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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 30 March. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [3.56 pm]:  I rise to initiate debate on this side of the house.  As the chamber is 
well aware, the opposition will strongly oppose this legislation.  Before I commence, I would like to start on a 
positive note by thanking the Leader of the House for acceding to our request and enabling the member for 
Murray to make his maiden speech before this debate begins.   

I begin my debate with a quote from a document called the Australian News Commentary.  The points that it 
makes are extremely pertinent to this debate.  The document reads -  

The WA Labor party has been chanting its “one-vote one-value” mantra for years and yet is one of the 
Australia’s most undemocratic institutions.  The stand-over merchants of the union movement have 
little concept of fairness or democracy yet they control 50 per cent of the voting power of the Australian 
Labor Party.  This is not one-vote one-value.  But it is how the Labor party is controlled and run.  WA’s 
electoral laws were designed to prevent the heavily populated metropolitan area dominating the sparsely 
populated farming, mining and pastoral areas, by giving extra weighting to the farming and outback 
areas.   

McGinty’s hypocrisy was exposed when it was revealed he only wanted to reduce the weighting of 
the Liberal/National farming areas and leave untouched the mining and pastoral areas held by 
the Labor Party.  

The article then refers to the High Court decision and to Justice Kirby, who was one of the dissenting High Court 
judges who produced the minority report.   

It continues -  

Both Kirby and McGinty overlook the fact that the Australian Constitution provides for vote weighting.  
When the founding fathers drew up the Australian constitution they considered that fair representation 
by the less populous states was more important than equal representation when electors voted for 
Senators.  The Constitution provides for an equal number of Senators for each state, regardless of 
population.   

Each state is currently represented by twelve senators.  The ACT and the Northern Territory have two 
senators each, although the Senate was originally conceived as a states house, today it makes, amends 
and blocks laws according to the dictates of the party machines, with little regard to the interest of the 
states.   

At the 2001 federal election, it required 670,287 votes to win a Senate seat in NSW while a WA 
candidate required only 191,923 votes to win a seat, thus making one WA vote worth 3.49 NSW 
votes.   

A Northern Territory candidate required only 47,851 votes to win a Senate seat, amazingly 
making one NT vote worth 14 NSW votes. 

Let us consider the number of people that are required to vote to produce one member of the House of 
Representatives, which comprises 150 seats and was set up 31 years ago supposedly as a one vote, one value 
house.  The number of voters per seat required in Western Australia is 75 000 to 80 000; in New South Wales, 
82 000 to 86 000; in the Australian Capital Territory, a massive 104 000; and in the Northern Territory, only 
45 000 to 49 000.  In effect, a two-to-one situation applies to the more populous states of Australia.  Of the 76 
Senate seats in the federal Parliament, under one vote, one value Western Australia would have only seven seats, 
not the current 12 seats.  In establishing this system of vote weighting for all states, the federal legislation 
determined that consideration be given to the size of electorates and to fair representation for each state in the 
federation.   

The Labor Party continues to talk of and has named this legislation one vote, one value.  What is value to a 
voter?  The Labor Party talks as though the value of a voter is the number of people that it takes to elect a 
member of Parliament.  However, a value is far more than that.  I want to compare a city seat comprising 24 000 
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voters with two country seats each comprising 12 000 voters.  Each voter in all three has one vote and one 
member of Parliament.  It may be said that greater value is given to a country seat because two members of 
Parliament are voted in for the same number of voters, but where does that value go?  People might think that the 
value goes to the party, given that the Labor Party opposes the current system.  People might think that the Labor 
Party assumes the Liberal Party will get an increase in value in the individual votes of members in country seats, 
and that this has led to these changes. 

The composition of the Legislative Assembly under the current system in Western Australia is 23 country seats 
and 34 city seats; that is, the metropolitan area, in effect, has 60 per cent of the say on what happens in Western 
Australia.  Nobody could say, therefore, that the country outweighs the metropolitan area in the strength of its 
vote.  Quite clearly, the metropolitan area, by the number of its city members, already outweighs the country in 
the strength and power of its vote.  I repeat that there are 34 city members to only 23 country members.  Under 
the legislation proposed by the Labor Party, that will change to 41 city members and 16 country members, which 
will give the metropolitan area more than 70 per cent of the vote.  Why does the metropolitan area need that 
greater percentage of votes - that is, an extra 10-plus per cent - when its voice is already significantly stronger 
than that of country Western Australia? 

Let us consider further the value of an individual vote.  The value of the vote of a Liberal voter in a safe Labor 
seat is none.  The value of the vote of a Labor voter in a safe Liberal seat is none.  The value of those voters who 
vote for minor parties is gained only through the preferential system of giving votes to one or other of the parties.  
Why does Labor want to bring seats to the metropolitan area?  It has nothing to do with the value of those votes.  
It is because in the country the majority of voters tend to be slightly pro-Liberal, whereas the Labor Party knows 
that it can do better by having more seats in the metropolitan area because that area tends to be slightly pro-
Labor.  Based on the voting trends at the 2001 election, under the proposed system 13 of the 23 country seats at 
that time would have been Liberal seats and 10 would have been Labor seats.  As members know, the Liberal 
Party did better than that at the last election and won back two of those country seats.  However, based on the 
2001 votes, that is what would have happened.  Therefore, in the country, the Liberal Party would have held only 
three seats more than the Labor Party.  The whole issue of making votes equal by bringing votes to the city and 
giving it an advantage over the country would occur at the expense of three country seats that the Labor Party 
believes it can turn into Labor seats that otherwise would be Liberal seats.  Members should bear in mind that 
voters in every electorate would still have one vote and still have one member, and that the value to the Liberal 
Party would be 13 to 10.  The Labor Party wants to move those seats to the city because it knows that the 
distribution of voters in the metropolitan area is to its advantage.  The majority of Liberal Party voters tend to be 
in fairly dense congregations along the coastline, the rivers, south of the river and, to some extent, the hills seats, 
whereas Labor Party voters tend to be more spread out.  Because of our current electoral system, under which the 
Electoral Commission has no requirement to take into account the voting trends of individual seats on a purely 
numbers basis, moving those seats would definitely favour the Labor Party. 

I want to talk further about the value of those votes in country seats and consider an alternative definition for the 
value of those seats.  Today the member for Murray talked about the difficulty of being a member representing a 
country electorate.  Communication in country seats is obviously far more difficult than it is in city seats.  Under 
the proposed new system, people in the very large agricultural and south-west seats that will be created by this 
legislation will have a huge difficulty visiting their member of Parliament.  Travel will be enormously difficult, 
not only for people who want to visit their local member but also for members themselves, who must constantly 
travel to Perth. 

