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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 September. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.10 pm]:  It is fortuitous that you read that statement and the letter 
from the Clerk of the House, Mr President, because I intended to commence my speech by raising an entirely 
different reason that the Bill requires an absolute majority - one that was not canvassed by the Standing 
Committee on Legislation.  It is important that you are here because I believe that you have no alternative but to 
rule at the second reading stage.  As you are aware, Mr President, two items are on the Notice Paper: the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 and the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill 2001.  It has sometimes struck people 
as curious that two Bills are on the Notice Paper.  We suspected that that was to circumvent the requirements of 
the Electoral Distribution Act.  I suggest that the introduction of these two Bills has become a complete mess-up, 
but a stronger phrase than mess-up would be appropriate and I will explain why.  They are two separate Bills.  
There is nothing to say that either of them will be passed into law.  You must deal only with the Electoral 
Amendment Bill 2001, Mr President, not the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill.   

The amending Bill makes no reference whatsoever to the Electoral Distribution Act.  It happens to deal with 
exactly the same measures as the other Bill; therefore, this Bill operates one way or another to affect the 
Electoral Distribution Act.  The two cannot stand together, so to some degree it must impliedly amend or repeal 
the provisions of the other Act.  In large measure, it copies the provisions of the previous Act.  Therefore, it 
obviously does not repeal them.  The two stand nicely together; they are almost identical.  In other measures it is 
totally different; therefore, without a doubt, as a later enactment, it will amend the earlier Act.  We must deal 
with the Electoral Amendment Bill on its own.  We cannot take the repeal Bill into account because it has not 
been passed.  The repeal Bill cannot have any effect in law until it has been passed by both Houses and been 
assented to by the Governor.  Until that time, it is nothing.  

If the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 is passed into law and nothing else happens, what effect will it have?  It 
will unquestionably amend the Electoral Distribution Act.  It is not a question of whether the two of them 
operate to amend, Mr President.  You must decide on this Bill.  Blind Freddie can see that the Electoral 
Amendment Act amends the Electoral Distribution Act.  You cannot pretend that Act has been repealed, Mr 
President, because it has not.  For all you know, Mr President, it may never be repealed.  You are stuck with this 
Bill, Mr President.  This Bill cannot stand alongside the Electoral Distribution Act because it implicitly amends 
it.  As soon as we seek to amend the Electoral Distribution Act, we are caught by the section that says we need 
an absolute majority.  Game, set and match.  

The fact is, Mr President, your Attorney General has been too smart by half.  He thought that by keeping the two 
Bills separate, he would have more success with his reform.  In fact, he would be better off incorporating the two 
Bills into one.  However, he cannot even do that because the Electoral Amendment Act must be read a second 
time before the two can be merged.  As soon as it is read a second time, Mr President, you must rule it out of 
order and set it aside; it cannot be dealt with again.  Well done, Hon Jim McGinty!  He has been snookered by 
his own balls.  

I am very gratified that the Clerk of the House will go to the Supreme Court to find out what will happen when 
these Bills have been passed.  However, they will not get that far because, at some stage, we will vote on this 
Bill.  It does not matter whether we vote on it before or after the repeal Bill because at that stage neither of them 
will be law.  When the time comes, you must satisfy yourself, Mr President, that the Electoral Amendment Bill 
has passed the second reading stage appropriately.  However, there is no way that you will be able to satisfy 
yourself, or the Clerk, that it has been passed appropriately because it undoubtedly, implicitly seeks to amend the 
Electoral Distribution Act.  

I am very interested in your comments and the Clerk’s comments, but I am sorry, Sir, you must rule on this.  I do 
not think you have any other option whatsoever but to set this Bill aside.  This Bill must be decided on its own; it 
amends the Electoral Distribution Act. 

