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QUESTION—POLICE, POINT DUTY.

Hon, Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM asked
the Honorary Minister: 1, How many polies
oflicers are engaged on point duty, regulat-
ing the traffic of the City of Perth and sub-
urbs? 2, What is the cost to the Police De-
partment? 3, Is it the intention of the Com-
missioner of Police to continne employing
such an exceptionally well-trained and ef-
ficient body of men on point and traffic duty
instead of utilising them in protecting the
public from the lawless members of the com-
munity? 4, Could not lame returned soldiers
carry out the point duties?

The HONORARY MINISTER replied: 1,
Ten. 2, £3,280 per annum. 3, Yes. 4, No.

QUEBTION—RAILWAYS, WOMEN AS
DRIVERS.

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM asked
the Honorary Minister: Is there any truth
in the report that it iy the intention of the
Commissioner of Railways to permit women,
as well as men, to drive locomotives on the
Governnient railways?

The HONORARY MINISTER replied:
Neo.

HHouse adjourned at 7.39 pom.

— e _
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The SPEAKER took the Chair af 4.30
p-m, and read prayers.

MOTION—FINANCIAL RELATIONS,
COMMONWEALTH AND STATES.

Standing Orders Suspension.
THE PREMIER (Hon. T.
Boulder) [4.36}: I move—

That so much of the Standing Orders be sus-
pended as is neeessary to enable Notice of
Motion No. 7, dealing with the financial rela-

Collier—

- his
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tions hetween the Commonwealth and the
States, to be taken into consideration forth-
with,

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 may point out that
this motion requires an absolute majority
of the Honse to carry it,

MR. THOMSON (iatanning) {437]:
Before agrecing to the suspension of the
Standing Orders, I would like to have an
assurance from the Premier that it is not
intention to go vright through the
subjeet and dispose of it at this sit-
ting. The matter i1s of great importance,
but in view of the fact that the Common-
wealth Rill has been adjourned for a period
of 12 months I see no urgent necessity for
the suspension of our Standing Orders. If
the Premier, after he has put his cnse, i3
ready to grant to either the Leader of the
Opposition or myszelf the adjournment of
the debate, 1 shall have no objection fo
offer 1o (he suspension of the Standing
Orders.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: 1 am ready to
go on.

THE PREMIER [1.39]: The tate of ihe
motion 15 not a matter which T can delez-
wine. Onee moved, the motion will he in
the hands of the House, and what will be
done then it is net within my province io
say. I mav add, however, that il was wy
personal desire and intention to proceed
with the matter to a conelusion at this
sitting. T have no wish, of eourse, tn in-
convenience any member.

Mr. Thomson: Our conference is sitting,
and we have not very much time te spave.
Moreover, the subjeet is of great import-
ance.

The PREMIER: The conference started
only to-day. When 1 made my announee-
ment last Thursday, I was under the im-
pression that my proposal would suit the
convenience of members,

MR. E, B. JOHNSTON (Williams-
Narroein) [4.41]: In the circumstances T
must oppose the motion. The rfuestion is
most important, and the Government have
supplied a mass of information. Tf the
motion 15 disposed of at one sitting, we
shall not have an opportunity of looking np
and quoting other fgures which ecan be
adduced in reply to those whieh lhe Pre-
mier ts ahout to hring forward. Tf the
motion came on in the ordinary way. it
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would probably be adjourned at the in-
stance of the Opposition Leader after the
Premier had moved it. I certainly consider
that a questivn of this magnitude should
not be carried to a conelusion at one sitting.
Personaily 1 fail to see any need for the
suspension of the Standing Orders, in view
of the faet that the Federal Government
are not desirous of putting their financial
proposals into operation for another 12
months. On the other hand, we are also
aware that the Federal Treasuver is leaving
Melbourne for Western Awustralia next
week, and that he will come here preparel
to give the people of this State a great deal
of information regarding various proposals
of the Bruce-Page Government. In my
opinion it is not right that the House should
be asked to deal with such a question as
this at one sitting when we know that the
Federal Treasurer is on his way to West-
ern Ausiralia and may throw quite a differ-
ent light on the proposal.

The Minister for Mines: It has been dis-
enssed for weeks and weeks.

Mr. E. B. JOUNSTON: Yes, and it is
not to come into operation for 12 months.
We have a vear in which to consider the
matter, and it is most unusual to take
business of this kind before the Address-in-
reply debate has been conc¢luded.

The Minister for Works: I think you
want instruetions from your conference.

Mr. BE. B. JOHNSTON: If the Federal
Government were going right ahead with
the proposal now, seeking to bring it into
effect immediately, I could understand that
the Standing Orders should be suspended
in order that we might deal with the sub-
ject at onee: but as all the proposals of
the Federal Government relating to the per
capita payments have been adjourned for
12 months I fail to see any reason why the
usnal rules of debate regarding a subjeet of
this kind should be suspended. I consider
that the Government will be acting wisely
if, after the motion has been moved to-day,
they allow it to go on the Notice Paper
and be dealt with in the ordinary way.
After the Premier has delivered his inter-
esting, illuminative, and no doubt earefully
prepared address, I want time to consider
it. We should not be asked to decide
straight away on a Cabinet.prepared state-
ment., We do not know even that the
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matter will be revived by the Federal Gov-
ernment after 12 inonths. It may bhe
shelved indefinitely then. Yet we are asked
to suspend everything, hear the Premier's
speecl, and decide immediately.

HON, SIR JAMES MITCHELL (Nor-
tham} [4.44]: I think it necessary that this
matter should be ventilated as soon as pos-
sible. Of all the matters which have come
under public notice curing the past 12
months, this has given me as a member of
the House the most eoncern. I have mever
been so troubled by any propesal. The rea-
son is that this proposal is so vital to West-
ern Australia. TFeeling concerned, I took
some pains and spent some consider-
able time delving into the matter. The
proposal itself is simple; we are to lose the
25s. per capita payment, and what we are to
get in return is somewhat uncertain. I do
not think it is difficult for any member who
has had experience of finance, to deal with
the matter to-day.

Mr. Thomson: We have just had these
fignres put oo the Table now. I have ouly
just received them.

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL : The
figures have a bearing on the case, but they
are not important {o the case. It is just a
question of prineiple. 1 suggested to the
Premier that the matter should be ventilated
as speecily as possible. I asked him to ar-
range for that, and accordingly he gave
notice on Thursday. Of course I have
nothing to do with the conduct of the de-
bate, as to whether the discussion be ad-
journed or not adjourned. However, 1 did
make that suggestion to the Premier. Had
I known that members desired time to pre-
pare their case, I might not have made the
suggestion. I assumed, however, that every-
bot.y was more or less prepared to deal with
the subjeet. I fear I am to blame somewhat
for tbe discussion which is taking place. At
any rate, I think we should kave some views
expressed to-day on the main question.

Question put, and a division taken with
the following resuli:—
Aves
Noes

| 81 3

Majority for
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AYES.

Mr, Angelo Mr, Marshall

Mr. Apgwin Mr. McCallum

Mr. Chesson Mr. Miltington

Mr. Clydesdale Sir James Mlichell

Mr. Collier Mr. North

Mr. Corboy Mr. Panton

Mr. Coverley Mr., Richardson

Mr. Cunpingham Mr. Sampson

Mr. Davy Mr, Sieeman

Mr. Denton AMr. J. H. Smith

Mr, Heron My, Stubbs

Miss Holman Mr, Tayvlor

Mr. Hughes Mr. Teesdale

Mr. Kenpedy Mr. Troy

Mr. Lambert Mr. A. Wansbrough

Mr. Lamond Mr, Willcock

Mr. Latham Mr., Withers

Mr. Lutey Mr, Wlison

Mr, Mann (Teller.)
NoEs.

Mr. Brown Mr, Thomaon

Mr. E. B. Johaston Mr. C. P. Wonsbrough

Mr. Lindsay (Teller.)

My, SPEAKER: As there is an absolute
majority, I declare the question resolved in
the affirmative.

Question (Standing Orders sugpension)
thus passed.

Financial relations, Commonwealth und
States.

THE PREMIER (Hon.
Boulder) [5.50]: T move—

That this House ia of the apinion that there
should be no departure from the basis upen
which the finanecial relations of the Common-
wealth and States have rested without the full-
egt eongideration at a eonstitutional session of
the Federal Parliament and the approval of
the people by referendum; and that mo finan-
cial scheme should he assented to hy the States
which does not previde for their recgiving from
the Commonwealth Government an annual pay-
wment of not less than 238, per head of popu-
Iation.

P. Collier—

I neced not assure the House, nor vet the
people of the country, thal there is no de-
sire to unduly press on with this metion.
T was under the impression on Thursdav
evening last when I announced that a request
would be made to suspend the Standine
Orders this afternoon, that no member from
anyv part of the House demurred.

Mr. Thomson: We were not consulfed.
No cne knew anything abont it. The ar-
raagement was purely one hetween vou and
the Leader of the Opposition.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: That is not =n.

The PREMIER: The hon. member was
nresent when T mentioned the matter on
Thursday.

“hers.
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My, Thomson: | was present.

The PREMIER: There was no arrange-
ment made with the Leader of the Opposi-
tion. I did not discuss the matter with him,
nor had I mentioned it to him until in his
presence and that of other hon. members
on Thursday. 1 had not mentioned it to bim
from that time until 2ow. The only arrange-
ment lhat was made was within the hearing
and in the presence of members in the
Chamber.: Seeing that no member ¢emurred,
I thought that it was the unanimous wish of
all the members of the Chamber that the
matter shonld be proceeded with.

Hon. G. Taylor: Some of us urged you
to do it.

The PRIGMIER: 1t has been stated that
inasmueh as there is no intention on the part
of the Federal Government to bring about
this alteration until next session, there is no
need for haste in dealing with the motion.
For my part. T think it is all important that
the matter should be dealt with hefore the
present session of the Federal Parliament
closes. It has been the subject of debate
and very warm discussion in both Houses of
the Federal Parliament for months past. We
have received nn intimation that that Par-
liament will rise at the end of this week.
While the subject is fresh in the minds of
Federal members, and in the minds of the
penple of Australia, it is well that the State
Parliament should give an expression of
opinion upon the question and not wait until
the TPederal session has closed and members
of that Parliament are scattered throughout
the Commonwealth. Several will have left
by then for other parts of the world and will
not be likely to be so mueh interested or in-
fluenced by a decision of the Parliament of
this State as they wonld- he if the matter
were dealt with while the Federal Parlia-
ment was stll sitting. FEvidently the member
for Williams-Narrogin (Mr. E. B. Johnston)
is uncer the impression that T intend to make
an elahorate and set speech in presenting the
matter for the consideration of hon. mem-
He is entirelv wrang. Tt is not mv
intention to speak at anv great lencth at all.
The question of the finaneial relationship he-
tween the Commonwealth and the States has
bheen sn moeh ventilated in the Press and on
public platforms during recent months, that
there is vere little need to 2o into the suhject
at ereaf leneth.

Mr. Thomson: Tt has been ventilated in
the Press all richt,

The PREMTER. Yes. and all over Aus-
tralia tnn. There is verv litile need to snr-
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y the whole field of discussion at all, for
are is nothing new to be said with regard

the guestion. This much may be said,
yugh, that no proposals have ever been
t forward by any Parliament in Australia
r very many years past that have aroused
ch universal oppesition as has the pro-
sal of the Fed ral Government to discon-
e the per eapiia paymenis to the States.
ot only has every one of the six State Gov-
nments throughout the Commonwealth an-
wnced its hostility to the proposals, but
ery Opposition in every State House has
me so as well. 1t can surely be said, there-
re, that when the Governments and Op-
ssitions comprising the State Parliaments
' Australia are in aceord on any matter,

may fairly he taken that they represent
e opinion of practically the whole of the
wple residing in the several States. The
ading newspapers, almost without excep-
m, are opposed- to the Federal Govern-
ent’s proposals. The only exception to this
yposition has been an occasional voice ery-
. in the wilderness and that voice is usually
1at of a Federal Minister or that of one
: two isolated supporters who bave spoken
. defence of the proposal. Had Common-
ealth Ministers had experience in Stale
arhiaments and of State finance, I venture
» assert we would not have heard anything
f this partienlar proposal regarding fthe per
ipita payments. 1t is unfortunate, not-
ithstanding what ability may he possessed
y men in the Federal Parliament. thut Fed-
ral Governments—1 am noi speaking of the
resent Federal Government alone, but of
ther Federal Governments as well-—have
een eomprised of men without previons ex-
erience in the respeclive State Parlimments.
Iad they had the benefit of such experience,
am sure that many ropo:als that so ser-
susly affect the people of the State would
ot be brought forward. At the conference
£ State Premiers held in Melbonrne in May
ast, proposals not exaetly the same as those
wow before us, but very similar, were snb-
nitted. Far myself, T ean only say that I
vas not aware of what those proposals were
mtil I reached South Australia and read of
hem in the newspapers there. However, the
yroposals were submitfed o the Premiers
nd we were given no alternative. The gies
jon has been asked as to why we did net
idvance alternative proposals. Praetically
;peuking,‘a condition of the discnssion was
hat the principle 1aid down in the proposal
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that the Commonvwealih should evacuate the
field of direct taxation and discontinue the
per capita grants fo the State, governed the
discussion of the whole guestion. We were
asked to sérap our system of taxation and
to inangurate a new one within the space
of a few weeks. 1t was proposed at that
time that the cbange should take place ns
irom the ensuing 30th June, the end of our
financial year.  That meant that ali the
State Governmentis had to set about maeking
their financial arrangements on a new hasis
for the succeeding year. The States were
asked to do that within the space of four or
five weeks, during which they had to recon-
struct their whole system of taxation, which
would have been necessary because of the
changed principle thai was fo be applied.
What justification is there for the step that
has been taken? Merely, it is said, that the
principle of one Government raising tax-
ation and another Government spending it,
leads to extravagance and, therefore, is of
itself unszound. It is arguned that the Com-
monwealth should withdraw the payments
from Custems and Excise revenue and leave
the whole field of direet taxation to the State
Parliament. But at the very moment it was
argued that that principle was unsound, the
Commonweaith Government were putting
forward proposals involving many millions
of pounds for raising revenue and allowing
the States to spend it. If the principle be
bad in regard to money raised through the
Customs. it is equally bad to raise money in
the shape of TFederal taxes and hand the
maney over to the State Governments to be
exnended. So I say the attitude of the Fed-
eral Government was not consistent in rais-
ing the point that the principle was bad,
when in other directions they are extending
it. But who says the prineiple is had? It
was not considered bad at the inception of
Federation. As a matter of fact, those who
were responsible for the creation of the Fed-
eration did not believe the principle was
bad. in fact, it was gencrally held that the
interweaving of Federal and State finances
in the manner that the States zhould bhe en-
titled to a proportion of the revenue from
Customs and Excise was a fundamental basis
of the Federation itself. So, after 25 vears
it iz not sufficient for any Government ;1 -

the j vinciple is now unsound aad vl b
discontinued. Tt is said the Stafes have no
moral right to this monev. But, as T have
shown, there would have been no Federation
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had it not been for the agreement that the
States should participate in the revenue
from Customs and Excise; the Federation
would never have been consummated but for
that agreement.

Mr. Richardson: That is unquestionable.

The PREMIER: Prior o Federation the
receipts from Customs and Lxeise in the
vavious States were a main source of the
revenue of those States, and i1l was well
understood that if the States were to be
deprived of uny poriion of their Customs
and Exeise revenue as the vesult of Federa-
tion, their main source of revenne would
be taken away from them and their finanees
seriously dislocated. To provide against
that, the framers of the Constitvtion levised
a provision whieh satd that for ali time three-
fourths of the total reeeipts from Customs
and BExcise should be returned to the State.

AMr. Thomson : That was not in the Consti-
tution that was put into operation.

The PREMIER: T am coming to that.
That was to have been in the Constitution,
and it went to a vote of the people. The
provizion that three-fonrths of the Customs
and Bxeise revenue was to be returned to
the States for all time was carried by a
two to one majority in all the States. It
ecaped being ineluded in the Constitu-
tion only because the New Sounth Wales Go
ernment of the day, with the late Mr. George
Reid as Premier, decreed that unless a cer-
{ain minimum majority was shown for the
proposals they wonld not be aceepted by
New South Wales. So, although the people
of the States by a large majority decided to
include this proposed payment for all time,
in view of the faet that New South Wales
was not able to join forces, those who we
responsible for framing the Constitation
cast about for some means of inducing New
South Wales to come in. Consequently the
provision for the payment for all time was
medified to mean that three-fourths of the
Customs and Execise revenue should be paid
to the State for ten years, and thereafter un-
til Parliament otherwise provided. That was
a concession to New South Wales; and of
course, the people, having previonsly ac-
cepted the larger proposal, naturslly ac-
cepled the minor- proposal, and so it went
into the Constitution, 8Still, the larger pro-
nosal elearly showed what was in the mind
of those who framed the Constitution and in
the mind< of the whole of the peonle at that
time; and the ten-year period provision was
placed in the Consiitution in the belief that
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suceessive 1'ederal Parliaments could b
trusted to continue to carry out the obviou
wish of the people and make those payment
for all time. At the expiration of the ten
yvear period we had the Surplus Revenu
Aet, providing that, instead of the Common
wealth paying three-fourths of the Custom:
and Excise revenue to the States, they shoulc
pay 23s. per head of the population per an
num for another ten years, or uatil the Par
liament othicrwise determined.

Mr. Thomson: Was not the 25s. pro
posal (urned down by the people?

