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sajd we are getting what we are entitled to.
The Disabilities Royal Commission showed
definitely that we are not getting our due.
I pointed out what hes happened in spite
of all the concessions we have had, and
compared it with what we are going to get.
No one can claim that Western Austiralia
ean prosper under this Bill. If we take up
a determined stand now, and demand our
rights, every child in the community will
later on be able to say that wise political
men at this juneture saved them from being
sold to the Eastern States, and saved them
from unification. I oppose the second read-
ing of the Bill.

On wotion by Hon. H. Seddon, debate
adjovrned.

House adjourned at 8.55 p.m,

Lcgislative Council,
Tuesday, 3rd July, 1928,
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair al 1.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—FINANCIAL AGREEMENT
BILL AND S8TATE ACTS.

Hon A. LOVEKIN asked the Chief Sec-
retary: 1, Has the Governor entered into an
agreement with any bank in London under
Section 19 of the General Loan and In-
seribed Stock Aet. 19109 2, If so, what
provision is contained therein for the ter-
mination of such agreement? 3, What pro-
teetion is afforded under the proposed Finan-
cial Agreement to holders of any Western
Australian stoeks, as contemplated by See-
tion 25 of the said Aet? 4, Will the local
mseribed stock register, referred to in See-
siom 47 of the said Act, he continned if’ the
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finanecial Agreement be approved, or will
snch register be in the keeping of the
National Debt Commission? 5, Is it in-
tended to repeal Seclion 52 of the said
Act? 6, Under what constitutional provision
can this Parliament bind future Parliaments,
as contemplated by Clause 5 of the Finan-
cial Agreement Bill¥ 7, Under what Con.
stitutiona] anthority may the Governor re-
peal, amend, or modify any regulation with-
out conforming to the provisions of the In-
terpretation Act, as contemplated by Clause
4 of the Finanecial Bill? 8, Do the pro-
wnigions of the Interprelation Aet apply to
Clause 8 of the Financial Agreement Bill?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1,
Yes. 2, One year’s notice on either side, 3,
Ihe relevant obligaliors under the agree-
ment. 4, The register will be continued, but
it will not be in the kecping of the National
Debt Commission. 5, No. G, Under Clause 5
it is within the power of I’arliament to pro-
vide that other Aets, past or future, so far
as they may relate to matters contained in
the agreement as rvatified by TParliament,
must be construed as subject to, and not in
derogation of, the agreement and the rati-
fying Act. 7, Claunse § is subject to Section
36 of the Interpretation Aect. 8, Yes.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Hon, B, Stewart and Hon. J. J.
Holmes.

HON. H. BTEWART (South-East)
{4.35] : T desire to make a personal explan-
ation. In speaking (o the Financial Agree-
ment Bill T thought it unnecessary, having
regard to the high inteiligence of the Coun-
vil, to say what I would ctherwise bave said,
that this is a non-party uuestion, Certainly
it is such to me as a member of the Coun-
try Party, in the same way ag it is to other
members of that party. I take exception to
some vemarks made by Mr. Holmes on this
aspect. The hon. member drew an illustra-
tion from the story of Esan and Jacob, and
concluded by saying, as a corollary to that
illustration, something that misrepresents the
actual position, viz.: “The speech that we
heard last night may have heen uttered by the
voice of Mr. Stewart, but the hand behind,
pushing him to do what he indicated he wounld
do, was the hand of some organisation,”
That statement is abselutely without any
foundation whatever as regards either my-
self or any other member of the Country
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Party, and 1 think that is made evident by
the attitude of roembers of the Country
Party in another place in regard to the Bill,
That being so, I ask Mr. Holmes to accept
this statement of mine und to be good
wnough to withdraw un imputation which
might be inferred from his illustration.
Many appropriate quotulions may be drawn
from the seriptures and .notably from the
Proverbs, and I will add one: “Judge not,
that ye be not judged.”

HON. J. J. HOLMES (North) [4.37]: 1
o not know that T have anything to with-
draw. The fact remains that this, which we
under~tand to be & non party question

The PRESIDENT: Order! 1 am quite
sure the hon. member acevpts as aceurate the
statement made by Mr. Stewart,

Hon. J. J. HOLMER: Very well, Sir, if
that will meet the position,

Hon. H. Stewart: Thank vou.

BILL—FINANCIAL AGREEMENT.
Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 23th June.

HON. H. SEDDON (North-East)
[4.38]: Tn offering a few words in support
of the Bill before the Ifouse [ realise,
with other members, the importance of the
decision we are ealled upon to give. We
all recognize that we are dealing with
a question which has avisen out of the
position which obtained when TFederation
was first adopted by Australia, and that we
are endeavouring to finalize that question,
one which caused perplexity then and has
been the canse of perplexity since. There-
fore we alt feel the importanee of the issue.
This is the last Australian TTounse of Parlia-
ment to consider the Finanecial Acreement
Bill; and from that standpoint, too, there is
placed upon us a responsibility which I
fee] sure the House will discharge with its
nsual consideration and its wsnal thought.
The opponents of the Bill have advized us
to abandon it in the hope of getting better
terms. Apparently they overlook the ‘fact
that iff we follow their advice all the terms
of the scheme and agreement will again he
thrown in the melling pof, to be re-fonght
as they have been fought during the last
few years, and with the possihility of ob-
taining a decision which may nect be bene-
ficial to Western Aunstralia, The issue, in
iy opinion, turns largely upon Section 87
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of the Commonwealth Constitution Act, a
seclion which cansed a considerable amount
of debate at the time of Federation, ana
whiech was referred to then, and has been
referred to since, as the “Braddon Blot.”
That termn was, 1 think, adopted beeause of
u feeling that the solution finally adopted
under Scetion 87 was not a solution indi-
cated by the spirit which underlay and lay
keliind Federation, the spirit which s.us at
Lhe establishment on this eontinent of a
united nation. Ii is from that standpoint,
in my opinion, that we get the best perspec-
live from which to judge this imp-ortant
question. We have to remember, too, that
at the time Section 87 was adopted it re-
presented a eompromise between various
conflicting influences. That rompromise was
arrived at ax the result of many fears and
considerable doubt on the part of the gov-
ernitig vuthorities of Australin as to what
the position of the States would be under
Federation. Now, 27 vears after that de-
cision, we have had experience of the Com-
monwealth Government and we hase had
oxperience of State Governments, One may
say olso that during those 27 years the
States have had the opportunity of revising
their financinl programmes, or of having to
revise them, in the light of the faet that the
contributions they have received from Cus-
toms and excise have greatly diminished.
It way be argued that those eontributions
have, therefore, become a comparatively un-
important factor or item in State finance.
One thing we can recognise, and that is that
the adoption of this agreement will settle
once and for &ll a very important question,
and will finally determine the relationship
between the States and the Federal Govern-
menf. There are eritics of the Rill who ask
us to refer the measure to the neople. T do
not regard the Financial Agreement itself
as a question which need be referred tn the
nreople. In any ease, the people will be
divided into two camps. There will he the
frst sectinn, which takes the tronhle to
stndy and te try to solve important sorial
and governmental questions.

Hon. L Cornell: Very few.

Hon. H. SEDDON: That section, as Mr.
Cornell has just indicated by way of inter-
jection, is nnfortunately a verv small see-
tion of the puhlic. Then there is the second
section. which takes very litfle trouble to
study such questions but is euided largely
by the propaganda spread about the coun-
try af the time when any great issuve is being
fought out. Those wlo recognise this ques-
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tion for what it iy worth have cleurly placed
it in the category of questions relating to the
gpeading of public moneys—who is to have
the spending of certain moneys, the Fed-
eral Government or.the State Grovernments?
Some will say, more or less eynically, “Well,
we will have to pay anvhow, and it is a
matter for you two Governments to decide
between you; settle it for yourselves Liccans-
you have the responsibility and the power.”
The referendum for which the Rill provides
is, in my opinion, simply by way of provid-
ing machinery to enable Section 105 of the
Commonwenlth Constitntion Aet, referring
to the taking over of State debis, to be put
into practieal operation. Tt is necessary
to refer the question to the people and to
provide for certain issues which 1 shall
deal with in the course of my remarks later.
There is this, however, that we have to re-
cognise: the States as Governments have
power to make agrcements or aller them.
In regard to matters of finance I consider
they possess all the power that is necessary
to enable them to earry out those important
duties. Before proceeding further I wish
to gquote the preamble of the Commonwealth
of Australia Constitution 'Act—

Whereas the people of New South Wales,
Vietoria, South Australia, Queensland, and
Tasmania, humbly relying on the blessing of

lmighty Qod, have agreed to unite in one
indissoluble Federal Commonwealth under the
Crown of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Ireland, and under the Constitu-
tion hereby established. . . .

Considerable misconception exists as to what
exnctly the Commonwealth is constituted of,
and I have read the preamble because I be-
lieve that the whole gist of the question lies
in tthose words, There is a fendency, par-
ticularly on the part of State Governments,
to regard the Cominonwealth as a Federa-
tion of States. That preamble, however,
distinetly lays down that it is the people of
the various States of the Commonwealth who
have united io form an indissoluble Com-
monwealth. Yo other words, the people of
Australia at that time definitely decided
that they would form a nation having a
Commonwealth Government elected by the
people, with constitutional powers allocated
between the two Flouses of that Common-
wealth Government. That definitely fixed,
once and for all, the Commonwealth as a
Government answerable to no State, but
answerable only to the people by whom it
is elected. It was not of States, but of the
people of the States
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Hon. J. Cornelt: Speaking as States.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I do not agree with
that interjection, because the preamble dis-
tinctly lays it down that the people of Aus-
tralia united to form this Commonwealth.

Hon. A, Lovekin: But that is only a
declaration; it is not part of the Constitu-
tion!

Hon H. SEDDON: But the declaration
expresses clearly and in unmistakable terms
the intention of Lhe people of Australia. T
shall refer to that phase later on. - The
fact remains that Australia is not a federa-
fion of States, but is a federation of the
reople.  The people will confer on matters
as Stales. They will send their represen-
{atives to the National congresses, orgnouisa-
tions, or whatever form they may take,
and there they will vote as distinective
bodies. In the present instance, the Fed-
eral Government present their proposals to
be passed by the House of Representatives,
after which they are eonfirmed by the Sen-
ate. Then they pass into law as an Act
of the Federal Government. The Constitn-
tion provides that :the people shall clect
both Houses of Parliament. The House of
Representatives is elected by the electors
in various conslituencies, the houndaries of
vwhich are determined from time to tune
and defined by the Federal Government in
an Aect of Parliament. The Senate is
elected by the whole people of a State vot-
ing as a uniled body. The people elect
six senators to represent the State, the ides
being that the Senate shall act as a house
of review, and as a protection against the
dumination of a State that may become
powerful in the House of Reprosentatives,
becanse of the numerieal strength of its
representatives in that Chamber envapared
with the voting strength of members re-
presenting a more sparsely populated
State.

Hon. J. Cornell: The hon. member will
find some references to the 'States in those
particular machinery seations.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I was about to re-
fer to the section of the Constitution Act
thah sets out the responsibilities of the Sen-
ate. Section 53 reads—

Proposed laws appropriating revenmue or
moneys, or imposing taxation, shall not
(-ri%i.nate in the Senate. But a proposed law
thall not be taken to appropriate revenue or
rmoneys, or to impose taxation, by reason only
of its containing provisions for the imposition
or appropriation of fines or other pecuniary
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penalties, or for the demand or payment or
appropriation of fees for licenses, or fees for
services under the proposed law. The SBenate
may not amend proposed laws imposing taxa-
tion, or proposed laws appropriating revenue
or moneys for the ordinary annual services
of the Government. The Senate may not
amend any proposed law so as to increase any
proposed charge or burden on the people.

I have read that section to show that the
power of the purse rests entirely with the
House of Hepresentatives. The Benate,
which is the representative of the States,
has not the power to initiate legislation
dealing with finance.

Hon. A. Lovekin: It has power to disap-
prove of it.

Hon. M. SEDDON: Yes; the Senate, just
as the legislative Council in this Stale
may do, may approve or disnpprove of a
financial Bill, but may not amend it. There
is also maehinery to .meet the position
should deadlocks arise. However, the prin-
ciple is established that the power of the
purse is vested in the House of Represen-
tatives.

Hon. A. Lovekin: But the Senate may
request amendmenis,

Hou. H. SEDDON: So may we' The
Constitution of the Commonwealth shows
that Australia iz a national unit, having
national funetions, while reserving {o the
State, State functions. Twenty-seven years
have passed since the Commonwealth was
inangurated. To-day we have a generation
that has grown up under the Federal Cor-
stitntion. Many of the generation T vefer
to were not born when the Commonwealth
was inangurated, but to-day they are citizens
of the Commonwealth, exercising the fran-
chise. What are the conditions under which
they have lived? What are the national
ideals under which that generation has
grown up? Have they not grown up im-
bued with the idea, of which they hoast with
pride, that they are Augtralians? Do we
ant teach the children in the schools that
they are Australians? Do we not set be-
fore them our national ideals as Anstra-
liane? Will the new generation in these
rireumstances perpetuate the old jealousies
of their forefathers? On the other hand,
did not our hoys go to the front and fight
for Australia?  They did not set thein-
selves up as residents of this State or that
State; they ‘wemt forward as citizens
of the Commonwealth of Amstralia, I
claim that the new generation has
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grown up under the influence of {hat
sentiment, and that they will look at this
question before us now, from the standpoint
of Australians and not from the standpoint
of the State of their birth, The Common-
wealth Government have undertaken many
national obligations. They are charged with
the responsibilities of defence. When the
Federation was inaugurated there were no
old age pensious provided. The Common-
wealth has underteken that obligation. The
postal facilities were handed over to the
Commonwealth, together with lighthouses,
quarantine and other activities of a Federal
character. TIn aceordance with the decision
of the States, the collection of Customs
duties and Execise was passed on to the
Commonwealth. The financial develop-
ments, since Iederation was established,
have been such as to inerease the finaneial
burdens and responsibilities of the Com-
monwealth Government, more especially in
view of the wur expenditure and social
legislation of a national character.

Hon. G. W. \iles: And you have 30,000
Commonwealth public servants as well!

Hon. H. SEDDON: Quite so, and I will
deal with these matters in due course. I
wish to keep as closely as possible to my
notes so that T may follow up the logical
refuence of myv arguments. I wish te quote
from several Federal reports that may be
of interest to hon. members. The first I
will deal with is a financial return for 1927
in which we find the following items, indi-
cating the financial obligntions of the Com-
monwealth :—

£
Interest and sinking fund on war
debts .. . . .. 20,700,000
War pensions .. .. .. 7,400,000
Kepatrietion and other war servicea 1,120,000
Other interast and sinking fund 1,152,000
Invalid and old age pensions .. 9,000,000
Maternity allowance . . 675,000
Defence e .- . .. 5,382,000
Loss on territories .. ‘e ‘e 400,000
Loss on railways .. e .. 464,000
Road grants . . . 2,000,000
Bpecial granta to Western Aus-
tralia and Tasmsania (inelud-
ing £150,000 for North-West) 828,000
Government departments and mis-
cellaneous . . 3,945,000
£53,066,000

Hoen. J. J. Holmes: Did you say £150,000
for the North-West ¢

Hon. H. SEDDON: Yes,
dated the 15th March, 1927.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Hag that been paid?

Hon. J. J. Holmes: No.

The return is
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Houn. H. SEDDONX: It las not been paid
to my knowledge.