I will compare two electorates: my former electorate of Yokine, which is a metropolitan seat, and my current 
electorate of Dawesville, which is a country seat.  I accept to some extent the arguments put forward by the 
government that seats such as the seat of Mandurah and mine could well be metropolitan seats.  However, the 
issues and numbers in those seats are little different and I think that by the time the next election comes around, 
the population in my current electorate will be similar to the numbers that would otherwise be in a metropolitan 
seat.  The real discrepancy that occurs with this legislation is not with seats such as Mandurah and mine, which 
the government continues to compare with seats such as Rockingham; it is with seats such as yours, Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), and particularly with seats further north of yours that do not hold very large 
populations.  For example, vast areas will need to be covered by the member of Parliament representing a seat 
such as Collie-Wellington.  That exposes the disgracefulness of this legislation, which denies the right of people 
in such seats to fair representation.  The people in those areas will get nowhere near a reasonable representation 
from their members of Parliament. 
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I return to a comparison between Yokine and Dawesville.  As I said, even in seats that are relatively similar in 
numbers, the work that must be done in my seat of Dawesville is far greater than that of Yokine.  Yokine is a 
developed seat, fully operational and with all its facilities in place.  It was a 10-minute drive at most to get from 
one side of that electorate to the other.  My current seat of Dawesville is obviously larger.  Dawesville is a 
rapidly developing area, and it has many issues of concern.  The seat covers areas as far away as Lake Clifton 
and comprises national park, farming communities, hobby farms and the like.  In comparison with my former 
electorate in Perth, my country electorate requires far more work.  The seat next door to mine, Murray, requires 
even more work for that country member.  On election day I, like most candidates, spent the day going from 
polling booth to polling booth, because I wanted to make sure that everything was running well, and I 
particularly wanted to meet and thank the people who were working for me at those booths.  We had five, two-
hour shifts on each of our polling booths.  That made things a little difficult, because it gave me only two hours 
in which to visit all of the five booths during the time the people on those particular shifts were working, but I 
managed to achieve it and to talk to all of the workers.  When I spoke to the member for Murray later that day, 
he told me that because he had to travel such long distances to get through his electorate, it had taken him the 
whole day just to visit all of his polling booths once.  Where is the fairness in that, and where is the equal value 
in that, to his workers, to the voters and to the local member?  There is none.  This legislation will make things 
far worse.  The country seats will become enormously larger in size.  There is no fairness in a system that will 
make it more difficult for constituents to access their member of Parliament.   

I want to talk a bit about the value of a member of Parliament.  People outside this place love to play down the 
value of politicians.  Everyone loves to hate politicians.  However, although everyone loves to hate every other 
politician, everyone thinks their local member is okay, because their local member is working for them.  In my 
time in the Parliament I have seen no difference between members on our side of the house and members on the 
government side of the house in our commitment to voters.  All members of Parliament work exceptionally hard 
for their constituents.  The government Whip, the member for Mandurah, puts an enormous amount of time and 
effort into getting around his electorate and looking after his constituents, as did the former member for 
Dawesville.  Both men have worked equally hard in trying to deal with the issues affecting their electorate.   

I come from a background as a general practitioner.  People used to ask me why would I want to leave medicine 
and my work as a doctor, in which I can save lives and look after the health and welfare of people, and become a 
politician.  The answer will surprise people.  I believe that I can help as many people, and in fact save as many 
lives, as a member of Parliament as I can as a doctor.  Those members of Parliament who have been in this place 
for only four years may not have been here long enough to have had this happen to them, but I am sure all 
members will find that they will do things for their constituents that will prevent them from causing harm to 
themselves or other members of their family, or that will enormously change the value of their lives.  
Immigration is a typical example of how, through the efforts that we can make as members of Parliament, we 
can help to bring into this country a family member or someone else and thereby totally change the value of that 
person’s life.  The reason we want to be members of Parliament is because it is rewarding and because we 
recognise the valuable service that we can provide for our constituents.   

Country members provide an even more valuable service for their constituents.  People who live in the city can 
access government departments at any time of the day.  They can also access other members of Parliament.  A 
constituent might be a staunch Labor supporter but live in a Liberal electorate.  However, if he felt more 
comfortable about getting a Labor member to look after him, he could visit the Labor member in the next 
electorate, because it is only 10 minutes down the road, and present him with his problems.  However, a person 
who lived in a country seat might need to drive for two hours to see his local member or to access a government 
department, because all of the government departments are based in Perth.  Therefore, as a country member I 
will need to work much harder to provide the same level of service to my constituents as I used to do as a 
metropolitan member of Parliament.  As a city member of Parliament I had a great respect for the country 
members.  As a minister I went out of my way to make sure that I helped other members, no matter whether they 
were Liberal, Labor, National Party or Independent, to provide services to people in country regions.   

This legislation will take away that access from country members.  This legislation will take away at least seven 
members from country regions - I will discuss later how it will probably be more - and bring them into the 
metropolitan area.  That will mean that instead of people in the metropolitan area having just one member of 
Parliament they will have two.  Do people in the metropolitan area want to have two members of Parliament?  
No.  They would rather have fewer members of Parliament.  People in the city do not need to have easier access 
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to their member of Parliament.  They already have very easy access to their member of Parliament and very fine 
representation by the metropolitan members.  What we need is more country members so that country people 
will have fair and equal value for their vote.  Country people have one vote, the same as everyone else - no more.  
They have one member, the same as everyone else - no more.  However, their vote will no longer have the value 
that it once had.  That is why it is an absolute farce to call this legislation one vote, one value.   

I turn now to how this bill differs from the bill that was before this Parliament in 2001.  There are three particular 
differences between this legislation and the previous one vote, one value legislation.  The first is the protection 
of the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The second is the addition of two Legislative Council seats 
to the metropolitan area.  Two of those Legislative Council members will be taken from the South West Region.  
That will mean that there will be an additional four Legislative Council members - two new metropolitan 
members, and two from the South West Region.  That will mean that instead of eight country seats coming to the 
metropolitan area, as was the case under the previous legislation, nine country seats will come to the 
metropolitan area - seven in the Assembly, and two in the Council.  The third is the change in the names of the 
Legislative Council regions of North Metropolitan, East Metropolitan and South Metropolitan to North, Central 
and Southern.  The legislation that relates to the Mining and Pastoral Region is covered in proposed section 16H, 
which states in proposed subsection (3) -  

However -  

(a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as the Mining and Pastoral Region 
consists of 5 complete and contiguous districts; 

(b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall disregard -  

(i) the electors in that region; and  

(ii) those 5 districts;  

and 

(c) the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to those 
5 districts. 

