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ELECTORAL REFORM (ELECTORAL FUNDING) BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 September. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  This legislation has 
taken a long time to get to this stage; it was first talked about seriously a number of years ago.  The bill has 
provoked a great deal of public comment, mostly of a negative nature, since the matter was raised by the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs during the previous Parliament.  Indeed, the local daily newspaper had a lot to say 
about politicians having their snouts in the trough and that type of thing when the matter was first raised.  It is 
interesting that the same publication did not hold that view when the federal Parliament decided to provide for 
the public funding of federal candidates.  On this occasion there has been some criticism of the legislation.  
However, that criticism has been directed more at the issues rather than the type of sensationalism seen on the 
front page of The West Australian on one occasion when some funny characters, who looked remarkably like 
members of Parliament, were depicted with their noses in the trough.  The opposition supports this legislation.  
That support has come about through negotiations and discussions with the government.  Agreement has been 
reached on the content of the legislation to ensure that significant safeguards are included in the bill regarding 
how the money is to be properly spent.  I will refer to that later because that was one of my original concerns. 

The bill is about the financial viability of political parties in Western Australia.  I can talk only about the Liberal 
Party and its finances.  I do not know what the Labor Party’s finances are like, but I suspect they are better than 
ours.  That is just an assessment of how much money gets spent from time to time.  The Western Australian 
Liberal Party is not flush with money.  Indeed, it has found itself in reasonably difficult financial circumstances 
over a number of years because it relies on membership fees between elections to manage and run the party and 
it relies on donations to run election campaigns. 

Political parties are voluntary groups that come together with a common political cause and seek to have their 
members elected to Parliament on the basis of that cause.  As members know, it is extraordinarily expensive 
these days to run election campaigns and it is extraordinarily expensive to run political organisations.  Recently 
it has become even more difficult for the Liberal Party in particular to raise funds because of the various 
disclosure laws that exist in Western Australia and in Australia.  Companies that have been traditional supporters 
of the conservative side of politics have been unwilling to provide funding on the basis that the donation will be 
made public and that the companies’ customers or shareholders may be unhappy to know that a company 
supports one side of politics.  The outcome of the public disclosure laws has been that, in some cases, donations 
are constrained to less than $1 500, which is a significantly smaller amount than a political party would want.  
Also, larger companies that provide funding to both sides of politics do not provide very large amounts.  Most 
frequently, multinationals in particular do not provide any funding at all to political parties.  That has been to the 
detriment of the Liberal Party because that is traditionally its source of revenue.  Unlike the Labor Party, the 
Liberal Party does not rely on the union movement, which makes ongoing and continuing contributions to the 
Labor Party’s management and election campaigns.  Therefore, the Liberal Party has found it difficult - certainly 
for as long as I can remember - to raise enough money to do the things it wants to do.  That is particularly the 
case when we are in opposition and do not have a great deal to offer people who are likely to donate to a political 
party.  The effect of the disclosure laws and of the attitude of shareholders has been to diminish the amount of 
money that organisations such as the Liberal Party have been able to raise for the management of the party and 
for election campaigns. 
The public funding that is to be provided under this legislation can be used only for particular purposes.  I am 
very pleased that that is the way in which the bill has been constructed.  My original concern when considering 
the public funding of political parties was that the way in which the funds could be spent would be so flexible 
that political parties would use the public funding to administer the party from year to year.  I did not want to see 
a situation develop whereby a political party - whether it be the Liberal Party or any other political party - could 
use public funding to employ and administer staff to run the head office and then raise funds in addition to that 
for election purposes and other activities.  It has always been my view that the funds should be spent on an 
election campaign and that the public funding should be available for that purpose and that purpose alone.  My 
original concern has been allayed by the way in which the bill appears to cover the accountability requirements 
of the expenditure of the funds.  In essence, the money must be spent on election campaigns only and can be 
spent only during the election period, which starts with the issuing of the writs and continues until the election.  
Those provisions in the bill ensure accountability.  It is because of those provisions that I can support this 
legislation.  Had those provisions not been quite as stringent, I would have had some difficulty giving my 
support to the bill. 

