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second reading said: The purpose of the
Bill is to continue the Act passed by Par-
liament in 1930 as a result of the unem-
ployment that followed the advent of the
depression. It was hoped then that the
eonditions which necessitated the relief em-
bodied in this legislation would not con-
tinue in existence over a protracted period,
and, consequently, the Act was made opera-
tive for only one vear, Unfortunately, a
eonsiderable scotion of our community has
continued to experience depression condi-
tions since the engetment of the initial Bill,
with the result that, during each of the last
5ix years, the Bill has been bronght hefore
Parliament for re-endorsement. The Act
now operafing makes provision for the fen-
ant, purchaser, or mortgagor to take action
mn the court to obtain a stay order to pre-
vent the landlord, owner, or mortgagee from
exercising his rights, TUnder other legisla-
tion, the latter are not deharred from exer-
cising ftheir rights, unless the tenant, pur-
chaser, or mortgagor concerned makes appli-
cation for a stay order. In that case, both
parties are summoned to appear before the
court. Consideration is then given to all
the cireumstances and a decision is made
on the result of evidence heard and facts
adduced. Rights under this Act are given
only to persons in difficult circumstances,
by reason of unemployment or part-time em-
ployment. Despite the general improvement
in ceconomie conditions during recent years,
the necessity still exists for the continua-
tion of this legislation. Last year 27 appli-
cations were made to the court under the
provisions of the Aet. There would have
heen a considerably greater number of ap-
plications for stay orders but for the fact
that there is no legislation preventing
people from contracting themselves outside
the provisions of the Act. A provision is
confained in the present Bill to prevent this
practice, This amendment seeks to debar
landlords and mortgagees from taking ad-
vantage of a person’s unfortunate economic
position for the purpose of ecompelling him
to sign away his rights under the law. Mem-
bers will join with me, I am sure, in the
hope that this witnesses the last occasion
on which it will be necessary for legislation
of such a nature to receive their considera-
tion. From long experience with the condi-
tions of part-time employment and unem-
ployment in the Fremantle district, I feel it
is absolutely necessary for this legislation
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to be continued for at least another year.
I move—
That the Bill be now read a second time,

On motien by Hon. H, V. Piesse, debate
adjourned,

House adjourned at 7.49 p.m.

Legislative Assembly,
Tuesday, 29th September, 1936.

LAue
Questions : Butter labels - e 834
Trolle\ I)us‘ee, Claremont. Toute .. B3t
Old dien's Home . s .. 835
Bills : Cue-Big Bell R.nlluay. aR. . 8383
Fremantle Jiterary Institute Mortguge, Bk, ... 835
Land Act Amendinent, 3K, ... 835
State Govermmnent Lnsurnnce Office, 2R, 8640
Motion : Comuncnwealth grant, decreascd pa\ taent
to Western Austraila . 835

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 130
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—BUTTER, LABELS.

Mrs. CARDELL-OLIVER asked the
Alinister for Agriculture: 1, I's he aware that
butter is being  sold, contrary to law, in
wrappers marked “North Coast” and “Buun-
bury” which has not been produced in the
places named? 2, Tf so, will he give instrnc-
tions for proceedings to be taken against the
Persons or firms who are breaking the law?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
replied: 1, Yes, and have considered amend-
ing legislation to prevent the practice. 2,
The matter is in the bands of the Dairy Pro-
ducts Marketing Board, whe are denling
with it. Anyone can, however, take action
under the Criminal Code.

QUESTION—TROLLEY BUSES,
CLAREMONT ROUTE.

Hon. C. ¢. LATHANM asked the Minister
for Railways: 1, Have tenders been accepled
for one ecomplete unit and eleven chasses and
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material required for trotley buses? 2, It so,
before committing the State to the expendi-
ture for the buses and material requived for
the installation of trolley buses from Perth
to Claremont, will he give the House an op-
portunity to discuss the item?

The MINISTER FTOR RAILWAYS re-
plied: 1, Not yet. 2, Fuall opportanity has
already been given.

QUESTION—OLD MEN'S HOME.

ITon. N, KEENAN asked the Minister for
Health: 1, What is the cost of board and
lodging for an inmatc in the A, B, and ©
wards of the Old Men's Home? 2, What is
the cost under the same heads for an inmate
in the D ward and the hospital respectively?
3, What is the cost of adwinistration for A.
B, and C wards, and for the D ward and
hospital respectively?

The MINISTER FOR HEALTH replied:
1, 2, and 3, The cost of maintenance of all
inmates at the Old Men’s Home is 14s, 3%%d.
per week. No attempt is made to keep a
costing system which will indieate the costs
separately of the varions types of warde in
the institution.

BILLS (3)—THIRD READING.

» Cue-Big Bell Railway.
, Fremantle Literary Institute Mortgage.
, Land Aet Amendment.

Transmitted to the Council.

1
2
3

MOTION—COMMONWEALTH GRANT.
Decreased Payment to Western Australia.

THE DEPUTY PREMIER (Hon. M. F.
Troy—Mt. Magnet) [4.36]: I move—

That this House views with apprehension
and alarm the serious effect of the reduction
of the Commonwealth grant by £300,000 on
the economic position of the State, and re-
spectfully reguests the Commonwenlth Govern-
ment to restore the grant to the same amount
as was paid in the year 1935-36.

As hon. members are aware, the third report
of the Commonwealth Grants Commission
has jost becn issued, and the recommenda-
tion in regard to this State is that a grant
of £500,000 should be paid to us for the
financial year 1936-37. The grant paid last
year was £800,66). The prineiples and
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ethods adopted by the Commission are set
out in the report, which is a voluminous
document, covering more than 260 pages of
written matter and tables, It is a document
that is well deserving of the atlention of
members. It will be recollected that the
Cloimmission were appointed three years ago
Cor the purpose of making recommendations
as to the amounts of grants to he paid by
the Commonwealth Government under See-
tion 96 of the Constitution. The Commis-
vion were zlso eharged with the task of pro-
viding a formula whereby such grants could
be automatically adjusted. This latter task
the Commission have been unable to accom-
plish, and very elaborate calculations have
heen made in order to arrive at a basis for
the recotnmendations, When the Commis-
ston were appointed, they invited the claim-
ant States to submit particulars of their
claims and this State appointed an advisory
committee which prepared a case for presen-
tation to the Comumission. The case econ-
tained evidence in support of a eclaim of
£1,500,000 to be granted to Western Aus-
tralin. The grounds of this claim were &s
follows :—

(a) The relationship of population to the
size: of the territory, and the consequential high
administrative or overheadl costs of the ser-
vices of government,

(b) The inecquality in the relative burdens
of Federation upon a State which is predomin-
antly engaged in agriculture and other primary
industries.

(c¢) The abscnee of cronomical compensition
te the State to balance the cffects of national
fiscal poliey, and the resnlting inability of the
State to assist adeguately the primary indus-
tries or develop secondary industries without
a special grant by the Commonwealth.

(d) The effects of the foregoing upon the
finanees of the Government of the State.

Tt will be noticed that our elaim was based
on disabilitics imposed npon us as a result
of Commonwealth policy, and right from the
ineeption of Federation, this had been recog-
nised as a legitimate ground for Common-
wealth assistance. During the first five years
of Tederation, Western Australian was en-
titled to levy Customs duties on imports
from the Eastern States. The object of this
concession was to assist the State to re-
adjust its finances when the right to impose
Customs duties was handed aver to the Com-
monwealth Parliament, For the first ten
vears of Federation each State received from
the Commonwealth 75 per cent. of the Cus-
toms and excise duties eollected in the State.
On the expiration of that period, an agree-
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ment was cntered into between the Common-
wealth and the States whereby the Common-
wealth refurned to each State 25s. per head
of population. Our right to speciul consid-
eration was again recognised when a speeial
grant over and above the payment of 23s.
per head was zllowed to us. We received
the sum of £250,000 per annum, diminishing
each year by £10,000. Before the expiration
of what was known as the per capiia agrec-
ment, it was felt that the scope of ihe
diminishing grant was inadequate, and as
a result of strong representations to the
Commonwealth Government, 2 Royal Com-
mission was appointed to investigate our
disabilities under Federation.

The Commission consisted of Messrs.
Higgs, Mills and Entwistle. The Commission
vigited Western Aunstralia in 1925 and re-
commended that a special grant at the rate
of £450,000 per annum should be paid to
us pending an amendment to the Constitu-
tion to give us fiscal autonomy. The Com-
monwealth Government paid the State at
the rate of £300,000, which was continued
until 1932, Further representations led to
the grant heing inereased to £500,000 for
1932-33, and to £600,000 for 1033-34.

In 1933 Messrs. KEggleston, Giblin, and
Sandford were appointed a Commonwealth
(Grants Commission by the Commonwealth
Government. In their first report the Com-
missioners intimated that disabilitics were
not in themselves grounds for special assist-
ance by the Commonwealth. This was the
first time in the history of Federation that
our right to a special disabilities grant was
questioned. The two subsequent reports of
the Commission have merely cmphasised
this view, and the Commissioners followed
the lines adopted in their first report, basing
their recommendations on the needs of the
claimant States, and not on their dis-
abilities. 1n the report members will find
that the “needs” are defined as follows:—

Special grants are justifiecd when n State,
through finaneinl stress from any eause, 38 un-
able efficiently to diseharge its funetions as a
member of the Federation, and shoul@ be de-
termined by the amount of help found neces-
sary to make it possible for that State by rea-
sonable effort to function at a standard not
appreciably Dhelow that of the other States,
In their earlier report the Commission stated
that the standard at which a claimant State
should function eonld be as low as the Com-
monwealth desired. In other words, hefore
being called upon to make any grant, the
Commonwealth could insist that the scale of
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social services be low, or that the rate of
tnxation be severe, or both. The Commis-
sion held that it was o matter entirely for
the Commonwealth Government to determine
in any eireumstanees. ln the third report
the Commission somewhat modified these
views, and arrived abt the conclusion
that the standard of the elaimani States
must not be appreciably below that of the
non-elaimant States. Though the Commis-
sion refuse to recognise or admit disabilities
as a ground for a grant, they do admit that
disabilities may have an important effect on
the application of the principles adopted,
and, in assessing the grants for this year, the
Commission have made us some slight con-
cession on account of our rccognised dis-
abilities under the policy of protection. The
Commission have not, however, made any
allowanee whatever to us on aecount of our
higher eost of administration, due to large
territory and small population. The basis
adopted by the Commission in arviving at
the grant is to compare the budgetary posi-
tion of the claimant States with those of the
non-claimant States. For this purpose the
finaneizl position of New Sonth Wales is
excluded, because the Commission maintain
that special services are provided by that
State which are not common to the other
States. The average defieit of Vietoria and
Queensland has therefore been taken as what
is termed a normal standard with whieh to
compare the deficits of the elaimant States.
The grant to this State for thiz year is made
up as follows:— ‘

£ £
On the basis mentioned the
atandard deficit for Western
Australia was ealeulated to be 161,000
The year on which the grant is
based is 1934-35, when our
actual deficit was ... . 167,000
To which was added our Common-
wealth grant for that year ... 600,000
Special Commonwealth grant ... 133,000
Small special a(l]ustment re group
interest . .. 5,000
— 738,600
Our adjusted deficit was thus ... 905,000
From this was subtracted the
standard deficit of . 161,000
Leaving a difference of £744,000

Which was ocur uvnadjusted
grant for this year.

To this, further adjustments were made as
follows:—

Add allowance for cconomy in ad-

ministration expenditure 20,000

£764,000
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Then the Commission assessed the penalties
and deducted—

Fur extravagance in social ser- £ L
vices .- 188,000
For low taxation 120,000
08,000

Leaving 436,000
Add =pecial allowance for effect
of drought on the finknces of

the State 44,000

Making a final grant for this

year . LHNLOBO

The Commission deecided that a elaimant
State must he showing economy in the pro-
vision of socinl serviees and prudence in
loan expenditure, and be hearing a higher
leve]l of taxation than the average. The
standard fixed for social services is six per
cent. below the standard set by the average
of Vigtoria and Queensland. The aniount
by which onr cost exeeeds that standard is
deducted from the unadjusted grant. This
excess came, as [ have shown, to £188,000.
Tn regard to loan expenditure the Commis-
sion criticised us severely for extravagance
in the expenditure of loan moneys. The
report states that the main causes of our
inferior finaneial position are the serious
losses arising from reckless financing of
wheat settlements, and the attempt at daivy
settlement in the South-West. It is note-
worthy that in the 16 years sinee 1920 we
have spent about £30,000,600 of loan moncy
in the development of agrienlture, and that
in that same period onr imports from the
FEastern States have totalled £128,000,000.
" On a conservative estimate, based on the in-
quiry already made by the Government
Statistieian, the subsidy paid by eonsumers
in Western Australia to manufaeturers in
the Eastern States on the goods thus im-
ported would not be far short of the total
amount spent hy Western Australia on
agrieultural development. 1f we had not
spent this money in the development of
agriculture, for which we are now eriticised
by the Commission, Eastern States mana-
facturers would not have enjoved the benefit
of the Western Australian market, which
ahsorbed their 2oods to an amount of
£128,000,000: and to this extent the expen-
diture eomplained of in Western Australia
has benefited, greatly bencfited, the Eastern
States. Tn regard to gronp settlement the
Commuission state that soil and settlers were
unsuitable, and that the only favourable
feature was the heavy rainfall. It will he
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obvivus, I think, to anyone possessed of
vven the slightest knowledge of local con-
ditiens, that such a criticism is entirely
valueless, In view of ils extravagance. i
s all the more so when it is remembered
that the Commission paid only two fying
visits to the group areas.

Hon. €. G. Latham: Did the Commission-
ers ever visit Southern Cross and Espey-
ance?

The DEPUTY PREMIER : T de not think
they ever went there. When they visired
this State last year, evidenee was submitted
lo show that areas on which group settle-
ments had been founded were guite suit-
able for dairying, and the Commissionors.

admitled that their statements were too
sweeplng, and were unjustified. 1T so
little regard is paid by the Commis-

#ion te the evidence placed hefore them,
I naturally raises doubts as to the value
of the submission of any evidence;
and it wonld appear that the Commission.
ars made up their minds even hefore hear-
ing the cvidence. The Commissioners have
not publiely admitted that their previons
eriticism in respect of the South-West was
in any way unjustified. The report states
that heeause of ounr extravagance in loan
expenditure, our State taxation should be
10 per cent. in excess of the average taxa-
tion of all the States. In other words,.
whatever the average burden of taxation
i on all the States of Australia, Western
Auwstralia shonld impese additional taya-
tian to the extent of 10 per cent. above this
average, in order to make good what the
Commission regard as the losses on reck-
less loan expenditure. The net losses on
public debt per eapita are—

In South Australin—E4 13s. Sd.

In Western Australin—£4 11s. 74.

In Tasmania—£4 25, 94,

Whereas the Commission hold that “his.
State is due for a penalty of ten per eent.,.
they hold that with respect to South Aus-
tralia a penalty of only seven per cent.
I+ ueeessary.  In the faee of the figures

given, that contention cannot be Justi-
fied.  As regards Tasmania, where the.
Per ecapita losses on loan expenditure

are not much helow those of either Scuth
Australia or this State, no penalty what-
ever is imposed. .\t this point it may be-
significant to mention that the personnel
o the Commission until this year econ-
sisted of the chairman, who is a Vietorian, .
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one representative who is a South MAugbra-
lian, and ome who is a Tasmanian. The
Tasmanian representative, Professor Gib-
lin, was responsible for the preparation of
Tasmania's elaim for a grant before the
Commonwealth Grants Commission was ue-
tablished; and it is most sigaificant shat
the basis adopted by the Commission is
almost identical with the basis on which
Tasmania’s claim was constructed. It is
also significant that most, il not all, of
the coneessions granted by the Commission
have been to the benctit of Tasmania and
te the detriment of Western Australia.
When it was known that two mewmbers of
the Cor aission were retiring, Mr. Collier,
our ey Jremier, requested the Common-
wealtk Government to appoint a represen-
tative {rom this State to one of the vacan-
cies; mt our request was not granted, and
anotl :r Tusmanian was appointed; so that
now here are on the Commission two Vig-
toric 15 and one Tasmanian. If a Western
Aus ralinn had been appointed, the confi-
den e of the people of this State in the
wo ¢ of the Commission would have heeun
v tly strengthened, and it would have
pr vided the basis of a more cordial rela-
tir aship between this State and the Com-
n nwealth than has existed for some time.
? nv, although the Commlission consider
t at our taxation should be ten per cent,
- sove the average to make good the losses
n loan expenditure, this pereentage was
Altimatelv redneed to five per cent.; first,
oy three per cent. on acount of the respon-
sibility of the Commonwealth for assist-
ance in the development of the north-west
portion of this State, and, secondly, by two
per cent. on account of the faet that the
tariff burden reats more heavily on Western
Australin than on any other State. That
is a reluectant admission, and the only ad-
mission made at all, that the tariff burden
is responsible for many of our disabilities;
hut so far the Commission have not given
any special recognition to that fact. The
final recommendations of the Commission
with regard to the States are as follows:—
South Australia shall receive £1,330,000, or
at the rate of £2 5s. 4d. per head.
Western Australia shall reecive £300,000, or
at the rate of £1 2s. 3d. per head.
Tasmunia shall reccive £600,000, or at the
rate of £2 12a. 0d. per head.
With an optimism which is entirely un-
founded, the report econcludes [with the
statement that the Commonwenlth and the
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claimant Stotes are practieally in agree-
ment in approving of the principles and
inethods of assessment formulated in the
report. Mueh, of eourse, depends upon the
interpretation of the word ‘‘practically,’’
but it can hardly be deemed to cover a
strong protest by the State against the
exelusion of disabilities as the ground for
4 grant—a protest which this State has
nade on every oecasion when opportunity
cffered. It will be seen that Western Aus-
tralia, the greatest sufferer from the poliey
of proteetion, and which should, in ordin-
ary ciremmstances, be entitled to the great-
est granf, reccives the smallest per capita
grant, being less than half of the per capitu
grant paid to South Australia. It has
always been held in Western Anstralia that
a grant for disabilities imposed by Federal
policy is no more than the recogmition of
a just elaim for compensation; but a grant
for “‘needs™ s charvity, and the reeipient
must be prepared to accept whatever the
donor is willing to give. This subjects
the State to great humiliation, which is a
constant source of irritation in the velations
between Western Australia and the Com-
monwealth. One of the most unsatisfactory
features of the Commission’s report is that
the recommendation is based on the budget-
ary position of two vears ngo; and quite
apart from any other eriticism whieh might
be involved against the Commission’s basis,
this in ifsell is sufficient to vender the re-
commendation unacceptable. A lag of two
years would be of ng material conserquence
in the ense of a State whose economie con-
ditions were stable: hut in the case of a State
like Western Australia, which is so depend-
ent an seasenal condilions, a lag of two veurs
may have, and on this oceasion actually has,
very serions cansequences. Tn some extent
the Commission admit this, saving, “Tf condi-
tions are changing rapidly, sueh o recom-
mendation might prove to he in serious dis-
harmony with the needs of the State for
193G-1937.” The disharmony, whieh has
heen oecastoned by the changing condittons
in this State sinee 1934-33, is a further rea-
son why  the Commonwealth Government
should render great assistanee to Wostern
Australia this vear. Hon. members know
that the ceonomie eonditions in this State are
not as satisfactory as they were two vears
azo. In 1934-35, ronsiderable sums from
overseas wore being invested in the zoldmin-
ing industry in the State, whereas now that
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flow of investments has been very mueh re-
doced. Loan expendifure two years ago was
heavier than it will be during the ¢urrent
financial year, and the effect of the curtail-
ment of both sourees of spending power must
be to decrease the revenue of the State.
These moneys are not rvecurring, and it is
not safe to judge the prosperity of the State
now on the conditions that obtained two years
ago or on the expenditure ineurred then.
Last vear we suffered from the cffects of a
very severe drought in the main wheat aveas
of the State in consequence of which consid-
erable expense was involved i supplying re-
lief to the settlers in the aflecied areas.
There again the State suffered considerably.