I will deal now with the Bill that amends the Electoral Distribution Act.  I refer to some of the less legal aspects 
of the submissions to the committee.  The committee report is probably very interesting.  It is a pity that all 
members of the House did not have a chance to hear people’s evidence.  I suppose it is also a pity that the 
committee did not have a chance to hear more evidence.  The committee criticised the limited time that we had 
to consider the Bill and that we were unable to advertise it very well.  The advertisement was rather like a call 
for government tenders - the procedures were off-putting to even the most sophisticated of witnesses.  Presidents 
of shire councils said that they found the committee format daunting.  Aboriginal people turned up but refused to 
give evidence because they found it very intimidating.  
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That was all done in the name of principle.  A principle has been announced by the Labor Party that will override 
every other principle of fairness.  The Labor Party is prepared to say that no matter what else, there must be one 
vote, one value.  I do not like that term; it assumes the answer.  What is the value of a vote?  We should use the 
more neutral term that was used in the committee report, “equal voter representation”, which means the same 
number of voters in every electorate.  However, that is not quite the case.  We have a dummy voter in some 
areas.  It would not really be equal voter representation.  It is all right to make some concessions especially when 
they benefit the Labor Party or the Greens (WA).  Some of the reports that came from the committee were for 
the benefit of the Greens.  It is nice to know the Greens are human.  Self-interest is important and it should be 
recognised.  I am happy to acknowledge the Greens’ human quality of self interest.  However, the fact is that in 
the past a number of people have been quite willing to speak against one vote, one value.  Interestingly, those 
people included some of the people referred to by Hon George Cash.  He referred to two important Labor 
members, Hon Bert Hawke and Hon Frank Wise.   

Hon George Cash:  Both were distinguished former Labor Premiers.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, and they are often spoken of in revered terms, including by members in this very 
Chamber.  Hon Frank Wise said this -  

With regard to the question as to whether the metropolitan area should have a reduction in the value of 
its votes, the fact remains that if one vote were to have one value and we were to permit that evil to 
exist, it would mean 35 seats in the metropolitan area in this Assembly.   

If we were to allow ourselves to be dominated by the idea of representation upon a population basis, an 
altogether disproportionate number of seats would be concentrated where the bulk of population is 
located.  That, of course, would include, as I have already mentioned, the areas immediately adjoining 
the metropolis.  It would be foolish to adopt the line of argument followed by the Attorney General in 
making Queensland the basis of comparison.  We cannot compare the incomparable. . . . 

My final word is that this is not a fair Bill, either in the representation it will afford or in the quota 
presented.  It is not reasonable to suggest that votes should be equal at Yanchep and Ravensthorpe.  It is 
not fair to suggest that the interests of people at Peak Hill warrant only the same voting power as that 
given to an area within 10 miles of the city.  The Bill, in that and many other respects, I submit, is not a 
fair one, and on the argument advanced when similar Bills have been before the Chamber, it is not 
wanted by the community, even if it were a fair Bill.   

Funny - where have I heard that argument?  That is Hon Frank Wise.  However, I think the person who is really 
interesting is Hon Bert Hawke.  He was a prophet.  He said this -  

Because it is a travesty of justice, because it inflicts upon people in districts far removed from the 
metropolitan area a penalty they do not deserve to suffer.   

This is a centralisation Bill in every sense of the term.  It will swell further the already swollen 
representation of the metropolitan area.  It will lay the foundation for a majority of members of this 
Assembly to come from the metropolitan area within a reasonably short period of years.  I care not 
whether the majority of the members of the Assembly be Labour or anti-Labour, but if such majority 
comes from the metropolitan area then, as surely as night follows day, we shall have intensive 
centralisation.   

Was he right?  Absolutely!  Interestingly, Hon Adele Farina tried to suggest to some of the witnesses that vote 
weighting had not helped them at all, that people had continued to go to the city and that they have continued to 
lose their services.  That is correct because of the reasons pointed out by Hon Bert Hawke.  The fact is that the 
rot started back then.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Which seat did he represent - Avon? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  The fact is that what Hon Bert Hawke predicted has occurred.  I predict - I do not 
pretend to be as sage a person as Hon Bert Hawke - that we will further aggravate this and in the end this 
legislation will not do the Labor Party one little bit of good.  What will happen is that when the people decide - 
whether they are in the metropolitan area or in the country - that the Government’s time is up, it will go.  The 
Labor Party will not gain the benefit it thinks it will gain from this legislation.  What will happen is that the 
Government will deprive the country area of fair representation.  The fact is that the Government will not face up 
to what is necessary.   