The PREMIER: Yes, but not necessaril
beeause the people were opposed to it. W,
do uot know what their reasons may hav
been. 1t may be that very many peopl
voted against that proposal in the belie:
that 25s. was not sufficient, and in n
hope that, later, they would be able to ex
tract a greater sum from the Commonwealth
The question was put to the people as &
whether that 25s. provision shouid he emn
hodied in the Constitution. It was defeated
but we do not know what the people’
motives were. [t was carried in some of th
States, but lost in others. Votes may hav
heen cast against it becaunse the elector:
thought the amount was net large enough
and because they knew that once it was fixec
in the Constitulion there would be great dif.
ficulty in ever having it amended, Tt may b
vaid that, the ten-year period having clapsed
the Tederal Parliament is now free o de
cide against the further payment of the 233
per head under the Surplus Revenue Act
That, of course, is the contention of the
Federnl Government. But no Parliament i
free to alter a fundamental prineiple of Fed
eration, unless by the authority of the peo
ple themselves. Will anybody say that the
Federal Government have the authority of
the people behind them in this proposal? The
people have never been consnlted npon it
There is no mandate for this, no warrant for
the making of this serious and important
ckangne without first consulting the people.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: The Federal
Parliament has no justification for it.

The PREMIER: Ne. If the candidates
at the last Federal clections had made it one
of the big issues, and if the people haa re-
turned to both Houses of Parliament a sub-
stantial majority in support of it, it might
then he said that that was sufficient warrant,
But it was not before the people at the last
elections, and so the people expressed n-
opinions whatever npon it. For the Federal
Government to come in now and make such
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t Lundamental and radical alteration in Tae
sxisting financial relationship between States
wnd the Federation is altogether wrang.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: 1 do not think
iy candidate could be found to advocate
such a change.

The PREMIER: At the Premiers’ Con-
lerence and on several subsequent oceasions,
requests were made that {he matter should
he held over till the special counstitutional
session to be held at Canberra next year,
or alfernatively that the people should e
vonsulted by referendum, However, the
Prime Minister said it was a matter, not for
the people, but for (iovernments to deter-
mine. If six State Governments nega-
tive the proposal, have the one
cral Government, holding the power of
the porse, the right to say to the
six, “You have to aceept it¥? Surely
that cannot be contended for a moment! The
people are not being allowed to express an
opinion on the question, because obvicusly
they are overwhelmingly opposed to any
such change. In the face of opposition so
marked, it is altogether wrong for the Fed-
eral Government to proceed with the pro-
posal. What is the motive behind the Fed-
cral Government's desire, or the Federal
Parliament’s desire to be free from the pay-
ment of this eapitation grant? The motive
is elear. It is known perfectly well that the
Federal Parliament entered the field of direet
taxation only because of special eirenm-
stances arising out of the war.

Mr. Angelo: They imposed the land tax
two vears hefore the war,

The PREMIER: Yes, but with the ex-
ception of the Jand fax, all their fields of
direct taxation have been entered upon as the
result of financial obligations resulting from
the war. Those obligations must be a dimin-
ishing quantity; that is to say, year by year
the Federal nced for monexy must be redue-
ing.

Me. Thomson: They argue otherwise,

The PREMIER: The very fact that they

have been reducing taxation proves what I
sayv. Within the past two vears the Federal
income tax has heen considerably ryeduced.

Mr. Thomson: Becanse of the enormous
amount of money they have been getling
through the Customs.

The PREMIER: But they know perfectly
well that mueh of this war expenditure will
be a diminishing cuantity, whilst on the other
hand the per eapita grant will be an ever in-
ereasing quantity: as the population of the

Ied- -
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Commonwealth increases, su there will be uan
increase in the sum required to weet the per
capity granis to the btates.

tion. G, Taytor: Customs and Excise re-
venue also will inerease,

The PREMIEH: Of conrse, but ihe
Federal Government ave desirons of retain-
ing the increase in the Customs revenue,
whilst getting out of tlie taxation ficlds that
they would have to get out of in any case.
How can the Federal Government say they
wani the money, when they are showing a
lage surplus every vear? In the year just
closed, the Federal Government’s surplus
was 2!, milliens. They have built np an
accumulated surplus of ten millions during
the past Jew years. The people of the
Commonwealth ecan sece that the financial
year has ended with a surplus of 2% mil-
lions, that the Federal Government do not
know what to do with it and are, one might
say, embmrassed with a surplus of money,
and have to cast about for means to expend
it. In so doing, they are taking up funec-
tions that it was never contemplated should
be undertaken by the Commonwenlth. When
this is happening, is it not certain that the
taxpayers of the Commonwealth would de-
mand 2 reduetion of direct taxation? Of
courze they would.

Hon. Sir Juwmes Mitehell: Direct taxa-
tion by the Cotmmonwealth is war tax, and
they are entitled to reduce it.

The PREMIER: The Commonweakth
have met all the ¢xpenses eonscquent upon
the war and, notwithstanding that, they end
the year with a surplus of 2% millions.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Not only this
year but every year.

The PREMIER: Yes: and in view of
that the people would demand a reduction
of direct taxation. They would say to the
Federal Governmenf, “You enfered ¢his
ficld of taxaiion in order to meet war ex-
penses. We do not complain of that, but
inasmuch as you do not need the monev for
war expenses, vou must evacuate the field of
direet taxation and reduce the hurdens im-
posed upon us”’ Tt is because the Iederal
Government know perfectly well thev will
have to evacuate the field of direet taxation
that they sav, *We will get out now while
the going is good and while we have a
chanee of making an exchange of direet
taxation for the per eapita payments.? In
a few vears the Federal Government would
not be in a position.{o make any exchange
with the States; they would have nothine te
give away.
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Mr. Riebardson: It is a case of heads we
win, tails you lose, from the Federal stand-
point.

Mr. Lutey: Yes, a double-header.

The PREMIER: The Federal Govern-
ment know perfectly well that they have no
justification for continuing in a field they
invaded specially on aceonnt of the war,
while, at the same time, they have bailt ap
surpluses of over 10 million pounds in the
course of & few years, and are showing a
surplus of praetically 235 miliions each
year. BSo, the Federal Government offer to
make an exchange with the States. As to
Western Australia, they say the field to be
surrendered o ws would amount to £375,000
whereas the capitation grants and the
special grant we receive amount to £564,000,
but they are willing to make up the differ-
ence by what is described as an adjustment
grant of £152,000 for this year only.

Hon. Sir James Miichell: That is the
point.

The PREMIER: They say, in effeet,
“Give us £564,000, or we will withhold pay-
ment of that amount to you. In return we
will give yon a field of taxation amounting
to £375,000, but in order to make up the
difference and enable you to adjusi your
finances this year, we will give you an ad-
justment grant of £152,000 for this year
only.” What about next year, and all the
vears afterwards?

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: What about
40 years ahead?

The PREMIER: Yes, 50 years and even
100 years ahead. On this question it is es-
sential that the people should take the
longer view. What would it profit if the
Commonwealth Parliament were prepared
to give this State, even for a period of five
years or 10 years, a greater amount than it
is proposed to withhold? What is five, ten
or twenty vears in the life of a nation? We
have to look forward to the generations
that are to come. If we yield something to
which we are entitled, and which has been
paid to us during the past quarter of a cen-
tury, an amount that must be ever-increas-
ing, and accept in its stead the uncertainty
of a special grant, or a dole as I eall i,
herause it amounts to nothing else——

Mr. Thomson: Tt would be embodied in
an Aect of Parliament, the same as the pre-
sent Surplus Revenue Act.

The PREMTER: But there has heen no

surgestion to embody it in an Act of Par-
liament, and T venture to say that if any
Federal Government introduced a Bill fo
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provide for special grants to Western Av
tralia or Tasmania over u long term, .
years or 20 years, it would not be ente
tained for a moment by the Federal Fa
lament.

Hon. 8ir James Mitehell: What about t
surplus revenue ?  Under the Act th
should be returned to us.

The PREMIER: Quite so; L intend
deal with that. Do we not know that t
proposal to pay \Western Australia £350,0
for one year, as recommended by the D
abilities Commission, was received ve
coldly in the Federal Parhament?

The Minister for Works: It was intx
duced very coldly.

The PREMILER : L believe that membe
of the Federal Parliament generally 1
gard very coldly the proposal to mal
special grants to some of the States, 1
we not know that the Federal Governmen:
proposed road grants are being oppos
mainly in the Eastern States, because t
manner of distribution is speeially favou
able to some of the outlying States, it beil
calculated on an area as well as a popul
tion basis? In faet, the Eastern new
papers feature it as “Eastern money £
Western roads.” Members are aware
the hostility of the Eastern States, main
because of the proposal to expend mon

-collected in the Eastern States upon roa

in Western Australia or in Queensland, a1
the Leader of the Country Party kno
that if any Bill were introduced containii
a proposal to make special grants to fh
State, it would meet with similar hostilit

Mr. Mann : The Melbourne “Heral
deseribed it as eriminal to send money fro
the Eastern States to the far-away Stat

The PREMIER : When it is said that 1
would possibiy be better off by foregol
the per ecapita payments and accepti
special grants hased upon our needs, is
not realised that there would he no pos:
bility of the Federal Parliament agreei
to such a proposal? Kven if they did aer
to it, we should be very foolish to accept
hecause what the present Government mig
do, no matter how generous-minded th
might be, another Government eould und
and so we should have financial uncertain
i the future. The present proposals a
not the ones that were submitted to t
Premiers’ conference. The Federal Gover
ment sav they are prepared to leave us
field of land taxation worth £80,000, b
members will see from the return prepar
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the Commissioner of Taxation that the
iount is not £80,000 but £65.000. That,
wever, is merely a matter ot difference in
culations; really, 1t does not affect the
inciple. Even so, the Federal Govern-
'‘nt, in almost every instance, have over-
imated the amount that would be avail-
le to us by their evacuating the field of
‘ect taxation. The Commissioner of
Xation says the amount of the land tax
wld be £63,000, not £80,000.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But the ¥Fed-
il Government tock as a bhasis 1923.24,
iiech was a specially big vear.
The PREMIER: Yes, and thex took the
gregate colleetions. Under the Common-
aith taw, if a person owns land in two
more States, that land is assessed and
xed on the aggregate assessment. If a
estern Australian taxpaver owns land in
ictoria, we are not concerned with the
nd held in Vietoria. We assess him only
the rate applicable to his land in West-
n Aunstralia,
Mr. Latham: He might have £2.500 worth
re and £2500 worth there, and he would
« practieally exempt here.
The PREMIER : The Commonwealth,
rwever, tax on the aggregaie value and
ey have not allowed for that. Again,
aderal land taxpayers in this State num-
v only 1,600, whereas the State, in 1924-
i, had 42,000 land taxpavers. So, it would
ean that unless the State reimposed a tax
precisely the same manner as it was left
; the Commonwealth, a great number of
e people now paying land tax would have
v pay more, As the Commissioner of
axation points out, the land tax would
ive to be inereased by 53 per cent. The
icome tax would have to be increased by
} per cent. Here again the amount has
:en greatly over-estimated by the Federal
overnment, the Commissioner savs by an
nount varying between £25.000 and
30,000.
Hon, Sir James Mitchell: You mean the
ederal tax would have to be inereased?
The PREMIER: No, our tax weuld have
) by increased. If the proposal of the
ederal Government to surrender 40 per
mt. of their income tax were agreed to,
‘2, in order to make it up, shonld have to
ierease. our income tax by 36 per cent.
Hon. Sir James Mitchell: That is right.
The PREMYER: The Commissioner of
‘axution says the Federal figures are ex-
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cessive to the extent of £23,000 to £30,000,
because the total assessments were takeu
and no allowance was made for refunds or
deductions. Payers of income tax to the
State (Government number 39,000, and to
the Federal Government only 12,000, If
we intended to make up the muoount of -
come tax surrendered by the Federal
Government and impose it upon payers of
income tax to the State, we would have o
inerease our amount by 36 per cent. to
cover 39,000 peuple as amainst the 12,000
people who now pay Federal imeome tax

Hon, Sir James Miichell : That is the
point. To recover 4} per cent., we would
have tu increase our tax by 36 per cent.

The PREMIER: The amount of dividend
duties charged to companies, which ‘the
Federal Government propose to surrender,
is £64,000, Tf we had to make that
amount good, we should have to increase
the State dividend duties by 27 per cent.
Estate duties, the Federal Government
estimate, are yielding £47,000 a year.
I do not know where they get their figures.
Our average colleetion for five years has
amounted to £26.000, although it is siated
ihat these estate duties are yielding £47.000.
Tn order to make good thiz £eficiency, our
estate duties will have {o be increused by
69 per cent. over and ahove the present sum.
All these Commonwealth figures relating to
the field of taxation they are leaving open
io the States are fallacions. On the one
hand, if we get 23s. per head of the popula-
tion. we know exactly what we are going to
et from year to year, whether the season is
good or bad. In times of depression as well
as in times of prosperity we shall know that
under the per capiia grant we shall get a
definite and fixed sum of money. All these
figures thev quote relative fo the evacuation
of the field of direct taxation are based upon
the figures for the year before last, the last
yvear of complete returms. We know that
revenue from &irect taxation is a fluetuating
quantity.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It depends upon
the price of wheat.

The PREMIER: Our collections from
direct laxation depend on two verv material
factors, namely, the seasons and the price
obtained for the commodities grown. Shonld
we have a bad season and low prices, the
whole of the money the Commonwealth an-
thorities say they will surrender to us will
disappear. We should lose the per capita
payments and have nothing to replace them;
the basis is so unstable and insecure. Taxa-
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tion depends upon the seasons, especially in
Western Aunstralia which is a primary pro-
coeing couniry.  These figures are based
upon a good year and good prices. We may
not always obtain Gs. a bushel for our wheat,
and the comparatively high prices that have
been procured for wool during recent years.
On the one hand we are asked to be satisfied
to yield ap a certainty for an uncertain
amount that may be received from direct
taxation, and, on the other hand, have no
guarantee whatever that the Federal Govern-
nent next year, or with the next Parliament
some other Government, may not come baek
into this same field out of which they are
roing.

Mr. Davy: If there was another war they
would have to come in.

The PREMIER : Yes, but without another
war it is possible that some Federal Govern-
ment may think fit to find good use for this
money.

Mr. Latham: With a change of Govern-
ment that would be the case.

The PREMIER: It is such a stupid pro-
posal from our point of view, that we should
give up something we have regarded as a
right for the last 25 years, something that
should be ours, war or no war, good seasons
or bad, high prices or low, something we
should look upon as a fixed and definite sum
that is coming to us. We are asked to give
up this for an uncertainty, and are left in
doubt as to what any future Parliament or
Government might do in the direction of
coming back into this very field of taxation,

Mr. Sampson: And the high tariff would
remain.

The PREMIER: Yes. If we are to have
reduced taxation in Western Australia—and
T agree it is badly needed—we can get this
only by standing firm and maintaining the
present systemn in our financial relationship
with the Commonwealth. The people of ihis
State can be relieved of taxation only by the
Commonwealth continuing to make the per
capita payment, and by redueing their own
taxation. They can do this: they ean go on
reducing taxation without the necessity for
depriving us of the per capita payment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Of course they
could.

The PREMIER : Their snrplus shows there
is no necessity for it. Why are they enterine
into a scheme of housing ¢ Tt is proposed
to spend £20,000,000 upon housing schemes
in Avustralia, a large sum of money on road
making, ané to incur expenditure in other
directions which never crossed the minds of
the framers of the Constitnfion. They are
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doing this only because they do not knov
how to dispose of their money.

Mr. Lambert: There was a special redemy
tion of £4,000000 yoted from loans las
year,

The PREMIER: That is a good thing. I
is bad for the people of the eountry to hawvi
six Governments embarrassed for the wan
of funds and in financial dilficulties, as al
the State Governments have been for year
past, and to have a central Government over
lording the States, and embarrassed im th
opposite direction because of their surplus

The Minister for Mines: And the State
are responsible for all development.

The PREMIER: Yes. Another reaso
why the States are entitled to continue draw
ing this money is because it is the only forn
of tawation that everyone pays, the ta
through the Customs,

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Ii is the onl:
form that follows the pram.

The PREMIER : State Governments hav
to spend monev on unremunerafive servieces
on police, edueation, health, chavities, and i
other dirvections. Every person, from th
pram right np to old age, eontributes faxa
tion through the Customs. For that rea
son, the States that have to find the mone
for these services are entitled for all time t
the payments I have mentioned. I do no
think T need dwell upon the subjeet. I
seems to me that the Federal spint is dis
appearing altogether. There is growing u
in the Federal Parliament a spirit of cicta
torship, of overlording the States, with th
inevitable result, as predicted by the lat
Alfred Deakin, when he said, “Tf you finan
cially weaken the States there is no doub
what the end wiil he”

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : They will toppl
over,

The PREMIER: Yes. The States wi.
not be satisfied with the handing out of dole
of two or three hundred thousand pound
here and there, and by that action accept th
position of poor relations.

Hon. Sir James Mitcehell: And in the en
destroy the Federation.

The PREMIER: That seems to he a poin
they do not perceive. This will destroy th
Federation and react upon them.

Hon. G, Taylor: It is already killing th
Federal spirit. .

The PREMIER: Apparently that is nc
considered. Thev are handing out daoles t
us. They say, in cffect, “You are the poo
relations. We will give vou a grant to enahl
vou to make roads, or for some other pw
pose. In giving you these grants we attac
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u string to ihem. We shall diciate to you
how you shall spend the money. You shall
add to it a certain amount, an amount to be
decided by us, and, when you have added
your quola to our grant, we will defermine
how you are going to spend your money as
well as ours.”

Hon. G. Taylor: That is pretty hard.