Me. Marshall:  And what about the wool
position?  The pastoralists also sultered last

vear.
The DEPULY PREMIER: Yes, that is
correct. Though the present season showed

promise in the opening stares of being fav-
oarable, the rains have not continued. The
outlnok for the season is extremely pessi-
misti¢, and, in addition, water supplies have
not heen replenished. I am hopeful even now
that rzin will arrive in time to relieve the
sitnation oun the wheat belt, but even so, it
eould not, by auy means, restore the condi-
tions that obtained a month agn. It is get-
ting too late now to cxpect any improve-
ment in the senson’s conditions, which are
unguestionably the worst in the history of
the State, aud to relieve the position the
Government will he embarrassed by very
heavy expenditure. In addition to the failure
of the rains in the agrieuliural districts, the
northern portions, which are the pastoral
distriets, are at present expericncing the
worst drought in the history of Western Aus-
tralin. As I pointed out a few nights ago,
the deought has been so ealamitous that many
stations are now almost denuded of sheep
and on many others, the flocks are main-
tained only by hand feeding. Tt is obvions
thnt substantial concessions will have to be
made to the pastoralists—the Government
have already introduced legislation for that
purpose—in addition to which the revenue
we may expect from the indusiry will de-
¢rease verv considerably because the return
from the woolelip will be much below normal.
The unfortunate position in  pastoral and
agricultural produetion will have an adverse
effect ou  the emploving capacity of our
other industrics, not only in those primary
indnstries themselves but in the transport,
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and other handling, of their produets. This
will further accentuate the difficulties of the
State in carrying on adequately and keeping
the people employed. I feel sure that bad
thesc factors been known to the Commission
belore their final recommendations were
made, basing our claim on our nceds alone,
the Commission would not have selected this
vear to single out Western Australia for a
much heavier reduction of the grant than is
the ease in South Australin and Tasmania,
where the seasons are good. South Austra-
lia shll receives a substantinl grant, while
Tasmania has received a very considerable in-
crease over the grant of the previous year.
I think hon. members will agree that an in-
telligent survey at the present time conld not
fail to inpress any inguirer with the fact
that the position of Western Australia is
more ansatizfuetory than it was when the
larger grant was made available last vear.
The effect of the reduced grant reqnires no
great amplifieation,  Apart entirely from the
cflects of the dronght, a budgeted surplus of
£5,700 will be converted into a deficit of
practically £300,000. That is to say, that
would he the result if the senson eontinued to
be n normally satisfactory one. This deficit
an be financed only from loan funds and
even if onr already reduced loan programme
is provided, we will have insuficient money to
nmeet our essential lean requirements and af
the same time provide the neecessary cnsh to
finanece the defieit. The Government are
anxious fo do their best to obtain budgetary
equilibrium: thex have done so in the past
and will do their lest to continne with the
same objeetive in the fature, but the incen-
tive fo do so will be largely discounted if a
set of fortuitous circumstances operating in
one year is to be taken as a guide in redue-
ing the grant, which did not prove to be
more than adequate at a time when the diffi-
culties confronting the State were much less
than theyr are to-day. Members will appre-
ciate, I feel suve, the difficult position of
the State heeaunse of the elimatic conditions
that now obtnin. A great many people will
require help, and if ever there was a time in
the history of Western Australia when our
needs, if not our disabilities, were entitled to
every consideration, it is now. In submit-
ting the motion to the House, T hope it will
receive unanimous support.

HON. C. G. LATHAM (Ywk) [59]: T
rise for the purpose of seconding the motion.
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I um sorry its wording is not more drastic.
I think we ought at the ouniset to have pro-
tested against the unwarranted abandon-
ment by the Ddisabilities Commission of the
basis adopted for ussessing compensation
payable to the State for disabilities ineurrad
under the Federal regime, and also arising
from Federal poliey. We should have set
vut very clearly in the motion that we con-
sider the basis upon which the Comnis-
sion’s repoert is framed as belng eutirely
wrong. It scems to me that the motion, as
worded, will not convey to the Federal Gov-
ernment the grounds on which we consider
the report of the Disabilities Comimission is
wrong, and on what grounds we oppose the
findings of the Commission. It is tiue, as
the Deputy Premicr pointed out, Western
Australia will suifer a loss of £300,000.
While vemembering that point, we should
set out clearly that we regard the basis of
the Commission’s findings as unsound. The
Deputy Premier pointed out that the hasis
of computation decided upon by the Com-
thission gave little consideration to the point
e mentioned, nawmely, the money despatched
from Woestern Australia to the Eastern
States Tor the purehase of goods in respect
of whieh the Governments of the Bastern
States derived henefit through (he expendi-
ture of our funds. 1t was originally in-
tended that the grants should be hased on the
digabilities suffered by the smaller States as
a tesult of Federation and of Federal
policy. TE hon. members look through Fed-
ernl “Hansard,” they will note what the
Prime Minister of Aunstralia, when infrodne-
ing legislation that resulted in the ereation
of the Disabilitics Commission, had to say
and alse the views expressed by members of
the Federal House, Tn my opinion, the
members of the Commission have refused to
recoghise the principle ot compensalion for
Federal disabilities, It has resolved itself
into a position of chavity, or needs. 1f the
matter were to he  determined from the
standpoint of needs, I suppose we eonld
easily slip into the position of hring able fo
guote a great many needs, but that wonld
be extremely wrong in principle. There are
ne two States of Anstralia where the ccon-
omic conditions are identieal. Let wembers
sonsider the vavious States for themselves,
starting  from Queensland and  including
Tasmanin in their survey, and finishing ap
with Western Australia.  They will al once
appreciale the fact that the economic con-
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ditions are by ne means identical. 1t is
theretore impossible for any Commiission io
fix o satisfactory standard upon which to
buse their recommendations. The protest
should he aguinst the methods used by the
Commission for assessing the State grants,
Apparently the memhers of the Commission
have assessed the needs of the State and re-
fused to recognise the principle of compen-
sation for Federal disabilities, [ advance
that contention because the Commizsion say,
i paragraph 239 on page 94 of their third
report, when setting out matters relating to
the financial position—

We tike the published deficits of the States

for 1934-35 us our starting point. To these
we add speeinl grants for States receiving them,
the mom-recurring grant of £2,000,000 made
to the States by the Commonwealth, and then
add or subtract certain items, ealling the net
effeet ““ecorrection.”?
Then they set out a table showing exactly
what the deficits were, after taking into con-
sideration the special grants made to the
States that received them, and add—

The standurd defieit in aceordance with para-
graph 213 is taken as the mean of the deficits
per head for Vietoria and Queensland, or £,364
per head.

Previonsly, they started off taking the
mon-elaimant  States us the standard on
which to lix a basis for the other

States.  Last year in their third report
they eliminated New South Wales and, in
their second report, the Comnmission stated
that they climinated New South Wales Tor
the reason wentioned by the Deputy Pre-
mier, namely, that there were c¢ertain con-
ditions in conncetion with the expenditure
on soeial services in that State—! presume
thex referred to childhood endowment in
particular—whiel did not have a generul
application.  Last vear they took Vietoria
and  Queensland  and  fixed the normal
standard  of the deficit at  £364 per
head. T wanted to show that if they
had included New  South  Wales we
would have heen better off becanse, in-
stead of receiving only £460,000, which is
the amount we will reecive, not £500,000
—the difference  represents an  advanee
on this vear and will be iaken into
consideration  when  fixing  any  grant
that may bhe ade to Western  Aus-
tralia for the ecurrent financial year—we
would have heen allowed a larger amount.
[ do ot know what is going to he the result
next year if they do not make any grant
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at all, ~eeine that the £300,000 for this year
1+ £44000 in excess of the amount recom-
mwended. If New Sonth Wales had been iu-
cluded, the tutal grant would have been
nearer £750.000. Thus, if they had starfed
by taking the deficits of all the non-claim-
ont Siates as a basis, Western Australia
wonld still bave fared better. Had this State
last year expended money, ns it might have
done, in the direction of assisting our pri-
mary industries to a greater extent than we
did, we would have received a considerably
larger grant. n page 13, paragraph 18, of
the Third Beport, we  find  the  tollowing
statement :-—

While the Commonwealth Tressury  raised
some objections to the system of basing State
grants on budyetary results, and expressed
some rugret that the basis adopted hy the Com-
mission for assessing grants differed so materi.
ally from the prineiple aceepted by the Com-
monwealth  Governments  for many  years,
snamely, eompensation for disabilities due to
Tederation and Federal policy, it has now ¢x-
pressed a willingness to assist the Commis-
sion to apply the principles and methods set
out in its second report. The attitude of the
Commonwealth Treasury is indicated in the fol-
lowing extract from the evidence tendered to
the Commission by the Treasury in Canberra
recently :—

It is ot now proposed by (he Common-
wealth Treasury. however, to continue to
stress the principle of paywent on the groumd
of disabilitics, sceing that that basis has ap-
parently Leen abandoned by the Commission.
The Treasury intends rather to iuldress itself
to the tusk of assisting the Commission to
apply the hasia set out in the second report
in a manner aceeptable to all the Govern-
ments concerned, whilst at the same time
seeuring a8 great a degree of fairness in the
incidents of the scheme as is possible under
the eircumstiances, having regard to what
niay be aceepted as the inherent dangers of a
scheme of basing Commonwenlth grants on
hudgetary resulis.

The Deputy Premier: They are only mak-
ing excuses.

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: When the legisla-
tion was introduced, it was in the minds of
the Federal Government that we should pet
aszistance, not on our needs, but on the
ground of disability. Bat this Commission
hazs taken on iiself the responsibility of
altering that poliex. Let ns see what took
place when the Bill was introduced. In
Volume 138 of the Federal Parliamentary
Debates, page 1571, it will he tound that the
Prime Minister was dealing with the dis-
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satisfaction being cansed by the methods
adopted. He stated—

This has meant that in the end the amount
of the grants hus been determined in u more
or less arbitrary manner. In 192324 the
specinl grants to Western Australin and Tas-
mania totalled over £200,000. 1In 192%29 the
payment had reached a totul of £320,000, 1n
the present year the grants being paid to Tas-
mania, Western Australia and South Australin
are vosting the Commonwealth £1,830,000. But
in spite of this inerense from 1923-24 to the
present year, requests lhave been received for
substantial inereases in the grants for the next
financial year. When the Budget was hronght
down last year, I made the folowing stutement
on this subject:—

The Govermnent considers that these Lirge
grantg are justified only beeanse of the difi-
cult and special circumstanees now existing,
und that grants of sueh magnitude camot be
taken as n hasis for permanent or long-term
release. Tt is, however, undesirable that an-
nual application should be neecssary  from
the States for Commonwenlth assistanee, and
the Governwent is convineed that, as soon as
normal conditions retuen, some definite plun
must he adopted for determining what grants
should he made to the States over a period of
years,

That was the view expressed hy the Prime
AMinister when this legislation was intro-
duced. It will he noticed that e said they
had mo proper system of determining  the,
zrants, and that they had heén determined
in o more or less arhitrary manner. Any.
Lody reading the No, 2 veport mast come to
the conclusion, as 1 myself have slone, that
they did determine this in an arbitrary man-
ner, hecause there is no really sound basi-,
Again, it was the intention that there shonld
he some definite plan laid down. Admittedly,
during the last two vears there has been
some more or less definite plan, hut it does
noi provide either a solution or any per-
manencey as to what the tuture may hold in
store. - The present State Government have
budgeted in the belief that they were to get
the same grant as they got last vear, and
50 it is now clear that there must be a deficit
of £300,000 for the year. T do not see how
any State Government ean earry on in those
cirenmstances,  If is only reasonable that we
should make an emphatic protest to the
Federal Government. Mav T point out that,
while the Prime Minister was speaking on
page 1572 of Volume 139 of the Federal
Parliamentary Debates, Mr. Gregory made
an interjection which elicited 2 significant
stateient.  Mr. Lyons had said that a com-
prehensive investigation should be  made.
whercupon My, Gregory interjected, “Tt will
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be comprehensive in one sense only, that is
as to the amount of money that shall be
paid, and not as to the disabilities of the
State.” In reply Mr. Lyons stated:—

The hon. member may rest assured that any
State that makes application for a grant will
alse submit the grounds of its appiteation, se
that the whole subject will be inquired into by
the Commission., If a State fecls that as a
result of, say, the operation of the tariff it is
suffering disadvantage, there will be nothing
to prevent it from not only putting that to the
Commission as i reason why it should be as-
sisted, but ulso assessing the value of that dis-
advantage, 1f that is done, the Commission
must of necessity inquire into and report upon
the amount that cught to he contributed by the
Commenwealth to compensate for the disad-
vantage.

In the Commissioners’ repout very little con-
sideration has been given to that aspect, not-
withstanding that the promise was made by
the Prime Minister to Mr. Gregory that con-
sideration would be given to it. The basis
of the computation is not any fiseal policy
of the Commonwealth, hut is on the bud-
getary deficit. I wanf to point this out so
that we might get some idea as to where
they start off from, and what were the
views of the Commonwesalth Government
when they introduced this legislation. The
Commission in its second report, on page
20, said this:—

On the whole there was a general and reason-

able willingness on the part of the claimant
States to avcept the methods of the Commia-
sion as being satisfactory under the conditions
ruling during the present abnormal and diffi-
cult period.
Despite statements we sce in the newspapers
oceasionally, it 1s definite that this State
never agreed as to the basis on which the
Commission’s finding was arrived at. The
Deputy Premier has pointed that out and
I remember that the ex-Premier, Mr. Collier,
sent o telegram to the Fastern States com-
plaining of the methods that were used,
although at the time this State was receiv-
ing an inercase of £200,000 on the amount
of the previous year. The Commission de-
parted from the principle adopted when
assessing the grants for 1935-36. Last year
New South Wales was left out of com-
parison in avriving at the normal standarl.
On page 142 of the third report, paragraph
388, we find these remarks:—

Tf tliere were a large number of States in
the Australian Federation their average might
be regarded as a fair normal standard, but

there sare only three non-claimant States. and
their financial positions show great variatiom.
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New South Wales, for example, has so many
abnormal featurcs that it is left out of the
gomparison. We regard the finaneial results
pf Victoria and Queensland as of equal
value, and take a simple average of these as
the normal standard. Our judgment is that
on a broad survey of all the items entering inte
the finaneial position, this average wmay be
taken as normal.

As I stated previously, they rejected New
South Wales from the comparison because
of what they call the many abnormal feat-
ures of that State. However, I believe there
is only one, feature in New South Wales
that could be taken as abnormal, namely,
the child endowment, which is not to be
found in the other States. In arriving at
the severity of taxation New South Wales
was ineluded in the reports numbers 1 and
2, but exclnded from the third report.
If we turn to page 73 of the second report
we lind this—

The average severity of Victoria and Queens-
Jand is 103, and the figure for New South Wales
is the same. We take this as the normal stan-
dard for taxation.

They excluded New South Wales, but at the
sume time they said it would not have made
much difference had they included that
State.  The report continnes—

This standard, however, we are waeying for
the dificrent States according to ovr judgmeny
ag to the responsibility of the States for its
finaneial position. We have carried out the
principle of expeeting every claimant State
to make some effort above the normsl standard,
by taking for all of them a standard of secial
serviees about 6 per cent. more severe than the
average of Victorin and Queensland. whien is
our ordinary standard. Now we are making
the diseriminntion hetween States in regpeet (o
causes, -

On page 117 of the third report, paragraph
294, we find that the Commissioners deal
with the same position, They siate—

We have now to determine the amounts to he
atdded to or subtructed from the defieits on
account of severity of taxation. This involved
more than adjustment to a eomman standard.
We are requiring claimant States to make an
effort whieh will vary with the cavse of their fin-
ancial embarrassment, and expressing this in
terms of taxation. This in addition to the com-
mon effort expressed in terms of social cox-
penditure which we have already hrought into
the account. No special effort was reguired of
Tasmania, but for South Australin we judged
that it shonld he 7 per cent. of normal taxation,
and for Western Australia 5 per cent, For
normal severity we take the mean of Vietoria
and Queensland, whieh is 101. The standards
of taxation are, then, 101 feor Tasmania, 108
for Sonth Australia, and 106 for Western Aus-
tralin.
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By excluding New South Wales they reached
the figure «f 101, They then arrived at thesc
adjustments, South Australia standard 108,
actaal severity 112, and Western Australian
standard 106, aetuat severity 101. For
Tasmania the standard is 101, and the actual
severity 99. If they had included New South
Whales at the outset this State would have
had the heuefit of at least another £120,000
over and above the £300,000. The severity
of taxation in New South Wales was lower
last wear than it was for the two previous
vears, and the average for the three non-
claimant States would therefore have been
proportionately lower. The average taxa-
tion figure was lower in New South Wales

last vear than it was in the vear before. For

example, the average which has been taken
as being the Australian average, that is, the
averages of Victoria and Queensland, is
101, but including New South Wales we find
it is reduced to 96.

