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On motions by the Minister for Industrial
Development, the foregoing amendments
were agreed to.

Resolutions reported, the report adopted
and a miessage accordingly returned to the
Council.

EILL-MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS
ACT AMENDMENT.

Council's Mlessage.
Message from the Council notifying that

it insisted on its amendment to which the
Assembly had disagreed, now considered.

In Committee.
Mr. J. flegney in the Chair; the Minister

for Lands (for the Minister for Works) in
charge of the Bill.

The CHTAIRMAN: The amendment dis-
agreed to, by tile Assembly and insisted on,
by the Council is as follows:-

Clause 3--Delete paragraph (b).
The 'MINISTER FOR LANDS: I move-
That the Assembly continue to disagree to

the amendment made by the Council.
The paragraph which the Council desires to
remove provides that no town clerk and no
ether officer appointed as engineer or build-
ing surveyor shall be removed without the
sanction of the Minister. This provision
has not its origin in departmental circles, but
is something asked for by the majority of
Western Australian municipalities. Of the
21 municipalities represented tit a confer-
ence, 13 made out a strong case to the Min-
ister for Works for inclusion of this pro-
vision in the Bill. Country municipalities
in a recent conference suplported the making
of this provision, so that no such officer could
have his services dispensed with without the
sanction of the Minister for Works.

iMr. Boyle: Road boards already have this
provision.

The 'MINISTER FOR LANDS: Quite
so! It is also pertinent to observe that in
Vrictoria and other States the Minister's
sanction is required.

'Question put and passed.
Resolution reported and the report

adopted.

Assembly's Request for Conference.
THE MINISTER POP, LARDS: I

move-
That the Council be requested to grant a

conference an the amendment insisted on by

the Council, and that the managers for tht.
Assembly be the Minister for Works, Mr.
Doney, and Mr. Withers.

Question put ajid passed, and a message
accordingly returned to the Council.

House adjourned at 4.17 p.m.

legislative fesemblyp.
l1'ednexdty, 20th, January, 1943.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 11 a.m.,
and read prayers.

BILL-COAL MINE WORKERS
(PENSIONS).

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 8th December.

MR. McDONALD (West Perth) [11.4]:
I am, re-assured to know that the Govern-
ment realises there is no haste over the Com-
monwealth Powers Bill, as is indicated by
giving this Bill precedence over it.

The Premier: We are carrying this Bill
a stage further.

Mr. McDONALD: I congratulate my
friend, the member for Collie, on having ob-
tained lprecedence on the notice paper and
on having so signally ousted the Federal
Attorney General, Dr. Evatt. The member
for Collie has, in accordance with his duty
to his constituents, no doubt played an im-
portant part in securing the introduction by
the Government of this Bill; and he is well
justified in bringing the matter before Par-
liament on behalf of his district, which is
the State's only active coalmining district, in
view of the passage of similar legislation in
other States granting miners' pensions. The
member for Collie has been good enough to
inform me that the Victorian Parliament has
just passed a Bill conferring pensions on
coalminers. We know that such a Bill has
been in operation in New South Wales for
some three or four years, and that a Bill
with the same object is in operation in the
State of Queensland. I am also indebted to
the member for Collie for the opportunity
to read the measures which have been passed
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on this matter in the two States I have men-
tioned, and further for the opportunity to
examine the -report of the Royal Commis-
sion which was issued in February, 1941, in
the State of New South Wales and which
preceded the passing of the New South
Wales legislation. JT fear there has been some
disappointment in New South Wales, be-
cause the report of the Royal Commission
was that the granting of pensions to miners
would promote industrial peace and con-
tinuity of production, and that is rather
sad reading in view of the very stern com-
ments which have been made on coal pro-
duction in New South Wales by Mr. Curtin
and other members of the Commonwealth
Government during the last few weeks.

The Premier: We have had none of that
trouble here.

Mr. McDONALD: I think that may be
correct, but I am not in a position to speak
of my own personal knowledge. I would
like to say of the Collie fields that they have
been signally free from stoppages and in-
dustrial disputes.

The Premier: There have been plenty of
disputes, but no stoppages.

Mr. McDONALD: The fact that there has
been continuity of production is something
for which I cannot give the miners on the
Collie fields too high commendation.

-Mr. Fox: The Collie coalminers are not
as rapacious as are the New South Wales
miners.

Mr. McDONAIJD: We will come to that
in a moment. Since this matter has been
raised, it is well known to the members of
this Chamber that there is considerable pub-
lie uneasiness as to the output from the
Collie fields. There is a sub-leader in the
Press on the subject only this morning, and
I observe from it that the question of pro-
duction of coal from our coalfields should
be the subject of the attention of Parlia-
ment during this session. Quite apart from
what appears in the Press, I know from
what I have been told in the course of con-
versations with members of the public that
there is no small uneasiness as to whether
tbe output is sufficient and, above all, as
much as could be produced. It seems to be
generally agreed that the output is far from
being as much as could be produced. Whe-
ther the blame lies with the owners or with
the miners is something upon which I am
not qualified to express an opinion. I would
add that all members of this House repre-
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seating the metropolitan area have very bit-
ter recollections of the fuel shortage in
households last winter, and have a very
strong desire to see that the very real hard-
ships which were suffered last winter arc
not repeated during the coming winter.

If, as appears to be apprehended by the
public, there is to he a renter shortage of
coal to meet the needs of industry and the
public generally this winter as compared
with last winter, then that problem, not only
to industry but to the private householder,
may become very acute; and it will he a re-
flection on Parliament if, knowing these
things beforehand, we fail to take any meas-
lures we can to safeguard the people of the
State against any such possibility. I do not
want to spend too much time on this sub-
ject, which is not strictly relevant to the
Bill, but I would add that it is well known
that power costs in this State are high coin-
pared with those in other States. I have
been told that those costs are 25 to 30 per
cent, higher in thi5i State than in a State
like Victoria, and much as we desire to see
an expansion of our industrial resources,
these additional costs are, according to my
information, militating and will militate
seriously against any chance of our getting
more in] parity with secondary industries in
a S tate like Victoria.

Mr. Cross: Can you produce figures to
prove that statementI

Mr. McDONALD: No, I cannot, because
I have simply repeated to the House what I
have been told-

M1r. Cross: It is -wrong!
Mr. MceDONALD: -by a manufacturer

who is operating in a very large way in this
State: and that, according to the Press, is
the kind of thing about which Parliament
should inquire and endeavour to find out if
those figures are correct or not. This Bill
proposes to confer pensions on Collie
miners who are to be retired at the
age of 60. Normally the pensions
granted by the Commonwealth Government
commence in the ease of men at the age of
65. The principlo, in this Bill is that there
shall be comnpulsory retirement at the age
of 60. The intention also is that during the
wvar, when labour is so scarce and our re-
sources in coal are being severely taxed,
compulsory retirement at 60 shall not be en-
forceed. For the purpose of considering this
Bill, however, we shall need to assume that
the Bill, if passed, will provide for compul-
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sory retirement of coal miners at the age of
60. On their retirement they become entitled
to a pension of £2 a week, and the wife of
a coalminer is entitled to an additional £1
per week. The sum of 8s. Oil, is also allowed
for each dependent child up to the age of
16 years. The maximum a retired miner can
receive for himself, his wife and dependent
children by way of pension under this scheme
iS £E4 8s. 6d. per week. A provision is made
that in certain instances--where, for example,
they are incapacitated in the course of their
work-miners may retire on a pension at an
earlier age than 60 years.

Those provisions are almost exactly similar
in amount and in terms to those in the Acts
passed in New Sooth Wales, Queensland,
and Victoria, so we can take it that this
measure -aims at bringing the Collie miners
in that respect on to the same basis in the
way of pensions and retirement as that
which obtains by legislation in New South
Wale;, Queensland and Victoria. J do not
propose to go into the details of the Bill,
but it may he pointed out that from a
miner's pension there may be deducted bene-
fits he may receive through the old age pen-
sion and, in certain instances, where he has
been incapacitated, benefits he may have re-
ceived through the Workers' Compensation
Act. In this Bill-again following in prin-
ciple, although not in exact proportions
-what is contained in the legislation of New
South Wales, Queensland and Victoria-the
amount required to meet these pensions is
to be found in certain proportions by the
State Government, the mine workers and the
mine owners.

In the ease of the Government, during the
first year of the scheme payment is to be
made at the rate of £2,000 a year. In the
second year the State Government pays
£2,500, in the third year £3,000, in the fourth
year £3,500, and in the fifth year £4,000. In
the sixth and all succeeding years the State
Government is to pay £4,500 towards the
cost. When the sixth year is reached the
State Government's contribution becomes
static and fixed thereafter at £4,500 a year.
Of the balance required to meet the expen-
diture from the fund the mineworkers will
find one-third and the mine-owners two-
thirds. Then the Bill goes on to provide
that no owner shall, in respect to his pay-
ment to the fund, increase the price of coal
supplied to any consumer by moore than 2d.
per ton. That means that of the mine-

owner's contribution 2d. may be passed on
to the consumer and the balance must he
paid by the owner himself, or rather by the
companies-because they are companies, I
believe-And if it is paid by the companies
it is paid by the shareholders out of the
money that would otherwise be available to
them.

This means that as to the cost which falls
upon the mine-owners to finance the scheme,
or proportion of the cost of the scheme, 2d.
per ton may be passed on and the balance
must be met by the mine-owners themselves,
or, in other words, from the pockets of the
shareholders. That principle is new in this
Bill. It is peculiar to this Bill. It does
not obtain in any of the measures passed in
any of the three States I have named. it
those States the mine-owners have to bear a
certain proportion of the cost of the scheme,
but are not prohibited from passing that cost
on to the consumers in the price charged
for the coal. In the other States the cost
is borne by the consumer,-, which means
that a large part of it is borne by the rail-
ways and the balance by the general public.
En the case of the railways the costs which
are in the first place borne by them are in
the second place passed on to the users of the
railways in the form of fares and freights.
Insofar as they arc not passed on to the
users of the railways by way of increased
fares amnd freights, they would naturally be
borne by the State, and therefore by the tax-
payers of the State.

Before I come to the broad principles of
this Bill I would like to devote some atten-
tion to its operation having regard to the
provision which I have mentioned ats being
peculiar to this measure, which prohibits in
part portion of the minic owners' contribu-
tions being p)assed on to the consumers. I
have endeavoured to find out from the mino
owners what the position is, and I will
supply to the House, for its, benefit, what I
have learned. As far as I know this infor-
mation is substantially coirrect. The first
thing to observe about the prohibition of
passing on the increased costs by the mine
owners is that I do not know exactly how
they would stand in relation to the Federal
price fixing provisions. The normal or com-
mon attitude of price fixing authorities is
that unavoidable costs can be passed on in
the shape of increased prices, provided
always that the profit of the vendor is not
unduly large. If the Federal Price Fixing
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Commissioner were appealed to and he de-
cided that in accordance with what obtains
in Victoria, New South Wales and Queens-
land, the price of coal should he fixed to
allow the increase in costs involved by con-
tributions to this pensions scheme to he in-
eluded, then there would be a conflict be-
tween the Federal price fixing authorities on
the one hand and the limiting provisions of
this measure on the other. I do not express
any opinion on that point. I have not had
the time or the opportunity to do so, nor
do I possess sufficient knowledge of the sys-
tem adopted by the Federal price fixing
authorities to enable me to say whether there
would be a conflict, and if so where it might
lead us.

In New South Wales the scheme works
out, substantially that the rate of contribu-
tion of the mine owners amounts to 5d. per
ton. That amount, as I say, can be passed
on to the consumers and to the State Rail-
ways of New South Wales. In the ease
of Western Australia the position, in some
ways, is possibly peeuliar. I understand
that some 90 per cent, of the coal produced
in Collie is used by the Commissioner of
Railways for the purpose of the State rail-
ways. The basis on which the coal used by
our railways shall be paid for has been the
subject of a long series of arbitrations, and
has from time to time been fixed by tribunals
created for that purpose. It was last fixed,
comparatively recently, by Mr. Justice
Davidson of New South Wales, acting as
arbitrator. That is the basis upon which
the Amalgamated Collieries is allowed to
operate on this field. There are two mie
owners op~erating on the Collie field, I he-
lieve, namely, the Amalgamated Collieries,
which produces almost all the coal and the
Griffin Company.

The Premier: That company has the 10
per cent, output.

Mr. McDONALD: Yes. if I am wrong
the member for Collie can correct me. By
the award recently made by Mr. Justice
Davidson the Amalgamated Collieries, which
supplies practically all the coal used by the
Commnissioner of Railways, is entitled to
include in its charge a fixed annual profit of
£18,625 for its shareholders. The price it
charges the Commissioner of Railways is
such a figure as will allow for this profit
plus the costs of production, taxation and
denreciation. Actually this amount of
£18,62.5 has not been received by the Amal-
gamated Collieries for the last two years he-

cause it has not heen able to maintain the
British thermal unit of its coal in accord-
ance with the standard laid down by the
Commissioner, and therefore its profit has
been subject to reductions. For the last two
years, I am told, it has been about £16,000.
But the point to note is this, that this com-
pany, namely the Amalgamated Collieries-
we might discard the Griffin and regard it
as being only a minor factor in this par-
ticular matter-is operating at a fixed exact
annual profit for its shareholder;, which has
been assessed and declared at an arbitration
by the authority appointed as arbitrator
between the railways and the mine owning
companies.

The Premier: It is not an eternal contract.
31r. McDONALD: I do not knowv how long

it is required to operate.
The Premier: Only 12 months, I think.
Mr. McDONALD: I think that this method

of paying the companies for the coal con-
sumed by the Commissioner of Railways has
been in operation for 10 or 15 years.

The Premier: About 11 years.
Mr. McDONALD: As far as I know there

is no suggestion to terminate it.
The Premier: It is a three years' contract
Mr. McDONALD: It is a peculiar arrange-

meat; a price fixing scheme. It may be said,
perhaps, to be the first price fixing arrange-
ment in this State, and consists of a special
tribunal which holds the scales of justice or
fairness equally between the Government,
represented by' the State Railways, on the
one hand and the operating mining com-
panies on the other band.

Mr. Wilson: And no heed is taken of the
men!

Mr. McDONALD: That may be so.
Mr. Wilson: It is so.
Mr. McDONALD: Current opinion is that

the Collie miners have always been a very
vigilant and active body. They have always
had a good deal to say and exercised, as they
are entitled to, a good deal of influence
through their union in eonnedtioa with these
negotiations. I think they have always been
vocal whepever such mratters have been under
consideration. I hold no brief for the coal
companies and have no interest, financial or
otherwise, in them. I had not met the re-
presentatives of those companies before this
matter cropped up nor do I think I had pre-
viously seen the people involved. I want to
tell the House how this peculiar provision
operates, because I do not think it is a
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proper provision. The amount of £16,000 per
annum, which is the fixed profit that has
been received under the direction of the
arbitrator by Amalgamated Collieries, Ltd.,
during the last two years, has been sufficient
to pay a dividend of eight per cent. to the
preference shareholders who hold nearly all
the shares, but has not been sufficient to
make available any dividend to the ordin-
ary shareholders who have had to go with-
out any interest return on their outlay. It
may be said that eight per cent. is a good
dividend, but I am told that the preference
shares ha've been bought on the market at as
high as £2 per sham. If that is so, the
dividend of eight per cent. wvould represent
only four per cent. in the pound on a share
bought at £2.

I have not verified the statement which
I have no reason to believe is untrue, but I
have been informed that preferene shares
are rated at about 25s. per share on the
market at present, in which ease people who
bought such shares at 25s. each, which is
the market value as fixed under the National
Security Regulations, would receive some-
thing over six per cent. on their shares
based on the rate of remnuneration secured
by the company as fixed by arbitration in
the circumstances I have mentioned. The
dividends are paid on the paid-up capital
of the company and Amalgamated Collieries,
Ltd., like many other companies, has aecutu-
hated reserves. I am assured that that does
not include any watering of shares, but ac-
cumulated profits. These total, so I have
been informed, £E260,000, which includes the
paid-up capital, and the rate of profit that
is allowed by the tribunal I have mentioned
is equal approximately to three per
cent. on the shareholders' funds. All
these factors were before Mr. .Justie
Davidson of Newv South Wales and
preceding arbitrators when they determined
the fixed annual profit that the company
should be allowed to make in respect of the
coal it produced and sold. It can be reason-
ably assumed that in arriving at the figure
I have mentioned, the arbitrators, after con-
sidering all the circumstances, gave the
shareholders what was regarded as a fair
return on their shares and no more, and,
in all the circumstances, enabled the Western
Australian Government Railways to acquire
coal at a fair price-no less and no more.

The effect of the Bill now before the
House will be, so I ain told, that in the first
year the fund will need to find about £C20,000,
including administrative expenses. That is
a very rough estimate because it would be
impossible to arrive at an exact figure with-
out an examination of the personal position
of each of the 847 miners on the Collie field
to ascertain what dependants they have and
whether or not they would be eligible for th-j
old-age pension, which would be in reduc-
tion of the pension they would receive under
this scheme. Of the amount of £20,000, in
round figures, which may be taken as the
cost of the scheme in its first year, the State
will find, say, £E2,500: the men will provide
approximately £4,500, and the companies
will have to make available £13,000. Re-
specting the contribution that the companies
will have to make, they are allowed to pass
on twopence per ton, which will represent
about £5,000. That means there will still
remain £8,000 which cannot be passed on to
the consumers and will have to come out
of the pockets of the shareholders of the two
companies.

Mr. MecLarty: That means half the profits4
will go in that direction.

Mr. -McDONALD: It will mean that the
shareholders of the Amalgamated Collieries
will have to find annually a sum of about
£4,600 and the shareholders of the Griffin
Company about £1,600. The effect will be
that the profit of £1I6,000 per annum, which
has been fixed for the past twvo years and
which has been lawfully assessed by the arbi-
trator, will be reduced, in the ease of the
Amalgamated Collieries Ltd., to approxi-
iately £9,500 per annum. To conclude
ibis part of my remarks, I must add
that I think the Bill seeks to attempt
to do something from the wrong angle.
It represents an indirect way of vary-
ing the award of the arbitrator, which
was made between the coal companies and
the Western Australian Government Rail-
ways. If the arbitrator was correct in allow-
ing the profit mentioned, which, as I say, has
worked out at £16,000 for the last two years,
and it has been a fair and reasonable profit
for the people who put their money into
shares in the company, then this Parliament,
proposes to reduce the profits on those
shares to some figure that is unreasonably
low, having regard to earnings in other in-
dustries.
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Without any inquiry, Parliament, by
means of the Bill under discussion, is going
to take £6,000 per annuml from the £16,000
profit which has been allowved annually,
which was the figure arrived at by the arbi-
trator after a careful inquir-y as representing
a fair profit to the owners of those shares.
I believe there aire betwveen 250 and 300
people who own preference shares in Amal-
gamated Collieries Ltd. I do not know how
many shareholders there are in the Griffin
Company. If the owners of those shares, on
the basis of the figure at present fixed by
the arbitrator, are receiving an excesive
profit, the proper way to deal with the mat-
ter is to go back to the arbitrator and say
to him, "These people are getting too much.
Their profit of £16,000 should be reduced to
£9,600."

The Premier: That may not be the point.
The companies may not follow modern
working methods and may not have up-to-
date mechanical appliances, so that they
cannot make more profit under existing coil-
ditions.

Mr. McDONALD: On the point of me-
ebanical plant, that again is essentially a
matter for the arbitrator to decide. How
can members of Parliament decide that the
shareholders of Amalgamated Collieries Ltd.
should be fined £6,500 a year because up-to-
date plant has not been installed in tli,
mine?

The Premier: By efficiency in workingI
the companies might be able to maintain or
increase their profits.

Mr. McDONALD: If so, that would be
an admirable argument for terminating the
whole arrangement.

The Premier: It is to terminate in two
months.

Mr. McDONALD: If that is a valid argu-
ment, the Commissioner of Railways should
consider whether the whole arrangement
should be terminated and replaced by some-
thing else.

31r. Wilson: The miners should be con-
sited.

Mr. McDONALD: I am of opinion that
all the people in the industry shouild be
consulted.

Mr. Wilson: Hear, hear!
Mr. McDONALD: While this industry

for many years has been and is now the
subject of a special price-fixing tribunal to
ensure that it charges no more than a fair
thing and that the shareholders get no more

than a fair return on their money, this House
should not interfere with the award of the
arbitrator made after due inquiry and after
hearing all parties. If the arrangement is
considered to be unsatisfactory, then it
should be terminated or brought again be-
fore the arbitrator with a view to having it
varied.

The Minister for Labour: 1 think '&.
Commissioner Davidson said the rate of pro-
fit was too high, but he felt that there was
an obligation to the preference shareholders.

Mr. NfcDONALD: That may or may not
be so; it is a matter for the Commissioner.
If Mr. Commissioner Davidson felt that by
reasion of contractual obligations it would
be improper on his part to reduce the pro-
fits of the company below the figure he
assessed, then I take it the reasons which
actuated and determined the decision of the
arbitrator would also be very proper mat-
ters for the consideration of this House.
The arbitrator had all the facts before him.
I believe that representatives of the parties
wvent to New South Wales towards the end
of last year for the purposes of this arbi-
tration.

The Premier: The year before last.
Mr. Fox: It would be a good idea for the

Railway Department to buy the companies
out.

Mr. Seward: Try it!
Mr. MeDONALD: it concluding this as-

pect of the subject, I repeat that neither
New South Wales nor Queensland nor Vic-
toria has inserted any such provision in its
legislation. In principle such a provision
appeaCJrs to he entirely wrong. It amounts
to turning this House into anl arbitration
trilbunal to fix profits and determine how
much is to he passed on to the public without
having the figures before us and without
hearing the parties vitally interested, in-
cluding tile mainers.

There is a further aspect that the House
should bear in mind. There arc now some 847
working miners on the Collie field. Whatever
the output of coal, whether it increases or de-
creases, the present fixed rate of profit con-
tinues to the company until such timte as the
rate is, varied by another arbitrattion deter-
intation. The greater the number of miners

that go onl to the field, the larger wvill be the
cost of the funtd. The greater the output of
tlue field in tile way of volf the more miners
wvilI be required and, its I have said, the
greater the number of niiners the larger the
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cost of the fund. If, therefore, the number
of miners on the field could be doubled to
give twice the present output to meet in-
dustrial and other requirements, then the
obligation to the miners would also be
doubled or more than doubled, because the
Government's contribution remains static.
In that way, the return to the shareholders
could be entirely wiped out. If the number
of men onl the field were increased to give
a larger output, a stage could be reached
when there would be no profit under the
present system of fixing the profit at some-
thing like the existing figure. In fact, there
could actually he ant annual loss to the com-
panies.

The Premier: Uinless overheads could be
reduced.

Mr. AMcDONALD: All the overhealds-cost
of production, depreciation, taxation, et.-
are included in the price of the coal, pluis
the fixed rate of profit for the shareholders.
Thus the companies are not affected. But it
is possible for the arrangement to have this
effect, though I have no reason to believe that
the companies wvould do otherwise than, the
patriotic thing-: The greater the output of
coal, the larger would be the loss to the coil-
partics. Would that he a good thing-?

The Premier: It would be a very bad
thing. It is one of the had features of the
agreement.

Air. McDONALD: It is one of the bad
features of the Bill. If the companies could
pass on the cost of their contributions, as is
done in New South Wales, Queensland and
Victoria, then, although the output increased,
there would he no greater profit hut the
companies would suffer no loss. Here, the
greater the output and the more men em-
ployed, the larger the contributions% hr' the
comnpanies to the fund nod the more the
companies lose out of the annual proft fixed
by the arbitrator. U'nder this system, the
larger the output, the greater the liahility
for contributions to the pensions fund and
the less mloney' there would be for share-
holders. Therefore, from the point of view
of the shareholders, the greater the output.
the greater their loss, and the smaller the
ontnut, the greater their profit. That is
rather a bad c-hoice to place before any
body of people.

I pass now to consider the Bill in general.
Even if the Bill is passed in its present form,
it will cost the public, either through the
contributions of the State Government or

through the payment of increased freights
and fares on railways, a good many thousand
pounds a year. So the general public is to
be ready to pay a good many thousand
pounds a year to give special benefits of up
to £:4 5s. 6id. per week to Collie miners in
order to enable them to retire from their
admittedly difficult calling at the age of 60;
and these benefits will he confined to one
smnall section of our community. They wvill
be one favoured section, standing out like
an island among the pl~el of Western Auls-
tralia, as having what is called economic
security.

'Mr, Wilson : What about the Superannua-
tion Act and the Public Service?

,Nr. McDONALD: The Collie miners will
stand out like anl island in the middle of the
people of Western Australia, or like one of
such islands-

Mr. Fox: There is quite a nuomber of them.
Mr. AleDONALD: -w-ho have what is

called, and what I hope to see in general
spplicatLon, economic sevurity and social]
justice above the great mass of their fellow
citizens.

Mr. Wilson: This is at the expense of
the miners.

Mr. McDONALD: The miners contribute
part. There arc two or three, or four Or
five, of these islands of economic security.
Civil servants, for one! They are secured b~y
Act of Parliament, as it is proposed here,
in respect of their economic security. There
are other pensions schemes in existence in
Western Australia which are purely volun-
tary; that, where the shareholders of a
company say, "When our servants retire, we
will givec them pensions at the cost of our
pr-ofits." If employers and employees like
to do that, it is admirable and we can only
commend it.

The Premnier-: That is the same principle
as the principle of this Bill, at the cost of
the shareholders.

11i-. IfcDONALD: It is not quite the same.
The Premier: It is like an insurance com-

panY wvith policy-holdlers.
M r. MIfcDONAD: When people say vol on-

tarily. "AR shareholders out of our profits
we will pay so much per year to the pension
scheme," that is all wveil and good. People
can do what they like with their own maoneyv.
But it is another thing. for the State to step
in, through legislation, and say, "You shall
make these payments, and these people shall
be a special class of beneficiaries," and to say
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further that there shall be contributed to the
special class of beneficiaries moneys to be
found by all the people of the State through
their Government and through State instru-
mentalities to the extent of sonic thousands
of pounds a year; so that farmers onl the
wheatbelt through railway freights, miners
on the goldflelds through their taxation, and
clerks in the city through their taxaition-al
these heing people who have no such security
themselves-will lie all compelled by law to
contribute to the special economic conditions
of one small section of the community.