The PREMIER: That is the position we
have come to. If the people of this Staie
and of all the States in the Federation per-
mit this to be done, ihey will be sorry for it
in the years that are to follow. I hope we
shall be able to discuss this matter apart
from party polities. It is altogether be-
vond that. It is being fought just as vigor-
ously by the Government of Vieforia. I
have the speeches of fhe Premier of Vie-
toria, and of Sir Alexander Peacock, a mem-
ber of the Federal Convention whick framed
the Constitution. These speeches were de-
livered in the Vietorian Parliament during
the Iast month or so, and were couched in
language infinitely stronger than any I have
employed at any time.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: They do use
stronger language there towards the Fed-
eral people, becanse they are not so de-
pendent uwpon them.

The PREMIER: They are in a better
position to resist them. I hope the House
will carry this motion before the Federal
Parliament adjourns, so that we may indi-
cate to the Federal Government that not only
should this Bill be shelved for one year, but
that we wish to hear no more about it. The
people have not asked for it. Why should
there e made a change of this kind that no
one wants? On the other hand, it has been
condemned in every part of Australia by all
sections of the people. We are told that
there is some Imaginary principle at stake,
that those who spend the money ought to be
the people to raise it. If that is so it would
be well for the Federal Parliament to re-
main in the field of direet taxation. If
they get out of that field entirely, and have
an overflowing Treasury as a vesult of their
yeceipts from Customs and Exeise, there
will be no inducement for them to exercise
economy. People do not know what they
pay through the Customs, and seldom in-
dulge in any criticism concerning inereased
taxation through that channel, except a
small number whose voice does not seem fo
be effective. If this scheme is to be a check
upon extravagance on the part of State
Governments and State Parliaments, it is
also well that a similar check should be im-
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posed upon the Federa] authorities. Tt
might not be a bad thing if they were to
remain fo some extent in the field of direct
taxation. At the end of every vear the tax-
payers of the Commonwealth would know to
what extent they were taxed directly on be-
half of the Commonwealih Treasury, and,
when they saw that the Commonwealth Par-
liament had a surplus year after year, they
could bring pressure to bear upon them to
exercise economies, as well, perhaps, as to
reduce taxation. I hope the motion will be
carried unanimously.

HON. SIR JAMES MITCHELL {Nor-
tham) [3.43]: T could almost wish that the
motion had been a somewhat more definite
protest against the Federal Ciovernment's
proposal Lo abolish the per capita pavment
to the States.

The Premier: 1 will agree to the most
drastic amendment you like to suggest.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I do
not think there should be any referendum
on the question ait all, beeause, as the Pre-
mier has pointed out, when people are in
doubt they vote “No.” Probably they did
not understand what they were voting on
previonsly.

The Minister for Lands: T believe that
so far as Western Australia is concerned
every referendum on Commonwealth ques-
tions has been carried.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: This
question, however, has o be decided by the
whole Commonwealth.

The Minister for Lands: We can only
speak for the people of this State.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I am
alluding to the mention of a refercndum in
the motion. I agree with all the Premier
has said. Last week, not knowing that this
motion was coming on at the present stage,
I took the opportunity to speak at consider-
able length on the question because I
thought it vitally important that the matter
should receive consideration here as soon as
possible. It 15 beinz considered all over
Australia to-day. Al over Australia the
people are heing influenced by statements
that are being made. We cannot afford to
delay and thus allow those statements to re-
main unchallenged and our position to re-
main doubtful. We are perfectly prepared
to stand by the Federation and make the best
af it, but we should not agree to proposals
that will weaken our position. The Premier
referred to what Mr. Deakin wrote in 1902.
The words which Mr. Deakin then mnsed
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ought to be a waming to all of us, and we
should concern ourselves to preserve the
position as it is. This question has given
me, at any rate, great conecern. I happen
to have heen Treasurer of the State for
some time, and I know what the position
under the Federal Government’s proposal
would be. The Premier has stated the
case very eclearly and 1 hope the people
of this country will read what he has
said. But the question has another side
which coneerns me. 1 was glad to hear the
Premier say that this is not a party ques-
tion. Tt ought not to be & party question
at all, but one with which we can all deal
irrespective of party consideratipns. Tt is
far too important and loo serious to be
made o party question. 1 have the greatest
possible regard for Mr. Bruce, and think he
15 a fine man and has done fine work.

The Minister for Lands: Do you think he
is bluffed by Page?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I do not
think he is ecapable of being blunffed, but [
think he is wrong now. Undoubtedly he has
heen very good to Western Australia dur-
ing the last two years, and also in other
years; but we have ne right to give away
a permanen{ advantage for a temporary ad-
vantage, no matter how favonrable the ex-
ehange may be to us for two or three years.

Mr. Lamberi: Why do you say Mr. Bruce
is favourable to this State when he ignores
the recommendations of the Commission he
appointed?

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: The hon.
member interjecting ought to treat this as a
non-party question.  Certainly Mr. Bruee
has been good to Western Australia. 1t s
ne use for the hon. member to try to deny
that. However, what we are making for is
unifieation. The present proposal of the
Federal Government tends towards the load-
ing of the people engaged in primary in-
dustry, in order that the Commonwealth
Government may gef relief. The Common-
wealth Government are fo-day ecollecting
more money than they need. Certainly they
do not reguire any more revenue. In fair-
ness they should reduce their taxation to the
extent of 214 millions, seeing that they have
had a surplus of that amount for years, or
else they should, as the Federal Constitu-
tion provides, pay the amount of the snr-
pluses over to the State Treasuries,

The Premier: They bave deliberately
evaded the Surplus Revenue Aect.
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes, ihey
have done that by tucking the surplus away
somewhere two or three days before the end
of the financial year. Some Federal Treas-
urer suceeeding Dr. Earle Page will have a
glorious jamboree on the ten millions stand-
ing there.

The Premier: And belonging to the States.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes. Tt
has frequently been said that finance is gov-
crnment. Of course it is government, Mr.
Deukin said that if the financial weakening
of the States could be brought about by var-
ious causes—among them he mentioned
drought—one by oue the Staite Parliaents
would topple over. We should see that uni-
fication 18 nof veached by anything but the
st direct means. It bappens that in the
Federated States of America to-day this very
ynestion is receiving attention, and it also
happens that the President of the United
States takes an entirely different view from
1hat of our Prime Minister. I do not know
whether the Premier has come aeross the
dchate which has been going on in America,
and in which the President has participated.
We have President Coolidge’s views on this
very question, and his words would be per-
fectly appropriate words for Mr. Broce to
use. We all know that the position of the
people in Western Australia cannot be sat-
isfactory if they are governed from Mel-
bourne or Canberra. We are too far re-
moved from Melbourne and Canberra. The
people there do not come into our daily
lives. Members who have to travel 2,000
miles from Western Australia to take their
seats in the Federal House largely lose touch
with us—necessarily so. It would not be
well to govern Western Australia from Can-~
berra, or to govern it through officials. On
this aspect President Coolidge said only the
other day—

No method of procedure has ever been de-
vised hv whieh liberty eonld be divorced fromr
self-government. Wo plan of centralisation has
ever bheen adopted which did not result in
burcaueracy. tyranny, inflexibility, reaction,
and decline. Of all forms of government those
administered by bureaus are about the least
satisfactory to an cnlightened and progressive
people. Being irresponsible they heeome nuto-
eratic, and beinge autoeratic they resist all de-
velopment. Unless Bureaueraey is constantly
resisted it breaks down representative govern-
ment and overwhelms democracy. 1t is the
one element in our institutions that sets up
the pretenee of havirg anthority over vvery-
bedy and being responsible to nobody. While
we ought to glory in the Union and remember
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that it is the source from which the States
derive thejr chief title to fame, we must also
recognise that the national Administration is
not and cannot be adjusted te the needs of
loeal government. It is too far away to he
informed of local needs, too inaccessible fo be
responsible to loeal conditions, The States
should not he induced by coercion or by fav-
our to surrender the management of their own
affairs, The Federal Government ought to
resist the tendency to be loaded up with duties
which the States should perform. It does not
follow that Dhecause something ought to be
done, the pational Government cught to do it.

The Premier: That is very sound, and fits
right into our case.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It takes
the broad view, which 1 am glad the Premier
took to-night. We must resist any attempt
fo bring about unification. We must, and
I hope do, resist any attempi to whittle
away our authority, any attempt to take
away the cash we are entitled to get. We
do not of course ask the Federal Government
to coilect for us any direet taxation., We
<an do that for ourselves. But when we fed-
erated, it was agreed that we should have
returned to us three-fourths of the Customs
revenue for the first ten years, and so much
of the revenue in other years as remained
unspent. That happened, of course; but
finally we were paid 25s. per head from Cus-
toms and Exeise revenue collected. As the
Premier has pointed out, if we are not to
be paid any share of the Customs and Ex-
Cise revenue, then 90 per cent. of the people
of this State will not pay any taxation at all
to the State Treasury. There are the mi-
grants, for instance; and we bave a much
larger number of migrants proportionately
than has any other State. Certainlty on a
population basis we have a very much larger
number of migrants than has any other State
of the Commonwealth. Then there are the
babies that are being born; they pay nothing
at all in the way of taxation.

The Premier: Take the 23,000 people now
on the group settlements, who have come
here practically during the last three or four
years; they would be paying no taxation at
all.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Un-
doubtedly: and 90 per cent. of the people of
the State are not paying direct taxation.
Even if only 80 per cent. pay no taxation,
then 20 per eent. will have to bear the whole
burden of taxalion necessary for earrying
on the State, if the Commonwealth proposal
is aceepted. Ii is no use crying about spilt
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milk, We have got ourselves info this un-
eiual Federation. However, it is for the
other partners in the scheme to do justice,
through the Federal Parliament, to the needs
of the smaller States. The greater States
have henefited tremendously by Federation,
whereas the smaller States necessarily have
suffered and must suffer. Take the position
of Western Australia. Af the time of Fed-
eration 120,000 of its people had come from
the Bastern States; and vet for 25 years we
were decried, misunderstood, not under-
stood, and not known. If a stranger landed

in the East, the chances were that
he would be told not to come to
the West; and this for no special

reason exeept that the people in the Eaat
did not think the West was worth anything.
Now that is all changed, and for the first
time in our history our country has been
acknowledged to be of considerable value.
We are told now that it was thought we
could not progress because we had not the
country. Further, we are told now that we
are not progressing satisfactorily, and that‘
we must forego the 25s. per head of the peo-
ple from Customs and Exeise and live by
direct taxation. Just imagine any unde-
veloped eountry living by direct taxation!
Tt is impossible. As a matter of fact, we
have developed our country.

The Minister for Railways
confined to direct taxation,
would remain undeveloped.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: We have
struggled until a fourth of the wheat in
Australia is produced by this State, which
has only ome-sisteenth of the total popula-
tion.

Mr. Thomson: Bub the wheat is produced
on borrowed money.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I assure
the hon. member that wheat looks just the
same whether it is grown on borrowed money
or on our 0¥ money.

Ar. Thomson: But you said we were do-
ing it on direct taxation.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No. I
said we had siruggled. 1 shall come to bor-
rowing in a minute. Half the gold of Aus-
tralia has been produced or is being pro-
dueed here. Practically all the timber ex-
ported from the Commonwealth comes from
Western Anstralia. We have done our best,
and we deserve, not to be treated in the way
we have been treated, but to be helped. Most
of onr produetion has come from primary
industries. We certainly have taxed our-

If we were
the eountry
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selves at mueh higher rates of taxation than
has any other State of the Commonwealth.
We had to do it, becanse we federated. Every-
one knows that the Customs collection of 214
millions in this State reduces the Premuer’s
opportunity to colleet taxes. Also everyone
knows that sinee 1914-15 the importations
from the Kast have doubled; it is not that
the quantitics have doubled, but that the
cost has doubled. From four millions it has
inecreased to nearly eight millions, and the
consumers are paying two millions more for
those goods than they would have paid under
the old tariff. Clearly, then, the Customs
tavifi alonc is costing us two millions. That
is a burden we are bearing for the benefit of
the Eastern States. For 25 years we in this
State have played the part of Martha’s sons,
uncomplainingly  and unflinchingly. But
what have they in the great manufacturing
citics of Eastern Australia done? How have
they borne their load? Surely they onght to
have some consideration for the consumers
of their goods.

Mr. Thomson:
have any?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: T think
they do not want to see ms disappear alto-
gether.  Reading Kipling yesterday, I was
reminded of what happened the sons of
Mary. While we have borne our burdens un-
complainingly, the sons of Mary have cast
their burden upen the Lord (Pratten); and
the Lord he lays it upon Martha’s sons.
Those are Kipling’s words, and they are
strikingly appropriate. We eannot go on in
this unecertainty. There is no reasen why
members of this Parliament should be
troubled time and again by propozals such
as we are now considering. It takes us away
from our more legitimate work, and to those
of us who want to see progress these pro-
posals are very disturbing. WWhichever way
we turn, the outlook with its load of taxa-
tion 1s discouraging.

The Minister for Railways:
silver lining to the clond.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Certainly
it is not apparent. The State is at the
crossroads, and we onght to pray the Al-
mighty that we take the right torning. We
are perfectly willing to render unto Caesar
the things that arc Caesar’s, but we are not
entitled to do any more, and I hope this Par-
liament will not agree te do any more. Qurs
is the responsibility for development, and it
is wrong that we should have to bhe econtinu-
ally putting up a fight in order that we

Do you think they really

There is no
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might live as o free and sovereign State. If
unifieation is wanted, let it be secured by a
straight-out request to the people. But,
since it would not be approved by the peo-
ple, and sinee development in this State is
of importance to the whole of Australia, let
the Federal Government join us in the de-
velopment of Western Australia. We can-
not do it quickly enough ourselves. The Pre-
mier was able to collect £1,400,000 from all
sources of taxation last year; yet sec how
casily the Customs collected and handed to
the Federal Treasurer 2% million pounds
produced in this State.

Mr. Thomson: No complaint is ever raised
about it in the Federal Parliament.

Hon. 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: Yes,
there is, but it is not effective, Every day

we see that another member in the Feaeral
Housc has gone over from low tarifl, or no
tariff at all, to the high tariff ranks. Not
more than half-a-dozen of the Federal mem-
bers are doing anything to combat the high
tarifl and these continual increases in Cus-
toms duties. All parties are cqually to
blame for these higher and bigher duties. The
burden of the high tariff has to be borne by
us, and so 1 say we shouid get some part of
the £7 per head collected in this State, The
cost of living has been increased by this
high tariff, It is casy for us to know just
how it affects the State Treasury, but we
do not so readily appreciate its effect on the
people of the State. The wages man is no
hetter off than he was 10 vears ago. Cer-
tainly the married man is not, and I doubt
whether, despite incrcased wages, the condi-
tion of the single man has improved. In.
creases i lhe cost of living, as the resulf of
the high tariff, have had to be followed by
inereaged wages. In 1919 we paid to the
wages staff of. the Railways an average of
£164. In 1922 the average rose to £222, and
in 1925 it reached £229. I suppose there
have been further inereases this year. TUn-
less something be done to resist the continu-
ouns increage in Customs duties, we shall have
to keep on increasing wages in order that
our people may make both ends meet.

The Premier: T see that the Customs re-
rarns for July exceeded by £3060,000 the re-
turns for July of last year.

Hon. Sivr JAMES MITCHELL: Some re-
fiel must be given to the rallway men and,
vl ecourse, that relief has to be reflected more
or less in railway charges,

Trne Minister for Railwavs: There would
have been a reduetion in ratlway freights
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ttus year but for the inereased cost of work-
mny,

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I should
like tr say u word respecting the Royal
Commission that inquired into and reported
upaon lhe disabilities under whichk Western
Australia is suffering as the result of Feder-
ation. It was the Tariff Board that paved
the way for that Commission. The Tarift
Board inquired into our finaneial position,
and (heir report ineluded the following :—

So obvious are the financial difficulties under

which the State is labouring, und so freguent
the eriticism that is encountered, that the
Bourd was able to arrive at the conclusion that
the situntion was critical and warranted full
and sympathetie investigation with a view to
amclioration.
That was the Tariff Board, and that report
led up to the appointment of the Royat Com-
mission.  So, two authorities, the Tariff
Board and the Royal Commission, recog-
nised our difficulties, The Royal Commission
recommended that, in addition to the per
capita payments, we should receive £450,000
per annum for 25 years. Of course, there
was a minority report signed by Mr. Com-
missioner Mills, who recommended that our
speeial payment be £300,000 per annum for
10 years. The position is, of eourse, that
we are to get £300,000, and if we agree to
hand over our friend the member for Roe-
hourne (Mr. Tecsdale), and the country he
represents, selling him lock, stock, and barrel
to the Commonwealth Government, we may
get another £150,000.

The Premier: We wonldre’t sell him for
that.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Appar-
enlly the £450,000 recommended by the Koyal
Commission is to ke made up in that way.

The Premier: But less the special grant.

Hon, 8ir JAMES MITCHELL: And for
ouly five years. Instead of getting £450,000
for 25 vears, we are to gef £300,000 for five
vears; and if we ayrec to give something
far transcending in value the £450,000, we
shall get another £150,000.