Subsection (2) provides that, for each district, the number of electors that the district would have had at the 
relevant day must not be more than 10 per cent greater, or more than 10 per cent less, than the average district 
enrolment at the relevant day.   

I am extremely concerned by this legislation.  In saying that, I have to accept that the Labor Party is going some 
way to doing what we think should continue to be done for all of country Western Australia.  In introducing this 
legislation it is recognising that country regions need some protection and assistance because of the vastness of 
the size of the regions.  I acknowledge that the Mining and Pastoral Region incorporates areas far vaster than 
those covered in other parts of the state, but in the Agricultural and South West Regions those same principles 
apply.  We believe the Labor Party should be bringing in this protective legislation not just for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region but also for the other regions.  In other words, it should continue to give vote weighting to 
country regions.  One thing that concerns me about this is that the commissioners are not required to take into 
account any issues within the Mining and Pastoral Region to do with the size of, or number of voters in, an 
electorate.  They have to take into account other issues relating to the electoral boundaries, but there is nothing 
that would prevent them from drawing boundaries to their own designs.  There is nothing to prevent them 
making some electorates far larger or smaller than others in the Mining and Pastoral Region, thus manipulating 
the votes in the electorates.  The commissioners are required to make decisions on the boundaries, but they have 
absolutely no guidelines to follow.  They have nothing to show where they need to draw the boundaries or what 
populations they should look to.  There is nothing that states that they cannot establish one small electorate in 
one corner of the region and a vast electorate in the Kimberley and say that they both represent communities of 
interest, land use and mining areas.  There is the potential for enormous disparity in the size and populations of 
the electorates.  During his contribution to the debate and before the legislation proceeds from this place, the 
minister needs to make far clearer what he intends to do and what is the intention of the legislation. 

I will refer to the second point I made about the two Legislative Council seats being transferred to the 
metropolitan area.  Where did that idea come from?  Why did the Labor Party suddenly decide to have two 
additional members of Parliament in the metropolitan area and bring a further two from the south west of the 
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state?  I heard nothing in any of the discussions, not that the Labor Party discussed anything in country Western 
Australia.  Nothing was discussed in metropolitan Western Australia either.  The idea has come absolutely out of 
the blue.  We all know why it has come.  It has come as a trade-off to the Greens (WA) so that when the 
legislation is before the other place, the Labor Party has something to trade.  I believe that is exactly the case in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

The third issue is the change to metropolitan seats in the Legislative Council.  Again, I ask why?  There have 
been the North, South and East Metropolitan Regions for as long as most of us in this house have been around.  
Suddenly, they are to be changed to the North, Central and South Metropolitan Regions.  Why is that being 
done?  Why is the minister changing the system?  What boundaries does he expect the commissioners to follow?  
What guidelines does he expect them to follow in deciding the Council electorates?  I would like to hear far 
more from the minister on what he proposes to do.  It is very interesting that the decision to protect the Mining 
and Pastoral Region was made by the Premier during a brief stopover in Kalgoorlie.  He did that because he 
heard he was in trouble.  He heard that the campaign waged by the coalition against one vote, one value was 
hurting the Labor Party in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It was a very last-minute thing to go to Kalgoorlie to 
announce the change.  Once again, I am not saying that the change is the wrong thing to do, because it provides 
recognition that there needs to be fairness in the apportionment of country seats.  I would like to know when the 
minister became aware of the announcement.  Was he aware of it before the Premier made it?  Did the Premier 
discuss it with him first?  Why does the government want to do this?  There are currently five seats in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region, four of which are Labor and one is Liberal.  Chances are that, under the previous 
legislation, there would still have been four Labor seats through the protection provisions and the use of dummy 
voters who were to be put in place.  There is a reasonable chance that all four seats would be Labor seats.  Why 
was this provision, which, in effect, gives some degree of comfort to the Leader of the Opposition, introduced?  I 
suggest it is just a farce.  There is no intention by the government to proceed with this.  It will proceed with the 
legislation in this house and argue it in the other place.  It may already have a done deal with the Greens so that 
they will support this legislation in return for an additional two members in the Legislative Council.  That would 
give the Greens more certainty in future elections.  Why would the Premier do this if not for that reason?  I 
believe the Greens will oppose this, as would be expected, because they have said all along that they will.  The 
legislation will return to this house and the Premier will say, “Woe is me.  It is all terribly sad; the government 
had every intention of keeping its promise, but it is sorry; it will have to give it up and return to the original 
legislation because the Greens will not agree.”  What will happen then?  Under the previous legislation eight 
country seats were to be relocated to the city.  Under the new legislation nine country seats will be relocated to 
the city: seven from the Assembly and two from the Council.  If the Mining and Pastoral Region provisions were 
ditched, we would return to eight Assembly members.  In total, 10 country seats will be relocated to the city, 
whereas, in this legislation, only seven were discussed.  What would better suit the Labor Party than that?  That 
is what it has wanted all along.  It has always wanted to drag those votes from the country and put them in the 
city.  It is the reason for this legislation. 

In the Mining and Pastoral Region the Labor Party already holds four of the five seats.  It is in the Agricultural 
and South West Regions that it holds only four of the 18 seats.  Those are the areas it wants to target.  It is not 
that based on the 2001 results the Labor Party would hold 13 seats and the coalition 10; the coalition has taken 
two seats from the Labor Party since then and it knows that trend will continue.  As the population in the 
metropolitan area of Western Australia continues to increase to the point that three-quarters of the population of 
the state lives there, the government knows that it is the area it wants because it will be better off.  It wants to 
take the votes from the Agricultural and South West Regions. 

I will speak briefly about some of the comments made in the High Court when the minister took this matter to it.  
During his second reading speech, the minister frequently quoted the minority view of those in the High Court.  
He stated what had been said about the legislation and one vote, one value.  He quoted the minority High Court 
judges in their support of one vote, one value.  I will put on record the comments of the majority view in the 
High Court as follows - 

Chief Justice Brennan found that the Commonwealth Constitution did not contain any implication 
‘affecting disparities of voting power among the holders of the franchise for the election of members of 
a State Parliament’.   

Dawson J noted that there were many different types of electoral systems and the Constitution did not 
imply any particular system other than that it must include ‘direct choice by the people through those 
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eligible to vote at elections’.  His Honour also noted that there were no express requirements in the 
Constitution for equal electorates and in fact section 7 and section 24 (dealing respectively with the 
election of Senators and Members), when read together, contradicted the notion of equality.   