If the Government really believed in fairness and in one vote, one value, it would increase the numbers of the 
lower House, perhaps to 100.  In that way the Government might be able to fulfil its ideals and ensure that 
people had a reasonable number of reasonably sized electorates in the country.  Why is the Government not 
prepared to do this?  Because city people would not stand for it.  They would go wild if the Government 
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suggested its method of implementing one vote, one value was actually fair by allowing more members in the 
city instead of pinching them from the country.  Why is it the Government’s aim to deprive country people of 
fair representation so that its own principles can be carried out?  Why does not the Government fess up to the 
people of Western Australia and say that if it were to do this as it should, and be true to its principles and fair to 
the people, it would double or even treble the number of members of Parliament so that there could be fair size 
electorates in the country.  The Government will not do this because it knows that it would be so unpopular that 
it would almost be instantly thrown out of office.  There is not just one way of implementing one vote, one 
value.  The Government could do it by increasing the number of members altogether.  It will not do that because 
all it wants to do is pinch some of the seats from the country.   

The Government knows that one vote, one value or equal voter representation does not provide fairness.  The 
classic examples of gerrymander work on having equal numbers in electorates - a lot of people are put in one 
electorate so that the Government would win it by 80 per cent and would make sure that it won the rest by 51 
per cent.  One good thing about Hon Tom Stephens is that he is very kindly conducting a reverse gerrymander.  I 
actually support Hon Tom Stephens for putting welfare housing in Cottesloe and Nedlands, because they are two 
seats in which we have unreasonably large majorities.  They are a waste in the overall scheme of things, and if 
we can get some of those people into Cottesloe and Nedlands then we will get them out of other seats and we 
will have a better chance of winning those seats.  Good on the Government - it can spend two to three times as 
much money building in those areas.  It is worthwhile and we thank the Government for the kind effect this will 
have on our electorates.  It will certainly be the reverse of a gerrymander.  We must commend Hon Tom 
Stephens.  He must be given some credit for trying to even up the electoral system rather than creating a 
gerrymander.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Perhaps we could do the reverse and bring some of the people from the leafy suburbs 
of Cottesloe into Mirrabooka.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  They might not go; however, that is an interesting idea.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You are a snob.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  The difference is that the people of Nedlands and Cottesloe have some choice about where 
they go whereas the people that Hon Tom Stephens is shifting around like cattle do not have much choice.  They 
go where they are told to go.   

I want to get back to the main point.  There are many principles of electoral fairness.  I would like to refer 
members to a small example that was given in the argument for rural voting.  This puts some of the hypocrisy of 
the Labor Party to shame.   

Hon George Cash:  It is a pity that we could not get submissions from the people of Warburton.  They are the 
most discriminated group.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think we had a very good example there of a minority who have been totally isolated.  It 
was interesting to see that even though few people saw our advertisement, the one group that we received a 
response from - on two occasions - was the Warburton community.  Members will read in the report that Hon 
George Cash, Hon Paddy Embry and I tried to get the committee to go to Warburton to hear an expansion of a 
very good submission that was made by the Ngaanyatjarraku Shire.  Unfortunately, the majority of the 
committee, consisting of members from the Labor Party and the Greens (WA), rejected that idea. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  That was part of the concept.   

I would like to read from the Report of the Standing Committee on Legislation in relation to the Electoral 
Distribution Repeal Bill 2001 and the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001, starting from paragraph 6.16 -  

The ultimate in equal value votes is the full participatory democracy that exists at every level of 
governance in Switzerland.  The benefit propounded for it is that citizens vote on issues rather than on 
personalities and politics. 

One of the points that the Government has tried to make is that it has a mandate to introduce this legislation.  
There were a lot of issues in the election; however, not only was this issue not played out but we also had people 
such as the member for Eyre, who campaigned against it, was elected as a Labor Party member and then voted in 
its favour in the other House.  This was an extraordinary situation.  The Labor Party downplayed it so much that 
it had a member elected on that issue, who then voted the other way in the other House.  The report continues -  

It only works where citizens are informed.  Swiss citizens claim they are more used to informing 
themselves on issues because these referenda occur by written ballot four times a year.  Quite apart 
from the absence of a culture where citizens are used to informing themselves on issues, there are 
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obvious differences in Western Australia.  The size of the State, its widely and sparsely scattered 
population, the lack of services and communications and the cultural problems in implementing it 
would make a transplantation of the system very difficult. 

