tt is the same story in Vie-
toria.

Mr. BROWNXN: That is so. The reason is
that the people rush to the towns, which
under our protective tariff establish factories
-of all kinds. T am not in favour of a pro-
tective tariff: I  am still a believer in a
revenne tariff, though T recornise that prob-
ably a revenue tariff would have to be as
hizh as a protective tariff. With the estab-
lishment of factories in the metropolitan

. districts, the eountry heecomes fo a certain
extent dependent on the town. T.ooking
around Western Australia after my 33 years’
experienee here. T am proud to see how even
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our own little Perth bas flourished. Som
of the finest commereial buildings, banks
and theatres in the Commonwealth are to b
toand heve in Perth.

Hoen. G. Taylor: All controlled from tlu
East.

Mr. BROWX: 1 do not know where the
confrol is exereised. A great deal of the
capital is held in shaves, ome of which av
doubtless held by local people. However
Australian cities always inerease their popu
lation at a higher rate than rhe eountry dis
triots.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: 1)ue, of course
to Federation and the Tariff Board.

Mr. Thomson: {'nn von g vut of it?

Hon, Sir James Mitchell : Swrely it will
not be allowed to inerease all the time.

Mr. BROWNXN: T will now deal with some
of the points made by those who argued
against the Bill. The Leader of the Op-
position stated tbat we would be muech
better off under the per eapita system, and
he said that under the agrecment the East-
ern States would be in a morve favourable
position than Western Austialia. His prin-
cipal arguments were awcainst the Loan
Council.  What is wrong with that pro-
bosal?

Houn. G. Taylor: What is right with it?

Ar. BROWN. From the srguments that

"“have heen advanced so {ar, I Inil te see what

is wrong with that proposal. The ’remier
pointed out to ns that Western Australia’s
requivements would be formulated here in
accordance with the policy of fhe Govern-
ment in power and would he forwarded to
the Loan Council, on which hody we are to
be represented, The Loan Council would
then decide what Western Australia’s share
in the loan would be and see that the loan
wns placed on the London market or the
American market, wherever the best terms
could be procured. T maintain that it will
be better for Australia ns o whole to have
one horrowing authority rather than six or
zeven.

Me. Thomson: We have really been work-
ing under that aystem for th: past six years.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : (Only in relation
to Australian borrowing.

Mr. BROWXN: The Toan Council might
determine that we had been horrowing too
much money.

Hon. (. Taylor: That is n different thing.

Mr. BROWN: The Loan Couneil would
be in a position to know when loans should
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be floated, what securities wa will have, and
witat sueeess will be achieved.

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell : Why is if,
then, that we were able to get our loans for
one-half per cent. better interest than the
other States?

Mr. BROWNXN: Buat when some of our
linbilities are better known—we will have
tremendous losses in eonnection with one
undertaking—it is doubtful whether we will
be ahle to get loans under those conditions.
Our interest charges may be higher, be-
eause our seeurity will not be as good as it
ought to be.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Are you refer-
ring to thie gronp settlement scheme.

Mr. BROWN: Yes.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Then why don’t
you say so?

Mr. BROWNXN: In iny opinion, we started
that scheme a bit too soon and in a bit too
large a way.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell:
you would say!

Mr, BROWN: That is my opinion.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That sort of
thing was said when we started the wheat
belt.

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

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The same sort
of arguments were used in hoth instances.

Mr, BROWN: But there 15 a difference in
the aveuments now. The Leader of the Op-
position based his calenlations on popula-
tion, and suggested that we must inerease
otr population more rapidly than the East-
ern States. T do 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 BMitchell:
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
popuiation was 1,639,390, or 45.22 per eent,
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 T have mentioned, the popu-
lation of Sydney and suburbs in 24
vears’ time will be 2,078,780, and under
the per ecapita payment system, we
cannot get away from the, fact that

That is what

Then we must

‘even then New South Wales will not gain

any more than we will gain in Western
Austrilia, despite the fact that the Leader
of the Opposition contends otherwise, In
Vietorin, Melbourne had a population of
912,150, or a percentage of 54.16 of the
total population That elty wﬂ] double its
population in 20 years.

Hen. Sir James Mitchell: What abeut the
raral population?
Mr, BROWN:

double !

Hon. 8ir James Mitchell: There yon are!

Mr. BROWN: That is my argument.

Hon, G. Tayler: That brings down the
percentage for Vietoria as a whole!

Mr. BROWN: No; the population nf Mel-
bourne will doulle itself as quickly as the
population of Perth will he doubled.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Yes, but what
about the rural population? On your
fizures it will take about 1680 years to double
the population of Vietoria.’

Mr. BROWN: I do not think so. The
South Australian figures show that the popu-
Iation of Adelaide is 303,614, or a percent-
age of 53.04 of the total population. It is
also shown that the population of the rural
districts will take 165 years to double.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We shall beat
that.

Mr. BROWN: That is my argument again,
seeing that the rural land will be secured in
larger holdings. As the population inereases,
the Government will have to repurchase
estates and settle the people on smaller hold-
ings. That eannof be done in Western Awus-
tralin or in South Australia for intense eul-
ture purposes, becaunse no big rivers exist.
Tn Vietoria 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 :
paying heavily for it.

Hon. Bir James Mitchell:
acre.

The Minister for Lands:
leaving.

Mr. BROWN: Tn 1926 the population of
Perth was 179,775. That inclndes the muni-
cipalifies as well, but the percentage was
48.20 of the total population, The popula-
tion for the rest of the State. including road
board towns, totalled 204,219, or an aggre-
eate of 384,004, T understand the ponulation
of Western Australia is now something like
400,000. The population of Perth and its

It wil]l take 302 years to

But they are
Yes, £33 an

And settlers are
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munizipalities will be doubled in 30 years,
with a population of 359,550, provided that
we progress at a corresponding rate to that
experienced during the past ten years. That
is doubtful, however, because during the last
few ycars we have reccived more migrants
than ever hefore.
Hon. 8ir James Mitchell: No, no!

Mr. BROWN: We have received more
Southern Europeans, and they all count.
OQur natural increase, too, musf continue.
In 30 years’ time the country will have a
population of 666,000. Hon. members can
work out the sum and they will find what
vur position will be under the per capita
paymeni system at that time. The inerease
of arrivals over depnrtures during 1927 was
13,391, and on that basis we can estimate
how many people will come out in 30 years’
time. One great point made by those who
oppose the Bill, more parficularly by the
Leader of the Opposition, wag that the Bill
will make for unifieation. I confess I con-
gider it will tend that way to a certain ex-
tent, put having an agreement for 58 years,
we will Lave benefits that wa know will be
absolutely certain and cannot be altered ex-
cept bv referenda. That being so, it will
prevent unifieation, of which we are so
afraid. Tt has been stated that Dr, Earle
Page is a unifieationist,

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

Mr. BROWN: I do not think so, because
3 short {ime age he was advocating the eut-
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 unifirationist would
sdvoeate that condition of nffairs,

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : arle Page wrote
a book cn the question,

Hon. G. Taylor: Yes, on unification.

Mr. BROWN: He aimed at smaller
States, not unification. The member for Wil-
liams-Nurrogin (Mr. E, B, Johnston), when
arguing about the per capita payments,
quoted figures that were allogether at vari-
ance with those submitted Ly the Premier.

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

Mr. Thomson: Would it make them right?

Mr. BROWN: Were the figures guoted
by the member for Williams-Narrogin
wrong 7
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Mon. G, Taylor: Could a member of the
Country Party be wrong in any circum-
staneces.

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

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Why?

Mr. BROVWN: 1 do uot know if that
is demoecracy.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell:
that.

Mr. BROWN: You were ruled out of
order! If you had had your way you would
not have allowed Parliament to discuss the

I did nof say

Bill.

Mr. Thomson: That is quite correct.

Mr. BROWN: Are not our memories
good ¥

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: No, but you
could be a little bit honest, and admit that
1 said there should be two Bills, not one.
You understand the position so liftle that
you eannot see it.

Mr, BROWN: In my opinion the hon
member’s figures were supposititious, Any
one of us eould write out figures in support
of our views, but are mcnbers bound to
accept them? There must be some reliable
authority that we can acecept and get down
to bedrock. In my opinion, the figures
presented by the Premier were the most
suthentie that have been presented to us
s0 far. Mr. Lovekin hns expressed his
opinion regarding the loss to Western Aus-
tralia, but how does he sascertain 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 are 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 figures, there may be
great alterations. In fact, there are always
bound to be developments and alterations.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.



[10 Juxe, 1928.]

Mr. BROWN: It is not my intention io
delny the House much longer. 1 shall sup-
port the Bill for three reasons. In the
first place we have lost our per capita pay-
meonts and something else has been substi-
tuted. We have had an amazing lot of
fizures from members of the Federal Par-
liament and from members of this Pariia-
ment, including the Premier, and to a cer-
tain extent they are all in confliet. As
time goes on doubtless we shall learn the
trne faets of the ease. What the Premicy
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
presented to us by the Premier show that
the Bill will prove of udvantage to the
State. My second reason for supportiug
the Bill is that all the speakers have agreed
that it must be of advantage for 2 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 advantage to this State during the early
stages of development, and if we ean get
all this money to develop the country so
much the quicker, I feel sure that in 30
years' time posterity will be able to manage
its affairs even better thar we are man-
aging them now.