Hon. A Lovekin: Then what is the good
of quoting a figure like that?t
~ Hon H, SEDDON: The faet remains
that that provision is included in the Com-
monweaith expenditure for Western Aus-
tralia, and indicates that the money was
provided for the State Lhad we chosen to
exercise the right to hand over the North-
West territory to the Commonwealth.

Hon. G. W. Miles: T thought you were
putting up figures to show the expenditure
of the Commonwealth Government?

Hon. H. SEDDON: And the amount of
£150,000 was included in the Federal Esti-
mates of expenditure.

Hon. A. Lovekin: There is the other side
of the ledzer to be shown, toe.

Hon. ¥, SEDDON: In discussing that
point, I would like to quote from an
analysis I have made of the Commonwenlth
revenue and expenditure for the financial
year 1926-27. Dealing with the revenue
from taxation for that vear, we have the

following items:— )
Proportion of

Amount, Taxation

Revenue.

£ Per cent.
Customs .. 81,832,609 54
Exeise . .+ 11,719,878 20
Land tax .. .o 2,615,900 4
FProbate 1,362,357 2
lucoms tax .. 11,126,278 18

Entertainment 366,159 .6

These figures show the total revenue of
taxation was £58,994,809, or a proportion
of 75 per cent. to the total revenue.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: And out of that the
Federal Government are going to give
Western Australia £473,000 a year.

Hon. H. SEDDON: T would like to stress
those proportions becanse they become im-
portant when we consider the items of ex-
penditure. Under that heading we find the
following percentages of expenditure for
the same year, 1926-27:—

Proportion of

Amount. Expenditure.
£ Par cent.

Maternity and old

age pensions 9,919,315 13
Defence .. .. 4,240,828 5.6
Payments to States 8,262,912 1
Boad grants .+ 2,000,000 2.6
War services 29,309,083 386

The proportian of all those items comes to
71 per cent. of the total revenue, and 91 per
cent. of the revenue derived from taxation.

. the debate and I
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In those circumstances, ean any hon. mem-
ber conceive how it would be possible for
the Federal Government to increase the
ampunt of money to be made available to
the States, in view of the commitments and
responsibilities confronting the Federal
Government in relation to war and social
service requirements?

Hon. J. Cornell: Does the hon. member
argue that the provisions made in the
Financial Agreement are all that could be
made?

Hon. H, SEDDON: My argument is that
in view of the commitments of the Federal
Govertmenut, I cannot see how they conld
inerease the amount of money to be made
available to the States, without imposing
additional taxation on the people. Any
move in that direection would be resented,
because it would be recognised hy the people
that the Commonwealth were taxing them
as a Commonwealth authority in order to
distribnte the money between the States.

Hon. A. Lovekin: But if the population
were doubled, they would have additional
funds.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I will deal with that
point later on, if I am permitted to follow
the logical scquence of my arcuments,

Hon. A. Lovekin: And the Federal (fov-
ernment will give nothing back,

Hon. H. SEDDON: That phase has
been dealt with freely in the course of
shall content myself
with saying that I hope that argument will
not carry mueh weight.

Hon. G. W. Miles: Is there no better
way of distributing the £7,500,000%

Hon. H. SEDDON: That vonid be ar-
gued.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: I would be satis-
fied with that amount if the Qistribution
were done properly.

Hon, H. SEDDON: I will deal with
that point in dune eourse. There have been
remarks in Parliament and elsewhere re-
garding the position of the TFederal
finances and extravaganee. On that point
I would like to quote from the Budgeb
speech delivered by Dr. Earle Page in
1927-1928, in the House of Representatives.
In the course of his speech he said—

The outstanding features of the Govern-
ment’s finaneial policy have been rigid
economy in departmental administration, the
progressive reduction of war-time taxation,
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measures to enhance the natignal credit by
the systematic extinction of debt and com-
mon management of borrowing, the improve-
ment of banking machinery and marketing
metheds, humanitarian legislation to amelio-
rate the lot of the sick, the aged, returned
goldiers and their dependants, the immense
oxtension of postal and telephonic faeilities,
a five-years’ programme of defence develop-
ment, and the fullest co-operation with the
Btates in national development. A comparison
of 1921-22, the last complete financial year
before the Government took office, with the
present financial year, indicates the effect of
this poliey on cur finances. The leaders of
the present Government have, during the
whole period since 1921-22, had control of the
finances. The following reductions in taxa-
tion have been made, which are ¢umulative,
and are earried by each succeeding year. In
1923, a 25 per cent. reduction in postage was
made, notwithstanding which the position of
ul] officers had since been hettered and the
conditions of the pestal and telephonic ser-
vices gencrally had been greatly improved.
The numhber of telephones in Awustralin has
been more than doubled. Trovision for con-
tinuous scrvices is being made over practi-
cally the whole of Australia. Income taxation
reached its peak in 1921-22, being then 70%
per cent. above the original rate of 1914-15.
Sucecsstve reductions in 1922, in 1924, in
1925, and in 1927 have reduced that rate to
only 8 per cent. above the original level. The
gmount of non-taxable income has been raised
from £100 to £300, and many additional con-
ceasions granted, such as the inereased deduc-
tion for childten from £36 to £50, deductions
for vermin-proof fencing, medical expenses,
ote,, and the non-inclusion in the income of
5 per cent. of the value of thc home. As a
result, only £9,800,000 income tax will be
colleeted this year as compared with
£16,780,000 in 1921.22, despite the great
development that has taken place in the in-
terim and the number of income taxpayers
having been reduced by 650,000. The land
tnx was reduced py 20 per cent. in 1922, and
is now being reduced by ancther 10 per cent.,
hringing it below the level of the tax imposed
in 1914, while additional concessions in the
sholition of retrospective assessmenta, the
extension of the relief clauses, and a trien-
mal valuation are being given this year, The
war-time profits tax, which in 1921-822 re-
tarned £1,306,708, has gineca ired. The
direct taxation collected in 1921-22 totalled
£82,048,483 whilst the estimated collections in
1427-28 are £13,750,000, a reduetion of
£8,298 483. In the same period, the per capita
burden of direct taxation fell from £4 to £2
4s, 1d., a reduction of more than 45 per cent.
The Customs reverue, however, has increased
degpite the faet that in 1822 the duties on
barbed wire, wire-netting, and galvanised
iron and, in 1923, the duty on sulphur, were
replaced by bounties, while in 1825 revenue
duties on some 49 other articles were reduced
or abolished.

Hon. J. J. Holmes:
oreages ¥

What about the in-
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Hon. H. SEDDON: I shall ention
them. Dr. Earle Page econtinued—

The increase in the three items of expendi-
ture of the following table alone amount to
£519,000 more than the total increased yield
{rom all sources of taxation in these six
years, viz.:—

Financial assistance to the States

Invalid and gld-age pensions

Intereat and sinking fund on
works loans, other than loans
for business undertakings ..

£4,112,377
4,109,944

1,168,540
£9,390,861

Hon. C. F. Baxter: There have been
increases in the tariff since then.

Hon, H. SEDDOX: I shall refer to
them. Dr. Earle Page proceeded—

All sections of the community are in
agreement with the principle involved in pro-
viding assistance to the aged and the infirm
which the Commonwealth took over from the
States in 1910. Every Budget debate is
characterised -by a request for even more
liberal concessions than those which caused
practically half this increase in expenditure.
‘Lhe other half of the inereased expenditure
kas been incurred in rendering further finan-
cial assistance to the States, If the Common-
wealth had not accepted this responsibility,
the taxpayers would not have escaped the
burden, but would have paid it through addi-
tional State taxation. Of this increase,
£2,000,000 is provided by the Customs tariff
for Federal aid roads. This is more in the
nature of a charge on road-users for services
rendered, rather than taxation. It is in the
seme category as railroad fares.

Hon. G. W. Miles: They ecollected that
extra money from the users of the roads.

Hon. . F. Baxter: Much more than that.

Hon. H. SEDDQON: Dr.
added—

£1,050,533 additional is being paid in eon-
nection with the financial agreement to settle
on & permanent and satisfactory basis the
financial relations between the Commonwealth
and the States. The bulk of this amount is
4 contribution to the sinking fund, which will
more than repay itself in improved national
credit. . . . The establishment of the National
Debt Binking Fund, providing for the system-
atic extinetion of the public debt, and the
formation of the Federal Loan Council to
co-ordinate State and Federal horrowing,
have enhanced our uatiomal eredit, and
brought substantial savings to the taxpayers.

Those statements were made by the Federal
Treasurer in Parliament and could have
been challenged. To my krowledge they
have not been challenged, and in my opinion
the charge of Federal extravaganee made
from time to time has very little Pounda-

Larle Page
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tion, especially when we consider the actual
facts of Federal finance.

Hon. J. J. Holmey: While on that. will
you tell us about, the nine millions espendi-
ture on Cauberra that is costing this State
balf a million a year?

Hon. H. SEDDON: Yes, I will tell the
hon. memnber about, that. Ever since Feder-
ation was consummated it has been made a
charge against the Federal Government that
they were under the control and domination
of Melbourne influence. Again and again
that statement has been made. and again
and again the charge of Melbourne influence
on Federal legislators Las been repeated,
The Federal Constitution contained a pro-
vision that there shouid he wstablished a
Federal capital on Federal territory, and
cventusally it was decided by the Federal
Giovernment to give effect to this long.de-
layed requirement

Hon. G. W. Miles: And there was a wil-
ful waste of money on the part of the com-
wmission,

Hon, H. SEDDON: The Bruee Govern-
ment have given effect to thal provision or
the Constitution.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom: One of the
conditions was that the capital should be in
New South Wales.

Hon, H. SEDDON: Yes; the land was
taken from New South Wales and is now
Federal territory. The fact remains that we
have the Federal capital to-day, and Federal
members are legislating in the Federal House
at Canberra free from influences that might
be exerted were they carrying oot their
duties in any particular State. The benefits
arising from this factor to the whole uf the
outlying States, I consider, are immense.
We as Australinnis should be gratified thal
tho legislative work of the Cummonwealt!:
is being earried out in an impartial atmos-
phere and should realise that the smaller
States must benefit, even though an expendi-
fure of £9,000,000 has been ineurred to
secure Federal legislation in such an ntmos.
phere,

Hog. J. J. Holmes: What zbont the squan-
dering of money?

Hon. H. SEDDON: T have heard a lat
of talk about the souandering of money.
but T have not yet beard any facts to show
what the squandering has consisted of.

Hon, J. J. Holmes: Mr. Bruce himself
appointed a commission to inqguire into it.

Hen, H. SEDDON: I have heard of the
heavy expenditure ingurred in the estab-
Vishment of Canberra, and T ssk members
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to take into consideration the faet that the
Commonwealth, in establishing the Federsl
eapital, had to start in eutirely new country
and make arrangements for water supply,
sewerage, and nil the facilities indispensahle
to a modern city. They had to construct
buildings in keeping with the dignity of the
eapital of the country speh as we hope Aus-
tralia will be in future. Realising ilie re-
gpongibilities imposed upon the commission
and the work they had to do, it i3 possible
investigation will prove that tlose charges
of extravagance, like the charges of Federal
administrative extravagance, have equal
weight,

Hon. J. R. Brown: Get on with the agree-
ment.

Hon. J. J. Holmes interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I must ask
members to let the Hon. Mr, Seddon pro-
ceed. He has speeially appealed to members
to allow him {o proceed on his own lines and
T would remind them of that appeai.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I have quoted the
figures because I wish fo bring to the nofiee
of members this important faet, that in view
of the commitments of the Federal Govern-
ment there is very little chance of their in-
erensing their pavments to the States with-
out inereasing Federa) taxation. To increase
Federal taxation ‘would be just as wapopular
with the people as to inerease anv other
taxation. Realising the position of the Com-
monwealth Government, let us now examine
the position regarding the States. Are we
likely to get from the other States suy fur-
ther econsideration of the agreement in view
of the eonditions that surrounded its accept-
ance by the Premiers?

Hon. A, Lovekin: We shall not if we do
nof try.

Hon. J. R. Brown: 1t has token 10 years
to get this agreement.

Fon. H. SEDDON: Tt has taken a long
tume finally to evolve this agreament. Again
and again the State Premiers have been
called tomether to disenss the question of
Federal and State relationships and again
and again the meetings have heen dissolved
without arriving at a deeision.

Hon. G. W. Miles: The Prime Minister
himself admits that this is not an ideal
agreement.

Hon. H. SEDDON: T have not heard any
membher cnntend that it was an idesl agree-
ment. .

Hon. G. W, Miles: Well, why cannot we
wet an ideal agreement? .
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Hon. J. R. Brown: You would not under-
stand it if it were ideal.

Hon, H. SEDDON: (ne fact to be borne
in mind is that the agreement represents a
compromise, It is the final result of re-
peaied negotiations between the Premiers of
the varions States and che Prime Minister.
As a result of deliberations extending over
severa! years, they have eventunallv arrived
at an agreement that all are prepaved to
aceept. I suppose that no one party to the
agreement is completely satisfied with it, but
J ecannot see how thiz House can vote fo
upset it, or be the one party prepared to
gtand counter to an agieement approved of
by the various financiul authorities con-
cerned. Let me ask members to consider this
question; Having arrived, after consider-
able distussion, at a hasis on which States
and Commonwealth are agreed, would they
throw the whole thing into the melting pot
at the request of this House and reopen the
auestion? We are to ask the other States
to enter once more upon all the disenssions
and arouse all the feelings engendered in
arriving at this agreemunt, simply because
Western Awustralia is not satisfied with the
deal she has got. The other States may
rightly reply to us, “Weo are salisfied that
this is the best agreement on which we can
decide and, in order to solve the problem
once and for all. we are prepared to adopt
it. We now want to know from you some
substantial reason why e should reconsider
the whole question in crder to give you,
Western Australia, somc additional advant-

age.” '
Hon. A. Lovekin: It is monstrously un-
fair to this State,

Hon, H. SEDDON: 1 shall deal with the
question of its being monstrously unfair later
on. Arvistng out of the discussion om this
Bill certain very interesting constitutional
points were advanced by Mr. Lovekin. I
ghall group them under four definite heads,
and T hope the. hon. meruber will correct me
if T-am -wrong. They are—

(1) Section 87 and the right of the States
to three-fourths of the Customz and Excise
Tevenue,

(2) The definition of ‘‘balance and surplus
revenue'! and the right of the States to sur-
plus revenue.

(3) The constitutional right of the State
to delegate finaneial functions.

(£) The Finanecial, K Agreement Bill is incon-
sis]i%nt with the Constitution, and therefore in-
valid,

[COUNCIL.]

I'be hon. member also vzised a point regard-
ing the effect of the States Grants Bill and
the disabilities grants, and the relationship
vetween the scheduled armounts in the States
Grants Bill and in the Finaneial Agreement
Bill.

Hon. J. Cornell: Mr, Lovekin argued that
it was inconsistent with our Constitution,
not with the Federal Conctitution.

Hon. H. SEDDON: The hon. member
is referring to the question of the State dele-
zating its financial fuoclions. That is so.
In order to refresh the minds of members, T
shall rend Seetions 81, 2, 87, 94 and 105
of the Federal Constitution. Section 81 pro-
vides—

All revenues or moneys raised or received
by the Executive Government of the Com-
monwenlth shall form one Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund, and be appropriated for the pur-
poses of the Commonwenlth in the manner and
subject to the charges and liabilities imposed
by this Constitution,

Section 87 says—

The costs, eharges and expenses ineident to
the collection, management, and receipt nf the
Consolidated Revenue Fund shafl feem  *he
first charge thercon; and -the reveune of the
Commonwealth shall in the first instance he
applied to the payment of the expenditura of
the Commonwealth,

Section 87 =ays---

During a period of ten years after the es-
tablishment of the Commonwealth and there-
after until the Parliament otherwise provides,
of the net revenue of the Commonwealth from
doties of Customs and of Excise not more
than one-fourth shall he applted annusally by
the Commonwcalth towards ita expenditure.
The halance shall, in accordance with this
Constitution, be paid to the several States, or
applied towards the payment of interest on
dehts of the severnl States taken over by the
Commonwealth.