In other words, the Constitution provides that consideration be given to the future size of Western Australia and 
the differences in population distribution throughout the state.  That is never more apparent than in Western 
Australia.  As members know, other states that have one vote, one value have a totally different spread of 
population, and experience nowhere near the same effect that this draconian legislation will have on the country 
people of Western Australia.  The document continues -  

Those two sections required that Original States have no less than 6 Senators and no less than 5 
Members - irrespective of the number of people residing in the State.  His Honour commented that it 
was open to parliament to exercise its power to provide for electoral divisions that resulted in ‘one vote, 
one value’.  

McHugh J found that the principle of representative democracy was not contained in the Constitution 
and even if it were, whatever representative democracy required at the turn of the century it did not now 
include a requirement for equal numbers of electors in electoral divisions.  

Gummow J noted that the Constitution ‘did not entrench the secret ballot, compulsory voting, 
preferential or proportional voting, nor any universal adult franchise’.  His Honour also observed that 
the Constitution did not prescribe any authority or body to establish or monitor electoral divisions 
within States or Territories.  

I wanted to place those comments on the record so that members would be aware of the majority judgment. 

I will talk briefly about the issue of mandates.  The Premier continues to say that the government has a mandate.  
I have no idea how he can do that with a straight face.  That he can say that in the face of a question from the 
Leader of the Opposition that directly quoted the Premier opposing such a concept, and not even give a reference 
to the comment that was made, is absolutely laughable.  The Premier himself said, when in opposition, that if the 
government wished to exercise its mandate, it should wait until those members of Parliament elected at the 
second election had taken up their seats.  He has obviously brought this legislation forward to dodge just that 
issue.  He knows that, and he pretends to defend it, but everyone on the government side knows that it is not true.  
Despite your outspoken comments, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), you know that there is no mandate 
until the Legislative Council members are in place.  If the government were to take this legislation to those 
members after they had taken their seats, and it were to still pass, so be it.  However, the government will not do 
this because it knows that the Greens (WA) lost its position in Parliament on this very issue.  Even though the 
Labor Party stayed extremely quiet about the issue of one vote, one value in both the country and the 
metropolitan areas, the Liberal Party did discuss the issue, and that is why the Greens lost their seats.  That is 
why the future Legislative Council will not support the one vote, one value legislation.  Now the government has 
to bulldoze the legislation through this house and get it to the other place before it loses that majority.  It has no 
mandate.  If it had gone to the people prior to the election and told them exactly what it intended to do, and then 
waited until after 22 May, it would have a mandate.  However, it has not done either of those things.  In 
particular, the government did not tell the electorate about the two seats being moved from the south west, and 
the two additional members in the upper house.  Those things have not been mentioned anywhere, and the 
government certainly has no mandate to bring this legislation into the house.  

Today the second reading debate is taking place, and it will probably go on into the early hours of the morning, 
because this side of the house will certainly oppose this legislation as strongly as the other side opposed the 
industrial relations legislation of the previous government.  We will keep going until the government brings a 
stop to the debate, in which case it will have to use the procedures of the house to bring the debate to a 
conclusion.  It will guillotine this second reading debate, the consideration in detail stage tomorrow and the third 
reading debate on Thursday to make sure that it can get the legislation to the Legislative Council.  It has 
organised the sitting schedule of the Legislative Council so that it has five consecutive weeks of sittings leading 
up to the date of the changeover of Parliament to make sure it has plenty of time to get the legislation through.  I 
have heard rumours for the past few weeks that the deal has already been done with members from the other 
place to make sure this legislation goes through.  That would be an absolute disgrace. 

The other issue I have with the way in which this legislation affects the work of the Electoral Commission is that 
it takes no account of any requirement for the commission to draw up the size of seats according to the way in 
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which people might vote.  I have had some experience of this myself, as has the member for Yokine.  He will 
know that for something like 20 years Yokine was a marginal seat.  It was a Labor seat when it was the 
electorate of Dianella and was held by Hon Keith Wilson.  It then became a Liberal seat, held by Hon George 
Cash.  Hon Keith Wilson then held the seat again, and then I held it.  For 20-odd years it was a marginal seat.  
The Electoral Commission came along and, given that it had to take no account of tradition or of the usual voting 
trends in an area, added parts of Nollamara and Balga to the electorate and turned it into a safe Labor seat.  There 
is nothing in this legislation that stops the commission from doing that everywhere.  There was an alternative 
design for the seat of Yokine that would have taken it back to something similar to what the seat of Dianella used 
to be - still a marginal seat, with boundaries similar to those it has now, following local government and 
community-of-interest boundaries.  However, the commission paid no heed to my submission that that be the 
case.  It did not want to do something for what was seen to be our side, because then it might have to do 
something for the other side; it did not want to do any of that.  It just wanted to have its own changes put into 
place.   

What will be the consequences of this legislation for the percentage of people who vote for a party, and which 
party wins government?  Under the previous system, in every year bar one - it was the downfall of the Liberal 
Party when in 1989 it got 52.5 per cent of the vote and did not win the election - everyone got a fair 
representation from members of Parliament.  Weight is given to take into account the distances, the 
communication difficulties and travel time in country areas, but, still, whichever party gets more than 50 per cent 
of the vote wins government.  What will happen under this legislation?  Will the Labor Party be able to win 
government with 46 or 47 per cent, given the distribution of voters within the metropolitan area?  It is entirely 
possible, and it is exactly what the Labor Party wants, and the very reason it has brought in this legislation.  This 
legislation is not about value for the voter, or for members of Parliament, or for anyone except the Labor Party in 
trying to increase its vote in the city. 

I will make some points about how this legislation is extremely selective and involves self-interest.  Firstly, this 
legislation abolishes the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  An absolute majority is required for any change to that 
act.  This new legislation takes most of the provisions of the Electoral Distribution Act out of that act and places 
them in the Electoral Act 1907, which can be changed with a simple majority.  Why would the Labor Party want 
to do that?  It has had trouble getting changes to this legislation because of the absolute majority requirement, 
but it has also been protected by that exact same requirement from changes proposed in the past by the coalition.  
However, it allows all the other aspects of this legislation to be changed by a simple majority of Parliament.  
What it does is retain, with the equivalent of that Electoral Distribution Act, the entrenched provisions of the one 
vote, one value legislation, so that never, without an absolute majority of Parliament, can that be changed.  It will 
be clear to all in this chamber that once this act comes into play there will never again be an absolute majority in 
the other place - never again will there be sufficient votes either way to allow either party to change this 
legislation in the future.  The system and the numbers just will not allow for that.  At most, the Labor Party will 
have a lead of two and, with one being a chairman, a lead of one, or vice versa.  Never again will there be an 
absolute majority, which means that legislation, which gives weight to people in country seats, will never be able 
to be changed.  As I said before, this legislation does not change the area in the Mining and Pastoral Region, 
where the Labor Party holds four out of the five seats, but it abandons the areas in the Agricultural Region and 
the South West Region, where it holds only four out of 18 seats.  This legislation is all about the Agricultural and 
the South West Regions and the fact that the Labor Party thinks it can do better than four out of 18 by bringing 
those seats to the city - by bringing at least seven and perhaps eight - if my theory on what is planned to happen 
with the Greens (WA) in the other place comes into play.  By exempting the Mining and Pastoral Region from 
any internal equality, so that the districts within the Mining and Pastoral Region do not have to be of the same 
size or have the same population, it will allow manipulation under the guise of community of interest.  The 
Labor Party can say that there is a community of interest in this area and it can manipulate those seats to make 
sure that it continues to win at least four seats, perhaps giving it a chance of winning the fifth seat if that 
provision remains in place. 