Mr. Angelo: I do nof think the Premicr
said 30 years. I think he said 15 years.

The Minister 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 ang, if
that is so, I eonsider it only right to support
the measure. My 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 ean be given to the measura
mueh 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 ean
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 if.
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Mr, Angelo: What further proof do you
want?

Mr. BROWN: On the information placed
hefore us, | urge members to support the
secoud reading and leave it fo the people
ultimately to deeide whether the measuve
shail become law or not. I do not wish to
traverse lhe ground that Las been covered
by other gpeakers. I have expressed my
views plainly. I do not think any member
can do wrong by voting for the Bill. The
people will have the final soy and we shall
have an opportunity to tell the people if
tacts subsequently adduced warrant the re-
jection of the measure. We shounld pass the
Bill beeause, if such faets are not forth-
coming, the people will not be denied the
right of accepting the measure.

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

Mr. Kenneally: Do not look at me.

Mr. TEESDALE: At any vate, I have o
few notes that I have seratched down only
horriedly because I thought this debate wns
going to last for four or five days longer,
whereas it secems likely to peter out at any
moment, and I should not like my econtri-
bution to be lost. There has been such
an avalanche of pamphlets, correspondence
and figures eonnected with the Bill that I
do not propose to add much to the heap.
At the same time there are one or two mat-
ters upon which I should like briefly to
comment. OUme of those is a remark made
by the member for Menzies {Mr, Panton).
In contradistinetion te that hon. member,
I would not submit the Bill to the publie
at all I do not know what it has to do
with the public. If the electors of Westemm
Australia eleet a Parliament eonsisting of
80 merbers——

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 erop.

The Minister for Justice: This Bill will
not have to go before the people.
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Mr. TEESDALE: 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 Federal Constitution will be
submitted to the people.

Mr. TEESDALY: That is a faet. I want
to know, too, in that eonnection how many
of the electors of Western Australia are
likely to take the trouble thoroughly to un-
derstand this Bill. What percentage of the
electors have gone to the poll at the last
three or four elections? Roughly, some-
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.

‘Hon. G. Taylor: Tt will be compulsory
voting. Tf they do not vote they will be
fined.

Mr, 'EESDALE: Has anyone been fined
yet? Some members of Parliament have
treated this Bill as if it contaned some dire
conspiracy on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment againgt Western Australia. Tt is
an extraordinary thing that some members
look for everything bad from the Federal
(rovernment. Even members of the same
politica! party have made a practice of de-
tracting from and vilifying everything eman-
ating from the Federal Qovernment. To my
mind the present Government has been one
of the iest from the standpoint of Western
Australia. In saying that I am not veferring
to the State Government; T am referring to
the present lPederal Government, who bave
ot least attempted to do something for West-
ern Australia, and that is more than ean
be eredited to their predecessors. I know of
something that gives the lie to the statement
of the member for Murray-Wellingiton {(Hon.
W. I George)} that we have had nothing
but injnstice from the Federal Government
since the inception of Federation. In 1926
the present Premier of the State approached
the Prime Minister with a tentafive pro-
posal for public works, representing a vote,
if T am not mistaken, in the rezion of
£10,000.000. 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 forma-
tion, it would have bheen quite permissible
for Mr. Bruce to refuse to advance any
money {o Western Anustralia at that time.
But did he refuse? Not so. He went out
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of his way personally to gnarantee £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, 1 believe, £30,000 for
the Busselton drainage scheme. There is one
cuse in point where some good came to Weat-
ern Australia from the Federal Government.

Hon. W. J. George: But it was only a
Lit of plunder that he had already got from
s,

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

Hon. W. J. George: I said plunder.

The Premier: 1 think we have got a
good many plums.

Mr. TEESDALYE: Anyvhow, that is one
worthy of mention, Ope of the best argu-
ments in favour of this Bill is the faect
that the party on the Government side, to-
gether with their collengues 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 appreciaic something that the
TFederal Government have done and are pre-
pared to support it, God knows it must be
good! The member for Murray-Wellington
said we have had nothing but injustice from
the Federal Government ever since we first
entered the Federation.

Hon. W. J. George: I do not think we
have had justice, anyhow.

Mr. TEESDALE: Let me tell the hon.
member what we have done. We have done
nothing but whine and gronch ahout every
mortal thing the Federal Government bave
put befure ns. Nothing has been favourably
congidered; cverything snggested is unjust
to Western Australia. While possibly the
other States have their grievances, they
have never made the frightful fuss that we
bave. Everything that is offered to West-
ern Australia we try to boot it out, beecanse
there is some dire plot to injure the pro-
gress of this State.

Mr. Corboy: Paranoles.

The Premier: Lake the boy, always ery-
ing for more jam.

Mr. Panton: And now they want more
eream an it.

Mr. TEESDALFE: Considering the won-
derful barvest we have just reaped. the
splendid season before us, the wonderful
rush for land in this State, and, judging
by the latest loan, the favour with which
the financial position of the State is re-
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garded, suvely it is time we ourselves took
a little visk. What is the use of a few old
fellows worrying about what will happen in
58 yeurs’ time. It will not upset them.
What abont letting some of the young fel-
lows toke a bit of the risk in shounldering
the financial responsibility? Are we to de-
liver this country to them beautifully sweet-
ened and groomed up like the coat given to
a horse? Let them have a'bit of the “yacker”
as we in our time have had. Do not worry
abont 58 years hence. If it will be of ad-
vantage for 15 years, it will be good enough
for me, and T am going to support the Bill,

. Iy -

MRBR. THOMSON (Katanning) ([7.42]:
When opposition was being offered to this
Bill, T did expect that some sound argument
would be advanced against it. No member
of this Honse ean necuse me of being what
may be termed an ardent Federalist.

Mr. Corboy: Mind you do not displeass
the member for Roehourne!

Mr, "Teesdaie: You have been as bad as
anyoune.

Mr. THOMSON: T have protested ns
much as possible, and perhaps more so than
has any other member of this House, against
the disabilities that Federation has imposed
upon this State. | am unlike the Leader
ol the Opposition, whe states that he is in
favour of Feleration, though he conld seo
no good in the provosals that are now De-
fore ns. No doubl if the Leader of the Op-
position were given an opportunity to with-
draw from the Federation, judgineg by s
publiec utteranees, he would hesitate to o
s0. On the contravy, if I could see any op-
portunity to withdraw from Federation,
1 should do so, without hesitation. I hon-
estly believe that, unhampered by the Fud-
eral Government, we could develop this
State more cheaply and cconomically than
ean be done under present conditions. We
have a large State with huge areas of land
that we are endeavouring te briong under
cultivation, and we have a large amount of
eonstrinetional and developmental work o
perform, If we had control of all our own
affnirs we would be able, through the State
Government, to import our ownm rails and
other materials that are necessary for the
development of the State, and be able to
carry on this development at n lower cost
than at present, I have approached the
Financial Agreement, not as an ardent Fed-
eralist, but as one who has given the matter

u7

very coveful consideration, and have coms
to the conelusion that the people of Western
Australia and their Parliament will be doiag
a grave injustice fo \Western Australin if
they do not give it their apvoval. Let us
constder (he position, When we first en-
tered the Federation the Commonwenlth
Government took eontrol of the Customs.
For a period of ten years they were fo
veturn to the States three-fourths of the
Customs duties. When the term covered Ly
the Braddon blot expired, a conference was
held. The Federal Government of that day
plieed before the people of Western Aus-
tralia, after the Premicrs’ conference. a
proposal that there should be inserted into
the Constitution a provision whereby
this State would receive 25s. per head
for all time. That was referred to the
people.  Those who made up the Opposi-
tion, from which the subsequent Governmens
was chozen, did their utmost to defeat that
referendum. It was very interesting to henr
the figures quoted by the member for Men-
zies (Mr. T’anton) indicating that on every
oceasion when a referendom has been taken,
with the exeeption of the last, the people
of Western Australia have supported it.

The Premier: And all giving preaier
power o the Commomnwealth,

Mr. THOMSOXN: Yes. Even with the
opposition of the Western Australian mem-
bers in the House of Representatives, if the
people of Western Anstralia are given the
opportunity that the Leader of the Opposi-
tion and others wish to deny them, T believe
they will support the proposed referendum.
If the Bill is defeated, the finanees not only
of this State, but of every State in the
Commonwealth, will be placed in a very
parlons position. On the other hand, if thi=
agreement is passed by all the States, the
finnneial position of Western Australia will
be sounder than ever before. The posi-
{ion in 1910 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
came into power they wisely decided to place
on the statute book a provision entitling the
States to receive 25s. per head of the popu-
lation for ten vears, or until such time as
the Federal Parliament otherwise decided.
The Federal Parliament haz now decided
otherwise. The provision for the per eapita
payment has come to an end, and those
payments are no longer heing made. The
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Leader of the Opposition stated that we
should not aceept this agreement because we
can get a better one. The member for Wil-
linms-Narregin (Mr. E, B. Johnston)} said
the same thing

Hon. Sit Jumes Mitehell: T say it is not
fair to us.

Mr. THOMSOXN: That is a matter of
opinion. Both hon. members side-stepped
the question when the Premier interjected,
“What guarantee have you that we shall
get better eonditions?”

Mr. Corboy: What guarantee have yon
that we =hall get even the same conditions?