Broadly I think the timec of compulsory
pension schemes for favoured sections of thle
community is long past. The time when this
Parliament is going to divide up the com-
munity into privileged and unprivileged is
also long past, mid I sin glad to say that
has been recognised by the leaders of our
nation. In Monday's newspaper there ap)-
peared this statemnent.

Social Security. £25,000,000 Scheme, Non-
contributory basis. Canberra, 17th January.
Federal. Cabinet yesterday approved its
social security plan estimated to cost about
£25,000,000 and at the forthcoming Parlia-
mentary session appropriate Bills will be
brought down. The plan, it is believed on
good authority, will be non-contributory.
Numerous recommendations have been made
by the Parliamentary Social Security Commit-
tee and it is understood that many of these
will be needed by the Government in framing
the legislation, although it is unlikely that
all will be adopted. Recommendations of the
,committee included increased pensions, un-
employment insurance and a house planning
authority.

Consideration of the report of the Parlia-
mentary Conunittee on -repatriation was
also completed by Cabinet and new legislation
is likely to include provision for increased
pensions, removal of anomalies against
militiamen and more liberal administration.
I would say that the Bill now before this
Parliament is not opportune. It should stand
over until the Commonwealth Governinent's
proposals with regard to economic security
are brought before that Parliament, as they
will be in a few week's time, and are made
known to our people and to this Parliament.
Every sectional scheme that we establish hr
Act of Parliament for increased benefits
gives rise to vested interests. At this time,
when the great social security schemne of the
Commonwealth is almost on the statute-
book, we should not create an anomaly in
this State by passing a Bill of this nature. I
ask myself, and I think members might well
ask themselves, how would this Bill be re-

evived on a referendum of tile people of
Western Australia q The Collie miners are
receiving good wages at the present time,
and I have no doubt they deserve good
wages for their good work. They work
longer now-six days a week-whereas pre-
Niously they worked onl only five: and I have
110 doubt they work overtime as well.

The Minister for Labour: The preference
shareholders might not get 8 per cent. if
the quiestion were submitted to a referendum.

Mr. McDONALD: By all means put the
two together if you like. However, according
to the information I obtained, here are the
wages earned by One shift of four men in
at fortnight: one manl earned £19 11s. lid.,
another £10 11s. 10d., a third £E19 17s 10d.,
and the fourth £:19 7 s. 10d. Those are a fort-
night's earnings, working seven shifts.

Mr. Wilson: Give thle lowest earnings!
The Premier: That is piece workI
Mr. McDONALD: Yes; I understand so.

Here arc the earnings of five men in a fort-
night preceding the holding of the inquiry.
One man earned £,19 13s. 4d., another £19
3q. 4T., a third £12 Os. 10d., the fourth £18
14s, 1d., and the fifth £22 10&. 10d. I was
iii error iii saying that these five muen worked
seven shifts. They worked the usual numbher
of shifts. However, the man who received
£12 Os. 10d. -worked less, than the usual. num-
ber of shifts, and that fact accounted for his
comp~aratively slli pay. I think the earnings
on the average would be £7 or £8 per week.
I1 mention these facts because I ask myself,
and members might also ask themselves whe-
ther, if there was a referendum of the peo-
ple of this State, the shop assistants in my
constituency and in other constituencies,
the farmers in the country, the farm hands,
the typistes, the small shopkeepers, aill those
people who have no0 pensions to look for-
ward to at present except the old-age pen-
sion, would be prepared to vote so that they
should be taxed to find some thonsanads of
pounds a year to confer special pension bene-
fits upon one small class of the community
at present numbering some 800 men upon
their retirement at the -age of 60. years. I
think it would he rather hard to ask the
people to agree to that. I have every sym-
pathy with the Collie miners in their en-
deavour to get such economic security as
they can.

The M'*inister for Labour: They are all
taxled to pay the 8 per cent, to the prefer-
ence shareholders of the company.
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M r. Fox: For very uncongenial employ-
ment.

Mr. McDONALD: That may be so. I have
told the House that the usual consideration
is a return to the shareholders based on the
price paid for the shares. In this ease the
return appears to be something over six per
cent, to preference shareholders. Let us
assume that the return is reduced to five
per cent. or four per cent. That would not
make any difference here. It does not alter
the fact that even if the return is reduced
to five per cent., four per cent. or three p~er
cent., [he State by the passing of this Bill
would bind itself, and the people would
bind themselves to find several thousands of
pounds per annumi for a scheme which is
confined to a small section of the community,
and is to be supported by taxpayers who
receive no similar benefits and are outside
the scheme. The people would be called upon
to pay into a scheme on behalf of a privi-
leged fewv, much as I would like to see the
minlers get that benefit.

The Minister for Labour: On that argu-
ment we should never have passed the State
Superannuation Act.

Mr. McDONALD: If my views are of
any value at all, I think that sectional super-
annuation Acts are a mistake. There should
be a basic superannuation provision for all
citizens. If people want more than that,'
and by their own earnings can assure them-
selves of more, they can contribute to the
scheme in order to get additional pensions
when they retire. Basically it is wvrong that
the people should be divided into two classes,
a small class with economic security pro-
vided by all the people, and the grat niass
of the people with ve-ry much inferior
security although they contribute to the spe-
cial security of a privileged few. At this
stage when the legislation to which I have
referred is almost on the Statute Book, leg-
islation that we are assured will sw-pass the
Beveridge plan produeed in Great Britain,
I do not want to see this new proposal car-
ried into effect. I do not want to see this
House perpetuate another sectional scheme of
economic security, which is applicable only
to a few and i., denied to the great mass of
the people, and by' this Bill call upon the
great mass of the people to contribute out
of their earnings to something that is of
especial advantage to only a few. I sym-
pathise with the member for Collie, and
would love to give him and his constituents

concerned all that is sought to be given by
this Bill.

Mr. Wilson: You are showing your love
all right.

'Mr. M-%cDONALD: I would like to be able
to give the coalminers pensions of £500 a
year, but there are other people in the State
to be considered. There are people who are
also in need and in much greater need of
social security than are the Collie coalmineis,
people who are not earning £7 or £E8 a week.

Mr. Wilson: How many al-c earning £C7
or £8 a wseek? You have named only about
seven.-

Mr. McDONALD: I am at a disadvantage
in debating this matter with the member for
Collie because he is a specialist and I am
merely on the outskirts. I have been told
by a member of the company that £E7 or £8
a week is at present a fair average earning
for a Collie miner, that is in the ease of the
active able-bodied man who works full time.
If the hon. member can prove that I am
wvrong I hope lie will tell the House so. For
these reasons I suggest that the Government,
having brought down this Bill, might agree to
defer it until we have an opportunity to see
the social security measure which the Com-
monwealth Government proposes to intro-
duce in the next few weeks, and which is in-
tended to apply not to one section but to the
whole of the people.

On motion by Mr. W. Hegney, debate ad-
jonrned.

BILL-COMMONWEALTH
POWERS.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

MR. PATRICK ((irecuough) [12.6]:
This Bill is of vital importance to the State.
For that reason I do not think that we should
be stampeded or pannicked into passing it in
-a gr-eat hun- v. I notice that in South Aus-
ba-jli,,, where Mr. Pln' ford is introducing at
similar Bill toda 'y, it is the intention of the
Leade dif the Opposition then to ask for a
week's adjournment.

Thc Premier: W- had a month's adjourn-
ient here.

Mr. PATRICK: The Government of South
Australia has had the same time in which to
introduce the Bill as we have, but has left its
inti-odutctioin until today. We should not be
in a great hurry to pass this Bill for other
reasons. One prominent member of the re-
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tent Convention, Mr. IV. 31. Hughes, who
kntows something about the matter because
he controlled the National Security Act in
the last war, said that the defence powers of
the Commonwealth would exist for 18 months
after the war. I take it that the powers now
being sought by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment are not required whilst the defence
Powers are in operation, but are required to
take effect immediately the defence powers
expire. That is 'apparently the solc reason
why the Commonwealth Government has re-
quested that this Bill lie passed. I do not
think we should be hurried in this matter or
that the Bill should be rushed through."

The Premier: The defence powers are not
as wide as some People think they are.

Mr. PATRICK: My view is that they are
wider, according to the regulations that have
been introduced, than most people would like
them to be. They are wider than I woud
like them to be. 1 agree with the Leader of
the National Party that there is no obligation
upon this House to carry this Bill as it has
been introduced, or to carry it at all. I do
agree that there are references ia it which,
as I stated in the House during last session,
it will be neeessary to make after the defence
powers have expired. There is certainly no
obligation on this House to pass the Bill.
In the past various matters have been the
subject of proposed agreements between the
Commonwealtb Government and State Gov-
ernments, as a result of which certain legis-
lation giving references to the Commonwealth
has been introduced. It will be noted, how-
ever, that most of the Parliaments in the
ease of the reference of 1915 threw it out.

Tile Premier: The only obligation is that
the Bill should he brought before this Par-
lisment.

Mr. PATRICK: That was the obligation
catered into at the Convention. Prior to
1P15 there was an agreement between the
Premiers and the Commonwealth Government
that certain legislation would he submitted
by referendum to the people, who in turn
t hrew it out. On one occasion, therefore, the_
Parliaiments9 threw out the proposal, and on
another occasion the people threw it out.

The Premier: And only on rare occasions
was the proposal passed.

31r. PATRICK: That is so. What amazes
inc are the statements that have been
appearing in the Press recently showing
resentment byv the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment of' the criticisms of opponents

of the measure and the demand f or amend-
ments. This matter was, referred to by the
member for West Perth and the member
for Avon. The following statement, which
appeared in yesterday's paper, is well worth
reading:-

The Government is becoing mote concerned
about the propaganda in S.A. and W.A. against
the Powers Bill.
I would like to know who is responsible
for these statements. For instance, there
is a gentleman at Canberra who speaks over
the air and calls himself the Govcrnment
spokesman. On various occasions he puts
over stuff that he says is put over on behalf
of different Ministers. If it goes over, well
and good.

The Minister for Lands: I think he is
often a spoke in the Government's wheel!

Air. PATRICK: If there is criticism of
hi 5 statements, the thing fades out -and no
more is heard of it.

The Premier: The Premiers at the recent
conference tried to find out who this mys-
terious person was, hut did not get anywhere
in the matter.

Mr. PATRICK: The Press statement
continues-

The propaganda seeks to bring about re-
jection of the Bill by the Parliaments of both
States and tile Goverument takes exception to
it onl the following grounds:-

(1) If successful it would either force the
Commonwealth to face the post-war period
with inadequate powers or precipitate the wvar-
time referendum which the Constitution Con-
vention considered should be avoided.
I notice that the Prime Minister, in attack-
ing the criticism, today denies that he
threatened a referendum. Inferentially, this
statement threatens a referendum if the Bill
is rejected. It continues-

(2) It is costing large sums of money which
the Government considers should be used in-
stead in the war effort.
And so on; I shiall not read it all. The
Commonwealth Government consider-3 the
matter should be the subject of a judicial
inquiry. That is an extraordinary statenment
to make.

The Premier: Who made it?
Mr' PATRICK: I (10 not know. This is

not the Government spokesman speaking,
hut the Commonwealth Government itself.

The Premier: It is mnere speculation.
Mr. PATRICK: It has not been con-

tradicted.
The Premier: It is; very feeble.
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Mr. PATRICK: I do not know whether
the Government spokesman was responsible,
but the statement was made over the air
three or four days ago in the Canberra
news. Anyway, right in the forefront of
the document which Dr. Evatt first issued
was a statement that effect should be given
to the four freedoms; but he ran away from
it right fronm tihe start as soon as he got
criticism of his measure and talk about pro-
paganda. As the mnember for Pilbara
'interjected a mnoment or two ago, look at the
immense amount of propaganda we have had
on the other side. For weeks before the
Constitution Convention sat, Dr. Evatt was
talking over the National station without
any opposition. There were no speakers on
the other side. Since the Convention sat,
'University' professor-, hare been talking
every Sunday onl the samie subject, but deal-
ing with onec side of the question only. Even
a few weeks ago, a State school teacher was
-raked uip in this State to talk over the
National station advoca ting that these
powers should lie granted to the Common-
wealth Parliament. On previous occasions
when referenda were p)ut before the people,
it was the custom to send two documents to
the electors, one of which put the Govern-
ment side of 1he case and the otlier the
Opposition's. That was done at the Govern-
mnent's expense.

The Premier: It was niot only the custom,
but the law.

Mr. PATRICK: It is not in the Constitu-
tion; but was in the Bills.

The Premier: Yes: that mlust hep done in
the ease of a referendumn.

Mr. PATRICK: I (10 not think so,; hut
in any ease National hroa~casting stations
have been used to put uip only one side of
the question and prestumably the slpcalirs
over the air were paid for their serviees.
An enormious quantity of paper put otit on
behalf of Dr. Evatt presumably was Aso
at the Government's expense, so I dto not
think we need take too miuch notice of this
sort of criticism.

With regard to the Convention itself, as
I was saying, there is no obligation onl this
Parliament to accept the work of the Con-
vention as it has coGme to us and pass it
into law. The Convention was, in fact,
,what might he termed well loaded, The
States were bpaten right fromt the jumip.
The Commonwealth Government representa-
tives were, of course, pledzed to a poliey' of
unification and most of the Opposition rep-

resentatives fell into the same category, if
one may judge from views which they had
previously expressed. M1r. Hughes says he
is a federalist. But he always puts up argu-
ments in favour of granting supreme power
to the Commonwealth Government. The
same mnight be said of Mr-. Fadden and of
other members. Therefore, from the very
start the, States were in a hopeless minority
in discussing this matter.

The 'Minister for Land : Those members
were in) one of the bags about which the
memiber for Avon spoke!

M1r. PATRICK: In any case, the Conven-
tion really had no stand as a representative
body. Mlembers have in this Parliament
advocated at various times that there should
bie a Property elected convention to review
tt, whole. Commonwealth Constitution. Such
a convention could mneet, but it would have
no effect in law. It could only make recoin-
inendations. The original Federal Conven-
tion set up the political structure for the
Commonwealth, and this can only be
amnended by a Bill passed by the Common-
wealth Parliament and] then referred to the
electors. -Therefore, a convention could do
aill the talking it liked, even if it were an
electedl convention. It could pass resolutions
and miake recommendations to alter the
whole Commnonwealthi Constitntion; but even
then, there would be no obligation on the
flovernment that set up the convention to
bring Bills dtown carrying out the resolu-
tions, any more than there is an obligation
onl State Parliaments to pass what was car-
iied ait this so-called convention recently
held at Canberra.

TDealing with the or-iginal proposals, the
Premier said in effect that these were open
to ob), eetionl and would have permitted the
Commnonwealth Government to take over
any and every function exercisable by State
GIovernmients, and that the High Court-
which had been the bilwark of the States-
wou]ld hve no jurisdiction to interplret the
Constitution so far as regarded Common-
wealth powers. The original Bill was cer-
tainly remarkable, if not unique.

The P'remier: The orig-inal one"
MIr. PATRICK: Yes. It contained a clause

at the beginning whicht practically, gave the
Commonwealth supreme powrer over every
thing. That was followed by a tremendous
ainount of padding. I myself think the
Federal Attorney General must hare studied
mnilitary tactics. We have lately read fre-
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quently in the newspapers the expression
'by-pass." When an army reaches a town
that is exceedingly. difficult to take, it by-
passes it. The army leaves it and goes on.
The Federal Attorney General evidently
considered the Constitution was too solid a
rock to snash up, so he determined to by-
pass it. The original Bill was an attempt to
by-pass the Constitution by the insertion of
a clause which I think Dr. Evatt called
"60eA." This would] have had the effect of a
new Constitution altogether. A similar
attempt was made, I think by Mr. Scullin,
in 1930. He wanted to amend the Constitu-
tion to give the Commonwealth Government
power to amend it without reference to the
electors. The Premier said that the High
Court was the interpreter of the Constitution.
I shall now quote the following from Dr.
Evatt's book of words, page 78:-

As drafted, Section 60A is intended to con-
fer on the Commonwealth in the post-war
world, powers to regulate the economic and
social life of Australia as %vide as those which
the defence power has conferred upon it (lur-
ing the wvar.
That is a remarkable statement. It was a
try-on, and the second attempt was pretty
well as good. Western Australia has already
had some experienice of the exercise of
Federal powers. We have bad countless
boards and commissions, with the power of
government slowly but surely drifting from
the people. That is not my statement but
the statement of Mr. McKell, the Labour
Premier of New South Wales.

Mr-. W. Hegney: That does not apply only
to the Commonwealth Government, either."

Mr PATRICK: Probably not, hut it ap-
p~lies to the Commonwealth Government par-
ticularly today, because it has supreme power
over almost every' thing Hundreds of regu-
lations have been issued, and they were re-
enitly. attacked by a nother Labour 'Minister,
Mr. Hanlon, Of Queensland, who said-

The original intention of this all-powerful
National Security Act was to deal with dan-
gers tin-entening the safety of the country, hut
the regulations have been made to apply to
,every-day hiamdrum, matters. All the regula-
tion, should 1)0 hinmeciately overhauled. I
would not say, offhand, how many Notional
Security Regulations there are, but this year
.alone we received 519, so if presume there are
wvell over 1,000. Fow many orders, rules and
by-lna have been made fromn these regulations
tlbe Lord only knows.
I think most people want to escape from this
i-e2inlelitation as soon as possible. They do
not want it perpetuated, hut evidently fin.

Evatt's idea is to perpetuate after the war
powers which the Commonwealth Govern-
ment has at present. As a matter of fact,
many of these regulations are, in the opinion
of lawyers, of very doubtful legality, and
this Bill, unameaded, will legalise and prob-
ably perpetuate them. As the Premier
pointed out before going to Canberra, we in
this State have felt the result of some of
these regulations in the discrimination shown
against Western Australia in the matter of
the wheat industry, for instance. Our wheat
areas have been reduced by one-third, while
the wheat areas in other States have not beesn
touched at all. So far as I can see, there
is no reason for that. We were told that
there were difficulties with regard to storage
in this State. A Federal member was sent
over to report on the condition of our wheat,
and lie condemned it. Various other men
came over and condemned it as being infested
wvith weevils; yet from reports in the paper
only a week or so ago it appears that that
wheat was shipped to England, and millers
have received it and commented on its excel-
lent condition and complimented people here
on the manner in which they have handled
it. That wheat, I believe, was kept for over
three years.

The Premier: It was reconditioned before
it went awvay.

Mr. PATRICK: It always has to be -econ-
ditioned. The loss was very small. It was
not sufficient to justify the Commonwealth
Government's saying that owing to the condi-
tion of wheat in this State our areas had to
be reduced.

The Minister for Lands: It must h-ave been
substantial to warrant the wheat hospital.

Mr. PATRICK: I think it will be found
that reconditioning must take place in other
States of the Commonwealth. I venture to
s-ay that the Minister's own State of Queenn-
land is the worst in respect of weevil infesta-
timv. It is a matter of climate. A certain
amount of reconditioning has to be dlone iii
atiy State. During the last war, South Aus-
tralia. lost 50 per vent. of its stored wheat
I brough the depredations of tuic. This State
*n that occasion came out better than anyv
other State of the Common wealth. There is
anjother point.* We know that in this State
we have not received the benefit from war
expenditure that the other States hanve en-
Jove.], mainly bceause before the wvar this
State was, to a greater- extent than the other
-Slates, a primary producing country. One
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would have thought that onl that account the
Commonwealth would have said to Western
Australia, "Yours, is largely a primary pro-
ducing State. As yon hare not the facilities,
we cannot allow you to manufacture to the
extent that other States are mnanufacturing-,
but we will allow you to be the agricultural
State of thle Conmnonwealth during the wafr.
You can produce the food supply." Instem)
of that, in addition to withholding from us-
the benefits the other States are receiving
from war expendliture. the Commonwealth
reduced] the benefits this State was deriving-
from agorit-ulture.

There are other mutters; in which we are at
a disadvantage. Farmers and others were
required byv the Li quid Fuel Hoard to equip
their trucks with producer-gas units and told
that if that wais not done their petrol allow-
ance would lhe reduced hr 75 per cent. We
were told that that was a Federal regulation
applyring- all over the- Commonwealth. There
is a bigger perentage of trucks in this State
with, producer-as units, than in anys other
State of thle Commonwealth. The last figures
I saw, which wepre given by the Federal mern-
her for Kalgoorlie, 'Mr. Johnson, showed that
the total was one in tenl in Western Auistraliai,
and in some of the other States it is as, low
as one in 27. It might he arguedl that wve
were better eqIuipped in this State to instal
gas-producers because we were thle pioneers
in this respect. and had the manufacturing
plant bitt, at the time the regulations were
being strongly enforced here, gas-producer
units were beig shipped from the other
States to Western Australia. That, I under-
stand, has been largely prevented now, hut
units wvere being imported from Stales which
had not equipped their motor vehicles with
gas-producer units, to anything like the ex-
tent that Western Australia had.

Take also the outbreak of swine fever! A
similar epideici occurred in New South
Wales. Immediately it happened there, thet
Minister for Commerce rushed to the paper
with the news that the 'New South Wales
Government would lie afforded not only finan-
cial assistance hilt also the full assistance of
the scientific department of the Common-
wealth in the way of veterinary surgeons and
so forth. That may hare been done for
Western Ausqtalia: i do nt know. We may
hare been uffet-ed linanc-ial assistance. If so,
it has never been stated. Thme statement re-
garding Ncew South Wales, wa-; issqued authori-
tatively to the newslwaper and announced by

the Government spokesman at Canberra.
Since then a statement has been issued from
Canberra to the effect that marvellous work
hans been done in New South Wales where
the disease has been practically stamped out,
and drawing attention to the consequent
benefits, to the Commonwealth. There wvas
110 mention of Western Australia. Evidently
we do not bulk largsely in the central adminl-
istration. Our outbreak of swine fever was
on a much larger scale than that in New
South WVales in regard to the number of
aninials slaughtered. We are suffering much]
today from Federall regulations. We are
getting too mitch of what somne people call

"l~dmaisi."I believe 'Mr'. Dedinan is a
Scotsman. He is of the samie nationality as
umyself hut, so far as I canl see, lie is a
Scotsman. without a sense of humour, and a
Scotsmian without a sense of humour is a
very d angeorous individual because he has a
very strongy belief in his own stupidity. It
is not a usual thing in a Scotsman. S eots-
men generally horve a keen sense of humiour,
liut so far as I canl see -Mr. Dedman. has no
sense, of humour, and hie is a dangrerous1 in-
di vidual.

lDr, Evatt, in this orig-inal pamphlet of
his, to my w ind insults our greatest ally, the
Funited States, when hie refers to the hiorse-

an-buggy Constitution. This great ally has
just passed a budget of 23,000,000,000
sterlingv, equivalent to 1,800 millions. onlAtm
tralian population, or ovecr three timeps Ails-
tralia's pr2esent expenditure. I'nder this
horse-and-hugg-y Constitution it has grown
from nuder 4.000,000 people, 90 per cent.
of whomi were farmers, to 130,000,000. That
has all taken place in 150 rears, so that
under i ts hio r sec-ainid -bu gg- Constitution
it has made a remarkable contribution
to civilisation, The Puited States dluring
that 150 years has only made 21 amendments
to its Constituition. Ten of them arc in-
eluded in what is known as the Bill of Rights,
which emibracedj freedom of speech, and
were passed in thle first few years at the
request of thle S9tates, and are generally eon-
sidered to lie part of the originli Canstitnl-
Huon, so that actually there hare only been 11
amendments. Three of those amendmnents
.ibolisheil shivery and conferred rights on the
neg-roes. one dealt with prohibition and anl-
wther with its rescip-5ion. Another dealt with
tile system of election to the Senate and an-
other, oine of the latest, strange to sjay,
eren ted wvomlen's suiffrage.
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After the Bill of Rights was passed in
1791, and the 11th and 12th amendments,
G3 years elapsed before the 13th amend-
ment was ratified. We seem to consider
it necessary to amend our Constitution
after 40 years, but that country waited 63
years before ratifying a single amendmont.
Then, after the three amendments giving
rights to negroes, ito further amendment was
carried for 43 years until the 16th amend-
mnent in 1913. Since then five further Amend-
mients have been passed, thle lastest of which
repealed prohlibition in 1933. Prohibition in
America is one of the arguments I use
against holding a referendum in war-time.
That country 'c arried prohibition in war-
time onl a wvave of hysteria, and it took it
1.9 years to gret it out of the Constitution,
and I do not know how many millions of
1)onnds it cost to enforce.

The Minister for Lands: It would take
longer than that to get it out of their per-
sonal constitution!

'Mr. PATRICK: It might,
The Premier: Thle laws of the country

broke down under it.
'Jr. PATRICK: NO Country coUld ad-

-iunister~ it. One- interesting thing in regard
to the Unlited S"tates Cons ti tution is this:
We are told thaut thle Amendments to thle
Comnnonwealth Constitution are being
opposed by big bnuss Stange t

say, it hans alwayts been big business.
represented by the Republican Party.
whichl wanted to centralise the powci* ill
thle United States. Right at the beginning
Alexander Hamilton, one of the men who
-were drafting the Constitution and who rep-
resented big financial interests, was of the
,opinion that governmental power should be
centralised in Washing-ton. The following is
a statement by Woodrow Wilson, who was
a leading member of the Democratic Party--

It would be fatal to our political vitality to
strip the States of their powers ail transfer
them to the Federal Government.
That has been the attitude of the Democratic
Party , which has been the more liberal party
in the United States all through the years.
The big business men wanted to centralise
everyvthing in Washington because they con-
sidered i mutch easier to influence one Gov-
ermnent than those of 48 States. President
Roosevelt doe.; not propose to destroy the
States to implement post-war reconstruction,
nor does he propose to perpetuate the enor-
mious defence powers he now possesses, and

regiment the people after the war. In fact,
he has said that he is going to hand back to
the people all these tremendous powers
immediately the war is overt President
Roosevelt, who put up the Four Freedoms
and was largely responsible for the Atlantic
Charter, considers that he can carry out
under that horse-and-buggy Constitution all
that it is necessary to do.