The increase in seats in the Legislative Council provides a bargaining chip with the Greens (WA) to get their 
members on side and to make sure they support this legislation, because this is the last chance the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs will have to get this legislation through.  If he does not get it through now, he and the Labor 
Party will never have this chance again. 

I want to quote briefly from what a member has said previously in this house.  He is now retired and does not 
have the opportunity to speak again.  That person is Mr Larry Graham.  As we all know, Mr Graham was a 
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former member of the Labor Party who resigned once things occurred that ensured he did not get preselection for 
his seat.  Some comments were made that the member for Pilbara did not meet the new “Halden” image and was 
done over behind closed doors in a union preselection deal.  He said this about Labor’s version of democratic 
preselections - 

“For Gallop to talk of the Labor Party having a free and democratic vote is amazing.  There were 
factional heavies last night going around and taking wads of ballot papers off delegates to the state 
executive to ensure that they voted against me and they voted according to the factional deal that was 
stitched up in a back room deal two weeks ago.  If Gallop ran a polling booth like that in a general 
election he would be arrested”. 

The former Labor Party leader Dr Carmen Lawrence stated - 
“One vote, one value - the prime condition for democracy - is not observed in the party rules.  Not only 
does this rob us of the active commitment and participation of union members; it also disenfranchises 
ordinary branch members.  Only individuals should be permitted to sign up as members and everyone’s 
vote should have the same value.” 

In his speech on the one vote, one value legislation in this house, Mr Graham said - 
I have a copy of the rules of the Australian Labor Party.  I will quote from the section entitled “Basis of 
Representation”.  
Rule 6.3.1.2 of the Australian Labor Party constitution and rules provides -  

80 Political delegates to the State Executive, made up of:  

.· One delegate from the FPLP (WA) 
There is no one vote, one value for that delegate.  Regardless of the number of members of federal 
Parliament that are returned, they are entitled to one vote.  The rule continues -  

.  One delegate from the SPLP 
Regardless of the number of members of the State Parliamentary Labor Party, it is entitled to one 
delegate.  It continues -  

.· Up to six (6) delegates from the direct Sub-branches  

.  The remaining delegates elected by Electorate Councils 
That makes up the 80 political delegates to the state executive, to which 120 union delegates from 
affiliated unions are added to make up the state executive of the Australian Labor Party.  It is a 
permanent, in-built, unbalanced and vote-weighted system.  It is permanent by rule and constitution of 
the Australian Labor Party.  The fundamental principle of one vote, one value does not apply to the 
Australian Labor Party in any way, shape or form.  

The member goes on to state - 
If I were still with the Labor Party, I would part company with it at this point, because I will not support 
this legislation.  In the past I was bound, as many other members of Parliament have been, by my 
membership to an organisation and political party.  

It is sad for me, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), that members like you and other country representatives 
on your side are not given the opportunity to stand up and move away from the demands of the Labor Party in 
seats that so badly affect your electorate and that of other country Labor members.  Mr Graham continues - 

Members of a political party must comprise their own personal views and the views of electors and 
must adopt the views of the party. 

He goes on to talk about mandates and says the government has no mandate - 
It has not been given a mandate, unless it campaigned actively on that issue and explained its proposal 
in detail to the good voters around country Western Australia.  It did not.  It is not open to the Labor 
Party to claim that . . . No Labor Party candidate mentioned the introduction of a system of one vote, 
one value.  
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That was during discussion on the previous legislation prior to the last election, but nothing has changed.  Mr 
Larry Graham spoke briefly about his work in his electorate, remembering that his seat was in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region and that his seat, if the Labor Party legislation were passed, would stay the same.  In my view, 
the Labor Party has done a deal that will result in that seat going when this legislation comes back to this house 
in the future.  However, he spoke about what country members do - 

It takes a lot of work to be a member of a big electorate.  Every year on average I drive some 80 000 
kilometres, I travel some 250 000 kilometres by plane and I spend some $15 000 to $20 000 to charter 
vehicles and aircraft to get around my electorate. 

Things will not be so severe in areas in the Agricultural and South West Regions, but the point is still valid.  The 
time, effort and cost for a member of Parliament to get around these far larger seats will be very similar. 

In the few minutes that are left to me I want to go through some history of one vote, one value legislation - what 
members on the other side of this house have done and their attitude towards one vote, one value legislation in 
the past.  In the 1929 parliamentary debate on a similar bill some Labor members were quite contemptuous of 
one vote, one value legislation.  For example, the Labor member for Coolgardie, George Lambert, stated that the 
metropolitan area was over-represented and that there needed to be only one MLA representing the whole area 
within a five-mile radius of Parliament House.  I am not sure that that is not true now, but the point is made.  The 
McLarty coalition government - we heard words about Mr McLarty earlier today from the member for Murray - 
introduced the Electoral Districts Act, which was renamed the Electoral Distribution Act in 1947, against 
opposition from the ALP, which objected at that time to reduced weighting for mining and remote areas.  Labor 
members in that day did what I would like you to do, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson): they opposed the 
legislation. 

In 1954, the Hawke Labor government tried to amend the Constitution Act and the Electoral Districts Act in 
order to again increase weighting for mining electorates.  In 1963, former ALP minister Harry Strickland, MLC, 
stated in debate, as reported on page 3100 of that year’s Hansard - 

 I think it is rather regrettable that the general thought is that representation should be on a population 
basis.  Considering the large land area of Western Australia I do not think this is fair.   

The ALP minister said exactly what we say on this side of the house: this legislation is not fair.  He also stated 
that the wide expanses of the state have always been taken into consideration.  Ever since confederation, and 
ever since the origins of this house, the vast spaces in Western Australia, the concentration of the population in 
the close metropolitan area and the need for members in country areas to represent fewer people so that they can 
be effective and provide proper representation have always been taken into account. 