Mr. THOMSON: We have the guarantee
that the Premiers in eonference formmlated
cerlain proposals, and came to a definite
agreement. Iael State, with the exeeption
of Western MAustralia, has aecepted the pro-
pasals that are embodied in the agreement,
which has been necepted by the Premiers
as well as the Commonwealth Government.
It is unthinkable that the Commonwealth
Government would in any way depart from
the agreement they have entered into, awl
which has had the sanction of every other
Parliament within Australia.

Hon. W. 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 1his State has
appended his signature to this agreement.

Hon. 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 vet we have mem-
bers saying that the authorities will look for
some opportunity, some exeuse, 1o evade and
break their agreement.

Hon. W. J. George:
think that.

Mr. THOMSBON: I am sorry any member
should pass such a reflection upon the hon.
gentlemen who entered into this agresment.
It is a reflection upon every other Parliament
that hns supported it.

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

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

I am entitled fo
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ment. I would refer to the Commonwealtl
“Hansard,” page 320, of the 13th July, 1010
Senator Lyneh when speaking on the Ad
dress-in-reply said—

I need only point to the action whieh wi
took in Western Anstralia to get the Finan
cial Agrecment voted down. To all appear
ances that State stood to gain more under the
agreement than did any of the other States
yet when the tiine came for expressing m
opinion we¢ stood firmly by the attitude thal
this Parliament alone should have the fina
aay in the distrihutiom of the revenue of he
Customs and Excise,

Thof was Senator Lynek’s view in 1910. Hy
stated that the Federal Parliament shounl
definitely be the one to decide how the
money should be spent. Let me now turn t
Mr. Irvine, who has also spoken in a similal
manner. He said—

It is the funetion of the Federal Parliameni

to decide how the surplus revenue shall b
cxpended.
Thus we have the statement of a Labowm
Senator on the one side, and that of one of
the most eminent Federalists on the other
It is the general opinion held by the aver
agze member in the Federal Parliament tha
that Parliament should have the right i«
decide how the surplus revenue shall be ex
pended. They have taken that right. Mem
hers are aware of the section of the Con
stitution which says that the States are en
titled to receive three-fourths of the Cus
toms revenue. We have not received tha
since 1910, T am amazed that the Leader o
the Opposition, when Premier, did not ser
that that seetion was carried into effeet, ang
that Western Australia received three
fourths of the Customns revenue. What i
the use of stating here that the Constitutior
provided, when we entered into Federation
that we should receive three-fourths of th
Customs duty, when for 18 years we hawi
not received a peuny of it, but have beer
receiving n proportion of the per ecapitt
payment of 255.2 What is the use of put
ting up an argunent like that, and saying wi
ought to receire the 25s.%

Hon. W. J. George: According to yo
we ought not to get anything.

Mr. TIIOMBON: 1 am supporting thi
Bill which ensures for Western Australia for
30 years a sum of £335,000 per annum. Tha
is why T am supporting the Bill. It assure
to Western Aunstralin and its Treasure:
finaneial stability. Since 1910 negotiation:
have hoen moing on between the various Pre
miers. A conference was held when Mz



{19 Juxe, 1928

Watt wos Jedera]l Treasurer. He put for-
ward the proposal that we should agree to
a reduction of the per eapita payment from
20s.,, by annual instalments of 2s. 6d., until
it reached 10s. That proposal was, of
course, rejected. I should like those who
entertain sueh n degree of suspicien con-
cerning the actions of the present Federal
Government to point out in what way that
Ctovernment has done an injustice to West-
crn Australia. Like the member for Roe-
bourne (Mr. Teesdale), I believe I can point
to many instances in which favourable con-
ditions and grants have been meted out
to this State, Mr. Wati, when Federal
Treasurer, was the eause of this State
putting up a fight, as he was deduect-
ing 23s. per head in respect of sol-
diers whoir Western Australia had sent
to the front. Our Treasurer of the day, My.
Jumes Gardiner, as the result of a strenuous
struggle obtained the restoration of that
money. I shall not discuss the failuve of
the Premicrs 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 Yederation on the basis of egual
representation at conventions, and when it
is & question of altering the whole financial
structure of the Commonwealth nnd ithe
States, the matter should be considered by
ali the States on a footing of equal repre-
sentation. That opportunity having unfor-
{unately been missed, we must come down
to earth. We must consider the agreement
gubmitted. I have given it my most careful
consideration, and in my opinion it is the
best BGnanecial agreement ever offered to
Western Australia by the Commonwealth.
It seenres finaneial stability for a period of
58 years. As I have said here previonsly,
the per eapita payment was in my opinion
unscientifie. T{ gave to the larger States
that to which they were not justly entitled.
Because of high tariffs the cities of Mel-
bourne and Sydney, with secondary indus-
tries established, obtained closely-congested
populations, thus placirgy Western Australia
at a decided disadvantage from the per
capita aspect. The Federal Government who
bhave put forward this proposal were the
first Federal Government ever to adopt the
prineiple that finaneial assistance to the
States should be hased on area as well as
population. That was so in connection with
the roads grant, which was strenuously op-
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posed by the larger States. It is frequently
urged that New South Wales in the early
days by standing out of Federation obtained
various eoncessions, the Federal Capital site
being one. However, that was before the
Federal bond had been entered into; and if
any hon. member c¢an show me how we can
withdraw from the Federation, I ask him
to do so. No hon. snember, I believe, can
show how even by a 100 per eent 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. 1Vhat, then, is
the validity of the argument that if we
stand out of the proposed financial agree-
menf we shall secure better conditions? In
my opinion there is no such guarantee but,
on the other hand, grave doubt as tfo
whether we wonld get terms as good as the
present if we turned down the financial
proposal submitted by the Premier. The
Leader of the Opposition quoted the fav-
ourable texms on which Western Australia
has becn able to float loans. Undoubtedly
we have heen in the happy position of rais-
ing our loans at reasonable rates. The hon.
sentleman, however, omitted to tell the
[Tonse that the Commonwealth was generous
in permitting 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-
{ralia was permitted {0 do so because of the
favourable opinion in which this State is
held on the London market and the fav-
ourable opinion which the Commonwesith
enjoys on the New York market. Admitling
that in the past we have derived some s:nall
henetit from our sinking fund, surely, as
pointed out by the Premier when intro-
ducing the Bill, if our assets are good
enough to justify lenders in the Old
Country in furnishing us with money at a
cheap rate, our position will be still better
when we have the backing of the Common-
wealth. Another reason why I support the
measure is that it will ensure to us stab-
ility. We have heard a great deal about
the sinking fund, a3 -to there being
£8,000,000 in it, and about its being a great
assistanee to our finances. In point of
faet there is onlv about £3,000,000 in it,
beeause for many years past—ever since I
have been a member of this Chamber—
Western Australia hos been faced with
large deficits. Further, as the Premier
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has stated, we bave had to bhorrow money sl
as high a rate as 6 per eent. to redeem
loans for which we were paying only 3 per
cent. Though we have our sinking fund,
the carrying of the Bill means additional
security to the lenders of money. There is
no notion of repudiating any agreement,
for | do not believe that the lenders of
muney to this State ever considered on any
oceasion  whether Western Australia lad
a sinking fund wr not.  They spread the
trust funds aud other moneys available for
loon over the various States. The mere fact
of the existence of a sinking fund does not
improve the sceurity offered hy Western
Australia. sinee one canunt imagine Western
Australin, or any other Anstralian State,
ever defaulting. Tn 1910 Mr. Fisher, then
Prime Minister, infroducing the Rill to
which I have referred spoke us follows:—
This is providing for stability, and is an
assnrance to the State of the payment of 25a.
per head for a period of 25 years, Tt is done
with a desire to give some stability and
seeurity to the States; and if this Bill be

passed, T am sure it will be for the safety
dand to the eredit and honour of all concerned.

Mz, Deakin, then Leader of the Federal Op-
position, who had put forward the same
proposal previously withont success, said—

This Bill secures stability for the finances
of the Commonwealth and the States for the
next 10 years. I welcome the assurance of
the Prime Minister that although it will be
within the power of Parliament to amend the
measure at any time and in any particular,
there is no intention to alter it for that
period. He is giving a deliberate pledge, not
only for this but for other Parliaments, dur-
ing the period for which the meagure will
operate. Although that assurance was un-
necessary 9o far as hon. members are con-
cerned, it is valvable and effective so far as
the public are concerned,.

Now led me read what the present Prime
- Minister hns stated—

It provides for a permanent and final settle-
ment of the finaneial relationship of the Com-
monwealth and the States, a matter which
has oceupied the attention of every Govern-
ment since Federation. Finance was one of
the most difficult problems facing the founders
of the Federation. It is particnlarly gratify-
jng that this arrangement has been 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.

Tn 1918 we find the then Prime Minister and
the then l.eader of the Opposition stating
that “the measure means the financial sta-
hility of the States.” Snch is not the posi-
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tion to-day. The Leader of the Federal
Opposition of to-day has stated that the
Commonwenlth is giving the States too
much, Therefore T ask, whv this hesitancy
and why this saspicioni

Hon. G. Tayxlor: Mr. Scullin satd that.

Mr, THOMSON. No, Myr. Charlton, then
Leader of the Federal Opposition.

Mr. Richardson: That does not preve it
wits right.