The Premier: They have legislative enact-
ment.

Mr. PATRICK: They have freedom of
speech and oF religion, which go without
saying in any Australian Constitution, They
do nut require to he included. They were
jiut in at the i'c'4iest of the States two years
after the American Constitution was drawn
up. In a federation much depends upon the
method hr which the Federal Government
works iii with the Stattes.- During the depres-
sion years in Australia the State Govern-
menits put forward propositions regarding
the relief of unemployment to the Common-
wealth Government, but it said, "That is a
State function. We have nothing to do with
it. We have no power." In the United
States of America, under a somewhat similar
Constitution . the Federal -administration
financed the whole of the relief , which ran
into some thousands of millions of pounds.
It was all carried by State administration.
The Central Government provided thec money
and laid down the manner in which it was
to be applied, but the administration of the
expenditure was entirely carried out by the
State Governments. It was not done by set-
ting up boards or other administrative
instrumentalities from the Federal Govern-
ment. That, T think, is the Tecal way of
running A federation. Alfred Deakin
developed the same line of thought when
he said-

I venture to repeat that those who suppose
that al1 our affairs can be governedl at Can-
berra-all the affairs of this vast continent-
Are commnitting themselves to a lne of enn-
stitutional concentration which mOust break11
down, and be followed by re-action.

We are told that this Constitution must be
Amended because it has been running for 40
years. As I have said, no -such Amendment
has ever been required by the United States
and, according to the men -who have studied
constitultions, ours is much more flexible than
that of America. For instance, the late
'Viscount ryee who wrote the standard work
on the American Constitution, and who
v~iqitedl Ausktralia just after our Common.
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wealth Constitution eaine into being, said
that the Australian Constitution was not
only much moire flexible and capable of
amendment than the American Constitution,
but was the finest federal constitution then
in existence, end he had studied closely both
constitutions. Apart altogether from that,
we are told that this Constitution must be
amended after 40 years, hut the sante people
who today want to amend it wanted to
destroy it after 10 years.

Because of that I propose to make sonc
survey of the previous referenda held in
Australia. There have not been many. The
first one was a minor affair, and was held in
1906. Its object was to alter the date at
which the service of a senator was to begin.
The idea was to bring it into line with the
House of Representatives, because there had
been a dissolution of that House. Under the
present system a senator does not take office
at the time of his election. There -was no
difficnlty about that. The public could easily
understand what was involved, and carri ed
the referendum by 774,000 votes to 162,000.
Referenda Nos. 2 and 3 were held at the
same time as the general elections of the
13th April, 1910. No. 2 dealt with the fol-
lowing matter-

An alteration of the financial arrangements
between the Commonwealth and the rState-
this proposed to substitute for Section 87
(generally known as the Braddon donuse> a
per capita payment to the States.

That was an arrangement made by all the
State Governments with the Commonwealth
for a per capita payment of 25s. per head.
Despite the fact that the State and the Comn-
monwealth Governments- had agreed to it,
the people rejected it hy 670,000 votes t o
(45,000. That is not a vry big number, bit
still the people rejected it. No. 3 referen-
dunm at that timle was to-

Give the Commonwealth pwer to taiki over
the -State debts.

That was approved by 715,000 votes to
.56,000. Subsequently by the Surp~lus Re-
venue Act of 1910, Section 87 of the Con-
4tittttion ceased to have effect, and instead
thle Common wealth aigreed to pay to the
Statevs un antual sum amonunting to 25s. per
head of the Population for a period of 10
Years leginning Onl the 1st Juoy, 1910. In
effect, therefore, the eleeton, refused to maket
part of the Constitution, the provision for ai
paymient of 25s. per head of population to
the States oil the expiry of the Bradilon

clause;, but by legislation the Commonwealth
Parliament made that contribution payable
for a period of 10 years. Now we come to
some of the more important questions that
were submitted to the people. Referenda
-Nos. 4 and 5 were submitted on the
26th April, 1911. The proposals dealt with
two phases and were submitted as "A." and
"B.32 "A." dealt with legislative powers and
"B." with monopolies. With regard to the
proposed alteration of the Commonwealth
Constitution dealing with legislative powers,
the object was to extend powers under Sec-
tion 51 in four directions, and concerned-

(a) Trade and commerce;
(b) Corporations;
(c) Industrial matters; sad
(d) Trusts and monopolies.

Some of those headings crop up at the pre-
sent juncture and were placed before the
Federal Convention that was held in Cati-
berra. recently. Thle particular alterations
sought in 1911 were-

(a) In Section 51, paragraph (i), omit thle
words ''with other couintries and among the
States.''

This amendment, if agreed to, would have
gven the Commonwealth power to legislate

regarding trade and commerce without anty
limitation at all.

(b) Corporations: Oiniit fron, paragraph
(xx) the words '"foreign corporations and
trading or financial corporations formed within
the limits of the Commonwealth'' anti insert
in lie thereof the following words:-

''Corporations including (a) the crea-
tion, dissolution, regulation, oitd control
of corporations; (b) corporations formed
under the law of a State (except formed
solel' for religious, chtaritable or scientific
or artistic purposes, and not for the ac-
quisition of gain] by its utembers) inelud-
luig their dissolution, regulation nd con-
trol ; and (c5 foreign corporations includ-
iujg their regulation and control."

(c) Industrial tuatters: In paragraphi (.xxxv)
omit the words ''Conciliation and arbitration
for the prevention and settlement of indus-
trial disputes extending beyond the limits of
any onte State,"' and insert in lien thereof-

''Labour and employment including (a)
the wages and conditions of labour and
entploymneat in any trade, indus~try or call-
ing; anid (b) the prevention andi settle-
nent of industrial disputes including dis-
putes in relation to employnient on or
ahont railways the property of any State."

(d) Trttsts and 'Monopolies: Add at end of
Section 5i-' Comblinations an' mono1polies in
relation to the production, tanfacture, or
supply of goods or serviesq."
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The second important question submitted to
the people that year dealt with monopolies,
and the proposal was as follows:-

Insert after Section 51 the following Sec-
tion 51.A-

''When each House of Parliament in the
same session has by resolution declared
that the industry or business of produc-
ing, manufacturing or supplying goods or
of supplying any specified services is the
subject of an ,y monopoly, the Parliament
shall bare power to muaks laws for carrying
on the industry or business by or under the
control of the omoinowealth, and acquir-
ing for that purpose on just terms, any
property used in connection with the in-
dustry orbuies"

Both these proposnls were rejected by the
people. They were almost as sweeping as the
proposals submitted by Dr. Evatt in his first
suggestions. At the poll in 1911 the people
rejected the proposed alterations to the Com-
mionwealth Constitution by large majorities,
the proposal regarding the extension of legis-
lativa powers b 'Y 742,704 votes to 483,356
and the proposal regarding monopolies by
736392 votes to 488,668. On that occasion
New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland,
South Australia and Tasmania voted against
both proposals while Western Australia far-
oured them by small majorities. At that time
Western Australia was young end innocent,
and apparently thought that anything sub-
mitted by the Commonwealth Government
must be all right. Possibly -that explains
why of all the States Western Australia
alone voted in favour of the Commonwealth
proposals. That vote was taken not 40 yeais
after the Commonwealth Constitution hadl
come into being but only 10 years subse-
quently.

To give mnembers- some idea of what sonmc
great Federalists who had been partly re-
sponsible for drawing uip the Commonwealthi
Constitution, thought of the proposals I shall
quote, firstly, from a speech by Sir John
Quick -who, -with -Sir Robert Garran, was an
author of the Australian Constitution and
waos looked upon as a great constitutional
authority and Federalist. Speaking on the
Constitution Alteration Bill in 1910, Sir
John Quick said-

Speaking as a Federalist I think I can say
that if these amendments are carried they will
markc the beginning of tbe end of the Comi-
mnonwealth of Australia ais a onion of States.
'They will mark the beginning of the destruc-
tion and degradation of the Australian States
as political units and partners in a scheme for
t'he government of the Australian -people. We
s'hould never forget the preamble wand recital

standing in the forefront of our Constitution.
It recites that it is first a Federal Constitution
and an indissoluble union under the Crown.
Although it provides for amendments as found
necesary, those nmendments ought at any rate
to be consistent with the Federal principle.
That serves to indicate the opinion of a
great Federalist on the then Oovernment's
proposals, in the Bill now before this House
there are amendments that in their effect are
just as sweeping as were those proposed
in 1910.

The Premier: There is the limit of time.
Mr. PATRICK: I wvill deal with that point

later. Speaking on the same question when
similar proposals were introduced two years
later, 'Mr. Alfred Deekin, another great
F~ederalist and builder of the Commonwealth
Constitution, said:-

In a Federal Constitution in my judgment
will be found the future form of civilised gov-
erment. Larger and larger areas are being
brought together, more and miore miilions of
citizens are being broughit un1der a sigle sway.
The ideal Of such a system, under which the
several States would be active, vigilant, inde-
pendent and yet loyal to the central Govern-
ment, is the highest political ideal that can
be held up to the constituents of any country.
That is the ideal which won the Australian peo-
ple in the first instance which they seek to
realise. But the proposals Outlined by the
Attorney General (Mr. Hughes) constitute a
muovement absolutely the reverse. I submit
that if we once throw away our priceless pos-
session of a truly Federal system, it may be
long before our posterity can recover it.
So there again members can see -what an-
other grepat Federalist thought of such pro-
posals when they were introduced. At that
p~eriod those wh~o proposed to effect altera-
tions to the Commonwealth Constitution
were not satisfied with the result of the vote
of the people in 1911. In fact, I think Mr.
Andrew Fisher was very annoyed at the
time and said that the result of the referenda
was entirely against the -will of the people
of Australia. The next referenda were held
two years later and, on the 31st May, 1931,
the people of the Commonwealth were asked
to indicate their desires regarding proposed
alterations of the Constitution which were
suhbmitted to them in the form of six. ques-
tions. These were as-follows:-

(1) Trade and Commerce: As in l91l pro-
posal, except that it excluded the words ''trade
and commerce upon railways and property of
a State, except so far as it is trade and com-
merce with other countries or among the
States.'I'

(2) Corporations- As in 1911 proposal, ex-
cept that it excluded the words ''municipal
or governmental corporations."
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(3) Industrial matters: As in 1911, with fol-
lowing alterations--Word "unemployment"
added; to read-" labour and employment and
unemployment."

Omission of power to deal with disputes
concerning employees of State railways.

And addition of the followig:-
"The rights and obligations of employers

and employees."
''Srkes and lockouts.''
"The maintenance of industrial peace"

inserted instead of ''prevention anid"
which words are omitted.

(4) Railway Disputes: Inserting in Section
51, after paragraph (xxxv), the following as
(xxxva) :-1Conctiation and arbitration for
prevention and settlement of industrial dis-
putes in relation to employment in the railway
service of a State."
That is rather interesting because since that
period although the electors twice turned
down the proposals of the Commonwealth
Government, the matter of arbitration affect-
ing railway employees of the States has been
brought in as a result of a High Court judg-
ment. Speaking subject to correction I sug-
gest that the only railway employees in
Australia who are not under the Common-
wealth Arbitration Court are those of West-
ern Australia, who prefer State arbitration..

The Premier: And the Queensland railway
employees.

Mr. PATRICK: After the electors had
twice turned down that proposal they were
over-ruled on a judgment of the High Court.

(5) Trusts: Paragraph same as (d) in
1911 proposal except word "trnsts" added to
beginning, so reading-" trusts, combinations,

'rhese five questions are, in effect, a sub-
division of the Constitution Alteration (Legis-
lative Powers, 1910) into five separate refer-
enda.
These proposals were put as live different
questions. Evidently the idea was, that all
five could not he got through in a lump and
that one or two might be accepted by the
electors.

(6) Nationaliation of Monopolies: Similar
to ''B" Constitution Alteration (Mlonopolies)
1910, except insertion of words ''passed by
an absolite majority of its members'' after
the words "'has by resolution."

Any industry or business conducted by n
State or public authority constituted under a
State is also excluded.
Under the first proposal, before the Comn-
monwealth could nationalise any monopoly,
a resolution had to be passed by both Houses
of Parliament, On this occasion the stipu-
lation was that it must be carried by an abso-
lute majority of the members. The referen-
dmn was turned down, Queensland, South

Australia and Western Australia having
favoured the proposals, while New South
Wales, Victoria and Tasmania voted against
them. An extraordinary change has occurred
amongst the Australian people. At the
beginning, the people of Western Australia
were enthusiastic in granting all the powers
desired by the Commonwealth Government,
while New South Wales was consistently
against it. Today, it may be safely said,
the people of Western Australia are against
giving the Commonwealth too much addi-
tional power, while New South Wales is in
favour of handing over control of the State
to the Commonwealth. The present Govern-
ment in New South Wales and the Leader
of the Opposition there have stated that
they are prepared to hand over to the
Commonwealth not only all social services,
but the State itself.

The Premier: Mr. Me~ell is not enthusi-
astic about some of the Federal proposas.

Mr. PATRICK: If it came to the point,
I think Mr. MeKell would find himself in
the same position as the Premier of this
State. He would be bouind by the resolix-
tion of the inter-State conference dealing
with unification.

The Premier: There are certain conditions
with regard to that.

Mr. PATRICK: Mr. W. M4. Hughes claims
that he has always been a Federalist. Yet
he introduced these proposals which, in the
opinion of prominent Federalists, would
have smashed the Federal system. Before
ever Federation came into existence. Mr.
Hughes opposed the entry of New South
Wales into the Federation. He opposed the
Common wealth Bill in the New South Wales
Parliament for one reason-because all the
States would have equal representation in
the S~enate.

The Minister for Lands: Dr. Earre Page
has moved for the constitution of smaller
states.

'Mr. PATRICK: Quite a good move, too.
Small States have been formned under the
Constitution of the U'nited States; of America.
This is one of the mistakes we have niade inr
Australia : wve have failed to split the con-
tinent into moure States, which would have
given better representation iii the House of
Representatives. I ala of'opinion that a new
Sitate should be formned of the Northern
Territory and the northern portion of West-
ern Australia, and there is uin reason why
nt-u- Stares should not Tie created in New
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South Wales and Queensland. If, under the
United States Constitution, the number of
States could be increased from 13 to 48,
there is no reason why we should not increase
ours from six to considerably more than that
number. However, Mr. Hughes opposed
Federation because the smaller States would
have equal representation in the Senate.
Referenda Nos. 12 and 13 were taken on the
question of compulsory military service in
1916 and 1917 and both were rejected. These
proposals did not involve any alteration of
the Constitution.

Further proposals, being referenda Nos.
14 and 15, were submitted on the 19th De-
cenmber, 1919, again by Mr. Hughes. They
were known as Constitution Alteration (Leg-
islative Powers) and Constitution Alteration
(Nationalisation of Monopolies). These
were similar in effect to the 1911 and portion
of the 1913 referenda. They were rejected
by a narrow majority. In this instance 'Vic-
toria, Queensland and Western Australia
favoured the proposals, while New South
Wales, South Australia and Tasmania re-
jected them. An interesting point is that
these powers were to be provided for in
the Constitution for a limited period. Evi-
dently Mr. Hughes was not too sure of his
ground. I think an arrangement was made
with the State Governments on that occa-
sion. A conference was held with the Com-
monwealth authorities, and it was decided
that these powers, should be granted for a
limited period. This proposed piece of legis-
lation was rather extraordinary. It pro-
vided-

(1) Alterations made by this Act shall re-
main in force (a) till the expiration of three
years from the assent of the Governor-General
thereto or (b) until a Convention constituted
by the Commonwealth moakes recommendations
fur the alteration of the Constitution and the
people endorse those recommendations, whiclh-
ever first happens, and then shall cense to
have effect, provided that if 110 Convention
is constituted by the Commonwealth before
the 31st day of December, 1920, the alterations
made by this Act shall cease to have effect on
the 31st day of December, 1920.
In that instance the Commonwealth did not
carry out the bargain by calling a Conven-
tion.

(2) No law passed by the Parliament by vir-
tue of the powers conferred by this Act shall
continue to have any forte or effect by virtue
of this Act after the alterations made by this
Act have ceased to have effect.
These powers were to lie granted for a limited
period only and in this iCsl)IYC the propflsal

bear a certain resemblance to those now be-
fore the House, except that action was taken
on that occasion by the Commonwealth,
which had full power to make direct refer-
ence, whereas in this instance thc powers
are being referred to the Commonwealth by
the States.

The Premier: Did those proposals go to a
referendumI

M1r. PATRICK: Yes, and were rejected by
a small majority. Victoria, Queensland and
Western Australia favoured the proposals
and New South Wales, South Australia andl
Tasmania voted against them. Thus, up to
that stage, Western Australia had always
favoured giving increased and, one might
say, almost unlimited powers to the Com-
monwealth. That is my reason for miaking
a survey of the various referenda, The re-
suits show that the electors of Western Aus-
tralia have changed their opinion and the
electors of New South Wales have changed
their opinion. I Pass now to the proposals
submitted on the 4th September, 1926, being
Nos. 16 and 17. Two questions were mub-
mitted in regard to (a) industry arid corn-
neree, and (b) essential services.

Hitting snspeszded froa 1.0 to 2.15 pan.

Mr. PATRICK: Before the adjournment
I was referring to the referendum proposals9
on the 4th September, 1926, being Nos. 16
mid 17. Two questions were submitted, in
regardl to industry and] commerce, and as
to ess-ential services. It was proposed to
arnwnd Section 51 by omitting from para-
gQraph (xx) the words "foreign corporations,
and traiding or financial corporations formed
'within thle limits of the Commonwealth,"'
M:11 inserting in their stead-

Corporations including-
(a) the creation, regulation, control and

dissolution of eorlporations;
(bi) the regulation, conitrol nod dissolui-

tin of corporations formed tinder
the law of a State; and

(c) tie regulation and control of foreign
corporationas; -but not including
tnnicipal or governmental corpora-
tions or any corporations formed
solely for religious, charitable,
scientific or artistic pnrposes, or any
corporation anot formed for thle ac-
quisition of gain by the corporation
of its members.

It waq also proposedl to oinit from paragranph
(xxxv) the words "cxtmidinx beyond the
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limits. of any one State" and by inserting
-after paragraph (xxxix) the following para-
graphis-

(xi) Establishing authorities with such
powers as the Parliament confers on them with
respect to the regulation and determination of
terms and conditions of industrial employment,
and of rights and duties of employers and em-
ployees writh respect to industrial matters and
things;

(xii) Investing State authorities with any
powers which the Parliament by virtue of para-
,graph (xxxv) or paragraph (xi) of this section
has vested or has power to vest in any auth.
ority established by the Commonwealth.
As to "Essential Services," it was proposed
±o alter Section 51 by inserting after para-
graph (v) the following-

(Va) Protecting the interests of the public
in case of actual or probable interruption of
-any essential service.
The effect of this in regard to industrial
mnatters would have been to give the Com-
mnonwealth Government entire control over
conciliation and arbitration. It had power
to refer the matters to the State which to-
,day has some control over them. rt is
interesting to note the attitude of trade
unions in Australia to this proposal. Most
,of thema opposed it because they said they
wanted to have the choice of going either
to the State or the Federal court. If they
could not get what they wanted in one
tribunal, they wanted to he, in a position to
go to the othr. They did not want supreme
control vested in the Commonwealth Govern-
ment, whereas previous proposals that had
been put uip by Labour Governments went
in that direction. The result of this was
that the referendumn as regards industry and
commerce was defeated by 1,619,655- votes
to 1,247,085, and] the proposal in regard to
essLential services was defeated by 1,597,793
votes to 1,1.q5,502. It was in connection
-with these proposals that New South Wales
betrn to swing over. That State and
OQueenslanmd favoured the proposals, the only
two States to dIO so, whereas Western Aims-
trali, Victoriai, South Ausaralia and Tas-
mania were nt in favour of them.

MIembers will thus see how the trend of
opinion had changed in Australia. New South
Walt's, which had previously been a State
whichI had opposed all the different proposals.
that had been put up, onl this occasion swung
-round and voted stron~lv in favour of them.
Western Australia which, oin one occasion,
onl its own, had been the State to support
gaivmnq powers to the Commonwealth, voted
onl this occasion onl "-%" 112,185 to 46.469

against and on "B" 113,222 to 39,560
against. Members will see what a tremen-
douls s;wiug there was in the different States
as to public opinion on these questions.
Western Australia, which had been in
favour of giving increased powers to the
Commonwealth, swung around in favour of
giving no further powers at all. The next
proposal put tip was in 1928 with regard to
State debts, and w~as entitled "State Debts,
1928." That referendum was taken to vali-
date the proposals included in the Financial
Agreement made between the Commonwealth
and the State Governments. That was car-
ried by an enormous majority, all the States
voting i favour of it. As has been pointed
out on several occasions, the States had very
little option but to agree to that proposal.
The per capita agreement had expired, and
if the States had not entered into that agree-
ment with the Commonwealth Oovernment
they would have been helpless as regards
financial matters, because the Commonwealth
Government did not need to give them airy
financial assistance at all. Then there were
two rather interesting proposais put in 1937,
being- Nos. 19 and 20. These were in rela-
tion to aviation and marketing,. It was pro-
posed to insert in Section 51 the words "air
navigation andi aircraft." With regard to
marketing, it was proposed to insert after
Section 92 the followring section-

(92A) The provisions of the list preceding
section shall not apply to laws with respect to
marketing made by or under the authority of
the Parlament ink the exercise of -ny powers
vested in the Parliamient hy this Constitution.
Both of those proposals were rejected. All
the States rejected the marketing proposal,
and Victoria and Queensland were the only
States to favour the aviation proposals. As
I will point out later, the Government of
this State strongly opposed the giving of
aviation p)owers.

The Premier: I point out that Parliament
passed an Act referring that matter.

Mr. PATRICK: That question had
nothing to do with the one I ann discussing.

The Premier: Yes, it had.
Mfr. PATRICK: Of the 20 referenda that

wrere takcen, IS wvould have effected altera-
tions to time Constitution. Three of them
were carried, one bring a uminor amendment,
a)n alteration to the date of the Senate elee-
tiotis, and two having reference to State
debts, the second of which validated the
Financial Agreement. Of the 15 rejected.
the 10 taken in 1911, 1913, andl 1919
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referred to trade and commerce and
monopolies and were alike in principle.
One was to replace the Brad don clause
by per capita payments to States; two
had reference to industry and commerce
and essential services. A further two dealt
with aviation control and marketing. The
main proposals in this connection were
brought forward by William Morris Hughes,
who was a member of the Drafting Corn-
mnittee at the recent Convention, and who
has helped to draft this Bill. It is interest-
ing- and remarkable that when Mr. Hughes
originally introduced tlkese proposal4 he
mande a review of all the Federal systems
then in existence, and eulogised and reconm-
mended that which then existed in Germany,
because it enabled the National Parliament
to pass any law. There was no appeal to
a High Court. Although on paper the Ger-
man system looked very good, it failed in
practice. If the German States had pos-
sessed anything like the measure of control
that the States of the American Union exer-
cised, probably the Gernman system would
not have collapsed. Mr. Seullin at that
time took exception to certain remarks which
implied that he and his party favoured uni-
flea tion. He said they were highly offensive
to himself mid to members of his party. I
do not know that Mr. Seullin today would
consider such remarks "highly offensive:'

The Premier: When was that?
M1r. PATIRICK: In 1910. The Premier

strongly condemned the original proposals
put up by Dr. Evatt; but there is not a
great deal of differenice between the present
Bill and Dr. Evatt's original proposals, ex-
cept as reg-ards the time limitation, which
may prove illusory. As regards the present
Commonwealth Constitution, the powers con-
tained in it are definedl subject to High Court
initerpretation. 'Man.'y of the powers con-
tained in the Bill are unlimited, with tho
result that there is nothing to interpret. Dr.
Evatt says they) have certain meanings.
That being so, we should attempt to limit
them to mean what Dr. Evatt says they
mean. The Premier said that he thought
this, State could give mnore power for a
limited period than the electors would be
iuclined to give if the period wyere indefinite.
That is rather a dangerous principle to ad-
vocate. 'Undoubtedlyv iany of these powers
could be so used duiring the period of their
existence that they would become a per-
nanency. The Commonwealth Parliament

could set up something that would be almost
impossible to wipe out when the term had
expired, something that would have to be
carried on. There is also a doubt whether
the State could take back the powers pro-
posed to be granted. In granting theser
powers we should act on the assumption that
the powers are given permanently. Dr.
Evatt, on page 35 of "Post-War Reconstruc-
tion," is reported as saying-

Whbat is to prevent a State from recalling
its "reference'' by the simple device of re-
pealing its legislation? Yet such ''recall"'
by a single State Legislature may completely
destroy a Common-wealth plan which has been
operating throughout Australia by the ex-
pressed will of all State Legislatures.

I differ from Dr. Evatt'e opinion. Having
read other constitutional authorities, I be-
lieve that my guess, as I remarked to the
nieznher for Avon, is just as good as that of
the other fellow. I consider that neither the
intention nor the effect of the Constitution
enables a State to refer powers to the Com-
monwealth and then withdraw them. The
Commonwealth Constitution contains no,
provision for the withdrawal of powers
onlce given by States to the Commonwealth.
If the States refer these powers to the Com-
monwealth and if the Commonwealth passes
Bills dealing with the powers, the States, in
effectI would have no power to repeal a
Commonwealth Act by withdrawing the
Powers.

The Premier: The powers would be given
for only a limited time. That is all the Com-
monwealth Parliament could do ahout it.