It would also be worth putting to the Swiss in one of their referenda whether they would be interested in 
implementing a system in which the whole of Europe voted on issues that would apply throughout 
Europe and to have decisions affecting them, participated in by people as far away as Istanbul and 
Moscow. 

Those places were not chosen by accident.  They represent the sort of distances for people in remote Western 
Australia, having decisions made in Perth by the metropolitan population.  The report continues -  

Given the Swiss history of independence it is likely (a) that they would reject it and (b) that it may be a 
system that only works in a close knit community. There is no doubt that there is a wish to have some 
control at a local level over affairs that are currently determined by State and Federal Governments and 
this has led to calls for secession as a solution. 

These have been serious calls.  The Swiss, with all this wonderful participatory democracy, do not seem to be 
terribly interested in the European Economic Community.  They like the idea of running their own backyard.  
That is all country people want.  They just want enough members so that they can have some say in what 
happens in their backyard.  Reduce the total number of parliamentary seats to a mere handful - that is the well-
known reductio ad absurdum way of dealing with the idea!  Let there be just one member, or four members; 
reduce the numbers and spread them around with equal votes, of equal values.  Once the number is reduced to 
that level the absurdity can be seen.  People could not possibly represent such enormous electorates, represent 
the conflicting views, or simply cover the area.  Why is the number 59 suddenly enough?  Maybe it should be 
42 - that is the meaning of life, the universe and everything.  There is no magic about the number 59.  It does not 
provide representative democracy; it just happens to be the number of members at the moment.  

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  The correct number is 57.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am sorry, it should be 57.  All the competing views across the State cannot possibly be 
represented.  The report continues -  

Representative democracy works by representing the diverse views and interests in a microcosm of the 
community as a whole.  That representation takes place not only in the debates and proceedings of 
Parliament, but also in participation and availability in the community represented. 

Furthermore, it is clear that such a Parliament would be dominated by the bulk of the population living 
in Perth.  Country issues would have little effect on whether the person was elected or not and are likely 
to have little effect on the thinking and actions of that person. 

That is exactly the situation now, and it will be exacerbated by the present reforms.  The report continues -  

Does merely taking a position somewhere in the middle where you have a limited but maybe large, 
number of representatives but keep equal voter numbers, solve these problems? 

Certainly it is not sufficient in itself.  This can be illustrated out of the country/city context by 
examining a notional metropolitan electorate. 

For instance, assume a seat spread across the Swan River so that it contained both Applecross and 
Nedlands.  The suburbs are alongside each other so to speak and share common interests, but the 
Member could rightly complain that it was very inconvenient to service both parts and very 
inconvenient to the constituents.  Such an argument is so strong that it is most unlikely that an electorate 
of that nature would even be proposed in the city. 

Alternatively, you could have a wedge of an electorate that encompassed massively diverse interests - 
such as an electorate that started at Fremantle and went inland along the river ending up in the industrial 
area of Canning Vale.  Of course that would never even be proposed for the metropolitan area but it is 
remarkably akin to what is being proposed for the suggested seat of Gascoyne that starts on the coast 
with Carnarvon and Exmouth and goes to the Central Desert on the South Australian border taking in 
places such as Meekatharra, Wiluna, Leonora, Warburton and Giles.  In fact, it manages to combine the 
geographical inconvenience of the first example with an even greater diversity than the second.  It is 
this lack of recognition of the consequences even of the present system that frustrates regional and 
remote citizens. 