Mr. TIIOMSON: 1 support the Bill be-
canse in 15 years Western Australia will,
under it, he better off by £745,663. We
entered into a financial agreement for a
perind of ten years, suhject to renewal,
Surely the people of the States can trust
those who will he administering Western
Anustralia’s affairz in 15 vears to put up =
good case to the Federal Government. I
have that confidence in those who will be in
this Parliament then; T believe they will Jook
after the interests of the prople of Western
Australia just as we have endeavoured to do
during the past 10 or T4 years, Surely it
i= to be assumed that the Leader of the
House. whe took part in the convention, bas
secured an agreement which, in his opinion
as in that of the Premiers of all the other
States, represents the hest agreement ever
offered hy the Commonwealth {o the States.
Surely if we reqard our present Premier as
capable of administering the affairs of the
State, we ought to have sufficient confidence
in the man who will he accopyiug the same
position 15 years henee to believe that he
will put un an equallv gooil case in the in-
terests of Western Australia. On referring
to “Hansard™ hon. members will find a re-
tarn presented to the House hy the Premier,
and it is amazing to me that some members
nof conneeted with this Chamber, and even
some connceted with it, have ventured to
assert that the figures presented to this
House by the Premier, and prepared for
him by his officials, are wrong, and that in
three yvears’ time we shall be faced with an
absolute loss under the proposed agreement.

The Premicr: That is an absurd statement.

Mr. THOMSON : T agree that it is absurd,
but that is an argument that is being used.
Can we not, when dealing with matters con-
cerning the finances, aceept the fignres that
have been placed before us by the Premier
and hy¥ the Treasury officials? T 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 Australia. They
would not furnish figures to lead the people
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into & trap thut would result in loss to
the State. T _have sufficient confidence in
the Prime Minister and tha Federal Trea-
surer to believe that the figures supplied to
the people generally ave corveet.  They eo-
incide with the figures snbmitted to hon.
members in this Flonse. Surely we are not
going to hé foolish enpugh to ape the dog
with the bone who threw it away and
grasped at the shadow in the water heneath!
By giving the State an agreement covering
38 years, we shall be able to stabilise our
finanecos and assure future Premiers,
whoever they may he. that during the
next 30 years we shall be better off to the
extent of £353,000 annually, ns the Premier
has indicated. It means that we shall he
-able to put'at least 300 farmers on the land
and help to make it more productive.

Hon. @. Taylor: The Premier’s figures
did not prove that,

Mr. THOMSON : Tley did. TLet the hon.
member read them! Had le done so, he
wounld not have made such an interjeetion.

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

Mr. THOMSON: Then let the hon. mem-
ber read them and sftudy Table 2 in par-
tienlar.  That shows that the average in-
crensed return to the State, based on a 3
per cent. increase in population, amounts to
a sum of £353,784 for 30 years. Yet there
are some hon. members who say, “Turn it
down! Wa might get something hetter. No
Federa]l Government would dare to refuse”
T have heard that word “dare” used fre-
quently in the corridors recently.  When
reading the debates in the Federal “Han-
sard” T saw that Mr. Munn, the Federal
memhber for Perth in the House of Repre-
sentatives, thanked Mr. T.ovekin for having
given him the opportunity to say that “no
Federal Government would dare!” It was
said that no Federal Government would dare
_to ‘aholish the per eavita pavments.

The Premier: And My, Mann moved an
amendment to the States Grant Bill on pre-
ciselv the same lines as the Tinancial Agree-
ment !

M. THOMSON: T was not aware of that.

The Premier: That is, so far ns the Com-
monwealth contribntions are enncerned.

Mr. Richardson: Using the same figzures?

The Premier: Yes, regnrding the annnal
comributions, )

Mr. THOMRON : T have heavd neanle say
that we are nof eettine enonvh. The Leader
of the Opposition and the member for
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Williams-Norrogin  (Mr. B, B. Johnston})
elahn that we should get more.

A, Angelo: Do you not agree with that?

Me. ITTHOMBON: I am willing to aceept
all we ean got, but T am not prepared to
turn down the Winanevial Asreement. Dur-
ing the eourse of my public duties, T have
always endeavoured to place myself in the
position of acting for the State ns I would
aet for myself. When rpeaking the other
night, the wmember for Gaseoyne (Mr.
Angelo) said that if he were considering
thiz for limself, he would aceept it, but he
would not aceept it for the State. That was
an extrnordinary attitude, T wish to quote
one or two extracts from the Federal “Han-
sard.” The then Leader of the Opposition
(Mr. Charlton}, on page 3624, said—

If the States are relieved of huge financial
advantages and responsibilities, it is a naturg)
corollary that adequate provigion 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 becanse 'to alter
it after it has once been put into the Con-

atitution, would require an amendment of the
Conatitution.

Does that not afford absolute protection to
Western Anstralin under the agreementy
As the Leader of the Oppesition in the
House of Representatives pointed out, onec
such a provision is included in the Consti-
tution, an alteration means an amendment
to the Constitution, Surcly if we were pre-
pared to trust the people to place something
in the Constitntion, we should be prepare’
to trust them to amend it if they so desire!
That is my attitude on that point. M.
Charlton also snid—

I have indirated plainly that in my opinien
this agreement constitutes a good bargain
for the Statos.

He also said—

We are giving too mueh away. We have
to rely chiefly on the Customs and Exeise for
our revenue, If we are to have an effectivi
protective policy, the revenue from thes:
sources will fall year by year. Revenue ha.
gone down considerably during the last eight
months. If we lose revenue from Custom-
and Excise, we must make it up somewher:
clse, and we shall have te pay more for th-
next 15 or 20 years than we are paying now.,

Yet we hear hon. members say that we arc
giving far too mueh to the Commonwenlth
Let mo ddeal briefly with the Loan Council.
The T.cader of the Opposition objected to
the Loan Ceuncil having the power to de-
¢ide and said that -such a proposal mean’
taking away the savereign rights of the
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State. He advanced that contention despite
the statement of the Premier, who has
assured this House definitely that it will not
take away the sovereign rights of the State,
The opposition to the Bill is so bhased 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 evidenee that may have been of
advantage to Western Australia.

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

Mr. THOMSON: I would like the hon.
member to deal with this Bill in a serious
vein. This iy the most important Bill that
any Parliament of this State has ever been
asked to deal with. I have not approached
1t in any facetious manner. It has eaunsed
me a gond deal of anxiety because it is being
treated as a non-party measure. It is not
very enjoyable o find oneself out of step
with his supporters. Others are entitled to
their opinions. I am glad they give me the
same privilege that they expeet themselves.
Those who 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.

Hon. G. Taylor: You say that our views
are based on suspicion beeause we opposc
the agreement? That is not guite fair!

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

Hon. (. Taylor: Do not repeat eorridor
statements.

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

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

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

Hon. G. Taylor: But that evidence was
never made publie.

Mr. TIIOMSON: No one knows betfer
than the member for Mt. Margaret (Hon.
@. Taylor) that when anyone in this House
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desired o have evidence tendered before a
Select Committee or & Royal Commission
made public, he was {he first man to debar
the public from having access to that evi-
denee.

Hon. G. Taylor: What evidence do you
refer to?

Mr, THOMSON: No one knows better
than the hon. member that evidence before
# Select Committee or a Royal Commission
has to be made public ultimately. Does the
hon. member deny that fact? Does 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. Mr. Wickens'
evidence was never presented 88 Mr.
Wickens gave it.

The Premier: But the Press were there!

Mr. QRichardson: Will you deny it?

Mr. THOMSON: I will. There is the
absolute denial from the Prime Minister,

Hon. G. Taylor: Why, the Premier wired
to him for that correction!

The Premier;: Why not?

Mr. THOMSON: So that the Common-
wealth might know the methods being
adopted to defeat this measure.

Mr. Richardson: Can the DPremier say
where it was published? Does the houn.
member know?

Hon. G. Taylor: He does nnt know.

Mr., THOMSON: Does the member for
Subiaco (Mr. Richardson) say that the
evidence supposed to lave been suppressed
was such as wounld justify the people in
turning down the agreement? Where did
hon. members get the information that the
evidence was being sappressed? How are
they in z position to ssy that the Common-
wealth Government have deliberately sup-
pressed information.

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

Mr. THOMSON: The hon. member said
50 himself.

Mr. Richardson: You say it has been
published; where has it been published?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. Richardson: You are only takieg tle
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 hon. members who ave in-
terjecting to do as I did. I did not =it
down, hut I got into touch with others who
informed me of the position. If the mem-
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ber for Subiaco (Mr. Richardson) desires,
I can show him a telegram that I reeeivel.

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

Mr. THOMSON: The member for Sub-
iaco hag the same opporlunities as have ofher
members il he desives to find out the faets.
I am prepaved to admit that there have
been tines when I have not enthused over
the actions of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment, I am not pinning my faith to the
Federal Government, hut rather to the
Federal officers who have made the infor-
mation 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 fizures 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 avniiable.

Mr. THOMSON: Tt is the best agrae-
ment Western Australin has ever had, and
if any hon. member can show how it can he
hettered, or if any hon. member ean secure
a better agreement—that is the crux of the
whole position—I will be prepared to listen
to him, I am not prepared to turn it down
unless we can secure a bebter agreement.
I say ‘Western Australia would be very
foolish to turn it down. It is said that this
agreement represents an interference withi
the sovereign rights of this State, despite
the fact that the Premier has assured wus
that the sovereign tights of the Siate are
preserved throughout thbe agreement. THon.
members who are so keenly opposing the
Bill cannot have read the speech delivered
by Mr. Bruce when he introduced the meas-
ure in the House of Representatives. A
pamphlet was published giving his speech
and therein he said—

It must be clearly understood that the Loan

Council has no power to deal with the Esti-
matea of either the Commonwealth or the
States. That condition is essentinl. No
sovereign Parliament in Awustralia would
allow any outside authority to dotermine
such a thing.
There is a elear statement that was made
by the Prime Minister when he introduceil
the Bill setting out that the sovereignty of
the States would not be interfered with.