Section 94 says—

After five years from the imposition of
uniform duties of Customs, the Parliament
may provide, on such hasis as it deems fair,
for the manthly payment to the several States
of all surplus revenue of the Commonwealth.

Section 96 says-—

During a peried of tem years after the cs-
tablishment of the Commonwealth, and there
after until the Parliament otherwsar provides,
the Parliament may grant financial assistance
tn any State on such terms and ronditinng an
the Parliament maxy think fit.

Section 105 say=—

The Parliament may take over from the
States their public Jebts (as existing at the
estnhlishment of 'the Commonwealth} or a pre-
portion thereof according to the respeetive



(3 JuLy, 1928.]

numbery of their people as shown by the latest
statistics of the Commonwealth, and may con-
vert, renew, or consolidate snch debts, or any
purt thereof; and the State shall indemnify
the Commounwealth in respect of the debts
taken over, and thereafter the interest pay
able in respect of the debts shall be deducted
and retained from the portions of the surplus
revenue of the Commonwealth payable to the
several States, or if such surplus is insuffi-
cient, or if there is no surplus, then the de-
ficieney or the whole amount shall he paid by
the several States.

Section 87 is a part of the Conunonwealth
Constitution. It conlains a specially im-
portant phrase, namely—*“Until the Parlia-
ment otherwise provides.” The provision is
made that the definite proportion of the
revenue, which is to be devoted to the Com-
monwealth revenue, shall not exceed one-
fourth. As n matter of fact, a considerably
larger amount than three-fourths of the
revenue from Customs and excise, during
the early days of Federation, was handed
back to the States. That makes a big dif-
ference. The framers zaw the future possi-
bilities in Commonwealth finance.  Then
there is -the other phrase, “The balance.”
That, I think, cannot he read in any other
eonnection than as part of Section B7, and
as referring to the paragraph immediately
preceding it. This says, “During a period
of ten years after the establishment of the
Commonwealth, ete, not more than one-
fourth shall be applied annoally by the
Commonwealth fowards its expenditure; the
balance shall, in avecordance with this Con-
stitution, be paid ta the several States.”

Hon. A. Lovekin: The Chief Justice gave
an interpretation of that in the High Court.

Hon, H. SEDTYOX: We have had a lot
of legal advice on this question, not only
in this House, but also from time to time
by these who desired te obtain from the
Commonwealth fovernment an increased
amount of revenne, The fact remains that
up to the present no one has seen sufficient
in this reading of Section 87 to induce them
to take proceedings against the Federal
Government with a view to obtaining those
moneys to whieh they thought they were
enlitled. The words, “the balance,” most be
taken in conjunction with the immediately
preceding paragraph of Section 87. In sup-
port of that I say that surplus revenue is
provided for in Seetion 94. In this conneec-
tion I will read a quotation from the Com-
monwealth Year Book, No. 17 of 1924, page
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381, under the heading of “Surplus rev-
enue"’—

Until the end of 1907 the balance of the

consolidated revenne fund of the Common-
wealth was paid to the States; from 1908 the
States only received three-quarters of the net
revenue from Customs and Exeise.
It will he seen that the interpretation
placed by the Commonwealth Governmesnt
upon the definition of surplus revenue,
contrasts with the definition of “the %al-
ance” put forward in the House by Mr.
Lovekin.

Hon, J. Cornell: There may not have
been any balance in 1908,

Hon, H. SEDDON: The Commonweaith
Government were prepared to pay to the
States, and did actually pay to them prior
to 1907, three-fourths of the surplus of the
Consolidated Revenne Fund of the GCowm-
monwealth. That is the difference between
the definition which Mr. Lovekin has on-
deavoured to read into the section, and
that which was aeted upon by the Com-
monwealth Government.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Sir Samuel Crifliths
says that these words are interchangeable.

Hon. H. SEDDOXN: The Commonwealih
Government did not read them in that way.
They did pay from their Consolidated
Revenue Fund the surplns they had in hand
during the early days of Federation. [
wish to return lo Section 87 of the Act
and to deal with the phrase, “Until Parlia-
ment otherwise provides.” Tn 1910, hy
the Surplus Reverme Aet, “Parlinment
otherwise provided.’”” Tt provided first of
all that Seetion 87 shonld ‘cease to have
offect. Rection 2 of the Surplus Revenue
Act lays down —

From and after the 31st December, 1910,
Section 87 of the Constitution shall cease to
bave effect, so far as it affects the power of
the Commonwealth to apply any portion of
the net revenue of Cnstoms and Excise
towards its expenditure, and so far as it
affecta the payment of ‘‘any balanee’’ by
the Commonwealth to the several States or
the application of such balance towards the

rayment of interest on the dehts of the sev-
cral States taken over by the Commonwealth.

The remaining sections dea] with the 2As,
per head of the population.
Hon. A. T.ovekin: They
Constitution,
Hon. H. SEDDON: They deal also with
special payvments to Western Australia,
and with the final payment of surplus re-

altered their
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venue of the States, apart from the per
eapita basis.

Hon. A. Lovekin:
Constitution.

Hon. H. SEDDON:
GayS—

They altered their

Another section

In addition to the payments referred to in
Lection 4 of this Act, the Treasurer shall pay
i0 the several States in proportion to the
rumber of their people, all surplus revenue

in his hands at the close of each

e
nantial year,
Section 3 of the Surplus Revenue Act
rends—

Bection 87 of the Constitution Act shall
cense to have effect.

It is to have no cffect in the first place
in limiting the power of the Commonwealth
to take any portion of the Customs and
Fxcise revenue. It ceases to have effect in
regard to the payment of any balauce, and
az to the application of such balance to the
payment of interest. Then Seetion £7
ceases to have effect regarding the disposal
of the revenue from Customs and Excise
that is then in the hands of the Federal
Parliament. In 1927 the States Granis Act
was passed. That repeals Seetions 4, G,
and 7 of the Surplus Revenue Act, but it
does not repeal Section 3. So far as the
Surplus Revenne Act is coneerned, Section
3 of the Act is still in existence and operc-
tive. It is therefore necessary that the
States Grants Aet must be read in conjune-
tion :with the interpretation given to See-
tion B7 .of the Constitution by Section 3 of
the Surplus Revenue Aect.

Hon. A. Lovekin: That particular one is
not valid.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Any Act of Parlia-
ment which contains an operative seetion
mast be acepted as valid until it is repealed.

Hon, .A. Tovekin: But Parliament has
not otherwise provided.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Pariiament provided
by Section 3 of the Surplus Revenue Act
that Seetion 87 of the Constitution should
cease to have effect. The States Grants Act
amends the Surplus Revenue Act of 1310
by repealing Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7. It
does not repeal Section 3, which is there-

. fore operative.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Parliament then had
not otherwise provided.

Hen. H. SEDDON: Parliament other-
wise provided by the States Granis
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Act, which laid down definitely thig
certain sunrs  shall  be payable Lo
Western  Australia, and that eertain

sums shall glso be payable to Tasmania. In
addition, it provided that the Treasurer shall
pay to the several States of the Common-
wealth any surplus revenue -in his hands.
Again, the surplus revenue provision is con-
tinued by the States Grants Act.

Hon. A, Lovekin: Read the next section.
Under this agreement it all goes by the
board.

Hon. H, SEDDON: Sectwoyn 5 den's with
the surplus revenue, and Section i deals
with the payment to the States. The pro-
vision that is made under this is that certamn
sums prescribed in the sehedule of the Act
chall be payable to the various States, sub-
Ject to the terms of any agreement that is
made. , ’

Hon. A, Lovekin: Instead of the other.

Hon. A, J. H. Saw: Is this the tribunal
to deal with these legal niceties?

Hon. H., SEDDON:, One hon. member
has raised these points as part of hir argu-
ment against the Bill. T take it, it in with.
in the province of any other member to put
forward his arguments, and place hin views
hefore the House npon the interpretation
that he puts upon the section.

Hon. A, Lovekin: T raised the point that
we ought to test them,

Hon. J. Cornell: They should not ba
tested.

Hon. H. SEDDON: 1 am bringing for-
ward counter arguments, We are all ep-
titled to express our opinions on this jm.
portant question. T have read from the
various Commonwealth Acts, because I think
it is elearly shown thai the whole proceed-
ings have been linked up and connected to-
gether from Section 87 of the Constitution
down to the States Grants Aet, and further
down to the Financial Agreement, which
fatter document provides for certein aetion
to be taken in respect of the payments to
be made from the Commonweslth {0 the
States. Section 3 deals with the qucstion of
the amount of money which is received in
Customs and exeise, and th: mechcd@ hy
which that money can be handled by the
Federa! Government. T therefore contend
that the hon. member’s argument dies noi
hold good, in view of the conmection exist-
ing hetween these Acts of Parliament, all
of which trend in the same direction.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Three eminent lawyers
said they ought to he tested.
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Hon. A. J. H. Saw: Perhaps the; were
looking for fees,

Hon, A. Lovekin: That may be so.

Hon. H. SEDDON: There is anothe:
aspect of the matter to which 1 would like
1o refer. This agresment has been consented
to by six Premiers. When they met in 1926
they would not listen to any prop-sals to
alter the nrrangements on the contributions
from the Federal Government to the States.
These Premiers met again, all hougry for
eash, and looking for some opportunity to
get more money. [f there bad Leen aunything
in the hon. member’s contention, particnlarly
in view of the experience of New South
Wales and the futile endeavour of that
State to get £100,000, and had these needy
men been able to diseover any constitutional
noint, such as is contended hy Mr. Tovekin
actually exists, that point would have been
tested, and the whole thing would hnve been
thrashed out long ago. The fact that these
points were not tested by these needy Pre-
miers, and that they could see nothing in
the contention, and being assured by their
finaneial and legal advisers that the poinis
were not worth pressing, they decided to
append their signatures to the acreement.
From that standpoint, therefore. Mr. Love-
kin's contention can hardly stand, The
second point the hon. member has taken is
that the Finanecial Agreement is inconsist-
ent with the Constitution.

Hon. J. Cornell: What the hon, memher
said was that parts of the Financial Agree-
ment were inconsistent with onr Constitu-
tion.

Hon. H. SEDDON: He used bath points,

Hon. .J. Cornell: No.

Hon. H. SEDDON: He refers to the pre-
amble of the Federal Act which reads—

Whereas permanent effect eannot be given
to the proposals contained in the said scheme
nnless the Constitution of the Commonwealth
ia altered to eonfer on the Commonwenlth Par-

liament power to make laws for earryving out
or giving permanent effect to such proposals.