The Premier: This year we are to get
£300,000, less £83,000 representing the
special grant.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The five-
year period is all foo short. I am very much
concerned about these latest propesals of
the Federal (Government, becanse the bnr-
dens impozed on the State by the extrava-
gance of the Federal Government will fall
on the shoulders of the property holders,
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Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: 1t is
quite obvious that since the Federal Govern-
ment proposed té pay the State Treasurer
£150,600 to make good the loss for this vear,
and for this year enly, the arrangement can-
not be a good one for us. I should not eon-
sider it satisfactory if the Federal Govern-
ment offered this grant for five years, even
if we were inclined to agree to the proposals,
Five years eannot be regarded as a substan-
fial period in the life of a ecountry. We had
the right to inpose a tarifl against the East-
ern States for five years after the consum-
mation of Federation, and how socon that
period seemed to go! For 25 years we have
existed as n federated people and how soon
it has gone! How litile has happened in
thnt time! Twenty-five years is a very short
period in the life of a nation. In dealing
with this matter we have fo remember that
it 1s not a question for the moment. If it
were right to-day, it would be wrong to-
morrow, because the population of the State
will in¢rease rapidly. We eannot afford te
take risks; we have no right to take risks.
The work of development is always before
us, and it is a serious responsthility that
faces the Government of this State. That re-
sponsibility has been faced in the interests
of the whole of Australia and of the Empire
as well, This development work produces
trade for the Eastern States. We contribute
in s0 many ways sach an encrmous sum to
the Federal Treasurer and to manufacturers,
traders and food producers in the Eastern
States that we ean with perfeet justice look
for ¢ome special treatment. If our people
are to remmnin contented in the Federation,
they will not do so if they have to pay very
mueh hizher rates of taxation than are paid
by people in the Eastern Stafes. We should
live more or less on even terms with them.
Of course the Federal taxation applies evenly
to all, but the State taxes are not the same
in ary two States and, unfortunately for us.
they are very muoch higher in Western Aus-
tralia than they are anywhere else. It gives
me no pleasure to oppose the proposal of
the Prime Minister; quite the reverse. It
wonld mive me great pleasure to be able
to snpport anvthinz that Mr. Bruee pro-
posed, as this House can well imagine. but T
cannot see this State suffer, as I believe it
will suffer, withont entering a protest.

Mr. Lambert: Yon will not be blindfolded
and sandbaceed, too? Ts that it?
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I shall
not allow the State to suffer without entering
a protest. For once I am in accord with the
Premier and in epposition to the Federal
Government anc their proposals. The Gov-
ernment of Vietoria are opposed to the pro-
posal just as strenuously as are we, and I
am not certain that for the moment Victoria
wenld not gain by aecepting it.

The Premier: She would never suffer as
mu-l a3 we would.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No; vet
the Victorian Government will not risk the
future in order to gain some temporary ad-
vantage now. The Premier was right when
he snid that the eertain 25s. is a very dif-
ferent thing from an uncertain right to eol-
lect taxes, even if those taxes vepresent the
same amount. Climatic conditions are all-
important in this State of primary produe-
tion. If we had bad seasons and the prices
of wool and wheat fell, the Premier would
not get his revenue. As a matter of fact the
primary producers would not be relieved of
any indireet taxation in order to pay the
Premier extra direct taxation. In faet they
will pay more and more indirect taxation to
the Federal Government, Then there is the
additional consideration that we have no
gunarantee that these taxes would not be re-
tmposed by some future Parliament of the
Commonwealth. Of course there ecould be no
such gnarantee. Tn principle it is right that
we should receive some return of Customs
revenue. The Federal Treasurer has said
it is quite wrong for one Government to
eollect monex for another Government to
spend. He also said that since the State Gov-
ernments cannot impose indirect taxation,
and since their road grant must ecome from
indirect taxation, he intended to impose a
special Customs tariff against oil and certain
mofor parts in order that he might get this
money to hand to the States for them to
expend. Tn that case the Federal Treasurer
considered he was quite right. It would
never do for the Federal Government and the
State Government to have the right to im-
pose Cunstom cuties. ’

Mr. Thomson: The same prineciple is in
evidence in respect to the income tax.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No, it is
nof.

Alr. Thomson: Tt is a donhle income tax.

Hon. Sir JAMES MTITCHELL: If we had
the right to impose a Customs tariff, there

eould be no Federation, as we would then
have the right to tax the goods of the East-
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ern States. It would be quite impossible for
two anthorities to impose a fariff.

Mr. Lambert; But you ean differentiate in
railway rates and other things.

Mr, Thomson: No, you cannot.

Hon, Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Just
imagine British goods subjuet to a Federal
impost being then made subject to a State
impost! It would give a monapoly to the
manufacturers of the Eastern States and
make things a great deal worse for our own
people. The question is altogether of too
serious import to the people of this State to
be treated lightly, If must be treated with
the utmost zeriousness ik we are to be savecd
from this proposed change. I cannot speak
for the rest of Australia, but T know that
this State cannot afford to forego the per
eapita payments, and I hope the House will
agree unanimously to enter the protest that
the Premier has submitted. It seems fo me
there is no other course open to us.

MR, THOMSON (Katanning) {7.39]: I
regret that we have not had an opportunity
to digest more fully the figures submitted to
us by the Commissioner of Taxation. How-
ever, I hope that after this motion has been
dealt with, another motion of which T have
given notice will he accepted and that a
select committee will be appointed to inquire
into the figures put up by the Federal Gov-
ernment and the State Government. For
that we have practieally a precedent in the
appointment in 1921, at the instance of the
member for Gascoyne {Mr. Angelo), of a
committee to prepare a statement of the
finaneial relations existing between this State
and the Commonwealth for submission to a
Federal Convention. At the conclusion of
my remarks [ intend to move an amencment
to the Premier’s motion, and in order that
the House may be conversant with it, I shall
indicate it at this stage. It reads—

That all the words after *“a’’ in line 5 be

deleted with a view to inserting the following:
—'*properly convened convention at which each
State shall have cqual representation, and that
no alteration of poliey shovld be acecepted by
this State that does not provide for a2 more
equitahle and seientifie distribution of TFederal
revenue, bared on the proportionate needs of
the States and having special regard to the dis-
abilitics of the more extensive and sparsely
pojulated States where the bnsis of parment
should he at a higher rate than to the more
populous States. ™’
When the Premier was discussing the motion,
he said it was on all-fours with one passed
hy the Vietorian Parliament. T understand
that is correct.
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The Premier: I do not know.

Mr. THOMSONX : | have no wish to azcribe
{o the Premier any remark that bhe did not
make. .As we are discussing this guestion in
a non-party spirit and with the sole desire
to achieve what is hest for this State, I
bope the Houze will consider my amend-
ment.  The question is of vital import-
ance to Western Australia. We are told
we should stand up for our rights. TLet
me make my position clear. When the
Disabilities Commission sat in Perth, I
gave evidence stating clearly and distinetly
that I personally stood for secession,
and that T regretted that Western Anstralia
had entered the Federal bond. 1 have al-
ways stood for that principle. The Federal
Attorney General, during his stay in Perth
vesterday, stated that in his opinion it was
impossible for Western Australia to get out
of Federation, Therefore, my sngzzestion
that we should have a properly convened
convention, upon which each of the States
should have equal! representation wounld be
very much more beneficial to Western Aus-
tralia than would be the motion of the Pre-
mier advocating a Constitution session of
the Federal Parliament. In the conrse of
the remarks of the Premier and the Teader
of the Opposition, it was stated that we
could not expect to get reasonable and fair
consideration, and that, when these pro-
posals were put before the Federal Govern-
ment with regard to the disabilities grant,
they were received very coldly.

Hon, Sir James Mitchell: T did¢ not say
we could expect fair treatment, I said we
were not getting it. Do you think we are?

Mr. E. B, Johnston: I do not think we
are.

Mr. THOMSON: I regret I wisinter-
preted the remarks of the hon. member. I
never have thought that we bave had fair
treatment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
about that.

Mr, THOMSON: Let me go batk to the
days when Federation was first mooted and
brought about. In the early days of the
goldfields thousands of people went there
from the Eastern States, but unfortunately
had not been sufficiently long removed from
their association with Vietoria, South Aus-
tralia, and New South Wales to acquire a
fair conception of their responsibilities to~
wards Western Australia. The late Lord
Forrest at first opposed Federation. Then
people on the goldfields moved for separa-
tion. It is a pity they were not granted

We agree
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it, for it would probably have been in the
interests of the Commonwealth and the
State that this should have been given. Many
0. those who came from Vietoria had Leen
through hard times. I was one of them.
A great deal 6F money was sent out of this
State fo the other States, and particularly
to Vietoria, in order to maintain the wives
and families of the men who were ahle to
make a living in this State. The position
to-day is practically the same. Beecause of
the incidence of Federal taxation and the
high tariff, people of Western Australia are
keeping large bodies of persons in the other
States in eomfort by providing work and
sustenance for them. Through the bigh
tariff, the Customs are collecting from this
State £1,900,000 on goods which come from
overseas. We are importing from the other
States goods to the value of £8,000,000. If
we had control of our own Customs and
Excise, we should be collecting approxi-
mately another million and a quarter or a
million and a half by that means. Tndirectlv
we are making to the other States a present
of that sum of money. We are also pre-
senting to them a considerable inerease in
wealth by providing work and employment
to thousands of others in the Eastern States.
This is one of the disabilities from which
Waestern Australia is suffering as a result of
our having placed upon our shoulders the
shackles of Federation. We are told that
we should think Federally and be Aunstra-
lian in spirit. With all due deference to
public opinion, as well as to the Premier
and the Leader of the Opposition, I main-
tain that the present system of payment vy
a per capita grant is unscientific. What
greater evidence could I produce than the
statement of the Minister for Works when
he addressed the Road Board Conference
that met last week in the Assembly Hall,
Pier-street? He urged members of the con-
ference*to pass a resolution, and to send it
to the Eastern States to the end that West-
ern Australia might receive the benefit of
the toad grant. I commend him for his re-
marks, That is the principle T advocated
for Western Australia, whep I entered into
the discussion with the Premier with re-
gard to his unwillingness to deal with the
financial proposals that were placed hefore
the Premiers of all the States for their ap-
proval or otherwise. The Premier went to
the other States as the representative of
Western Australia. Acting, as he believed.
in the interests of the State, he refused to
enter into any discussion as to the merits or
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denterits of the Hnancial proposal. The
other Premiers also maintained that the
States had a right to the Customs. 1 am
prepared to admit Lhat we entered Federa-
tion on the assumption that we were going
to receive a proportion of the Customs duty.
The Premier stated that when we cntered
into Federation we were to receive three-
quarters of the Customs collections for all
time. That mav have been the intention.
The Constitution, under which we wers
ruled in this matter up to 1910, contains in
Section 87, the following words:—

During a period of 10 years after the estal-

lishment of the Commonwealth, and therveafter
until the Parlinment otherwise provides, of
the net revenne of the Commonwealth from
duties of Customs and ef Exeise, not more than
one-fourth shall be applied anunually by the
Commonwealth towards this expenditure; the
batanee shall, in acecordance with this Consti-
tution, he paid fo the several States, or ap-
plied towards the payment of the interest of
debts ¢f the several States taken over by the
Commonwealth.
There is another provision in Section 93
with regard to Western Australia. This
gave us, for a peried of five years, the im-
position of uniform duties. This meant that
they came down on a sliding seale over a
period of five years. Although the intention
may have been as stated, these nre the words
that appear in the Constitution.

The Premice: I did not say it was the in-
tention. I made it clear that the first vote
of the people of Australia was taken on the
question of this being permanently ineluded.

Ay, THOMBON: We are on all fours.

The Premier: Yon say I said something
else. ’

My, THOMSOX: I have not had an op-
portunity of preparing my case, as the Pre-
mier and the Leader of the Opposition have
had.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Everyone has
had the same opportunity.

The Premier: Did you speak two or three
monihs ago without considering the ques-
tion? TYou dealt with it fully then.

Mr. THOMSOXN : T am dealing fully with
it nows I thought we wonld have had an
opportunity of discussing thiz question at a
later stage, in view of the vote taken to-day.
As the Leader of this small section of the
House, I think T onght ta say T was not con-
sulted as to whether this matfer could he
discussed or nof.

The Premicr: No one was consulted.
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Mr, THOMSON: On a matter of this kind
the publie require to e more educated than
they are. I may be putting forward an un-
popular preposal. We should give this ques-
tion more consideration than we have de-
voted to it. We have heard the Premier,
who has been backed up, of course, by his
Treasury oflicials. The IHouse, or some mem-
bers of it on this side, should be given an
opportunity of disenssing the matter with
the Federal 'Treasurer and obtaining his
viewpoint.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: e has puob-
lished it time and again.

The Premier: Good gracions!
nothing fresh to be said about.it.
heen published over and over again,

My, THOMSON: An inter-State confer-
ence was held in Melbourne. It had to do
with the Commonwealth and States’ financial
agreement between the Prime Minister and
the Premiers of the different States. The
late Mr. Alfred Deakin was Prime Minister,
and Sir Newton Moore was the Premier of
this State. The finaneial proposals as be-
tween this State and the Commonwealth werc
discussed. The report states—

Tn the public interests of the people of Aus-
tralia, to secure economy and efficieney in the
raising and spending of their revenues, and to
permit their Governments to exercise unfet-
tered control of their reccipts and cxpenditure,
it is imperative that the financial relations of
the Federal and State Governments, which
under the Constitntion were determined only in
part and for a term of years, should he placed
upon a sound and permanent hasis.

Mr. Lambert: That is what we want to-
day.

Mr. THOMSON : That is my earnest de-
sire, That is the reason why an inter-State
Conference was held in August, 1909, The
report went on io say:—

That to fulfil the intentions of the Constitu-
tion Ly providing for the consolidation and
transfer of State debts, and to ensure the moss
profitable management of future loans by the
establishment of ome Australinn stoek, a com-
plete investigntion of this most important sub-
jeet shall he undertaken forthwith by the Gov-
ernments nf the Commonwenlth and the States.

This investization was to inelude the aciual
cost to the States of the transfer of property.
The report continunes—

Tn order to give freedom to the lommon-
wealth in levying duties of Customs and Ex-
cise. and to assure to the States a certam
annual income, the Commonwealth shall, after

the 1st day of July, 1910, pay monthly to the
State a sum caleulated at the rate of £1 Js.

There is
It has
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per head per annum of the population aecord-
ing to the latest statisties of the Common-
weath.

The report goes on to say—

Mr. Marshall: We Will take the rest as
read. Get down to facts.

Mr. THOMSON: I am quoting facts.

Mr. Marshall: You could not do so if you
tried.

Mr. THOMSON: Clause 4 of the report
shows that there was no intention on the
part of the Commonwealth to hand doles to
Western Australia, as indieated by the Pre-
mier. I regret that he used that word. The
clause says—

That in view of the lavrge eontributions to
rhe Customs revenue per capita made by the
State of Western Australin, the Commonwealth
shall (in addition to the payment provided for
in paragraph 2) make to snch State special
annuil payments commencing at £250,000 in
the finaucial year 1910 and 1911, and diminish-
ing at the rate of £10,000 per annum; the Com-
monwenlth shall i eachh year deduct on a per
capita basis from the moneys payable to the
States of the Commonwealth an amount equal
to onc-half of the sum so payable to the State
nf Western Australia,

There was a Premiers’ Conference, Sir New-
ton Moore being then Premicr of West-
ern Anstralia. All the States agreed upon
those financial proposals. As a maftter of
fact, those finanecial proposals were submit-
ted to the people of the Commonwealth and
were turned down. In 1910 the Fisher Gov-
ernment introduced a Bill to provide for a
per eapita payment of 25s. per hend of the
population until such time as Parliament
might otherwise decide. That is the position.
I am not arguing that the Commonwealth
should take away the 25s. per head, but I
do argue that the financial assistance which
Western Australia has had in many direc-
tions that arc easily gquotable, renders it de-
sirable that the whole principle should be
discussed, when probably we might secure a
better deal than that on the 25s. per head
basis. I want to be quite clear on the point
that I shall not aecept the promise of this
or any other Federal Government with re-
gard to the present proposals, If we are
to forfeit the 25s. per head, the arrangement
must be embodied in an Act of Parliament
ensuring to the smaller States hetter finan-
cial recoups from the Commonwealth than
under the prezent system. Now ag to the
Constitutional aspect of the Premier’s mo-
tion. The Federal Constitution speaks of the
people of Vietoria, New South Wales,
Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania
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having “agreed to unite in one indissoluble
Federal Commonwealth.” I may be wrong
but it seems to me that the proposal we are
now discussing is net within the Federal
Constitution. The per capita grant is nat
in the Federal Constitution,

Mr. Lambert: Neither is the Surplus Re-
venue Act, which was passed to absorb all
that money.

Mr, THOMSON: As to any alteration of
the Federal Constitution it is provided
that—

The proposai for the alteration thercof mush

be passed by an ahsclute majority of each
House of Parlinment, and not less than two or
more than six months after it has passel
tivough both Houdes the proposed law shall be
submitted in eaeh State to the electors quali-
Ged to vote. If in o majority of the States
a majority of the clectors voting approve the
proposed taw, and i€ a majority of all the elec-
tors voting also approve the proposed law, it
ghall be proposed for the Governor Generai's
or for the Queen’s agsent.
That is the position with which we are faced
to-day. Possibly we might be able to carry in
this State a demand that the per capita pay-
ment should not be less than 23s. I would
be quite in aceord with that. In my opinion
Western Anstralia is entitled to considerably
more than 23s. per head, in view of its de-
velopmental needl:,

My, Griffiths: The matter should not de-
pend on population at all.

My, THOMSON: No; it should not be on
a per eapita basis. Mr. Watt, at one time
Federal Treasuver, said the present syscem
was unscientifie. .

Mr. Lambert: Why not put it on a more
seientific basis?