The Minister for Agriculture: Thex dis.
carded Vietoria and Queensland,

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: 1f the Commis-
sion had followed the methods adepted in
its two earlier reports, instead of excluding
New South Wales, the severity of taxation
in Western Australia (even afier including
the 3 per cent. penalty) would have heen on
a par with the normal standard, and our
grant would have been increased Wy £120,000.
Tt is truc they gave us a rehate of 3 per
cenf. owing to the disabilities of the
North. Then we had the other iten
on whirh they deterinined the grant, in
srriving at the normal standard for
social sarviees, the simple averages for
Queensland and Vicforia only were ascer-
tained. Western Australin therefore was
penalised to the extent of £188,000, This
amount was dedueted from our grant becanse
of extravagance in respert of social services
above the normal standard. Had the nrevi-
ons method heen adopted, the expenditure
of the three non-elaimant Statex would have
heen (1=, 9d., eompared with 59s. 1d. ex-
pended by Western Anstralia on  soeial
services. T will now tnm to paze 100 of
the third report, paragraph 271. This 1=
somewhat illuminatine. At the hottom of
the paze there is a table dealing with the
net cost per head of certain social services
for the vear 1933-34. 1If we take that vear
with 19234-33, and inelude all the non-claim-
ant States we find that the figure works ount
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at 0ls. 9d. If we take Queensland and Vie-
toria by themselves for those two years we
arrive at a figure of 50s. 7d. I should like
i¢ read paragraph 271—

We have thought it best, as cxplained in
Chapter VIL, to express our conception of the
minimum standard in terms of soeial services
expenditure, heeause that was the clement of
cost on which the data for comparisen were
most satisfactory. Variations in the standard,
liowever, on account of the cauge of finaneial
inferiority will be cxpressed in terms of taxa-
tion, The normal standard for soeial scrvices,
i.e., the simple average of Victoria and Quecns.
Jand, in 1933-34 was 32s. 34, per head, and we
take for the minimum standard 49s, 3d., or
about G per cent. below the normal. The nor-
mal standard for 1934-35 wns 558, 4d., and the
minimom standard 52s.  For the rcasons ex-
plained in paragraph 267 we take the mean of
twno vears, 1033.34 and 1934-35, viz., 508 7d,,
as n fair basis. The mean expenlditire of the
three elaimant States for 1933-34 and 1934-33
wis-—South Australia 50s. 7d., Western Aus-
tralin §9s. td.

Tt will be seen that they deducted 6 per cent.
from the averages of Queensland and Vie-
toria, and hrought them down below normal.
Why did they not do the same for Western
Australin? Tnstend of doing that they left
the Western Austvnlian figures as thex werp
worked out, and did not make any deduc-
tion.

The Minister for Aegriculture: That in-
cInded miners’ phthisis also.

Hon. C. . LATHAM: Yes. That is not
chargeable against any other State. When
one takes into consideration the cost of
social services, we find that generally
speaking we are much lower than thev are
in the other States. Let me take eduention,
for instanee, and compare the cost with
New South Wales. Tn that State for 1933-
A4 the ecost was 28.8, and in Woestern Aus-
28.2, and for 1934-35 the fizures were, ve-
spectively, 30s. Gd. and 29s. 10d. Tf they
had aflowed us the same 6 per eent. redue-
tion that was allowed to other States the
adjustment would have heen more in our
favour. On page 128 of the third report,
paragtaph 332, the Commission states:—

It cannot be said that Western Australia has
made any speeial sacrifice to put her finances
right. During the eight vears prior to 1934.

33, her taxation had been lower than that of
most other States.

I wish to gquote a statement made by Senator
Pearce, when the grant of £450,000 was
made to Western Anstralia, He was open-
ing his ministerial campaien in this State
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during the 1923 Xederal clection, and made
the following statement:—

The amount was not granted for the purposc
of heing splashed up in State enterprise or
political aldventures, hut that the Common-
wealth Government expeeted it to be used to
give relief in the directions indicated by the
Commigsion to those industries which it has
been proved are snffering from the tariff, and
from the other conditions of Federation that
adversely affeet Western Australin,  One of
these disabilities the Commission points out is
the present high rate of State income tax, par-
tienlarly on the higher incomes. whieh is un-
doubtedly driving capital ont of the State,

Mr. Marshall: He ought to be an author-
ity on political adventures,

Hon. . G. LATHAN: T remember the
Premier of the dax (the member for Bonl-
der, Hon. 1P, Collier) hringing down legis-
lation providing for a reduetion on the in-
come tax becanse of the grant made by the
Federal Government. The Commission now
states that the rate of taxation in Western
Aupstralin has heen very low.  We were
given the grant at that time to cnable us
to veduce taxation, so that there is no con-
sistency about this action.

Hon. P. Collier: Onr rate of taxation is
not lower than the average for other States.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: We are the third
highest.

Hon. P. Collier: Yes.

Hon. C. Q. LATHAM: I do not eonsider
that is a very good reason. !

The Minister for Agriculture: This State
has the least eapacity for high taxation.

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: It is interesting
to read move of Sir George Pearee’s speech
when opening his campaign in this State.
He said:—

The Commnnwenlth Government after fully
considering the position, has decided to ask
Parliament for authority to make a speeial
grant this vear of £450,000, which will be in-
clusive nf the grant now paid, Although this
proposal is for this year only pending the hold-
ing of a conference with the State Government
on Federal and State relations, it is a recog-
nition and an admission by the Commonwealth
Government that the findings of the Royal Com-
mission justify Western Australin’s received
that amount of financial compensation, and it
therefore establishes a hasis upon which any
decision as ta future financial relationships
shall rest.

That was the intention of the Government.
T contend the Commission is not eareying
ont those intentions. Tt is frue the At
wave the Commission a great deal of free-
dom, but the promises made to Western
Ausiralia ought to have been taken into
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consideration.  Members may think that the
erant made to us was £300,000. Aectually
the amount was £456,000. Owing to the very
serious drought from which the State had
heen suffering the Commission decided to
inerease the grant to £500,000. The differ-
enee, £44,000, was to be regarded as an ad-
vance on acconnt of the year 1936-37, and
will be aultomatically taken into aceount
when a granf is reecommended for that year.
Evidently the Commission anticipated the
trouble that was likelv to aeenr for the
State Government this vear. If the mem-
hers of it are estimating the cost of that
trouble nt £44,000, they have no knowledge
of the disability that the State Government
is going to encounter.

Mre. Warner: They have a full knowledge
of it

Hon. €. G- LATHAM: I am referring
to the Commission. To-day we are asking
the Commonwealth Government not to
accept the report of the Grants Comnis-
sion, but fo give consideration to the real
disahilities from which the State is suffer-
ing le-day. The sum of £41,000 will not
nearly eover those disabilities. I doubt if
it will cover the amount of which we rve-
lieved the pastoralists the other evening,
when making remissions on land rents. I
estimate these remissions at roughly £40,000.
Some of the pastoralists will have only fem-
porary relief, and will he asked to pay
the vents at a later date. That was
the intention of the Bill. The measure
gives the Minister the right to remit the
whaole rent, but it also enables him to fix a
period over a nuamher of vears when the
arrears will be paid.

The Minister for Agriculiure :
amount will he over £40,000.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The whole of this
money is given to relieve the pastoralists.
When we consider  the position  of
the agriculturists, we hardly yet know
what will he required in the way of
finance. T do not intend to say all I shonld
like to sax on that point because the member
forr Mt. Marshall (Mr. Wayner) intends to
have something to say about it himself. Tt
is a responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment. to do something to assist the State
Government to meet their financial obliga-
tions. Our loan funds are limited. We are,
T suppose, committed to the expenditure ot
all the loan funds we have for thhis year. I
ito not suppose there s much in the hands
of the Treasury that has not heen allocated.

The
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The position in the agrieultural arens i«

desperate from  Geraldton  to Moora,
and out in an easterly direction, as
well az in the North-Easterm  wheat-

belt, and coming south in the most southerly
portion of the wheat-growing aren running
out to Newdegate.  Fven along the Great
Southern line we find that the paveity of
rain this year is causing a grear deal of con
cern, az far as Katanning,  The rainfall
so far is well below the average. We must
incur a hig deficit this year unless we wet
linancial assistanee from the Federal Gov-
ceitment.  Either ey must give us addi-
tional loar fouds, or provide a sum eqnal to
what they gave us last vear. Theve will he
a greater demand on the Treasury than there
was last vear. Fhe vight thing for the State
Government to have done last vear wag to
fail to balance the Budget. Trom ihe
point of view of the State it wus o very
desirable thing to balanee the Budget, The
Governmeni, however, could have spent the
money very wisely in assisting ouwr indns-
tries, and in giving more relief to the un-
cmploved. Had they done that they would
have been applanded by the Grants Commis-
gen, and more money would have cowe lo
ns.  This is no reward for good Governmenti.
The South Australian Government eave their
farmers £101,000 out of revenuse.

The Minisier for Works: That State was
not penalised.  They Lad a hizwer surplos
than we had.

Hon. (. G. LATHAM: T'hev padaeted for
a surplus, and we budeeted for a deficit of
ahout £246 010,

The Minister for Works:
bigager surplus than we had,

Hon. €. G. LATHAM : We kad Setter not
discuss the other States too fallv. It will
take us all owr time to determine what is
hest to do for our own State. Whatever
assistanee we ean g'l\'v to the Govermment to
obtain  recornition of Western Australia’s
disahilities—not her needs—IT
the Government we will give. I
sorry the Commission did not do what
I  believe the Commonwealth Darlia-
ment intended it should do—wive considera-
tion to the disadvantames of the State due to
Federation and Federal policy. T regret the
necessity for having to enderse the motinn
moved by the Deputy Premier, bt we are
Justified in sticking to the Guvernment in
thi= respeet. I am only sorry hie did not
frume his motion a good deat more strongly.

They nua

can assure

am
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HON. N. KEENAN (Nedlands) [347]:
On behalf of all the members who sit on
the cross henches on this side of the House
I desire to say that we conenr with the
motion submitted by the Deputy Premier
and  with the indulzenee of the House T
shall take an opportunity later on of stating
our veasons for so concurring.

MER. WARNER (Mt. Marshall) [5.481:
[ have pleasure in supporting the motion
of the Minister. T am very much disturbed
about the amount of whieh this Government
has been deprived by the Federal Govern-
wment. Tt is partienlarly disturbing that the
money shonld have been taken away at this
time.  Cast vear the drought throushout the
Finstern districts was very severe. The Fed-
eral Government deemed the sum ol £40,000
ta be a reasonable amount to make available
to this Government for mecessitous farmers
who hal saffered as a result of the drought.
Tt they thought that last vear, what do they
contend the amount should be this vear?
T+ should be move. We are faced with even
ereafer hardships and (hey take away from
us £300,000. Following the disastrons season
lagt vear farmers in the eastern. wheat belt
—=T take it that othey members will have
something to say abeut the districts with
which they are familiar—were left in o de-
prorable cowdition and had to ask early for
assistance, S0 seriousiyv did the Common-
wenlth Government regard the situation that
they senf Mr. Therby over here. He paid
a special visit to the wheat belt and T was
with him for two days. He led us to believe
thai he was going to be very svimpathetie
and would put up a ease for us to the Fed-
eral  Governmment,  Some naughiy people
snugested that he was only here for propa-
sandn purpozes. 1 do not know about that,
[ believe he was here to take a view of the
siluation and report back to the Federal
Governmment. 1 do noi know what report
the Minister zave, but the outeome was that
the grant to which we were justly entitled
was reduced by £300,000. I was under the
impression that his report wouldl have been
a reasonable one, but apparently it was not:
olhorwise we shonld have received some
sympathy.  Great demands for assistance
{or the farmers will be made this vear to
the State Government, but the attitude of
the Federal authorities will tend to roh this
fiovernment of the power to meet the re-
nuests,  The drought this vear is a good
deal worse than that of Iast vear, but in
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addition to that we are faced with a locust
pest that has caused and will canse very
sertous losses of erops. 'Water supplies are
neeessary in the farming areas. It is pleas-
ing to note that the Minister for Water
Supyplies has announced that he intends to
spend £50,000 in fthis connection. The
money has to come from somewhere, but I
do not know where it will eome from if the
Commonwealth Government econtinue unre-
lenting. A meeting was held at Kununeppin
on Monday consisting of representatives of
road hoard, Wheatgrowers’ Union, primary
producers and individual farmers. These
men eame not only from my distriet, but
from the areas rcpresented by the members
for Avon mnd Yilgarn-Coolgardie. Follow-
ing that conference, I received a telegram
which reads as follows:—

Representative  meeting  of  wheatgrowers
Wryalkatehem to Westonia and northemm aveas
held at Kununoppin te-day gravely concerned
at eritical position.  Following message re-
ceived from combined wmeeting of traders in
these areas: In view of disastrous failure of
present crops and unsympathetic treatment of
country traders in past by the Govermment,
traders reluctantly decided to discontinue all

credit. Your immedinte action to cnsure
future supplies imperative, H, Leslie, Secere-
tary.

I have ancther telegram which was regeived
this morning. It reads:—

Conference of wheatgrowers at Kununoppin
yesterday demands that you move adjournment
of House and place before it serious position
of industry through pestilence and drought.
Tmperative that Government deelaration of in-
tentions to mecct position be obtained; also that
¥ou move that money be made immediately
available for drought areas. Conference re-
solved you use every weapon you can command
to secure money distribution, even offering to
aupport Government on quid pro gquo hasis.
Bank advises farmers’ final sustenanee cheque
now heing issued.

The members for Avon and Yilearn-Cool-
gardic can be called upon to have a word
to say on this matter. Assistance must be
given to farmers in these partieular areas
this year. From overy part, reports are
to hand that the position is infinitely worss
to-day than it was at the same period last
year. Twelve months ago we called upon
the Government to give nll that they pos-
sibly could to help the people throngh, and
oven with the small grant obtained from
the Commonwenlth Government, there was
not sulficient to enable the farmers to oh-
tain the required quantities of foods and
clothing for themselves and their families.
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Now, above all the distress that has been
suffered we find that the Commonwealth
grant has been cut down, From which
souree ean we hope to obtain that help
which is so urgently needed? When Mr,
Thorhy came over heve to veview the posi-
tion, be sought information and got it from
everywhere, and those with whom he came
in eontact were led to believe when he wus
leaving the State that he intended to make
a symmpathetic reeommendation to the Com-
monwealth Government. What do we (ind?
That the grant has been ruthlessly cut down
by £300,000. The position is such that
money must be found from seme souree,
otherwise the exodus from the farming areas
will he greater than that which we have
already experienced in the past two years.
The outlook is a very sorry one indeed. [
thought that with rain there might be a
chance of recovery of the crops in some of
the distriets, but I venture to say that even
if an ineh of rain fell in some distriets, the
position would still remain hopeless, for no
more wheat fhan was garnered last year
would be the position in the northern areas.
There might be a little more feed, but the
water outlook is likely to he worse. 1 do
not for a moment believe that the Govern-
ment will ailow many more farnzs to be
abandoned. A demand must be mads by this
Parliament for the money the Cammoan-
wenlth Government intend to deprive us of.
The Commonwealth collects taxes from
many sources over which the State does no
exercise control, and therefore we must insist
on assistance being rendered from the Com-
monwealth for the drought-stricken areas.
Let members consider the enormous amount
of money that was spent last year in cart-
ing water, money which could have becn
spent in better ways. It has been suggested
to me that I should move the adjonrnment
of the House in order to permit of this
matter being discussed. The motion moved
by the Deputy Premier has given me an
opportunity to submit a statement of the
case, and I see no reason why I shonld
move the adjournment of the House. T
believe that the inspectors of the Agri-
cultural Bank know the position as well as
I do. I have heard it mentioned by a Min-
ister that the Agricultural Bank Commis-
sioners have the requisite information fto
guide them in the event of a catastrophe
ogeurring. I realise what a serious step
it is to move the adjournment of the
House:; it has the effect of holding up Gov-
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ernment business, but I trust that the Min-
ister will nnderstand my ohjeet in labour-
Ing somewhat this afterncon the position
of the drought-stricken farmers, I helieve
that the Minister will do all he possibly
can to help them, and [ sincerely trust that
the House will prefer a demand for the
amount of money of which we are being
deprived by the Commonwealth in a year
‘when we are facing a far greater catas-
trophe than that whieh confronted us last
vear. We must look beyond the possibility
of many farmers leaving their holdings and
of our losing the value of the products
they would raise. We must realise the
disaster that would oceur if the whole of
the north-eastern wheatbelt were deserted
and the farmers were compelled to come to
the city. If those men are forced off their
holdings, we have to consider not ouly the
abandonment of the area but the numher
of additional families who would be forced
on to sustenanee where at present we have
too many to provide for. I know it is not
the intention of the Government to permit
that to happen; the amount of money heing
made available for water supplies proves
that. Having directed attention to the
position of the wheatgrowers, not only in
my own distriet but in other parts of the
wheatbelt, I shall content myself with sup-
porting the motion.

THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
{Hon. F. 1. 8. Wise—CGiascovne) [6.3]: The
Deputy Premier dealt very fully with the
matter, partieularly from the peint of view
of the insufficiency and inequality of the
grant as applied to this State. T desire
to shaw, by an analvsis of the report of
the Commission, how weak are the argu-
ments used by the Commission to arrive
at the sum they decided to allocate to Wes-
tern Australin. T desire to show from that
angle that, in spite of the close investiga-
tion which the Commission claim to have
made, in the application of the formula
that they claim to have adopted, thex had
no formula at all. Very early in the re-
port, on page 9, it will be found that the
Commission got out from under, as it were,
by stating that no fixed formula weould he
suited or could he applicable fo the dis-
abilities of the States. They elaimed that
it was necessary to have some elastic for-
mula, T submit that te the formula they
have adopted might very well be applied
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the deseription of ‘elastie.”” On page 12
the Commission particularly refer to the
mistakes and extravagances for which re-
duetions are made. TIf the Commonwealth
Government were penalised for their lav-
ishness, I submit that the States would be
cased of many of their burdens. If we
conld blame them and penalise them for
financial ineapaeity, we should certainly
obtain retief from some of our responsi-
hilities. The Commission admit early in
the repert that some redistribution of rev-
cnue is inevitable in any federation, and
they state that a govermment is not truly
responsible if the normal exercise of its
powers gives it more money than it necds.
That is exactly the position in which the
Commonwealth Government fnd them-
selves.  Although we sought a review of
our position heeause of dizabilities sul-
fered, those disabilities have not heen taken
into consideration at all. That disabilities
would he suifered by some of the States
was taken into consideration when the Con-
stitution was framed. As a matter of fact,
Seetion 93 of the Constitution was inseried
for the especial henefit of Western Aux-
tralia, to give this State some redress
owing to the disabilities under the tarifl.
'On page 12 of the report, afier dealing
with the amounts of special grants sought
hy the States, the Commiszion stated—

Generully speaking, the amount claimed was
to cnable the State to balanee its budget.