I come back to the notion of political parties.  There has been some debate on this bill about who is to get the 
money.  Some people have argued that the public funds ought to go to the candidate him or herself based upon 
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the number of votes that the candidate gets and that what the candidate then does with it would be up to the 
candidate.  This bill, on the other hand, fundamentally provides that the money for a candidate of a political 
party must go to the political party.  I imagine that, in due course, requirements will be written into endorsement 
documents stating that any funds that a member thinks he is entitled to for public funding are rightfully owned 
by the political party that endorsed the candidate.  This legislation therefore will affect major and minor political 
parties, provided they get above a threshold of votes at a general election or by-election.  As I said earlier, the 
money can be spent on electioneering during an election period.  One of the reasons I support the bill to provide 
funding to political parties is that I have a strong view that political parties must be viable organisations.  I regard 
political parties as a very significant feature of the Australian parliamentary and governmental scene.  As I said 
earlier, they are voluntary organisations, but they have the effect ultimately of creating a state’s government and 
opposition, or a nation’s government and opposition, and, indeed, a third party that might hold the balance of 
power.  I have therefore always been of the view that strong, viable, competent, well-organised and well-
managed political parties are an essential feature of the Westminster system, and that we should do whatever we 
can to make sure these political parties are viable and able to do the job they must do, which is fundamentally to 
endorse quality candidates for election to Parliament and determine and promote good policy for consideration 
by the community at the election.  Political parties provide voters with an element of certainty about what they 
will get as a result of an election.  Therefore, Western Australians know when they go to the polls that if they 
vote for a Labor government, the Labor Party will at least in broad terms implement the Labor Party’s manifesto 
or policies in its term of office; and if they vote for a Liberal government, the Liberal Party will implement its 
election platform and policies in its term of office.  It therefore provides the certainty that voters need in making 
a judgment about whom to vote for.   