Mr, THOMSON: T am seeking to do so
by my amendment. [In my opinion, for the
development of national resources, the Com-
monwealth should give assistance without
regard to State boundaries and population
m special cases where adequate finances can-
not otherwise be secured. At the present
date we find that under the Surplus Revenue
Act New South Wales receives £2,965,962,
Victoria £2,189,961, Queensland £1,124,205,
South Australia £717,551, Western Austra-
lia £566,244, and Tasmania £276,077. Hav-
ing quoted those figures I propose briefly to
draw the attention of the House to the re-
port of the Federal Disabilities Royal Com-
mission, and to show that the present system
is unscientific. That, indeed, is borne out by
the evidence submitted to the Commission
and also the Commission’s findings. I may
remind hon. members that when the Federal
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Government appointed the Royal Commis-
sion, the State Government appointed a com-
mittee to prepare and submit the State’s
case to the Commission. The State Govern-
ment came to a perfectly fair decision to
have all sections represented on the com-
miitee, and they invited the Primary Pro-
ducers’ Association to appoint a represen-
tative. We selected Mr, Teasdale, one of our
presidents—not, I hasten to add, the mem-
ber for Roebourne (Mr. Teesdale), as I do
not wish to draw a disclaimer from that
gentleman. At one of the first meetings of
the committee My. Teasdale expressed his
opinion that one’ of the matters to be dis-
cussed before the Commission was the Tariff.
Mr. Keenan, as chairman of the committee,
roled Mr. Teasdale’s suggestion out of order,
saying, “The Tariff is not a disability under
which the other States of the Commonwealth
are not suffering; in that respeet we are on
all fours with the other States, and therefore
that factor cannot be submitted as a disa-
bility.” Therenpon Mr. Teasdale tendered
his resignation as a member of the committee.
The subject was discussed by the executive of
the Primary Producers’ Association, who ap-
pointed a sub-committee to prepare a case
dealing with the Tariff. I honestly believe,
and my belief is supported by the recommen-
dations of the majority of the Federal Com-
misstoners, that the Tariff is the greatest of
the difficnlties under which the State of
Waestern Australia has fo struggle. Clearly,
the committee appointed by the State Gov-
ernment were out of stride in regard to
the Tariff. I do not blame the Government
for that. My view, I repeat, is supported by
the findings of the Royal Commission.

Hon. G. Taylor: Protection is the policy
of the Commonwealth.

Mr. THOMSON: Yes, but unfortunately
it is a policy under which Western Australia
suffers severely. That is borne out by the
Commission’s findings.

Hon. G. Taylor: I am not supporting the
Tariff, but protection is the accepted policy
of the Commonwealth.

Mr, THOMSON : The ehairman and Com-
missioner Entwistle stated that whatever
benefits the Commonwealth protectionist
tariff might have afforded to other parts of
the ‘ommonwealth, it had not benefited the
State of Western Australia, and that it was
Immnassible fo give the primarv producers of
Weastern Australia relief by way of reduced
(’nstoms withont injuring the secondary in-
dustries of the Eastern States, the nnly ef-
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tective way of removing the chief disability
of the State being (o resfore to the State for
a period of years the absolute control of ifs
own Customs and Exeise. The chairman and
Commissioner Entwistle recommended that
the State of Western Australia should dur-
ing a period of 25 ycars, and thereafter until
Parliament otherwise decided, have the ab-
solute right to impose its own Customs taritf
as in pre-Federation days, provided the State
of Western Australia did not impose
higher duties upon the importation into the
State of Western Australia of any goods
produced or manufaectured or landed in
other States of Australia than were
imposed on the importation into the Stale of
Western Australia of like goods produced or
manufactured or imported from other
countries. In connection with the imposition
of Western Australia’s own Exeise and
Tariff, the amount of money to be contri-
buted by the State of Western Australia to
the Feceral expenditure in excess of Federal
Income tax, land tax, and probate duties was
to be determined by negotiations between the
Commonwealth Government and the Govern-
ment of the State of Western Australia, or
in case of disagreement by an arbitrator whe
was to be a citizen of the British Empire.
In that last sentence is one of the reasons
which led me to state that our Premier should
have negotiated with the Federal Treasurer
regarding the financial proposals. At a later
stage the Federal Commissioners clearly re-
commended that Western Australia should
have an annual grant of £450,000, hut they
also stated distinetly that this shouic be a
matter of negotiation between the Common-
wealth Government and the Government of
Western Aunstralia.

Mr. Lambert: No Western Australian
Government should have negotiated except
on the basis of the Royal Commissior’s re-
eommendations.

Mr. THOMSON: T am quite in acecord
with the hon. memher’s remark.

The Minister for Lands: I suppose vou
know that in the financial statement he sent,
he said that he had already decided what they
were going to do.

Mr. THOMSON: I do not know that.

The Minister for Lands: Did vou not read
it? That is what was said. They had “de-
termined”’ the matter.

Mr. THOMSON: I know that the Premier
was invited to go to Melbourne to disenss
these matters. I do not blame him for what
he did. hecause he acted honestly in aerord-
ance with his views.
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The Premier: We were not invited to go
there to discuss these matters, but to receive
the “determination™ of the Government.

Mr. THOMSOXN : That is not correct.

The Premier: It is absolutely correct.

Mr. THOMSOXN: Well, 1 say it is not.

The Premier: You must have some more
reports.

My, THOMSOXN: As a matter of fact, the
Prime Minister, dealing with the 1923 con-
ference, said—

After that conference 1 telegraphed to all
the States, pointing out that we had not all

the necessary statisties to cnable us to arrive
at u decisicn

Then he went on to say—

£ recoguise that this question of the per capita
payments to the Stute is one entirely within
the discretion of the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment, but T think it is essential that the State
representatives  shouldd eome here and  be
afforded an opportunity to discuss any pro-
posals that may be put forward by the Com-
monwealth.

The Premier: Of course we Ciscussed the
proposals put forward by the Common-
wealth, Those proposals were definite on
this principle.

Mr. THOMSON': Then the Prime Minister
went on— '

To deal with suech a question by way of cor-
respondence would be fmpossible,

The Premier: T say that, too, and these
were his proposals. .

My, THOMSON: Continuing, Mr. Bruce
said—
The cnly alternative to a conterznce such as
we are now holding would be for the Common-
wealth Parliament to take such action as it
thought wise, without any opportunity being
riven to the States to pub their point of view
or v discuss any matters connected with Com-
monwealth proposals which appeared to them
to work inequitably to the States.

The Premier: That is to say, the point of
view of the States as to sach proposals.

Mr. PTHOMSON: The Premier and his
tellow Treasurers were invited fo Melbourne
to discuss the proposal. We are discussing
a proposal made by the Premier to-night that
we shall carry a cerfain motion. We must
have a bhasis to work npon, and surely to
zoodness the Premier will not argue logically
that the Prime Minister asked the Premiers
of the various States to go to Melbourne to
discuzs matters which he did not propose to
place hefore them.

The Premier: T have not said any such
silly thing.

Mr. THOMSON : You inferred if.
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The Premier: You are going round an
round trying to make black white.

AMr. THOMSOX: I propose to quate on
or two other remarks to back up my argy
ment that we should later on at least endea
vour to discuss and alter the present pre
posal. I regret quite frankly that the Fed
eral Government have not carried out the re
commendations of the Federal Disabilitie
Commizsion in their entirety., The report o
the Federai Commission shows that th
Chairman and My, Entwistle, one of th
Royal Commissioners, put forward the fol
lowing recommencation :—

That until the State of Western Australi
is granted the right to impose its own Custom
and Excise tariffs, the Commonwealth shall pa
to the State a special payment of £450,600 pe
annum, in addition to the 25s. per eapita pay

ment mado in necordance with Clause 4 of th
Surplus Kevenue Act of 1910, the aforesai

, Special payment to include the special annua

payment now being made to the State of West
ern Australia in accordance with Clause 5 o
the said Aet. The above special payment o
£450,000 to commence on the 1st July, 1924,

I deplore the fact that the Commonwealt]
Government have not given effect to the ful
recommendation of the Royal Commission

The Minister for Agriculture: Wheo is re
sponsible for that?

Mr, THOMSON: The Federal (overn
ment appointed the Royal Commission, ant
on the evidence that was submitted the Com
mission advanced (wo alternatives., Th
first was that we should have control of ow
Customs for 25 years. I would prefer that
because it would mean a considerable redue
tion in the cost of living for cur people al
most immediately.

The Minister for Agriculture: A Federa
Labour Government would have given thal
to us, for that was Labour’s policy af the
last election.

Mr. THOMSON:
opinion.

The Minister for Agrienlture: You know
it was their declared policy.

My, THOMSOXN: That is not borne oul
by statements made by some Labour mem.
bers who spoke in the Federal Parliameni
when this matter was under discussion.

The Minister for Agriculture: But it was
their denite poliey during the election cam-

That is a matter ol

paign. .

Mr. THOMSON : Mr. Scullin, the Depufy
Teader of the Federal Parliamentary Labout
Party, stated clearly that his party stood
solidly for unification.
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The Minister for Agriculture: But your
representatives are the strongest unification-
ists of all.

My. THOMSON: That is not so.

The Minister for Agrieulture: And you
are merely trying to foree umification.

Mr. THOMSON: I am not.

The .Minister for Agriculiure: Dr. Page
is the greatest unificationist in Australin.

Mr. THOMSON:
correct.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

My, THOMSON: Dealing with another

phase, Commissioner Entwistle submitted
the following report regarding the position
of Western Australia:—

In my opinion Western Australia shouid
never have entered Tederation, hut, having
done so, therc s, I feel convineed, only one
complete and satisfaetory remddy for her pre-
gent  disabilities, namely, seeession. Tf that
event occurred, all other recommendations in
this report would become unnecessary. As,
ho“ucr. it cannot be taken for granted that
secession will take place, T have joined in re-
commendations having the objeet of relieving
at least to somec extent the present financial
disabilities of the State of Western Australia.

That statement is not

To indicate why onr people advoecate relief
and built up a ease to prove that Western
Aunstralia had suffered disabilities under the
Federal tariff, we find that Mr. Carroll, as

general sceretary of the Primary Producers’,

Association in this State, and now a senator,
in his evidence informed the Royal Commis-
sion that the associntion in Western Aus-
tralia had 180 branches, with a membership
of 2,600, the branches being situated mostly
through the Great Southern distriets, the
Eastern portion, and as far north as Gerald-
ton. In the course of his evidence Mr. Car-
voll said—

Western Australin. under the Constitution,
was compelled to surrender control of Ther
Customs House before she had time to reap the
henefit that might reasonably be expected to
have acerued to her as a result of its reten-
tion. At that time her agricultural industry
wuy in its infamey, and her seeondary indus-
tries were practically non-existent, During the
intervening vears her primary industries have
made some progress, but her secondary indns-
tries, exposed ns they have heen to the unre-
stricted competition of the more advanced and
highly developed Tastern States, have not pro-
aressed at all, the result being that ouwr prim-
ary indumstries have suffered considerably
through the non-ahsorption of their unexport-
able produets. Whatever bencfit the protec-
tionist policy may have conferred upon any
other State in the Commonwealth, it has no
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only fuiled te confer any benefit, but has uctu-
ally imposed an cuormous burden upon fhe pro-
ducers of this State. ’

The Minister for Agricnlture:
party still impose that taviff!

Mr. THOMSON; If I were the Minister
for Agriculture I would not interject, be-
cause the avowed policy of the Labour
Party is absolute prohibition so far as the
tariff is concerned.

The Minister for Agrienlture:
you know? Why not be sincere alout the
matter? Yoor party is almest wholly pro-
tectionist in the Federal Parliament, Why
not be honest about it?

Mr. THOMSON : Surely the hon, member
has forgotten.

AMr. SPEAKER: I must ask the hon. mem-
ber to keep to the subject matier of the
maotion.

Mr. THOMSON: I will do so, Mr.
Speaker. T am dealing with the policy of
the Labour Party in the Federal Parliament,
A plank of their platform sets out the fol-
lowing :— y

And your

How do

Unlim:ited legislative power for the Common-
wealth Parliament, and sueh delegated powers
to the States or proviness as the Commonwealth
Parlinment may determine from time to time.
That is the policy of the Labour Party,
and yet the Minister for Agriculture says
that a Federal Labour Government would
give us the reliefl snggested.

The Minister for Agriculture: The poliey
of your party is one of high protection.

Mr. THOMSON: T am protesting against
the high tariff. I would ask the Minister
whether the tariff has incrcased or deercased
since the Royal Commission’s report was is-
sued.

The Minister for Agricalture: It lhas in-
creased.

Mr. THOMSON: And on every occasion
the inercase has heen carried by the vote
of those associated with the Mimster in his
political movement, and they are the strong-
est supporters of high protection. As a mat-
ter of fact, there is only one section of Aus-
tralia desirous of tariff reduction and that is
Western Aunstralia. T am hopeful that we
shall be able to induce other parts of Aus-
tralia to see our point of view and fall into
linc.

My, Latham: Even their own senator
voied for the inereased tamff on machinery!

Mr. Marshall: What did Senator Pearce

de?
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My, THOMSON: In order to show how
Jjustitied I am in iy contention that we should
receive a greater percentage of revenue from
the Cotnmonwealth than we are reeciving at
the preseni time, I will quote the following
reference from the report, setting out that
the Commonwealth Tariff Board (llessrs. R.
Melo. Oakley, Chairman, W. Leitch, and
H. Brooks) considered it true that—

Whatever additional cost the poliey, of pro-
tection may add to the price of goods and
material imperted by the Australian censumer,
the citizens of the Eastern States gain as a
compensating advantage the prescnce of a laree
production and manufactore.  Such is not the
case with Western Australia, which is so plaeed
that at present it has to bear whatever burden
mav arise under the protectionist tariff withour
reaping any of the accompanying advantages.

When we come to the majority opinion of
Messrs. Higgs and Entwhistle, we find their
views set out in the Royal Commiszion’s re-
port as follows:—

Your Commission is of opinion that if the
State of Western Australia had not joined the
Federation, that State might have imposed
Customs daties partly protective aud partly
revenue-produeing, and  derived  advantage
therefrom: that having jeined the Fedcration,
whatever Dbenefit the Commonwealth protee-
tienist policy mayxy have conferred upon other
States of the Commonwealth, it has not bene-
fiteel the State of Western Australia; that the
primary producers of the State of Western
Australin have to pay more for their agrieul-
turul machinery, cte., than the primary pro-
ducers of the Eastern States; fhat the primary
producers of the State of Western Ausiralia
have not the bencfit of home markets like
Svdney with its 1,008,500 population, or Mel-
hourne with its 883,700 popaulation—home mar-
kets of soch value that threc-fourths of the
[rimary j roducts of New South Wales and Vie-
torin, other than wheat or wool, are consumed
within those States; that the primary producers
of the Stute of Western Australia have to sell
their products in the markets of the world:
that it is impossible to give the primary pro-
dueers of Western Australia relicf hy way of
reduced Customs duties without injuring the
sevandary indusiries of the Enstern States; and
that the onlv effective means of removing the
chiet (isability of the State s to restore 10
the State, for a period of years, the absolute
control of its own Customs and Excise,

T have dealt briefly with this subjeét, which
is of very great importance to Western Aus-
tralia. I regret that one has not had an op-
portunity to go more fully into the matter,
and T sincerely trust that the House will
agree to the amendment I propose to move.
Both the Premier and {he Minister for
Works have accepted the principle that, in
view of her developmental requirements,
Western Australia should receive a larger

grant for road purposes than would be hers
if she were paid on a per eapita basis. That
being so, I hope the House will see fit to
aceept my amendment. The Premier pro-
poses that the financial relationship bYetween
Commonwealth and States should be con-
sidered at a constitutional session of the
Federal Parliament.

The Premier: No, the motion does not
say that.

Mr. THOMSOXN: But it does, for it de-
clares that there should be no departure
from the basis upon which the financial re-
lationship  between Commonwealth and
States has rested, without the fullest con-
sideration at a constitutional session of the
Yederal Parliament. I think my amendment
will secure for us lelfter consideration than
we could expect from the Federal Parlia-
ment. I say our claims should be considered
at a properly comvened convention whereat
the States shall havd equal representation.
Since we have only five members in A House
of 73, what hope have we of getting satis-
factory consideration in that House? We
shonld be likely to get a much better deal at
a properly convened convention. By the
Premier’s own statement, a financial pro-
posal; not nearly so good as the recom-
mendation of their own Commission, was
received coldly., The present system is ad-
mittedly wrong, for this State is providing
work for thousands of men, and the Com-
monwealth are paying at the rate of 25s.
per head of population. Tt has been said
that for a considerable number of vyears
our group settlers will not pay any income-
tax. That, also, is a matter that ecould be
diseussed at the proposed convention.

Mr. Mann: Will the other States agree
to that convention?

Me. THOMSON: I do not know. I am
speaking from a purely West Australian
point of view. I am out to protect the in-
terests of Western Australia, That is my
first duty to the people of Western Aus-
tralia. 1 move an amendment—

That all words after *fa’’ in line 5 be struek
out and the following inserted in lieu:—*‘pro-
perly eanvened convention at which each Btate
shall have equal representation, and that ne
alteration of policy should Iw aceepted by this
State which does not provide for a more equit-
able and scientific distribution of Federal sur-
plus revenue, based on the proportionate needs
of the States, and have special regard to the
disabilities of the more cxtensive and sparsely
peapled States where the basis of payment
chouldl be at a higher rate than te the more
ropulous States.’’
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It has been said that the Federal Govern-
ment had no mandate from the people for
the suggestion that they should take over
the North-West. In my opinion the neople
resident in the North-West should be left
to say whether they desire to remain part
and parcel of Western Australia.

“Mr. Teesdale: Hear, hear!

Mr. THOMSON: I am not advocating
that the North-West should he developed by
the Commonwealth. i

The Premier: The North-Wesi has
nothing to do with the question before the
House.

Mr. THOMSON: Yes, there are up there
6,000 people on whose account we receive
in capitation payments over £6,000. If the
people resident in the North-West are taken
over by the Commonwealth, they will be in
8 bappier position than are we in the south-
ern part of the State, for they will have but
one ineome tax to pay, whercas we have to
pay two.