Another senior ALP figure, Arthur Moir, MLA, strongly supported the principle of weighting.  The member had 
to service electors who because of their remoteness “are not in a position to attend to their affairs themselves”.  
In the previous year of 1962, ALP MLA and future minister Arthur Bickerton advocated more equal 
representation in the House of Representatives, by which he meant weighting in seats regardless of population 
figures.  It is significant that in 1937, 1954 and 1959, governments of both persuasions failed to pass electoral 
legislation because they lacked an absolute majority in the Legislative Assembly.  That requirement for an 
absolute majority is a constitutional safeguard to prevent self-interested manipulation of the system.  On two of 
the three occasions when that legislation was blocked as a result of a lack of an absolute majority, the Labor 
Party was trying to increase vote weighting of seats in country areas.  It is also interesting to note, as I said 
previously, that on no occasion from the 1947 legislation until 1989 did the party that received more than 50 per 
cent of the vote not win the election.   

This legislation is not about fairness; this legislation is not about one vote, one value.  The Labor Party is 
concerned about just one thing with this legislation: members opposite do not like the fact that they previously 
held four of 18 seats in the Agricultural and South West Regions.  This is their only opportunity to introduce a 
gerrymander to significantly increase the chance for the Labor Party to win all future elections.  This can be done 
only by taking away fairness from representation of country Western Australia.  This legislation is an absolute 
disgrace.  It is a disgrace that the government is passing it through this house before the upper house changes its 
membership on 22 May.  This side of the house will oppose this legislation at every step of the way. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [4.55 pm]:  I have been desperately trying to 
wade through the reams of paper I have before me.  As members know, we were not given sufficient time to 
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research this bill, so I have been attempting to research it over the past few hours.  I asked the Parliamentary 
Library last Friday to come up with a range of papers for me from United States, Canadian and Australian courts.  
I refer to the Supreme Court in Canada, the High Court in the United States - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The Supreme Court.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I refer to the Supreme Court of the United States and the High Court of Australia.  It 
contains some very interesting reading, which I would love to have had more time to go through to produce a 
clearer argument.  I apologise immediately to Hansard.  I will hand over the documents to Hansard.  I have 
highlighted some passages in the documents, but Hansard may have some difficulty in tracing through them.  
There is no question that Hansard will get there in the end with the normal degree of excellence. 

I am not sure exactly where I should start.  It is important to have a quick look at the history of how we have 
reached this position in 2005 on the question of one vote, one value, and also to consider the relative histories of 
the United States, Canada and Australia.  I include Canada in the process because it is a very similar jurisdiction 
to Australia.  I cite what is known as the Canadian Carter case, in which Madame Justice McLachlin gave the 
majority opinion.  She stated on page 183 of the Carter case report - 
 It is my conclusion that the purpose of the right to vote enshrined in s.3 of the Charter is not equality of 

voting power per se, but the right to effective representation. 
That is what this debate is about.  In reading these papers and reading many quotes from many learned judges 
from the three countries I have outlined, it was important to find an answer to a question: why does the United 
States Constitution vary so dramatically from that of the Westminster system of the United Kingdom, Canada 
and Australia?  The answer is very simple.  It relates to the dates when the Americans were undertaking the 
process of writing up their Constitution, which was in the 1760s and a bit later in 1789 - it depends whether one 
considers when the American Constitution was put together or when the formation of that document occurred.  
Just as the process happened over a 40-year period in Australia, the document was also formed over a long 
period in the United States.  Those who like to read a lot - I like to read, particularly American history, as it is 
modern history - will know that the people the Americans idolise as their forebears had varying opinions and 
made varying decisions over a long period.  What is the reason for that difference in the US system?  The answer 
is the American War of Independence.  The Americans did not like the Poms.  It is as simple as that.  They went 
away from an electoral system similar to the English system because they had just beaten the English in a war of 
independence.  Therefore, in no way did they want to relate their system to that of the English.  One must also 
consider the huge influences in America at that time from Germany.  Many of the people who went to the United 
States in the early days were of Germanic origin, as opposed to being from the United Kingdom.  I know that the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs is a keen student of the Irish, but it was not until 100 years later that the Irish 
started to flood into the United States.   
The other influence at the time was another hiccup in history; namely, the French Revolution.  The French 
Revolution was of great interest to the forebears of the United States because it very heavily introduced the anti-
English component.  The French Revolution of the late 1700s was fresh in their minds.  The mood of liberty 
coming out of France was being driven throughout the world.  That mood not only interacted very heavily in the 
United States but also caused a great deal of concern in the United Kingdom, Britain or whatever one wants to 
call that union at the time.  Quite a few British politicians took up the call of liberty that was coming out of 
France.   
As the Australian and Canadian High Courts have pointed out, the American system came about as a result of 
pragmatism, while the Australian system resulted from evolution and the pragmatism of evolution.  The 
Australian system was adopted from the United Kingdom system, but it has evolved over hundreds of years and 
now delivers the right to effective representation as opposed to the right to equal representation.  America 
wanted to cut its ties with that history; that was its right, and it did so.  When members read some of the words 
used by the learned judges they will find that, when the Americans referred to their electoral system, they 
referred to the debates of their forebears more than the practice that followed the adoption of the United States 
Constitution and its amendments.  I think the fourteenth amendment relates to electoral activity in the United 
States.   

We are talking about fair representation.  There has been a flash of light in Western Australia.  The minister has 
told us that over the past 100 years the Western Australian Labor Party has desperately attempted to achieve 
equal representation.  However, over the past 12 months it has pushed for fair representation.  It has joined in our 
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argument.  If we take the argument as it relates to the four seats in the north west, the reasons for it are for either 
fair representation or gerrymander purposes.  They are the only two reasons that the minister would go about that 
process.  The Premier announced the very significant change in the attitude of the Australian Labor Party when 
he went to Kalgoorlie.  I am curious to see where that attitude appears in the lay party of the ALP and in the 
decision-making process of its masses.  I am sure it does not.  Its equally strongly held determination to abolish 
the upper house faded all of a sudden after the ALP and the National Party attempted to have the electoral 
system changed in 1986.  That was the climate that I walked into as a brand new member of Parliament.  The 
change to the way we elected members to the upper house increased the ALP’s representation in that place.  
What happened to the desire of the ALP to abolish the upper house?  It evaporated.  In fact, whenever I have 
argued over the past four years that we should have 91 seats in the lower house and not worry about the upper 
house, the Premier has launched into a great dissertation about the importance of the upper house.  That is the 
new-found position of the ALP.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is the flexibility of the ALP.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I can see that, minister.  Perhaps the minister was not listening; I am talking about 
the flexibility of the Premier’s stance.  I am not sure whether the minister heard me quote Madame Justice 
McLachlin, who happens to be a Canadian.  She stated -  