Other issues, important points of principle, degrees of fairness and proper representative democracy have all 
been sacrificed on one principle, which the Labor Party does not even believe in.  Its greatest thinkers, and most 
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successful Premiers were against it.  A Labor Party witness who stated that the Labor Party had held this belief 
for 100 years, was asked about Frank Wise and Bert Hawke, and responded that they were not the Labor Party.  
They were Premiers, and who is the Labor Party, if it is not represented by its Premiers?  The unions do not 
believe in one vote, one value.  How can the Labor Party claim to support representative democracy with the 
kind of control structure it has?  I am very pleased to see that the majority of the Legislation Committee 
recommended major changes in the way parties operate, and the Government should consider those.  One of the 
most welcome things about Simon Crean, the new leader of the federal Opposition is that he says he will tackle 
the question of the unions, and it is about time.  

Hon John Fischer:  Are you suggesting that the Premier, Mr Gallop, is not representative of the Labor Party?  

Hon PETER FOSS:  He is not; perhaps Mr McGinty is.  

I applaud Simon Crean.  Coming from the labour movement, he may just carry it off.  The Labor Party needs to 
do this.  It talks about one vote, one value, while the unions control 60 per cent of the Labor Party.  They are not 
allowed to move a foot.  One of the suggestions of the committee was that all parties should adopt the rules that 
apply in the Liberal Party.  When Cabinet is in the party room, it does not dominate the party.  One of the terrible 
things of the Burke, Dowding and Lawrence years was that a clique in Cabinet dominated the Cabinet, which 
dominated Caucus, and then Caucus dominated Parliament.  The power of the executive was concentrated in two 
or three people in the Cabinet.  The same system still exists.  They vote in Cabinet, the Cabinet then votes in the 
party room, and everybody must vote as they are told.  The Liberal Party at least allows a member, if it matters 
to an electorate, to stand up in the party room and declare an intention to vote otherwise.  This has an amazingly 
salutary effect on the party room.  It is time the Labor Party allowed democracy in its own party room.  I would 
bet that if it had the rule that said that when a matter concerns a member’s electorate, that member has the 
capacity to announce to the party room an intention to vote against the party policy and then, without any 
penalty, to vote in the Parliament in the interest of that electorate, this measure would not go through. 

This Bill has been dragooned through, not in favour of, but despite democracy.  Despite the fact that the member 
for Eyre was voted in on a platform opposing this measure, he has had to vote for it.  Despite the fact that the 
Labor Party has people in this House whose duty to their electorate is to oppose it, they will do as they are told, 
because that is the way the Labor Party operates.  This law, supposedly in support of democracy, is not only 
undemocratic in itself, it is being brought through in the most undemocratic manner imaginable.  It has been 
dragooned through, partly because of an obsession of Mr McGinty, who has never forgiven the High Court for 
not finding for him in that case that he brought.  He will have his vengeance, and poor country people should not 
stand in the way because they will be trampled, as will everybody in the Labor Party who stands up against it.  
Cabinet tells its members which way to vote, then it only needs a couple more votes in Caucus, and the measure 
goes through.  Any member who steps out of line is out of the party, out of the Parliament, and out of life.  
Unfortunately, many of the people come from the Labor Party and the union movement, and if they betray the 
Labor Party, they will lose all their social contacts, apart from anything else.  They do not dare to step out of 
line.  They must do as they are told, whether they like it or not.  And the Government calls this democracy, and 
argues that it is doing it for a principle!  The two Bills were split to try to get around the clear provisions of the 
Electoral Redistribution Act.  Unfortunately, it has stuck itself well and truly up the Khyber with that one, and 
that is the best part of it.  The Government is so tricky.  

If the Labor Party had been honest and had not been so tricky, it might not have tricked itself.  It is ironic and 
perfectly just that the Labor Party has hoist itself on its own petard!  That is lovely!  One of the things that really 
grated with country people and got up their noses is that the Labor Party sneaked in this legislation.  The Labor 
Party does not have a first preference majority.  Interestingly enough, it was elected on the votes of the One 
Nation party.  One Nation members must be a bit smarter next time because its voters were led down the wrong 
path.  One Nation might have thought it was clever, but it also hoist itself on its own petard.  The very people 
who elected this Government on One Nation preferences are against this legislation.  The people who voted for 
the One Nation party at the last election will not get a vote at the next election if this legislation passes.  The 
people who voted for One Nation did not realise that giving their preferences to the mob opposite would achieve 
the reverse of what they wanted to happen.   