That statement is wrong. Tt was never
suggested Dby the State that the grant
was songht in order to halance the buildgzet.
It was never suggested that the €1,500,000
shown to be the extent of our disabilities
an account of the tariff and in other ways
had anything whatever to do with the balane-
ing of the budget. The budgetary position,
so far as we were concerned, was not under
review in any part of the submission of our
ease.  Although the Commonwealth Com-
mission quote very fully some remarks made
by the Federal Treasurer, in connection with
the shifting of the ground for granting the
money for disabilities, they exeuse the Com-
monwealth Government  fully on page 13,
paragraph 18. Tt is a maiter of making
excuses one for the other. The State was
concerned with the measure of the extent of
the disabilities we suffered beeause of Federal
policy. We were mainiy asking for the re-
turn to us of some monetary benefits which
passed into the pockets of people in other
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States becausz of the ineidence of the Federal
tariff, trom which we suffered and  from
which they benefited. 1t is extrnordinary
that the Commission shonld postulate some-
thing not submitted by the claimants, and
then build up a ease in defence of it. That
is exactly what they Lnve done. It will be
foundl on page 44 that the Cominission admit
that the tariff contributed greatly to the
failure of some of our marginal settlement.
They said—

Hucgessive increases in the tavift by the Foil-
cral Parliament intensified the clash between
primary and sceondary industries, nne no doubt
led to the failure of some marginal settlement,
Then, o hittle  [ater on, the report bristies
with penalties beeause of the failnre of mar-
ginal settlement. They penalised us for it
and still advanced  the argument that the
tanilf contributed to the failure. Tt will he
found that we are allowed 2 per eent. verdue-
tion of taxation heeause of disabilities under
the tariff. On page 67 the Commission go
very fully into the buvden of the taviff i
state that whatever the hurden may be it is
Auch greater on Western Australia than on
any other State. TTaving adwitted that, the
Commission say that after listening fully to
the elaims of  the State on account of the
taviit burden, whieh they admit and aceept
tentatively, £1.188,000 ix the net disabiliry to
Western Australin,  Then when it comes to
nuzing that as o basis of alloeation or eom-
pensation, they ignore it entively,  Hence the
Commission start oul to attempt to measore
the burden of the tariff, and having aceepted
a wmeasure, call it “the adverse ceffects of
Commonwealth  policy.” whereas that is
only one of the adverse effeets.  Although
perhaps it s the major one, they disvegard
it when it comes to making an  allocation.
Then the Cotmmission set ont to analvse how
many henefits we have rveceived from Com-
monweslth adininistration. A table is set
out en page 3 which forns o remarkahble
memorial  to  the Commission. Tf will he
seen from the table that the Commonwealth
Government had a fotal anmual revenue of
£6G7.151L,000, nf whieh £4,545.000 was ve-
ceived in Western Australin,  When it eomes
to an alloeation of the expenditure by the
Canmmonwealth, we find some vory remarkable
fisurez.  Of the €67.151.000 received, we are
fold that £6.0099,000 has been spent by the
Commonwealth in Western Australin,  Well,
the Commission themselves eannot serionsiy

heliove that that  is so.  Canuot  wemhors
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imagine what the condition of mind of the
Federal Treasurer wounld be if he found thar
£0,099,0000 of Commonwealth revenue had
heen spent in Western Australin? T eommend
that table to the perusal of members. It
shows ulso that for defence und war interest
we are supposed to have enjoyved an alloca-
fion £1,281,000. T would ask any member
{o say where any fraction of the one
and a yuavter of a million pounds, even ad-
mitting that it takes €1,000,000 to pav our
war interest, conld e aceonnted for hy ex-
penditure on defence. Yet the amount is
set down at £1,281,010. There is shown alzo
a departmentul expenditure of 214,000, and
of other expenditure C468,000. Tt would be
inferesting to know how those suins are made
up.  When it ecomes to the matter of post
nffice revenue, Western Australia is charged
for the serviee given by the Commonwealth,
but no aeeount whatever is taken of the
money veceived from that source. For de-
fonve we are debited  with £1.281,000, the
major portion of whieh has gone to Fastern
States manufacturers for the cuota of muni-
tions produeed in those States,

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Tofore tea T was indieating that the Com-
monwealth had nuoted £6,099.000 as the sum
pxpended in the interests of Western Aus-
tralin, and that of that snm £1.281,000 was
apportioned for our share of the Defence
Vote and war interest. The whole sam is, of
cour=e, ridienlons, and ntterly out of pro-
pertion to the amount with which this State
should be debited nnder that heading. We
have alwavs had an inconsiderable amount
nf Dofence establishment in Western Aus-
tralia, but apparently we are expeeted to
paty our share of the cost of upkeep of De-
fonee in other States. That share of upkeep
for the army and navy, partienlarly, means
a areat deal of trade for the husinexs people
of otler States who, in paying taxes to Fast-
ern States Treasurers, are giving eerftain
henefits in that divection. Owr share of war
interest, of eourse, is quite nnavoidable: but
we find that if we analyse the table on page
34 wyp are charged with £214.000 in vrespect
of Conmnonwealth departmental expenditnre.
That figure includes all Commonwealth de-
partrents, and we ave allatted £77,000 for
our share of the profits of the Post Oflier,
T¢ it 1= fair to apportion to us the exeessive
charge of £1.281.000 as the cost of Defence.



[29 Sgpreyerr, 1936.]

it is guite fair that we should share as a
credit our proper proportion of the earnings
and profits of the Commonwealth Post Office.
Under that item, it will be found, New South
Wales is credited with £704,000, Victoria
with £618,000, Queensland with £391,000,
and the rest of the States with only £200,000
between them. Tf we are to be saddled with
a proportionate part of the liahilities of
every State of the Commonwealth, we should
be credited with our fair proportion of the
profits of other States, no matter what Com-
monwealth department or institution is con-
cerned therewith. TUnder the argument put
forward by the Commonwealth, it would he
quite possible for the Defence Vote to be so
increased that it would wipe out absolutely
any grant for any purpose whatsoever. That
is the position which could be arrived -at.
Why nol divide the earnings in any case,
wherever they are earned? But let us for
a moment accept the Commission’s claim
that Western Australia gaing from the allo-
cation benefits to the extent of £1,117,000.
This compares with the Defence benefits of
£1,188,000. They accept that, and admit it
as a4 basis from which they make one start in
the application of the formula they apply.
When that position is reached, capitalised
on that basis the net hurden of Western
Australia is £71,000. Taking what they
claim as their contribution in benefits from
what they admit as onr disahilities, we have
£71,000 less, South Australia £20,000, and
Tasmanin £29,000. On page 61 of the Com-
mission’s reporf will be found those tables
set out in detail. It will also be seen that
fhe Commonwealth Commissioners are has-
ing their figures on assumptions. They can-
not in any way co-relate the result and the
amouni they apportion with the fizures by
which they strive to prove their answer.
That is on page 68, where the Commissioners
say—

We are taking these tariff costs tentatively
as measuring sebstantialiy the net adverse
effects of Commonwenlth policy so far as the
States themselves are able to estimate them,

They go on to say—

It follows that no substantial part of the
gpecial grant was made necessary by the effects
of Federation.

That immediately follows their first admis-
sion that the States are suffering disabilities

because of Commonwealth poliey. They
continue—
We may conclude that these States, un-

federated, would have been in at least the same
fnancial difficulties as at present.
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That is their assumption. No matter what
the dificulties may have heen, they wipe
them right out by saying that we would not
have been in any other position had we not
federated. So that the total benefit received
from the Commonwealth leaves a balance of
£71,000 in our favour. It will be found that
although this is approximately the 2 per cent.
which the Commission cansed to disappear
on aceount of tarilf, they take no notice
whatever of it when it beecomes a credit for
Western Australia, 1t will be found that
the Commission set out a whole ehapter on
what they cail “Principles.” Tt is pleasing,
of course, to know that they have principles
on which they have bazed their report. The
whole of chapter 6 deals with this aspeet. In
chapter 5 they make some splendid admis.
stons, saying very distinetly that up till then
they had accumulated figures from which
they would make a rough balance, So far as
Western Australia is coneerned, it is a very
rough balanee indeed. The whole of chapter
6 deals with the principles, and on page 75
the Commissioners say that they have
adopted tentative prineiples and concluded
that the relative financial position of the
States, when analysed, was the only basis
on which special grants could be mnade. They
go on to say that speeial grants are justified
when a State through financial stress from
any cause is unable efficiently to discharge
its functions as a member of the Federation,
That is the airy way in which they cast
aside the claims of Western Australia based
on disabilities. The figure mrived at by a
great deal of research of many officers, the
figure of £1,500,000, is cast aside, and dis-
abilities 40 not matter at all. That deeision,
of course, made it possible for the Commis-
sion to disregard all the evidence put before
them. That is simply one of the admissions,
one of the deductions, at which they arrived
after analysing through very many pages of
the report. Then they say it does not mat-
ter at all. They give no reasons for arriving
at that eonclusion. They set about reckoning
just what sum we are entitled to: and, as T
have indicated before, we must suspeet that
the answer hook was very close at hand.
But I ask, what right have the Commission
to come to such a decision? The facts show
that the Commission weni heyvond their
rights and beyond their instructions. As
the Leader of the Opposition siated earlier
in the debate, we wonld sugzest that NMr.
Lyons should be his own judge in the matter.
There is not the faintest shadow of doubt
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that the Commission was set up as a Disa-
bilities Commission. On the 19th May, 1933,
Mr. Lyons made it very clear that the Com-
mission was set up ag a Disabilities Com-
mission. The debate which then tock place
showed there was mueh hostilily to the man-
ner in which the Commonwealth went abont
this matter. Tt was suggested by one hon.
member for New South Wales that this was
simply an offset to the Sceession referendum
that had taken pluce a little while before in
Western Australin. Mr. Lyons eoncluded his
speech by saying—

I anticipate that the States will welcome the

appointment of a Commission in order that
their disabilities may he dealt with.
He said that on the 19th May, 1933. That
is exactly what this State has asked for,
and it is exaetly what the Commission side-
tracked. There is not the slightest douht
Mr. Lyons intended the Commission shounld
be o Disabilities Commission, o Commission
scl up to examine exaectly how Common-
wealth policy had acted detrimentally to the
three claimant States. But as soon as the
Commission got going, in their seeond re-
port, they made it obvious that they were
poing to change at least the channel along
which they travelled. Instead of measuring
the comparative budgetary positions of the
States as they previously did, they
made no attempt on this oceasion to
assess the amount any State was entitled to
upon the disabilities of that State. On
page 137 of their report the Commissioners
Siy—

The ense of special grants rests on inherent
financial inferiority, but the eanse of the in-
feriority is important.

They admit in various parts of the report
that the tariff has had a greater adverse
effect on Western Australia than on anv
other State. They mo to a great deal of
pains to state that and to prove it, They
admit in Appendix V., which will be found
at the end of the book, that the net burden
per head on Western Australia is more than
twice what it is for South Australia and
Tasmania. Qur own investigation showed
our net burden to be £1,188,000. That in-
vestigation was entirely disvegarded. Thev
admit very definitelv in Appendix V. that
Western Australia is enfitled to £1,350,000
on their own adjustment, and after eertain
corrections. They admit, also, that in two
particulars our estimate was too low. They
also acknowledge that we supplied the ounly
reliable data on which to base that sum.
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They admit that those who gave evidence on
behalf of Western Australia submitted the
only ease put before the Commission. The
position is that Western Australia claimed
£1,500,000, and South Australia £2,000,000.
They admit that the adjustment on these

figures is—South Australia £2,250,000,
Western Austiralia £1,350,000. But they
also say that they see no way
of  harmonising the results.  What
do they do? They make certain
corrections, and admit in paragraph 14

that those corrcetions are mere guesses.
They say so. It will be found on page 188.
They state:—-

We see no way of harmonising these two re-
sults. The data for the Western Australian in-
quiry arc better, and the result should be tech-
nieally better.  Allowanee has been made for
the various ecorrections detailed above, and
thiough some of these are little more than
gucesses, it doesg not seem likely that any amend-
ment would bring the total figure appreeiably
above the £1,350,000 arvived at.

So they take it as the most probable figure.
With regard to the net burden under which
the State suffers, they entirely disregard it,
and set up what they claim fo be a normal
standard. They say, “Western Australia
claimed £1,500,000. We correct that figure
to £1,350,000. We compare it by saying
that although South Australia eclaims
£2,000,000, we will give her £2,250,000.” So
they discard the whole thing entirely. Then
they set up what they eall the “normal stand-
ard,” which is the mean between Queensland
and Victoria. I draw members’ attention
to page 90 of the Commission’s report. I
would like to ask in what way there can be
any comparison between the two States of
Queensland and Victoria. 1 submit that if
the Commission desired to get a reliable
mean for the Australian standard, New
South Wales would not have heen disre-
garded. New South Wales represents ap-
proximately one-third of the people of the
Continent, and if a normal standard is to
be set up, surely, even though the social
standard of the people in New South Wales
should hbe slightly higher, their conditions
may be regarded as normal, seeing that that
is the standard of one-third of the people
of the continent. However, the Commission
carcfully weighed the evidence before them,
and then they airily cast it aside and sum-
marily set down their judgment. We find
this on page 90 of their report:—

There are only three Stntes not asking for
special assistance and they show very wide
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differences in deficits per head, in economy of
administration, in scale of social cxpenditure,
and in severity of taxation. In these circum-
stanees, no mechaniesl formula ean give a satis-
factory normal standard. It must be deter-
mined from a broad survey of the operations
of government in these three States. We have
given this matter much eareful thought, but
can here only summarily set down our judp-
ment.

After a careful examination, the Commis-
sion entirely disregard the carefully pre-
pared and reascned case, the furnished facts
and fizures and e earefully weighed evi-
dence supported by those who put up the
ease for Western Australia, and then sum-
marily they sct down their judgment. So
that at least the Commission make that ad-
mission, and thus it appears there can be
very little value placed on the formula
on whieh they have based their dedustion.
T intend to show how ridiculous that for-
mula actually is. I have asked just in
what way Queensland and Vietoria may
be said to have identical interests. It may
elso be quite pertinent to ask just in what
way either of those States have any interests
in common with Western Australia. If those
two States are to be taken for the
purpose of sefting up a normal standars,
they should have something in common with
those States with which they are fo be
compared. Queensland is a State of great
natural richness, and, with the exeeption of
certain of her distriet roads. ean in no way
compare with the development or activities
of Western Australia. Her primary pro-
ducers are within a day or two of two capi-
tal eities, in each of which there reside over
1,000,000 people. Many of her produeis
enjoy an Aunstralian monsopoly. So in no
way can Vigtoria or Queensland, soecially or
economiesally, be said to be comparahle with
the diffieulties under which we are Iabour-
ing. There is this, too, that Vietoria to a
greater extent and Queensland to a lesser
degree, are enjoying the benefits of the pro-
tective tariff, the incidence of which has
been so harshly burdensome on this State.
If there is to be a normal standard set up,
I submit that at least three States should
be included, which are the non-claimant
States— and most certainly New South Wales
should not be disregarded. On the other
hand, it would not have snited the Commis-
gion’s case if New South Wales had been
included, because it would have meant that
the amount of grant for Western Australia
would have been appreciably increased.

[32]
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Hon. C. G. Latham: It would have repre-
sented £634,000,

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
On page 94 of their report the Commission
sum up the posifion in this way.—

It will be remembered that we have taken
as the normal standard the simple average of
Vietoria und Queensland. It may be objected
of certain items that this average has little
claim to be ealled mormal,

It will be seen that they anticipated objec-
tion being taken to that basis, or those words
would not have been written. They conclude
with this statement:—

Our judgment is that, on a broad servey of

all the items eatering into the financial posi-
tion, this average may be taken as mormal. A
bhias one way in respect to one item is balanced
by a bius the other way in respect to some
other.
That assertion is comparable oniy to the
ridiculous statement the Commission made
last year when they found it was impos-
sible for them to measure the tariff burden,
and s0 they said that whatever it was it was
balanced by the benefits of Federation. They
do not know what the bias may be, but they
sugeest that whatever it is, the bias one way
is equal to the bias the other way! There
is nothing in that sort of reasoning at all.
It will be found that while they admit on
almost every page of their report {hat the
tariff has meant that Western Australia has
suffered much greater disabilities than any
other State, it is an admission that is never
allowed for. That is all it amounts to. The
Commission eover many pages of iheir re-
port to sum up our difficulties and disabilities
nnder the tariff, but the utmost we reeecive
is 2 per cent. by way of taxation. When
we find such statemenis as these reeurring
frequently, it is difficult to take the Com-
mission seriously. Unfortunately, we are
forced to regard them seriously, and cn page
97 of their report they show that they de-
cided to make their recommendations with
direet reference to 1934-35, and say:—

In the method used many approximations and
judgments on minor dctails have to be made
by the Commission where complete data do not
exist or are mnot awvailable. OQur conclusions
may, therefore, be considered rather rough,
They admit there that the base on which
they arrived at their conelusions were rough
approximations. Therefore the Commission
simply set up one standard and when it was
found to benefit Western Australia to such
a degree that the sum that we would have
received would be greatly exceeded, the
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Commission entirely disregarded that stand-
ard. They set up a basis on which we were
to be entitled to a very large sum. Then
they entirely disregarded their own basis,
and apportioned a smaller amonnt, which
I fecl they were told they should apportion
to Western Austvalia. If the Commission
were sincere in their remark that even if
it were found that this year’s allocation did
not deal with the position fairly, it was
something that would reectify itself later—
they do say that—how counld they muke such
a statement when they knew that there
would be a change to the extent of two-
thirds in their personnel when their report
was concluded? How could it be assumed
by the Commission thot someone else, when
assessing our disabilities, would follow the
same line of reasoning. It would be a case
of the pendulwin that they used being re-
hung snd swung in a different are. There
could be no comparison whatever. Whatever
the future assessments were to be, it was
a matter of imagination that enabled the
Commission to say the position would be
counterbalanced later on. There is a rather
compelling reflection in the amounts that
the States asked for, and the sums they
actually received. Tasmania asked for
£800,000 and received £600,000, represent-
ing 75 per cent. of the amount requested.
South Australia asked for £2,000,000, and
was allowed £1,323,000, or 664 per cent. of
what was sought. Western Australia asked
for £1,500,000, and was granted £500,000,
or 33} per cent. of the amount requested.
Even if the amount fo be granted were
based on the budgetary position, they have
to admit that that was not to be the basis,
and even if it were so, we find Tasmania
over a period of five years had deficits that
totalled £764,000, whereas Western Aus-
tralia, during that period, had deficits that
aggregated £5,250,000. How can there be
a basis of allocation that gives Tasmania
£100,000 more in such circumstances? It
is quite apparent that the amount granted
varied inversely with the distance the State
wase from Canberra. That seems to be the
position without doubt, and it may have
been that the percentage of the grant was
apportioned according to the measure of
representation that the claimant State had
on the Grants Commission.