MR. LAMBERT (Coolgardie) [842]:
This is not a question for party views, and
T am pleased to see that although we may
differ as to the method of payment to the
States, we are going to show a united front
in our determination that the Federal Gov-
ernment shall not filch from us revenne that
is essenfial to the development of Western
Anstralia. The Leader of the Country
Party was merely quoting the Federal At-
torney CGeneral when he said the prineiple
of one authority gathering faxation for an-
other to spend was unsound.

Mr. Thomson: I didn’t mention it

Mr. LAMBERT: Perhaps not in those
words, but vou conveved that impresston to
my mind. As a matter of faet it is ex-
pressly provided for in the Constitution,
not only in the matter of one anthority
gathering revenue and another spending it,
but also in respect of one central authority
borrowing money and the other anthorities
gpending it. That was one of the reasons
for Federation. This is possibly the most
important question that hss been raised in
the House since I have oecupied a seat here.
Tt is a most serious matter that the Federal
GGovernment, situated hundreds of miles away,
should at every possible opportunity seek
not only take from the State one of ifs main
eonrees of revenne, but to inferfere with the
internal Government of the State. T hone
that will be resented and resisted by every
memher of this Parliament. Recently an
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Aid Roads Bill has been introduced in
the lederal 1Parliament, and it is receiving
the ecommendation of the Minister for Works,
but if support of the proposals therein eon-
tained means interference with the poliey of
road making in this State, the measure
should be resisted.

Mr. Marshall: They have done that uvp to
date. .

Mr. LAMBERT: 1 shouli. give the Fed-
eral authorities no powers beyond those set
out in the Constitution.

Mr. Thomson: We shall be very glad to
get those roads in some of our districts.

Me. TAMBERT: That is all very well.
Roads are couvenient and necessary, but I
would accept no money for roadmaking or
for any other purpose if it meant a filching
by the Commonwealth of the powers essential
for the best government of thiz State. The
hest government of this State cannot be pro-
vided from Melbourne or from Canberra.
Our chief trouble, as mentioned by the
Premier and other speakers, is that we are
isolated, praetically unknown and forgotien.
I[f we continue year after year making finan-
eial bargains and permitting the Federal
Government to fileh important powers from
us, we shall ultimately find ourselves involved
in a gystem of vicious unification or probahly
something very much worse.

Hon. G. Taylor: Our financial poverty is
weakening our cignity.

The Minister for Lands: That sometimes
applies to individuals as well,

Mr. LAMBERT: We can remain poor and
still be dignified. The need for constructing
roads and other works will be as pressing in
10, 30, 50 or 100 vears hence as it is at pre-
sent. No temporary expedient by any Gov-
ernment or Minister should be permitted or
pardoned by this Heuse, which should jeal-
ously guard the sovereign rights of the State,
Notwithstanding the nced for constructing
roads and railways, for developing the
North-West and for earrving out wany pub-
lie works dear to us, we should not permit
the TFederal Government to feel that they
bave merely to pass another dole to us

Mr. Thomson: Tt is rubhish to talk ahout
doles.

Mr. LAMBERT: Tloes {he hon. member
mean to say that the present proposal of the
Federal Government is not a dole? Toes
he mean to sav that the Brure-Page Govern-
ment were sincere in their desire to cive
effect to the recommendation of the Disahili-
ties Commission when. instead of discussing
the merits or demerits of the recommenda-
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tion, they asked us to accept a <ole while
they took from us a far more valuable con-
sideration ?

Mr. Thomsou: If 1 were Treasurer 1
would regard it not as a dole, but as a right.

Mr. LAMBERT: A right!

Mr. Thomson: Yes; the Royal Commis-
ston said it was a right.

Mr. LAMBERT : They said nothing of the
sort. They recommended as a tentative pro-
posal that a certain amount should be
granted until the Customs and Excise were
taken over by the State Government.

Mr. Thomson: The grant of £450,000 was
the alternative.

Mr. LAMBERT: That was a proposal
altugether different from ealling the State
Premjers to Melbourne and saying to them,
“Here are our proposals; we propose lo
take from you the per capita payments and
substitute sowething else for them.”

Mr. Thomson: I thought yon regarded the
25s, per ecapita payment as a dole, too.

My, LAMBERT: It is altogether cifferent.
Not alone the Federal Constitution but the
recommendations of the Disabilities Commis-
sion clearly indicate the intention that the
States, for all time, should receive portion
of the Cunstoms and Execise revenue. It
would be a most dangerous departure {o ae-
cept any other system of contribution from
the Commonwealth. The Federal Govern-
ment, however, in their frantic desire to bol-
ster up the big manufacturing cities of the
Eastein States, will continue incessantly to
pile up duties to the detriment of this State,
which is trying to struggle along with prim-
ary production alone.

Mr. Thomson: And the more you bolster
them up, the more you will give them under
the present per capita system.

Mr. LAMBERT: Quite so. I do not say
that a coniribution on a per capita basis is
the last word in fairness.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell : Something more
might be said, but you must say that much.
We must have something cefinite.

Mr, LAMBERT : Yes, something definite.
T do not intend to argue the merits of the
area and population hasis of distribution,
but until we can definitely determine the
financial relationship between the States and
the Commonwealth, we should resist anv
alteration whatever.

Mr. Thomson: How do you propose to
alter the present condition of affairs?

The Minister for Lands: There is only one
way. revolution; collar the Customs.

Mr. LAMBERT: If the Minister for
Lands had made use of those words when

giving evidence before the Disabilities Com
mission, he would probably have done thi
State incalenlable good. Instead of that b
told the Commission that he regarded th
matter of controlling our own Customs ani
Excise for an indefinite period as being be
yond the pale of practical politics. I wil
never concede that the controlling our Cus
toms and Excise is beyond the pale of prac
tical polities. 1f Parliament did nothing
¢lse next session than to focus attention upor
the neec for controlling our finances througl
the Customs and Excise, more good woul
be accomplished than by all the legislatior
we could pass. For the well being of the
primary producers of this State, it is essen.
tia! that we should have control of our Cus
toms and lixcise for a rewsonable time, if
only for 25 vears. That would enable u:
to build up other industries simultaneounsly
with primary production,

The Minister for Lands: We counld only
put a protective tariff on ourselves.

Me. LAMBERT: That is true, but it
would be more in keeping with the needs
of the State and would he more flexible than
would ¢ tariff framed for Eastern States
mwanufacturers only by people who know
practically nothing of the requirements of
this State. The “Australian Manufacturer,”
the mouthpiece of the manufacturers of Aus-
tralia, says that the Labour Party, like all
the other parties, drew their best men to
the JFederal Parliament and left the political
riff-raff fo run the State Parliaments of Aus-
tralia. I am not over-sensitive about their
valueless comment, but it is well to remem-
ber that a journal of that deseription has
ventured sueh an opinion. What is the act-
ual truth? With the greatest deference and
respect to those who constitute the Federal
Parliament, it ean ftruthfully be said that
nearly every one is a reject of a State Par-
liament or a man who could pever win a seat
in a State Parliament.’

Hon. (&, Tayxlor: That applies to all par-
ties?

Mr. LAMBERT: Yes; it is a non-party
matter. The paper made it quite clear he-
cause, as regards the hon. member’s party,
the faet was so evident that there was no
need o emphasise it.

Mr. Richardson: As regards your party
there are not many in the Federal Parlia-
ment.

Mr. LAMBERT: A perusal of the latest
Federal Budget shows how the Common-
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wealth Government are spending money, As
a result of protection the primary producers
have to pay through the Customs for the
bolstering up of big centralised industries
in the Eastern States. The Federnl Attor-
ney General says it is guite in the natuoral
order of things that all the big industries
of Australia should be centred in the more
densely populated ecities.

Mr. SBampson: Support to Easiern manu-
facturers has become a habit with the Fed-
eral Parliament.

Mr, LAMBERT: Admittedly, and the
Federal Government are granting support in
every possible direction, and thus absorbing
their revenue.  The high protective duties
are bad enough in their way, I do not dis-
agree with the policy of protection. I am
a sufficiently good Anstralian to realise that
it is the only conceivable way of building up
the industries of Australia. We must pro-
teet our industries against the cheap labour
ot other couniries.

Mr, Grifiths: But we should not run mad
over protection.

Mr. LAMBERT: That is so. The Federal
Government bolster up industries not only
by mexns of protection but also by bonuses.
Here is a list of the honuses as printed in
the Press a few days ago. The largest
amount paid was to New South Wales. last
yvear, a sum of £879,000. This was mostly
in connection with steel hounties fo the
B.H.P. and other big steel companies.

Mr, Lindsay: And the daty in addition.

Mr. LAMBERT: Yes. Victorin was
cranted £672,000, prinecipally in connection
with ecanning and dried fruits. Queensland
received £360,000, South Auastralia £270,000,
and Western Australia £127,000, the prinei-
pal time being wire netting, £64,000, for the
keeping out of rabbits.

The Minister for Lands: That has to he
repaid.

Mr, LAMBERT: Certainly.

Mr. Griffiths: That is not a bonus.

Mr, LAMBERT: No. It is pui there to
show the amounts paid to the different States.
There has recently been constituted a new
board of science and industry. There is
provision in the last Federal Budget for the
investment of a quarter or half a million
of money, the interest from which must go
to the carrying out of seientie investigations
into Australia industries. I do not suppose
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this will have anything to do with Western
Australian industry. We saw the shawmeful
exhibition over the small laboratory that was
doing good work in connection with our for-
ests, This was filched away from us and
taken to the other States.

Mr. Thomson: You ought to support my
amendient.

Mr. LAMBERT: The Commonwealth an-
thorities do not wish to de anything for the
creation of hig industries in Australia, and
the exploitation on sound and ¢conomie lines
of the big rivers of wealth that flow in Aus-
tralia. Let them come to this State and
spend £50,000 or £100,000 a year in the one
place that is backward in production. Not-
withstanding that this was the only State in
the union that had no woollen mill, the Com-
monwealth Government squandered thous-
ands and thousands of pounds during the
war in the other States. People talk about
preserving the Australian outlook. If we
look after the business of the States, ihe
Commonwealth will look after itself.  As
the Leader of the Opposition ably said, the
Federal people have not the capacity to pro-
duee anything. The States control all the
big essentials in commeree and industry.
They are the main springs in the develop-
ment of the Commonwealth, as a country,
in the expansion of the primary industiries
and so forth. 1In these matters the States
are supreme. 1f we hand ouar powers over
to ‘the Commonwealth, God help the States!
I hope this House will make a bold and cour-
ageous bid lo control the Customs and Ex-
cise in Western Ausiralia.  Let us show a
united front to a common encmy, i which
licht the Federal Government must be re-
garded if they go on as they propose to do.
1 am not so much eoncerned about book
entries or as to whether the Treasury receives
£100,000 or £200,000 a vear. What 1 am
concerned about is the almost limitless
wealth of Western Australia of which the
Federal Government scem to be heedless.
They pay no regard to our present needs.
They may say they will ind money for roads
it we will allow a Federal Public Works
Department to poke their noses into our
buginess, Hather than allow that, T would
prefer to go without the money. We should
have preserved that attitude in other diree-
tions. Whilst the Federal Government may
have contributed to the war sinking fund
over £4,000,000 last year, nevertheiess they
had a surplus of £2,000,000. They now want
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to fileh away the .paltry amount that this
State has received in the past and has spent
in the progress and development of Western
Australia.

MR. GRIFFITHS (Avon) [95]: I wish
to draw the attention of the Premier fo the
gtatement of the Federal Treasurer in the
Commonwealth Parliament when bringing
down his State Grants Bill, and would like
to have an expression of opinion from the
Premier as to what he thinks of the re-
marks. Dr. Earle Page said—

The State authoritics were afraid to diseuss
the matter, for they knew the Commonwealth
figures were incontrovertible. Tt was for that
reason they adopted the attitude they did, and
that we witnessed such & farce at the confer-
enee held in Melbourne.

I should like to hear what the Premice
thinks of that.

The Premier: I shall be happy io ablige
you.

Mr. GRIFFITHS: The Federal Treasurer
went on to say that the discontinuance of
the payment of subsidies by the Common-
wealth to the States had been regarded as in-
evitable ever since Federation was first en-
tered upon. I think we would never have
entered into Federation had we not consid-
ered that it was implied in the Counstitution
that for all tirse the States would receive
three-fourths of the Customs revenue. When
the first referendum was held in New South
Wales the people of that State would not
agree to it. I think the Premiers were
called together at the instance of the late
Sir George Reid. He held the opinion that
the Federal authorities would some day have
to impose excessive duties in order to get
suffictent revenne. I take it that any attera-
tions that have been made contrary fo the
spirit of the Constitution were bronght about
largely from what took place then. 1 am
pleased that the Commissioner of Taxation
has placed before us the document he did.
It is very interesting. 1 gather that il the
arrangement at present in vogue does not
stand, the Commonwealth are going to take
from us the more solid sources of income
and leave us with those that are least re-
liable. They propose to surrender a sum of
£375,000, and to take from wus £564,000,
leaving us about £188,000 fo make up. This
will mean on the land tax that we shall have
to add 53.75 per cent. to make good the de-
fieiency, 33 per cent. to make np the loss on
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income fax, 27 per cent. to make up for the
loss of faxation on companies, and 69 per
cent, to make up the losson probates. There
is no morality in this proposal. An obli-
gation was cast upon the Commonwealth to
give to the States three-fourths of the Cuxs
toms revenue. We have been discussing
to-night the Braddon blot. I do not know
whether the latest proposal should be called
the Page blot. That is how T shall regard
it if this proposal is persisted in. I agree
with praetically all the member for Cool-
gardie (Mr. Lambert) has =aid.

Mr. Lindsay: Surely not all he said about
Protection.

Mr. GRIFFITHS: 1 do believe in a rev-
enue tariff, and that our strugggling indus-
tries should be encouraged, bui I do not
believe in running mad over the business.
A ¢ertain amount of taxation is necessary
in a new country, but there is no necessity
to go mad over it. In the amendment that
has been moved by the Leader of the Coun-
try Party there is no thought of opposing
the mofion. T think he believes it will lead
to onr getting a better result if a conven-
tion is celled, rather than if we wait ontil
the Pederal people decide this guestion for
us. The amendment is brought forward
with the idea of assisting the movement and
not in any spirit of antagonism. It would
be far better if the amendment were ear-
ried. The per capita payment must be taken
as the basis on which we are going to make
our claims, The present Federal proposals
are unmoral. They mean breaking a con-
tract that was entered into when the Con-
stitution was framed. I have pleasure in
supporbing the question before us, and shall
of course support my leader in his amend-
ment. If the amendment is not earried, I
shall support the motion as it stands.

MR. ANGELO (Gascoyne) [912]: The
thanks of the House and the State are due
to the Premier for bringing this important
subject so early Lefore ws. They are also
due to the Leader of the Opposition and
other speakers who have endorsed his
action. I hope fhat the motion, with the
amendment added, will be carried unani-
mously to show the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment that this State enters an emphatic pro-
test against any further eneroachment upon
its sovereign rights. Everyone will agree
that the history of Federation has been one
of consisitent interference with the activities
of the States and with the sovereign rights
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of the States. A reference to the debates
on the Constitution which ereated Federa-
tion will show that the estimated cost of
running the Commonwealth was befween
£800,000 and £900,000 a year. In the conrse
of 25 years the expenditure has run into
about £60,000,000 a year. No doubt part
of that is due to the war, but if we deduet
the cost of the war and the subsequent ex-
penditure due to the war, we find there has
been an extraordinary inerease in the cost
of Federation. I feel sure from what we
have heard to-night, and have heard in the
past, that there has been great extravagance
on the part of Federal Administrations in
the carrying oul of their activities.

Mr. Griffiths: During the last four years
the Federal Treasurer received 40 millions
more revenue than in the preceding four
years.

Mr. ANGELO: The first Federal Trea-
surer, Sir George Turner, realised what the
States would require in order to carry on
their varions activities, and he agreed fo the
refunding of three-fourths of Customs and
Excise revenue. But it was not long before
other Federal Treasurers came along and
found that they had to encroach on the
rights of the States owing to Federal ex-
travagance. The first big steal was the
Surplus Revenue Act, for which we have to
thank Sir William Lyne. Incidentally, I
may mention the exiraordinary faet that
even one of our own great Federal mem-
bers, one who criticised that measure, ealled
it dishonest, and in every way opposed it,
and later on when holding the high office
of Federal Treasurer did little to rectify
the position. When we send members over
to the East, it is not long before they be-
come imbued with the Eastern environment.
They inhale the FEastern atmosphere, and
forget all about the sovereign rights of the
States who sent them to the Federal Par-
liament. Another gross injustice was the
establishment of the Commonwealth Savings
Bank. I am not referring to the Common-
wealth Rank as a whole, but to the Savings
Bank part of the institution. From that
we have lost probably half a million by way
of an extra interest bill, inasmuch as the
State was deprived of an avenue for obtain-
ing cheap money. Then there was the note
avenue, which again deprived us of a similar
opportunity. And so it has gone on until
there is this last attempt to deprive us of
the 25s. eapitation grant. T hope this Par-
liament will enter a most emphatic protest,
showing the Federal Government that even

L
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a worm wiil turn, that we have come to the
end of our willingness to be imposed upon
in this manner. As regards the motion and
the amendment, I shall vete for the latter,
but not because I think it will in any way
defeat the Premier’s object. I shall vote for

the amendment because, in my opinion, if

represents a better way of getting to the
point we hope to reach. The Premier's
motion suggests that we leave it to the Fed-
eral Parliament to see what is to be done.

The DMinister for Loands: The Federal
Parliament has the power.