That amendment of the Constitution i
known as 105A and it 15 printed at the back
of the Bill, It is simply, in my opinion, &
machinery measure tn make effective the
working of Seection 105 which provides for
the taking over of the State debts. The
provision is that for 58 years there shall he
a hinding agreement hetween the contract-
ing parties. The PFederal Government pos-
sessed that power but it is not within their
provinee {0 bind all the Wederal Parliaments
for the term of the agreement under the
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Constitution. Conseyuently, they are asking
the people of Anstralia to give them power
io amend the Constituiion by inserting a
seetion which will enable them &o male
s permanent and binding agreement.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Agreements.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Quite so, The
T'ederal Government have the power to make
such agreements af the present time, but
those agreements cannot be made for all
time, and it is within the power of a sub-
sequent Government to npset any such agree-
ment. Ts it within the province of a State
Parliament to pass a 13ill to provide for
such an agreement? Sertion 109 of the Com-
monwealth Constitution clearly sets out that
a State law is invalid where it conflicts with
the Commonwealth law or the Constitution.
Hon. members will realise that one part is
distinetly stated to be inoperative until such
time ag the Constitution has been amended.
Other parts of the Constitution have been
altered, and therefore 1 hold that the con-
tention of Mr. Lovekin nill not stand. More-
over, the parts that arg contrary to the Com-
monwealth Constitution are distinctly stated
to be knoperative until such time as the Con-
stitution has been amended. Other parts
that are consistent with the Constitution are
operative, and again therefore 1 cannot see
that there can be anything to sustain in his
contention that the Bill we are ennsidering i«
inconsistent with the Constitution under the
conditions in which it was introduced, The
reason it is necessary rtor making a per-
manent and binding agreement is this: The
proposal is that the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment shall take over the State debts and
provide for their elimnation within a period
of 58 vears. The perind of 58 years is ar-
rived at by adopting an acturial scheme, a
seheme in which there shall be three-eighths
per cent. sinking fund, and in which it is
also provided that certain sacurities re-
deemed by that sinking fund shall earry ap
interest rate of 4% per cent. Under those
conditions, the whole anount should be re-
paid within the perigd of 58 years. That
being the ecase, it wil; readily be realiced
Jhat it will be imposs:ble to inaugurate a
seheme that could be altered from time to
time in view of ealenlat;cns involved in this
period of 58 ycars, involved in the contri-
butions made, and involved in the conditions
governing the interest paid, and it is for
that purpose necessary that the Constitation
gshould be amended so that the Government
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may arrive at an agreement that will be bind-
ing upon them for the whole period that the
weheme will operate. Another point raised by
the hon. member is witk respect to the State
constitutional disghility 1o hand over certain
of its funetions. Mr. Lrvekin asks whether
it is within the ammt ot the State constitu-
tional powers to pass such legislation. [
answer that question by asking him another:
Did not the States hand over certain powers
they possessed to the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment, when the Commonwealth was
formed? Is it not a fact that enabling Bills
were ;passed through all the State Parlia-
mengs, to enable them l¢ do eertain things
and to hand over eertair powers to the Com-
monwealth Government? That having been
established, it necessarily follows that the
States have demonstrated they are able to
hand over eertain powers {hey possess. There
19 another view to which I would direct
attention, and that is whether the States
are actually handing over their borrowing
powers to the Loan Council. The Loan Coun-
eil is ecomposed of representatives of the
Commonwealth and of al} the States. The
States are component parts of that council
and each State has an equal vote. The States
ther meet in council for the purpose of co-
operation in dealing with questions ol
finance. I think the i1dea of the Loan Coun-
cil in the first place was that it should be
formed to prevent com:petition in borrowing
between the various States. It was reecog-
nised that in times of finangial jstringency,
money that was wanted mighi not be
aveilable and so that one State should
not have an undue advantage over an-
other, it was agreed to meet together
and to endeavour as far as possible
to work in harmony and be sure of
securing the money that was available. As
I pointed out previously, the States’ esti-
mates are their own basiness. The States
voluntarily limit their own schedules where
funds are not available now. A State may
do exactly the same in the Loan Couneil
where it is determined by the council that
funds are not available or that the rates are
too high, or discounts too heavy. The States
will do in eoncert what, if they were wise,
they would have done individually. Will it
be argued that any State is forfeitiny any
of its powers by joining the Loan Council?
T repeat that this arrangement will be to
the ndvantage of lhe States and the Com-
monwealth, and will prevent the States
" playing into the hands of those who have
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money to lend, and getting an advantage
one over the other, and thus making the
position of the weaker States, as it were,
suffer by reason of the stronger States being
able to offer a better rate of interest, It is
-definitely provided that there shall be ne
interference by the Loan Couneil with the
estimates of a State. Therefore, I contend
that the freedom of the Btate is entirely
retained. Whatever ngreement may be ar-
rived at by the Loan Couneil, it will be for
the benefit of all. An interesting point was
rajsed by Mr. Tovekin with regard to the
difference existinz between the amounts set
out under the States Grants Aet and the
figures quoted in the Bill we are considering.
Tn the States Qrants Aet the econtribution to
be made to the varinus States differs from
the contribution to he provided under the
Financial Agreement. For example, in the
schedule of the States Grants Act there is
provision for an amount of £2,978,343 to be
given to New South Wales, whilst in the
Financial Agreement Bill the faure ts
£2017,411. The amount to he given to
Western Australin under the States (irants
Act 1= £483,750, whilst under the Bill we
are considering the fiznre is £473,432, These
variations eansed hon, members to draw
attention to the fact that the sehedule of
the States Grants Act varied from the
sechedule of the PFinancial Acreement Bill
Thev will find that the Aect operates only
to the end of the 1928 financial year, and
that the Financinl Agrecment will come into
operation afterwards. I have it on the
authority of the Prime Minister that it was
found, on examining the details of the
poepulation of the varions States, the figures
adopted for the purposes of the States
Grants Act were incorrect, and revised
figures were used in connection with the
agreement, Thus we have the reason for
the difference. I thought it as well that
the point should be cleared up during the
debate.  The legal points raised by Mr.
Lovekin bave already been examined by the
framers of the Rill and other eonstitutional
and legal authorities. Having run the
gauntlet of the Houses of Parliament, T am
prepared to take the risk of those points
being npset. I expeet, however, that the
Chief Secretary will give ns further infor-
mation on the interpretations. Reference
has been made to the powers given
to the Loan Couneil, and it has also
heen stated that the object of the
formation of the Loan Couneil was two-fold
—the e¢o-ordination of Qovernment borrow-
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ing and the mobilisation and distribution of
the credit of the people of Australia be-
tween the varions States. The Loan Couneil
can only determine the rates and terms
governing loans. Where credit is restricted,
competition is avoided and the amount that
can be got is apportioned on a set formula
agreed to by al' the parties concerned. The
council bas no power to discuss a State’s
estimates. Those estimates are simply set
out for the information of the council: they
are totalled and the money obtainable is
apportioned as <et out in the agreement.
In the ease where the Loan Couneil arrives
at an agreement, the hasis taken is the
amount of loan expenditure of the various
States in the ovreceding five vears. To
ascertain how that woul? work T have taken
the loan expenditure of the scveral States
during the last five vears, and worked out
these figures—in the event of a disagree-
ment, the proportion would finally be deter-
mined on this basis: the Commonwenalth
would take 20 per eenb, and the States 80
per cent. The final proportions would be:
New South Wales would tuke 21.8 per cent.,
Vietoria 23.6 per cent.. Queensland 9.8 per
ceat., South Australin 10 per cent., \Western
Australia 8.4 per cent,, and Tasmania 2.4
per cent, Those are the proportions that
will prevail in the event of the counecil not
being able to obtain all the money it wanted,
or being able to urrive at a deeision regard-
ing distribution. There is provision in the
Biil to the effect that with the unanimous
approval of the council, the States may
borrow separatelv. The question has been
raised as to why the anproval of the conncil
should be unanimeuns. We have to recognise
that a State has ite own investing publie,
and in the ordinary course of events would
depend on that public to take up its loans.
T understand that the Western Australian
loans are raised throngh the London and
Westminster Bank. Tkat institution has an
arrangement with eertain financiers by
which, when a loan becomes due, the bank
is able to place the loan. Tt is quite evident
that unless the provision about the unani-
mous deeision existed, a sharp Treasnrer
might take advantage of the opportunity.
realising that there was going to be g short-
age of money, and step in ahead of everv-
one else, scoop the market and obtain al?
the money that might be available. As a
matter of fact, New South Wales did this
very thing. That State realised that there
was a shortage of monev, The Loan Couneil
were prepared to pay 514 per cent.. hut as
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New South Wales wanted money very badly,
they stepped in ahead of the Loan Couneil
and offered 5% per cent. In that way they
got the money they required. Under the
Loan Council, all the States stand together,
and they share under a mutually agreed
quota. Hon. members will admit that this
is a fair position for all the States associated
with the Loan Council, a position that did
not previously exist. The former conditions
were rapidly developing into a 1nce between
the various States; this was creating a bur-
den on the peovle, and it was becoming un-
profitable to concider the raising of further
loans. If only a limited amount was avail-
able under the old scheme, the highest bidder
eot the lot. There is another point in con-
neetion with the powers of the Loan Couneil.
C'ertain States have strong finaneial instito-
tions in their midst and it is well
recognised that the insurance companies
and the banks operating in Western
Australia are all Eastern Stetes econ-
cerns, What is the result? The control of
these institutions is centred in the Eastern
States, so that when a Government has to
place loans on the market, these institutions
are approached to take up the securities. The
Enstern States have in their capital cities the
headquarters of these financial institutions,
and those Stales are better able to arrange
Joans than is Western Australia, which
merely has the branches in its eapital eity.
Tn order to show how this works omt, T
have taken out the proportions of that in-
orense during the past six vears for the

varions States. shown in the following
tahle:—
Debt Inercase six years to 1927.
State. Owverseas. Australia.
per cent. per cent.
New South Wales 60 40
Vietoria .. 32.6 67.4
Queensland .. 36.8 63.2
South Australia . . 20.6 79.2
Western Australia 76 24
Tasmania 622 37.R

The point ahout this is that no comparisor
can be drawn between the horrowing poli-
wies of the various States and their over-
sea trade balances. As a matter of faet,
the States of Western Australia, South Aus-
tralin. and Queensland almost invariably
have large credit balances overseas as the
result of exportation of their produets.
while the States of New South Wales and
Vietoria are in the reverse position, their
imports exceeding their exports, The resnlt
t3 that these last two States almost invari-
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ably have debit balances overseas. A fur-
ther result is that New South Wales and
Victoria are naturally looking for funds in
London to meet their accounts. Western
Australia, on the other hand, is looking for
funds in the Eastern States to meet its
acecounts, Thus it follows that our credits
are made available for the Eastern States in
London, while we ourselves look to the East-
ern States for eredits to meet our accounts.
In either case the arrangement works ad-
versely to Western Australia, Western
Auystralin would have benefited, and benefited
very considerably, by being able to float
more of her public debt in Australia, in-
stead of being compelled, as she evidently
has been, to inerease it abroad. I intend
to deal with that phase later, and to show
what the people of this State are really
paying for the debts they owe. The figures
will, I think, be astonishing to hon. mem-
bers.

Hon, G. W. Miles: Do you maintain
that we can bhorrow at a lower rate in Aus-
tralia than at Home?

Hon- H. SEDDON: Yes, infinitely
cheaper in the esse of a State like Western
Australia, having sucl large credits over-
geas.

Hon. W. T. Glasheen: But the actunal
rate per cent. paid for loans here is higher.

Hon. H. SEDDON: While the rates paid
here are higher, the value rceeived is
greater because of the fact of trade hal-
aneces to which I have alluded. Mr. Holmes
took certain objections to the Bill. Firstly
he said that Western Australia could not
exist and finance her development on
£500,000 of indireet taxation annually.
Secondly, that the State was being beaten
for £1,500,000. Then Mr. Holimes said
no speaker had claimed that Western Aus-
tealia was getting what it was entitled to.
He challenged the statement that the agree-
ment was more favourable to Western Aus-
tralin than to auy other State. He sng-
gested that owing to the composition of the
Loan Council this State could be starved
into submitting to unification.  Further,
Mr. Holmes contrasted the advantages of
borrowing under the Loan Counecil with the
results of Western Australian and Com-
monwealth loans, He suggested that the
Bill should be held wp until the resull of
the referendum was known, and that then
an equitable arrangement should be made.
Further, he suggested that we should
stump the Eastern States with a view to

[COUNCIL.]

getiing a better deal for Western Austra-
lia. Lastly Mr. Holmes suggested that the
agreement should be tried out for 10, 15,
or 20 years and then readjusted on the per
capita basis as it would be then.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Readjust the dis-
tribution from year to year on the per
capita basis.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I think the hon.
member mentioned a term of L0 years for
trying out.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: For an apreement,
but distribution from year to year on the
basis of population.

Hon. H. SEDDON: [ will now take Mx.
Holmes’s first objeetion, that Western
Australia could not exist and finance
her development on £500,000 of indireet
taxation only. T take it this objection
involves the nuestion of o per capita
grant and the question of re-adjusting
the payments on an arsa  basis,
At any rate, we are dealing with the
gquestion of Western Australia’s develop-
mental policy. It seems to me that Mr.
Holmes and Mr. Lovekin have put up a
splendid argument against foreign borrow-
ing as the poliey of developing this State,
rather than an argument against the Finan-
cial Agreement as laid hefore us. I have
repeatedly heard Mr. Holmes in this House
refer to the burden which bas been imposed
upon our people by our borrowing policy.
He 'has pointed out that it means an enor-
mous load of debt on the people.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Unless spent pro-
perly.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Mr. Holmes has re-
peatedly pointed ont the faet that we have
funded a deficit of some £6,000,000 sterl-
ing, the accumulation of various Govern-
ments, on which amount the people have
to pay interest and sinking fund. The
Financial Agreement makes one provision
which, in my opinion, will entirely satisfy
the point raised by Mr. Holmes, and will
also entirely satisfy the financial eritics
who are ecriticising (Government finance so
severely. The provision is that in the case
of a deficit being funded, the State will
have to pay a sinking fund of 4 per eent.
on it, instead of paying only 14 per cent,
and further will be penalised by deprivation
of the %4 per ecent. contribution of the Fed-
eral Government. T eonsider that such a
provision imposes a strong obligation on
the Treasurer of every State to look to his
Budget. I eanhot imagine any Premier



[8 Juuy, 1928.]

taking the responsibility of budgeting for
a deficit or running any risk that he shall
have a deficit with such a penalty awaiting
him in the event of a deficit being incurred.
I cen imagine that he will take every care
to see that his Estimates are sound and
that the administration of the departmenis
is being carried out efficiently, in order that
he may keep well within his Budget. That
provision of the agreement should appeal
to every person who is concerned for the
financial progress of Western Australia.
There is, however, one fact that we have
to facee Our present developmental policy
is being carried out at an enormous cost.
The 33 per cent. reduetion in taxation
which we have at present as the result of
Federal grants, obscures the position effec-
tively. If the people of Western Aunstralia
realised what they would have to pay were
it not for the 33 per cent. reduction, they
would at once take steps to inquire whether
our present developmental policy is sound.
I undersiand that the 33 per eent. reduction
will be eartied on during the continunance
of financial assistanee from the Common-
wealth.

How. J. J. Holmes: Tt was fixed only for
one year.

Hon. H. SEDDOX: In order to demon-
strate to bon. members the exnet position
which obtains in Western Austiralia from
foreign borrowing, T will teke the illustra-
tion of the 1927 loan of £1,500,000 which
was floated in London. The Iloan was
Boated at 9714, it earried 5 per cent. inter-
est and 1% per cent. sinking fund, and is
redeemable in 1975. The amount then re-
payable 1s £1,500,000, plus interest. The
amount received, at 97V, was £1,462,500,
The flotation expenses amounted to
£31,539. Thus the proeeeds of the loan
amounted, in London, to £1,430,961. Now
we come to the proceeds of the loan. It
has been said, of course, that the proceeds
are retained in London to meet loan charges
on our public debt. The position, how-
ever, as Mr. Lovekin has pointed out, is
that goods have been sent to Australia re-
presenting these debts, and that the charges
paid in London by the State will ultimately
have to be met in London by gonds from
Australia. The proeeeds of the loan huve
been, or will be, sent to Australia iv the
form of goods. The overall Federal tariff
19, not 18 per cent. as stated by Mr. Love-
kin, but 22.63 per ceni., for which figure
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my azthority is the “Commonwealth Year
Book.™ Therefore the value of goods at
English prices sent to Australia as repre-
setting the foan refurred to is £1,166,593,
But this is not the end. In 1927 imports
from oversea fo Australin were distributed
as follows:—New South Wales 42 per cent.,
Victoria 34 per cent., Queensland 8 per
eent., South Australia 9 per eent, Western
Australia 6 per eent.,, Tasmania 1 per cent.

Hon, G. W, Miles: But we re-imported
from the other States,

llon. H. SEDDON: Yes, that is just the
point. Our overseas finance is handled by
the banks as an Aunstralian unity. The de-
bits and credits are set in the balance of
exchange in London on Australia. In Lun-
don no distinction i made between ithe
credic due to, say, Western Australia, and
the debit owing by Vietoria; and in Aus.
tralia the whole thing is bhandled as one
unit. Last year Australian imports were
£164,716,594, and  Australian  exports
£144,895,183, leaving a debit balance of
£19,821,411. Those tigures mean that we
imported more goods than we exported, and
at the same time we floated loans in
London amounting, I understand, to some
£40,000,000 in order to meet Govermment
expenses, interest and sinking fund charges
on loans.

Hon, W. T. Glasheen: How did that ed-
verse balance affect the exchange?

Hon. H. SEDDON: Naturally it would
affect our exchange.. The balanee eould only
be met abroad by offering loans.

Hon, W, T. Glasheen: But by how much
did it affect the exchange?

Hon. H, SEDDON: I have not got the
fighre out. I am just quoting the main items
affecting the import of goods. Returning
to the loan I have instanced, hon. members
will see by the figures quoted that of the
oversea imports to Australia, and therefore
of the proceeds of the loan, 94 per cent. goes
to the Eastern States, and there it meets
onr debits, which in the case of Western
Anstralin are greater with the East than
oversens. In support of that argument I
may point out that in 1927 Western Aus-
tralin’s imports from overseas totalled
£9,447,033, and Western Australia’s over-
seas exports lotalled £13,067.922. For the
same year our imports from the Anstralian
States totalled £8,929,028, and ounr exports
to the Eastern States £1,405,089. Thus we
have debits in the Kastern States and credits
overseas, and yet we are floating loans over-
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seas. Those loans come to Auvstralia in the
form of goods. The goods go to {he Eastern
States, and the Eastern States get the bene-
fit of the loan money which is being made
available in London to the extent of 94 per
eent. Then we buy goods from the Eastern
States. There is a distinet loss in that re-
spect.
per cent. from overseas and 94 per cent.
from the Eastern States, and pays freight
in either case. Taking the: {onnage figures
of imports and the total value of imports,
we get the average valae of imports per ton,
From the Easlern States the figure is £32.5
per ton, and from overseas £19 per ton,
The musimuni freight from the Eastern
States amounts to 38s. per ton, whereas the
minimum freight from overseas is 30s, per
ton. I have taken the minimum [freight
charges in both instances and this is, I find,
equivalent to a charge on interstate goods
of 6 per cent, and on overseas goods of
8 per cent. The goods brought in on acecunt
of a loan will earry 6 per cent. on direct im-
ports, 8 per cent. on imports to the Eastern
States from overseas, and 6 per cent. on
imports from the East. Of the loan of
£1,166,393 in London, the values of the im-
ports, representing 94 per cent, go to
the Hast—tbat js to say, the amount of

£1,096,879—on which £57,189 is paid in-

freight. That leaves £1,030,690 to be sent
West in the form of goods on which £58,850
will be paid in freight. That will leave a
balance of £080,840. The 6 per cent. direct
imports, which represent £70,014, consist of
goods on which £5186 is paid in freight,
leaving a balance of £64,828. Thus, we
have the final total in the import purchas-
ing value in London amounting to £1,045,668.
which is equal to 70 per cent. of the lvan
we horrow. Thkat is one argument 1T
advance in support of my eontention that
it would pay us handsomely to borrow in
the Eastern States instead of overseas, par-
tieufarly when we have credits in London
that we conld sell to other States that had
debits there.