Mr. Boyle: This is a fine secessionist
speech that you are making.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Tt has nothing to do with secession; it
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has to do with a question that we can dis-
cuss without violating our allegiance to the
Commonwealth, although we can stress the
disabilities we suffer under the Federal
regime. I would direct the attention of
the House to page 132 of the Commission’s
report, where the Commission commence a
summary of the report in general. The
Commission state—

After a close study of the public finances of
the Commonwealth and the States and of the

general economic conditions of Australia, the

CUommisston feel that neither a constitutional
amendment nor an automatic formula could
really solve the basic problems which govern
the financial relations of the Commonwealth
and the States.

Bo the Commission decided at that stage
that no automatic formula could solve the
problem. Having adopted that point of
view, they set up and applied a distinet
formula of their own. It had this advan-
tage, that if the formula worked out at
too low a figure, they could just make a
eertain adjustment and reetify the position.

Mr. Stubbs: It was a case of heads they
win, tails we lose.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
On the other hand, if the formula worked
out at too high a figure, they applied what
they called their ‘‘corrections,’’ and so the
position was rectified. There appears o he
no other reason why the Commonwealth
abandoned the idea of reetifying the dis-
ahilities under the tariff, and they evidently
decided that no mechanieal formula could
apply equally to each State. It is remark-
able that for their first year they oper-
ated on quite a scientific investigation, and
recommended the same grants should be
paid ns the Commonwealth had made avail-
able in the previous year, but which had
been stated formerly to be unsatisfactory.
From that first year’s operation, they de-
duced that in three States the Governments
were entitled to certain sums, and they
found, by means of their scientific inves-
tigation, that they arrived at exactly the
same snm as the Commonwealth had previ-
ously made payable. So it was a very
elastie formnla that they applied. Let us
follow the Commission in their progress
towards eorrecting the answer they had to
give. First of all, the Commission took
the published deficits of the States, added
the grants, and then made what they called
“'corrections,”’ finally reaching their deci-
sion on the deficit per head of the popula-
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tion, which, in the case of Western Aus-
tralia, represented £2.042 per head. Let us
examine these so-called ‘‘corrections.”” The
Commission ecompared many items in each
State Badget and used those items to make
the corrections. They used figures for the
States that are not used by those States.
They used figures for our railways and
other expenditure in this State that are
not applicable to other States. So the
Commission make one of their ensy corree-
tions on page 100 of their report, and they
say—

A complete adjustment on aceount of these
activities would be a long and involved process.
Of course it would. So they pass over their
corrections on State activities and they do
not hother to go into the involved proeess
of ascertaining how the State is affected.
They go on to say—

Happily, the need for it is largely elimin-
ated by the consideration that these activities
in general tend to be self-balancing and show
no very great profita or losses to affect the
Budget position.

That is very easy to say, but T do not think
it is very satisfactory. Let us examine that
basis before they wiped it out. Thev give
details as to how they arrive at the figures
in Appendix No. 15, which shows on the
results with regard to water supplies, har-
bours, tramways and electricity supplies, that
Western Anstralia was committed to a loss
of £205,000, South Anunstralia to a loss of
£256,000, and Queensland to a loss of
£227,000. T will just compare those figures.
They say that because Western Australia
loses £205,000 she must be debited with the
whole amount. And we find that becanse
Sonth Ausiralia has not any tramways or
electricity losses they actually ineur the
losses on that account. That is a matter of
very clear assumption on their part. It is
idle to assume that because the State does
not- control some activity that fact does not
affect the Budget position. Yet they quite
airily dispose of those facts and they say
that no matter what they are, they are
counted out. I have mentioned that the nor-
mal standard they set up is subiracted from
comparable deficits per head and the conse-
quent amount per head is then plussed up
back to a total figure. This in Western
Australia has cost Western Australia
£744000, in South Ausiralia £1,196,000,
and in Tasmania £546,000. Those figures are
interesting, for they represent so far as
Western Australia and South Australia are
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concerned, roughly half of what those States
asked for by way of grants, and as far as
Tasmania is concerned, more than one half.
The Commission then proceed to compare
varying standards of maintenanee of various
States setting out that railway equipment
is the most important item in this category.
The Commission find no difference whatever
between the standard railway maintenance
in Tasmania which has 645 miles of railways,
South Australia which has 2,520 miles of
railways, and Western Australia which has
4,278 miles of railways. This is extremely
interesting, but no matter what the losses
may he in regard to railways, cne cancels
out the other. In this category come also
roads and bridges. I know a road that leads
from Perth to Wyndham, and the continua-
tion of which leads from Perth to Encla.
In length it is a fair comparison with the
whole of the main roads in the other claim-
ant Btates and also of the main roads of the
States used by the Commission as a mean.
Yet the Commission decide that no adjust-
went is to be made on this heading. This
is the one heading in which any adjustment
made must have been overwhelmingly in
favour of Western Australia with its huge
territory and distributed population. Never-
theless we are penalised. The next head-
ing under which adjustments are made
is that of costs of administration. 1In ap-
pendix 10 it will be found that the cost of
administration in Western Australia is 47d.
per head of population and in South Aus-
tralia 414. and for all the States 34d. Here
it might he expected there would be oppor-
tunity for some deduetion, but the Commis-
sion realises that cost inereases as population
gets smaller, and so under index ecostliness
Western Australia cmerges in  reasonable
comparison. In this section the Commission
went to the hother of giving the State some
acknowledgment of its small population and
large arca to administer. Had that same
policy been adopted ithroughout the formula,
we might have approached more nearly an
equitable grant. TUnder this heading hoth
Western Australia and South Austiralia Te-
eeived a plus of £20,000, while Tasmania re-
aeived £70,000. On the next item, the mea-
sure scale of social services, this State re-
ceived a bump, while both the other States
eseaped without reduction. The better to
understand the position, I should like to
direct the attention of members to appendices
16 and 17. Tt will be found in peint of edu-
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cation South Australia and Western Austra-
lia are almost identical and both States are
a bit above the Australian average. As for
the care of the sick and mentally afflicted,
child welfare and matters of that nature,
Sonth Australia spends £250,000, Western
Australia £240,000 and Tasmania £103,000.
Western Australia has a separate item of
£41,248 for miners’ phthisis. I do not know
upon which item the Commission would base
a finding, but because we look after our sick
and mentally afflicted, they impose npon us
a monetary penalty. ‘And in arriving at the
average for this figure, New South Wales is
excluded. They excluded New South Wales
when striking an Australian average beeause
of the expenditure on maternity and child
welfare of a tremendous sum. Yet no allow-
ance is made for an item which ceeurs only in
Western Australia and Vietoria, namely,
miners’ phthisis, which makes a difference of
1s. 10d. per head out of a total of 8s. 6d.
per head, which is the amount for which they
give us a dehit and impose a deduction of
£188,000. So it will be seen that heeause of
this State’s endeavour to do the right thing
by its people and in spite of its heing below
the Anstralian average it has to accept a de-
duetion of £188,000. Under the heading of
severity tax, this State suffered a further re-
duetion of £120,000, while Tasmania’s total
was reduced by £18,000 and South Australia
was plussed to the extent of £115,000.
The taxation collections per head in Western
Australia are £5 10s. 7d. as against £5 10s,
3d. in South Australia, Yet the difference
costs Western Australia £120,000 and benefits
South Australia to the extent of £115,000.
That is elearly set out in the Commission’s re-
port, and it is based on a reckoning which
they give striking an Auvstralian average.
They did not hother to take in Queensland
and Vicloria, but took the Australian average
because the other did not suit them in view
of the Queensland taxation of £7 6s. 5d. per
head and the Australian average of £5 14s,
3d. per head. So as soon as it becomes a
question whether the formula is to be decided
on a basis quoia between the States, they dis-
card the very formula which they previously
applied, and the difference of course pena-
lises this State £120,000. So no matter how
we analyse it, the Commission applied the
very elastic formula which they mentioned
early in their report. On that basis, of
course, any caleulation or any allocation be-
comes quite easy and it is guite right. In
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this House I once accused the members of
the Commission of being biassed. But I
would rather lay the blame at the door of the
Commonwealth Government, because after all
it does not matter how we analyse the report
of this Commission, we ecan only come to the
conclusion that if they worked it out on the
hagis of disabilities, on a basis of budgetary
position, or on a basis of social serviees,
Western Australin would have received a
crant far in excess of £300,000. TIn eonclu-
sion, T can only say ihat this Stats has suf.
fered greatly by the olloeation of the amount
the Commission have seen fit to recommend,
and so far as I can see, the only merit eon-
tained in their report is the merit of in-
genuity.

MR. LAMBERT (Yilgarn-Coolgardie)
[8.10]: T listencd very carefully to the
analysis of the report made by the Minister
for Agricultwre. It would appear that we
ghall go on year in and year out haggling
over the amount of the disabilities suffered
by this State under Federation until we get
down to some solid foundation as to where
we stand. Unless we can bring our finances
into alignment with those of the Common-
wealth Government, we shall never get any-
where. It is sbsurd to say that any set
formula ean give clear expression to the dis-
abilities, direet and indirect, suffered by
Western Australia. How is it possible te
lav down a formula on a foundation of
quicksand, the quicksand represenfing the
changing ability or inability of Western
Australia to meet its financial ecommitments¥
In view of the seasonal disadvantages con-
fronting us, and seeing that the Common-
wealth Government have not given us all we
expected, the State Government need to be
very careful as to the commitments thev
enter into, particularly for expenditure in
tlie metropolitun area, Much eriticism has
heen levelled at the Government for their
proposal to instal a trolley bus service on
the Claremont route. While, under normal
conditions, aetion of that sort might pos-
sihly be justified, I should say that the Gov-
ernment would be well advised to stay their
hand in regard to this and any other metro-
politan expenditure which could conveniently
be postponed until we have overcome the
difficolties of the present season. I have re-
ceived distressing telegrams from the conn-
try embracing portion of the distriet I rep-
resent. 1 do not propose to read them he-
canse other memhers have done so. I hope
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the Government will stay their hand in re-
gard to all possible expenditure in the metro-
politan area that can conveniently be post-
poned. As to our relationship with the Com-
monwealth, until this Parliament is prepared
to take a strong band in urging on the Fed-
eral Government and our representatives in
the Federal Parliament the need for com-
ing to our aid finaneially, we shall not get
anywhere. 1 do not know whether it was
the intention of the Minister for Agricul-
ture to close the debate, even though the
Deputy Premier moved the motion.

The Minister for Justice: He could not
close the debate.

Mr. LAMBERT: I only wish that country
members whose districts are affected by the
drought would join with me in urging upon
the Government the seriousness of the
farmers' position, and also in urging upon
representatives in the Commonwealth Par-
liament the need for® exercising their full
influence. As I said the other night, the pre-
sent Commonwealth Government could not
last 24 hours without the support and con-
corrence of the Country Party in the Fed-
eral Parliament. Therefore it will be idle
for members of the Country Pariy herc to
come along 1in a few months’ time and blame
the State Government for what they have
not done.

Mr. Thorn: That is all very fine, but why
not send a copy of your wires to Jack Cur-
tin?

Mr. LAMBERT: No doubt a copy has
been sent to Mr. Curfin, but all that Mr.
Curtin could do in the Federal Parliament
would be of little effect in comparison with
what members of the Country Party sup-
porting the National Party could do if they
felt inclined. Country Parly members here
blame the Government for what they have
not done. The people shonld be given to
understand that it is the responsibility of
Country Party members in the Federal Par-
lament to give attention to anything amiss
in the matter of financial assistanee which
the Commoniwealth should afford us. I am
afraid this will not prevent many couniry
representatives, when they appear before
their constituents, from blaming the State
Government for things which have rot been
done when it is the responsibility of the
Commonwealth Government to do them.

Mr, Thorn: You were eriticising the State
Government a few minates ago over their
proposal to instal trolley buses on the Clare-
mont route.

Mr. LAMBERT: I was not criticising;
I was sounding a note of warning, and ask-
ing the Government to stay their hand in
regard (o any unnecessary expendifure pro-
posed in the metropolitan area.

Mr. Deney: Such as?

Mr. LAMBERT : Expenditure that could
reasonably be deferred. At the same time
we cannot foist the whole of our financial
responsibilities on the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment. .

Mr. SPEAKER: The motion is all the
hon. member is entitled to discnss at the
moment,

Mr. LAMBERT: I hope that assistanes
will be given and that members opposite
will not indulge in carping eriticism and
endeavour, by half truths, when they meet
their eonstituents——

Mr. Sampson: Which side?

Mr. LAMBERT: I do not want any pip-
ing from the hon. member. Let members
opposite go fo their constituents and tell
the truth. Let them point out to their con-
stifuents the great burden resulting from
the amount we get by way of revenue and
the amount received by the Comonwealth
Government, and tell them frankly that un-
luss the Commonwealth give us a larger allo-
cation, we shall not he able to assist those
i distress in the farming areas.

MR. SAMPSON (Swan) [8.19]: I have
a few figures which show the progressively
bad eondibions which farmers in this State
have to face, and which, in my opinion,
would have justified the Commonwealth
Grants Comnission in giving more reason-
able consideration to their needs. No doubt
the neeessitous conditions of the farmers iz
a very real menace to the prosperity and
progress of Western Australia. Indeed,
every day serves to emphasise those diffi-
enlties and show how hard it is for the
farmers to continme on their holdings.
Western Australia has special difficulties
to eontend with. It is a young country.
Farmers have to make their arrangements
for plant and equipment, and the eountry,
being young makes demands upon the indi-
vidual who has not the funds with which
to do all those things that are necessary.
Consequently, the need for a reasonable
view heing taken of the disabilities under
which this State is working is essential.
In the ‘‘Quarterly Statistical Abstraet’’
for the three months ended the 30th June
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ol this year, some interesting partieulars
are given eoncerning the various kinds ol
crops in Western Australin. These figures
show that the area under e¢rop has de-
creased since 1932 from 3,158,000 acres to
2,338,000 acres last year. The position is
likely to be wourse next year, In 1932 the
wheat yield was 41,521,000 bushels, and last
year it was 23,289,000 bushels. The aver-
age wheat yield per acre in 1927 was 12.08
bushels; in 1932 it was 13.40 bushels; in
1933 it was 12.33 bushels; in 1934 it was
11.72 hushels; in 1935 it was 9.76; and for
1936 it was 9.17 bushels. That is a very
illuminating statement in respect to the
steadily deelining yield, and goes to show
the difficulties confronting hoth the Gov-
_ernment and the individual farmer. I hope
the Disabilities Commission will give fur-
ther consideration to this question. The
Government should receive fairer treat-
ment than they have had. If they did
receive fairer treatment they would get
at least the grant which was made last
vear. As a matter of fact, the amount
would be increased.

[Resolved: That motions be continued.]

MR. MARSHALL (Murchison) [8.23]:
I support the motion. As food is to the
physical body, so is finance to the body
politic. One cannot live without its sub-
stance any more than the other can. TUntil
recent years there has not been an acute
wrangle between the State Governments and
the Commonwealth Government with respect
to the right to tax and the distribution of
taxation when collected. Some years ago,
when the Bruce-Page Government proposed
to alter the system of per capita payments
to this State, it was foreibly argued that it
was incorrect for the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment to collect taxes, and return them
to the States. Tt was to get over that obvi-
ously wrong procedure that the per ecapita
pavments eeased. .I vrespeetfully suggest
that ever sinece that date the system wherebv
the Federal Government imposed taxation,
eollected the money, and repaid it to the
States piecemeal, has been enacted
in a more aggravated way than was ever
the case prior to the Bruce-Page alterntion
with respeect to the per capita payments.
We can look at the matter from any angle
we like. Up to recent years the burden of
taxation has not heen so acute. We could
manage to struggle along. In 1911 and 1914
this State experienced ftwo  successive
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droughts, which materially affected onr land
scttlement. The Government eould then ex-
ploit other avenucs of revenue with a view
to paying intcrest on borrowed money, and
to alleviating the troubles created by the
drought. Over the years we bave borrowed
to that extent that the amount which, taken
from taxation, goes away in interest, has be-
tome burdensome unpon the people, and we
can cxploit no further avenves of taxation.
The Federal Government find themselves in
a like position. How long this procedure of
exploiting avenues of finance, and imposing
taxation, will be tolerated by the people
when they fnlly appreciate the invidious
position into which they are drifting, I am
hot sure. It is obvious from the debate that
the sooner people of this eountry are made
aware of the fact that ont of every pound
eollected from taxation 10s, goes away to
pay those who live by usury, the better will
it be for them. It is true that those who
cccupy the Opposition benches ave never
short of an argument to set forth the de-
plovable conditions in which the wheat pro-
ducers find themselves through cireumstances
aver which they had no control. I remind
the Deputy Premier, who several times has
referred to the deplorable position of the
wheatgrowers, that the woolgrowers of the
Stafe have never been in a more deplorable
condition. They bave had two successive
years of drought.
Mr, Patrick: Three, I think.