. . . It is my conclusion that the purpose of the right to vote enshrined in s.3 of the Charter -  
That is the Canadian charter -  

is not equality of voting power per se, but the right to effective representation.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is that the Saskatchewan case?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, it is the charter case.   
The argument is that last year the Labor Party converted from a 100-year-old cause to one that the National Party 
has always stood for; that is, effective representation.  The minister is now saying that five north west seats must 
be protected for the same reasons.  The minister should read the Canadian and Australian High Court judgments 
and look back over the development of the Westminster system, because he will find that the electoral system of 
fair representation has evolved because of 500 or 600 years of pragmatism.  That is how we arrived at the system 
we have today.  Pragmatism is not about one person having exactly the same vote as another; it is about the 
fairness of the process.  The minister has accepted the fairness for a small section of Western Australia, but he 
refuses to adopt that fairness for a larger section of Western Australia.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is not quite right.  The Mining and Pastoral Region covers 87 per cent of the land mass 
of Western Australia.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is interesting. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  You call that a small area.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Immediately the minister said that, it occurred to me that seven or eight years ago, 
when we were arguing about native title, he wanted to put that argument in the opposite way.  The argument is 
whichever way it suits the minister.  The American Supreme Court argued - I hope the minister has done some of 
that reading - that voting is not about trees, rivers and plains.  However, the minister is saying that it is.  He has 
joined the argument he has always given us that the fairness of that process is important, with the argument that 
the plains, deserts and distance are important in bringing fairness to the system.  However, it does not bring 
equality.  The United States, Canadian and Australian arguments all clearly state that equal representation is the 
core of any electoral system.  However, it then depends whether we finish the process and decide whether to 
have a system that is equal or a system that is fair.  The Canadians and Australians have gone for the fair 
process.  The argument has evolved from the United Kingdom system and from hundreds of years of activity.  
Millions of people have voted for the system that we in the National Party want to maintain, because it is fair.  
That is what we are arguing for today and that is what we will continue to argue for.  There are lots of good 
quotes in my documents.  The vote weighting in re Dixon and Attorney-General of British Columbia was 15 to 
one.  That case was upheld by the High Court because it believed that the disparity was far too great to be called 
equal or fair.  British Columbia had to change its electoral system because Atlin had 5 511 voters while Surrey-
Newton had 68 347.  That is a slight variation in numbers.  However, the Supreme Court of Canada threw that 
out, because it was neither equal nor fair.  It had to go back to a margin that was deemed fair.  In the Canadian 
system, as the minister knows, that margin is a 25 per cent variation above or below.  The Australian federal 
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system is 10 per cent above or below and that is deemed to be not an equal system, but a fair system.  The 
Australian judges relate to that system exactly.  There are some great quotes in these documents from Mr Justice 
Gibbs and - 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Can I just take you back a minute to lady Justice McLachlin?  The Charter case was about 
redistributions or electoral boundaries in Saskatchewan. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, that is another case altogether.  I have a copy of that one with me too. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  What was the province under challenge in that case? 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would have to take some more time to read it and get back to the minister.  
However, I have the case with me if the minister wants to read it. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have read about a range of cases in Canada; one in Saskatchewan and one in 
British Columbia, and the Charter case is another, which is not the Saskatchewan one.  There is a different ruling 
of around 10 years earlier. 
There is a quote in the documents I have with me that I will have to paraphrase.  I do not want to spend time 
digging through the papers, as I have been reading them for only the past three to four hours.  In these papers, 
one Australian judge - I think Mr Justice Warwick - said that it is not right for us to take the American system 
because it is the American system; it is right for us to take the system of equality of vote because it is the 
evolution of a process.  The Americans took a pragmatic view at the time of the American and French 
Revolutions, which were the two driving causes for the American Constitution.  I would add to that also the 
Boston Tea Party. 
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I love the quotation from the Boston Tea Party.  I cannot remember the exact 
phrase, but the catchcry was - 
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, taxation without representation.  That was also a part of the American 
independence process, which resulted in the American Constitution.  There is, therefore, a reason the American 
Constitution is as it is.  It is not history and it is not evolution; it is because America decided in the late 1700s to 
take its own stand.  It was anti-English, in fact, which the minister would understand from his Irish extraction! 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I’m a Scotsman! 

Ms S.E. Walker:  They were English themselves. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Who? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  The Americans. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, at the time they were very strongly German.  In fact, there is an argument, 
which is not quite true but is one of those folklores, that at that time the right to use the English language rather 
than the German language was won by only one vote.  There was a very heavy influence from the Germans in 
the United States at that time.  That is really not the point. 

I come back to this legislation.  The National Party argues very heavily in favour of fair voting.  Interestingly 
enough, although the minister and I do get on, he came and saw us for five minutes four years ago when he 
decided to change the Electoral Act.  This time he has not even bothered to give us a phone call.  I know the 
minister well enough to know why that is all - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No disrespect intended.  I just thought it would have been fairly futile. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is exactly the point and the arrogance of the position.  We will now be in the 
position in which one member of Parliament, who is now an Independent in the other house, will vote for all 
Western Australians.  That is what it looks like.  In this process we are arguing about one vote, one value: the 
equality or fairness of votes.  How does one person’s vote for all Western Australians equate to fairness?  How 
does it equate to equality?  It does not. 

I will not talk for very long; I have not even started my speech.  The process I am concerned about is that the 
minister loves to cite the American system but he knows as well as any member of this place that no state or 
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government agency in the United States collects votes; it is done by political parties.  The only way in which 
people can vote is by registering with one of the political parties, which causes huge variations in vote districts.  
If one considers these two questions on voters as opposed to people, some electorates in America are two to 
three times the size of others, depending on whether people nominate to vote.  They do not have compulsory 
voting like we do in Australia.  They cannot just turn up at a polling booth and say, “I am not on any roll, but 
give me a vote.”  They cannot vote if they have not registered with a political party.  Therefore, the United States 
hardly has one vote, one value either.  The government is trying to create an illusion; what it claims in all its 
arguments does not exist.  What is wrong about this legislation is that there are no built-in safeguards, except for 
the government’s new-found belief in the five seats in the north west, four of which are Labor seats.  That is 
more about a gerrymander than about electoral reform.  Apart from that exception, this legislation does not give 
any consideration to the difficulties that people in the country will encounter.  For example, if the government 
has its way, the seat of Roe will be as large as the seat of Murchison-Eyre.  However, no special dispensation is 
given in the legislation to the seat of Roe, only to the seat of Murchison-Eyre.  Why?  That is because it is on the 
other side of the line.  How can the minister justify that?  I suggest that he cannot.  I suspect that if the Labor 
Party maintains the agricultural, south west and north west divisions - obviously nobody has drawn the maps yet 
- the seat of Roe will be enormous.  It will be at least the size of Murchison-Eyre.  However, is Roe given any 
consideration?  The member for Murchison-Eyre could get to at least one part of his seat by flying to Kalgoorlie.  
To where would the member for the new seat of Roe fly?  The member could fly to Esperance, the eastern end of 
the seat, but nowhere else in that seat.  How is that fair? 