Hon, 3. W. Miles: Yon would not get
enough money fo carrv out the necessary
developmental work here.

Hon. J. J. Helmes: Yon wanl a new
Treasurer.

Hon. H.. SEDDON: 1In these eircum-
stances we seeured 70 per cent. of the
amonnt we borrowed and the question may
naturally arise as to what we paid for it.
The loan was floated at 5 per cent. and
carried a half per cent. charge for sinking

Our loan comes to us in goods, six.
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fund purposes. It will be seen that 5 per
cent. on £1,500,000 equals £82,500 that has
to be paid in London each year, On a loan
of £1,045,668 that would represent 7.8 per
cent. That is what this State bas to pay
for the value of the goods hought in Lon-
dgon for £1,500,000, and it has to be re-
membered that the Australian rate for loans
is 5% per cent, I have digressed a little
to quote these fizures, bui the whole idea of
developing Australia by means of foreign
money has come up for serious considera-
tion and, in common with Sir James Mit-
chell, I contend that the right policy for
Western Australia is to concentrate upon
efficiency of production and upon inecreased
production per head of population. By this
means we shall create a surplus that will
enable funds to be made available for de-
velopmental purposes. That development
can he regulated in proportion te the sue-
cess achieved hy that means.

Hon. E. Rose: You will not increase pro-
duction by encouraging people to stop in
the city.

Hon, H. SEDDON : That is another phase
that I am not dealing with at the moment.
I am merely empbasigsing the point that our
present policy of borrowing foreign money
for developmental purposes is serionsly open
to question.

Hon J. J. Holmes: I do not want to in-
terrupt you, but do vou eclaim that the
foreign money is costing as 7.8 per cent.?

Hon, H. SEDDON: Yes, There are other
fizures that T ean quate in support of that
argument. The following table shows the
inereases under the various headings durine
the perind from 1921 to 1926:—

Headlng,. £ Percentage
Increase Public Debt ... 20,071,263 42
Inecrense Interest nnd Sinking Fund 1,236,184 50
Charges
Incrense Production . 9,354,827 45
acres.
Increase Land alienation ... . 4,43‘:‘,[';61 hT 4

souls.

Increase Pppulation 44,857 14

Hon. members will realise from these
figures, the resnlts we are getting from our
population increase as the result of our loan
expenditure. Mr, Holmes questioned whether
Western Australia wounld not receive a bet-
ter deal if payments were made on the per
capita basis as eompared with what we
shall receive under the Finaneinl Agree-
ment. T elaim that our present poliry
of developing the country by means of
a skeleton oecupation iz imposing a burden
upon the prople that we should sericusly eon-
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sider with a view to revision.. A study of
the position shows that we have extensive
railway construction with a minimum utili-
gation of land in the vicinity of those rail-
ways. I have compiled a further table to
show the progress of land settlement in this
State from 1921 to 1927. I have excluded
all land east of Mullewa and Southern Cross,
and also the Port Hedlund railway.

Hon. G. W. Miles: Do you intend to re-
ply to the statement Mr. Holroes made about
the £7,500,000 being distributed on the 1926
per capita basis?

Hon H. SEDDON: Yes, the figures I am
about to quote form part of my reply to
that argument. The figures showing the re-
lative land settlement i the years 1921 and
1926 are as follows:—

1921, 1824,
acres, BCTOS.
Ares alienated, Jeased or licensed 278,624,583 253,806,977
Acreage allennted or In process of 24,981,031 20,268,782
allenatlicn
Acreaga within 12 miles of a rall- 30,087,040 42,887,200
way, oxcluding dry areas -
Ared In agricultural use 7,704,242 9,767,180
Acreage under crop 1,001,680 2,082,110
Percenhnce ot acreags under crop
within 12 miles of a railway, 47 7-0
mludlng dey areas
Percentage of ncreage in agricul
tural use within 12 miley of n} 81 38
rallway, axcluding dry areas

I want to emphasise tke point disclosed by
these fipures that 7 per eent. of the land
within 12 miles of a railway was cropped,
and 33 per cent. of the lund in that eategory
was put to agricultural use. I quote those
Hgures to show thai our present policy of
land development does not make use of the
area that is capable of development,

Hon. J. J. Holmes: What has this to do
with the Financial Agrecment?

Hon. H. SEDDON: I am making the
point that our policy lhes been devised for
the development of Western Australia, but
it has placed the State at a very serions dis-
advantage and ought tc be reconsidered. The
problem should be studied when dealing
with our borrowing policy.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Will you not have to
go to foreign markets for all that?

Hon H. SEDDON: T am trying to point
out the better conrse tp pursue with regard
to onr borrowings. The population inereased
during the years I hava mentioned, 1921 to
1926, to the extent of 44,657 At that rate of
progress, by the time we bave alienated half
of the State, we shell hrve aequired another
2,000,000 people, and yel that would be less
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than the present population of New South -
Wales. In other words, the increased popu-
lation we eould expect would not place us in
8 befter position te sectre a more favour-
able grant under the per capita system.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: We would still get
£450,000, no more and no less.

Hon. H. SEDDON: There is another
point to be recognised. There is one factor
that makes for rapid increase in popula-
tion; that is a miniug discovery, The only
one that will make for a permanent increase
in population is the development of our
manufactories.

Hon. H. Stewart:
ture?

Hon, H, SEDDON: From the figures I
have quoted, I have pointed out the actual
results, and have shown that increased agri-
ealtural development has a small effect in
that direction compared with manuofactories.

Hon, H. Stewart: But you referred to
permanent population! You should remem-
ber that Bonds, the largest stocking factory
in Australia, went bung recently.

Hon. H. SEDDON: The Eastern States
have concentrated upom secondary in-
dustries and have a large population. We
have concentrated upon agriculture, and have
a small population.

Hon. G. W. Miles:
lished on a solid basis.

Hon. H. Stewart: And that is the whole
point.

Hon. H. SEDDON: That is the point T
was making, because the hon. member sug-
cested that the Commonwealth distribution
should be on the basis of population.

Hon. J. Nieholson: Is it not true that
we are going to eonvert the Kalgoorlie
areas into farms?

Hon. H. SEDDON: That is apart from
the question. I know the results of experi-
ments in that direetion, Mr. Holines sug-
gested that the State would not receive
what it was entitled ta under the Financial
Aereement nnd challenged the ngsertion
that it was more favourable tn Western
Australia than to any other Stat>, Wes.
tern Australin has always received profer-
ential treatment from the Federal Govern-
ment.

Hon. H. Stewart:
Governments?

What about agricul-

Buat we are estab-

From all Federal
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Hon.- H. SEDDON: From the Federal
Government. The first point I will mmake in
support of that statement is that Western
-Australia received preferential treatment
for the first five years when the State was
allowed to colleet her own tariif. Theun
there was a special grant made available
to this State under the Surplns Ilevenne
Aect in 191¢. Then there was the special
grant made on acecount of our disabilitics.

Hon, J. J. Holmes: And where did
that land us?

Hon. E. H. Harris: What about the
money they were supposed to advance for
the development of the mining industry?

Hon. H, SEDDON: An uamount of
£450,000 was set aside for Western Austra-
lia for a period of five years. Of that
amount £300,000 was made available by
means of a special grant, and a further
£150,000 was made econtingent wupon the
State relinquishing the control of the
North-West.

Hon, J. Ewing:
done so.

Hon. H. SEDDON: That advance would
have relieved Western Australia from the
-expenditure of money necessary to maintain
the North-West.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Was that in conse-
quence of the Royal Commission’s report?

Hon. H. SEDDON: Those grants were
made available to Western Australia under
the States Grants Act, and that supports
my argument that Western Australia has
received preferential treatment in compari-
son with other States.

Hon. J. Nicholson: That all goes to
prove onr position of mendicancy.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Mr. Holmes raised
the point that Western Awustralia had re-
ceived a worse deal from the Federal Gov-
ernment under the Financial Agreement
than any other State. For wmy part, I
claim that the State has received preferen-
tial treatment. Hon. members will not
face the facis as they are!

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Yon are merely
showing that we are entitled to preferen-
tial treatment, and we are not getiing it.

Hon. H. SEDDON: We have reeeived
preferential treatment, vet the hon. mem-
ber in his speech claimed that Western
Australia was not getting a fair deal.

But the State has not
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Houn. J. Ewing: Do you thick the State
is getting a fair deal?

Hon. H. SEDDON: Yes, more thau any
other State. In support of my argument,
1 will quote from Federal * Hansard.’

Sitting suspended from 615 to 7.30 p.m.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Before tea 1 was
dealing with the statement that Western
Australia was not getting what it was en-
titled to. Y was pointing out that Western
Australin had always received preferential
treatment from ibhe Commonwealth. She
had her own tariff for five years, she re-
ceived a special grant wnder the Surplus
Revenue Act of 1910 and a special grant for
disabilities under the States Grants Aet.
Her net debt is greater than that of any
other State and she will receive the Com-
monwealth contribution on the debt basis.
Another advantage to Western Australia as
a result of Federation is the construction of
the Trans-Australian railway. That was
made a very important factor when the ques-
tion of Federation was being diseussed. Let
me remind members also that the Trans-
Australian railway was constructed before
the Commonwenith Government proceeded
with the work of building the Federal eapi-
tal at Canberra. On the question of the per
capita grants I should like to make one or
two quotations from Federal “Hansard.” Tt
has heen contended that if the States were
prepared to revire the distribution in the
Financial Agreement on the basia of per
capita, it would be to the advantage of
Western Australia as compared with the
other States. According to Federal “Han-
sard” 1927, page 715, Senator Pearee, in dis-
enssing the States Grants Bill, stated—

TUnder the Surplns Revenue Aet of 1910 the
per ecapitn paymenta to New Sonth Wagles,
from 1918 to 1926, inereased by £566,000, and
in Vietoria by £248,000. but in the same
period the payments to Western Australia de-
creased by £7,866, If the per capita system
is right, it should be applied in all cases where
grants of money are made to the States.

On page 395 is another speech by Senator
Pearce on the snme measure. He said—

Owing to the special grant that has becen
made to Weatern Australin, and the arrange-
ment by which every State contributes to-
wards it, the per eapita payment works out at
£1 4s, 10d. per head of population in the case
of every State exeept Western Australia. in
which it is £1 5s. per hend. In addition, there
is a special grant to Western Australia and
Tasmauia, which represents £1 3a. 7d. per
head of the population in the case of the
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former and £1 14s, 5d. per head of population
ip the ease of the latter. Then there is the
Fedoral aid roads grant which works out as
follows:—

New South Wales—4s. 9d. per head of
population. New South Wales is mot yet
taking the grant, but it is available.

. Victoria—4s. 2d. per head of population.

Quecensland—S8s. 7d. per head of popu-
lation.

South Australia—8s. 1d. per head of popn-
lation,

Western Australia—£1 0s. 1d. per head
of population.

Tasmania—9s.

1d. per head of popula-
tion,

That is not a per eapita distribution. The
grant to the Siates for the provision of wire
netting is as follows:—

New South Wales—1s,

population.

Victoria—6d. per head of population,

Quecnsland—2s, 94, per head of popu-

lation.

Sguth Australie—I1s. 9d.

population,

Western Australin—3s. 44, per lead of

population.

Tasmania—7d. per head of population,

1d. per lead of

per head of

The total grants to the Sfates from the
Commonwenlth are as follows:—

New South Wales—£3,5602,424 —= £1 10a.
8d. per head of population.

Victorin—£2,548,585 = £1 9s. 6d. per
head of population.

Queensland—1,592,036 = £1 18s, 2. per
head of population.

South Australin—£978,058 = £1 14s. Bd.

per head of population.

Western Auwstralia—£1,412,659 = £3 1ds,
per head of population,

Tasmania—E738,157 =

£3 18s. 11d. per
head of population.

The average for the Commonwenalth is £1
15s. 8a. per hcad of population. It will be
seen that the Commonwealth Parliament has
deliberately, after consideration, proken away
from the idea of a per capita distribution of
the surplus revenue. It has recognised that it
is its duty to assist in the development of
tho weaker States, and by its legislation has
given a varying grant to the States,

Hon. J. J. Helmes: Does not all that
prove that this agreement is wrong, beeanse
it is on a different basis altogether?

Hon. H. SEDDON: I do not think so. I
wish now to make reference to the report of
the Disabilities Commission in dealing with
the position of Western Australin. Certain
information was obtained from Federal
financial aunthorities regarding Common-
wealth revenue colleeted from the different
States quring the 2315 years of Federation.
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Under the heading, “Western Australia,” the
following amounts are shown:—

£
Customs and Exeise 25,430,666
Post Office 8,283,436
War Postage 77,5614
Land Tax .. 1,204,386
Income Tax . o 5,844 389
Estate Duties .. .. . 650,764
Wartime Profits Tax . 492,610
Entertainments Tax .. 230,803
Defence (Military and Navy) 100,369
Patents 9,808
Trade Marks, Copyrlghts and )
Designs 2,483
Health .. 34,605
Lighthouses and nght Dues .. 353,824
Repayment of States’ propor-
tion of Pensions and Contri-
butions of Officers towards
Pensions 48,418
Kalgnarlze-Port Augusta Rail-
. 921,986
Arm.y of Occupatmn .. 50,845
Commonwealth Government Line
of Steamers, detained ememy
vessels, cmmge, profit on Aus-
tralian note issme, sugar, de-
fence, trust accounts, unex-
pended balance of London
orders, Federal Territory, Nor-
thern Territory, miscellane-
ous revenue, ete. . 1,839,129
Total .. £45,566,035
To that total must be added the
following amaunts:—
Interest on loans to State for
soldier land scttlement 505,262
Interest on loang raised by the
Comnionwealth for the States 1,488,668
Total revenue . £47,559,955

The same publieation rave, on page 135,
particulars of Commonwealth expenditure,
omitfing interest on loans raised for the
States. I shall not read the varions items,
but the State of Western Australia during
the years 1901-24 received £88,691,535. The
difference between the total revenue collected
from Western Aunstralin—£47,559,955—and
the Commonwealth expenditure—£88,691,535
—represenis the henefit Western Australia
has had from Gommonwealth expenditure
within the State during the 24 years of
Federation. In the circumstances, I con-
tend, snccessfully T am sure, that this State
has benefited from Commonweslth expendi-
ture to such an extent that it becomes im-
possible to eontrast the probable position of
the State had it 1emained outside the Fed-
eration. We econld not have achieved the
progress that has been recorded since Fed-
eration had not it been that the State re-
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eoived the benefit of Commonwealth expendi-
ture..

Hon. J. Ewing: 1i we had bad our own
tariff, we would have done so.