Mr. MARSHALL: Two years, as the last
raing oceurred two years ago last March. I
remember the oceasion becavnse I was hung
up for 13 days beside a river in the North-
West. What are we going to do for the
wool producers? T am justified in reminding
the Deputy Premier . that, although this
ITouse recently passed a measure of relief
From the payment of pastoral rents, that
will not get the pastoralists very far. Im
the main the industry has been developed by
the initiative of private enterprise. The
pastoralists have called upon the taxpayers
to do very little to assist them in develop-
ing their areas. They have now become bur-
dened with taxation and have this additional
serious handieap of two years of drought
in sueeession, The Deputy Premier is justi-
fied in pointing out to the Federal Govern-
irent that the £300,000, whieh is the cause
of the argument and the substance of the
motion, will be an infinitesimal amount com:
pared with what the State Government will
have to find to assist both the wool and the
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wheat growers. I hope to hear an announce-
ment in the immediate fnture that the State
Government will be willing to haul breeding
stock from various parts of the State to the
nearest port or railway terminus for those
who have to replenish their flocks and herds.
Their breeding herds are gone.

kHon. I'. 1). Ferguson: And they will have
a job to vebuild the herds, too.

Mr. Doney: Breeding stock are unsecur-
able,

Mr. MARSHALL: We are hopeful thar
there will be early rains, that rains will fall
in November. If the Government are pre-
pared now to announce that they wilj do
what I have suggested, the woolgrowers will
prepare to purchase stoeck,

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: It will not he pos-
sible to get the stogk.

Mr. MARSHALL: T am referring to stock
from the Eastern States. The Government
will have to finance the purcbases, and this
will mean heavy responsibility. They wil! be
justified in calling upon the Federal Govern-
ment at least to leave the amount of the
grant at what it was last year. Pasforal-
ists cannot remain on their Thoidings
much longer unless they receive increased as-
sistance from some source. The transporta-
tion of breeding stoek to pastoralists requir-
ing to build up their herds again, will have
to be considered. I hope the Government
will consider it favourably, with a view to
alleviating the position of the woolgrower.
In conclusion I reiterate emphatically that
the State and the Conunonwealth cannot con-
tinue mueh longer to pay one-half of the
money raised in taxation to those who make
a living by cxploiting the development and
the generosity of the people. Those persons
will have to do with less. Otherwise their
own volition and their own greed will lead
them to sutcide, for we shall he compelled
sooner or later to repudiate those heavy lia-
bilities. Our people are gradually awaken-
ing to the faet that there are methods by
which we can finance the State and its in-
dustries without horrowing money. The
sooner that question is discussed, the sooner
will motions of this kind be unnecessary and
nnwarranted.

THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon.
. C. L. Smithb—Brown Hill-Tvanhoe)
[8.33]: T support the motion. While we
are haggling from year to year with re-
gard to whether £500,000 or £800,000 is to
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be paid Lu us by way ot a disabilities grant,
we are apt to lose sight of the underlying
causes whieh give rise to the disabilities
in questionn and make it necessary for us
to fiy to the Commonwealth Government
for grants., So far as I see, Western Aus-
tralia’'s position within the Federation,
taken in conjunction with the existing
Federal Constitution, is such that so long
as the Constitution remains in its present
form, with our position of divided author-
ity, with conferred and reserved powers,
Western Australia will continue to suffer
disabilities that will never be reflected in
her budgetary or financial position. The
Federal Constitution is such, and from the
beginning has heen such, as to stabilise
in the first instance the inequalities exisi-
ing hetween the States with regard to
wealth and material resources and the con-
ditions of industrial development. In the
process of time the result of having to
work under that Constitution has been to
accentuate those inequalities. To me it
seems extraordinary that Western Anstra-
lia was ever cajoled into Federation under
existing conditions, I recollect that Sir
Geovge Grey, speaking at a National Con-
vention held in Sydney in 1891, strongly
urged upon that Convention the adoption
of a Constitution which would give the
cenfral authority the right to legislate upon
any subject it elected to legislate upon.
He urged the convention to adopt a con-
gtitution such as that of New Zealand,
where any subjeet whiech the Parliament
elects to legislate upon is a subjeet properly
within the authority of Parliament. My
personal view is that as a resnlt of the
Federal Constitntion, and of the absolute
freedom of trade which is established be-
tween the various Australian States, no
financial consideration e¢an compensate
Western Australia for the loss of the right
to foster secondary industries within the
State and thus maintain a well-balanced
production and development. T consider
that a well-balanced development both on
the primary and the secondary industries
sides i1s a most essential requiremént, not
only for Western Ausiralia but for the
Commonwealth as a whole, The picture ta
he seen in present-day trends is merely
an enlargement of the policy that was pur-
sued in the various Australian States prior
to Federation—a peoliey of eentralisation.
We know that that poliev was pursued
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in this State. We know, teo, that in all
probability, had it not been pursued here,
Western Australia would never have got
up a vote in favour of Federation. In point
of iaet, about 25,000 votes of the 29,000
majority were secured in the goldfields dis-
trict, because of resentment felt against
the centralising policy pursued in Western
Australia by the refusal to open up the
natural port of the Eastern Goldfields.

Mr. SPEAKER: I do not think the Min-
ister is applying himself very closely to
the motion.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I am
trying to show that we are entitled to a
much larger grant than we get under exist-
ing condifions.

Mr. SPEAKER: The Minister may con-
nect his remarks up with the question be-
fore the House, but T think he is a long
way from it.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: Per-
haps I had better not carry out my propo-
sal to give some striking examples of cen-
tralisation which have oceurred in various
States of the Commonwealth. I think, how-
ever, that I may be permitted to draw at-
tention to the faet, for purposes of com-
parison, that in 1862 the Western District
of Victoria sent Home a petition for separ-
ation hecause the poliex then being pur-
sued by the Government of the Colony was
such as to make for primary develop-
ment in all the country distriets of
Vietoria and to concentrate all secon-
dary industries in the metropolitan area.
Not only was it econcenfrated there nafur-
ally, but it was concenfrated artificially by
the vse of railway freights and special con-
cessions that led to the establishment of in-
dustries in and around Melbourne. I know
that Sir Graham Berry was opposed to this
policy of centralisation and by the provision
of tapering freights on wheat favoured the
provision of mills in the country distriets.
But when Sir Thomas Bent became Premier,
he reversed the tapering process and now
the flour mills are located around Melbonrne.
That is a very limited picture of the poliey
of centralisation that has obtained not only
in Victoria, becanse instances can be quoted
regarding all the States to show the effect
of that poliey must be to centralise the
prosperity of the country within & given
area, and make for well-balanced develop-
ment around the metropolitan area at the
expense of the country distriets. That is
what I visualise in the existing trend of the
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policy throughout the Commonwealth as a
whole. There is a definite trend to centre
well-balanced prosperity in the more ad-
vanced States of Vieforia and New South
Wales, at the expense of the weaker primary
producing States. The report of the Com-
monwealth Grants Commission bears that
ont and on page 41 of their sccond report

they say:—

Weatern  Australia, South Australia, and
Queensland, under this system, specialise
in primary industry, particularly pastoral
and wheat farming. This was financed

largely from the eastern centres of popu-
lation. When discoveries of gold and other
valuable minerals were made, the management
and financial control were centred to a very
great extent in Melbourne and Sydney, though,
in the ease of gold, Adelaide was a centre of
great importance.  All colonies had tariffs
which, although designed to produce revenue,
had a considerable protective eoffect. These
tariffs, however, did not prevent a growing con-
centration of secondary industry in Vietoria
and later in New South Wales. The tariffs of
the various colonies indeed cheeked what would
have heen an overwhelming trend to comcen-
trate manufactores in the south-east.

At the present time we find that under the
tariff there is the possibility of imposing
charges that tend to concentrate manufac-
tures in the south-east of the continent. That
trend has become more definitely established
as time has gone on. Then the Commission
proceeded to state :—

With Federation this barrier was abolished
by the cnactment of a common Customs tariff
for the whole continent and the establishment
of interstate free trade. There were then no
obstacles to the development of a single ccono-
mi¢ unit for the whole continent, except such
as were imposed by the remaining political
powers of the States, which were not of great
importanee in comparison with the tariff. This
establishment of a single unit fer ecomomie
affairs for the whole continent has been the
determining condition of economic develop-
ment sinee Federation. It has led to a more
complete concentration of management, and fin-
aneial contrel, and of manufaetures, and there-
fore of population in the Eastern States, while
the other States have inereasingly specialised
in the type of primary industry to which eaeh
is best svited.

That qnotation from the Commission’s re-
port definitely establishes that they have a
full knowledge that this particular State,
and the weaker States generally, are com-
pelled to turn more and more towards pri-
mary production, while secondary produe-
tion will be fostered more and more in the
Enstern States. The result of that conecen-
tration and  better balanced develop-
ment in those States is reflected in the
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amounts that are received by way of Com-
monwealth ineome taxation in respect of
the various States. We find that for the
year 1933-34 the income tax collected by
the Commonwealth Government in New
South Wales was 21s. 5d. per head; in Vie-
toria it was 21s. 3d.; in Queensland, 11s. 74d.;
in South Australia, 125, 1d.; in Western Aus-
tralia, 13s. 8d.; and in Tasmania, 9s. 6d.
That is a very good test for ihe purpose of
aseertaining the wealth resources of the vari-
ous States. The trend of development is
reflected in the percentages of primary and
secondary industries, These percentages,
which I propose to quote, tend to indicate
those States where there is well-baianced
developmenl as against the States where
there is not that well-balanced development.
In New South Wales primary industries rep-
resent 34 per cent., and the secondary in-
dustries 46 per cent. In the other States,
the relative figures are: Victoria, 45 per cent.
and 55 per cent.; Queensland, 69 per cent.
and 31 per cent.; South Australia, 62 per
cent. and 38 per cent.; Western Australia,
76 per cent. and 24 per cent.; and Tasmania,
64 per cent. and 36 per cent. Allowing that
these fignres represent a definite indication
of the trend of development that is takinz
place as the result of the centralising poliey,
it scems to me that the Federal Grants Com-
mission, in effect, state that the retardation
of development in this State, its lack of
secondary industries, its slow growth, its nse
as a dumping ground for Fastern States
manufactures, its handicap in the race of
progress nnder Federation, are not grounds
for Federal assistanee. They seem to indi-
cate that no matter how backward our de-
velopment may be, how slow the growth
of our population, or even whether it re-
mains stationary or declines, the fact that
it even did decline would not, in their opin-
ion, entitle the State to receive any grant.
They say the test irrespective of our popu-
lation must be: Are we attaining budgetary
equilibrinm?  As I see it, under the present
trend, and wnder the present Federal policy,
particularly if they subseribe to the con-
dition that the Grants Commission laid down
that the test for assistance must be dire
necessity, irrespective of the effect that Fed-
eration is having on the growth of our popu-
lation, and irrespective of the effect Federa-
tion is having on the development of the
State, we in Western Australia are fo be
condemmed to be the wood and water car-
riers for the rest of the Commonwealth.
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Mr, Marshall: We will be too weak to do
even that.

The MINISTER IFOR JUSTICE: It
scems as though their poliey is directed to-
wards establishing a peasantry in Western
Australin, and confining our activities to
primary production, while the FEastern
States, under the existing Constitution, are
centres of well-halanced development and
consequent prosperity.

MR. CROSS (Canning) [8.51]: For a
rood many years prior to 1933 it was obvious
in this State that the time had arrived when
there should be an adjustment in the finaneial
relations hetwceen the State Government and
the Commonwealth Government. I bolieve
that was largely the canse of so many people
in this State supporting the secession move-
ment. Not only did that position obtain in
this State—I refer to the dissatisfaction with
the financial relationship belween the smaller
States and the Commonwealtb—hut the same
fecling existed in other States. This pro-
nounced dissatisfaction was the cause of the
large vote registered in support of secession,
numbers of people considering that in this
way they would express their disgust regard-
ing the inequalities. Most of those people
did not think there was any possibility of ob-
taining secession and I do not think they
desired it. T heard it expressed during the
election campaign

Mr. SPEAKER: I hope the hon. member
is not going to discuss secession,

Mr. CROSS: T will connect it up with the
motion we are discussing. People did feel
dissatisfied and considered that they could
cxpress their disapproval by voting in favour
of secession.

Mr., Thorn: You have no right to say they
were not sincere.

Mr. CROSS: The hon. member knows——

Mr. Thorn: I don’t know anything.

Mr. Marshall: Those are the truest words
vou ever spoke. You don’t know anything
at all.

Mr. CROSS: Later, as a result of the vote
taken, the Commonwealth appointed a Dis-
abilities Commission. Tt is apparent that the
policy of the Commonwealth Government has
been that while the people were discontented,
they should be made a fairly large grant. It
is equally obvious that now that they think
dissatisfaction is dying down, and that they
have met the wishes of the people to some
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extent, they are devising ways and means of
reducing the grant,

Mr. Thorn: Start another seccssion cam-
paign. You benefited by the last one.

AMr. CROSS: I believe that that is the posi-
tion. The special disabilities suffered by this
State should be obvious even to the Common-
wealth Government, particularly when cog-
nisance is taken of the commitments of the
State. T refer to such schemes as jhe group
settlement scheme which was enfered inte by
this State in conjunction with the Common-
wealth and Imperial Governments. This
State bas wider spaces thar any otker,
longer mileage of railways and roads to
maintain, with a very smalt population. The
disabilities grant ought to be based upon the
needs of the State,

Hon. C. G. Latham:
provided for separately.

Mr. CROSS: They may be, but some con-
sideration should he given to this matter be-
canse even if roads are provided for sepa-
rately, the Leader of the Opposition knows
very well that there are aveas, particularly in
country districts, which ¢annot be said to have
adeguate roads. We should get special con-
sideration from the Commonwealtl Govern-
ment on that score. The people of this State
should not have received such niggardly
treatment as they have at the hands of the
Commission. It is the duty of the Common-
wealth Government to review the position
with the object of giving us a substantial in-
erease. I do not helieve that cither this
State or any of the smaller States will re-
ceive satisfaction until there is an adjustment
in the finanecial relations between them and
the Commonwealth beeanse, as members
know, almost every field of taxation has been
exhansted by the Federal Government and
the State has to go round and get whatever
funds it can from most unlikely quarters.
There shonld be a readjustment so that some
of the avenues of taxation which are at pre-
sent controlled by the Commonwealth could be
handed to the State in order to enable it to
collect sufficient revenue to obviate the need
for going cap in hand to the Common-
wealth every year. I propose to support
the motion and hope that when it veaches the
Commonwealth Government they will fake it
geviously. It is regarded by the people of
the State as a strong protest. T should like
to see it couched in stronger terms because T

But the roads ave
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consider that the State has been dealt with
harshly by this Commission.

Question put and passed.

BILL—STATE GOVERNMENT
INSURANCE OFTICE.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 24th September.

MR. BOYLE {.Avon) {9.0]: In rising to
oppose the Bill T offer no apologies. Had
this measure been bronght forward five years
ago, I would bave hecn found largely in
favour of it. Let me give the reason for
my view. On page 22 of the report of the
Royal Commission on disabilities affecting
the agrienltural industry of Western Aus-
tralia we find this, under the heading of
“insurance’’—

One of the chief grievances of the farmers
is the high rates of inguranee, and the fact
that it is compulsory on many to insure at
the high rates inereases their displeasure. The
number of eompanies operating, namely 62, as
given in the cvidence of Mr. G. L. Bowman,
who tendered evidence on behalf of the insur-
ance companies, seems an overweight on a com-
munity of 400,000, and coupled with this fact
is the high rate of commission paid to the
agent; it is felt by the producers that the
duties of agents could be considerably ecur-
tailed, and the farmers thus obtain a corres-
ponding benefit in premium. Mr. Bowman in
his evidence stated that the overhead expenses
of 62 eompantes were not taken inte consider-
ation when assessing the rates of premium for
insurance, but this statement is hard to under-
stand; the patent fact is, however, that the
farmer must obtain relief in the rates of in-
surance. There are two methods open, in the
opinion of your Commissioners—either for the
companies to cc-ordinate to reduce their ex-
penses by the elimination of eanvassers with
their cumulative expenses, or for the farmers
to pool arrangements in their various districts
to cffect their insurances, and by so deing ob-
tain lower rates by forcing a reduction of the
expenses of imsurance companies. The Com-
missioners are of the opinion {hat the Under-
writers’ Association could co-ordinate in a pool-
ing arrangement, otherwise it may become
compulsory on the Government and all secured
creditors to protect their clients against high
insuranee rates. Surely the insuranee compan-
ieg have sufficient capital at stake in the State
to assist under the present distressful eireum-
stances of the farmers in deeiding on a Te-
duction of premiums. The various insurance
companics shonld formulate some scheme for
the harvest of 1931.32. If present conditions
eontinue, the inguranee companies must expect
adverse criticism and further agitation for
State insurance,
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That was the finding of five men who were
not interested but were rather opposed to
the extension of the State insurance facility.
But we found that the companies took no
action whatlever to bring about that state
of affairs. 1t pressed very hardly on the
farmers, 80 per cent. of whom were under
tien and wert compelled to insure their erops
at exorbitant rates. The organisation of
which I was leader at the time took up the
tight on behalf of the farmers and inei-
dentally on bekalf of the whole of the people
of Western Australia, and we succeeded in
forcing a reduction of insurance rates. But
in order to do that it was necessary to bring
to Western Australia a non-comhine com-
pany. Out of ahout 70 companies operating
tn Australia there were only three non-com-
bine companics, And the company that we
induced to ecome to Western Australia, the
Federation Insurance Ltd., snueceeded in es-
tallishing itself in this State. I say
the extension of the State Insurance Office
is unnecessary, because there is provided in
the State, and particularly for the farming
areas, a non-comhine company which is
doing the business to-day and has forced
down the rates by at least 33%; per cent.

The Minister for Mines: Will that com-
pany take Third Schedule risks in the
Workers’ Compensation Ac¢t and miners’
complaint 7

Mr. BOYLE: That has not eome within
the purview of this company, but no doubt
they would do the same as they are doing
in other directions.

The Minister for Mines: Not one company
has agreed to take that business.