If we had a scenario in which we had no political parties and Independent or one-issue candidates were standing 
in all sorts of electorates, at the end of the election there might be 57 Independents in the Legislative Assembly 
all trying to get together to work out who would be the government.  People would have no idea before the 
election, or until a coalition had come together, of the policy outcome they would get and what the new 
government’s attitude might be on a range of issues.  Some parts of the world have lots of small political parties 
and after each election there is a need for them to get together to form a coalition to create a government.  It is an 
unfortunate state of affairs in places such as Italy, for example, where governments are notoriously unstable 
because these coalitions break up quite easily.  Often different parties with policy views significantly different 
from other parties come together for convenience to create a coalition but generally do not have a lot in common 
in terms of policy development and implementation.  I am pleased that Western Australia does not have that 
particular scenario.  In my view, Parliaments full of Independents and tiny parties lead to uncertainty in the 
community and often to passing alliances that come and go as the whims of various leaders change.  In Australia, 
indeed in Western Australia, the political scene comprises essentially two major parties, the Liberal Party and the 
Labor Party; a number of minor parties, the National Party, the Greens (WA) and the Australian Democrats; and 
a string of others that generally do not get members elected.  For all intents and purposes, Western Australia at 
the moment has two major parties and two minor parties, with a couple of Independents thrown in for good 
measure.  However, the couple of Independents generally speaking were members of a political party before they 
were elected.  It always amuses me when Independents are clearly associated with a major party and get 
themselves elected having left a major party, or get themselves elected having been regarded as an adherent to 
the policies of a major party.  Then when they are elected, they talk about how independent they are and how 
they are not beholden to anybody, and would have been elected in their own right anyway; that is generally not 
the case.   
For all intents and purposes, Western Australia has two major parties and two minor parties.  The only long-term 
coalition arrangement Western Australia had was between the Liberal Party and the National Party.  People are 
aware of the coalition; they understand what it means.  Throughout history people generally voted for the 
coalition, as opposed to a Liberal or National Party candidate, if they voted for the conservative side of politics.  
That sort of coalition is not unexpected; whereas a coalition between the Greens (WA) and the Labor Party 
might not be expected, and people would not quite know that it was coming.  I hope in the context of this 
debate - it actually has nothing to do with this debate at all - that somewhere down the track the National Party 
and the Liberal Party will have some further discussions about their respective futures.  I have to say that I do not 
want the conservative side of politics fractured in a way that is irretrievable and that will cause trouble for the 
conservative side of politics for years to come. 
The financial position of political parties, as I mentioned a moment ago, has become a problem for their 
continuance.  I have come to the conclusion that until we have public funding, the current political parties will 
struggle to be viable and financial organisations.  What do political parties need money for?  I say this in the 
context of this bill, which is to provide funding for elections.  Political parties need money for that purpose but 
also for other purposes.  Therefore, down the track we will not support the notion that political parties should be 
constrained on how much money they can spend or how much money they can raise, as there are things other 
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than elections that money is needed for.  The provision of funding for election purposes will enable political 
parties to use funds for administration that they might otherwise have used for election campaigns.  Political 
parties need proper administration.  They must be well resourced and capable of administering the party within 
the laws of the state, particularly electoral laws that require compliance from political organisations.  The laws 
are quite severe, and political parties are required to be on top of the sorts of things they must do to comply with 
the various laws of the state that apply to elections. 
Political parties need enough resources to develop good policy.  It seems to me that if a political party did not 
have the capacity to develop good policy, its prospects of being elected to office and of providing good 
government would be diminished.  I know that our organisation must access the sorts of support it needs to 
develop good policies for the next election.  Good policies are important for the community, as they enable 
voters to have a choice between what one side of the political spectrum is offering and what the other side is 
offering, knowing that both options have been well researched, well presented, well thought out and can 
potentially be implemented.  That is the second reason I believe we need enough money to ensure that political 
parties are viable.  Also, we need to ensure that political parties are organisations that have some respect in the 
community to enable them to attract the candidates we think will make good members of Parliament.  If we have 
a ratbag political organisation that everyone thinks is run by a mob of crooks and is full of branch stacking and 
corrupt behaviour, people who do not want to get involved in branch stacking and corrupt behaviour will not 
join.  One of the problems with political parties is that, from time to time, an element of that takes place.  It is not 
confined to one side of politics or the other.  We need to make sure that the parties have enough resources to 
present themselves as respected organisations within the community, that they are run efficiently, effectively and 
properly, that they abide by the rules of the state and that, most of the time, if possible, they abide by their own 
rules.  Therein lies one of the most interesting aspects of modern day politics; that is, whether political parties 
abide by their own rules on every occasion or whether their rules are flexible to meet different circumstances.  I 
will not proceed down that path any further; however, if political parties want to attract top quality people to be 
candidates, and to encourage such people to want to be part of a political party, parties must have the respect of 
the community.   
As an aside, Robert Ray seems to have a strange view of the federal Labor Party and, perhaps, he should read 
this speech and make sure that the funds that are provided through federal public funding to the Labor Party do 
something about those people he thinks are ruining the party.  I could mention two or three circumstances that 
apply on this side of politics.  I will not continue to go down that path.   
I strongly believe that as political parties and members of Parliament we need to do something about raising our 
public image in the community and giving people a reason to respect the role we play and the organisations to 
which we belong.  Many people will say that by taking public funding we will be diminishing that respect 
because we will be on the public payroll and that we will be seen to be unable to manage our affairs well enough 
without having to come to the taxpayer to get our money.  That may be right or wrong, but the sort of money that 
will become available to our organisation because of this legislation will go a long way towards making sure that 
our party is a far more efficient and viable organisation than it is now.  I suspect the same applies to the other 
parties that are represented in this house.  I know that the enthusiasm for this legislation is universal among the 
political parties in Western Australia.   