Hon. H. SEDDON: I am glad to have
that interjeetion., IHad we had our own
tarifl, the same objections that are raised
against the Federal Government by members
who feel the burden of the tariff would have
been heard, but they would have been raised
in the right direction, namely against the
tariff instend of agninst the Government.
Even if Western Australia had had her owa
tariff, she would stil'! have had te raise
enough revenue to effect all the improve-
ments that have heen carried out by the
Commonwealth Government,  She would
not have had enough revenne ordinarily to
earry out the ‘mprovements introdnced as
a result of Federal policy. The figures
I have vend prove conelusively and
satisfactorily that wunless Western Australia
had a tariff infinitoly higher than that of
the Commonwealith, she could not have spent
the funds that have been expended here as a
result of Commonwealth administration,
How would we have managed without Feder-
ation? This State would have been faced
with a greatly increased loan expenditure
to meet al) the facilities in the way of postal
extensions and other services provided by
the Commonwenlth Government. This State
also would have been in an infinitely worse
position as a result of its attitude during
the war. Members should recollect that on
both oecasions when the question of conscrip-
tion was put to the people, Western Aus-
tralia earried it by overwhelming majorities.
What would have been the result if Western
Australia had been a separate State, apart
from the Federation? There would have been
a considerably larger number of Western
Australians to leave the State to fight for
the Empire. Qur production would have
been correspondingly decreased and the
burden on the people. therefore, would
have been correspondinely inereased. In
addition, the State would have had to bear a
very mmch greater proportion of the war
debt than is her share in the united war debt
of the Commonwealth. Tn e circumstrnces
it is idle to consider Western Australia
as a separate entity shouldering all the re-
gponsibilities that wounld have been de-
manded of her. There is no comnarison he-
tween her position az a State in the Federn-
tion and her pasitien as it would have been
as a separate State.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. J. Ewing: I shall not n.gree with
that argument,

Hen. H, SEDDON: I cannot help the at-
{itude of the hon. member.

Hon, J. Ewing: 1 am quite sincere, too

Hon, H. SEDDON: 1 shall listen with
great interest to what the hon. member has to
say in refutation of the figures I have
quoted and the arguments I have advanced.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Your argument is
opposed to the Bill,

Hon. H, SEDDON: The report on the
financial disabilities of the State, when care.
fully examined, will be found to consist
largely of d recognittou of the dizabilities
that the gold mining industry has suffered
under Federation rather than any disabilities
to the State as a whol:. Mr. Holmes raised
a very interesting poirt and took pains to
repeat it, beecause he wished to make it
thoroughly elear to members. He =aid this
State had been beaten for the sum of
£1,500,000 representing contributions to the
sinking fund. His argument was that we
had a sinking fund of £9,000,000 and
we also had a delleit of £6,000,000,
Taking the £6,000,000 from the £9,000,-
000 left £3,000,000, which was the
balance of sinking fund over deficit. Mr.
Holmes contends that we were entitled
to receive from the Federal Government
on the basis of contributions to the sinking
Fund, £1,500,000 as against the £3,000,000
that we had in hand over and above the
difference between the deficit and the Sink-
ing Fund. To adopt that argument woull
be to contend that the Finanecial Asgree-
ment should be made retrospective: That
is a fair interpretation of Mr. Holmes’
view. If this agreement is to be made
retrospective it must be made ratvospec-
tive for every Btate: in other words every
other State will be entitled to clailn whal
she was entitled to under the Commonwenlth
eontributions in proportion to the sinking
fund.

Hon. J. Ewing: Very few of the States
have any sinking fund.

Hon. H. SEDDON. That is the point,
The other States would put up the argu-
ment, and I think they could consistent:y
put it up that “True, Western Australia
has made contributions to a sinking fund
whereas we have not; but Westarn Ans-
tralia, on the admission of its Pramier, has
raised loan monies in order to nake those
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contributions to the sinking fund in Lon-
don.”’

Hon. J. J. Holmes: That is not money
representing the £6,000,000 I referred to.

Hon. H. SEDDON: Western Australia’s
loan policy has ineluded the horrowing of
money for this purpose, and these monies
have been used as contributions towards
the sinking fund.

Hon. J. Cornell: No. The (fovernmen?
got their sinking fund out of revenume, und
raised loans to make up the balance of
revenue required.

Hon. J. J. Holmes:
same thing-

Hon. H. SEDDON: Western Australia’s
consolidated revenue fund has contributed
to a sinking fund whilst the other States have
not confributed to any sinking fund. The
other States ean say “Instead of borrowing
more money to make contributions to a
sinking tund, or charging against our con-
solidated revenue fund {eontributions to-
wards the sinking fund, we have avoided
that and simply made our loan estimates
without the assistance of the sinking fund
contributions, and have drafted our revenue
estimates withont such contributions, Had
we included these, our revenue estimates
would have been swelled, or our loan esti-
mates would have been swelled. We would,
therefore, be entitled to claim that because
we did not make these contributions we
could rightly make application under these
hends.” Had they adopted our poliey and
borrowed money to pay inta a sinking fund
they would have created a sinking fund out
of borrowed money.

Hon. J. Cornell: Our deficits total
£6,000,000 and we have a £2,000,000 sink-
ing fund. We are still £3,000,000 better
off from the point of view of surplus than
any other State.

Hon. H. SEDDON: In the eyes of the
general public it is a matter of indifference
whether governments keep down their an-
nual expenditure by not contributing to the
sinking fund, or whether they increase their
indebtedness in order to eontribute towards
it.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: We set off the
£6,000,000 against the £0,000,000.

Hon. H. SEDDON: .0On Mr. Holmes'
argument New South Wales, under the
Agreement, conld have claimed £300,000 a
year gs Commonwealth contribution to-
wards her publie debt, which would have

It eomes to the
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been the annual contribution to be made
on a retrospective hasis, as against a mil-
lion and & half total contribution to be
made according to Mr. Holmes’ argumenti

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Yon had better get
off 1hat sabjeet,

Hon. H. <..DDON: Thai aspect of the
ease should be considered when we are deal-
ing with Mr. Holmes' contention that we
are ontitled to a million and a half con-
tribution ftowards our sinking fund. The
£9,000,000 sinking fund eomes entirely off
this State’s 1can indebtedness. No one else
eets the benefit of It other than this Sta'c;
congequenily 1 say that the entire beneiit
belongs 1o this State, It will be found that
Mr. Hclmes' retrospective argument is a
dangervus one e employ, if we are to ar-
rive at the pocition when we are to ash
the other States to reconsider the agree-
ment,

Hon, J. J. Holmes: There is no doubt
they beat us for a million and a half.

Hon, H. SEDDON: If the other States
liked to claim on similar grounds they could
put up a better case against the Common-
wealth Government than we eould. Mr.
Holmes says that the l.oan Council could
starve the States into unification.

Hon, J. J. Holmes: Mr. Bruce said yes-.
terday that the Federal Government could
do that withount this agreement.

Hon.tH. SEDDON: Mr. Holmes' con-
tention is that the Loan Council could by
force starve all the States inte unification.
Against that argument I would advanece
this one. Here are six Slates, cach having
equal voting powers on (he Loan Couneil.
This council is gathered together for cer-
tain specific purposes. The first is to es-.
tablish a eommon ground of borrowing, the
seeond js to prevent competition, and the
third is to provide that in the case of re-,
stricted eredit the monies raised shall be
apportioned out fairly. Let us assume that
certain States would be in favour of uni-
fication. A majority of States would still
be required to bring that about. No bor-
rowing can lake place for anvone if one
State is prevented from borrowing, because
that has to be determined by the unanimous
opinion of the counecil. Public opinion has
te be considered. On the Loan Couneil
everyone has an equal vote outside the Fed-
eral Government. So long as one State
hangs out it ean paralvse any attempt on
the part of the council in the direction of
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ynification, Before any steps can be taken
to establish unification in Australis, public
opinion would have to be on the side of
unification. When public opinion in Auys-
tralia is such that there is unanimity on the
point, then unification will have been brought
about because the States so failed in their
obligations that the people thought the
functions of the States could be better
handled by the Federal Government, That
meets the argument in regard to unifieation.
Mr. IHolmes pointed out that the statement
that there were advantages fo be derived
by horrowing through the Loan Council was
discounted by the resuit of the Western
Australian loan and the Commonwealth loan,
both of which were raised some time ago.
He pointed out that owing to our better
credit our loan of £3,000,000 wus over-sub-
seribed, whereas the Commonwealth loan of
£8.000,000 was left to the extent of 84 per
eent. in the hands of the underwriters. The
gircumstances governing the flotation of any
loan are those which povern the general con-
ditions of the money market either in Lon-
don or elsewhere. This State took advan-
tage of the accommodation it had at the
London and Westminster Bank of running
an overdraft until the time was opportune
for the flotation of a loan. It was that bank
which put the loan of £3,000,000 on the
market. The Commonwealth (fovernment,
under pressure from certain States which
were urgently in need of money, were com-
pelled to go upon the London market at the
same time with an unpremeditated loan of
£8,000,000 against their advisers’ recom-
mendations.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: That does not say
much for the Loan Couneil.

Hon. H. SEDDON: The Western Aus-
tralian loan was successfully raised because
the bank had made all arrangements before-
hand, whereas the Commonwealth Govern-
ment had their loan forced on the market
regardless of the conditions of the market.
They had to take advantage of the money
that was available over and above the West-
ern Australian loan, and the market itself
had to digest £11,000,000 when it was ready
to take only three millions of money.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: What is the good of
a loan council when it forces a loan on the
markel like that?

‘Hon, H. ‘SEDDON: The council was
forced on the market by indigent States,

‘Hon. A. J. H. Saw: It was only a volun-
thry loan coundgil.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. H. SEDDON: Let us suppose
a position when a sum of eleven million
pounds is required. The Loan Couneil
finds instead of raising eleven million
pounds it can raise only nine million
pounds. The result will be that the membera
of the council would share, sccording to
proportions laid down, in the money aetu-
ally raised. No State conld eomplain that
the market had been jumped, or that other
people had the advantage over it. Mr.
Holmes made another point in regard t» the
low interest rate for Woestern Australian
loans being due to our large sinking fund.

Hon, 8ir William Lathlain: Half of our
loans are not covered by sinking fund.

Hon. H. SEDDON: A sinking fund is
only a minor factor when a loan ig being
floated. Every Australian State has its
stoecks which receive the benefits of the
Trustees Act. This Aet practically guaran-
tees every stock that is floated under
its provisions. There i3 a recognised
standard for British stocks which come under
that Aet. That standard is based on the
fact that not one commnnity has yet repudi-
ated any financinl responsibility in regard
to its loan. It is that point which makes
the British Trostees Aet so operative, and
which makes British trustee stocks stand so
high in the financial world. The result is
reflected in the interest rates. Let me take
British trustee stocks and the interest earned
on the securities. as against the interest
earned on forsign (lovernment securities.
We find the position is such that the interest
on foreign Government seeurities must be at
a higher rate than is asked for in the case
of trustee stocks. Other factors that operate
are the demand for money, continental com-
petition, and the knowl:dge possessed by the
investors. An juvestor will be gunided by the
knowledge of the State into which he is
putting his money When that State comes
upon the market and it is recommended by
the London and Weslminster Bank, natur-
ally the investor is prepared to invest in that
stock in prefereace to, say, New South Wales
stock. Again, the London and Westrinster
Bank would naturally recommend to 1ts
clientele those stocks in which it is inter-
ested, All these factors have a bearing on
the situation. Let me guote an extract from
an article contributed to the *‘Australian
Banking and Insurance Record” by Mr.
Stevens who was the financial adviser of
the New South Wales Governement.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Who was he?
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Hon. H, SEDDON: The financial adviser
prior to 1924, of the New South Wales Gov-
ernment.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: The New South Wales
flnanees are in a nice mcess.

Hon. . SEDDOX: This writer is refer-
ring to the cffzet of the knowledge of the
investor upon the price of a loan. He points
out that in New York there were Canadian
stocks, United BStates Government stocks,
and Queensland stocks, all quoted on the
market at the same time. The quotations
were: the Liberty Loan, with United States
seenrity, yielded 3.9 per cent on the market
price and the stock was 4 per cent. stoek, in
other words, above par. The Canadian stock
yielded 4.65 per cent on a market priece of
5%, per cent., this stock also being above par.
The Queensland stock yielded 6.05 per eent.
on the market price, and this was 7 per cent.
stoek, Although the stocks were all above
par, the yield ner cent of money invested
was very much lower in the case of the
United States liberty loan than in the ease
of the Queensland losn, owing to the fact
that the United States investor had very
little knowledge of Queensland as compared
with the knowledge he possessed of his own
country in the frst place, and of the adjoin-
ing country, Canada, in the second place.
Al} interest rates on eapital issues which
have been made in London and New York
of recent years have heen very much in-
ereased compared with what they were prior
to the war. I have here a table which shows
the capital issnes in Great Britain from 1911
to 1924. In 1911 the total of all issues of
capital on the London market was £196,216,-
000. Of all that amount the total Colonial
issues were £60,932,000, and the total of
foreign issues was £103,000,000. Coming
down to 1924, the toial of all issues was
£242,529,000; it was greater than in 1911,
but not greater than in 1914, in which year
there were 308 millions of all issues, That
was before we began to finance the war. Of
these issues 85 millions represented Colonial
issnes—Anstralian, Canadian, New Zealand
and the Colonias. There were 70 millions
of forcign issues. which made the total 155
millions, out of a tofal of 308 millions. That
wonld include home issues, munieipal an-
thorities in the Old Country and in the
Dominions. Tn 1924 the Colonial issues
totalled 63 millions as against 85 millions in
1914, and the total foreign issne was 71
millions as against 70 millions, the total of
all issues being 242 millions. The point that
I wish to make i3 that the amount of money
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available for investment in trustees stocks in
the Old Country. as the resnlt of a demand
for eapital, is such that we cannot expect to
find the same amount of money available
now as was available hefore the war. 1
would like to read a quotation or two from
an article entitied “The Future of lnterest
Rates,” referring to the position of Great
Britain. This article appeared in the “Man-
chester Guardian Commercial” of April,
1928. In the eourse of the urticle the writer
says—

Both New York and London are still faced
with a atrong demand for capital from
Europe, and several years, likely enough, will
elapse before the Continental money markets
will return to normal, and Europe render her-
self independent of America in the matter of
capital supply. Until that happens inmtereat
rates in Europe will no doubt remain above
normal, and British Government securities will
have to face the competition of high-yielding
foreign Government bonds both m the form
of possible sales of the ome class for rein-
vestment in the other and insofar as new
capital i3 attracted rather to the latter than
to the former. In other words, it would ap-
pear probable that the next few years will
see rather p continuance of the tendency to-
wards equalisation between the highest and
lowest rates of interest than a fall in the
now lowest rates , For in the United
States the funds available for investment in
high-class stocks are larger than the supply,
and the interest rate on such securities is low.
The position in London is, of course, to some
cxtent the reverse of this and the British im-
terest rate is relatively high . . ... The mere
news of the ‘'listing’’ of Founding Loan in
New York, for instance, was sufficient to raise
its price here by over 2 per cent. . . L , .
However, on balance the ereation of a market
for British Government securities in New Tork
should tend to reduce the net rate of interesk
here, assuming which the Treasury’s task of
converting maturing debt will naturally Le
facilitated. To sum up, it would appear that
although the growth in the volume of savings
will in the long run give world interest rates
a downward bias, the general level of rates
must remain relatively high for several years
yet owing to the still unusual shortage of
eapital, since even if it was true that the pro-
cess of replacement of war-wasted capital is
nearing eompletion, the probable improvement
of methods of introduction and technique will
tend in any event to slow down any decline in
rates by opening out new flelds for the in-
vestment of surplus funds,

In other words, for some time to come we
can look forward to s high rate of interest
on our loans floated on the Londou market.
In coneclusion, I would like to say that I
intend to support the agreement. .
Hon. J. J. Holmes: Afier that speech
Hon. H, SEDDON: Yes, after thad
speech, becauge I contend that every argu-
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ment I have used has been in support of
coneluding the Jinancial Agreement with
the Commonwealth. By passing the Bill, we
shall settle the question of Australia’s
credit in London, and settle also the ques-
tion which bhas been troubling Australia
for the past 27 years. The whole issue
boiled down is that Western Australia, as
part of the Commonwealth, is 2qually con-
cerned with the other States in the position
of interest rates, and the crelit of the
Commonweslth and the States, and it is
therefore in our own interests that we
should support the agreement. Mr. Holmes
has raised n point that as Western Aus-
tralia stands so high in the esteem of
financiers abroad, she will alwavs be able
to command loan moneys at a reasvnable
rate of interest- I raise this aspeet: if
Western Australia turns down the Finan-
cial Agreement, the State will thereby im-
peril the undertaking arrived at whieh will
stabilise Australian eredit in Loundon. How
will it stand then in the eyes of the finan-
¢iers in London?