The Government claims it has a mandate to introduce this legislation, but it does not.  I suggest that a 
referendum be taken to the people.  So far, the Greens (WA) have not supported the legislation.  I believe the 
referendum would defeat the measure because if the issue were put to the people of Western Australia, they 
would recognise a fair thing and they would recognise an unfair thing.  They would defeat this legislation 
because they have made it clear that they do not want eight more members in the city; they do not want even one 
more member in the city.  Country people do not want to lose one member, and nor can they afford to.  Members 
should consider the proposed electorates that will result from this legislation.  The Government should tell me 
how country members will be able to give country people effective representation and how country people will 
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ever have their voices heard in Parliament.  There is such a thing as a permanent minority and sometimes the 
effect on them must be considered.  If this legislation were passed, the permanent minority - that is, the country 
people - will be cast into the darkness. 

Hon George Cash:  It is a permanent and legitimate minority. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  We need them in the country.  The Greens of all people should encourage people to live in 
the country.  How many times have I heard Hon Jim Scott tell us that Parliament does not do enough to prevent 
centralisation and the growth of Perth?  What does he think this legislation will do?  The member should read 
what Albert Hawke wrote and find out.  What is the member doing to prevent centralisation?  He is helping this 
illegitimate mob opposite deprive country people of fair and reasonable representation by a false principle that 
has been elevated above the principle of fairness, and that is unfair.  However the Government dresses it up, it is 
unfair.  The Government cannot escape that conclusion.   

I suggest that a referendum be put to the people of Western Australia.  I can draft an amendment to ensure that it 
happens and does not in any way upset section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  A referendum 
would allow the issue to be decided.  I predict that by an overwhelming majority, the people of Western 
Australia will reject one vote, one value because they know a fair thing when they see it and they know an unfair 
thing when they see it.  
Hon B.M. Scott:  Especially the people of Doodlakine.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  Especially the people of Doodlakine.  The people of Doodlakine should stick together on 
this issue and reject this outrageous legislation.  If members hold themselves up as principled people, there is no 
way they can support this legislation; it is wrong.  What gets my goat is that it is futile.  The Labor Party is doing 
it because it sees a permanent advantage to itself.  It believes that it will be able to secure government forever.  
However, I predict that the Government will get thrown out when the time comes.  The only advantage that the 
Labor Party will secure for itself is to deprive country people of a proper voice.  That makes me cry.   

I have no fears about our forming government again - none at all.  The fact that the Premier said that the result of 
the by-election in Merredin occurred because it was a conservative electorate indicates how thick and 
uncomprehending members of the Government are already.  They cannot understand that they secured a vote 
that was about the same as our increasing vote.  It is hard to increase an already substantial vote and it is hard to 
lose as much of the vote as the Labor Party did when the percentage of its vote was so small.  It is not a matter of 
the people in that electorate being conservative.  Apart from anything else the Government might have done, the 
people in that electorate see members of the Government for what they are.  Members opposite are thieves that 
come in the middle of the night.  They are trying to steal away fair and proper representation for country people.   

There are only two explanations for the attitude taken by the Government.  First, government members are 
single-minded fanatics who are not prepared to consider the reality of the impact of this measure and they are not 
prepared to consider any other principles of fairness in a representative democracy.  Secondly, the Labor Party is 
totally motivated by self-interest and is trying to plunder the electoral system for its own gain.  They are the only 
two conclusions that can be drawn.  Fanaticism and a search for vengeance may drive some members of the 
Labor Party.  Mr McGinty and Dr Gallop would be driven in that way.  They were hurt when they lost the High 
Court case, and that is rankling them.  There is nothing worse than a defeated litigant.  Nothing rankles people 
who thought they were doing the right thing more than being rejected by the High Court.  Mr McGinty and 
Premier Gallop lost as they deserved to but the people of Western Australia do not deserve to be the recipients of 
their single-minded vengeance.   