Mr. PATRICE.: Yes, but Dr. Evatt, in his
book of words, says that the StatesK could
repeal the legislation at any time. This point
was referred to in a debate in this Parlia-
mnent in 1937, when a Bill was introduced
dealing with aviation. This is the Bill to
which the Premier referred sonic time ago0.
In introdncing the Bill, the MAinister for
Works quoted the Rit, Hon. Ifr. Meat-zics
ws having said at a eonference held iiiirtel-
bourne-

The Premier- Adelside&
Mi- PATRICK: -

Where pow'er is referred by the State Parlia-
mient to the Commonwealth, it may well be tbit
the power once referred cannot be takeii away.
I know there are differences of opinion among
lawyers on that, hut one view fairl 'y wideb'y
held is that once the power is rrvf~rred1, it is
referred permanently.

rlTe Premiier : Unless it is linited.
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Mr. PATRICK: As I said, that was
-quoted by the Minister for Works when in-
troducing the Air 'Navigation Bill. I shall
aiso quote from page 958 of "Hansard"
1937. The member for West Perth was
-speaking when the then Leader of the Op-
position interjected. The member for West
Perth said, with respect to rhe surrender of
powers to the Commonwealth-

Once they had surrendered powvers, tile 5Ilr-

render could not be withdrawn without tile
consent of the Federal Parliament.

Members will bear in mind that I have just
quoted Dr. Evatt as saying the opposite
thing and that before any question of limita-
tion was raised at all. That was when he
drew up his pamphlet to boost the proposals
'he was then putting forward. It was one
of the points he considered. He said the
difficulty of that proposal was that any State
could repeal the Act at any time and render
these powers null and v'oid, As I say, that
is not correct. It is for that reason I draw
the Premier's attention to the Air Navigation
Bill of 1937, which was not actually a refer-
euce of power. It was a Bill to adopt certain
regulations made by the Commonwealth. Thei
point then is, can the States make a limited
reference of powers and, if subsequnlly
dissatisfied, withdraw it? There seems to immi'
to he much legal doubt on that head. In
1919, as I pointed omit, the Commonwealth
did the limiting, In this Bill the States dro
the limiting anti thus the effect would he
that the States could repeal any Common-
wealth legislation that might be brought
down. Perhaps the reserve could he ]imited
for a period, provided the Commonwealth in-
troduces a limited period in all its, measures
relaiting to these powers. h'owever, it is
just as well, as I said, to act onl the assumnp-
tion that the powrers will be permanent. We
should agree to limit the powei-, to what
we are actually l)reparedl to give. Iii his
speech the Premier pointed out that the
High Court would not take into conlsidera-
tion what the Prime 'Minister or any other
nmenmber of the Convention might bare said:
it wvould only interpret the law as set out in
the measure; it dloes not matter whatobi-
tions are undertaken or what assurances are
g-iven by' a Grovernment. Those are the Pre-
mier's own remarks when intrndneinw the
Bill.

The Premier: But there is -a preamble to
this Bill.

31r. PATRICK: That is why the drafting
of this measure should be clear and unmis-
takable. In this respect, I desire to quote
what Lord Forrest (then Sir John Forrest)
said in regard to a Bill known as the Sur-
plus Revenue Bill. The wording with re-
spect to surplus revenue in the Constitution
appeared to be very clear; it was to the
effect that any revenue not spent by the
Commonwealth was to he returned to the
States. In 1908 the Surplus Rlevenue Bill
was brought down and Sir John Forrest, as
he then was, said-

This is a subterfuge to keep the money from
the States, and by putting it into reserve funds
deprive them of their just duec. That was not
thle intention or mneaning of the framers of the
Constitution. It is a departure from a clear
and honourablo understanding made with the
States prior to Fiederation at the Federal Con-
vent ion of .1898, an understanding on which
tile States of Australia federated.

Lord Forrest wats one of the framers of the
Comumonwealth Constitution, and he was pre-
sent at the Convention of 1898. As Lord
Forrest said, by a subterfuge or a legal tech-
iility, the Common wealth Parliament got
over the dilliculty it was in. As a matter of
fact, the Commonwealth put that money into
reserve lanids, although it did not consider
it nvecessary to specify what the reserve
funds were created for. The Commonwealth
simllY took the money and put it into re-
serive funids. That was done on the advice

all-i able lawyer, Sir William Irvine, who
s:aid that that was one way of getting round
the Constitution. As I say, past experience
only enimices the desirability of drafting
these measures in clear and unnistak able
4anguagc. Dr. Evatt says that the words
used in this Bill should he given their plain,
na~tural and ordinary meaning. Asked to
explain thme implications of "employment
aind unemployment" he said-

It is very difficult to say here aud now what
the limits aight be. They had hetter leave it
to the High Court to interpret.
Nfr. Hughes said the same thing, but in
different language, when lie was introducing
his amendments. In effect he said, "Trade
and commerce, whatever that may mean."
lie left it to some one else to interpret;,
he wits not preparedl to do so. In the ex-
pressi4on "employment and unemployment"
what is there to interpret? What limit
would be set to an expression of that sort?
I therefore suiggest that in dealing with this
clause of the Bill, we should limit it to what
we are prepared to give. The Premier
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iieems to me to show pathetic readiness to
accept guarantees, in the taco of past ex-
perience and the above statements. In reply
to the member for Guildford-Midland, the
Premier said that with respect to uniform
railway gauges the Commonwealth would
not net without the consent of the States.
That is a rather definite statement, but it
is not the fact. The power is not qualified
at all; the Bill simply says "uniformity of
railway gauges." Under the present Con-_
s titution thle Commonwealth has power to
build at railway in ally State, with the con-
sent of the State. Here there is no quali-
fication at all! The Premier referred to
the preamble, but that is merely a pious
,expression of co-operation and is not inl
an -y way legally binding. In fact, it is not
part of the Bill at all.

The Premier: Yes, it helps thle High Court
to interpret the Bill.

M1r. PATRICK: It may assist the High
Court to interpret something where there is

Ldoubt; buit this is a clear statement. It
refers to unliformIity Of railwayV gauge; there
is rio limitation. As I say, that power is
not required by the Commonwealth with
the consent of a State, as it is already' in
fte Commonwealth Constitution, if the
Premier cares to look it uip, If we want
limitations, we should Put thern in. The
Premier has been slipping badly during the
Ias.t few years. le andl his Government at
the time stronglTy opposed the referendum
proponsed to be held in 1937 oin air trans-
port. He then said the State could not
co-ordlinate all forms. of transport if the
Commonwealth controlled air transport
within a State, as the Commonwealth could
compete with the railways and other forms
,of transport. Dr. Evatt originally wanted
all transport included in this Bill and, if
necessary, to hare control. If the Common-
-wealth Qoicrinmert is to have control of
air transport within a State, and this inca-
saure will give it, there is no argument
nganiost its controlling motor transport and
probably other forms of transport. Air
trans;port was Omitted from the original
Constitution merely becaulse it wa-s then tin-
known. If the Premier supported his pre-
vious contention, the Commonwealth should
have control of air transport today to the
satme extent as it has control ovecr shippingV
that is, inter-State and overses.

There iii no doubt that having control of
air transport the Commonwealth, if it ran it
for all1 it wais worth, could do inimens-e

dlamage to the passenger traffic on our rail-
ways. In fact, the grants to air companies
were opposed in the Commonwealth Parlia-
mient some years ago onl that ground. If the
Commonwealth had anl open go in that con-
nection it would have a very damaging effect
onl our railways. It is inte'resting to note
that speaking in 1937 the member for Mur-
chison opposed the Commonwealth being
given powers9 regarding civil and commercial
a viation, except in time of war. He opposed
thle granting of such powers altogether in a
time of lieace. Another matter to which the
Premier referred was the question of tbin
Commnonwealth raking over the control of
abories. I do not think his statement in
that regard was very convincing. That sug-
gfestion calL harrfly he reconciled with the
ori *ginal Cosgrove m otion that the Conven3-
turn should deal with rehabilitation and re-
construction. If the Commonwealth GovernL-
ineut desires to help finance the State in re-
'Mird to the care of aborigines,, as is done in
the U-nited States in many different dire-
tiens, I rio not think the M.inister concerned
would have any great objection.

TIhe lPremnier: The taxpayers night.
MNr. PATRICK: I do not think there

would hle any difficulty at ail. I am consider-
ing -what has been done under a similar
Constitution to ours. The only. difference is
that our.s is more flexible. Under that Conr-
stitution the Central Government has grantcd
immense sums of money to the States for the
relief of iiem ployrnen t, the Central Govern-
mient retaining the right to say bo'w the
money should be spent. The Commonwealth
has ample power to make grants to the State
Government for the care of aborigies pro-
vided it gives the State the administration
of thle ]noneyV.

The Premier: That is not quite certain
either.

1[r. PATRICK: It has been done and I
(1o not think that if it were done in connite-
tion withi the aborigines, the same as it has
been d]one in connection with other matters,
there would be any serious objection. The
Premnier said~ that the whole trend of the
discussions by the Commonwealth representa-
tives at the Convention was that the inten-
tion of the Commonwealth was to make the
fullest use of the existing organisations of
the States, and again he quoted and empha-
sised the Preamble. To quote the Premier's
own wordls. I do not think there is very much
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value in such assurances merely as assur-
ances. As the Premier said, it does not mat-
ter what obligations are undertaken, or what
assurances are given by Governments. We
must depend on the wording of the Bill.
Moreover, ultimately, whatever powers are
given, the Commonwealth must prevail. He
also said that if a referendum were takeni,
the powers would be transferred perman-
ently. Mfy opinion is that in any event that
is probably what will happen to a very lare

extent in connection with the powers given
by this Bill. But past experience in taking
a vote of the people shows that the Common-
wealth would he facing a very big risk of
losing the lot. It will be quite possible for
the Commonwealth to do what was done on
a previous occasion and take a referendum
to provide for these powers to be given for
a limited period.

The Leader of the opposition, speaking on
the Bill, said that Dr. Evatt compared tho
position with that in Britain and New Zea-
land and said there was no federated Sys-
tem there because it was not necessary; nor
was it necessary in Australia. He also
showed that he is a straight-out unifies-
tionist by quoting with great approval a
statement by the Leader of the Opposition
in New South Wales, Mr. Mair, that the
States should be handed over to the Com-
monwealth. That was a ridiculous compari-
son. In fact, New Zealand did consider
joining the Federation originally. That was
putt up to New Zealand and that Dominion
.actually had its representative in London
when the Bill was going through the Conm-
mons. New Zealand wisely kept out of the
F'ederation and it is a pity that Western
Australia at that time did not do the same.
There are a great number of Scotsmen in
New Zealand. I suppose they showed Scotch
eanniness in waiting to see the results of
Federation. Evidently alter seeing those re-
suits they were not prepared to join. The
Lepader of the Opposition also referred to the
aboiijnes and he used the same argument as
1. na me]lyv that the Commonwealth could pro-
videv finance. The member for Guildford-
M_%idland interjected that it was unlikely the
(Comm~nonwealthi would allow the States to
admiinister Commonwealth funds. That only
-liows that lip does not understand the true

Feea spirit.
In thle IUnited States where the Federation

nof fairly, ;in( p)roperly, the custom is for
the eential (Coverrnnent to use the States to

finance such projects as old-age pensions,
unemployment, etc. While intending to vote,
for the second reading of the Bill I cannot
support it as it is drafted, regarding it a--
a complete stepping-stone to unification. It
goes even further than the Hughes Bills in-
troduced in 1911, 1913, and 1919, which both.
Sir Robert Qhaick and Alfred Deakin con-
sidered amounted to unification. I am agree-
able to transferring the power lettered (a)
referring to rehabilitation of members of the
Forces. If the Commonwealth has not that
power, it has always taken it. It is clear
from past experience that the Common-
wealth has the power and that matter is.
only included here as padding. For the same
reason I intend to support paragraph (in),
because a scheme is already in operation-
There is considerable doubt whether the
Commonwvealth Government has the power
to make such allowances. The Constitution
refers only to old-age pensions. This power-
has been taken, whether legally or not, and.
nobody wants the Commonwealth to retreat
from that position.

Of the other powers some are too wide
and require limiting, and some should not he,
handed over. I believe that some powers,
are required in regard to marketing certain
export commodities. Dr. Evatt expressed the
opinion that "conmmodities" should he legally
interpreted as "export primary products,"
but that is putting a wide construction on
it. At present there are a number of schemes
that have only come into existence as a result.
of the extraordinary powers the Common-
wealth has in a time of war. We have wheat
stabilisation and the acquisition of wool. If
certain powers were not granted to the Corn-
mionwealth in this direction there would
merely be chaos if the schemes wvent by the
board. The wool producers have asked for
the scheme to be carried on for three years-
after the war. Under the present Constitu-
tion the Commonwealth Government has no,
power to do that. A curious position ha
arisen in connection with that, and I will
quote now from the remarks of Dr. Evatt
on pages 81 and 108. He deals with Seption
92, and says--

Several of the limitations mentioned have
operated in the past to fetter, in undesirable
ways, the powers of the Commonwealth Par.
liament. A good example of this is Section 9
which, as already pointed out, effectively
limits the marketing and price-fixing, pow;R~
of the Commonwealth in time of pece. If,
therefore, the Commonwealth is to poises
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power in respect of these mutters for the post-
war period, it is desirable to give to its laws
their full legal effect, notwithstanding anything
contained in Section 92.
The referendum put to the people was that
marketing was to be carried out by the Comt-
mionwealth notwithstanding anything conl-
tained in Section 92. Further on hie makes
an ev-en stronger statement on this point,
when replying to one of his own questions.
Onl page 108 we find this answei--

Some provision is obviously necessary to free
the Parliament from the restrictions imposed
on the Parliament by Section 92 of the Comn-
nion-wenith Constitution the flli effect of whichl
-cannot yet be regarde4 as finally, settled, hat
-which stands as a perpetual menace to nyl
scheme of compulsory mnarketiug of primary
products.
We hare not got over Section 92 in this
Bill. All its provisions are subject to that
section of thle Constitution.

The Premier: They are subject to the
whole of the Constitution and not only to
Section 92.

Mr. PATRICK: This deals especially w Iiv
marketing, which Dr. Evatt says, stand,, as
a perpetual menace, hut in spite of Dr.
Evatt having said that, when there was an
opportunity to remove it from the Constitu-
tion, ats the Premier knowvs, he himself and
his Government oplposed it. He said that it
-was giving- too great powers to the Conmnon-
wealth. Dr. &vatt today says that it stands
a- a perpetual imnace to any schemne of com-
pulsory marketing of primary products,
and should lie removed. How he is going to
get over that in this Bill 1 rio not know.
One- rather interesting statement ws- wade
by the member for Perth. He said that
the onl 'y way to carr~y a referendumn
was to get all parties to agree. But as
I pointed ont previously, in two States-,
Victoria and Queensland, 1)0th the Pre-
micr:, and Leaders of the Opposition
anall the menmbers supported the market-
ing cquestions jput to the people in the refer-
olni of 1926, and I think there was a
bigger majority in Victoria and Queensland
against it than inl any other State. So it is
possible to have complete agreement between
all thle Parliantentarians. and yet for the,
pecople to say, "'No, we will not agree." I am
prepared to give the Commonwealth power
to deal with the items mentioned in (a), and
also piower to deal with the reinstatement of
workers now engaged in war industrea-
That is absolutely necessary. There wvill be
chao,; unless; some provision is mnade to trans-

fer these workers, in munition factories back
into civil employment. L also concede the

ncsity for mnark-ering control of certain
export commodities, hut I am not prepared
tn grant the wide and limitless powers asked
for, which will lead st-night to unification.

The Commnonwealth floverument could, it-
self, largely* have contributed to this question
of rehlabilitation by granting deferred pay
to civilians in the saine way as it has to so-
diers. I also think that with the supreme
powers it has today it has failed to deal ade--
juntely with rising prices. In this connec-
tion I would like to qusote a rather interesting
statemnent concerning New Zealand, whichi
appeared in "The West Australian" recently.
The report i, as follows:-

Thle Prince Minister (Mr. Fraser) annooncedl
last night that the Government was extending
its policy of stahilising the prices of a large
group of essentials of living and was also
going to stabilise individual rates of pay. The
purpose of the stabiflisation plan was to ensure
that £1 would buy the sance this mnonth as
nest month.

Mince 1939 the niational laconme had increased
by £50,000,000, but the suplply of goodsq that
people could buy had decreased by more than
£40,'000,000. This excess purchasing power of
alm ost £E100,000,000 would hegin' to swahlip the
Gov-ernmnent's price controls, said "Mr. Fraser.
Inescapable alternatives were either to turn off
thle steam11 at its source or to let events take
their coarse, which would hie inflation ani tile
destruction of all that had bee-n attained in
the way of social security.

At present the Government fixed and kept
fixed the pirices of 38 commodities and services.
-Now the list of estahlished commodities was to
be increased to 110 items. The list included
a wride range of groceries, dairy products,
meat, sonic fresh fruits, vegetables, fuel, light-
ing, clothinig, footwear, drapery, furniture acid
a large nunmher of miscellaneous articles. No
luxuiries were included.

Conucrrently the Government was taking care
to ensure that the purpose of the plan would
not be frustrated by protiteering or black mar-
ketiog. for both of whichb severe penalties
would be provided.

Further on 31r. Fraser is reported to have-
said-

Following stabilisation of prices there musgt
be stabilisation of wages. Everybody was in
the plan. Stabilisation applied -to all rates
of remuneration, including time and piece
wages, ov-ertime, allowances , fees, comMissions,
travelling expenses and directors' fees. TNot
only wages and salaries but all incomes had
been or were being stabilised by one means or
another. The price the farmer received for
all his main farm products would not be in
creased. This meant that internal prices would
be divorced from export parity and a ny ex-
cess would he paid into pool accounts.
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A Jot mnore has been done in New Zealand
with the same powers than has been achieved
hti Aib tralia.

The Premier: New Zealand has unlimited
powers. it is a sovereign State.

Mr, PATRICK:- Mr. Fraser has not taken
these powers by legislation. Hie has taken
them tinder the defence powers.

The Premier: No.
Mr. PATRICK: Yes, just the same as the

defenee powers are in existence in Australii.
The Premier: But his powers are not

limited by a Constitution.
Mr. PA4TRICK: There has been very little

limitation in the defence powers of Australia.
The Premier: But New Zealand has a dif-

ferent Constitution altogether. It is a sove-
reign State and can do what it likes in any
matter.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. PATRICK: I am not disputing that,

but New Zealand is dealing with a war posi-
tion, aind so is, Australia. In Australia the
Common wealth Government has been given
extraordinary powers because of defence re-
quirements, which allow it to do anything for
the peace, order and good government of the
Commonweailth, which is; pretty wide and
sxweeping. 'rriue, a certain amount of price
erolCl has heen exercised, hut not to the
same extent as in New Zealand. It is not a
(lutetiohl of possessing powers. It has
!iip-etnt. powers today and with them it has
failed to deal adequately with rising prices.
f also agree with Dr. Evatt when he states,
on pag 41, that factors outside Australia
will determnine our prosperity. He said-

Auistralia cannot establish any "nea- order''
while the rest of the world iemains in dis-
order. It rannot be safe from aggression if
conditionis in the rest of the world are sot-h
as to bring abotit-war or to favour the rise of
:aggressjive regimes in other countries. In many
resp~ects our ownl security, our prosperity and
our democratic tray of life in Australia are
deopendent uplon thie attainment of secutrity,
liroslierit 'y and treedoin in other lands.
That is what sonic of' us on this side of the
Iltiiwo have alwa ' s maintained. We have
argued that economic nationalism is largely
rmii.,uible tfor the c-onditions in the world
today. There is nto doubt that Australia is
(pnle of the votintiies conhibuting to that form
Of 1"oVVnerint. All over the world after the
la-4 war the counties went in for a policy
of extretne nationalismi, closing the channels
of international trade, Today one of the
olvelarsntions in the Atlantic Charter, sup-
posied to haqve been assented to by President

Roosevelt mid M1r. Churchill, is that there
should be freer trade after the war.

The Premier, It is all right for countriL&
that have had 200 or 300 years' start in in-
dustrial matters. We have to catch up some-
how.

Mr. PATRICK: Possibly. In the amne
way I contend that Western Australia
entered too soon into this federal partner-
ship. In fact, the comparison made by the
Premier was apt. Western Australia en-
tering the Federation was like a child with.
his estate undeveloped entering into a part-
nership with grown men whose estates were
well developed. I believe that, fairly
worked, the federal is the best system of
government for Australia, but it is a piece
of sheer irony that while people in Au's-
tralia are seeking to tear down federalism,
those of other countries look to it as the
hope of the future. A present-day historian
has written-

The federal political system may yet unite
Europe. The peculiar achievement of the-
American people is that they have perceived
how to obtain all the advantages of common
action amongst almost half a hundred States.
without denying to them auiy of those rights.
and powers fully necessary to their political
and social weli-being. It may well be that the
American Federal Union is the model by-
which the world of States is destined at long-
last to find the way of enduring amity.
Speaking recently at the American Univer-
sity in Washington, Josef Hone, a Czecho-
slovakian, said-

Federalism is emerging from this war as one-
of the constructive ideas concerning the post-
war world order.
The federal idea has been declared the ofi-
cial war aim of some Governments,' and to-
day Polish and other Ministers are Sitting-
iii Washington discussing a plan for a
federation of central European States.

Hion. W. El. Johnson: That is not like
here, as within States.

Mr. PATRICK: It would be a much more
difficault system to operate than in Australia,
because in Europe the people of the countries
concerned speak different languages and for
many years have been antagonistic towards.
each other. Under those circumstances, it
would be a much more difficult proposition
to hand over certain powers to a centrar
Government and to make the federal sy-tem
work under those conditions than has been
our experience in Australia.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Of course, it is quite
impracticable.
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.Mr. Watts: How do you know it is im-
practicable?

Hon. W. ID. Johnson: I have as much
commonsense as others; it is, merely a matter
of commonseuse.

Mr. PATRICK: I believe that while in
Australia tbere are those who, like the mem-
ber for Guildford-Midland, seek to destroy
the federal system, statesmen elsewhere are
planning to build up such a system. One
of the failures of the federal system in Ans-
tralia has undoubtedly been the Senate, The
hopes of the founders of our Australian
Constitution was that the Senate would be
a strong 'house, the membership of which
would comprise strong men. It was argued
that that would be the position because only
those who had established for themselves big
reputations iii State politics or were out-
standing men would be able to secure elec-
tion to the Federal Senate on the votes of
the people of a whole State. I believe that
today the Senate is merely a weak, futile
echo of the House of Representatives, and
therefore the system is working wrongly.

The Premier: Would you say that about
the two Houses of Parliament in Western
Australia?

Mr. PATRICK: I say that the federal
syvstem is working wrongly.

Mr. Watts: The second Chamber in this
State is no futile echo of this House.

Mr. PATRICK: No, nor is that the posi-
tion in the United States of America, where
the Senate seems to he the dominant House
and can even lay down the law to the Presi-
dent..

The Premier: It can declare scar.
Mr. PATRICK: Western Australia is

,emphatically against unification, and various
votes of the people have demonstrated that
f act.

Mr. W. Hegney: That remains to he seen
at the next election.

Mr. PATRICK: The Premier stated ad-
mirably his views before he left to attend
the Convention ait Canberra. His utterance
was quite the strongest speech against uni-
fication that I have ever heard in this House,
and I think his words reflected the views of
the people.

The Premier: That speech related to the
proposals as they then existed.

Mr. PATRICK: Yes.
The Premier: The proposals now before

the House are entirely different.

Mr. PATRICK: We know that Federal
Labour does not support the Federal system
and, generally speaking, while Western Aus-
tralian opinion is emphatically against unifi-
cation, by camiouflaging issues men are sent
from this State to hold seats in the Senato
in support of a unitary government. The
Premier has said on many occasions that the
inclusion of unification in Labour's political
platform is merely an academic matter. The
fact remains; that unification is included in
Labour's political platform and, even if the
Premier himself is not in favour of unifica-
tion, he supports men who arc sent to the
Senate who will support it. If ever the ques-
tion becomes an issue in the Federal arena,
the Labour representatives of this State will
support unification. Thus we have the
peculiar position that in the Federal Senate.
which was to be the branch of the F ederal
Legislatunre that was to uphold State rights,
we have representatives of a State that is
opposed to unification who, notwithstanding
that fact, will support that principle.

The need today is for a Western Aus-
tralian party, th members of which will
represent Western Australian views in the
Federal Houses of Parliament. I do not
care what other political views they may hold
so long as they truly represent the opinion of
Western Australians On questions such as
unification. If ever this State were to he
tricked into unification which, as Mr. Deakidn
saidI "must break down and end in re-action,"
Western Australia, in view of the contract
laid down in the Preamble of the Common-
wealth Constitution, would be quite justified
in breaking away from union with the other
States. We entered into a fedearal, not a
unitary, system of government, and, to quote
what has been written on the subject, "True
federalism presupposes freedom of associa-
tion and not subordination to force." LDe-
cidedly it would be a ease of subordination to)
force if we entered into one system of gov-
emninent and were then forced, by a combina-
tion of the majority of the bigger States, to
enter into an entirely different system of
government. In v-iew of all these circum-
stances, I claim that the Bill is too important
to rush through this Parliament. Let us
examine it without haste and not give away
powers that in after years citizens of this
State may well regret had not been retained.