Hon, G. Taylor: Bunkum!

Mr. THOMSON: Of course the hon.
member is so one-cyed that he eannot sce
any reason in such a plain stutement of faet.
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That is the statement of the Prime Minister
of Australin. T do not think the hon. mem-
ber heard it, beeause he was busy talking
and did not want to hear 1t

Hon. G. Taylor: I have read it.

Mr., THOMSON: I guarsntee you have
not or you would not have made that inter-
Jection,

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

Mr. THOMSON : 1n addition, we have the
definite assurance of the Premicr that each
State will be in the position it has oceupied
during the last six years.

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

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

ence.

Mr. THOMSON: That is where my
friends show they have noi read the Bill.

Mr, Richardson: Yes, we have,

The Premier: They will not believe any-
thing the Prime Minister says.

Mr. THOMSON: They do not want tn
believe it.

Mr. Richardson: He 15 not always right,
you know.

Mr. Panton: When ne was over here a
eouple of years ago, you considered he wus
right.

Mr. Richardson: Bven the Premier 1s not
always right.

The Premier: When he comes here shortly,
he will he surpnsed {o learn what little
faith yon have in him.

Hon, G. Taylor: He will be surprised to
find that he has so many friends on your
side.

"My, THOMSON: When the Finaneial
Agreement Bill was going through the
House of Representatives the then Leader
of the Opposition (Mr. Charlton) said—

Thercfore, 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 propesals of the Com-

monwenlth regarding the amount to be
borrowed.

Vo, that is the differ-

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

Hon. G. Taylor interjected,
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Mr. THOMSON: Before the member for
Mt. Margavet interjects again, I should like

to give another quotation. Mr. Charlton
went on to say—
Let us consider the other view. Suppose

the Commonwealth thought it mnecessary in
the hest intercsts  of Awustralia to restrict
borrowing as mueh as possible. Suppose it
advocated that £5,000,000 should be borrowed,
while the State representatives thought that
£20,000,000 should be raised. They, by their
votes, could deeide that £20,000,000 should be
‘borrowed.

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

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

But only if the market were favourable.
The amount which each State could spend

would be a matter for its own Parliamcnt to
determine,

I the member for Mt. Margnaret, or anyone
else who is opposed to the Bill, can show
that we will be giving up our severeign
rights, sll 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 be-
lieve the agreement is the best that has ever
been offered to Western Australia. It will
have the effeet of stabilising our finanees.
Before it can be provided for in the Con-
gtitution it must be submitted to a vole of
the people. This House has no right to turn
the measure down. Let the people of the
Conmmonwenlih decide whether the desire to
have the finanees placed on a stable basis,
such as they never have heen before, iz
gound. I think it is sonnd, and I hope that
members of this House will support the Bill
whole-heartedly.

HON. W. D. JOHNSON (Cnildford)
[8.37]: There is no uestion that the mat-
ter we are now discussing is of first class im-
portance from a Western Australian point
of view and that it also has a Federal aspeet.
T 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-
crn Australia, and then judge in my own
way whether it is wise to vote for or against
the Bill. It has been said that those who op-
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pose the measure are taking a parochial
view. 1 have yet to learn that that is a
erime. It is trne thal anyone in public life
should endeavour to take as big and broad
a view as possible. We should realise that
Australin is a nation, and as a nation we
want to see her develop and progress, But
we in this Honse ave charged with a re-
sponsibility to view partienlarly this part of
Australia’s welfare and future. Therefore,
if one applies himself to the proposal and
considers it puvely from the standpoint of
Western Australia, I feel he 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 effeets that
the agreement may have on the future of
this State. I am prepared to admit that it
is & mntter upon which we eannot come to a
hasty decision. The agreement confains a
great deal that is commendable. The major
part of it that, in my opinion, is commend-
able, is of definite financial advantage to Aus-
tralia, but I claim that the agreement econ-
tains various danegers 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. TFirst to cancel all
Federal responsibility to the States and then
open up negotiations to arrive 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 speeially sympathetic towards the
States. We have heard from various mem-
bers quite a Iot of commendation of the
Bruce-Page Government’s sympathy with
State aspirations and State responsibili-
ties and of their endeavour to Te-
lieve the States of some of their anxieties.
Mr. Bruee himself claimg that the agreement
was approached from that viewpoint; he
introduced the agreement and supported it
for the purpose of protecting the interests
of the Rtates. For one claiming snch sym-
pathy with the States, it is peculiar that
he should start off by robbing the States of
evervthire that was their due under the
(Clonstitution. He seenred the passare of a
law stipulating that the per capita pay-
ments should he abolished, and after hav-
ing provided that the States shonld get
nothing, he furned around and asked the
States to eonsider with him some alternative
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arrangement, By viee words Mr. Bruce
¢laims to be a protector of the States, hul
in actun] fact he is the States’ robber. Ha
has done more than has any other I’rime
Minister to take from the States that which
was definitely laid down as heing their due.
Regurding Seetion 87 of the Federal Con-
stitution known as the Braddon ‘‘blot,” a
lot of members have argued that the words
“nnlil the Parliament otherwise provides”
were defiberately inserted for the purpose
of proleeting the Commonwealth interests.
I differ from thuse members; 1 claim that
those words were inserted beeanse of the
Jifficulties existing at the time. We know
that the Braddon elause was keenly debated.
T elaim that the words, which have a guali-
fving effect, were inserted raore for the pur-
pose of protecting State interests than Com-
monwealth interests.

Mr. Panton: For a period of 10 years.

Hon, W. D. JOHNSON: T base that
claim on Section 94. The Braddon clause
definitely provided that the Commonwealth
should have only one-fourth of the Customs
and excise revenue, and then Section 94
states that of the one-fourth-—it does not
specify the one-fourth, but it does say ‘‘sur-
plas revenue,’’ and we know that the main
revenue of the Commonwealth, partieularly
in the early history of Federation, was from
Customs and cxeise—the surplus shall be
distributed amongst the Statess How can
anyone, after reading Sections 87 and 94,
come to any conelusion other than that the
framers of the Constitution intended that
ihe Siates shenld have retorned to them
even more than three-fourths of the Cus
toms and execise revenne. Tt i3 true that
the provision did not operate until five years
nfter Federation was established. That no
doubt wos stipulated to give an apportunity
to orgapise Federation and put it on a
proper basis. Then when Federation was
firmly established, the surplus revenue was
to be distributed amongst the Stdtes. It
was recognised by the statesmen of that
time that the States then, as to-day, had
to face the big responsibility of develop-
ing  Australin. The progress and de-
velopment of the Commonwealth depend
absolutely upon the State Governments,
Tt is the wisdom or otherwise of the Glov-
crnments of the States that will make Aus-
tralia.

Hon. (f. Taylor:
Australia, too.

Hon, W. 1, JOHNSON: Yes. The Gov-
ernments of the States are building up eacl

And make Western
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of the States in their own way. They are
thus contributing tewards the development
of JAustralia in a greater proportion than is
possible on the part of the Yedernl Govern-
ment. The Commonwealth authorities can-
not contribute in this way. They have no
opportunity of doing so. The rulers in the
early days realised that, and provided that
the Federal Parlinment should be limited
in its operations, and the limitation that
was imposed—the most effeetive that can be
imposed upen anyone-—was that of limiting
the amount of cash it had to spend. We
know from that titne onward that ledera-
tion has been gradually but surely grasping
for more cash in order to guin more control.
The member for Menzies dealt directly with
the position of the per eapita payment of
25s. I differ from him, however, when he
definitely declares that this particular refer-
endum was defeated because the people of
Australia did not want the Commonwealth
to be hampered by heing obliged to make
that a fixed contribution.

Mz, Panton: The Labour Party stumaped
the country from one end to the other
against the referendum on the ground that
it would tie the hands of the Commonwealth.

Hon. W. D. JOIINSON: That may be
so. My opinion is that the people of Aus-
tralia, both then and now, felt and feel
that a payment per capita of 23s. is not
safficient, not in aecord with the Constitu-
tion, and not in aceord with the Australian
spirit.

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

The Premier: Tt was not. We opposed
it on the ground that we should not tie the
bands of the Commonwealth. 1 was one of
those who stumped 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 on.

Mr., SPEAKER: Order!

The Premier: The Labour movement
opposed it on that ground.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: T consider the
correct interpretation of the attitude of the
people at the time iz that they voted
against this being made a fixed contribu-
tion, hecause they eonsidered it wns not a
fair contribution to the States.

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

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That may be
dae to the fact that the Premier and others
influenced Western Australians in the maé-



126

ter. [ do not rewmember the details, and
have not taken the trouble to look them
up. 1 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. MacCallum Smith: Was it binding?