This measure is a grab for power.  The Labor Party has calculated the number of electors who voted for the 
National Party and the Country Party members in the Agricultural Region but it has forgotten the number of 
country voters it has.  Bunbury has always been a swinging electorate.  It will be interesting to see what happens 
when the electorate of Bunbury no longer exists, other than in name.  The Government will be defeated under the 
proposed electoral system just as surely as it would be defeated under any electoral system.  The Labor Party 
will have achieved only the deprivation of the vote of country people.  The result will be as Hon Albert Hawke 
predicted.  He said that this legislation will lead to greater centralisation.  That will happen.  There is a very good 
excerpt by a man called Mr Reece from Mt Barker who said that the measure will not only cause centralisation 
into the city, but also it will further propagate centralisation into provincial centres.  Currently, to the extent that 
government services exist, they are being withdrawn into places including Albany, Bunbury, Broome, Derby and 
so forth.  The remote areas are losing services and people.  The sad thing is that this measure will not only 
centralise people in the city; it will also centralise them in the provincial towns even more. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is the so-called regionalisation of services.  
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Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  That is sad.  The effect of that will be to lower the quality and value of country 
living as we know it and the voices of those people will be heard less and less.  Can we be proud of that?  If we 
care for Western Australia, if we care for ourselves and for self-interest if nothing else, if we do not want, as the 
minority committee said, to choke on our own population, what will we do to encourage people to live in those 
areas?  Will we tell the people who live in those places that we will not listen to them or provide them with 
services but that they must keep working?  How could we then expect people to leave Perth and move to the 
regions?  If members want to give those people one vote, one value, why do they not encourage people to live in 
the regions and reverse the current situation.  The majority of the population once lived in the country.  If 
members believed in this principle, is there not another way to achieve it?  Is not the way to secure one vote, one 
value to give people incentive to go to the country and to make a concentrated effort to try to restore the 
population in the country?  We all want it and we all pay lip service to it.  The Greens (WA) pay lip service to it.  
They say it is desirable.  Therefore, what do we do?  We take a gun and shoot ourselves in the head.  Why do we 
do it?  Why do members do it?  Can government members tell me why this principle is so important to them?  Is 
it because they want to do something which they know, and which their sage Premier has told them, will have a 
negative effect?  They know it will have a negative effect.  We know already the trend of population.  Why do 
we not do something to encourage people to move to the country and even things up in that way?  The 
Government can have a one vote, one value system when it gets people out to the country.  It should encourage 
decentralisation, encourage people to go out to the country and encourage country living.  Would that serve the 
Government’s purposes?  Of course it would.  But that is not what it wants. 

Members opposite should consider all the other things that should be taken into account in a fair electoral system 
and tell me, because I have not heard it yet, why this Bill above all others is important?  Why must they drive 
something that of course is an ingredient of the system. 

If one is making a pudding, one does not make it only out of flour.  It cannot be made without flour and there 
must be some recognition of flour in it.  However, it cannot be made out of one ingredient.  It requires 
compromise, adjustment and judgment.  No mathematical formula such as that which the Government has 
devised will provide that.  It is not one vote, one value; it is one vote in a multiplicity of values.  It is one vote 
that we can hear and another vote that we cannot hear.  It is one vote in a permanent majority and one vote in a 
permanent minority.  Is that democracy?  No.  What is it that drives government members to do this to the people 
of the country?  Those people have never done anything to harm them that I know of.  Why do government 
members have a driving ambition to hurt them and to deprive them of the capacity to be heard?  I suggest that 
government members ask themselves whether it is a principle that is dear and important to them personally as 
members.  We know that Jim McGinty and Geoff Gallop have a blind eye on this legislation, but is it important 
to members opposite?  Do they go home at night and think, “Oh dear, we don’t have one vote, one value” or do 
they go home at night and think, “What have we done to those people in the country and what impact will this 
legislation eventually have on them?”   

I urge government members to read some of the arguments from the committee and to examine their souls, their 
consciences and their duties to their electorates.  I urge them to think hard and to go back to their party room and 
ask, “Do we really want to do this?  I am the member for such and such a region,” - or, in the Legislative 
Assembly, “I am the member for such and such a district - why am I doing this?  Am I driven by this myth of the 
Labor Party in 100 years or do I really want the right thing for the State of Western Australia?” 