]EON. N. KEENAN ('Nedlands): I make
no excuse for intervening in this debate be-
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cauise the Bill, if it beomes law, may well
prove to be the epitaph on the headstone oif
tie grave of the (4overnment of the people
or Western Australia by the people of
W~estern Australia. I am glad to hear, anti
to believe sincerely, that the Bill is a nont-
party measure. ft would be a subject for
infinite regret if a measure meaning so much
tip Western Australia and its future were toI
lie dealt with on party lilies. It is only to
lie e'xpeted that nmany members of this
House will look on the Bill with considerabl'±
fear, and I gathered fr-om words that wvere
used by the Premier when he moved the
second reading of the Bill that he recognised
that fact and that he put fonvard as a
palliative to those fears the point that the
Bill, if passed and became the law of the
land, would confer the powers outlined on
the Commnonwealth Parliament for a limited
period of time noly . The member for West
Perth arced with the Prenier in the belief
that if the Bill becomes law it will confer
these powers on the Commonwealth Parlia-
roent for a limited period only. For myself
I dto not hold that opinion and have never
hold it. I shall at the appropriate time, in
the course of the remarks I have to make to
members, deal with that question, and I hope
I shllI deal with, it in, a manner so entirely
removed from any possible legal techni-
ealities that everyv member will be able
cleairly and] accurately to judge for himself
thet' merits of my remarks. Even if it were
correct to say that the Bill is a measure that,
if it becomes law, will only confer fora
limited period of time on the Commonwealth
Paurliament, poer that we now possess.
nevertheless I am not prepared to agree to
the Bill in t 'he form presented to us. How-
ever, 1 wish to make it perfectly clear
that when I sy this, I have no possible ob-
jctioni to the power of the Commonwealth
Parliament being supplemented byv any enact-
mnlt nceCsary to enable it to deal With the
matters that are set out iii paragr-aphs (a)
and (d) of Clause 2. Paragraph (a) relates
to -

31c. SPEAKER: Order! The hon. luem-
her is not in order in quoting clauses on the
second readingl of a Hill.

Hion. X. KEENAN: But I amy do so
tront memory, as other speakers have done.
Paragraph (a) relates to the reinstatement
ill civil occupation of those who have joined
the Armed Forces of the Commonwealth. It
does not make provision for those who are

engaged in war work but not in the Armed
Forces. That omission call be readily recti-
fied. Paragraph (d) relates to uniform
company legislation. I am relieved indeed
to find that the Commonwealth is about to
take over the task of framiing a company
law.

In commuon with other members, although
there may be someW danger attached to it, I
believe we should hand over to the Common-
wealth thme control of air transport. It has
always appeared to ine to be an insuperable
difficulty for the States to deal with air
transport. It is iiot like transport on the
grounid wvhere we have a boundary line and
can say that uip to a certain point the lawvs
of a certain State apply, and once that line is
crossed, the laws of another State operate.
]In the air wve can have nothing but inmain-
ary lilies or no lines at all, If an aeroplane
flies at sufficiently high altitude, it would
be practicall 'y unknown to those in the
plalle exactly When they crossed the bound-
ary line. Nor- have I any objection to the
Coniluonwcealth having power to deal with
iuniformity of railway gauges, subject only
to the proviso that all the cost inivolved,
either direct or indirect, should be bornec by
the Commonwealth.

The Premuier: Or by agreement betwveen the
State and thme Commonwealth.

lion. N. K EENAN: There woald he no
virtue in all agreemuent of that kind if we
gave the powetr uncontrolled. if we say that
the (Commlonwealth mnay do certain work,
p~rovided it is carried out at the expense of
the Colnlnonw-ealth, that is clear. If we soy
that the Commonwealth may carry out cer-
tain work subject to agreement with the
State. who is to pay for itI There is a very
grave (langer of indirect loss resulting to the
States throug-h the unifying of gauges. Take
W'esterit Australia: We would have to scrap

a lot of rollingstock, which would be a corn-
plete loss to the State.

Mr. Nobrth: A lot of it is worn out.
Hon. N. KFEENAN: Then our platforms

have been constructed for narrow gouage
railvays. The cost of altering platforms
would be included in the indirect loss that
wvould arise. T suggest that we grant this
power, subject to a proviso that any loss
alrising or any cost of alteration arising must
be borne by the Commonwealth. Again, I
have no objection to allowing legislation to
be passed that will enable the Commonwealth
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to carry on national works provided they, are
vsed for the purpose of relieving unemploy-
ment. In making that remark I wish it to
be clear that I do not for oae moment anti-
cipate-nor do I think anyone who has given
serious consideration to the question antici-
pates-that there will be unemployment dur-
ig. the first five years after the war ends. Tt
is not the history of the past. After other wars
there has always been a boom, and there will
hbe a boom this time. In our own State there
will be a big boom in the building of houses
immediately after the wvar. There is nothing
that is more urgently needed than the pro-
vision of houses. The building trade, as
the Premier well knows, is a key industry.
When it is active , all industries are active.
So there is no reasonable expectation or
danger of unemployment for a term of five
years after the war. Unfortunately, how-
vver, there is the greatest possibility of un-
,employment occurring after the lapse of that
period.

I do not object at all to the handing over
to the Commonwealth of national health,
although there are certain sentimental
reasons why wve should retain the ad-
ministration of a department which,
in this State, has been fairly successful.
Nevertheless, so far as the provision of
funds is concerned, it could certainly be
miore adequately managed if it became a
Commonwealth matter. As to family allow-
ances it is, of course, quite correct to say
that they are of very doubtful legal validity
today. If one was asked to argue that under
the Constitution the payments made for
widows' pensions are lawful, one would be
hard put to it to find justification in the
Constitution.

The Premier: Except under the Common-
wealth Parliament's powers to appropriate
money.

Hon. N. KEENAN: That covers every-
thin,-. However, I have no objection to giv-
ing- the Commonwealth that power. Lastly,
there is the question of the aborigines. I
Ahould say that the Commonwealth is the
proper authority to handle the aborigines
of Australia. But we have to remember
that we in Western Australia were given
the right of self-government on a distinct
bargain which involves a trust that we
entered into with the Imperial authority to
look after the aborigines in this State.

The Premier: And provide a specified
amount for the purpose.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Yes. A direct trust
was entered into, and I have never heard
and no one in this House has ever heard of
a trustee being able to shed his trust with-
out the consent or without even asking for
the consent of the party with whom he en-

tered into the trust. We entered into that

trust with the Imperial authority, whose
proud boast it is, in spite of many insinua-
tions to the contrary, that, in respect of
every country it has occupied in the course
(;f its expansion, it has Undertaken the spe-
cial dut y of earing for the aborigina popu-
lation. it did so in Western Australia and,
when we were given the right to govern our-
selves, we entered into a trust to do like-
wise. Now we propose to relieve ourselies
of that trust without having the consent Of
the Imperial authorities to do so.

The Premier: We are getting assistance
owing to the magnitude of the task.

Hlon. N. KEENAN: It is a delightful

p)ractice to give one's own meaning to
phrases and words that often mean some-
thing entirely different. The expression in
Ihe Bill is merely "the people of the abori-
ginal race" which means nothing more thaen
that we shall shed any duty whatever in
respect of the aboriginal population and
hand it over to the Comnnonwealth authori-
ties. This is a matter which, I gladly recog-
nise, wvill be treated as a non-party matter
in this Chamber; and that will mean that
every member of the House will have to ask
himself what is it that is the right course
for him to take in respect of the proposal
of the Commonwealth to obtain the powers
this Bill sets out, from the States. He will
have to ask himself that question, and de-
cide it according to his own lights and
according to his own conscience, and not
allow himself to be swayed by some party
loyalty into voting in a direction which he
knows nothing of or which even, if he knows
anything about it, may he contrary to his
real wishes, and, most of all, not allow him-
self to vote with those he usually does vote
with merely because a majority of the party
has decided in a certain direction. I do not
for one moment quarrel with unifleationists.
They believe in the government of Australia
not by separate State Parliaments, but by
one single Parliament sitting in Canberra.

Mr. Marshall: That is not the Libour
Party's platform.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I am speaking of
Unificotionists. That Parliament sitting in
Canberra would be an all-powerful parlia-
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went. It might delegate authority to some
extent or another to various councils, or
whatever other name it chose to give them,
sitting in separate localities in various parts
of Australia. But the essence of unification
would be the government of Australia hr out
Parliament, electing of course one set of
Ministers, and sitting in a central spot, in
ailtlprobability. Canberra, in the middle of
the Federal Territory of Australia.

Whilst I do not for one moment take
any exception to those who are honestly
unificationists, I do not include in that term
men of the type of Mr. Hughes or 3Mr. 'Mair
or Colonel Cohen or Mfr. Everard, all of
whom are unificationists purely and simply
because unification will give an enormous
boost to the States to which they belong and
iqj which they carry on their business, and
will constitute those two States, Victoria and
New South Wales, the supreme power in
Australia in all its political life, in all its
social life, and in all its industrial life.
I ant absolutely and unqualifiedly opposed
to unification, and that, too, not merely be-
cause it would be a breach of the condition
on which the people of Western Australia
entered into the Federation, but also for the
best of all reasons-experience. For I
know, and amt satisfied I know, what would
be the position of the people of Western
Australia, and what conditions they would
have to live under, if unification became the
ruling policy of Australia. We have had,
since the war began, and mnost certainly since
Japan came into the war, a spirit of affairs
existing in Western Australia appertaining
to that which would prevail uinder unifica-
tion, and appertaining very closely to what
would prevail under unification-all auth-
ority centred in Canberra, and no final de-
cision capable of being arrived at on any
matter of any import without reference to
the authority in Canberra.

Mr. 'Marshall: Boards everywhere!
Hon. N. KEENAN: Decisions from some

bureaucrat in Canberra, or his deputy, or
coadjutor, or his assistant, or some other
name of the colossal trihe who fasten them-
selves like barnacles on to the political body
of AusfralialI

Members: Hear, hear!
Hon. N. KEENANX: All those are the men

who rule Australia from the simplest matter
to the greatest matter. Only the other day
a poor old man here who is an old-age pen-
sioner and an inmate of "Sunset" got very

il]. He went into hospital, and in conse-
quence of being a long time in the hospital
he did not claim and receive payment of his
old-age pension; and under sonmc rule, nio
doubt a proper rule under certain circum-
stances, his pension. was cancelled on the
ground that the matter had been dormant
for a certain period of time. I saw the local
head and explained everything to him-that
this man was alive, and had been alive all
the time, hut unfortunately was unable to
go and collect his pension. The matter could
not be dealt with here, but had to be re-
terred to Canberra. So it took from last
September to now to get that matter deter-
mined]; and then, of course, it was deter-
mined as it only could be determined, by
reinstating the man and allowing him to
collect the amount of pension that he had
not collected. There is an instane-

Mr. Fox: Asmall matter!
Hon. N. KEENAN: A small mutter, but

outside the written rule that is the test; and
so, in order to make any variation, the local
head had to go to Canberra.

Mr. Fox; That has not been my experi-
ence.

Ron. N. KEENAN: Almost everything
that goes to make up the conditions under
which wre live will be found to be governed
by some regulation or another. If for any
reason whatever one wants to depart from
the written rule of the reg-ulation, the mat-
ter has to he sent to Canberra for decision.
And there it goes fromi department to de-
partment, andi from sub-department to sub-
department, backwards and forwards, and
forwards and backwards, until at last, at
long last, a ukase is issued and sent to
Western Australia.

M.Nr. Cross: And even then one gets nu-
where!

Mr. J. Heg-ney: Then one gets advice from
the Federal member, who knows nothing
about the matter.

Hon. X. KEENAN: That is a fact. In
this particular case of "Sunset," after I
had been worrying over it for six months
trying to explain that although the legal de-
cision was right, the moral decision was ut-
terly wrong, the answer came through the
Federal member, who sent it along for my
consideration. That is only part and parcel
of the machinery.

Now to get away from details. What is
the experience widely and generally of the
people of Western Australia since Canberra
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became the sole source of government in
Western Australia, since, in fact, conditions
entirely similar to what would prevail under
unification came into existence in Australia
owing to the war? The two main employing
industries of Western Australia are, or were,
the goidmining industry and the wheat-
growing and farming industry. The gold-
mining industry has been reduced to a posi-
tion when only those mines that had a very
large reserve of ore and ample reserves of
supplies, and had made provision to stand
up to the most adverse conditions, are
surviving. All the rest have gone!
And, again I am afraid, gone for ever! At
the samne time as this; has been the case in
Western Australia as the result of action
from Canberra, there has been no such inter-
ference with mining in the Eastern States.
It can be said that the goldmnining industry
in the Eastern States is of very small volume
and that consequently the interference--
although perhaps it has been on the same
scale--is very limited in amount. There is
ant enormous amount of mining being carried
on in the Eastern States which produces
gold, but because it is of a character that
also produces other metals-copper--

Mr. M1arshall: And silver.
Hron. X. KEENAN: -there is no inter-

ference with it. I have no desire for one
moment to over-state things. That non-inter-
ference may be in part excused by the fact
that I have just admitted, that the gold-
mining industry in the Eastern States is very
limited, extremely limited when compared
with the industry in Western Australia. It
may also he excused by the fact that the
production of gold is said to be no longer of
any economic value. If that is so, if the pro-
duct cannot be sold, why is it that that has
not had any effect -whatever on the gold-
milning industry of South Africa, Canada
and Indial Those countries have not found
any difficulty arising from the fact of this
supposed impossibility of selling gold.

I recently read an interesting little para-
graph about the future of gold. It was said
there was no necessity now, nor will there
be any necessity in the future, to maintain
goldmining, because of the fact that we in
Australia are going to aim at entire self-
sufficiency; we will want no foreign credit.
We will be able to produce everything we
-want in Australia and will want no credit,
which perhaps is the only-or at any rate
the principal-use to which our gold produc-

tion can be put. If that is so, do we not
want even now in this war petrol and rubber,
for which undoubtedly we require credit in
foreign countries, a credit which can only be
obtained by our gold? Somehow or other,
everyone seems to forget, although one would
fimagine it would be impossible to forget it,
the domestic cup of tea. We must have
credit to get the drink that, after all, in spite
of our somewhat nasty reputation,, is the
drink of Australia.

The Minister for Lands: We must sell
our wool and wheat.

Hon. N. KEENAN -_ Yes,. our surplus woel
and wheat,

Mr. Sampson: And fruit.
Hon. N. KEENAN: The main fact is

this: It would cause and did cause no grouse
in the Eastern States to, shut down goldmin-
ing and grab the very few men engaged in,
that industry there. It did not matter a
tinker's damn about Western Australia; it
did not mutter an atom about Western Aus-
tralia, although it may mean-and in fact
does mean-the very life of this State, and
although it may mean-and in fact does.
mean-that when peace comes an industry
which, above all other industries, would be
able to absorb- ouir returning soldiers and
absorb them rapidly, will be closed down;,
and no other industry will be substituted for
it. But what does all this, matter? It is a
long, long cry from Perth to Canberra, and
it does not matter how loud or how often. we
shout, we will not disturb their sleep,

The Premier: We did disturb it, any-
how.

M)r. Thorn: Only momentarily.
The Premier: Dining the last eight or

nine months.
Hon. N. KEEINAN-. May I resume?
The Premier:. Yes-
Mr. SPEAKER: Order!.
Hon. N- KEENAN:- I was goibg on to,

remark that so. far as the Parliament of the
Commonwealth is concerned, rooking at this
-whole question of treatment from an East-
eni States point of view, why wor-ry? Our
.representatioa in the Commonwealth Par-
liamnent can he literally and truthfully
counted en the fingers cof one hland,. and
that in a Hause consisting of 75 members.
Let me turn to the wbeatgrowing industry.
It is unnecessary for me to remind the House
of what the Preumier recalled in November
last, that in bringing about a reduction of
the output of' the wheat industry ihn Aua-
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.tralia, a much moure harsh rule was applied
to Western Australia than was applied to
the Eastern States, Of course, it should
have been just the opposite. In the East-
cmrr States many new industries have come
into existence since the war, and it is al-
most certain that a considerable proportion
-of those industries will continue to be pur-
.sued after the war; whereas in Western
Australia, apart from the goldanining in-
dustry, there is no industry capable of em-
ploying large numbers except the wheat-
growing industry, in which of course I in-
elude the agricultural industry. We have
-that as the position hiere. The Common-
-wealth has made the -road soft and easy for
the Eastern States and hard and rough for
Western Australia.

Mr. Marshall: We are tough guys! We
-can take it!

Ron. X. KEENAN- Unfortunately, it is
not a matter of choice. We bare to take it.
If wvc do not-I do not know what the old
,expression is-we go without. I think I
'have made it clear what the Premier drew
the attention of the House to last November
'in relation to these two great industries,
and we have no secondary industries of any
-moment. True, the Minister for Industrial
Development has used his best endeavours,
but it is a fact that today fewer men are
,employed in secondary industry in Western
Australia than were employed before the
war broke out. Every day that condition
will get worse, for -reasons whi2h I shall
-advance in a momnt.

Aside from these great wide issues of our
two vital industries, I turn to smaller mat-
'ters which were brought to the attention of
Western Australians through the medium
.of this House last November by the Pre-
mier. He referred 'to the shortage of ship-
ping space available to bring material and
goods from the Eastern States to Western
Australia; but that sbort shipping space
was used to bring over manufactured ar-
ticles from the Eastern States to compete
with articles manufactured in Western Aus-
tralia. At the time that was done, shipping
space was urgently -required to transport
raw materials required to be converted into
military requisites at works erected in this
State. But no, that did not suit the views
-of those who determined such matters end
who always have determined them as far
hack as our experience goes. So the raw
materials werf, shut out from this State for

want of shipping space while manufactured
articles such, for instance, as gas-producer
plants, were put on board and brought here,
plants manufactured under conditions that
we would not tolerate, mauch easier condi-
tions, leading to cheapness, It took all the
efforts-I give him credit for it-of the
M1inister for Industrial Development to shut
out the importation of that particular class
of goods, the manufacturers of which were
able, by their cheapness, to compete un-
fairly with our local manufacturers.

While all this was happening the lathes in
the annexc at the 'Midland Junction Work-
shopis were standing idle-athes that were
erected far the purpose of making, war re-
quirements and the men engaged were stand-
ing idle at those lathes beeanse they could
not get raw material. The reason they could
not get the raw material was, that space that
shouild have been used for its importation
was used for bringing over manufactured
goods that were not wanted in Western Auw,-
tralia because similar goods were manufac-
hiredi here. These locally-manufacturedl
goods were not open to any criticism and
were not of an inferior type, hut compared
wholly favourably with anything produced
in any part of the Eastern States. One
could wander through a number of instances,
similar to tho ones I have mentioned, but oF
course would only weary and delay the
House. But beyond doubt there seems to be
one clear, outstanding rule of conduct, an-]
only one rule, and that is that the interests
of Wes~trn Australia count for nothing when
they are in cont radiction of or opposed to
the interests of the Eastern States. This
state of affairs is the state of affairs that
unification would inevitably produce and es-
tablish.

Ron. W. D. Johnson-. It might cure it.
Hon. N. KEENAN: If the hon. member

will bear with mnc I will convince hini.
Mr. Marshall: 1 will give you a gold medal

if you do!
Hon. IN, KEENAN: I will convince him in

this; way: it is there for us to see today, be-
cause the conditions of unification largely
exist. If the bon. member wants to know
what is going to happen under unification
let him look around. There was a very great
architect, one responsible for the erection of
St. Paul's Cathedral, and it was a matter
for consideration how they would refer to
him for the purpose of doing honour to his
namne, and the way they did was to use the
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one word "Circumnspiee," which means,
"Look around." One can see his work by
looking around, and one can see unification
by looking around, because unification is
being enforced under the pressure of war
conditions and the eniormions powers con-
ferred onl the central Government, and one
canl see what we shall experience if unifica-
tion is establishied. It may be argued that
this Bill if passed would not create unifica-
tion, or that if it did it would remain in
force only for a specified period of time. I
propose to deal first with the question:
Would this Bill if passed create a state of
unification a we understand that word-
that is to say, the centralisation of govern-
ment in the hands of a certain number of
politicians, as we call them in a flattering
mood, who are in Canberra, and the virtual
if not actual extinction of State Govern-
ments and State Parliaments? The best and
most convincing way of answering that ques-
tion is to indulge in a short historical sur-
vey.

On the 1st October last year Dr. Evatt,
the Attorney General of the Commonwealth,
brought down a Bill before the House of
Representatives of the Commonwealth Par-
liament. That Bill, if it had been passed by
both Houses, would have had to be submitted
to the votes of the electors of all Australia,
and only if it had been confirmed by a ma-
jority of those electors and a majority of
the States would it have become law. Ob-
jection was at once very properly raised to
the taking of a referendum uinder war con-
ditionsi. Objection was also taken to the
measure on the ground that it was purely
and simply, as Dr. Evatt himself in his bro-
chure confessed, a complete wiping out of the
Federal system and the substitution therefor
of a unitary system of government. An in-
tense campaign of propaganda was indulged
in in order to obtain a verdict in favour o
the measure. Money was spent without any
consideration because it came out of the
public purse. No inquiry' was necessary in
that instance as to where the money came
from. I do not know whether all members
have had my experience, but I was swamped
with literature.

Mzf. Marshall: They knew your weakness.
Hon. N. KEENAN: Perhaps they did, but

the literature was on paper of a mos . valua-
able kind. It was not ordinary, common
paper such as is used for newsapapers and
circulars, but paper such as is used for very

important doeuments. All that came day
after day with, all kinds of reasons suggest-
ing support of the purport of that Hill when
it was referred to the people. The reasons
that were advanced were in the main entirely
fallacious.

Thle Premier: I think that is a slight
exaggerationi.

Hon. N. KEENAN: What does the Pre-
mier suggest is a slight exaggeration?

The Premier: That all that literature went
out day after day.

Mr. Doney: ] think that is pretty wvelE
true.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I wish I could show
the Premier the bundle it would make. I
do not think it has; yet been removed.

The Premier: I wish yon could; I would
like to see it!

Hon. N. KCEENAN: I bad it kept
specially, because I understand that boy
scouts come iround to collect it and obtain
money fromt it which they use for watr
purposes.

Mr. Withers: I gave them sonic of 'Ar.
Menzies speeches to take away from my,
pla8ce. That was on good paper, too.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Assuming, if I may
digress a moment to answer the member for-
Bunbury, that Mr. Menzies sent his speeches
over, does the hon. member suggest that Mr.
Menzies put his hand into the public purset'
Suppose lie did I What were the conditions
that then existed'?

Mr. Withers: He used a considerable
amount of paper:

Hon. N. KEENAN: The conditions wvere-
very different from those ruling now when
paper is scarce, and newsprint is valuable.
iii the highest degree and no private in-
dividual could possibly indulge in a camn-
paign such as that in which Dr. Evatt en-
gaged. I was pointing out that the reasons
put forward in this literature wvere highly
fallacious. One reason was that some of'
the promises made to soldiers during the
last war were broken. I have never heard
a single returned soldier allege such a fact,
and from my own knowledge, limited as it
may be, I assert that if he did so it would'
not be true.

The next allegation-and perhaps the
principal one-was that it was necessary to'
give these powers in order to redeem the'
pledges Australia gave in respect of the'
Atlantic Charter. That Charter might be-
come a document of great historical import-
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ance. It was composed and agreed to by
President Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill.
Among the matters it dealt with was the
post-war world. It envisaged a Post-war
world in which All the nations would have
access to the minerals and other precious
possessions--raw materials-in all parts of
the world. Its only virtue is that it pro-
poses that the nations should have that
right not as they have had when any nation
in peacetime could come to Western Auis-
tralia and buy our minerals.

Mr. Triat: If wye could sell cheaper than
the Chinese they would buy.

Hon. N. KCEENAN: There was this
limitation that they would have to pay for
whatever they' bought in our currency. If
;a merchant went to a country which pro-
duced a particular mineral he had to buy
that commodity -with the currency of that
country. The Atlantic Charter did not say
that a country could buy by an interchange
of goods, because the grievance of the have-
rots is that when they want to buy what
is only in the possession of the haves-and
we are one of the haves-They have to g~et
our currency and therefore they, of course.
unfortunately suffer a. loss. But all that is
to be cured by the Atlantic Charter if it
over comes into effect. It is also to be
cured by breaking down in a large degree,
if not entirely, the tariff barr'iers of the
world.

Hon. W. fl. Johnson: Would it help
'humanity in the process?

Hion. N. KEENAN: I Am afraid I can-
not answer that. I do not think the hon.
member has the slightest idea what his ques.
fion means.

Mr. Thorn: Ask Dr. Evatt.
Iron. N. KCEENAN: Dr. Evatt in his

circular asks, "Are we prepared to honour
these pledges?" and be answers it himself-
A theatrical answer, "We must r' He then
proceeds wvithi his propaganda. Unfortun-
ately it is all poppycock to imagine that
Australia ever entered into a pledge of that
character or ever will Allow such a pledg e,
if it has been made without its Authority,
'to be given effect to. It would be impos-
sible for Australia to carry on with the
enormous industrial edifice it has built up
purely and simply on the basis of tariff
protection without that protection. I have
-no doubt that Dr. Evatt found that out,
and that that was the reason or one of the
reasons why that scheme came to a sudden
'flop. Dr. Ev'att then apparently conceived

the idea, and a very astute one it was as
I will point out in a moment, of holding a
conference. A conference was called and
his Bill at once went by the board and
anotber, I believe, though I have never
seen it, was produced out of his hat as a
conjuror would produce a rabbit, and it
again wvent by the hoard. Then the very
clever idea came into Dr. Evatt's mind of
getting all the Premiers, and himself, into
a committee room.

lHon. IV. D. Johnson: And the Leaders
of the Oppositions.

Hon. N. KEENAN: No.
The Premier: The Premiers of different

political complexions.
Hon. N. KEENAN: I am correct in say-

ing that he got the Premiers and himself
together for the purpose of framing a Bill.
Let me at once say that I have the greatest
respect not only for our own Premier but
for all the other Premiers of Australia. I
know that they are men of affairs and of
standing, bat I also know this that no one
could accuse them of being too quick on the
uptake where legal technicalities are in-
volved, and they had not the advantage or
guidance of their legal servants, whom they
had brought with them, when they were
framing this Bill. They were shut out.
The only three legal men who had anything
to do with the framing of it were the "tame
three"-three of Dr. Evatt's tame team. I
noticed in last Saturday's 'West Australian"
that Dv. Evatt announced in Canberra that
that statement was% incorrect and that the
legal officers of the States were consulted on
the framing of this measure.

'Mr. Needham: 'Mr. Hannan of South Aus-
tralia admitted that he was consulted.

Hon. N. KEENAN: He said the very op-
posite!