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Are we not tearing
up our agreement with the bondholders?

Hon. H. SEDDON: There is no guestion
of tearing up anv agreement with the
bondholders; there is adequate provision in
the Bill with regard to our hbouds. and
there is no qnestion of retirement from
coniractnal obligations on our part. The
aspect from the London financiers’ stand-
point is not so much that of the sinking
fund. The sinking fund is of urenter bene-
fit to the State beeause, as I have pointed
ont, the greatest security of all is the in-
vestor’s knowledge that a British Stiate
will always earry out its obligations. The
sinking fund provision is of assisstance to
the State to this extent. that it enables
the State to surmount any temporsry diffi-
culties that may arise in the money mai-
ket- The money the State has at its eomn-
mand will enable it to meet Lthat portion
of a maturing loan for which cask is
asked, and the remainder can be con-
verfed into a new loan. Thus the sinking
fund is there simply for the benefii
and convenience of the State. The whole
uestion has been carefully thought out on
actunrial lines, and provision is made that
here a loan matures before the expiration
of the 58 years’ period, arrangements can
Pa thade to carry on the balance of that
lodn’ until the period expires. The sinking

[COUNCIL.]

fund benetits the State. I repeat that it ia
a8 minor consideration in the eyes of the
investor who realises the integrity of the
community. There is very little in the con-
tentions that have been advanced wifh re-
gard to the sinking fund; no State could
have a better standing in the eyes of the
finanecial world than the Commonwealth will
possess when it is carrying a sinking fuad
for all the States. A suggestion has been
made that the Bill shall be held up until
after the referendum has been taken. I have
previously pointed out that the referendum
is to be held simply to provide machinery
under Section 105 to put the propoesuals into
operation. Al] the ’arliaments have passed
the Financial Agreement Bill, and if the
Western Australian DParliament holds up
the question until the referendum has been
taken, what will be the moral effect on the
people who will be asked to vote on the
referendum?  Would not the electors be
right in saying, “Are we justified in passing
the refercndum to provide machinery to
earry out such an agreement when this State
gives no assurance that she will give effect
to it¥”

Hon. J. J. Holmes: What about changes
of Government that may take place?

Hou. H. SEDIFON: The Bill is binding
on any Federal Government that may be
I power.

Hon. A. J. H, Saw: Tt is admitted that
the Federal Governmeni can change the
agreement.

Hon, H. SEDDRON: The Federal Govern-
ment may do so only with the consent of
all the contracting parties. We must nol
feil to recogmise that this is an actuarial
scheme laid down for a period of 58 years,
and that the eontributions that are to be
made are ealculated to wipe -out the whole
of the State’s debts by the end of that per-
iod. If we are going to vary the condi-
tions, and aceept the suggestion made by
Mr. Holmes, and pay the Commonwealth
contribution on a per capita basis, we shall
vary the contributions made to the differ-
ent States by the IFederal Government, and
in that way imperil the working of the
calculations upon which the scheme is
based. There ean be no question of revising
the basis upon which the scheme has been
drafted. The constitution of the Loan
Coundil, in' my opinion, is one of the great-
est things we can count on. We have_had
in question the. relationship ‘between the
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ftutes and the Commonwealth, and it has
besn pointed out that New South Wales and
Victoria have greater representation in
Commmnonwenlth Parliament than the other
States. Here we shall have the Loan
Couneil in control of borrowing with every
State possessing an equal voice, and the
Federul -authority practically in the position
of arbiter. The Commonwenlth on account
of the small proportion of loan flotations
that she will require, will take one-fifth.
That in faet will be more than the Common-
wealth will need for the capital commitments
of the future. That in itself will assist tu
place the Commonwealth in the position of
arbiter, and to maintain justice in the de-
hberations of the Couneil.

Hon. J. Ewing: The Commonwealth will
have three votes.

Hon, J. J. Holmes: Three votes out of
nine,

Hon. H. SETIDON: Three votes in case
of a tie, and T can only imagine that that
position would be taken up where there was
a clash of interests between two States and
the remainder of the States; a elash to the
extent that might lead to an injustice
being perpetrated. In that case alone the
Federal Government would act in the posi-
tion of arbiter to maintain justice, It
is my intention to support the agreement
as it stands, The benefits that will acerue
from it will be of immense advantage to
Australia as a nation, and to Australia in
her loan flotations. It will add to the bene-
fita to be derived by the smaller States and
enable them to get a better proportion of
the money available for investment. Fur-
thermore, it will enable us to secure greater
advaniages from our exports than iz the
position at the present time. The other
more 1wealthy States will be compelled to
come into line and meet Western Australia
and the other States on a better hasis than
under existing uncontrollable conditions.
I shall support the second reading of the
Bill.

HON A. J. H. 8AW (Metropolitan-
Suburban) [8.16]: I hope the House will
exense me if T do not deal with the Bill
quite as exhaustively as the last speaker.
But the Bill has been so thoronghly thrashed
out by so many speakers that I really do
not consider it necessary to do so, T think
8 good deal of the opposition the Bill has
enconntered is due to & misconception, a
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misconception largely fostered by the title
of the Bill. For the title says, “An Aet to
approve of an agreement,” There are two
subjects contained in the Bill, and with
reference to one of them, that dealing with
the ereation of a Loan Council, its powers
and its limitations, I think the measure may
be justly regarded as an agreement, hecause
the essence of an agreement is there. The
contracting parties have been perfectly free;
they could say yea or nay. Fut with refer-
ence to the other seetion of the Bill, that
dealing with the financial contribution of
the Commonwealth to the States, I do not
think the word “sgreement” can he wused,
because the essence of an agreement is not
there. The eontracting parties are not equal
each of them has not the right to say yea
or nay; one of the parties is entirely af
the mercy of the other. Consequently, to
nge the word ‘‘agreement” with reference to
that portion of the Bill is, I think, an abuse
of terms. The Constitution gave the Com-
monwealth power to abolish the eontribu-
tion which was previously set to be made
hy it to the States, namely, a return of
three-fourths of the Customs and excise
revenue. The Constitution gave the Com-
monwealth power, after the expiration of
10 years, to repeal that contribution and to
substitute what it thought rensonable. The
result was the Surplus Revenue Act of 1910,
which set up the per capita arrangement in
place of the return of three-fourths of the
Customs revenue. The referendum taken to
make the per eapita payment a permanent
part of the Constitution having failed, the
per capita payment was fixed for only 10
vears. The result was that in 1926, when
the Premiers refused to discuss a projosal
which was made by the Prime Minister re-
garding a new arrangement to take the
place of the per capita—the proposal being
that the Commonwealth shounld retire from
certain flelds of taxation—the Prime Minis-
ter, the Federal QGovernment, and the
Federal Parliament showed that they pos-
sessed the thick end of the stick. They pro-
ceeded by an Act to wipe out the per capita
payments, and then they invited the Pre-
miers t¢ meet in conference again. I main-
tain, therefore, that the Premiers did not
meet the Prime Minister with a free hand.
They were certainly not entitled to say yea
or nay, But after they did meet the Prime
Minister in conference, the per capita agreo-
ment having been abolished, certain pro-
posals were made and negotiations fook
place over a long period, and the result wes
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the compromise which we se¢ in this Bill.
But it is perfectly idle to call that com-
promise an agreement. Mr., Collier, the
Premier, himself admitted the force of this
contention when he said, “We are at the
merey of the Commonweslth; it may do
with us as it likes.” Indeed, Mr, Bruce yes-
terday, speaking at a luncheon in the Town
Hall, practically admitted the same thing,
for he said that the Comuonwealth agreed
to contribute £7,584,000 to be divided be-
tween the States, but that the particular
way in which the amount was to be distri-
buted was a concern of the States alone,
that the Commonwealth did not take part
in that, and that any proposed division
which resnlted from the eonference had
Leen entirely the doing of the State Pre-
miers themselves, So that the Prime Minis-
ter stands firm that the total contribution
which the Commonwealth is willing to make
to the States in substitution for the per
capita is £7,584,000. He says that that is
the ultimatum of the Federal Government.
1 propose to diseuss the Bill from two
standpoints. The first is the relationship of
the States to the Commonwealth under the
agreement—]I have to eall it an agreement
because that is the term wsed—and the
socond is the relationship of the States with
one another mnder the agreement. When
dealing with the first standpoint, ‘the ques-
tion of the States-Commonwealth relation-
ship, we are faced with the question, is this
a fair arrangement as eompared with the
per capita. Then one is at once met with
the difficalty that the per capita has gone,
and so one may seem fo be heating the air
in eomparing the conditions nnder the Bill
with something that has vanpished. But 1
think it is fair for the purpose of the
Bill to make a comparison. Two returns
have heen submitted by the Premier in eon-
nection with this measure. The first, which
1 will eall refurn “A,)” Jenls with the in-
crease in the contribution which the Com-
monwealth will make under the agreement ns
compared with the payment which it would
have made had the pei capita remained in
foree nnder the orizinal canditions, the total
smonnt naturally increasing as the popula-
tion of the State inercased. Under that re-
turn we find that for the first 15 vears the
Commonwealth eontributes £745,663 more
than it would have done under the old per
egpita arrangement. Conditions which are
taken into aceonnt for the purpose of the re-
turn are an increasé of nopulation reckoned
at 3 per cent. and a loan expenditure of
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£5,000,000. For this year the advantage would
be £81,344 as compared with the per capita.
‘The second return presented by the Premier,
which I shall call relurn “B,” shows a bene-
fit which will accrue to the State over a
period of 30 years. The benefit to the
tinances is shown as £10,615,537, a greater
amount which the revenne will receive under
the agreement than it would have received
if the per capita had rumained. This year's
revenue, under the table, is relieved by over
balf a million sterling, T call it a “benefit,”
but it is partly made up Ly the cessation of
payment of interest on the ecancelled debt of
£0,000,000 urnder the agreement, represent-
ing 4 sum of £293,000, und also Ly a de-
creased payment to sinking fund, which re-
presents g sum of £133,700. Now, this does
not represent a dircet gnin, but is for the
most part only an easieg of the finances of
the State, Over the whole period of 58
years there is undoultedly a loss to the
State, although for (he Orst 15 years there
18 a direet gain and for & period of 30 years
an alleviation of the finaneial situation. So
we see that on the whole the State is going
1o lose under the agreement as compared
with the per capita srrangement. Now let
us look at the matter {romr another point of
view, Tet us look at it from the Common-
wenlth aspeet, for, after all, the people of
Western Ausirnlia are citizens of the Com-
wonwealth, although 1 think during the
course of this debate thst point has been
lavgely overlooked. I ¢an imogine that any-
hody arguing the matier from the Common-
‘wealtl, standpoint would say this: “When
tne in:tin] financial arranrements were made,
whereby the ("ommonwealih rcturned three-
fourths of the Customs revenue to the
States, the fact that a period of 10 vears
was fixed shows thal that arrangement was
tegarded as only tentative. Similarly, when
the Tederal Parliament, in the exereise of
the authority which was given to it by the
Constitution, thought fit 1 abolish the pay-
ment direct from revenue of three-fourths
of the Cnstoms receipls and to substitute the
per capita arrangement, again a term of 10
vears was fixed.” As I hnve already pointed
out, when an effort wus made to make the
per eapita payment a permnnent part of the
Uonstitution—not for 10 years, but for all
time—1ihe proposal was rejected at a refer-
endum; and so I ean understand the Com-
monwealth supporter saving, “Under ‘the
\aw fixing per capita, the payment was fixed
for only 10 years, elearly shawing that that
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also was regarded as of an experimental
nature.” Then the supporter of the Com-
monwealth would go on to say, “Five years
after the per capitz arrangement was made,
& very important thing happened. We
were coneerned in a great war, something
which the framers of the Constitution and
the Purliament that fixed per capita conld
not possibly have bargained for.

Hon. A. Lovekin: If you will refer to the
Convention debates, you will see that direct
taxation was provided for in the event of
war,

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: if any member who
took part in the framing of the Constitution
imagined that Australis was going to he
<concerned in a great war lasting for over
four years and invelving an expenditure,
both in manhood and iL treasure, out of all
proportion to anything which anyone eould
have conceived in his wildest dreaws, that
person was a propbet, and more than a
prophet.

Hon, A. Lovekin: That was the ground
upon which the right to fax direet was given.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: We have only te
read current history 1 Furope to know that
everyone there, when the Great War started,
thought it eonld not last for more than
six months or so, owing to the financial
stress, That was (he opinion of practieally
every man except Kitchener. T am guite cer-
tain that nobody in Burope or in Australia
ever dreamt for a mpment that almost all
the nations of the world would be concerned
in n war lasting four or five years.

Hon, A. Lovekin: Nobody suggested that.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: I understood the
Yon. member to suggest it.

Hon. A, Lovekin: No.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: Then I do not know
about what we have been arguing. As the
result of the Great War, not only is the Com-
monwealth erippled in its finances through
having had to raise war loans, but it is em-
barrassed after the war by having to finance
pensions and repatriation, also things beyond
the magnitude of anything that could have
been ronceived by the framers of the Con-
stitution. Then there iz another factor which
the supporter of the Commonwealth must
take into consideration, and that is the build-
ing of the capital city at Canberra. It is
an obligntion imposed upon the Federal Par-
linment by the Constitution, and in loyalty
to New South Wales it was incumbent upon
the Federal Parlianmert to start as early as
possible the bnilding of a capital city at
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Canberra. Whether the expenditure upon
the construction of the capital city bas been
extravagant or not, is a question I will not
deal with, although I think the expenditure
has been extravagant. As to whether it has
been wise or unwise, must depend on whether
we take the long or short view with reference
to the future of Australia. As one who is
inclined to take the short view, I think the
creation of Canberra has been upon too
lavish a scale for our finances. OQther re-
sponsibilities that bave been imposed upon
the Commonweulth. or have been taken over
by the Commonwealth, include the old age
pensions, the baby bonus and the new pro-
posal regarding child endowment. I think
everyone must admit that the view of the
finances, from a Commonwealth standpoint,
has changed from what it was during the
first years of Fuderation. So far as I have
been able to ganee the feelings of the Fed-
era]l Parliament, it appears to me that both
politieal parties there <eemed to be agreed
that the per capita svstem had to go eventn-
ally. I say “scemed to be,” because my per-
usal of the debates and the various promises
made, indicates thot the TFederal Labour
Party, probablv for a pelitical dodge, threw
out a hint that if they were returmed to
power and the agreement were not carried
—of eourse, they knew it would be earried
in the Federal sphere!—they would not
abolish the psr capita payments for the
present. Tt reminds me of the old nursery
sony of the fox and the geese. The Federal
Labour Party constitute the fox, and they
probably made the mistake of imagining
that the people of Australia are geese. To
deal with anofher question that has been
raised during part of the debate—I refer to
the surplus reverue—one would imagine that
the States wer: entitled under the Surplus
Revenue Act of 1910 to various payments.
By a subterfuge however, the Federal Gov-
ernment seemed to have heen able to appro-
priate those moneys to their own use instead
of that money reverting to the States, as I
imagine both the framers of the Surplus
Revenue Act and the people of the States
thought it would revert. The Federal Gov-
ernment managed to appropriate the surplus
revenue by plaring the money in various
frust accounts ond so carrying it forward to
another year. Thus, the Staiés were unable
to get hold of it. It seems an extraordinary
thing that if the Comimonwealth Parliament
were not lezally entitled fo do that, no State
had thought fit fo test the legality of that
action. I presnme even if the States had
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suecessfully fonght the issue in the courts,
and compelled the Federal Government to
disgorge the surplus revenue for one year,
the States would not have been successful in
securing the money in the succeeding year,
because it would be an easy thing for a Fed-
eral Treasurer to budget for a deficit and to
wee that he secarnd one, so as to avoid the
division of any surplus revenne among the
States. I do not suppose there is any Fed-
eral system in any part of the world where
the States receive a fixed proportion of the
revenue from Customs and Excise. The dis-
advantage of a State relying for a large pro-
portion of its revenue on contributions from
the Tederal Customs and Excise collections,
arises from the fact that the State has no
eontrol over tha colleetion of that revenue.
In faet, it wonld be raised entirely by the
Federal Government through the tariff and
in raising that monev, the Federal Govern-
ment would not consider the requirements of
the State but rather those of the Common-
wealth. I should imagine it would be a very
cumbersome and irksome method of finane-
ing the States if they were to be dependent
npon revenue raised by another body. Deal-
ing with the seennd part of my thesis as to
whether the arrangement proposed is fair as
hetween the different States, I wonld remind
hon. members that €7,5R84,000 is to be divided
between the States on the per capita basis
that existed in 1926. The Prime Minister,
Mr. Bruce, told us emphatically vesterday—
as n matter of faet, that was probably in
reply to a question T put to him previouosly.
a8 to why the per capita hasis of 1926 had
been arrived at durine the conference—that
the division of the £7,584,000 was entirely
the doing of the Staete Premiers themselves,
and that the Federal Government were not
concerned in it at all.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: Did ke not say that
the arrangement was not a good one?