I ask the Greens to do the same thing, because some of them represent provinces that will be affected by this 
legislation.  Members should think about that and examine their consciences.  I suggest that if they know the 
right thing to do, they should ask that the people of Western Australia be given an opportunity to learn about the 
issue and to decide on it, because they will recognise a fair thing. 

Unfortunately, the truth of the matter is that much of the pain from this legislation will come after the event.  
One shire clerk said to the committee that the shire could announce 20 times that it was about to change the 
swimming pool hours but it would not be until it changed them that everybody would complain.  Unfortunately, 
I believe the Government will do this damage and hurt the people of Western Australia, who will not learn until 
it is too late.  However, if the Government has a referendum, the issues will come out and the people will vote on 
them.  Mr President, I urge everybody in this House to defeat this legislation. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [4.54 pm]:  The presentation given by Hon Peter Foss was, as 
usual, fantastic.  I go along with about 98 per cent of everything he said.  There was a dreadful flaw in one part 
of his speech, because he said that the One Nation party delivered the Labor Government in the last state 
election.  The Labor Government was elected on 37 per cent of the vote.  Its primary vote was higher than the 
Liberal Party’s vote; therefore, if the vote had hinged on primaries, the Labor Party would still have won.  
Perhaps that would not have happened if Hon Peter Foss had known about a conversation prior to the election 
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with Jeremy Buxton, who advised One Nation that it did not matter where we put the Greens as they would not 
get their own vote. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Did he really say that? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  He said that if we put the Greens wherever we liked, they would not get enough primary 
votes, so we should not worry about them. 

If the Liberal Party had addressed the national competition policy, roads and so on in Merredin, where a by-
election has just taken place, perhaps the Labor Party supporters would have gone to us in larger droves and 
perhaps our preferences would have helped the Liberal Party get over the line in Merredin.  However, that is too 
late now.  The Liberal Party lost in Merredin and we must worry about that for another three and a half years.   

On the steps of Parliament, where we had a one vote, one value rally, Hon Chrissy Sharp said that one of life’s 
little mysteries is why metropolitan regions continually feel the need to deprive their rural neighbours of 
representation and resources.  This debate is about one vote, one value but, unfortunately, this is like the Last 
Supper.  The Greens have five Judases who have already betrayed us.  Perhaps I should have eaten my greens at 
my last supper! 

In rural and regional Western Australia we have 23 seats in which sitting members currently have great difficulty 
handling their electorates.  Hon Jim McGinty now sees fit to reduce those seats by another eight seats down to 
15.  God knows how the members of rural Western Australia will ever get around their electorates.  In the city 
there are one or two local government councils; currently in rural and regional Western Australia there are 22 
local government councils. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  Nineteen. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Nineteen councils - and that will probably increase to 22 or 23.  Members in the lower 
House will find it totally impossible under the new rules to honestly service rural Western Australia.  They will 
have to live in their cars and will probably not get an opportunity to speak with every constituent.  They will 
probably not even have an opportunity to get around their electorates.  The unfairness of one vote, one value will 
restrict country people tremendously in Western Australia. 

Most arguments favouring one vote, one value are grounded on an ideal of equality.  Members should note that I 
said “ideal”.  Some believe equality is a democratic vote.  The idea of one vote, one value is good and fair in 
principle because the concept of one vote, one value reflects the notion that all people in our society are created 
equal, all people have equal rights and an equal say and therefore all people should have an equal say in 
choosing their Government.  That is a very good point.  However, there is another good point.  Does a system of 
vote weighting by itself guarantee equality of political power in any meaningful sense?  I argue that it does not.  
If anything, it will minimise the input from a significant portion of this State’s voters into the political process.  
In short, the one vote, one value ideal is based on nothing more than prejudice and lack of information from 
those easily seduced by promises.  The idea that one vote, one value can bring about a higher level of political 
equality is flawed on a number of fronts.  I will expand on those flaws in a moment.  First, I will enlighten 
members on some of the lesser known facts about democracy, which I have found interesting. 

[Continued on page 5968.] 
 