The Premier: He was not consulted.
Hon. N. KEENAN: His version of the

fact is a very simple one. The Bill was
produced and lie asked for it. It was corn-
plcted and signed. He asked where it had
come from and was told that it had come
from the New South Wales 1q15 Act. He
was not consulted, and I accept his version.
The legal advisers of the Premiers had no
hand in the drafting of this Bill. The Pre-
miers were innocent victims.

The Premier: The Premiers had nothing
to do with the drafting; they agreed on cer-
tain principles.
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Hon. N. KEENAN: Principles and draft-
ing are intermingled. Dr. Evatt and his
official team of three--

The Premier: They were not there either.
Hon. N. KEENAN: I have no doubt that

the Premiers, and particularly our own Pro-
mier, believed that the Bill submitted to
them was fundamentally different from that
of the 1st October of last year which had
been brought down in the Commonwealth
Parliament by Dr. Evatt on that date, and
also f undamentally different from some other
Bill introduced at the Convention. I am cer-
tain that our Premier did not for a moment
imagine that the Bill to which he was a
party was in any sense a surrender of State
right,;, or the inauguration, if it became law.
'of unification in Australia as the only
method of g-overning Australia. I am cer-
tain of that, because I am sure he would
never have allowed himself to be a party to
it unless that conception was clear in his
mind. But it is correct to say that the Bill
now before us, to which I ani referring, is
fundamentally different from the Bill of
the 1st October last year. But first let mie
make it clear what the Bill of the 1st
October was, and in what degree this one
differs from it. The Bill of the 1st October,
as indeed was announced by Dr. Evatt him-
self, was simply a measure to wreck the Com-
monwealth Constitution; to wipe it out of
existence and to substitute a unitary Govern-
ment. There is not a member of this Hlouse
who had any doubt about that, because last
November when we were debating the matter
we were unanimous on the point that the
Bill then before us-that of the 1st October
-was designed, if carried, to establish uni-
fication in Australia.

Ron, W. D. Johnson: It was a convention
we debated.

Hon. N. KEENAN: That Bill was the
only one in existence.

The Premier: The only thing before the
Convention was that Bill.

Hon. N. KEENAN: No one seriously
challenges statements made by the member
for Guildford-Mfidland, because he changes
his ground immediately and then changes it
again. I make this exception that he has
a strong point in regard to local forests.

Mr. SPEAKER: 'We will now get back to
the Bill.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I said it was correct
to say that the Bill before us is not funda-
mentally different from the Bill of the 1st
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October. The effect of the latter Bill was
to bring about unification, if it had been
agreed to, and the present Bill does not
differ from that in the slightest iota.

The Premier: No, that is not so.
Hon. N. KRENAN: I think the Premier

is fair-minded enough to admit that. The
chief difference between the Bill of the 1st
October and the present measure lies in the
fact that under the provisions of the former
measure the intention was to wrest from
the States by a forcibly-imposed referen-
dum, powers that the present Bill seek to
hand over.

The Premier: No, the people would have
been asked to decide the question and the
powers would not have been wrested by
armed force, so to speak.

Hon. N. KEE NAN: The Bill of the 1st
October said in effect, "We do not care
what the States think; we are going to the
people and we are going to get the auth-
ority we seek." That amounts to wreting
those powers from the State Governments.

The Premier: Only if the people agreed.
Hon. N. KEENAN: The State Parlia-

meats may have voted unanimously in op-
position to the Bill. They may have been
active in their opposition to it and in their
advocacy of its rejection by the people.
Nevertheless if a referendum were held and
the people agreed to the proposition, the
powers would be taken from the States.

The Premier: But they would not he
wrested from the States!

Hon. N. KEENAN: For the sake of argu-
meat, I will refrain from using the word
"wrested"; hut the effect amounts to the
same thing. That is all that would happen.
Had the Bill been passed by the Common-
wealth Parliament in October and the ques-
tion had been submitted to the people, that
would have been the position. All that is
happening now is that the States are hand-
ing over the identical powers that -were
sought, and are doing so of their own free
will. There is not even the virtue of
novelty associated with that plan because it
was suggested in Dr. Evatt's pamphlet that
the States might hand over these powers of
their own free will. So it makes no dif-
ference whatever in the final analysis. I
do not know 'whether members in other
days, when they were more youthful, ever
read "Aesop's Fables." I would like to add
another tale. Let us imagine a. daylight
highway-man stopping a coach and holding
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up a young lady to whom he says, "Young
lady, will you please hand me your spark-
lers and I will not wrest them from your
neck." The young lady does so and there
is a song of joy in Hounslow and all say:
"What a polite man this highway-man was."
The fact remains that the young lady lost
her sparklers, So it is with us,

Mr. Needham: Surely that is a Keenan
fable!

Hon. N. KEENAIN: In this instance the
Commonwealth Government has been nice
and polite and has asked the State to hand
over the powers with its lily-white hand.

The Premier: You do not suggoest that
there is force behind the proposal, such as
the highway-man possessed.

Hon. N. KEENAN: He was a polite high-
way-man.

The Premier: But he had a gun.
Hon. N. KEE NAN: In drawing the com-

parison I have done, I have permitted Dr.
Evatt a somewhat better reputation than he
deserves. However, that indicates one dif-
ference. We are to hand over willingly, as
a victim, what otherwise might possibly
have been taken fronm us if the people of
Australia had confirmed at a referendum
the Bill of the 1st October. The second
difference is one that on other occasions
might be of very great importance, but
which is of no importance whatever at this
juncture. It is that in the present Bill no
effort is made to take away from the people
of Australia the right to refuse, or to ap-
prove should they think it wise to do so,
any proposed alteration of the Common-
wealth Constitution. But that factor is no
longer of any importance because if the
Commonwealth Parliament is going to
take away the powers sought, nothing
will be left to the States-nothing
whatever that they need bother about.
Certainly they need not bother about
the power to alter the Constitution because,
as, I shall point out, everything of any mi1-
portance kvill be ini the Commonwealth's
power and we will be left with the remainder,
such as it may he.

Mr. Marshall: They will have the power to
impose taxation and to control loan-raising,
and what will there be for us?

Mrs, Cardell-Oliver: What does money
matter now?

Hon. N,. KEENAN: There will be nothing
left to us but a mere form-a hollow mnock-
ery of government by those who will have

no power to govern. What will be left to
the people? What does it consist of?" What
is the important element in the life of the
people? Surely it is the industrial factor!
Only by its industrial life is it possible for
the State to regulate the production of its
wealth. Only industrial life p~roduces wealth
and without wealth we cannot add to the
amen ities of life or carry out projected im-
prov-ements, social, political or industrial.
All the factors depend on the possession of
wealth, and industry alone creates and
governs wealth. In the pursuit of industry
we find many chapters. Each chapter deals
with a different phase of industry.

If wre peiruse the proposed powers that
are sought to be transferred to the Common-
wealth, we find that every such chapter is
covered. In the first place there is the
power to determine what industry shall be,
or shall not be, followed and if followed, to
what extent, and where and under what con-
ditions it shall be followed. All that is
clearly imported in the word "employment."
The effect of the term "employment" gener-
ally, Dr. Evatt says, must he determined by
the High Court. Thus it is to be taken in
its widest possible application, and from
what I have already said it will be clearly
seen what that scope may be. Let us now
turn to what is further provided for in the
Bill! It is set out that the products of in-
dustry are to he disposed of through regu-
lated channels at regulated prices under re-
g-ulated conditions. What is the meaning& of
that? What would be left in our industrial
life that would have any semblance of free-
dom? Nothing whatever! It will he just as
the position is today. There is no need to
shut our eyes to the fact. It will mean per-
petuatingo the conditions that exist today,
when we tolerate these thingsq because we
have to do so in order to win the war.

Australia is the only part of the British
Empire where conditions of such severity
exist and where the censorship is so severe.
In no other part of the British Empire hag
the limitation of the freedom of the indi-
vidual been assumed and controlled as it is.
in Australia. Let members peruse the Home
papers and note the candid criticism of the
Government in Great Britain. Then let themz
peruse our poor papers, which dare not pub-
lish anything by way of criticism. One-
means by which this end has been accom-
plished is the tyranny exercised in the indus-
trial world through the power to order men,

2182



[20 JANUARY, 1943.] 2183

as though they were serfs, to work in Queens-
land or anywvhere else where the authorities
require work to be done under the conditions
they prescribe. That Power will remain not
during wvar-time only, which has been made
the excuse to grab everything and to impose
conditions that the people would not assent
to in peace-time; but those powers will re-
main in peace-timec when there wvill he no
justification for their continuance by virtue
of this Bill.

Mr. Marshall: I hope that the men will
not put down their guns and ammunition
until something better than that is provided
for.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I have not conm-
mcnted on the fact, because it is a
minor fact, that this Bill would com-
pletely wipe out the State Arbitration Court,
the right of the tribunal appointed by this
State for the determining of industrial coni-
ditions to function.

The Premier: It could not.
*Hon. N. KEENAN: Fortunately we are

discussing something we can see. We know
what is happening and what is being done,
and we know what could happen. But this
wiping out of the Arbitration Court is some-
thing almost unbelievable, flown all the
years until recently the party on the Govern-
ment side and the parties on this side of the
House have regarded the Arbitration Court
as inviolate; yet here it is to be wiped out
by handing over this power to the Common-
wealth. It was said by the Premier by way
of interjection that this could not happen.
To say so is perfectly legitimate. But it
might be put in another way. The State
Parliament possesses the power today. Itf
we dlid not, we could not hand it over. But
there is all the difference in the world be-
tween the two sets of conditions.

The State Parliament is our Parliament.
elected by us, answerable to us, capable of
being brought to book by us if it does not
do what we conlsidler to be right and proper
and just. What chance have we of calling
to account another Parliament, one sitting
thousands of miles away and not earing the
smallest atom what our tboughts or wishes
are? The State Parliament has this power,
but we know it will never exercise the power
improperly or unjustly. This is a power we
must keel) for our people. Because it is the
right of the people to put Parliament out if
it attempts to do wrong things, it has never

attempted to do them. Suppose we give
away this power and leave it to a Parliament
over which we have no eontrol, where is the
comparison?

Hon. W. ID. Johnson: Do not the people
control the national Parliament?

Hon. NX. KEENAN: We do not control the
national Parliament in the slightest degree.
Our representation is so infinitesimal that I
do not suppose the opinion of the hon.
member or my own carries any weight. I do
not think any member of the House is de-
sirous of producing a state of affairs; such
as I have outlined, but that is the only pos-
sible outcome of the establishment of unifica-
tion. It is the only possible outcome of what
we see happening today and of what will
go on happening if we pass this Bill. Fur-
ther, that state of affairs will never end, as
I shall show. Once 'ye establish those con-
ditions, they will never end except by rae-
lution, and we want no revolution in Aus-
tralia.

Mr. Marshall: We shall have it; do not
worry about that.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Altogether apart
from the fact that wve are sitting on the
wrong side of the House from every point
of view of advantage, we are as strongly in
favour of the retention of the State Parlia-
ment as is any member on the Government
side. And this, only for the reason I have
stated-if the people of Western Australia
have reason to disagree with our decisions,
they can wipe us out. That power we must
retain. It is a sacred trust given to us, and
we should not allow it to pass away by
agreeing to a measure of this description.

Suppose these powers are referred to the
Commonwealth! They are to be referred for
a period of five years after the cessation of
hostilities. By the way, the provision should
read "for a period of five years next after
the cessation of hostilities." If anyone can
iiagine a Bill that has been drafted hur-
riedly and carelessl 'y, it is this Bill. These
powers are to operate for a period of five
years after the cessation of hostilities. Of
course, it should read "next after." There

ii be any number of Periods of five years
and decades, but the one of importance is the
one next after the casing of hostilities. Let
me assume that that is th meaning of these
words! The Powers will exist for those fire
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years, but does any member imagine that
they will be returned at the end of five
years?

The umember for Avon pointed out that the
very powers we are asked to band over could
not possibly reach the limit of fruition in
the five years. Take the first power dealing
with the replacement of members of the
Armed Fortes in civil occupation, compen-
sating those who have suffered wounds and
the dependants of those who unfortunately
have (lied in protecting Australia. Could
that he done in five years ? It will take at
least a generation. So, too, will other
powers, of which I might mention the com-
pany law. It is utterly impossible for any-
one to suppose that it will be exhausted in
five years. So it will be a matter not of
five years, ten years or twenty years, but
of ever before these powers would be re-
turned to the States. This is on the assump-
tion I am making that the reference for
a limited period is a lawful constitutional
reference.

I regret very much if I amn exhausting
the patience of members, but I want to
offer the Leader of the House reasons en-
tirely free from legal ambiguities or tech-
nicalities 'to show that these powers, once
referred to the Commonwealth, can never
be obtained again except in the manner pre-
scribed by the Constitution, which can be
altered only by the vote of a majority of
the electors of Australia voting in a majority
of the States. Under Section 51 of the
Commonwealth Constitution Act, a number
of powers were, by agreement with the
States in 1900, conferred upon the Federal
authority. Then certain provision was made
under what are now called placitums, which
I persist in calling subparagraphs, especially
when the plural is used, because, as
the Minister for Lands knows that in his
.school days the plural was placita. Any-
how, I call them subparagraphs. Under
subparagraph (xxxvii) authority is given
to the States to refer to the Commonwealth
any powers they choose at any time so to
refer. What is the effect? It gives the
State power to amend the Constitution in
the direction of giving the Commonwealth
powers which the Constitution at present
does not contain. And, once given, they
become written in the Commonwealth Con-
stitution. It is only another means for
avoiding the necessity of going to the elec-
tors of Australia and getting authority from
all the electors in the way described in the

Constitution Act. This power, once exer-
cised, means to write in Section 51 the
power which has been referred.

As I understand Dr. Evatt's argument and
that of the "Tame Three," it is this: They say
that if the State has power to restrict the
subject matter referred, it also has power to
restrict the time during which that subject
matter can be used by the Commonwealth
Parliament for the purpose of founding
legislation upon it. But the two are entirely
dissimilar. They are two entirely separate
fields. The reason why the specific power
must be referred to the Commonwealth is
that the States are possessed of all powers
except those expressed in Section 51. Every
power in the nature of government which
is not to be found in Section 51 belongs
to the States. If a State is going to refer
one or other of such powers to the Common-
wealth, it must define it, or else transfer all
powers held by it. That does not for one
moment mean that the State can define it
by saying, "We give you a certain power
and we only allow you to enjoy it as long
as we choose." As a means of determining
the question, I ask for what length of time,
under the Constitution Act and under sub-
paragraph (xxxvii) of Section 51, a State
can delegate or transfer or refer a defined
power. Is it one year, or two years, or five
years, or a month, or a week, or, as in this
ease, no time at all?

Under this Bill the power purp~orts to be
transferred for no time at all, for by Clause
3 we could repeal the power the day alter
we gave it. This is an attempt by this State
to refer power for no time at all. I say it
is impossible to imagine that subparagraph
(xxxvii) of Section 51 of the Commonwealth
Constitution meant any such thing- as that;
but what it did mean, as I say, was a very
quick and ready way of evading reference
to the people of Australia by referendum.
Instead of having to consult the whole of
the people of Australia and obtain the neces-
sary majorities, the States themselves have
the power to amend the Constitution by giv-
ing up to the Commonwealth powers under
the Constitution. There such powers will
remain until removed from the Constitution
in the same way as the powers contained in
the other subparagraph of Section 51 can be
removed on referendum to the electors of
the whole of Australia.

The Premier: You think one cannot make
a contract for a time?
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Hon. N. KEENAN: I am perfectly cer-
tain in my own mind that we have no power
to make such a contract as this, especially
a contract for no time whatever.

The Premier:- Clause 4 says the contract
is for five years.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Suppose that to he
so, does Clause 3 say-

Mr. SPEAKER: I think we will leave the
clauses to the Committee stage.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I do not want to load
this argument, if it is an argument, with
any legal technicalities; but if the law apply-
ing to individuals is to apply in this in-
stance, if you concede a power to any other
individual and the other private individual
exercises it and thus alters the position be-
tween you and him, the reference of the
power cannot be cancelled. Suppose the
Commonwealth exercises the referred power
and passes a company law! Or, to begin at
the beginning, suppose the Commonwealth
exercises the referred power to create sonic
scheme for soldier settlement! Is that sehenme
going to be completed in fire years? Of
course, it is not. And, of course, if the
matter were determined on the law of pri-
vate individuals, no court would allow the
cancellation to stand. But it must be ad-
mnitted at once that the rule as applying
between individuals is not a real guide. In
constitutional matters it is only a very poor
guide. We are asked to refer a matter en-
tirely within our prerogative; otherwise we
could not refer it to the Commonwealth. We
are asked to do so under conditions in which
no time whatever is stipulated. True, if we
do not exercise our right to determine it, it
is to go on for five years; but that is all.
And that is proposed, for some reason or
another, by the verdict of what I call the
"Tame Three," as being sufficient to war-
rant that the States should rely on this Bill
being in fact, as the Premier believes it to
be, only the handing-over for a certain num-
ber of years of authority which is specified
in the Bill.

The Premier: The constitutional lawyers
agree that that is so.

Honi. 'N. KEENAN: No; they do not. If
the Commonwealth Parliament, in every law
it passed under the power to he given by us,
recited that such law was for a limited period
of time, that would he effective. But that is
very different. I am not desirous, however, of
thrusting my own opinion down the throats

of members, but only the common sense fact
which they will see stands in the road of
this Parliament to pass this Bill and have
any power to recall it. Supposing there was
such power, then at the end of the term
of five years after the last shot had been
fired against our last enemy, who imagines
that this power would be returned?9 And
if it were returned, what would he the posi-
tion of Western Australia by then? Let
the Premier turn his mind to that. Assuming,
that for five years the Commonwealth ex-
ereised these powers, and that it exercised
them as our experience has shown, to the
detriment of Western Austral ia-observe
the position in which Western Australia
would he placed. Observe the position in
which Western Australia finds itself today.

Mr. 'Marshall: We are asked to place con-
fidence in those unworthy of it.

Hon. N. KEENAN: For a long time we
hay8 been indulging in wishful thought. And
here I am ended. I consider that the whole
of the experience of Western Australia in
relation to the Eastern States, the all-power-
ful Eastern States, has been the same. We
know what the result has been. I ani not
prepared to imagine for one moment that
there will be any change of heart or of mind
or of treatment while the conditions that
produced the present treatment remain the
same. There has been a desire to use West-
ern Australia as a mere dumping-ground for
what the Eastern States do not want or can-
not find a market for at home.

The Premier: But you do not mean to
say that Western Australia has derived no
benefits from Federation?

Hon. N. KEENAN: It is a little foreign
to this matter, but if the Premier wants to
arrive at an answer to that question, he has
to imagine what Western Australia could
have done had she not joined in the Federa-
tion. The world is improving all the time.
What one has to imagine is, where would
Western Australia have stood if she had not
been caught in the Federal web? Look at
our history before Federation!- Consider
the progress that was made here! In only
10 years the population multiplied by five!
A large part of the State opened up by
railways, mining established and public
works carried out from excess revenue I
That is our history before Federation. One
has to imagine what would have happened
had we not federated in order to make a
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true comparison. That, unfortunately, would
be a matter of controversy and it is no use
entering upon it.

I have very few words to add. I am
afraid, as I have already remarked, that 1
have to a large extent exhausted the patience
of the House. I would, however, ask every
member of the House to address himself to
this matter independently, not as a member
of any Party, not as a manl who has any
binding force arising from political asso-
ciations, bilt as anl individual; because to-
day we are fashioning and determining the
wh~ole future of Western Australia and it
is for us to convince ourselves, in our own
minds, that that which we do is worthy of
the lpast history of Western Australia and
is calculated to save the future.

Point of Order.
Mr. Watts: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. I desire your ruling as to whether
an absolute majority of the members is not
required onl the second and third readings of
this Bill. I submitted to you yesterday a
short memorandum in order that you might
have some opportunity- to examine the ques-
tion. I will submit that the second and third
readings do require an absolute majority
for the reason that Clause 3 of the Bill
amounts to an amendment of the Constitu-
tion of the Legislative Assembly and Legis-
lative Council. Section 2 of the Constitu-
tion Act provides that it shall be lawful for
Her Majesty (or His Majesty) by and with
the advice and consent of the saiid Council
and Assembly- to make laws for the pence,
order and good government of the colony
of Western Australia. This Bill seeks to
limit the right of the Western Australian
Lexiqlaturre to amend or repeal the Act which
will follow if this Bill is passed; and in
consequence it is depriving the Legislature
of Western Australia of a fundamental pri-

iee.That privileze is. as I haove said,
thep right to repeal or amend legislation at
will.

It may' be arcued that the amendments to
the Constitution of the Legislative Concil
or of the Lerrislative Assembly, which by
the Cntitiition Act are renuired to be
pa~qed by an nh~olute majority, mean only
amendments of the Constitotion affecting
the ,,orsonnel of those Houses and the obli-
gatin' of the nereonnel. Bitt T wouldl snb-
nit that the use of the word "Constitution"
in the Act hnq no such limited meanine, but
extends to the powers of the Legislative

Council and the Legislative Assembly con-
ferred upon those Houses by the Constitu-
tion1 Act and( exercisable under the Constitu-
tion Act by those Houses. We must recollect
that in every constitution there are usually
to be found two parts; first, the way in
which the organisation is made uip, of what
persons or associations, as the ease may be;
and, sevond, wvben so made uip, what are the
powers of the organisation that has been
created. I believe that that is the right
vijew.

The Constitution Act of Western Australia
does require anl absolute majority in cases
where an amendment is limited to the rigrhts
of individual menibers or their obligations
as members; but it applies as well to the
rights and privileges of the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly. In
consequence, anything which seeks to limit
the fundamental right of the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly, as
conferred onl those Houses by the Constitu-
tion Act, must I submit be an amendment
of the Constitution. If there he any doubt
upon the matter, I will further submit that
it is extremely wise to be sure that an abso-
lute majority is available onl both those read-
jugs in order that there may be no future
doubt as to the validity or invalidity of the
legislation which will he earried as the
result of our deliberations. Our power to
pass legislation is contained in the Constitu-
tion Act, which provides-

It shall be lawfuil for Her Majesty (or His
Majesty) by and withs the advice and consent
of the said Council and Assembly to make lawvs
for the peace, order andI good government of
the colony of Western Australia alid its de-
pendencie s.

Clause 3 of the Bill under discussion pro-
vides that we shall do nothing of the kind.
We shall not, it says, present a Bill for
His 'Majesty's assent unless we have sub-
mitted it to a referendum of the people of
We stern Australia. So we find that we have
not only to obtain the concurrence of the
Legislative Coluncil and the Legislative
Asaemblyv of Western Australia in a repeal
or amendment of the legislation, but we have
also to eo to a four-th Hfoise of Parliament,
a4 it were, to wit, the people, by referendum.
So I sav that we, if we pass this Bill, are
dle1riviIg ourselves as a Leriqlative Assemn-
Mvl of our Constitutional ritrht to amend or
repeal legrislation inl the way provided by
the Constitution Act, and are substituting in
lieu thereof sonic other mernn.. Therefore,
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we must regard this measure as an amend-
ment of our Constitution. I seek your rul-
ing accordingly.

Mr. Speaker: The Leader of the Opposi-
tion did inform me yesterday that be pur-
posed raising this point of order today or
tomorrow, for which I thanked him. I have
given it every consideration and CanI find
nothing to support the contention of the
Leader of the Opposition that an absolute
majority is necessary for the passing of the
second and third readings of the Bill. I
therefore rule that the point fails.

[Debate Resumed.]

1M. DOWDY (%Vill itins-Narrogin) :The
Premier submitted to the member for Ned-
lands the question as to whether there were
some benefits accruing to us from federation.
Of course, it must be admitted that there
have been a great many, One that flirst en-
ters my mind is the grant under the Federal
Aid Roads Agreement Act. There can be
no doubt that had not that grant come to us
in the form it has, we would be vastly worse
off than we are today. At the same timei, the
point that the member for Nedlands was no
doubt anxious to make was that ]lad we not
entered federation, we would probably have
had twice the population we hare today and
probably-almost certainly ivc would be
vastly better off than we are today ill re-
spect of secondary industries, and very cer-_
tainly indeed our agricultural industry would
not have been in the absolutely parlous conl-
dition-and in using that word 1 ami not ex-
aggerating-in which wre find it today.

The member for 'Nedlands referred to the
drafting committee. He alleged unfairness
in regard to its personnel and in other direc-
tions. There is ample evidence in this book
-a history of the Convention from start to
finishi-evidence supported by common
knowledge that it wvas an inequitably con-
structed body. I believe that while all the
Premiers were represented on the committee,
not one of the leaders of the Oppositions wvas
asked to appear or allowed to appear. There
is also the fact that while Dr. Evatt was per-
mitted the assistance of three legal advisers
throughout the Convention, the Premiers n-
fortunately had to sit through the two and
a half days occupied by drafting business
without the assistance of their legal advisers.
I understand that if they wanted to confer
with their legal men tbey had to leave the

room. I feel no objection to the principle
of referng certain enlarged powers of a
ternplorary nature to the Central Govern-
ment in regard to problems created by the
war but I will not, under any consideration,
vote for the Bill before the House because
its ultimate effects are extremely obscure-
some people say designedly obscure, but
whether that is so, I am not prepared to
swear. But I like to know what I am vot-
ing for and I do not know what I am voting
for in eon nection with this Bill, I believe
that no member present can be sure as to
its purport. What I want is another Con-
vention and I wish that Convention to con-
struct a new Bill, one entirely free from
conscious ambiguity, and one in which the
printed word has one meaning and no more.
We are entitled to that,

We have every right to a Bill of a clear
and certain meaning, and a fixed consatitu-
tional right to vote for or against any Bill
without threat or fear of punishment from
the Commonwealth Government, Neverthe-
less though the Bill as a whole is so dis-
tasteful to me there are provisions in Clause
2 which I very much desire to see enacted.
I refer to proposals to repatriate and ad-
vance our returned soldiers and also to care
for the dependants of those soldiers who
have dlied. I desire also to see power
given to the Commonwealth Government
to organise the marketing of certain of our
p)roduc'ts, and I desire power for the Corn-
mnwealth Government to finance and con-
trol certain national works. There have been
o number of very able speeches delivered in
this House during the last couple of days,
all of them of a legal and technical nature,
but could anyone here say that as a conse-
Ijuence the complexities inherent in the Bill
have in any way been clarified 9 I do not
think ire can say that. For tny own part I
can not do .so. My doubts have not been dis-
pelled at all. So far as I can determine at
the momfent they hare been intmnsified. Con-
~eciuently instead of contributing to the con-
fusion that already exists I have decided to
dleal with the equally important personal
and topical features on the score that these
shed a deal of light on the intentions of the
Commonwealth Government in regard to uni-
fication and to certain other allied problems.
Tt seems to be taken for ranted in the
Eanstern States-and here also to a large
dlgree-that this House should accept the
Bill lest worse things, including a referen-
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dam, befall us. That consideration does not
disturb me one bit.