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

Hon. W. 1. JOHNSON: The attitude ot
the Federal (overnment in the matter ol
Section 94 of the Constitution was dis-
tinetly unfair. I am prepared to admit
that a test case was submitted to the High
Court, and that that tribunal raled that the
Federal Government were 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 previons to 30th June, when the
surplus revenue wonld be declared, they
should place themselves in a position of
using the money. In all fairness that money
should have heen made availalile to the
States, and although the action may have
been legal it wns not just. The framers of
the Constitution never intended that the
Federal Government shoul!d by a back-door
method, rob the States of the surplus rev-
enue for the purpose of making per capita
paymenis. The 25s. per head has now gone.
We cannot argue from thal point of view.
The azreement we are now discussing eannot
ke acrepted as o permanent one. When this
House has dealt with it, it will have to
pass through other avenues. I assume
that the agrecement will be carried by this
Chamber, and the result may he reflected in
another place, but that does not finally dis-
pose of it. Before it hecomes permanent, it
must be submitted to the people, and after
the people have dealt with it, provided they
earry it, it then hecomes the subjeet of n
validating measure to be dealt with by the
new Federal Parliament. Before this mat-
ter is finalised, there will he a Federal elee-
tion, and the Bruce-Page combination will
either be returned to power or be defeated.
Whatever happens, there wi'l be a new Par-
liament clected by the people, and that Par-
liament will have to validate this agreement
before it ean have the effect of law,

Mr. Thomson: Do you think if the people
of the Cammonwenlth pnss this agreement,
any Commonwenlth Government will turn it
down?
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Hon, W. ). JOHNSON : T anticipate that
thig subject will play a prominent part at
the next Federal elections,

Mr. Thomson: Undoubted;y.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I believe
that the parties will deal with it in
a  most comprebensive way, provided

red herrings are not drnwn across the
trail, as ocomrred on a previous ocea-
sion. It is six vears since we had a real
Federal election. The last one was a fake;
it was not an election. The people were
statipeded into doing things they regreited
shortly after. The issue upon which the
eleetion was fought was never earried into
operation. We hope on this ocecasion the
people will have an opportunity to consider
the welfare of Australia, review past legis-
lation and administeation, and correctly
hear, without the introduction of foreign
matter, a clear explanation of the party
point of view from the varieus candidates
s0 that everyone may understand the point
of view that each party tnkes upon this im-
portant matter. The incoming (Government,
whatever it may be, will be compellzd, unless
the people declare against the referendum,
to deal again with {he proposed agreement.
T believe I am doine rieht in voting against
the Bill, T will then have an opportunity
of taking part in the eampaign denling with
the financial velations between the States and
the Commonwealth. T shall be able te do
ihis without being hampered by the constant
reminder that, I am a supporter of the
agreement, that my party is supporting it,
amd that therefore my party is not justified
in reviewing the agreement, or taking any
part with the Federal Labour ’arty in the
matter of its desires to deal differently with
the States.”

Mr. Thomson: Do vou claim that we arve
not prepared to allow the people to have o
voice in this matter?

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: T am quite
prepared to agree to that, but I want
the people to have an spen mind, and
feel that this is nol a porty question.
We find that Federal Labowr members
are opposed to it, and that State La-
hour members are supporting it. We
now find that some State Labour mem-
bers are alse opposing it. It is an open
question, and T want it to remain so, so that
there may be a further review during the
period when we are discuszsing it with the
people of Western Australia. The present
and the immediate advantagus of the agree-
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ment to Western Australin ave very pro-
nounced. 1 have no grievance against the
Premier for the part he played at the con-
ference, If T had been there 1 would have
adopted the same attitude, and 1 believe the
Leader of the Opposition would also have
done so.

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

Hon, W. D. JOHNSON: I believe he
would have taken the point of view that
this agreement is Brst subject to the endorse-
ment of Parlianent, that it afterwards goos
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 Premier he would have
supported the agreement in order to give his
Parliament an opportunity to consider it,
and the people, after Parlinnent had passed
it, an opportunily to further consider it.
I lave no complaint concerning the Pre-
mier’s attitude, but rather eommmend him for
it. In the cirenmstances Lie did the right
thing from the point of view of the State,
seeing that Parliament had the right of re-
viewing his action. He has put forward
strong arguments in favour of the Bill. He
has not convinced we, and whilst I agree
with his attitude, T am not altogether con-
vineed by his arguments,  The immediate
result is going to be of great benefit to West-
ern Australia, but we have to bear in mind
that the Commonwealth ray not eontinue to
be us sympathetic as the agreement would
indicate they are at the outset. It is the
ultimate effect of the ngreement that T fear.
It is impossible to argue agninst the im-
mediate future. Tt is the ultimate effect we
have to think of and come to a conclusion
about. 1t is hard to know what the Com-
monwealth CGovernment will do. Suppose
someone had snid in the eavly history of
Federation, that the Federal Government
were abount to be guilty of imposing a
tax upon amusementis throughout Australia.
The people would have ridienled the idea
that the National Government would come
down to the level of taxing amusements in
order to raise revenue for the National Pax-
liament. But that is what happened. Tt
was a most extraordinary thing for the Na-
tional Parliament to do. The tax was
started by the States, and absorbed by the
Commonwealth. When the necessities for
revenue pressed a little, the Commonwealth
Government went to the extent of intro-
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dueing an amusement tax to relieve the
position.  lo the cireumstances it is very
hard to say what they will do with regard
to the other provisions of the agrcement.
My main objection to the agreement, as I
have already emphasised, is the ultimate
effect. Some say that the State will begin
to suffer from the agreement after six years.
The Premier says the State will begin to
suffer, as eompared with the 23s. payment
if it existed, after 15 yvears, T am not much
concerned as to whether the period is five
years, siX years, or 15 years; the fact that
the State will suffer at a given peried is
a matter that causes me concern. The agree-
ment iz fanlty inasmuch as there is not
assoeiated with it the original idea of the
Commionwealth cvacuating certain avenues
of taxation, In this matter T am simply
stating the opinion of the member for
Guildford, and I have consulied no one;
but T lave read for myself and thought for
myself, and am cxpressing myself in my
own way. In the 1926 agréement there were
certain propositions hy which the Tederal
Government would gradually withdraw from
certoin fields of tasation. That demonstrates
elearly that it is a praetical proposition for
the Commonwenlth to arrange for a with-
drawal from avennes of taxation which the
Federal Government know very well they
should rever have encroached upon. The
taxation in question was originally looked
upon as the sole right of the State, but pre-
sumably the necessities of Commonwenlth
tnxation demanded that something further
should bn done, and the double taxing of the
people was the result. 1 believe that this
agreement eould have been made acceptable
to all of uvs if, just as the agreement eeased
to be of finaneial advantage to the States, in
as nearly as possivle the same proportion the
agreement provided that the Commonwealth
should withdraw from certain ficlds of taxa-
tion. T believe that to be a practicable pro-
position, and moreover one that must be
reriously considered. It is n matter which,
in my apinion, will receive a good deal of
attention at the next Federa! election. If
the Commonwenlth, just ns it begins to im-
poverish the States in comparison with ‘the
253s. payment, continues to levy taxation on
the same basis as to-day, the States will he
placed in a deplorable position. Western
Australia is not going to be develaped in
six years, or in 15 years. Fifteen years
hence we shall be in the thick of our financial
respensibility as to development, and our
interest bill is going to be fairly smbstantial;
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in addition, we shall have f{o provide a
sinking fund.  And when we are having
a difficclt time, we shall be getting less
from the Commonwealth, and so we shall be
compelled to resort to extended tazation.
Mr. Thomson: You are putting up an
argument why you gshould support the Bill.
Hon, W, D. JOENSON: No. T 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 caleulation. 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-
mg.
Meuber: You have also to imagine that
the per capita payment would be available.
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: The 3 per
cent. increase in population is not, in
my opinion, the inercase we are justi-
fied in anticipating . The 3 per eent.
15 basel on  actunl resolts, 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 nctively assisting migration to
Western Australia. They now contribute
financially towards sehemes for the encour-
agement ol migration from Great Britain.
1t is not many vears =ince the Brilish Gov-
ernment were hostile fo migration schemes.
We have, therefore, to realise the position
from a British point of view, which is alto-
wather different from what it was some vears
baek. Again, the Federnl Porliament is
more active in regard to assistance for
migration  purposes.  Commissions are
travellin around
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The Common-
wealth has to get customers for its cities,
Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I do not know
what the objeet is, hut the fact is that
the Commonwenlth is assisting migra-
tion schemes far more than previously.
Further, we find the people of Tastern Aus-
tealia, who formerly ridiculed this State's
potentialities, now realising that they are
second to none. Not anly are people com-
ing here, but money is coming here for the
purpose of speeding up Western Australin’s
developmeni. T cloim that in view of all
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these facts we are not justified in aceepting
the calenlation that our inercase of popula-
tion will be limited to 3 per cent. Frem
the population aspect, Western Australin’s
future is brighter than that indicated hy
the figures which the Premier has accepted;
und therefore the whole calenlation falls to
the gronnd. Again, the State’s needs from
& borrowing point of view are imaginary,
We cannot tell exactly what the State will
require in that respest. L propose, before
I sit down, to deal with one or two phases
which make me believe that we shall want
move than five millions of loan money an-
nually. Thus the ealeulations which have
been put up are altered.

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

Hon. W. D, JOHNSON: The increased
population would be against ns, the loan
increase would be with us. I merely wish
to show that these figures are purely unayg-
inary. We cannot declare them defimtely.
The Premier has submitted them by way of
giving members some kind of lead as fo
what the agreement really means from a
figure aspeet to Western Australia, One
has the right to imagine the conditions
from his own point of view, and I am in-
clined to believe the conditions will be dif-
ferent from what the Premier wishes us to
think.