Mr. BOYLE: And when I have read cer-
tain figures perhaps you will not be so en-
thusiastiec about 1. The operations of the
State Insurance Office regarding employers’
liability and miners’ phthisis do not make
pleasant reading for the taxpayers of the
State. We also succeeded in putting a ter-
mination to what was known as the franchise
for crops, which meant a deduction of £20
for a hail elaim or one bushel to the acre.
That meant that no eclaim would be paid
which did not exceed £20. This company
gneceeded in doing away with that oppressive
eondition. In 1934-35, the total amount
of revenue from premiums in Western
Australian  was  £964,000. And  that
in a vear of depression. The losses
amounted to £454000 or less than one-half
the amount of premiums paid in. There
we have o total of £964,000 with losses
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totalling £454,000, cosi in commission
£112,000; and other expenses £241000; so
the cost of running the business amounted to
£353,000 and the losses to £434,000. That
is why I say I do not support the second
reading of the Bill, namely, because we have
sncceeded in eliminating the agents and
most of the other expenses, and to-day the
farmer in Western Awustralin can obtain
his insurance at the rate of 13s. as com-
pared with 20s. in 1930-31. The Minister said
that no protection was given in general assur-
ance. I ean assure him that he is incorreet
in that. General cover can be obtained in
any type of insurance, employers’ liability,
marine insurance, or any other type, with
the possible exeeption of the point raised
by the Minister. Beeause the bonus system
has been introduced, in this attack on the
combine companies, whatever profits
are made are returned at the rate of 20
per cent. to the farmers concerned. 1
understand the operations of the State In-
surance Office have been quite illegal. One
does not quarrel too mueh with that; I
would not make that a fatal objeetion, be-
cnuse many good things have been illegally
introduced and subsequently legalised. I
presume this is the objeetive of the Bill
But te reverse the position regarding work-
ers’ compersation insurance and the State
office, we find that in the nine years 1926-
35, premiums paid for industrial diseases
amounted to £405,684, for general accident
insurance £482957, a total of £888,641, or
a grand total of £1,154,158. The interest
Yor the nine years was £22,521. The losses
for the whole period were £804,975, leaving
a credit balanece of £349,183. That eredit
is offset by payments as follows:—Payment
to Treasury in respeet to payments previ-
ously made under the Miners’ Phthisis Act,
1935-36, £25,000; ontstanding eclaims, min-
ers’ diseases, 1935-36, £68,000; expected
claims, miners’diseases, 1936-37, £56,250;
and reserves for eclaims already admitted,
1926-35, mners, £229,374: or a total dehit
of £378,624, leaving a debit balance on the
operations of £29,441. Dealing now with
workers’ compensation insurance for the
yvears 1926-36, we commence with a debit
of £47127. Nine years’ general aceident
premiums, 1926-33, f{otal £482,957; one
vear’s general accident premiums, 1935-36,
£131,219: nine years’ peneral aceident
elaims, £466,164; one year’s general acci-
dent claims, 1935-36, £121,268. Adminis-
tration expenses, 1926-36, are shown as
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£31,479, and the interest deducted, 1926-35,
£22,521, leaving a debit of £29,441. The
position as 1 see it is that the State is not
effecting general insurance for the protec-
tion, shall we say, of its mills, hotels, ete.,
bui is giving the business to private in-
surance companies. The Treasury is pay-
ing into a reserve account at the rate of
£2,000 a year and there is standing
to that aceount an amount of £49,000.
Qperating expenses are debited almost
entirely to the Treasury. The 1.5 per
cent. for odministration expenses is, as
the Minister admitted, absurdly low. This
1s the difficulty with a department of that
kind, and it is one of the reasons why I
am; opposed to the Bill, namely, that the
ratio of expenses is never brought properly
into play, but is thrown back on to the
Treasury. If the State Insurance Office
were a competitive department, perhaps
one eould look a little more kindly upon it.
Only by competitive effort will we be able
to get these partieular costs down. My
grievanec against the companies was that
they would not compete. They would com-
pete for business, but they would not eom-
pete to the extent of lowering rates. In
the circumstances I regret I eannot assist
the Minister with this Bill, as I am fully
convineed that the State Insurance Office
will ultimately become a charge upon the
resources of the State. Therefore I oppose
the second reading.

MR. FOX (South Fremantle) [9.14]: 1
intend to support the second reading. 1
am sarprised at the opposition that has

come from Country Party members. The
member for Avon (Mr. Boyle) said
he telieved that competition was a

good thing and that it could only be
bhrought abont by putting the office on & com-
petitive basis. The only concern of the
private insurance companies is that of pro-
fit, and quite a lot of the profit made goes
in the payment of directors’ fees. If all
the private insurance companies were eut
out—the Bill does not propose to do that—
insurance rates would be better for the
people represented by members opposite. T
can quite appreciate the atfifude of the
member for West Perth (Mr. McDonald)
in saying that the State Insuranee Office
should be terminated. I believe that the
scope of the office should be extended, and
that workers’ compensation at least should
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be made the moncpoly of the State Insur-
anee Office.

Mr. Seward: Then God help us!

Mr. FOX: No imagination is required to
realise that insurance is a very profitable
business. That is borne out by the presence
in all the principal cities of the Common-
wealth of the palatial buildings erected by
insuranee companies. My chief conecern is
to know whether the general run of workers
would be better off if workers’ compensation
were in the hands of the State or whether
we should leave them to the tender mercies
of private companies. During the last 10
or 11 years I have had a considerable
amount of experience of insurance com-
panies dealing with workers’ compensation
claims on behalf of workers injured in in-
dustry. After that experience I have no
hesitation in saying that I prefer o deal
with the State Office. The claims are ad-
Justed more expeditionsly and the State
office does not stoop to the guestionable
practices in which many of the private in-
surance offices have indulged.

Mr. Sampson: I think we should have evi-
dence of that.

Mr. FOX: I do not propose to mention
any names, though not becauvse I am afraid
to do so. [ intend, however, to refer to cer-
tain firms operating in Fremantle, and if
anything I say be wrong, they will be able
to reply to me. T can, however, substanti-
ate any statement I make. When 1 say
that the State Insuranee Office is betfer
to deal with than private insurance com-
panies, I do not wish it to be inferred that
we get everything we want from it. Very
often we have to fight the State Office just
as hard as the private companies. Let me
refer to one or two instamces that have
come under my notice during the last few
vears. When a worker has been injured
and has been drawing compensation for a
few weeks, it is a custom of some employers,
on his drawing the last payment, to place
a form in front of him and ask him to sign
it. Quite a number of workers do not under-
stand the Aect and do not appreciate what
they are signing. Some of them make rep-
resentations to the union secretary and are
put on the right track. Some of the men,
however, sign the seitlement freeing the em-
plovers from any future liability in con-
nection with the claim. This means that if
the worker suffers a recurrence of the dis-
ability duve to the former aceident, he is
debarred from receiving further eompensa-
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tion. His claim is completely cut off. I
might mention a ease that occurred six or
seven years ago. If the member for Ned-
lands were in his place, he would recall it
because he appeared in the Supreme Court
for the other side. A worker bad drawn
aboui six weeks’ compensation, and when he
went to draw the final week’s compensation,
one of the lomp-sum setflement form was
pMaced in front of him. He signed the
settlement and it was registered in the court.
That was sapposed to debar him from re-
ceiving any further payment. About a
month after that he had a recurrence of the
complaint, I made a claim on his behalf
against the company whiech had previously
cmployed him. They rejected the claim. I
was away on holidays when this man signed
the agreement relieving the company of any
further obligation otherwise he would not
have signed it. The company refused to
give him any compensation, and we took the
case to the local court. We lost the claim
there, and then appealed to the Supreme
Couri. We won the ease there, and the com-
pany appealed to the High Court, where the
case went against the man in question. It
would have taken a large sum of money to
appeal to the Privy Council, so the case was
dropped. If the man who put that doemment
in front of the worker to sign received his
due, he might have gone to gaol. I told
him that myself. If ever a confidence trick
was played in this world it was piayed then.
There is another claim in connection with
a shipping firn in Fremantle. Every time
I went to that office T had an argument with
the officials. Eventually, however, we gener-
ally geot the best end of the stick. In one
case the manager got a disabled workman
into his office, where he also had the mana-
ger of the insurance company. They made
an offer of 2 settlement, and told the man
that in no circumstances should he have any
dealings with the union, that he should keep
away from such organisations. They told
him that if he went to the union it would
cost him a great deal more money. The
worker in question had sufficient confidence
in his wnion to know that he wounld get a
better deal from that source than he would
from the shipping company which employed
him. When he told me what he had done
I got him to sign a doeument authorising
me to act as his agent. When I went to the
company’s office the officials told me they
would not deal with me. A summons was
issned on behalf of the man concerned, and
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he took the matter to cowrt. He got a ver-
dict for nearly £200 in excess of what the
company wished him to accept. A similar
thing happened in another case with the
satne company, The man was offered £150,
and when he said he would have a word with
the union officials they replied that they
would not deal with the union and would
give him £150 and no more. When a sum-
mons was issued, they did not allow the
matter to go to court, and despite the fact
that I had asked for £460 on his behalf they
agrecd to pay £430. I advised the man to
accept that amount, rather than go to court
and run the risk of losing the case alto-
gether. These are two cases, and T would
have no trouble in sobstantiating both.
If I were to mention any names I do not
think there would be any repercussion in the
matter. Another ease happencd a few weeks
ago. The worker called at the office of a
company to see what he would receive for
the loss of two joints of a finger. The com-
pany offered him £100. When he went
along later they paid him £120, but they
did not forget to tell off the people at
Trades Hall, Fremantle, who had advised
him, on the ground of interference with
their business.

AMr. Seward: How will this Bill affect that
sort of thing?

Mr. FOX: I have said that the State
Insurance Office would not stoop to the ob-
jectionable practices so often found in con-
nection with private companies,

Mr, Seward: You have to prove that.

Mr. Hughes: Have you heard that men
on the Fremantle wharf have been refused
work because of the number of accidents
that happen to them?

Mr. FOX: I do not think that is eorrect.

Mr. Hughes: I will give you the name of
one man,

Mr. FOX: I know of one man the hon.
member might mention, bui that man is
working there now.

Mr. Hughes: Only after a fuss was made.

Mr. FOX: I have not often found that
sort of thing, At present the State is foreed
to insure workers in the mining industry
where the greatest amount of risk is experi-
enced, and to take on all elasses of elaims
for miner's phthisis. The waterfront at
Fremantle is another industry to bear in
mind. At one time practically all the in-
surance there was taken by private com-
panies. At present with the ezception of
three companies it is all taken by the State
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Insurance Oflice. Only about three firms
there are now insuring with private com-
panies. I support the second reading of
the Bill, and hope it will be carried.

MR. STYANTS (Kalgoorlie) [9.26]: I
support the Bill for two speecial reasons.
It provides for the enforcement of the
compulsory provisions of Seetion 10 of
the Workers’ Compensation Act, and I sup-
port it also for the reason that the State
Insurance Office undertakes insurance at
much cheaper rates than is the case with
any private company. To hear the stub-
born resistance put up by the Opposition
to the legalisation of the State office, one
would imagine that this was something
new in Australia and in the world in gen-
eral. That is not the case. Government
insurance is in operation in most of the
States of the Commonwealth, and in New
Zealand. In the Dominion of New Zealand
an Aceident State Office has been in exis-
tence for 43 ycars, and a State life insur-
anee office has been operating since 1869,
a period of 67 years. The profits of the
New Zealand State office have during the
pericd amounted to over £350,000, and it is
in open competition with all other cldsses
of insurance companies. The State Insur-
ance Office in Vietoria has been in opera-
tion since 1914. It conduets workers’ com-
pensation business in competition with pri-
vate companies, and since its establishment
has shown a profit of over £200,000. Gov-
ernment insnrance offices are operating in
the United States, and one eould quote
many other countries where the same thing
is going on. The Minister when moving the
second reading of the Bill dealt hriefly
with the reasons for the inawguration of
the State Insurance Office here. Briefly,
it was due to the fact that the private
companies refused to quote for miners’
discases under the third schedule of the
Workers' Compensation Aet. If they did
quote it was at an exorbitant figure, and
one that could not he accepted.

The Minister for Mines: They rcfused
to aquote, and will not take on the business
at any price.

Mr. STYANTS: I accept that assor-
ance from the Minister. A committee was
then appointed, and recommended that the
State Insurance Office should quote for the
business at £4 10s. per centum. That was
really the reason whv State insurance was
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introduced into Western Australia. The
Uovernment of the day considered it abso-
lutely essential that those men should be
covered by insurance. As the insurancé
eompanies refused to accept the risk, the
only thing to be done was to introduce
State insurance, which I claim has up to
the present proved a distinet sueccess.

The Minister for Mines: The office has
£316,000 trust funds to its credit now,

Mr, STYANTS: The outstanding merit
of the State Insuranee Ollice is that no
money was taken from Consolidated Rev-
enue for the purpose of starting it. Neither
has any Government assistance -been sought
singe. The office has paid its way, and has
provided cheap insurance for the class of
men it was intended to cover. It shows
substantial reserves for future c¢laims from
those who unfortunately will have to ecall
upon it because of injuries suffered on ac-
count of the nature of their cceupation in
the goldmining industry. Although there
are between 62 and 68 private insuranee
companies operating in Western Australia,
there is little or no competition. It has
been proved conclusively that the rates
charged by those eompanies are altogether
too high. Agnin, their operating costs are
in the neighbourhood of 40 per cent., whilst
the operating costs of State insurance
thronghout Australia on the average range
slightly under 15 per cent. Whilst the in-
auguration of the State Insurance Office
mef with severe criticism from certain
sources, and the operation of the office since
its inauguwaration has had some eriticism
levelled at it, we find that after a change
of Governmentb the new Administration did
not interfere with or cancel the operations
of the State Insurance Office. Successive
Governtments have not attempted to abolish
the office, simply because they realise that
it fills a long-felt want. They realise that
it provides cover for this partienlar risk
at cheap rates. My contention is that State
insurance has come to stay in Western
Australia as in other Australian States.
That heing so, the office shonld be placed
on a safisfactory basis. T an not particularly
concerned as to whether the office extends
its operations, but I am specially concerned
that the office should he legalised and that all
employers should be compelled to insure their
employces. A highly Important provision
of the Bill is the enforeement of eompulsory
insuranee under the Workers' Comnensation
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Act. Section 10 makes it eompulsory for
every employer to insure his employees with
an incorporated insurance company approved
by the Minister. The incorporated insuranee
companies have not received the Minister's
approval for the simple reason that they do
not provide for full covering for employees.
Under Clanse 8 of the Bill, if passed, the
State Insurance Office will be deemed an in-
corporated insurance oflice, and in a position
to permit of enforcement of the compulsory
provision of the Workers' Compensation Act.
That is a most important point. In the gold
mining industry it has been found that some
employers are unscrupulous enough to take
advantage of a weakness in the Workers'
Compensation Act not to insure their em-
ployees. T want hon. members to realise
what that means to the average worker. If
he is not insured by the employer—and fre-
quently he does not find out until after he
has met with an accident that the employer
has not provided insuranee—the wherewithal
to provide his wife and children with the
necessaries of life is not forthcoming. In
the ense of a fatality, it means that the
widow of the worker who was not insured is
deprived of the benefits under the Workers’
Compensation Aet. These serve to keep the
wolf from the door for two or three vears,
and in many cases provide the necessary
finance to establish a heme for the widow and
children. She may also be enabled to set up
in a small business which will provide a liv-
ing for herself and the children, I agree
with the membier for South Fremantle (Mr.
Fox) as to the experience one gaing in deal-
ing with eclaims under the Workers’ Com-
pensation Aet recoverable from the State In-
surance Office and private Insarance com-
panies, respeetively. I have found that the
State institution gives much greater satisfac-
tion. The State office does not adopt the
questionable methods frequently resorted to
by private insurance companies in the settle-
ment of claims. Only a week ago there was
finalised a claim in which I took a prominent
part. The claimant was the mother of a
young man who was killed in a mining acei-
dent in Kalgoorlie. The mining company
was insured with a private insurance com-
pany. which, becanse of the faet that the
mother had another son, refused to pav the
full amount under the Workers' Comensation
Act. On the advice of the union’s solicitors
the ense was taken to court. The insnrance
company. knowing quite well the justice of
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the claim, bluffed up to within three days of
the case heing heard, but then decided to pay
the full amount of compensation, Such tae-
tics are not employed by the State Insurance
Office. If one bas a just elaim against that
office, one obtains a settlement without any
great diffienlty, Another matter I have to
call attention to—and this applies to the
State Insurance Office as wel] as to private
insnrance companies—is that fortnightly or
weckly payments to injured workers have not
been made promptly. In some eases this is
due to the person making the elaim not filling
in the necessary documents correctly, or per-
haps not Bling in the right document. In
some enses these eireumstances explain delay
in payment. Fowever, dissatisfaction is be-
ing created with all classes of insurance
offices by reason of the fact that weekly or
fortnightly instalments are not paid regu-
larly. The Act shonld provide that the pay-
ments he made by the employer to the em-
plovee, the employer reconping himself from
the insurance office later. That system would
do away with all the dissatisfaction now pre-
vailing. Men who have been off work for six
or eight weeks have, in some cases, returned
to their work without having reeeived any of
the instalments which should have been avail-
able to pay household bills during the six or
eight weeks the breadwinner was disabled.

Mr. Hughes: Is not that the law to-day9

Mr. STYANTS: Yes, but resorting to the
law mcans that one has to prosecate the em-
ployer, who often is not the person in fault.
Under the system I propose, once the doctor’s
certificate and other necessary doeuments are
put in showing that the man actually re-
ceived his injury at his work, the employer
should pay the instalments due to the man,
and later obtain a recoup from the insurance
eompany. I hope the Bill will be passed for
the reasons I have outlined, and so that
justice may be done. Owing to the opera-
tions of the State Insurance Office not having
been legalised in the past, men have suf-
fered injustices. I can cite four instances
where men have found to their discomfiture
after injury that the mining eompanies that
bad employed them were not insured, and
consequently they were not able to collect
from them. In two instances, the companies
vent into liquidation, and the men could not
snceessfully prosecute their elaims,

Hon. C. G. Latham: The Bill wili not im-
prove that position.

The Minister for Mines: Yes, it will.
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Hon. C. G. Latham: How will it do so?