The Premier: Nor me either.
3Mr. DONEY: I believe the Premier. k.

am sure it does not.
The Premier: It would be wrong to have

a referendum.
211r. DONEY: It certainly would. As a

matter of fact, I am not looking upon the
question before the House as a Government
measure, we being in opposition to it. I
am looking upon the Government and the
Opposition as pretty well sharing in equal
measure their views upon the Bill. What
the Premier and I find all memb~ers wish to
secure is what is best in the long run for
the State in which we live.. As far as I am
concerined, the more the threats that have
been so ver~y free ly referred to here, and the
lectures and the blusterings that cone, to us
from the Eastern States, the more pig-headed
T am likely- to become and I daresay that
applies to the majority of members.

Mr. Thorn: It applies to the member for
Pilbara.

Mr. DONEY: Does it'? In all Australian
States, with, the possible exception of New
South Wales, there has been a growing un-
easiness with respect to the actual purport
and scope of this Bill. I share that uneasi-
ness; in full measure. The TIousp will re.-
fleet that the Commonwealth Government's
initial attempt at a so-called settlement of the
constitutional problem was a straight-out
hid for unification; so also-s tripped of its
disguises-was the second attempt. Since
then there has been what I regard as a con-
fling- and calculated silence upon unification,
intended, I have no doubt, to faster the Idea
that there hans been in regard to that ques-
tion a change of heart.

The Premier: Silence by whom
Mr. DONEY: Silence by those who share

the views and hopes of Dr. Evatt and those
associated with him, particularly in regard
to the construction and fate of the Bill now
before the House. The more T consider the
circumstances that have led to this projected
legislation, the more I am convinced it is
not what it seems to he. The contents of
the Bill arc, certainly not the actual thing
aimied at. They are mecrelyv means to an'
end and that end a very uncomfortable, one
for this State. I therefore find myself
probing, not so much into the actual Bill,
but into what I regard as the basic inten-
tions of the author or authors of it.

There surc~v cannot be even one member here
who is witout misgivings as to just exactly
what Conuuonwealth Governments of the
future may read into this innocent-looking
measure.

The Premier: You have grave misgivings
about the post-war problems.

31r. DONEY: We certainly have, but they,
for the moment, have no bearing on this
particular aspect. There are altogether too
many- possible interpretations not immedi-
ately apparent but which, upon examination
of thie Bill, a re found to be present. Cer-
tainly- , and this is admitted, wve have all the
assurances we want, and a great many more
that the Bill gives justice and nothing more.
The unfortunate part is that those assertions
carry no weight for the reason that they
find no place in the Bill. As an instance of
the futility and shallowness of sonme of these
assurances%, I will read three separate state-
nints by Dr. Evatt, contained in this book
entitled "Convention of Representatives of
the Commonwealth and Staite Parliaments on
Proposed Alteration of the Commonwealth
Constitution." At page 9 he said-

It is desirable to emphatsise that, although
we propose to ask the people to confer import.
ant additional powers upon the Commonwvealth
Parliament, these powers will not become the
exclusive concern of the (omnmonwealth Par-
linent. The States will retain all their ex-
isting powers of legislation in relation to all
the topics I have mentioned. In other words,
the powers of the Commonwealth Parliament
andt the State Parliaments over these topics
will become concurrent, which means that if,
and only if, there is a conflict between Coin-
muonwealth legislation and State legislation on
the topic, the Commonwealth, law prevails by
virtue of Section 109 of the Constitution.
My mind, for the moment, is centred on the
word "conicurient."

The Premier: You do not like that one!
Mr. DONEY: I would like it all right if it

happened to be a true representation of the
p'ositioni, but it is not. As used by the At-
torney General it implies a joint and equal
action in pursuit of a conihnoi purpose; in
other words, true co-operation.

The Premier: Running together.
Mr. DONEY: Now I want to show just

exact y how I r. Evptt constriues this true
co-operative effort between the Common-
wealth and State Governments%. A little later
lie says this-

Therefore, in order to facilitate and ensure
such co-operation from State and local govern-
ing bodies, a special clause tins been iserted
in the Bill which empowers the Commnonwealth,
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Parliament to make laws authorisiag any State
or any State Minister, officer or instrumental-
ity, or any local government authority to
assist iii the execution of any power coaferred
on the Commonwealth Parliament by Section
60A,
He then naively finishes off this way-

This I regard as a key provrision.

1 have no doubt he doees. The amazing thing,
here is that a moment before he made use
of the words I have just read he was stress-
ing the purely co-operative nature of the
effort to be put forward under the new order
by the Commonwealth and States. We then
find that his idea of this true co-operation is
a law of the Commonwealth forcing upon us
this same co-operation. It does not seem to
me to point to Dr. Evatt as being a man of
very wide or true discernment. A little later
he runs counter to the common conception
of what the Act stands for when he makes
this remark, to which I draw the attention of
the Premier and members-

It is a fallacy to suggest that the Common-
wealth is asking the States to surrender powers
that belong to them.
Although the Premier heard that remark
made at the time, I now repeat it. Dr. Evat
continues--

What is being proposed is further to enlarge
the self-governing powers of the people of fill
six States, acting in their capacity as people
of the Commonwealth.

That certainly surprises me.
This principle is made clear in the preamble

to the Constitution Act itself, which declares
that it is the people who, "humbly relying onl
the blessing of Almighty God, hare agreed to
unite in one indissoluble Federal Conmmonm-
wealth under thme Crown.''
I do not know what we can say about that
expression of opinion of the Commonwealth
Attorney General. To me it amounts to just
mere words, and vain and useless ones at
timat. I cannot see the connection between
the stupid statements made by the Attorney
General and the so-called explanation where-
by* he seeks. to Substantiate them. If wve read
this and the other book referred to bv the
.member for Greenough in lis speech today,
woecan find amplle assurances of this kind4,
but none of them -lny more valuable than
flie one I have Just quoted. We are proud,
T suppose. of the Constitution, even though
mninny of mis feel we should never ha9ve been
brovialht under it. It is the best that the
Iczal pirofession of that da ,y could produce
:-nd was fondly thouight to Ile fool-proof,
amid 1)roof awaiost the mnachinations of any

political body desiring for some base pur-
pose to set it aside. Yet today we find our
Constitution, to all intents and purposes, the
prey of a Parliamentary majority, more's
the pity, and thus will it be, too, in respect
of the Bill now before the House within say
the last two years of the five-year period
during which the Commonwealth Govern-
ment will have this State completely under
its control. Then will it be found that this
little measure will be most searchingly
probed for such new interpretations and ex-
pedients as will appear to justify a pro-
longation of the five-year period. *So, in-
stead of getting the justice implied in this
Bill, it seems to me we will he swallowed
before breakfast, as it were, by a Parlia-
mentary majority of Eastern Staters.

There are two disabilities from which we
can never escape. One is that we will always;
he the samie over-long distance from Can-
berra; the other that as long as the Federa-
tion lasts we will suffer a hostile majority
at that centre. It seems to me that not
many men born and bred in the Eastern
States are free from that bias. I suppose
it comes naturally to them. I might be per-
mitted to refer hack to the time of the last
Recession Campaign, some seven or eight
years ago. The Rt. Ron. Mr. Lyons, the
then Prime Minister, visited this state and
came to Narrogin. He made a very able
speech, of course, and at its close said to
mie, onl the platform, "Do you think I have
impressed the people at all 9" I said, "fYou
very .certainly have, hut whether in the way
You, imagine I am not too sure. One por-
lion of your speech did not impress me at
all1 favourably." He said, "I thought I had
done rather well."y I said, "About half-way
through you told this audience, Find for all
I know you have told other audiences you
bave addressed in this State the same thing-,
that if by any chance we voted for seeessinn
yon wanted to make it very plain that in
thie future Western Australia could not ex-
pect the Samle treatment as the other States
would g-et."' He repeated that and made it
vremy clear. I renlied that T considered he
had bi-en guilty of av said error of jnd-
mreat. I told Ifr. Ltons that we had no
ohietion to his holdinz that opinion if he
rTally' did hold it. huit that T wng rather
"tillpri snd that his sense of tactics Should
hare allowed him to bring that opinion to
li-lht at that moment.

T mention that episode to indicate how a
man horn on the- other side of the continient
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holds iews regarding 'Western Australia, its
future, and what it is entitled to, vastly
different from those entertained by the
people of this State. I quite admit that at
its first reading it appeared as though the
Bill now before the House might he handled
with some degree of safety, but after MLr.
Ligertwood, Mr. Ham and a host of others
had voiced their opinions regarding it, the
thought occurred to me, and probably to a
majority of the members of this Chamber,
that the Bill was something of a booby trap
that had best be left alone altogether.
Rather than accept the Bill I would prefer
a totally new measure in which each clause
would have its one a ad obvious meaning,
and throughout which its several aims and
significances would be suitably authenticated.
I do not think we ask too much if We sug-
gest that that be done. So much is at stake
that essentially we must be onl the safe side.
Certainly some time would be taken up iii
conistructing a new measure, but I bold that
the ultimate result would be all thle better
for a careful probing into the involved prob-
lemus affected, particularly having regard to
the diversity oif views hield regarding them.

I do not know whether there are any mem-
bers still prepared to be deceived by this
dubious; little document placed before them.
If there are, may I remind them of the
truly grave and frightening language in-
dulged in by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment to indicate the lengths to which it was
prepared to go in order to achieve its ends,
irrespective of ouir point of view respecting
what it desired to acconmplisli. They will
recollect that despite the war position the
Commonwealth Oovernment indicated its
determination to bring the States to their
bearings by mecanA of a referendum, well
knowing-Comnmonwealth M1inisters must
have known it-that around the holding of
that referendum would have revolved, a
fght that would have divided thousands of
homies, broken thiousands of friendships,
would certainly have wasted a huge sum of
money, and would have divided, disrupted and
intensely angered the people of Aulstraliai.
Not only, would it have s;o affected the people
of the Commonwealth, hut the people of all
the Britis;h Pominions : (ertainl y the people
of the U-nited Kingdom, and as; certainly tht',
p~eople of the T'nited States; of America.

'Was there anyv indication of a sense oC
responsibilitY on the part of thle Common-
wrealth Government at that period? It miust

surely hare occurred to it that there would
have been a succession of riots or disturb-
ances connected with that objective. As I view
it, in the hour of our gravest national emier-
gency , thle Commonwealth Government was
prepared to break the unity of the Aus-
tralian people as never before, and to do so
021 issues of such deep and dangerous imiport
ais freedom of libert ,y, freedom of speech and
thet vital question of the loss to the States
of their sovereign rights. 1 can conceive
of no questions, more difficult and awkward
to handle than those three, or of any so likely
to lead] to riots, disturbances and misunder-
staindins, particularly as the third issue
wouild have placed Western Auistralia under
thle comnmercial and social domination of 'New
,South Wales and Victoria for all time.
What halted the Commion vcalth Government
along the course it seemed to have chosen?
Probably it was the realisation that the judg-
mnent of the Australian people would have
been that Federal -Ministers had completelly
lost control of themseves and had run amok.
These aire thle people who at that time, arro-
gant, bewildered, and incapable of controll-
ing themiselves-i say, "at that time" and I
thik all members will agree with that state-
nient-were going- to take control of the six
0'overnients of Australia.

I claimi that the effronteryv of the Coin-
monwealth Government at that stage was.
almost beyi ond belief. The Federal Attorney
General, Dr. Evatt, is commonly regarded as
thet author of the Bill before the House as
Well as of the threats, aiid troubles that pre-
ceded its introduction. 'Whether hie origin-
ated the ideas or mnerely gave theta form and
authority, I do not know; but plain it is
that, for good or ill, Dr. Evatt is fated to
affect the destinies of the Australian people
for many rears to come. I do not know Dr.
Evatt. personallyv, and I do iiot wvish to do
bin, an injustice, but it does seem desirable
to make use of his puiblic utterances and any
otlier available data for the purpose of decid-
ing- whether lie is fitted for thle serious task
of blaz~ing the trail of liesnew post-war
order in this country.

The Minister for Lands4: I think he may
he capable of serious things, but I do not
think he has a sense of humour.

Mr. DONESY: If he had that latter sense,
imai- of us might be much happier than we
are0 at present. I hesitate to say so, but I
think Dr. Evatt ha,; no great sense of fair
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play. in saying that, I repeat that I do nit
wish to do the man an injustice. The in-
ister for th1is great job must essentially be a
leader of men, a man of vision and wisdomn,
a man of tact, of ingenuity and strength of
purpose, one who is trusted and liked.

The Minister for Labour: And a man with
some sugar in his blood-stream.

Mr. DONEY: I will leave to the Minister
the explanation of the beneficial effect oe
that Upon the people of Western Australia.
Personally, I do not care how much sugar
lie has in his blood-streaim.

The Minister for Lands: He has not too
much.

Mr. DONEY: That is what I think, too.
Essentially the man in charge of such a great
jol) should not be obsessed by strong political
desires. I notice that no one of the doctorfs
colleagues opposite has anything at all to
say against it, so I conclude that we are in
agreement on that point. For all I know the
Federal Attorney General may meet the re-
quisites I have mentioned in regard to wis-
dom and trustworthiness. He certainly has
ingenuity. Of the other essentials, the only
one that in my opinion he possesses is that
of vision, hut again in my opinion it is the
blurred and hroken vision of a dIreamer. I
regardl the Federal Attorney General not so
much as a man for parliamentary debate as
a student probably more at home in a study
libraryv. I should like to ask whether Dr.
Evatt is a man who knows his own mind.
There may be a few friendly political fig-
ures who are prepared to concede that he
does. I only know that before the Conven-
tioni, and also during the Convention, he was
constantly changing his mind, his demands
and his Bills.

The Minister for Lands: And iii the end
the Convention changed the lot.

'Mr. DONEY: More important still is the
question whether the doctor knows the mind
of the Australian people. The outburst of
disguIst and amazement that followed his
first attack on the Constitution certainly pro-
vided ample answer to that. Members will
recall that the Attorney General flung his
proposals at the Australian people, as T
find it stated in the book from which I have
quoted, and hinted that if the people re-
Jected them they* would do so at their peril.
For albout five minutes it looked as if the
doctor might develop into a dictator, but
onlyv for five minutes. It was bruited aboard
that he was to launch a smothering attack

on the Convention. Members of that body
were led to believe that they would be
blinded by the great man's brilliance. We
over here were told that the Convention
would be entirely futile, so terrible was the
strength of the great Attorney General re-
ported to be.

From those who attended the Convention,
we learn that in due course there arrived at
the meeting a man timid and hesitant, one
whose courage and tenacity seemed to have
evaporated and who mildly and apologetic-
ally made it known to the assembled Pre-
'fliers and Leader's of Oppositions that he
had withdrawn his nasty little Bill and was
replacing it with a very much nicer one and,
in effect, that if the delegates did not like
the second Bill, be was quite prepared to
accept any Bill they cared to submit in lieu
thereof.

-,%r. Triat: Showing himself a fair-minded
man.

Mr. DONEY: Perhaps that aspect was
somewhat misleading. We can imagine the
surprise of the delegates when they realised
that it was the great Attorney General who
was speaking to them. I do not think they
realised it at first; they were expecting
something vastly different. As to the Attor-
ney General's timidity and hesitancy, mem-
bers can interpret that for themselves, but
what of his withdrawal of the Bill whose
provisions had been so intensively public-
ised, and the substitution of another Bill?
Some very generously say that it represented
a change of heart. I, less generous, say it
represented merely a change of plan or, in
other words, tactics. This meant that the
Government's unification plots must not be
mentioned again by the doctor or his asso-
ciates until the atmosphere to them is less
hostile than it is today. I do not wish to
imply that Dloetor Evatt, admittedly a pro-
nounced unilicationist, and his associates are
the only ones to give adherence to this idea
of his. Members of my own party and mnui-
bers of the party on my left, as well as
members on the Government side, have toyed
with the question on-occasion.

I have tried to indicate thiat I dislike this
Bill because it is a party political product
and because of its ambiguity. But there are
other reasons. I think my opinion will be
shared by most members when I say that
all parties should have been united at this
Convention. They should have beeni joined
by an equal number of soldiers who had
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seen active service. Does. it not strike miem-
bers that there is something plainly and in-
herently wrong in thus denying to soldiers
their obvious right to a voice iii the plan-
ning of their own future!' Does it niot
appear that the C'ommionwealth Government
has forestalledl the soldiers-jumtped their
claim, as it were,? It certainly appears to
me in that way, and I regret vecry much that
when the opportunity was available, the
Federal Attorney General or the Prime 'Mini-
ister did not see fit to invite returned
soldiers to sit at the Convention table.

Ini respect of this, [ desire to offer two
contrasts tor consideration. The first is a
statement by the truly grat and likeable
statesman, President Roosevelt, wherein lie
pronmised to bandl back to the post-wvar
America all the liberties hie has found it
necessary to take onl tile national account
during the course of the warl. To that fine
democratic gesture wre oppose out- ownl]Ki
able reflection that if thle Commonwealth
Government has its, way, oar own mn re-
turning to, say. South Australia, Tasmania,
anid Western Australia will find that duriJngf
their a bsene nmuch that they valtime inl regard
to pre-war rightsi and privileges its beenl
denied to them. The second contrast is one
which I shall read to members,, biut upon
which I do niot desire to comment. I t IS
portion of a speech made recently by Sir
Stafford Cripps. The report is heafled. "1No
Post-War Dictatorships." Evidently it is;
the concliidinig portion of thle speech. Sir
Stafford Cripps says -

That is why I nin convinced Are must d1o our
uitmlost to fissure the peoples of the world of
a better, happier state after tiht war. The
mnore sure and certain we canl make that reward
for their effort, the more heroically and de-
teriiniiedty will they fight to win. *Onc thing
at least we shall assure themn of, and it is that
they themselves shall have the lUbertv andi
righlt to determine their own conditions. We
pledge ourselves that there shall be JIo die-
tatorghip over them unless they allow it to arise
by their own apathy% when time war is over.
9They uiust realise that if they are to Ine free
to choose their own way of life, they inist he
active and forceful in their choice, or else
others imy try to impose upon them ways they
do not like. We have fought and are fighting
to preserve tis i-ts and essenitial right to
the peoples of the world.
Anti so I shall vote against this Bill-if
the House happens to divide upon it-not
because. as I have tried to explain, I object
to all1 thle provisions' in it; hut because of
reas.ons that I irave earlier in any remarks,

and having regard to the history of Federal
promises, and to the Federal ability to break
any statutory lock or bar that we way impose
upon it by way of amendments, 1 aml not
prepared to trust the Commonwealth in
future. We have so far had only one contri-
bution from the other side of the Chamber
to this debate. We wish we had had more.
But as far as my colleagues on this side are
concerned, they have given very strong
reasons to justify us in withholding the Bill
altogether; yet for sonic cause which I can-
niot fathom they are prepared to vote for the
second reading, in the anticipation that they
will lie able to secure suicfiient safeguards by
way of amendment.

.1r. North : To secure a Select Committee
it will he necessary to vote for the second
readitng, will it riot'

Mr. I)ONEY: If the Bill hap~pens to pass
the second reading, as probably it will, it
may go to a Select Conimittee eventually.
Butl, short of that, the expectation of tiny
iaprovvement must be by wvay of amendment
to the BiUl. So shrewd has the Common-
wealth. Government become that I reckon
Federal 'Ministers will manage to escape frcom
anything- that we can impose uponi them by
wvay: of b)ar. I wish to say that I allowv our
Prime 'Minister sincerity and endeavour, and
of coatrsc also, though to say' it is unneces-
sary, .-1 Very proper paitiiotism. lint I want
to emiphasise that lie has a hard-miouthed
teamn to handle. I declare that certain of his;
M1inisters, do niot play the gamie with him.
Many of them are nothing better than public
liabilities wvhose continuance in office, in my
opitnion, is a crime, having regard to the

gaiyof the days that ire are passing
through. Ini particular does any referee to
being ' . public liability apply to--

Mr, IV. Hegney: You are starting a
svecond-rate election speech.

3M'. DO',EY: The hon. mnember interject-
ing caIn hold that opinion if lie likes; I do
niot mind. I wish to emphasise that my re-
ference to bring- a public liability-

lon. W. D. Johnson: Every MIinister is.
a Public liability.

Mr. DONEY: Mvy reference a moles nre
than to aiiy other Minister, to Mr. Ward.
R~e os;telnatiouslyV flouts thme will of his
leader, Mr. lCurtin.

Mr. Wilson: Who is a good leader!
Mr. DO-NEY: I granlt that, and( I am re-

calling the fact that his colleagues in the
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Cabinet do not give him what we generally
refer to as a fair spin. Any persuasion by
the Prime iMinister of his colleague Mr.
Ward to mend his ways is merely laughed
at. I would like to say also that in pur-
suance of the austerity campaign we were
required, aiid properly so, to sacrifice this
and that. Had the prime Minister decided
to sacrifice Mr. Ward, be would have had
some claim to being a leader. When
I contemplate the lawlessness of New
South Wales, I shudder for the future
of Australia. Again, when I think of
the Commonwealth Government's im-
plied promises with regard to uniform
taxation, and of the ingenious manner
in which it wriggled out of those promises,
again I shudder for the future of our coun-
try. Here I would like to make a remark
onf the Conmmonwealth Uniform Tax Bill. I
make mention of this as evidence of the fact
that the word of certain members of the
Commonwealth Government cannot always be
trusted. The Federal Ministers certainly are
not, by reason of their intolerance of disci-
pline, the people to control the destinies of
our State, anyhow.

Mr. Afarshall: Evidently you are in har-
funny wvith Ward!

Mr. DOXEY: There may be a similarity,
but it will take some searching for. In con-
nection with the Uniform Tax Bill there was
a promise made specifically, and in various
other directions tmde inipliedly, that there
would be no increase in the rate of taxation.
We all remember that. We also remember
that onf practically' the vry next day after
the acceptance of the measure by the States
and the Commonwealth, Commonwealth Min-
isters wvent around boasting that they would]
find some way' of wriggling out of the bar
that we had placed upon them. There was
no doubt whatever that in their minds, even
at that time, while they were swearing that
the measure was but a temporary one, there
existed a determination to make it per-
manent. I mary draw attention also to the
disparity in the Commonwealth treatment of
States. Statements published by Mr. 'Mar-
wick, M.H.R., in "The West Australian" a
fewv days ago indicated a far harsher treat-
inent of Western Australia in regard to
Federal allowances than was applied to the
Eastern States. Whether that is so, I do not
know.

There is also this Point that is worthy of
mention in discussing the Bill, and that is
in regard to the drain upon our manpower.
In that regard we might allege, and quite
truthfully, disparity of treatment between
this State and those on the other side. In
1938 and 1939 we had some 34,000 men en-
gaged in the rural industries of this State;
but so sadlv have our resources been de-
rieted b)'y the war-and excusably so in one
way-that today I believe there are no more
thani 13,500, very substantially less than half.
The point I wish to drawv attention to is
that, whereas our loss is represented by a
drop from 34,000 to 13,500, nothing like
the same lpetelltage of reduction is shown
if. any of the other States. Personally, I
wouldf like to see at return, if the Government
is alble to get it, setting out the figutres apply-
ing to rural mnanp)ower here and in the other
States, as well ais fig-ures affecting the petrol
consumption per capita here and in the other
States.

MR. HUGHES (East Perth) :I do not
propose to delve deeply into this Bill nor
to ruin my intellect by trying to understand
the various opinions that have been given
upon it by legal luminaries throughout Aus-
tralia. f am not a worshipper at the shrine
of their opinions, nor do I put the same
blind faith in them as some members appear
to have done. A legal luminary who has
given an opinion is, I believe, one of the
most brilliant men in Australia. Some time
ago I formed an opinion for myself and,
to make sure I was right., I sent him all the
papers and documents and took his opinion.
He was so sure that he concurred in my
opinion that he telegraphed me to proceed.
I did so, and three judges--the whole bench
of them-agreed with him and with me. Then
three other judges came to Western Aus-
tralia and they disagreed with the finding.
That cost me £842, and since then I have
never been a worshipper at the shrine of
legal opinions.

Hon. AN. D. Johnson: There is nothing
like the experience You have paid for.

Mr. HUGHES: Having paid for that
experience, I am entitled to avail myself of
it. I still think that that legal luminary was
right, but that may be just egotism, because
his opinion agreed with mine.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is influenced
by the £842.
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Mr. HUGHES: Furthermore, distant
fields look greenest. I notice there is a ten-
dency, because somebody who is 2,000 miles
away gives an opinion, to treat that opinion
as specially reliable; but when one meets
the gentleman, one finds he is an ordinary,
plain, what might be termed second or
third-rate banister. That is the impression
I gained of another legal luminary whose
opinion was bandied about this House as
something to be worshipped. When I met
him, I found he was just a very nice plain
gentleman who did not seem to have any
outstanding qualifications. I do not propose
to subordinate my own limited intellect and
my own limited legal knowledge to that of
other persons merely because they are 2,000
miles away. I therefore propose to offer
one or two of may own legal opinions. I
know they will not he accepted by the House,
because I am too close. Were 1 2,000 miles
away and had a foreign name, members
would probably say, "That must be right
because it came from a long distance."