Mr, Teesdale: Yon will admnit there may
be imagination, too, about the disaster?

Hon. W. D. JOHONSON: Yes.

Mr. Teesdale: That equalises things,

Hon. W, D, JOHNSON: From a loan-
raising nspect one has to bear in mind the
3,000 farms proposition. That in itself is
going to be a great attraetion for popula-
tion, and will considerably inecrease our
numbers; otherwise it would not be justified.
But the tnsk of opening up the enstern
fringe of our wheat belt is not going lo be
avcomplished 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 an earlier period. Or T wiil sup-
pose that we extend the heneficinl period
under the agreement fo the 15 years stated
by the Premier. Then we have to remember
that at the eflluxion of that period those
3,000 farms will not have been developen.
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The experience gained in the wheat belt os
now seuled is thatb it takes from 1V to 15
yeurs for a farm to become thoroughly de-
vejoped: [t is a slow process in Western
Ausiralia, and conscquently we have 1o
reckon that in 12 years from now, if we
go on with the 3,000 farms proposifion—
to which I raise no objection—there wil to
gertain finaneial responsibilities to which we
must not be blind. There will be troubles
conneeted with those 3,000 farins. lel us
bear in mind that the interest bill for their
develepinent will be a very serious matier
tor Western Australia in 10 or 12 yeors'
time. From that point of view I claim
that we should give further consideration
to the guestion of the financial agreement.
If we cannob get that increased assistapce
from the Customs which is our just due
should we actively take part in increasing
the population of Australia, then we shall
be in the position of getting the skim itk
while the other fellow geis the cream. That
should not be so. Undoubtedly that which
inereases the Cnstoms 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. D. JOHNSON : If the advantage
under the proposed agreement is taken
away just when we are in the midst of
grave responsibilities connected with land
development, the money will have to be
roised 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 when that time comes, by
withdrawing from fields of taxation we now
oeccupy,” I wounld take a different view of
the agreement. Apart from that, let hon.
members look at the increased responsibili-
ties involved in the acheme of development.
Therc is the inercased 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
oceupied by the 3,000 farms. TUnder the
most advantageons e¢onditions the cost of
water supplies is going to be heavy. Then
there are railway facilities, less enstly, 1
admit, because the further east one goes
the less are -the engineering difficulties
from a constructional point of view. The
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railways, however, will cost a lot of
money. The provision of water supplies will
cost proportionately more. There are other
conveniences, toe, that are necessary for the
lives of the people in the outer parts of the
State, and the provision of these will make
huge inroads into the revenue of the State.

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

Hon, W. D. JOHNSON: I admit that it
is all very difficult. 1 will admit that I am
puinting out what I think will happen. I
may prove to be wrong, or [ may prove to
be right. I have this advaniage in express-
ing my views, that I have been actively as-
sociated with the development of the east-
ern wheat belt. T know what it cost, and I
know the difficulties and problems connected
with it. I speak, therefore, from actual ex-
pertence, and I feg] sure that what 1 antiei-
pate will be our position in 10 or 12 years’
time will prove fairly accurnte. Ag to!
where we will be in 50 years’ time, 1 am not
partieularly concerned, I think the people
then will be in a position to lonk after them-
selves,

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

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I believe that
the development of the State then will have
proceeded so far abead that there will be
in Western Ausiralia a sufficient population
to overcome the problems of the duy. On
the other hand, I do not think we shall be
in that position for the next 20 years. There
is another poini of view that is, perbaps,
by the way. When we speak of the finances
of the State, we must remember there 1s 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 0ld Coun-
try comes to us in the form of goods, not of
cash. To-day there is much eompetition with
local manufacturers as the result of British
manufaclories coming into competition by
means of the goods that are imported in
proportion to loans raized. If we are to ex-
perience in addition to that, the competition
that will arise as the vesult of finaneial 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-

curing large quantities of goods, including
motor ecars, from Ameriea?
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Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: That is true, but
we are importing sueh goods out of all pro-
portion to the money we are raising by way
of loans from that country. The time will eome
when the money we borrow will not be ade-
quately provided for in that direciion and
then there will have to be found other ways
of getting additional lines of goods to Aus-
tralia as a set-off to the money we shall raise.
I admit that one ean draw only upon his
imagination when discussing the possibilities
of the future, but I anticipate that we shall
experience some diffieulty throughout Aus-
tralia in a few years to come as the result
of Dorrowing money from America.

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

Hon. W, D. JOHNSON: That is so.

Mr. Teesdale: More to our shamel

Hon. W.D. JOHNSON: Then we bave fo
bear in mind that by borrowing additional
money we shall meraly serve still to further
consolidate that £36,000,600. 1t is simply help-
ing Amerien all the time, That is & phase
respecting which one can only speak as the
rosult of experience in the past, because we
cannot say what will lappen in the future.
There is not a shadow of doubt but that this
question will have an effect upen the eco-
nomic position of Australia in the future, We
must &lso appreciate the faet that Great
Britain is interested in Empire development.
Britnin is anxious to see the Dominions
flourish and the Old Country is anxious to
assist as far as possible in the cstablish-
ment of manufactories. But Ameriea is not
built that way. The thoughts of America are
not favourable to the expansion of the Do-
minions at her expense. As n matter of

fact, America has actually repudiated
British Jeans. Money is owing to
British investors, but the {ransactions
have bheen  repudiated  hy  America.

Although various efforts have been made to
seeure the liguidation of those debts, it has
not yet been possible to get those respon-
sible to eonsider the question of paying up.
We must bear in mind the eclass of
people we shall be dealing with. They
are out for the almighty dollar all the time.
They have their eyes turned to Australia,
and they realice that the best way of geiting
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 briefiy upon what I regard as the
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best featurc of the l'inancial Agreement. .
refer to the part that deals with the cen
tralising of the raising of loans and th
ereation of definite permanent - sinkin;
funds in regard to Australian loans. Som
people have spoken—I do not know if the;
have done so in this Chamber, but I know
the question has been asked by people out
side—regarding the way in which we shal
overcome the difficulty respecting our owr
ginking funds, seeing that the proposa
under the agreement is that the rate for ol¢
loans shall be 7s. Gd. per cent, whereas
some of our loans carry a rate of upward:
of £1 10s. per cent. 8o far as I can make
ont that is provided for in the agreement
wherein it is set out that if the bondholder:
are nobt agrceable, the Loan Council whe
will control the sinkiug funds in futnre,
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 [ want to ask hon. members if
they nre clear as to what the attitude of
the Loan Council will he to Western Aus-
tralia onee that body is in permanent con-
trol. Tt is useless for hon. 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 conirul 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-
monwealth on every occasion. In those
circumstances no one ean definitely state
what view the Commonwealth will take re-
garding the future requirements of Western
Australin. It is signifieant that the States
are not ealled upon lo submit their loan
requiraments; they are called upon to sub-
mit their loan programmes.

The PPremier: That means their
requirements.

Hon, W, D. JOHXSON:
quirements in detail.

The Premicr: No. Loan programme and
lean renuiremenis are identieal.

Hon, W. D. TOHNSON: Yes, in the total
amount.

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

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

The Premier:
total amount.

loan

But their re-

That meeely means the
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Hen, W. D, JOHNSON. The Premier
may be right but the agreement does not
say s0. I venture to differ from bim. If
it is set out that loan requirements of the
State had to be submitied, then it would be
an indieation that they would have to sub-
mit o lump sum.

The Premier: That is all.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: Bat it does not
S0y 80,

The Premier: Well, that is what it meaus.

Hon. W. D, JOHNSON: Well, we ecan
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 how the money is to be spent.
The member for Katanning (Mr. Thom-
sonj pointed out that the Prime Min-
ister had leen ecareful to say that the
loan  EHstimates of the States would
not be interfered with by the Com-
monwealth,  Of course!  The distribu-
tion of lean funds is the duty of the
State but once we aceept the Finaneial
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
Agrecment 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 nnd therefore means the
total amount. T am sure about that.