Mr. ANGELO: Quite so. But, after all,
as has heen pointed out by tbe Leader of the
Country Party, Western Australia and Tas-
mania have only five members in a House
of 75—voices erying in the wilderness.

The Premier: Why not say that West
ern Australia and Tasmania have six mem.
bers each in a House of 3G, the Senate?

Mr. ANGELO: Yes, but what iz the
Senate? The other House deals with finan-
cial matters, at any rate. The reason why
I am so keen on the convention is that the
framers of the Federal Constitution realised
the necessity for holding a convention after
Federation had been in vogue for some
time. They suggested a period of 20 years.
When Mr. Hhughes was Prime Minister,
seven years ago, he endorsed that opinion
and promised a convention. He agreed
that the convention which had been pro-
mised by the framers of the Constitution
would be held at the end of 20 years of
Federal life; but as soon as he found that
the smaller States, South Australia, West-
ern Australia, and Tasmania, were orepar-
ing a case for the convention, he simply an-
nounced that there would be no eonvenlion
and that the Federal Parliament would
rectify any anomalies and would frame any
necessary constitutional amendments. Thus
Mr. Hughes broke not only his own promise
but the pledge given to the States by the
framers of the Constitution. The House
might say that there is no hope of getting
the convention, since it has already been
proved that the Prime Minister of seven
vears ago weni back on his. promise in that
conneetion. Hon. members may therefore
argue that it is unlikely we shall get a con-
vention under the auspices of the Federal
Government. But there is nothing whatever
to prevent the States from holding a States
convention, and thus to a eertain extent
ignoring the Federal Parliament altogether

The Minister for Lands: What good would
that he¥ No good.
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Mr. ANGELQ; All I can reply is that the
States created the Constifution and surely to
zgoodness the States can alter or amend it.

. The Premier: They cannot.

Mr. ANGELO: Does the Premier mean to
say that if the six States came together and
demanded certain amendments of the Con-
stitution, those amendments could be refused
by the Federal Parliament? The Federal
Parliament dare not refuse them.

The Minister for Works: The Federal
Constitution lays it down how amendments
are to be made, and they must be made in
that form.

Mr. ANGELO:
Constitution?

The Minister for YWorks:
their votes.

Mr. ANGELO: Nothing will convince me
that the six States, having created the
Federal Constitution, eannot amend it. If
the Federal Government will not listen to
amendments suggested by a properly eon-
stituted States convention, then surely there
must be an appeal to the British Parliament
to allow such amendments. The anthority that
has created a thing can, in my opinion,
amend it, if not undo it altogether. It is
worth trying. We may be told that we would
not get anything from a States convention at
the present time, but this is a psychelogical
moment, because all the States are cpposed
to the present effort of the Federal Govern-
ment, as has been stated by the Premier and
the Leader of the Opposition. Therefore, I
think it probable that a States convention
would be agreed to, and that each State
would send a duly elected representative to
such a convention. Then the whole Federal
Constitution would be thrown inte the melt-
ing pot. That, I contend, is the only legal
and eonstitutional way we have of getting
wer our disabilities and doing away with the
various anomalies. Let us not forget that if
we want to secure proper and equitable
reatment for all the States, it is neeessary
a0t only to do away with disabilities but alse
0 enrtail the undue advantages enjoyed by
‘he lavger States at the present time, T do
tope the Premier will agree to the amend-
ment and endeavour to induce the Premiers
it all the otber States to agree to a States
:onventior.

Who created the Federal

The people by

MR. DAVY (West Perth) [9.23]: I did
101 intend te say anything on this matter,
sut I fear that the amendment may be car-
«ied, and I would like to say why I do not
hink it shounld be. In the first place, there
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appears to be a certain amount of misunder-
standing. It is quife clear, in my opinion,
that what we are debafing is not a eonstitu-
tional question in the true sense of the word.
1t 15 entirely in the hands of the Federal
Parliament if it thinks fit to pass an Act
altering the grant to Western Australia and
to the States generally. As a pure matter of
law, the Federal Parliament could pass an
Act to-morrow wiping out the ‘per capita
payment and substituting something for it or
substituting nothing for it. So that any eon-
vention or any other procedure would be
merely extra-legal, would be merely a means
of satisfying the consciences of Federal mem-
bers, or giving them an opportunity of de-
riving the community’s opinion on the sub-
jeet. The rese¢lutions of such a convention as
has been suggested would not be binding on
the Federal Parliament, which might still
go on with the course it proposes. 1 do
not think there is any argument aboui that.

The Premier: The Constitution is not af-
fected by the proposed action at all,

Mr. DAVY: No; not any more than the
referendum taken on the eonseription issue
had any legal relevaney.

Mr. Thomson: I am not suggesting it had.

Mr, DAVY: 1 do not say the hon.
member suggested that it had. However,
it is the latter part of the amendment I do
not like, The first essential is to make it elear
that we are entitled morally and logically
to u share of the Customs revenue on a per
eapita basis. We went into Federation and
surrendered what was Western Australia’s
sole source of revenue at the time, namely,
its Tariff revenue. It was agreed that we
shonld roughly reeeive baek what was taken
from us, less, of course, the expense neces-
sary for the Federal Government to carry
on; and that is the 23s. per bead. We onght
to make it perfectly clear that primarily we
insist upon that continuing. If we agree to
the amendment, we are snggesting that we
would be ready to conseni to waive that
right and take instead something quite dif-
ferent, something which might or might not
be a satisfactory proposition to ns. We want
to have the continued guarantee that we shall
receive our fair share per head of the popu-
lation of that revenue which was taken from
us when we went into Federation. If we suf-
fer from disabilities—and of course we do—
which ought to be remedied, the remedy
should be effected in an entirely different
way, I hope the House will stand by the
Premier’s motion, thus making it quite clear
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that we arc not going to agree to any finan-
cial scheme which docs not continue that ar-
rangement vpon which we entered into Fed-
eration.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
W. C. Angwin—North-BEast Fremantle)
[9.27]: The last speaker has put the matter
very clearly. Looking over the reports of
some Premiers’ conferences, it appears to
me that the question whether the per capita
payments to the States were or were not pay-
ments from Customs revenue arose for the
first time at the 1923 conference. 1 believe
the question was raised by Dr. Earle Page,
then Federal Treasurer. Sir James Mitchell
took the definite stand that the payments
made to the States were made from Customs
revenue. The Leader of the Opposition can
bear me out in that. An attempt was made
on that occasion to imbue the minds of the
Premiers present with the belief that Cus-
toms revenue was used for the purpose of
meeting war costs and that inercased faxa-
tion in the form of income and other taxes
was used for the purpose of making per
capita payments to the States. The Pre-
miers present would not accept that view,
but strongly objected to it.  The present
position is as follows:—The Premiers met
in Melbourne in order, as they thought, to
discuss the Commonwealth Government’s
finanecial proposals as affecting the States.
After our Premier had left, we got
the proposals submitted to us; and in those
pruposals the Commonwealth used the words
that they were “determined” to settle the
financial position on a certain basis. They
were “determined” to do it.

Mr. Thomson : That is different from what
Mr. Bruce said. I quoted him.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I do not
care what Mr. Bruce said. Here are the
words used—

The Commonwealth now is determined . . .
to discontinuc the per ecapita payments, and to
adjust its financial refationship with the States
on the following basis.

Those are the words used in the statement
accompanying the proposals sent fo the var-
ious Governments. It was further laid dewn
that at the conference to be held, the general
conference was not to take into considera-
tion the additional financial arrangements
that would be provided to assist Tasmania
and Western Australia. Those matters were
to be entirely as between the Premiers of the
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States concerned and the Federal Govern-
ment, Thus the Premiers of the States took
up a definite attitude. The Customs pay-
ments furnished the 25s. per capita pay-
ments to the States and T maintain that the
Premiers were correct in their attitude. They
said they did not wish to discuss any other
question dealing with the finaneial position
unless it were laid down eclearly that the per
capita payments and so on musi be adhered
to as formerly. What was the good of dis-
cussing the question as to whether the fig-
ures furnished by the States or by the Fed-
eral Department regarding taxation, were
correet §

Hon. Sir James AMitelell: We want our
25s. per head per annum,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes, and
that is what the Federal Government want,
That is what they were definite upon. Nat-
urally the Federal Government would have
liked the State Premiers to embark upon 2
general discussion regarding the taxation
proposals, but the Premicrs were firm in
stating that they desired to retain the per
eapila payments and there was no necessity
to diseuss it. There was no necessity to dis-
cuss the question whether the figures relat-
ing to the taxation received during the year
were right or wrong, because the Premiers
had no intention of doing anything in that
regard. This is a very serious matter for
Western Australia, beeause everyone eontri-
butes to the Customs and everyone does not
contribute to our taxation. Hon. members
must realise that the people who are contri-
buting to the funds of the State now will
continue to contribute to the Commonwealth
Government, but will be called upon fo make
cood the deficieney through the relinquishing
of the per capita payments. The amount
must be made up by the few taxpayers we
have .in Western Australia.

Mr. Thomson: My amendment does not
support that suggestion.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: T know
it does not. But what is the use of referring
tke matter to a convention as the hon, mem-
ber suggested? The member for Gascoyne
{Mr. Angelo) supported the proposal. Those
hon. members know that we spenf & consid-
erable time over the commission appointed
for the purpose of determining the questions
to put before a convention. On all hands
we met with difficulties regarding the sarplus
revenue and other similar questions. e
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were told that the Federal High Court had
already decided that those Acts were in ac-
cordance with the Constitntion and, there-
fore, if a convention were held to deal with
any of the questions at issue, the report
would have to go hefore the Federal Parlia-
ment to be dealt with there. Who comprise
the Federal Parliament?  Representalives
of the people just as we ourselves are!

Mr. Thomson: Yes, 28 representing New
South Wales, 20 representing Victoria, and
5 representing Westera Australia.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is

m the House of Representatives. There 15
the Senate. .
Alr. Thomson: But you know that the

Senale cannot interfere with the finances.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
Senate can refuse approval. If a Fed-
eral convention were held and the Federal
Parliament did not give effect to the views
indicated by the econvention, what chance
would there he if we appealed to the British
Government? The Federal Parliament could
inform the Imperial Parliament that the
people of Australia were behind them.

Mr. Thomson: But would not the Senate
take those views into consideration?

The MINISTER FOR LLANDS: It would
all depend.

My, Thomson: If we had smaller Stafes,
that might affect the position.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: We are
not dealing with that question, but at any
rate I am not too fond of the smaller States
proposal. I regard the book written by Dr.
Page on unification as the silliest 1 have ever
read. I am not a unificationist and T have
made that statement from the publie plat-
form on many occasions. 1 am doubtful
about the position beeanse the Prime Minis-
ter is being biuffed by Dr. Earle Page.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: No, they are working
very well {ogether.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: T am not
50 sure about that.

Mr. Latham: At any rate they have in-
creased the tariff very well together.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The pre-
sent Federal Government are endeavouring
to indnee through action, not through the
will of the people, a very serious position.
They are taking steps to introduee into Aus-
tralia means that will bring the States more
towards unification to an extent never be-
fore attempted by any Federa! Government.

i
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Mr. Thomson: I do not agree with you.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: I hope you are not
trying te split the Federal coalition party.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Consider
how the Federal Government have duplicated
various Gepartments. That iz merely done
for the purpose of inducing the people to
come to the conelusion that there is no neces-
sity to have two departments doing the same
class of work. The people will nrge the re-
tention of one department only and that will
eventually mean unification.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: All these pro-
posals make for unification.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is
so. Take, for instance, the Federal road
grant.  That is of advantage to Western
Australia and any State Government would
be foolish not to avail themselves of the
money. In my opinion, however, the prin-
ciple is wrong. If the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment have too mueh money, taxation
should be reduced.

Mr. Latham: Or else the money should be
handed back to the States, who should be
allowed to spend it as they think fit,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: One hon.
member referred to the assistance rendered
for the pnrechase of wire nelting. While
there is not interest charged for a period of
years, the farmers will still have to pay for
that .netting. That proposal was not only
an encouragement to the farmers to protect
their holdings, but the compulsory provision
was 1neluded that Awstralian-made netting
had te be purchased, no matter what the
price might be. I agree with the member
for West Perth (Mr. Davy) that & conven-
tion would Le useless for any sueh purpose.
At their next session the members of the
Federal Parliament may decide to wipe out
the per capifa payments altogether, and it
1s our duty to take all steps possible to blne:
them from deing so. That payment of 23s.
per head per annum is a fixed amount.

Mr. Latham: And it is certain revenne.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Yes; a
State Treasurer knows that that amount will
be coming in.

Mr. Thomson: Suppose the amount, is re-
duced by 2s. 6d. in the pound per year until
it vanishes?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I am
against any rednetion.

Mr. Thomson: I am against that, hut
still

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: T helieve
we zhould not move one inch. We should
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stick to the one point, that we are justly,
rightly and legally entitled to the payment
of 20s. per head per annum.

Mr. Thomson: A Federal e¢onvention might
say we were enfitled to move.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: But that
ts not likely. There is no doubt that this
proposal of the Federal Government came as
a surprise to many people in Western Aus-
tralia. No one anticipatec’ for a moment
that the Federal Government would propose
discontinning the per capita payments. I
have discussed various matters with mem-
bers of the Federal Parliament and the
opinion seemed to be that Western Austra-
lia required greater assistance, while noth-
ing was ever snggested that could compen-
sate for the loss of the per capita payment.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We want that
for all time.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Then
they talk about relinquishing taxation. Hon.
members should remember that taxes are not
permanent.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell : That is so.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: What if
we had a drought in Western Australia, such
as we had in 1914-15? Where would our
taxation be then?

Mr. Maley: ‘What if we had a drought
extencing over six years?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Of course
we bave had only one actual drought in
Waestern Australia since we have been grow-
ing wheat. That drought extended right
throughout the Commonwealth. I1f we did
experience a droaght, however, the people
wonld not have the money with which to
pay taxes.

My. Griffiths: And the Federal authorities
have increased revenne and the Cusioms and
Exe¢ise revenue has inereased too.

The MINISTER FOR LAXNDS: It has
gone up 100 per cent., and is a constantly
inereasing amount. If this amount is not
wipet. off and there is no increased taxation
here, it will mean that we will have £600,000
a year and the special subsidy will decrease
by £10,000 a year, but the increased popula-
tion will make up the difference. If the
amount is wiped off, it means £600,000 a
vear less for the developmental work of the
State. This is a question requiring elose con-
sideration and we should do evervthing pos-
sible to avoid being placed in the position
indicated by the Federal Government.
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MR, SAMPSON (Swan) [9.44]: Neithe:
ihe motion nor the amendment endorses the
withdrawal of the per capila grant. 'Thaf
point should be clearly noted. Western
Australia has faced so many difliculties and
bhas had so many burdens thrust upon he
by the Commounwealth that a great deal of
suspicion exists regarding any proposals ad.
vaneed through the Federal authorities. Un.
doubtedly the withdrawsl of the per eapite
payments would be in the highest degrec
disastrous to Western Australia. The equal-
ity of the incidence of thig taxation is really
the point at issue, and the difference be
tween the motion and the amendment. Bot}
motion and amendment set out that the pes
eapita payments should continue.

Mr. Davy: No, the amendment contem
plates something different from the pe
capita payment.

Mr. SAMPSON: The amendment declares
that no alteration of policy should be ae
capted by Western Anunstralia unless tha
alteration provides for a more equitable anc
scientific distribution of Federal surplus
revenue. '

Myr. Davy: But that would be an entir(
departure from the per capita payment.

Mr. SAMPEON: No, the per capil:
scheme would remain, but the payment:
would be more in proportion with the State’
needs. That principle has received genera
commendation in Western Australia, ané
has been acknowledged by the Common
wealth Government in respect of the grani
in aid of roads, under which this State ha:
received an amount second only to that paic
to New South Wales; whereas if Westert
Australia received a grant in aid of road:
based as the per capita paymenis are hased
she would get a very much smaller sum, The
amendment endorses that principle of pay
ment in proportion fo needs, and secks L
have it carried into effect so far as a reso
lution of the State Parliament can carry 1t
I will support the amendment.

THE PREMIER (Hon. P. Collier—
Boulder—on amendment) {9.431}: I do no!
think the House ought seriously to eonside
the amendment. [t is merely an atiempl &«
make it appear that the Leader of the Coun
try Party io not only opposed to the pro
posal to withdraw the per capita paiyments
but is desirous of going much farther thar
the motion goes in order to prevent theis
withdrawal. This is a most remarkabi
thing. The hon, member says there shal
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e no withdrawal of the per capita pay-
lents nntil a convention is held, and unless
ha: convention decides that there should
e arants to the State on a more equitable
agis in accordance with both area and popu-
ation. That is what the amendment says.
sut the Leader of the Country Party, when
peaking, said turther that he was not argu-
ng that the 23s. should be taken away; that
e was not going to aceept any such pro-
wsal, and that we were entitled te more
aoney. That is the most remarkable somer-
ault I have ever known in this State.

Mr. Grifiths: In what way?

The PREMIER: Listen and you will
lear.

My, Griftithy: Well, go ahead.

The PREMIER: 1 was going ahead until
ro.. hutted in so stupidly. I should say you
lave cnough trouble down in the eourts
crambling for the U.K.N.A. money, without
retting into this,

Mr. Griffiths: T am not there now.

The PREMIER: No, as one of the wit-
1esses said to-day, you are leading your
varty -from behind.

Mr. Thomson: I thought we were going
o deal with this ¢question along non-party
ines.