The Minister for Labour: How would you
explain Beeby's popularity?

Mr. HUGHES: They did not see Beeby.
So that my position on this matter may be
clear in years to come, I would say that my
own opinion is that we are most likely en-
gaged in much ado about nothing so far as
this Bill is concerned. I think I have good
grounds for believing that this Parliament
probably expired on the 31st January, 1942,
and that anything we have done or passed
since is a mere nullity. In other words, I
think it very likely that the first Bill ex-
tending the life of this Parliament was in-
valid, and consequently we are not really a
Parliament but merely a nice amiable de-
bating club, exchanging academic opinions
among ourselves at the rate of £50 a month
each. Of course, that makes members laugh
and they may be justified in doing so, be-
cause there may be nothing at all in that
contention. Again, although I think it may
be doubtful, I feel reasonably sure that this
Parliament will definitely come to an end
on the 31st January, 1943. 1 think there is
not much doubt about that, and conse-
quently, unless this Bill passes through both
Houses before the 31st January, 1943, it will
not he a valid enactment and will never have
the force of law.

Hun. W(. D. Johnson: The Bill will be
defeated one way or another.

Mr. HUGHES:- I do not ask anybody to
take notice of my opinion; I merely state
it because I think that that is the position
and I do not care whether members take
notice of it or not. It will not cause me any
sleeplessness. I say that by way of making
my own position clear. I therefore advise
the Government if it really wants the Bill,
to get it through before the 31st January,
1943, as it might then be all right, but even
so it might be too late. That is the position
a~s I see it.

Assuming for my argument that there is
no question as to whether this is a Parlia-
ment or a debating club, the position as I
see it is that the Bill endeavours to meet a
post-war reconstruction scheme in which
there has been promised a greatly improved
standard of living for everybody. Lavish
promises have been made to those en-
gaged actively in the Fighting Forces.
Everyone is saying, "We are going
to have a new order and it is going
to be a very good order for the
people." Personally I think many people
who say that do not really believe it. They
are not serious. They are merely saying it
because at present they are menaced and
want other people to protect them from the
menaces. Consequently, they will promisa
anything for the time being. My own
opinion is that if the war ceased tomorrow,
they would forget about the promises.

Mr. Marshall: The promises were for-
gotten last time!

M1r. HUGHES: They did not do what was
promised. As I see it, if we are going to
have a new order and somebody is going to
bring it about we must look at the position
as at present existing between the States anI
the Commonwealth. In trying to arrive at i

decision on this Bill I suggest that those who
are opposing it have failed to take notice of
the reality of the position, that is, the pre-
sent alig-nment of powers between the States
and the Commonwealth. Altogether I think
there are four major factors. First of all,
in arriving at a decision we have to consider
the present alignment of powers between the
States and the Commonwealth. Seondly,
we hare to look at the Constitution of the
State Parliament, that is the Constitution of
the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council. Thirdly, we have to look at the
past history' of all the political parties in
this State, and fotirthly we have to look at
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the personnel that at present conistitute those
political parties.

When those four factors are examined I
think it must be admitted that as a citizen
of Western Australia one's outlook is hope-
less. It is hopeless for this reason: In the
first place, as a State Parliament we have
already- been denuded of the powers most
essential to enable us to reconstruct the life
of the people in this community. We have
no control over finance or currency or over
banking and things allied to it. So under
our present Constitution we cannot do any-
thing to alter the financial system in opera-
tion throughout the State. We cannot bor-
row money because we have parted with our
borrowing powers. We parted with them
under the agreement of 1928. We have now
lost our taxing power. In my opinion, it is
not a temporary loss. I believe I said so at
the time. I said that once we went over to
the uniformn taxation we could say goodbye
to it for ever. Without the power to deal
with currency, without the power to deal
,with banking, without the power to tax and
without the power to borrow, what can the
Parliament of Western Australia do to re-
organise the life of the community to give
effect to the promises made to the men over-
sea? I believe the avenue of giving effect
to those promises by the local Parliament is
closed.

The second feature is that tinder the Con-
stitution of the two Houses that comprise
this Parliament, only one-third of the people
have an effective say in the government of
tine country, because every enactment has to
be passed by both Houses. I believe that
the other Chamber that helps to make up
this Parliament would not agree under any
consideration to any alteration of the finan-
cial system that would injure certain privil-
eged interests, even for the benefit of the
men who comne back from the war. So I be-
lieve that in that direction there is definitely
a block, and no hope. In regard to the third
factor, on the records of the various political
parties, all I want to say is that I think.
that in the main 'what those parties have said
about each other f rom time to time is quite
true. I would like to cast a vote to defeat
this Bill. I would like to be able to say
that the Bill is not in the interests of West-
ern Australia, and I want it defeated. But
what is the alternative? I wish Mr. Goyne
Mifler and Sir Hal Colebatch and other peo-

pie who are giving forth their views on this
matter would tell me, in order to enable
me to make a decision, what is the alternative
to defeating this Bill.

Can we in Western Australia give effect
to the promises made if we defeat this Bill?
I want something more than just their
opinion. I want some data. As I said, the
Parliament of Western Australia cannot in
the future give effect to the promises that
have been made. What is one to do in those
circumstances? If possible we want to have
those promises fulfilled. The Commonwealth
Government says it has not the power at
present to give effect to those promises, and
wants more power. It seems to me that if
we leave matters as they are 'we cannot do
it and the Commonwealth cannot do0 it, so
nobody can do it.

Mr. Thorn: Do you consider the Common-
wealth needs more power?

Mr. HUGHES: No, I am coming to that
directly. Assuming that my opinion is
wrong on that point and the Commonwealth
Parliament has not the power to do it, if we
leave the position as it is we cannot do it
and the Comimonwealth cannot do it; and
when these people come back from the war
and say, "What abont the fulfilment of the
Promises made"" all we are going to say
to them lamely is, "The State Parliament
cannot do it," and the Federal members will
say, "We cannot do it," and nothing will
be done. That is what happened during the
lest war, So I feel inclined to say that if
we cannot do it because we have not got the
power do not let us be a dog in the manger
and refuse the power to somebody else who
can do it.

On that basis I feel I must vote for the
second reading of the Bill. In answer to
the member for Toodyey, I do not think the
Coino n weal th Government needs any more
power to do all the things promised. Under
paragraph (xii) of Section 51 of the Com-
monwealth Constitution the Commonwealth
Government has exclusive power to deal with
currency, coinage and legal tender, and under
paragraph (xiii) it has power to deal with
banking and other allied subjects. In my
opinion, any reconstruction and a new social
order can conie only by a re-orientation of
our views on currency, banking, and finan-
cial questions. If we gave the Common-
wealth authorities all the power in the world
it would not add to their power to r-econ-
struct thie social systeni. But of course other
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people say that the power is not sufficient.
They say that, in order to give effect to the
promises made, the Commonwealth Par-
liament must have additional power.
Under these circumstances, although I b&
hiere it has all the power it needs I am pre-
pared to give it these additional ones. What
I am struck with, however, is the extra-
ordinary vagueness of some of the powers
it is seeking and the extraordinary meaning-
lessness of some of the clauses. I would like
to quote from Clause 2, which states-

The following matters are hereby referred
to the Parliament of the Commonwealth, that
is to say-(a) the reinstatement and advance-
ment of those who have been members of the
Fighting Services of the Commonwealth dur-
ing the war and the advancement of the de-
pendents of those members who have died or
been disabled as a consequence of the war.
'What does that mean? I have read it care-
fully on a number of occasions and I can-not
understand it. What additional power does
that confer on the Commonwealth? Can
members imagine the passage of any legis-
lation which could he said to be ant exercise
of that power? Could the Commonwealth
Parliament under it say this, "In order to
re-establish men who bare been at the war
and] in order to advance them we have de-
cidedl to take land from its owners without
comipensationt" If that clause means any-
thing it means that.

Mr. 'McDonald: It maust pay a just price,
tinder the Constitution.

Mr. HUGHES: Where is that in the Con.
stitution 7

Mr. 'McDonald: It is Sections 31 and 55.
Mr. HUGHES: I understand that by legal

interpretation where an amendment of an
Act conflicts with the Act as passed the latest
decision lpredominates.

Ali-, Patrick: This is subject to the Con-
stit ution.

Mr., HUGhIES: However, that is drawing
a very wide example of wrhat could be done
tin1der: the clause. I do not know whether the
nmember for WVest Perth explained the mean-
mug of it, but I would be glad if he would
tell me in plain English just what it mean;a,
and what powe'r it confers on the Common-
wealth. There seems to me to be a strange
vaguieness about these powers. I wonder
if there is much additional power being given
to the Commonwealth.

The Minister for Lands: A lot of power
might be assumed under it.

'Mr. HUGHES: I might quote again from
the Bill-

Uniformity of railway gauges.

What does that meanI We are conferring
on the Commonwealth Government the power
to deal with uniform gauges. floes that
mean that the Commonwealth will tomorrow
serve notice on the State to say, "We are
going to take over all the railways and are
going to widen the gaugeI" Or does it mean
that the Commonwealth Government can tear
up one of the rails of our track and replace
it a few inches further apart and leave us
with rollingstock which we cannot use?
That phrase is so delightfully vague that if
it ever came to be interpreted by the High
Court it would probably rule that it is too
vague to be given a meaning.

Mr. McDonald: It was drawn by an ex-
High Court judge.

Mr. HUGHES: With the assistance of six
Premiers. One can understand the High
Court judge going astray, but not the others!I
We ought to know something more about it.
The question as to the meaning of all these
powers will probably he thrashed out in the
High Court in the years to come, and that
may help to reinstate and advance some of
the returned soldiers. There is one other
clause on which I wish to offer my humble
opinion. You, Mr. Speaker, have ruled that
this is not an amendment of the Constitu-
tion. If that is so I submit that Clause 3
which places an impediment on the Parlia-
ment of this State in regard to repealing this
Bill, is not worth the, paper it is written on.
I think there is any amount of high legal
authority for that submission.

According to the Bill, we, the Parliament
of Western Australia in 1943 are purporting
to lay down and restrict the powers of future
Parliaments. We are purporting to say that
this Bill, which we are now passing, shall
not be altered without a referendum of the
people. I suggest that is not worth the
paper it is written on because this Parlia-
ment cannot bind a future Parliament. It
cannot bind itself from session to session.
If that clause is passed the next ses-
sion of this Parliament could pass an
Act repealing it. There in only one way that
we can ensure that what is desired can he
done. We have the right, under our Con-
stitution, to make laws for the peace, order
mid good government of the country. Any
future Parliament, acting within the Con-
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stitution, can repeal, alter oi, amend any
Act of any previous Parliament. The Con-
stitution lays down a certain method to
amend the Constitution, namely, that the
Act amending the Constitution must be
passed by a statutory majority at the
second and third readings in both Houses.
It is my opinion that if we want to fetter
the right of a future Parliament to amend
this Bill we must alter the Constitution,
which we can do of course-there is nothing
to stop us. If we want to say that in the
future certain legislation can only be
amended in a certain way, and we amended
the Constitution to provide that the Act
referring powers to the Commonwealth
shall not be repealed or amended except in
a certain -way, and we pass the Act in a
statutory way, we have then amended our
Constitution which, of course, is binding on
future Parliaments.

The Premier: That has all been settled in
the New South Wales case, when it was de-
cided that the Legislative Council could not
be dissolved without a referendum.

Mr. HUGHES: No, it has not. If the
Premier reads that ease again he will find
that the decision is based on different facts
altogether. The New South Wales Legis-
lative Council was constituted differently
from ours.

The Premier: I know, but it cannot be put
out of existence, like it was previously, with-
out a referendum.

Mr. HUGHES: Because they altered the
Constitution.

The Premier: They just passed a Bill.
Mr. HUGHES: That Constitution is dif-

ferent from ours. As the law stands, the
only way we can lay down what a future
Parliament can do is to pass a Bill to amend
the Constitution accordingly and indicate
that' its future repeal or amendment may
be effected only by a certain process. We
can also provide that unless a referendum
were held and the alteration was agreed to
by 100 per cent. of those eligible to vote,
the enactment could not be altered. I am
sure the Premier is wrong in his contention.

The Premier: I am snre I am right. I
hare read the judgment, the rulings and all
about it.

Mr. HUGHES: I have read them and
als;o the Constitution of New South Wales,

The Premier: It is not a question of the
Constitution at all. It is a matter of Parlia-
ment doing things in a certain war.

Mr. HUGHES ; Then we can bind future
Parliaments?

The Premier: Yes, to do things in a
certain way.

Mr. HUGHES: But we can only do that.'
by altering the Constitution. We can pass
an amendment saying that the Constitution.
shall not be altered except by way of a.
referendum of the people.

The Premier: And next session Parliament
could repeal that enactment by a constitu-
tional. majority.

Mr. HU'GHES:- That is so, if we leave
the Constitution in its present form.

The Premier: The Constitution provides-
that we can amend it by a Bill agreed to by
a constitutional majority in both Houses.

Mr. HUGHES: That is in conformity
with the Constitution as it stands at present,
hut there is nothing in the Constitution to,
say that it can be amended by a simple
majority.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! I think we had
better get back to the Bill. These hypo-
thetical questions have nothing to do with it.

Mr. HUGHES: There is nothing to pre-
vent this Parliament binding a future
Paria menit.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Arc you raising thle
point that this is not worth discussing?

Mr. HUGHES: No, I an1) delriIng with
Clause 3 which reads, inter alIm-

(1) This Act shall not be repealed or
miineded except in the manner provided in this
ietioii.

(2) A Bill for repealing or amending this
Act shall not be presented to the Governor for
His MNajesty's assent until the Bill has been
alproved by tile electors in accordalnc with
this section.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! I must ask the
lhon. member tnt to deal with clauses.

Mr. TWGHES: Then I shall not read the
clauise, but merely remark that Clause 3
provids'

Mr. SPEAT(EI: Order! The lion, mem-
ber inust not mention clauses at the second
reading- stage.

Mr. HlGHE'S: One of the 'principles; of
thle Bill provides that the lueasure shall not
be_ repealed or amended other thin by mevans
of a certain process; involving a referendum
of the people. I submit that that provisionl
is not worth the paper it is printed onl be-
causc so long as the Constitution stands% As
ait presenut, this or anly .snbseqnuent Paqrlia-
ment canl hy a Bill, IpprovedI by .1 simple
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majority, repeal Clause 3. 1 do not know if
we really desire to achieve the object of
making repeals, of such legislation subject
to a referendum of the people. If that is
the object I approve of it as a distinct ad-
vance. It would be a splendid thing to break
the ice in Western Australia by giving recogr-
nition of the fact that the people are in
power and providing that important Bills
shalt not be passed unless approved by the
electors at a referendum. I hope this is the
beginniiig of a move to provide that the
Constitution can be amended only if the
proposals are confirmed by the people at a
referendurn. If we desire that objective we
-shall first have to amend the Constitution
to provide that certain Bills shall be altered
,only in a certain way, and if we wish to Pre-
vent a future Parliament from amending or
repealing it, we shall have to amend the Con-
stitution accordingly. That is the po-sition
as I see it regarding Clause 3. It can be in-
eluded in thle Bill although it will have no
binding effect, and] can he altered at leisure.
I do not agree that one the Bill is passed
its contents will automatically become part
and parcel of time Commonwealth Constitu-
tion. In point of fact, the requisite power
to deal with matters referred to the Comn-
monwealth by the States is already pro-
vided in the Commonwealth Constitution,
paragraph (xxxvii) of Section 51 which
reads-

Matters referred to the Parliament of the
(lomnionwealtli by the Parliament or Pa~1ia-
meats of any State or States, but so that the
law shall extend oaly to States by whose Par-
liaments the matter is referred, or wldch after-
wards adopt the law.

So the power to deal with these deleg-ated or
granted powers is already in the Common-
-wealth Constitution, and I dto not agree that
once we pass the Bill it will become anl addi-
tion to that Constitution and can be repealed
in futore only in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Commonwealth Constitution.
If the Commonwealth desires, to import these
p~owers into its Constitution, it must amend
it in the prescribed way by means of a refer-
endumn. As it is, we can give these power-s
with the right hand today and take them
away with the left bhand tomorrow, If we
wanut to prevent that, we shall have to 1-o to
considerable lengths. If we throw out the
Bill there are two course,, open to us. We
can endeavour to achlieve accession. We can
. st up thle means by which that can be clone

and make a determined effort to accomplish
our end.

The Minister for Lands: Suppose the
Commonwealth authorities do not give us
hack what they now have.

Mr. RU TGHES: If the Commonwealth
Constitution were amended to exclude the
State of Western Australia-

Homi. W. D, Johnson: How could we obtain
that fromn the Eastern States?

Mr. HUGHES: Frankly, we canl get it
in one way only. If the hozz. member is
prepared to go to those lengths, I will. help
him. It can be achieved only by means of the
sword.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: And the rifle.
Mr. HUGHES:- I am inclined to think

that we will never secure secession unless
we are prepared to resort to the sword.

Mr. SI'EAKER: Order! There is noth-
ing about the sword in the Bill, and there is
nothing about secession in it.

_1r. HUGHES: I hope to connect my
remarks by showing the alternative to pass-
in- the Bill. I should like to see a deter-
mnined effort made to get secession. Minori-
ties in other countries have faced greater
odds than those which confront us in West-
ern Australia and have freed themselves
from the major power. Often they have
made themselves such a nuisancle that the
major power has been glad to get rid of
them. If there was any prospect of getting
SeessLonl, I should advise members to throw
the Bill out and manke a fight for freedom.

Hon. W"7. fl, Johnson: Would you be a
major or a eolonel9

Mr. HUGHES: When I came to look for
a position, I would find that I had been
forestalled by the hon. member and others,
andl that there would be vacancies for eor-
ponds aind privates only. We could do much
-without resorting to violence. We could re-
fuse to buy anything at all made in eastern
Aiustrmlia, even to the extent of going with-
out some of the things we went. The
Chinese, who are not as intelligent as we
are,, so we think, very successfully set uip a
boycott against Japanese goods. I believe
we could do much for Western Australia if
we wvent so far as to uise an inferior article
nwdle in Western Australia in preference to
a better article made in the Eastern States.

Mr. McDonald: Now you are putting
ideas into the head of the Minister for
Industrial Development.
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The Minister for Labour: I wish he would
put them into the heads of the people.

Mr. HUGHES: I recall that when the
Minister and other prominent members ap-
peared on the public platform advocating the
use of Western Australian goods, they were
using goods not manufactured in Western
Australia.

The Minister for Labour: They were not.
Mr. SPEAKER: Order!I What has that

to do with the Bill?
Mr. HUGHES:- If we reject the Bill, we

nig.ht do much towards gaining our free-
dom. As wve are not likely to get freedom
easily, the other course would be to send to
the Commonwealth Parliament only such
members as were pledged to the State of
Western Australia-one-eyed Western Aus-
tralians. Let the Eastern States call us
little Western Australians, so long as we
send to the Commonwealth Parliament mem-
bers owing no allegiance to any political
party. One of the main causes of suffering
to the small States is that the men we sent
to the Commonwealth Parliament owe an
allegiance to various political parties, and
naturally they are subordinated to the
majority of the party. All political parties
are dominated by the States of New South
Wales and Victoria because their representa-
tion comes from those two States. Naturally
our representatives have to subordinate their
loyalty to the State and show loyalty to the
party, and this means loyalty to the larger
States. Tt is time we wade a determined
effort to get some representatives in the
Commonwealth Parliament who bear no
alleriance other than to the State of West.
ern Australia. 1 do0 not mind admitting that
T myself am toying with the idea of giving
up my seat here and contesting one of the
Federal seats on that issue.

The Mlinister for Labour: Are you follow-
ing Anderson? .

Mr. Marshall: He might be following
Ca rlyle Ferguson.

11r. HUGHES: I would lihe to see nine
muembers on this side of the Rouse give
upj their seats and contest seats in the Senate
andl in the House of Representatives purely
as Western Australians, and go to Canberra
saying, "We are here to further the interests
of Western Australia, even if it means doing-
.something detrimental to New South Wales
and Victoria." I think we could balncie the
sc ale in 'Western Autai' favour for a
long time before it swung evenly.

When these powers are granted, I am not
very hopef ul that there will be a change of
heart in the Eastern States, or that they
will decide that Western Australia has to be
developed and populated. What is going to
cause them to do that? As the member for
Nedlands pointed out, on their past per-
formances, they are not likely to do it. I
believe that any advantages Western Aus-
tralia's representatives gain from New South
Wales and Victoria in future will be oh-
tamned only as a result of a balance of poli-
tical parties. In other words, I believe they
will give us only what we are able to take.
They might do to us what we are doing to'
them. Under this Bill we propose to give
them powers when we have no choice in ther
matter. There is nothing free about these
proposals. This is not a free grant of
powers to the' Commonwealth. It is a grant
of powers under the shadow of a big stick.
The Commonwealth says, "We are going to.
take certain powers;' and we are being-
forced uinder duress to give those powers, It
is not a free and voluntary gift, and I aim
sorry to say it is a gift being made under
the shadow of a big stick wielded by the first
Western Australian who has had the honour
to become Prime Minister of Australia. We
were all very proud when one of our repre-
sentatives was elected Prime Minister. Wer
all thought it was something to be proud of.
We were glad to see our representative
reaching the highest position in the land.
But we are not glad today. No other Prime
Minister has ever tried to destroy our self-
governing powers. Perhaps this fall was due
to our pride. Now we find that instead of
his standing up for us--

Mr. Withers: What an awful thming it
would be if he proved to be our sailvationt
after all!

Mr. HUGHES: In arriving at a decision
whether the future is likely to be good or bad,
we hare to look to pasnt performances and
assume that people will act in future as they
acted in the past. That is the only purpose
for which history is studied 'and scientific
data are collected. .Tt is the whole basis of
science. Data are collected showing that
when a certain set of facts or of conditions
caine into existence in the past, they operated
in a certain way and produced certain re-
sults. From that knowledge it -was deduced
that if the samie facts or conditions arise in
the present, the same effects will recur. In-
deed, that is the only means of making a
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guess at what the future will be. However,
we have to observe how this State of Western
Australia has been treated relatively to the
Eastern States. When we examine that as..
pect, our future does not look very bright.
In the past conduct of our brethren in the
Eastern States there is nothing to inspire us
with a hope that they will mete out better
treatment to Western Australia when they
siecure additional power. I do not think -we
shall suddenly encounter a change of heart
in, eastern Australia. If this forecast should
prove to be completely wrong, when the
Conumonwealth gets the additional power it
seeks, if the Commonwealth then sets abont
a comprehensive, intelligent reconstruction
policy for Western Australia, sets about de-
velopiug Western Auistralia's resources an-l
abolishing the disabilities of Western Ans-
tr-alian citizens as compared -with Eastern
States Australians, sets about placing eight
or ten million people in Western Australia
a- a protection in the war that will comne
after this one, we shall all acknowledge that
-we arc proved wrong and that there has
been a change of heart on the other side of
tine continent. I do not say that the changep
-of heart may not come about. I would be
haippy to feel that such a possibility existe3l.

Recently I hare had occasion to do public
business and private business under a system
or intense control by the Eastern States.
One cannot do anything here; nobody here
has authority; everything has to be referre d
to the Eastern States. That is a very bad
sys tent indeed to live under. I suggest that
the bureaucratic system under which we live,
controlled by the Eastern States-where non-
entities becomie celebrities over night and
wield unlimited power, often wielding it
unsyvrpatbetieally towards Western Aus-
tralia-leaves Western Australian citizens at
a great disadvantage as compared with the
inhabitants of the Eastern States, alike in
major problems and in minor matters. LeL
me q~uote one trifling incident to show the dis-
abilities existing here. Frequently regula-
tions are( promulgated in Canberra. We al-
ready, have a book of regulations; that runs
to a thousand pages.

When one sees n advert isement in the
Pres,., that there has been an amendment
of a regulation, and when one goes to
the Commonwealth Treasury to obtain a
copy otf the amendment. one is told,
"There are only two copics, of the amend-

ment here. We can get you a copy from
Canberra." If one asks how long that will
take, the reply is "A week or ten days." One
has to wait for that length of time to aseer-
tamn the nature of a law one has to obey. I
hold that the present Canberra system is the
worst part of the Nazi system. It is the bad
bureaucratic part, without the intense effi-
ciency. So I shall be indeed sorry to see
any prolongation of the present system in
Australia. Nevertheless I hope that if the
Bill goes to a Select Committee we shall
arrive at something more definite than the
present wording of the measure. My main
objection to the Hill is its vagueness. I feel
that in supporting the Bill I am giving away
rights of the Western Australian people
without being clear in my own mind as to the
powers I am helping to transfer to the Comn-
monwealth. The risk is a terrible one to
take. For the reasons I have given, I shall
support the second reading of the Bill.

On motion by Mrs. Carddll-Oliver, debate
adjourned.

Honse adjourned at. 6.25 pa.

Thursday, 21st January, 1943.

Questions' Grass fires, us to outbreaks canned by
locomotives .... 1. .. .. ..

Wheat grcwlng-a) as to superphesphats sup-
Plies, (b) as to acreage restriction and com-
pensaton....................... ....

Firewood and coal, as to supplies ... ..
swine fever-{n) as to treatment or affeted

carcss, (b) ms to preventive mueurms ..
Bills: Coal Mine workers (Pensions). 2L.....

Comsmonwealthi Powers, ga.........
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 11 a-Il.,
and read prayers.

QUESTIONS (6).

ORASS FIRES.

As to Ouetbreaks Caused by Locotnotires.

Mr. SEWARD) asked the Minister for
Railways: 1, Is hie aware that on Christmas
lDav sonic twelve fires were caused by a rail-
way eng-ine at various points, between Narro-
gin and Pingelly ? 2, Was any inquiry held
to ascertain the cause of such happening?
:1, If so, what was the result of the inquiry?
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