The bill provides for the payment of $1.39 to each candidate for every first preference vote he or she gains, and 
that money will be paid on the presentation to the Western Australian Electoral Commission of receipts that 
outline the spending of the party on election campaigning.  In the event that the amount submitted as having 
been spent by the party is in excess of the amount that the party is entitled to by virtue of the number of first 
preference votes it gets, it will get the lesser, which will be the public funding contribution.  In the event that a 
party cannot spend all the money accruing to it by virtue of the number of votes it gets, the lesser amount is also 
paid.  The amount of money that will be paid per vote will be adjusted annually in line with the consumer price 
index.   

I am not all that fussed about this proposal, but we will go along with it because it seems appropriate, bearing in 
mind the gestation period of this bill, but it seems odd that we have passed the first adjustment period and the 
amount now is more than $1.39.  The parliamentary secretary may tell me what it is worth now and what it is 
likely to be worth at the next election.  It is appropriate that it be indexed because it is better that these sorts of 
things are escalated on a tried and true method of escalation rather than the government having to introduce an 
amendment to the act every time there is a rise in the consumer price index.  It is appropriate that that adjustment 
of the number of dollars that are paid occurs annually.   

The bill provides that political parties whose candidates achieve four per cent of the vote on a statewide basis be 
entitled to the funding of all their candidates and that individual candidates who stand as Independents and get 
more than four per cent of the vote will get the money themselves.  The bill has been a long time coming.  It has 
arrived here as a result of a reasonable degree of consensus among the political parties in Western Australia.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 September 2006] 

 p6530b-6533a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Anthony Fels 

 [4] 

Some members have not supported the notion of public funding, and, clearly, they are entitled to their point of 
view.  The Liberal Party has a system in which members of Parliament, if they desire, are entitled to vote against 
a decision of the party room provided they inform the party room.  That does not lead them to being expelled or 
publicly drawn and quartered, which is what may happen to members of other parties who find themselves in a 
similar situation.  It is acknowledged by me, as the spokesperson for the Liberal Party in this house on this bill, 
that not all the members of the Liberal Party support public funding.  A number of people have argued that 
instead of the money going to the political party, it should go to the candidate.  There are some aspects of that 
argument that I find attractive, but, at the end of the day, the way in which modern politics is played out and 
modern campaigns are run is that all the parties spend most of their money on a generic overarching umbrella 
campaign that costs vast amounts of money.   

Another reason for supporting public funding is the extraordinary cost incurred these days in carrying out an 
election campaign.  Regrettably, the party that has the best TV advertisements generally wins the election.  That 
is an unfortunate state of affairs in Western Australia and Australia, because people are making decisions based 
upon 30-second commercials rather than by reading the parties’ policies.   

While we go down this path, we must make sure that the quality is there and that there are sufficient funds for 
the various parties to present themselves to the electorate.  As the years go by, it is getting more and more 
expensive to do that.  The Liberal Party, by a majority, supports the legislation.  We want to make sure that 
political parties in Western Australia are strong and viable organisations and are financially able to do the job, 
which is to elect members of Parliament.  We also want to ensure that those members of Parliament are top 
quality people - like all of us - and that that quality is maintained within the state Parliament.  The only way to 
do that is to make sure that political parties have a viability that some people suggest some of them do not have.  
With those comments, I support the bill.   

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [4.29 pm]:  I rise to speak to the Electoral Reform (Electoral Funding) 
Bill, which is part of the government’s proposal to bring in public funding of political parties.  I note that the 
original legislation has been split into three bills and that we are dealing with the first part of it; that is, a bill to 
provide the actual funding and to determine how it will be allocated to the political parties, commencing from 
the next election.   

I will outline a number of reasons that I find it difficult to support this bill.  Firstly, it is Labor Party policy and it 
is a Labor Party bill; it is not Liberal Party policy. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 6543.] 
 