The PREMIER: This amendment is an
ittempt on the part of the Leader of the
Jountry Party to pose as one prepared
o go farther than the motion. He
loes not want the per capita payments
vithdrawn. He says the payment is
10t sufficient; that we ought to have more.
When the Minister for Lands declared
hat he didn’t approve of the sugges-
dun that the amount should be annually
‘educed hy 2s. 6d. the Leader of the Coun-
vy Party said “Neither do I Could one
jelieve that this is the same gentleman who,
1 few weeks ago, supported the proposal of
‘he Federal Government that the per capita
payments should be withdrawn?

Myr. Thomson: On a point of order:
The hon. memher says I supported the pro-
sosal that the per capita payments should
e withdrawn. T never made any such state-

nent,
Mr. SPEAKER: That is not a point of
srder. That i= merely a denial. The hon.

nember has no right to interrupt another
nember’s speech, except with the permission
»f that member.

Ar, Thomson :
0 reply?

Then vou will permit me
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Mr. SPEAKER: XNo. The hon. member
must resume his seat. If he have a per-
sonal explanation, that is all that is allowed.
He must not interrupt when another mem-
ber is addressing the Chair.

The PREMIER: The Leader of the
Country Pariy complained that he had not
had sufficient time to deal with this ques-
tion, notwithstanding which he managed to
oceupy fime equal to that taken up by the
Leader of the Opposition and me. I re-
peat that the hon. member, who says to-
night he is opposed to the withdrawal of the
per capita payments and that he wants to
go further than the motion, got info the
newspapers a few weeks ago in order to
support the Federal Governwment’s pro-
posals against Lhe side I was upholding in
the Press.

Mr. Thomson:
the newspapers?

The PREMIER: ¥No, but in doing so he
was supporting the Federal Government’s
propesal to withdraw the per capita pay-
ment.

Mr. Thomson: You are making a state-
ment that is not correet.

The PREMIER: I say the hon. member
got into the Press and supported the Fed-
eral (Government’s proposals as against the
side I was taking. At the beginning of this
discussion I argued one point only, 1amely,
that there should be no reduciion in the per
capita paytments, What, then, was the hon,
member’s object in getting inte the Press
and arguing with me about it, if not to back
up the Federal Government in opposition to
the side T was supporting? Of course he
did it. He argued that it was better to bave
grants made by the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment on the basis of area and population
than to be tied down to a per capita pay-
ment equal in all States. He said that in
the newspaper.

Mr. Thomson:
ment says.

The PREMIER: But that was not what
we were arguing. The point was that the
Federal Government said they were evacu-
ating the field of taxation for the States to
enter, and that no further per eapita pav-
nments wonld be made. That was the whole
difference of opinion between the State
Governments and the Federal Government.
There was no other point, no other argu-
ment. In that diseussion the hon. member
took the side of the Federal Government as
against fhe State Governments. He get into
the newspapers.

Is it a crime to get into

That is what my amend-
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Mr. Thomson: Why should I not? It
is my right. You seem to be objecting to
my getting into the newspapers,

The PREMIER: T am not. What I am
pointing out is that the hon. member got
into the newspapers to take up a ecertain
stand, and has completely somersaulted on
that stand to-night.

Mr. Thomson:
correet.

The PREMIER: But it is. Now the
hon. member would go farther than we go.
The motion is not enough for him. He will
entirely oppose the withdrawal of the per
capita payments. Yet only a few weeks ago
he got into the newspaper to support their
withdrawal. Having tumbled into a mess,
be now tries to slide out of it by moving an

Your statement is not

amendment.

Mr. Thomson: These are non-party
lines!

The PREMIER: Listen to the hon.

member talking about non-party lines! He
was the first man in Australia to introduce
party views into the discussion on the Fed-
eral Government’s proposals. Consider his
sincerity! The miserable hypoerisy of the
man is clear to everybody in the country.
He talks about party lines, when he was
the first man to introduce party polities into
the diseussion. Did he not say the with-
drawal of the per ecapita payments was
being opposed by five State Governments
becanse they were Labour Governments and
becanse the proposal came from the Bruce
Government? Was not that proof that he
was sapporting the Bruce Government's
proposals? Moreover, was he not introduc-
ing party polities into the discussion? He
was the first man in Australia to do that.
Mr. Thomson: I didn’t do it in the
House to-night.
The PREMIER:
not pursue one

No, to-night you did
ineh the road that you
pursued during that argument. Of course
the hon. member did not do it to-night. To
have done so would have been consistent,
whereas he is never consistent for 25 min-
utes at a time. The amendment is the most
hypoeritical thing ever put before the
House. Who could conceive that it is from
the man who, a few weeks ago, took an en-
tirely opposite view, and said the Federal
Government’s proposals were being opposed
hy five State Governments only because they
were Labour Governments and hecause the
proposals eame from the Bruce Govern-
ment? Now he says he did not support the
Federal Government’s proposal. So little
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regard has he for what he says that he wi
deny to-day what he said yesterday an
affirm what he will deny to-morrow. I neve
heard of such an attitude.

Mr. Thomson: I thought we were dis
cussing Federal politics.

The PREMIER: The hon, member dis
cussed everything on the motion, read ever
document, every publication for 25 year
past, and touched every point of the sut
Ject that was wholly and entirely irrelevan
1 do not know whether the hon. membe
does it wilfully, but it seems to me he i
eonstitutionally ineapable of stating faet
as faets. '

Mr. Sampson:. He said the per capit
payments were wrong in principle.

The PREMIER: He said they were un
scientific and ought to be abolished. He lay
the blame——

Mr. Thomson: I should like an oppor
tunity to reply to you,

The PREMIER: Oh, yes.

Mr. Thomson: TYou are a brave man.

The PREMIER: A brave man! I did no
run away out of the Hounse as you did las
week.

Mr, Thomson: Yon are a brave man,

The PREMIER: The bon. member go
well out of it last week.

Mr. Thomson: You know I cannot reply
but I shall prove that you are wrong.

The PREMIER : The hon. member will ot
incapable of replying to anything presently
It is not possible for him to stick to facts
When I said the proposals were put forware
by the Federal Government and the Federa
Government would not allow any alterna.
tive proposal to be put forward by the Pre
miers, he denied it.

Mr, Thomson: I quoted what the Prime
Minister said.

Thé PREMIER: The Prime Minister tolé
us we had been brought to Melbourne to dis-
cuss the proposals of the Federal Govern.
ment,

Mr, Thomson: Why did he ask you to go
to Melbourne? -

The PREMIER: To diseuss the Govern-
ment's proposals, which were for the aboli-
tion of the per capita payments, and the
Federal Government refused to discuss auy
other aspect of it.

Mr. Thomson: Not aceording to the min-
utes.

The PREMIER: Yes, according to the
minutes. INd not the Prime Minister re-
fuse, at the second conference, to meet the
Premiers unless they first of all accepted the



[10 Avcust, 1926.]

prineiple laid down in his propesals, which
provided for the withdrawal of the per
capita payments.

Mr. Thomson:
second conference,

The PREMIER: What a genius! The
hon. member would like to have an oppor-
tunity to reply to me! The second: confer-
ence met to discuss proposals similar to the
first. The two conferences were held to dis-
cuss the same thing, What subterfuge is the
hon. member introducing now? The Prime
Minister said, “[ refuse to meet you; a con-
dition of meeting you is that you acecept the
proposals of the Federal Government for the
withdrawal of the per capita payments.” Yet
the hon. member asks why the Premiers did
not discuss matters with the Prime Minister.
The only point the Federal Giovernment were
prepared to discuss with the Premiers was
whether the fgures submitted as to the
amount of taxation the Commonwealth wounld
be surrendering were correct or not. We re-
fused to discuss that for the simple reason
that it had nothing to do with the principle
of withdrawing the per capita payments
from the States. So the Federal Govern-
ment decided that they would not discuss any
aspeet of it except the prineiple of their leav-
ing the field of direet taxation and ceasing to
make the capitation grants to the State. That
was the only basis on which the Federal Gov-
ernment would discuss the question with us,
and yet the hon. member says we should have
disecussed the proposals with the Federal
Government. He says we did not diseuss the
proposals on their merits; that we shonld
bave offered some suggestion for putting the
finances on a sound basis. The lhon. member
does not know and would not aceept the
statement that we were not permitted to dis-
cuss the question except on the basis of the
aeceptance of the proposal to withdraw the
per capita payments. A week before the con-
ference met the Federal Government an-
nounced that they had determined to discon-
finue the capitation grants and to adjust the
financial relations with the States on the
following basis. Then the basis was set ont.
We were confined absolutely to that question,
and the defence we adopted was that we
would not agree to a reduction of one penny
of the 25s. per head of population. That is
the position which the hon. member sup-
ported.

Mr. Thomson: It is not.

The PREMIER: Well, the ecock will crow
soon. I do nof claim to have an intimate
knowledge of hiblical hiztory, but T remem-

We are not discussing the
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ber about a denial before the cock crowed
thrice. . When the hon. member made his
statement to the Press, was be supporting
mef

My, Thomson:
you.

The PREMIER: How is it we happened
to be arguing on opposite sides if he was not
supporting the Federal Government?

Mr. Thomson: Becaunse you read into my
remarks, exactly as you are endeavouring to
do here, something that was misleading. I
shall read what I said.

The PREMIER: We have had enough
reading from the hon. member for one day.

Mr. Thomson: Of course, you de not wish
to hear it.

The PREMIER: Why did the hon. mem-
ber make a statement to the Press?

Mr. Thomson: For the same reason that
you did.

The PREMIER: I was opposing the pro-
posal of the Federal Government, and the
hon. member appeared with a statement in
direct oppaosition to me.

Mr. Thomson: I cid not.

The PREMIER: Then what was he do-
ing?

Mr. Thomson: Endeavouring to point out
where vou were remiss in vour duty to the
State.

The PREMIER: Remiss in my duty o
the State! If the hon. member were in Par-
liament for 50 years he wonld not be ahle to
render as much service to the State as I have
done in a week. He repeated that I was re-
miss in my duiy becanse we failed to put up
alternative proposals. As I have pointed out
he had no foundation for that siatement.
Now le comes to the House with an amend-
meni to try to hoodwink the people of the
country.

Mr. Thomson: That is not_correet.

The PREMIER: XNow he would have us
believe that he opposed these proposals all
along. The “West Australian” published a
scathing leading article upon the hon. mem-
ber. The writer of that article misunderstood
him entirely. On the hon. member’s state-
mment, he was supporting me.

Mr. Thomson: Neo, T was not.

The PREMIER: The “Sundax Times”
alse misuncersicod him. Evervbodv in the
State misunderstood him. Tf was a maost
remarkable all-round misunderstandine. The
hon. member is nnfortunate in that every-
bhody seems to misunderstand him. When he
writes to the Press and when we listen to

I do not wish to support
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him patiently for hours, we all seem to mis-
understand bim. He was unfortunate in his
inability to make himself understood, though
he oveupied as muoch time as the Leader of
the Opposition and I together.

AMr. Thomson: You are cevoting a good
deal of time to me now.

The PREMIER : The hon. member told us
that he had been taken unawares, and was
not prepared to proceed with the debate.
It is a mighty good thing for the House {that
he did not have sufficient notice, or we would
have been listening to him for another hour
and a half.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: It was a verv zood
speech,

The PREMIER: In the interests of mem-
bers we shounld endeavour to ecatch him on
the hop as often as we can, so that we shall
not he foreed into listening to such lemngthy
speeches from him.

Mr. Stnbbs: Quote that leading article
from the “West Auvstralian.”

The PREMIER: I shall ot worry the
House by reading it, but members will reeall
it. I am eertain that every member of the
House was under a misapprebension, and
believed that the hon. member was support-
ing the proposals of the Federal Govern-
ment. Every member, however, was entirely
wrong.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The hon. mem-
ber said the opinion” he expressed in the
newspaper was his own and not that of the
Country Party.

The PREMIER : But he now says that he
did not express that opinion at all.

AMr. Thomson : I did not express the
opinion that you are attributing to me.

Mr. E. B. Johnsion: He wanted something
on the lines of the present amendment then
as now.

The PREMIER: But that was not the
point.

Mr. Thomson: Yes, it was.

The PREMIER: We had no alfernative.
The Federal Government said their proposal
was that they should relinquish the fieid of
direct taxation and stop the per capita pay-
ments. That was the only point at issuve.
The hon. member ranged himself on the side
of the Federal Government on that issue,
and in opposition to the views he has ex-
pressec here. I do not think he will suceeed
in misleading the people in regard to his
amendment, and I am sure the House will
sot be misled into supporting it.
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MR. THOMSON (Katanning—in explana-
tion) [10.13]: I trust I shall be permitied to
make an explanation. The Premier has ae-
cused me of moving an amendment at vari-
ance with the statement of my views pub-
lished in the “West Australian” on the 3rd
July. With your permission, Mr, Speaker,
1 shall read a portion——

The Premier: I might ask you to read the
lot.

Mr. THOMSOXN: That portion will show
that the views-I then expressed were on all-
fours with the amendment I have moved to-
day. It begins—

A study of the figures is convineing evidence
that some system more equitable than the per
gapita system should be evolved.

The Minister for Agrienlture: On a point
of orcer, the hon. member is entitled to make
an explanation of some statement in this
House, but now he is making an explanation
of some statement that appeared in the
Press, and that is not the gquestion at all.

Ay, Thomson: I knew you would try to
block it. Be fair and play the game!

The Minister for Agricunlture: I ask vou
to call the hon. member to order, Mr.
Speaker. He is entitled to make an explana-
tion of a statement made in this House
in order to clear up any doubt, bnt he is
making a statement regarding something
published in the Press, a matter entirely
ouiside this House.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member is en-
titled to make an explanation, if he has been
misunderstood by another member, and to
correet any misimpression created by his
speech in this Chamber. 1If, to give a clear
view of what he intended to convey, it is
necessary to quote the newspaper, he will
be in order.

Mr. THOMSON: That is all T propose
to do.

A study of the figurcs iz comvineing evidence
that some system more equitable than the per
eapita svstem should be evolved. If we are
ta keep anstralia whire we wmust populate our
vacani spuces, The greater the population, the

less is the nced of Federal assistance for de-
velopmental purposes.

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 do npot think that
makes more clear anything that has been
said. Tt is introducing new mafter, which
the hon. member would not be permitted to
do in' the course of his explanation.

Mr. THOMSON: I submit that I should
read this in view of the statement made by
the Premier that I have been somersaulting.
I want to show that my statement made on
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the 3rd July is on all fours with the amend-
ment I bave moved to-night. I have only
a few more words to add to ecomplete my
statement—

The existing system bolsters up the thickiy
populated and well developed States, and tends
to swell the already overgrown cities of the
Eastern States.

This shows that my letter of the 3rd July
to the Press was on all fours with the amend-
ment | have moved. Another statement was
wade by the Premier.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member may
not make a reply.

The Premier: He is really replying, but
I do not mind that.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member cannot
make a speeeh in reply. ’

Mr. THOMSON: I have no intention of
doing so.

Mr. SPEAKER: Al the hon. member
may do is to make a personal explanation
about anything that has been misunderstood
by the House in the course of his previous
speech, or in the course of a speech of an-
other that is personal to him.

Mr. THOMSON: 1In the letter I stated
that the present financial proposals, while
not all T would desire, should eertainly re-
ceive more consideration than they bave had
by the smaller States. '

Mr. SPEAKER : That is an argnment, not
an explanation.

The Premier: If the hon. member is going
to argue, I am going to ask for an oppor-
tunity to reply to his statements.

Mr. SPEAKER: I cannot permit any
more controversy or argument over this
matter. .

The Premier: He has only sclected what
has suited him.

Mr. THOMSON: You would mgke an at-
tempt to gag a member.

HON. 8IR JAMES MITCHELL (XNor-
thatn—on amendment) [10.20]: Whilst I
agree with the member for Katanning (Mr.
Thomsen) that we might get a good deal
more than 25s. per capita from the Com-
monwealth out of the returns from Customs
and Excise, T contend that there must he an
even paymeni over the whole of Australia.
We can ask no more from the Customs. I
hope the House will keep that one question
in mind, and decide that one only. I have
no objection to the hon. member moving at
some other time that we should get some-
thing more, hut our abjeet to-night js to pass
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a motion against the abolition of the refurns
from Customs and Excise. The hon. mem-
ber’s amendment imports another question
into the subjeet. The all-imporiant question
is to retain if we can the per capita payment
from Customs and Excise. There was the
recommendation of the Royal Commission
that inquired into our disabilities. I would
join with the hon, member in any protest
against withholding from this State the
terms recommended, but would not do so to-
night. I will vote for the motion, and hope
the hon. member will not press his amend-
ment. Let us for to-night keep the one sub-
jeet in view, and no other.

Amendment put and a division taken with
the following result:-—

Ayes .- .. .. . 7
-
Noes .. ‘e .. .. 35
Majority against .. 28
AYES.
Mr. Angels Mr, Lindsay
Mr. Brown Mr. Thomson
Mr. Griffiths Mr. Sampecn
AMr. E. B. Johnston (Telier.)
NoEs.
Mr, Angwin Mr. Marshall
Mr. Chesson Mr. MeCallum
~ Mr. Clydesdale * Mp. Millington
Mr, Collier Sir James Mitchell
Mr. Corboy Mr. Neorth
Mr. Coverley Mr. Panton
Mr. Cunningham Alr, Richardson
Mr. Davy Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Denton Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. Heron Alr, Stubbs
Miss Holman Mr. Taylor
Mr. Hughes Mr. Teesdale
Mr. Kennedy Mr, Troy
Mr, Lambert Mr. A. Wansbrough
Mr. Lamond Mr. Willcoek
Mr. Latham Mr, Withars
Mr. Maley Mr. Wilson
Mr. Mann {Teller.)
PaIr.
AYE. No.

Mr. C. F. Wansbrough Mr. W. I, Johnson
Amendment thus negatived.

Question pnt and passed.

House adjourned at 10.25 p.m.