Ton. W, D. JOHNSON: I read that
portion of the agreement once or twice, and
T gathered the impression I have indieated.
As to whether I am right or wrong, tine
will prove. 1 aceept the Premier’s assur-
ance that my reading of it is incorrect. It
goes (o show, however, that if my reading
be correct, the Premier must realise the
danger becanse he will have to submit his
progravuse to the Commonwealth and they
will have the right

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

Hon. W, D. JOHNSQON: Then again wz
do not know definitely from the I'remier
how we shall get on regarding the migration
loans. In reply to my interjection, {he
Premier said that they would be all right
and would continne. Under the agreement.
however, I do not see how ‘they ean con-
tinne, If a loan were under negotiation
or even if there were purely Australian
negotiations, I cannot see how, once the
agreement was finalised, we could continue

1

raising money or obtain money from the
British ‘Government in order to procecd
with our developmental work. When le
replies to the debate, I hope the Prewier
will devote some little time to this aspeet,
because it is very important. We have com-
menced a definite scheme of deveclopment
and it is based upon definite finaneial ar-
rangemenis. The question arises as to
whether we can go on with those arrange-
ments or whether they will have to be ean-
celled immediately the Financial Agreement
becomes operative. Then again, I believe
arguments are bound to arise with regarl
to the loan expenditure of the various
States. There will be criticism respecting
one State as compared with the methoils
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-
opmental 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, onr
harbours are brought within the public
debl and as such the sinking fund
will be contributed to by the Federal
Government.  That will be a direct
advantage to us. It demonstrates the
soundness of our eeonomic pogition and the
wisdom of those who iutroduced that sys-
tem years ago. The whole of our wator
sapplies and drainage serviees have been
financed as a part of our loan indebtedness,
but in the Eastern States it is not so. There
various bonrds are appeinted to raise money
quite apart from the State Government.
As such, the loans so raised do not form
part of the indebtedness of the State Gov-
ernment  although they form part of the
State debl. Only the loans raised by the
State Government will be subject to the
sinking fund eontributions, and, thercfore,
I am of opinion that it will not be long
hefore the people of a State so sitnated
will have to review their position and the
Commonwealth will endeavour to inflaence
the States fo secure a uniform hasis. There
may be an effort to compel this State
to raise momey for harbour purposes un-
der a trust, and that other activities, sueh
as water supplies and sewerage services,
may also be handed over to trusts. By tha}
means the people of Western Australia will
not carry the mrden of interest and sinking
fund nn those loans as they do in Vietoria
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and other parts of Australia and we wili
receive only that portion of the reliet that
is left. 1 eannot see how the pesition ean
continua without that question heing raisel.

Mr. Mann: You mean they will endeavonr

to bring us into line with the Eastern States.

Hon. W. D. JOONSON: Yes, that has
been the tendeney all along. All the in-
fluence is there and they will review West-
ern Australia’s pesition and say, “Under this
agreement you get, hy 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
has borrowed, but I suppose it is some mil-
lions. We bhave raised millions of money
for water supply and sewerage in the
metropolitan area, but it is included in the
State debt, and we shall receive 2z 4. 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 {o
continue without starting an agitation for
what will be termed reform with regard to
the affairs of Western Australia. T clain
that this agreement will mean a definite ex-
tension of KFederal control. It has been
said that that is nof so, but the faet that
we are being compelled to give them an op-
portunity to review the loan raisings au-
thorised by the States iz an extension of
Federn]l 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
heen more active in that respeet than have
Mr. Bruce and Dr. Earle Page. They claim
that they arve opposed to unification, but in
vears 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 unifieation forced
We

upon wus, piecemeal as it were,
are giving this to-day and that to-
morrow, and so it goes on and ulki-

metrly we shall reach such a financial
position that we shall be forced to go to
1he Commonwealth and ask them to contrel
our activities on a more comprehensive
srale, and we shall not have an opportunity
tharauchly to disensy the defails. I am
e~ttine lired of this constant extension of
Federal power, without going into the
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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 aecepting an agree-
ment of this kind, to open up nepotiations
with the Commonwealth straight away for
the purpose of arriving at unifieation. 1
wish to commend the Federal Labour Party
and the Labour movement of Anstralia
generally for realising that, with the gradual
extension of Federal powers, the day must
soon come when unification will have to be
seriously eonsidered. They have taken time
by the forelock, and wisely too. As a
matfer of faet, all good reforms in Aus-
tralia have been pionecred by the Labour
Party. They have anticipated and worked
towards the goal until unltimately it has been
attained. So they are starting now to real-
ise that unification is inevitable as the States
become impoverished and the Common-
wealth prows more afflnent. They realise
that the Commonwealth will have to under-
take greater responsibilities apd 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 aceept this agreement, we should bear
in mind that it is a step towards unifieation
and that we are getting nearer to unifica-
{ion. 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 Anstralia, It
will take some time fo 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. If1he Fed-
eral Government want unification, let them
come straight at it and say, “The Common-
wealth should have greater powers, but
just ns its powers increase so the re-
sponsibilities of the States will de-
erease.” Therefore T elaim withont hesi-
tation that if this agreement becomes law,
we- shall be moving towards unifieation.
Tt wonld bhe far hetter for ns to have an
opportunity to disecuss a more comprehen-
sive rontrol of Western Auctralia than the
limited control that is gradnally heing ex-
tended and wntimately must swampe us. One
thine T am alwavs =ore about and that is
the Commonwea'th attitude to repatriation.
The Commonwealth hava control of defence
and have all the powers to raise the necees-
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sary money. They used the war peried for
the purpose of extending their powers in the
matter of taxation, hut when it came to the
dificult question of providing for and rein-
stating in eivil life the returned soldiers,
they luft the responsibility to the States.
The Commonwealth should not have gone
huyond 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? 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-
tinetly unfair to the States. I quote thai
to demonstrate that, right through the
piece, 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 the Commonwealth.

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

Hon. W, D. JOONSON: Yes, but we
shonld not have been burdened with any
finaneia! responsibility at all.

Mr, Thomson: You would have been the
first to ohject if they had wanted to take
our land.

Hoen, W. D. JOANSOX: | speak with
some knowledge of the facts, heeause 1 took
an active part at the conference and opposed
strennonsly any idea of the States being
enlled upon to supply money for the de-
velopment of soldier holdings. I was quite
agreeable thnt the States shounld provide the
land. I said, “Western Australia has got
the land and is agreeable to give it under
the most favourable conditions, but I do
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 him
until he becomes a produecer on a sound
finanecial basis.”’

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell: I think the
Commonwealth treated us pretty well in re-
zard to soldier seftlement.

Hon. W. D. JOEANSON: That is not the
question. Tt was not our joh. It was not
fair to eompel the States to carry any bur-
den of that kind.

Mr, Thomson: And you are working for
unification.
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Hon. W. D, JOHNBSON: The hon. mem-
ber must appreciate that if there is one re-
sponsibility that is definitely Federal, it is
defence. 1t has nothing whatever to do with
the State. The prosceution 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, hoth revenue and'
loan, was a matter to which the Federal
Government devoted sole attention. When.
it came to the difficult matter of expenditure:
for soldier settlement, they transferred it,.
like many other of their activities, to the
shoulders of the States. I do not know that
I desire to say any more except to empha-
sise in eonclusion that this matler 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 be either to vali-
date it, or to open up negotiations for an-
other agreement. The provision for val:-
dation is essential under the Constitu-
tion, and we have to bear in mind
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 hy the people of
Australia, plus the attention that will he
given to the matter during the Federal elec-
tions, the incomine Federal Parlizment will
he called upon to npen up neeotintions with
the various States for the purpose of review
in the light of the opinion revealed at the
elections. T eonsider it a matter upon which
we should express our individual opinions.
T believe my attitude with my party will be
such as to {ry to eonvinee the people of this
State that 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 way, T 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
sueh review, there will be an arrangement
of greater advantage to the States and
particulatly of zreater advantage to West-
ern  Australia, where the responsibilities
of development are so great. We can-
not lose sight of the fact that the pro-
grammes of development now under eonsid-
eration and the rvesponsibilitiex we arc ae-
cepting with regard to them are going to be
a matter of grave concern in 10 or 12 years’
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time, and that is the time when the Common-
wealth will be relieved and the State will be
ealled upon to aceept a hurden beyond what
it is carrying to-day. It cannot do that,
and therefore T oppose the Bill.

On motion by Hon. G. Taylor, debate ad-
journed.

House adjourned at 9.43 p.am.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION-—-WANNERCO ROAD
BOARD.

Mr. FERGUSON asked the Acting Min-
ister for Works: 1, Has his attention been
drawn to an artiele in “Truth” newspaper
of 17th inst., in reference to the Wanneroo
Road Board? 2, If so, did he propose to
hold an inguiry into the varions matters re-
ferred to? 3, Has an inquniry actually been
held? 4, If so, what was the result?

The ACTING MINISTER FOR
WORKS replied: 1, Yes. 2, I promised
that the alleged irregularities would be re-
ferred to the Under Seecretary for report.
3, The report has been received. 4, The
‘result was commnnicated to you by letter,
on the 25th May, 1928,
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QUESTION--FREMANTLE HAREBOUR,
DEVELOPMENT SCHEME.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON asked the Acting
Minister for Works: Whether in view of
the adverse eriticism of the Fremantle har-
bour extension scheme (as propounded by
the Engineer-in-Chief) since ths proposal
was submitted to Parliament, will the ex-
penditure on the scbemne be limited to the
£2,000 mentioned by the Minister for Works,
and will Parliament be given ancther oppor-
tunity to eonsider the matter before there is

any additional expenditure or ecommit-
ment?
The ACTING  MINISTER FOR

WORKS replied:—The promise made by
the Minister for Works when introducing
the Leighton-Robb’s Jetty Railway Bill
will he kept.

BILL—FINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
Secand Reading.
Debate resumed from the previons day.

HON. G. TAYLOR (Mount Margaret}
[4.35]: L touch upon this debate with
great hesitation. 1 have read a good deal
of what hns been said in most of the Par-
linments of the Commonwealth as well as
in the Commonwealth Parliument itself.
From the Prime Minister right down along
the line everv political speaker has pre-
faced his remarks by saying that this waa
the most important question his Parlia-
ment has been ecalled upon to consider for
a number of wears, ¢ven sinee the carly
days of Yederation. IKnowing that, and
realising how the matter affeets Western
Australin T 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 topie, becanse it seems to me that this
type of finanee stands alone. I wish to
quote from a number of anthorities, iu
support of my contention that the agree-
ment is 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 Bill, bat T will content
mysell 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