The Minister for Mines: We will have the
power to impose compulsory insurance,

Mr, SYANTS: That is the position. At
present we cannot compe] an employer to
insure under the Act because the State In-
suranece Office has no legal standing. Then
again, the State Insurance Office will pro-
vide cheaper insurance for the employers
than is available from private insurance com-
panies, particularly in connection with the
mining industry.

MR. HUGHES (East Perth) [943]: 1
will not support the Bill, and I make no
apology for my attitude. Some members on
the Government side of the House must have
rad o much belter experience of the State
Insurance Office than I have had. I have
handled quite a few of the workers’ com-
pensation claims, and I have not been able
to find any difference between the attitude
adopted by the State Insurance Office and
that extended to workers who seek compen-
sation from private ecompanies.

Mr, Tonkin: I thought you were a social-
ist!

Mr. HUGHES: I did not think the hon.
member ecould think,

Hon, C, G. Latham: It gives him a head-
ache, sometimes.

Mr. Fox: Would you put it in the same
eategory as the Queensland Tnsurance Office?

Mr. HUGHES: I e¢an cite one in-
stance in  which the Sinte Tnsurance
Office took a despicable point of law

to prevent a man from securing the benefit
of his insurance. TUnder the law hefore it
was amended, the practice had grown up of
getting miners to refer their applications
direct to the board. Workers were indnced
to sign an agreement to go over the head of
the referee direct to the hoard. After hav-
ing set up the hoard and been examined,
the worker in one instance secured a find-
ing that was tantamount to saying that he
was suffering 100 per cent. permanent dis-
ability. We submitted the elaim to the
State Insurance Office and pointed out that
aceording to the finding of the board, the
man was entitled to compensation on the
basis of 100 per cent. permanent disability.
The only way of upsetting the claim and to
get a new hoard was to find some technical
point of law to upset the decision, and this
is what the Crown Law authorities did.
They said, ‘“All right, if vou make that
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claim we will take the peint that this find-
ing of the board is invalid, and we will stari
de novo.” By taking that fine legal point
against the worker, the Crown Law author-
ities were able to get rid of the decision of
the board that had virtually given the man
a verdjet of 100 per cent. permanent dis-
ability, and they set out to get a fresh find-
ing with the knowledge of what the previous
hoard had determined.

Mr, Fox: How long ago was thal?

Mr. HUGHES: You know the case, The
result was that the worker did nof receive
compensalion on the basis of 100 per cent.
permanent disability. He was offered £110
in full settlement. After negotiations had
proceed for a year, he got an offer of an-
other £100, but eventually, when the matter
went before the court, he obtained another
£250. That shows that the State Insurance
Office is prepared to take fine legal points,
Just as the private ecompanies do.

Mr. Fox: I think I have said that we have
had to fight the 8tate Insurance Office at
times, but still I prefer that office.

Hon. C. G. Latham: It may be all right,
if you are on the Government side.

Mr. Fox: No, that applies to when your
Grovernment was in power, too.

Mzx. Hegney: And they were hard encugh.

Mr. HUGHES: The figures quoted by the
Minister prove, as far as statistics can prove
anything, that there is no difference between
the State office and the private companies.
Aecording to the figures quoted by the Min-
ister, in 1934 the State Insurance Office paid
in elaims 86.8 per cent. of the total pre-
miums received, whereas the private com-
panies paid 81.2 per cent. For that year,
therefore, the position was in favour of the
Statc Insurance Office by 5 per eent. In
1935, however, the figures were reversed.
The State Insurance Office for that vear
paid 85 per cent, as against the private com-
panies that paid 89 per cent. Taking the
two years together, the State Tnsuranee Office
paid in claims 85.9 per cent. of the total
premiums received, whereas the private com-
panies paid away 83.3 per cent, a differ-
ence of .G per cent, or six-tenths of a unit.
If the State were more liheral in paying
claims, if would have manifested itself in
the percentage of the ¢laims paid to the
preminms received. That is the best evi-
denee, because it is in aecordance with a
mathematical table that depends upon pure
scienee. There is no room for prejudice
or speculafive opinion; it is a matter
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of the purest of all the seciences, pure

mathematics. Thus on that basis for
the year 193435, the ratio of pay-
meats  te premiums was exactly the

same in respect of the State Insarance
Office and the private ecompanies. If I did
not know from perzonal experience that the
attitude of the State office is the same as
that of the private companies, those figures
would he conclusive; but I know from my
own experience that until the State Insur-
ance Office adopt a better attitude towards
the injured workers, apd are not merely
content with saying that they are doing as
well as the privaie companies, I shall not
be prepared to give the State Insurance
Office any support. Tf the office were to set
the example and could indicate to Parlia-
ment how liberal they were in dealing with
the workers and could show that their pay-
ments were 10 per e¢ent. more favourable
than those of private companies, there might
be something in it, but the State Insurance
Office authorities are not in that position.
The member for South Fremantle {(Mr.
Fox) eomplained about agreements being put
before the workers with a request that they
should sign them. I have had experience of
that being done, I know that the employees
in the State Insurance Office advise the
workers to sign those agreements, Day after
day the workers are advised to sign away
their rights to a medical referee, and to go
direet to the medical board.

Mr. Fox: But they understand the posi-
tion.

Mr. HUGBES: Many of them have told
me that they did not understand the posi-
tion. There is not one in ten, I venture to
suggest, who signs away his rights to a
medical referce and understands what he is
doing.

Mr. Fox: That is not as important as
some other things.

Mr. HUGHES : I always advise a worker
never to abandon one of his lines of de-
fence. I would like to see a table prepared
showing the percentage assessments of the
employer's doctor and the corresponding
percentage assessments of the State Insur-
ange Office’s doetor. In nine cases out of
ten the State doctor's assessments would be
lower than those of the employer's own
doctor.

Mr. Fox: Have you ever seen any higher?

Mr. HCGHES: No. I bave never heard
of one cass.

Mr. Fox: I have.
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Mr. HUGHES: 1 have seen any number
of cases where the percentage was much
lower.

Mr., Fox: Have youn ever heard of a case
where the insurance doctor's percentage was
higher than that of a man’s own doctor?

Mr. HUGHES: No. As a matter of fact
it is pathetic at times to see the unfortunate
wrangling that takes place in assessing the
disabilities of an injured worker. He gets
one assessment, then goes to another doctor
and gets another assessment. I can ecall to
mind a ease in which a man started with
an assessment of 75 per cent. in respect of
a loss of the use of an arm. He then went
to the insurance company—I think it was
the State Insurance Office—and it was
asscssed at 25 per cent.

The Minister for Employment: You are
nof sure?

Mr. HUGHES: There was a splitting of
the ditference, and he was assessed at 50
per cent, and ultimately the matter was
finalised at 33 per cent.

The Minister for Employment: Doctors
certainly disagree.

Mr. HUGHES : Yes. There was an extra-
ordinary thing about the figures supplied by
the Minister. He asked me if I was sure
of what 1 was saying.z 1 hope he
is sure of his figures. Hc showed
that the State Insurance Office in 1934
paid out £111,000, omitting eertain other
ligures, and their administrative expenses
were £2,000, so that to earn £128,000 they
paid out in elaims plus administrative ex-
penses £113,000.  Private companies c¢ol-
leeted £143,000, and paid out £116,000 in
claims, and £32,000 in administrative ex-
penses. I am seeking to show why we
should not interfere with the private com-
panies on these figures.

The Minister for Justice: One company
might get all the elaims, and another not
et any.

Mr. HUGHES: The Minister will rea-
lise that the law of averages generally
works out. If that were not so we would
find repeatedly one company failing, but
insurance business is based on the law
of averages. Insurance companies very
seldom fail becanse the whole business is
based on the law of averages, and, on the
average, the law of averages is never
wrong. That is one thing that is reason-
ably certain: that the law of averages gen-
erally works out correctly. It is worked
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out on seientifie, mathematical tables from
years of data, and why should it not be
worked out te a fine art? In 1934, aceord-
ing to the Minister’s statement, £143,000
was collected in premioms. In eclaims
£116,000 was paid, and in administrative
expenses £52,000 was paid; so that pay-
ments plus administrative expenses totalled
£1068,000, and only £143,000 was collected
in preminms. Insurance companies oper-
ating workers’ compensation thus lost
£25,000. 1f therc are people so willing to
spend monev for providing work for insur-
anee offices, why should we stop them? In
the following year the complaint became pro-
gressive. For 1935 the State office collected
£174,000. They paid £148,000 in claims, and
their administrative expenses were £3,000,
making a tota]l of £151,000. B¢ the State
showed a profit on premiums over payments
plus expenses of £23,000. The private com-
panies, on the other hand, collected £153,000
in premiums and paid out £136,000, and
their  administrative expenses  totalled
£57,000, making u grand total of £193,000
paid out as against preminms of £153,000,
So that paymenis plus expenses amounted
to £40,000 more than premiums, and the
companies were £40,000 to the bad again in
1935. According to the Minister’s figures
the private companies in two years went
to the bad to the extent of £65,000. Tt
could only be found from one souree; it
must come out of the sharecholders’ capital.
Why should we stop these philanthropic
people from doing this serviee for us at
-such an enormous cost to themselves? As
a matter of fact I do not think for a
moment that the insurance companies lost
£25,000 in one year and £40,000 in the next.
If I might offer an opinion I think there is
something wrong with these figures.

Hon. C, G. Latham: Of course there is.

Mr, HUGHES: T would like to tell mem-
bers what I think is wrong. The adminis-
trative expenses are given for the State
Insurance Office, which is doing two classes
of business: industrial business, and work-
ers’ compensation. The private insurance
companies probably are doing quite a num-
ber of classes of insurance, and instead of
taking out the proportion of their admin-
istrative expenses properly chargeable to
the workers’ compensation branch of their
business, the Minister, I am inelined to
think, has taken their total administrative
expenses. I do not think for a moment that
any of those insurance companies would
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carry on a class of business that was cost-
ing them so mueh per annum.

My. Marshall; I remember that when the
Stute office was first started, they did claim
that all employers’ liability business was
8 loss,

Mr. HUGHES: But they were still going
on, losing £65,000 in two years. So if those
figures are correct, why not let the com-
panies go on providing that insyrance? In
respeet to this aspect there is the same
argument to be put up against the Bill as
the Fremantle members put up against the
introduetion of bulk handling.

Mr. Fox: Oh no, there is not.

Mr. ILTUGHES: Yes, there is. The sound
argument against the introduction of bulk
handling was that when you introdueed
machinery that was going to displace
labour, you ought to take steps to see
that the displaced labour is reabsorbed.
If you do not do that it is very doubtful
whether the machinery will be beneficial
in its effect upon the community as a whole.
If yon are going to abolish the insurance
companies the same question arises: What
are you going to do about all the people
employed in those offices, and about the
dividends that go to the shareholders an-
nually? Why not let the insurance eom-
panies go on providing all these things, be-
eause if the figures are right it will not be
for long that they will be able to carry on.

Mr. Styants: Why should not the State
do the job? Would yon leave it to the
Federal Government?

Mr. HUGHES: No, it is not a job for
the Tederal Government, but a job for
ourselves. We should forget about this
twopenny-halfpenny tinkering with the
problem and establish a system of insur-
ance under which the worker contributes a
certain ameunt, the employer contributes a
eertain amount, and the injured man gets
his payments irrespective of where his ill-
ness or his accident has taken place. One
of the most pitiful circumstanees about
workers’ ¢ompensation insurance is this: A
worker is injured and immediately a first-
class battle starts on legal technicalities as
to whether the -accident happened in and
arising out of his employment. And on a
fine technical argument frequently the
worker gets no compensation at all. What
we want is a system under which, when an
secident happens, no matter whether
it happens on the job or off the job, the
worker is sure of his compensation. Insofar
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as the linhility may rest on his employment
the employer, of course, should stand the
risk and pay his share, and, insofar as it
may happen outside his employment, that
should be provided for by himself. T hap-
pened to be secretary of an industrial union
that tackled this problem. ‘We had this
question frequently arising: A man was in-
jured sometimes before he mot to work,
sometimes at work, but the injury was not
such as could be brought under the Workers’
Compensation Act; and so in order to ensure
that a man eould have something on which
to keep his wife and children while he was
ill, we estnblished a provident fund, We
raised the union suhseription and we ear-
marked 50 per cent. as a fund from which
to give half-pay to a man who wag getting
less than half-pay as the result of
sickness or accident. Whether the in-
jured worker sustained an  injury
on the job or anywhere else, he
came within the legnl definition of heing
entitled to workers’ compensation. So we
solved the problem of putting the worker in
the position of having half-pay to draw when
he met with an aeeident.

Mr., Fox: You would not bhave too many
aceidents, would you?

Mr. HUGHES: No. What I suggest that
we want is not to tinker with a problem like
this but to establish an insurance scheme
for ordinary insurance with workers’ com-
pensation, and by means of econtributions
from the workers they can be assured of
getting the amount that is due to them, irre-
spective of where the accident happened.
OF course it is not a proposition that will
benefit every section of the community, be-
cpuse there would be no legal arguments
under a scheme of that sort as to whether
the aecident ec¢ame under the provi-
sions of the Aect. The fact that the man
had met with an accident would be sufficient.
If we are zoing to deal with insurance, let
us deal with it in a comprehensive way and
relieve the worker; because I know of
nothing that is so agonising to a worker
as to find himself the victim of an accident
and then go through months of anxiety won-
dering whether or not he is going to get his
compensation. And frequently he is ruled
out on a technical point and receives nothing.
We can solve all that by tackling the pro-
position in a businesslike way.

Mr. Styants: You do that by extending
the operations of the State office and mak-
ing it a national scheme.

~H

Mr. HUGHES: Yes, as a competitor with
the insurance offices already existing to-day.
The point raised by the member for Kal-
goorlie is another unfortunate aspect of in-
surance, namely, that frequently when a man
is injured it is discovered that his employer
is not insured, but is a man of straw, and
s0 the employee gets nothing. We do not
want this Bill to remedy that, for a slight
alteration of the Workers' Cowmpensation
Aect to provide that the man must insure
with some company would get over that
diffieulty. And it is not certain that that
would solve the difficulty, because that type
of employer wonrld not insure bui would

take the risk, ns to-day he takes the
risk of escaping the penalty.  The
only thing would be that he could he

mulet in a penally for not having in-
sorei.  But that would wot help the injured
man who had lost his compensation; the
knowledge that his employer had been fned
£10 would not bring him much satisfaction,
If the employer is a man of substance, ihere
is a remedy against him to-day. The mem-
ber for Kalgoorlie, I think, is wrong in
suggesting legislation to enabie the employer
to pay compensation and then recover from
the insurance company That is the law to-
day. The employer is primarily responsible
to the employee. All that the employer gots
under the insurance policy is an indemnity
for that which he has paid. The emplover is
bound to pay.

Mr. Fox: He nced not pay unless he is
prosecuted and that makes it very awkward
for the worker.

Mr. HUGIHES: He has the remedy.

Mr. Fox: It is not worth while,

Mr. HUGHES : How wonld the proposed
alteration affect the position? The employer
18 responsible for the half pay, and if he
does not pay, he may be sued. The insar-
ance company hides behind the employer.

My, Styants: The worker wants his sick
pay regularly.

Mr, BUGHES : The emplover is bound to
pay him.

Mr, Styants: But he does not do so.

Mr. HUGHES : If the employer does not
make the regular payments to-day, that is
the fault, not of the insurance company, but
of the employer. The remedy is against the
employer, not against the insurance company.
If an employer eontinnes to pay the worker
his ecompensation, the employer in turn can
recover it from the insurance company, hut
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there is no relationship existing between the
employee and the insurance company. Nor
will this Bill provide any relationship. T do
not propose to support the Bill. The State
Insurance Office should adopt a better atti-
tude to injured workers and say it is not pre-
pared to regulate its conduet by the standard
of conduct set by the private companies, but
that it is going to set its own standard. If
it were able to show that its ratio of claims
to preminms was not the same as that of
private companies, but was much greater, it
would not he tinkering with the question. 1f
the Qovernment wish to do something of real
value and serviee for the workers, they will
bring down a Bill to provide for a scheme of
insurance whieh will ensure that workers re-
ceive their compensation irrespective of when
the accident happens, by means of a pay-
ment apportioned between the employer and
the worker on an actuarial basis. T propose
to vote against the second reading.

On motion by Mr. Marshall, debate ad-
journed.

House adjourned at 10.14 p.m.

Legislative Council,
Wednesday, 30tk September, 1936,
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BILL—CUE-BIG BELL RAILWAY.

Second Reading,

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. W. H.
Kitson—West) [4.35] in moving the seeond
rending said: This is a measure which I hope
the House will deal with as expeditiously as
possible, consistent with members having a
full knowledye of what it contains, It is a
Bill to anthorise the gonstruction of a branch
railway line from Cue to the Big Bell Mine.
Tt also ratifies an agreement made on the
Gth March of this year between the Premier
and the American Smelting and Refining
Company of New Jersey, wherehy the com-
pany is required fo put up a bond of
£50,000 ag a guarantee that it will proceed
with the development of the mine when the
proposed line is completed.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Are these people con-
tribubing anything towards the cost of the
line?

The (HIF)F SHCRETARY: No. The
agrecient had its genesis in representations
that were made to the Minister for Mines
when be was visiting England last year. He
was then approached by the chief representa-
tive of the company (Mr. Guest), who at
that time was interested in the Big Bell

Mine, through Premier Gold Mines Ltd., a
company of which he was chairman of
directors. Mr. Guest infimated that pre-

liminary testing at the Big Bell had proved
satisfactory, and that his principals were
then prepaved to develop the mine, on con-
dition that the Government proceeded with
the construetion of a spur line from Cue.
Mr. Guest was informed hy the Minister
that the application made to the Government
would receive sympathetie consideration, As
the result of that interview the eompany's
Woestern Australian and Australian repre-
sentatives received immediate instructions to
submit the proposal to the Premier for con-
sideration. At the same time the company
proeeeded with the work of developing the
mine. When the Minister returned from
abroad the eompany again pressed the pro-
posal, whereupor the Government decided to
carry out a test of the mine, that being a
preliminary to any Governmeni being pre-
pared to agree fo a proposal of this kind.
The State Mining Engineer was instructed
to procecd to the Big Bell, where he checked
exhaustively the samples which had been
taken by the company. The company had
already taken samples of the drive and eross-
cats, which hnad shown an average value of