Hon. A. J. 1. SAW: Ye=, but he elaimed
that it was not the business of the Common-
wealth but of the States. He said that the
Commonwealth Government c¢ould provide
that amount of tnoney, and it was for the
States to apportion it as they chose.

Hon. A. Lovekin: And it worked ont
exactly for them.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: Tt would seerm at
first glance that the arrangement proposed
is a fair one between the different States.
‘but when one prohes a little more closely
into the division he seea that it is unfair
becanse of the unequal rate of increase of
population in the different States. A
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study of the population graphs in the Aus-
tralian “Year Book’> will ilisclose the
marked inequalities in the ratio increase of
population in the different States at dif-
ferent times. For instance, in the sighties
and up to the nineties, Vietorin had a
larger population than New South Wales,
and their population was increasing at a
greater rate. Since then the conditions
have changed and New South Wales has a
population prohably 50 per cent. zreater
than that of Vietorin. A perusal of the
figures for Western Australia diseloses a
large inerease in population during the boon
year, but during the period shortly before
and shortly after the war, Souih Australia
registered a greater increase in ponulation
than Western Australia,  Just after ihe
war the rate of inerease in Western Aus-
tralia was lamentably slow. For the period
1907 to 1911, South Australia’s population
increased by 2.46 per eent., whereas Wes-
tern Australia’s population increased by
243 per cent. The rate of progress was
very close, with the advantage slightly in
favour of Sonth Australia. In the period
from 1917 to 1921, South Australia showed
an increase of 234, whereas in Western
Australia the inerease was 1.27 only. Of
course since then Western Australia has in-
creased much more rapidly than before.
At present I think Western Australia and
Queensland are much on a par with regard
to increased population. South Australia
comes next and New South Wales
gome little way behind. If the rate of
inerease in Western Australia eontinued at
8 high percentage over the whole period
of 58 years, then undoubtedly the proposed
distribution of the £7,584,000 between the
States wonld be inequitable where Western
Australia’s interests were zoncerned. On
the other hand, if over that full period ounr
rate of increase in population is the same
as the average rate of inerease for tha rest
of Australia, then no hardship will be in-
flicted upon this State.

Hon, J. Ewing: You wonld nnt say that
our rate will be the same as the rate of
the other States?

Hon. A, J. H, SAW: I am not a prophet
that T should attempt to say what will hap-
pen during the next 58 years. On present
indieations it is quite possible that for the
next 10 or 15 years, our rate of increase
will be rapid, but a study of the statistics
discloses o series of spurts and drawbacke
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‘in the population record of the various
States. i In view of thal fact, it is hard to
say what the increased population of
Western Australia will be over the whole
period of 38 years.

Hon. A, Lovekin: That is a gzood reason
why 'we should not continue the agreement
for such a period.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: For myself 1
would have preferred the allocation to be
made on the hasis of the population at the
time of distribution.  That would have
been perfeetly fair {o all the States. and L
fail to see why the State Premiers id not
agree to that snggestion. TFrom what I
have been able to discover from a perusal
of the debates, it was hecanse the other
States would not auree, that we were not
able to obtain the measure of fairness T
have indieated. If our population does in-
crease very largely—that may very well be
so beecause of our enormmous territory—we
shall require a much larger share of loan
moneys than the other States, and it mnst
not be forgotten, when we consider the flo-
tation of loans, that the Commonwealih
will eontribute towards the sinking ifund re-
quirements on a fifty-fifty basis with West-
ern Australia. The second part of the
Financial Agreement relates to the creation
of the Loan Council. 1 do nof propose to
go very deeply into that question, but 1t
geemns to me that the creation of a Loan
Council will undoubtedly act as a check on
extravagant borrowing by Australia as a
whole. Tt will prevent competition hetween
the different States and the increased in-
terest rates that might be paid as a result
of that competition. Although the eredit of
Western Australia at present is very good,
if, as 1 apprehend, very large sums of
money will be required in the near future for
the development of thisState,in consequence
of which we will have to go on the market
for sums that would stagger us if we de-
mended upon the financial resources of the
Rtate nlone, then I can imagine the ereatinn
of the Loan Council will be of great benefit
to Western Australia, particularly in view
of the magnitude of the loans we may be
ealled upon to raise. There again we shounld
nob forget that the Commonwealth will eon-
tribute on a fifty-fifty hasis towards the
necessary sinking fund. The eompesition
of the Loan Ccuntil seems to be an emin-
ently fair one. T am astonished that the
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larger States, with their bigger popula-

"tions, did not wish to have greatér voting

power than the smaller States. I am very
glad they did not insisl upon that for, had
they done so, 1 could not have supported
them.  Otherwise the composition seems
eminently fair and I consider it a perfectly

fair arrangement that the Commonwealth,
‘with their one representative, should eount

two votes and a casting vote. Members
during the debate—and 1 kave heard it this
evening—referred to the voting power of
the Commonwealth as three votes. That is
not correct. The correct thing is that the
Conumonweelth will have two votes and a
casting vote, which is a very different thing,
From the tone of the arguments used any-
hody would imagine that the Premier of
Western Anstralia had only to issue his fiat
at the conference and all the other States
and the Commonwealth would fall inte line
wifh his views. Of course it is not pos-
sible for one State to dictate terms, and
especially so when that State is a numeri-
cally small State such as ours. Instead of
the Premier having it in his power to die-
tate terms, I should imagine that after
the Commeonweslth had had its say and the
other States had had their say, Mr. Col-
lier’s choice was what is known as Hobson’s.
I do not know whether the term “Hob-
son’s choice” is familiar io members. I be-
lieve it originated in this way: At Cam-
bridge many years ago there was a livery
stable keeper named Hobson who, in his
stable, had good horses and also some
very SOrry nags. The undergraduates
who went there were supposed to get
their ehoiece of the mounts, but one horse
had cast a shoe, another needed shoeing,
and a third had already been out and
was tired, and it usually resulted in the
undergraduate having to take what was
given to him by Hobson. So we have
the expression ‘‘Hobson’s choice.” T ean
quite imagine that Mr. Bruee might have
taken up that attitude at the econfer-
ence, but we understand that he did net,
becanse we have it from Mr. Collier that
the proposals-put forward by the Common-
wealth were considerably modified before
a final decision was arrived at, as is em-
bodied in the agreement before us. Now I
din going to ask members, if they reject this
Bill, on what do they pin their faith
for ‘getting bettdt terms? Can thev
look forward with any confidence to a
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possible turn of the political wheel of the
Commonwealth and the return at the next
elections of the Federal Labour Party$ Do
they think they are likely to get any better
terms from them? So far as I have been
able to follow the Federal debates, Mr,
Charlton, who was then Leader of the Fed-
eral Labour Party and Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the House of Representatives, ex-
pressed the opinion that the agreement
was too favourable to the States, and I am
not sure that that has not been the whole
tone of the Federal Labour Party. If mem-
bers think ihat a turn of the political
wheel and the advent of the Labour Pariy
to power in the Federal arena will enable
them to get better terms, 1 think they have
what is known as Buckley’s chance.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Rely upon justice
being dore by the people.

Hon. A, J. H. SAW: How can 1t be
put to the people? All thal the referendum
will submit to the people is the question
of giving the Commonwealth Government
power to enter into an agreement with the
States. Even if the people had the know-
ledge, which they have not—and it 1is
absurd to think they ever will or ever can
have it—how ecould they appreciate the in-
trieactes of this agveement? How eould
they judge between the rival arguments of
Mr, Lovekin and Mr. Seddon on the legal
points? Mr. Lovekin invited the House
to throw out the Bill and test the legality
of his view that, now the Federal Parlia-
ment has abolished the per capita pay-
ments, we are in a position fo demand the
retorn of three-fourths of the Customs and
Excise revenne. I hope T am not misiu-
terpreting the hon. member.

Hon. A. Lovekin: No, that is right.

Hon. A. J. H, SAW: He dangled the
bait of £27,000,000 before the watering
mouths of the State Treasurers. I would
have had very much more confidence—if
he will pardon my saying it— in the
amateur legal opinion which has been ex-
prassed, if he had quoted various eminent
authorities and eonsiitutional lawyers, both
in this State and in the other States, in
confirmation of the view he takes. 8o far
as I ean understand, ha said the case had
never been arguned. Then he quoted some
eryptic statement from the bench by Sir
Samunel Griffith in which he threw out a
hint, apparently, that the question should
be raised and argued before the court.

[COUNCIL.}

Hon. A. Lovekin:
opinion on it.

Hon. A, J. H. SAW: Sir Samuel Griffith
could not have been dealing with this ques-
tion, which has arizen only since the Com-
monwealth Government abolished the per
capita payments. He could not have been
dealing with that point at all, because it
only arese in 1927 when the Commonwealth
Government and Parliament abolished the
per eapita payments.

Hon. A. Lovekin: T stated that.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: Sir Samuel Griffith
could mot have had that in mind because he
has been dead for a number of years, and
unless the hon. member has had the good
fortune to get into touch with the late Chief
Justice via a medium, how ¢an he know the
opinion of Sir Samupel Griffith on the im-
portant point which he has raised and on
which he asks the House to throw out the
Bill?

Hon. A. Lovekin: 1t was the obiter dictum
in that particular New South Wales case.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW : T think it must have
been a post-obit dictum—the dickum of one
who has died. I have no confidence in this
hypothetical claim to the £27,000,000. It
reminds me of the paragraphs we fre-
quently see in the Press confaining an
announcement that someone is the heir
to vast estates in the Old Country or in
America, and when in the Old Country
usually associated with a peerage, and
he proceeds to invite people to subseribe
a sum of money by weans of debentures to
test the legality of his elaim.

Hon. A. Lovekin: The hon. member has
quite misinterpreted what T said.

Hon. A. J. H, BAW: I listened carefully
to the hon. member and I think I understood
his meaning. T do not say he invited us to
subseribe the money, but he did invite the
States to put up the money and test the
legality of the Commonwealth’s action.

Hon. A. Lovekin, No; what I soggested
was that, unless the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment otherwise provided, Section 87 waa
rastored.

Hon. A. 3, H. SAW: Yes, and that the
States shonld get that money. From the
time of Mr. Orton, the celebrated claimant
t the Tichborne estates, to the time of the
last individnal who left the shores of West-
ern Australia, has anyone ever heard of a
handsome dividend being returned to smeh
debenture holders? The hon. member takes
np this position: the people of the States

He expressed no
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are asking for bread, in fact for part of
the Commonwealth loaf; and he replies,
“Let us give them o lawsutt " The agree-
ment is not all we could wish, but I
maintain it is all we can get. I was
of that opinion when the Bill was intro-
duced in another place, but in view of
the nction of another place in earrying
the measure by a majority of ten, I am
more firmly of opinion than ever that the
Bill should be passed. Suppose we carry
an amendment, it will first have to be sub-
mitted to another place and then re-sub-
mitted to all the Parliaments of Australia,
12 Chambers that have previously dealt with
the Bill. What is going to happen if an
amendment is carried and is submitted to
the other Parliaments? It must be zub-
mitted to them for their ratification.

Hon. 4. R. Brown: Ii is a money Rill

Hon. E. H. Harris: ‘1s it a Bill that we
¢an amend?

Hon. J. J. Holmes:
amend it.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW . /We have the power
to request amendments to money Bills, lut
I am not dealing with that point at pres-
enl. Suppose we carried an amendment
and the other Chamber assented to it, the
only way in which it could be dealt with
would be to submit it to the other Parlia-
merts of Australia. Thus it would have to
run the gauntlet of each Parliament, and
ezcl Parliament in turn would want to in-
sert some clause favourable to itself.

Hon. A. Lovekin: Not if we amend orly
the Bill. We do not touch the agreemecnt.

Mon. A. J. H. SAW: What is the good
of amending the Bill? The agreement is
the essence of the Bill. Tf the measure has
to be re-submitted on aceount‘of an amend-
ment by this House, it will have to run the
gauntlet of all the other Parliaments. Doea
anyone imagine that we would be able to
get our amendment agreed to and seeure
unanimity ¢

Hon. A. Lovekin: Of course that is not
R0,

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: I take another
point. Mr. Collier and the other State
Premiers met in conference and after
carnest negotiations—nobody doubts their
bonen fides—they arrived at an agreement.
They really acted as.plenipotentiaries from
their different States or different Parlia-
ments, They now come and report to us.
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Of course we can
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While Parliament has it in its power to
reject or aceept the Bill, I know.of no pre-
cedent for Parliamen: amending a Bill so
submitbed.

Hon. A. Lovekin: This is not a money
Bill within the Constitution.

Hon. A. J. H. SAW: I do not think it is;
I think it is a constitutional measure. How-
ever, I have not raised the point that it
is a'money Bill. All T said was in reply
to an interjection, that if it was a money
Bill, we had the power to request amend.-
ments, Under those conditions I maintain
that the real duty of the Siate Parliaments
is to aceept the Bill or throw it out, not to
amend it. More so is that our position
now, secing that the Bill has heen passed
by a suhstantial majority in another place.
During the course of Mr. S{ewart's speech,
I sald hy way of interjection, that the
Assembly had surrendered the outer forts
of the defence and we who occupied the
citadel wust either eapitutate or starve, I
support the second reading.

On motion by Hon. E. H. Grav, debate
adjourned.

House adjournsd at 8.58 p.m.

Legislative Hssembly,
Tuesday, 3rd July, 1928,

.

Adjournmeont, spoctal ...

" The SPEAKER took the Chnir at 4.20
p.m., and read prayers.

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.
THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier—
Boulder) [4.32]: T move—~

That the House at i#ts rising adjourn until
Tuesday, the 10th inat.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 4.35 pm. -~