The criteria of diversity, isolation, community interest and indigenous groups, which are the reasons for 
weighting in most western countries’ electoral acts, have not been put there by accident; they have been put there 
through 500 to 600 years of practice.  They have been included in electoral acts because we have decided they 
should be there; they have been there for hundreds of years, and for good reason.  For good reason, the variations 
have been cranked down to percentages, in some cases down by hundreds of times; in Canada above and below 
25 per cent and in Australia above and below 10 per cent.  However, at least in the Australian federal scene there 
is still a 20 per cent variation.  That is an important consideration.  However, one aspect that is not in this one 
vote, one value legislation, because the minister is very keen to pass his perspective of it through the Parliament, 
is that no account has been taken of the fact that in some cases, even with the short periods of distribution over 
four years, country seats will be bigger than city seats.  Does the minister really want that outcome?  I do not 
think he has thought about it.  Country seats will be marginally larger in numbers of voters but they will still be 
larger in area because of the limitations in the bill.  The electoral commissioners will still be asked to pitch out 
the seats every four years, except for the first time, which will be two years.  However, when the seats are 
redrawn, the commissioners will be asked to pitch out the voters every four years.  We know what has happened 
in the past.  Part of the reason we are having this debate is the decisions made by the electoral commissioners.  I 
remember Hendy Cowan, the previous member for Merredin, having a furious debate with the electoral 
commissioners about the future size of Karratha.  The electoral commissioners were absolutely adamant that 
Karratha would grow enormously.  Hendy argued the opposite.  The opposite actually happened.  Karratha 
declined in population and voting size, and the variation between that seat of Burrup and Wanneroo - which 
government members love to quote - was enormous.  That cannot be denied.  However, neither the minister nor I 
made that decision; it was made by the electoral commissioners in a desire to interpret the act in the way they 
believed it should be read.  As I said, Hendy Cowan was furious about that decision and he was proved right.  
Karratha actually dropped in population and did not grow.  

This bill is a spin.  When we compare this bill with the bill that the minister introduced four years ago, it is 
obvious that the minister has done an absolute about-turn.  The minister is now agreeing with our point of view.  
He has moved from equality of vote to fairness of vote.  We certainly congratulate the minister for that.  
However, the minister will not accept that that is what he has done.  The minister is arguing that the five seats in 
the north need to be given greater consideration on the ground of fairness.  The minister cannot say that that is 
not his position.  That is his position.  If what the minister is arguing is correct, why should Roe, Moore and 
Greenough not be given the same consideration?  If the minister wants to look at formulas, he should look at the 
Queensland process.  The provincial towns in Queensland have been given a much higher weighting than the 
other electorates in Queensland.  That is probably the most recent model in Australian electoral history that the 
minister could have looked at.  However, the minister decided not to do that.  The minister decided to adopt a 
model under which the South West and Agricultural Regions must move towards equality, but the remaining 
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regions can move towards fairness.  That will mean that there will be two different types of electoral system in 
this state.  That is a nonsense.  

Most members who have a passion for politics would have gone back to the early days of the Greek civilisation 
and would have followed with great interest the way in which the electoral system in all western nations has 
evolved.  I have done that.  It is a fascinating story.  There is no doubt that one of the reasons that we are able to 
have this debate today is the 500 or 600 years of history that I talked about earlier, as opposed to a situation in 
which people walk down the street and shoot each other because they do not agree.  We should be very proud of 
the electoral system in this country.   

The Labor Party has argued previously that the principle behind this legislation is equality.  Only one western 
nation in the world has put equality in its Constitution.  That is the United States of America.  I may be wrong; 
France may have done that as well, but I have not read the French Constitution, so I do not know for sure.  The 
rest of the western world, including some of the small European countries, have put fairness in their 
Constitution.  We have not had revolutions, and we have not had people demonstrating on the streets.  That is 
because people are not crying out for equality.  What people want is fairness.  The last time there was a poll on 
this issue, less than 30 per cent of Western Australians agreed with the minister’s position.  We are running the 
risk that this legislation will create a great divide between the country and the city.  That great divide currently 
exists not so much between Perth and the regions but between Sydney and the other regions of Australia.  I enjoy 
reading The Weekend Australian.  I read that on Sunday mornings, because I have a bit of spare time on Sunday 
mornings, and the Sunday Times is not worth reading.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is no wonder you do not get good press in the Sunday Times! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Who does!  However, The Weekend Australian might just as well be about Beirut as 
about Perth, because it contains so little that is relevant to Perth, let alone to Northam, where I live.  It is all 
about Sydney.  Even the values that are espoused in that paper are not my values and those of the people around 
me.  What really irks me is that The Australian in particular loves to go back to the old The Bulletin argument 
about how Patterson and Lawson, and even Breaker Morant, are the essence of regional Australia.  However, it 
does not carry that out in what it says.  I am not picking on Sydney for that, because that is the way things have 
evolved.  However, we are running the risk in this legislation that we will replicate between Perth and the 
regions the same situation that exists between Perth and Sydney.  People in the regions are getting angry, 
because they do not believe they are winning in this process.  Although the state is on fire and doing well, they 
are not.  An electoral system that will take away fairness will serve only to increase their pain.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.25 pm]:  It was with some delight that in my first address to this house I quoted 
from the Governor’s speech, in which he outlined the agenda of the government and said - 

The Government is committed to the provision of quality and affordable services for all Western 
Australians, wherever they live. 

I was pleased to address those words, because I believe the words “wherever they live” are very important.  I 
wonder whether it is the opinion of the government that the existing vote weighting system has come about 
because of a principle that has been adopted by previous governments rather than because of the recognition by 
those governments that in times past the provision of services in rural and regional Western Australia did not 
match the provision of services in Perth.  I wonder on what basis the government is saying today that that 
situation has changed and the provision of services in rural and regional Western Australia is now equal to the 
provision of services in Perth; therefore, the original intention of those who framed our Constitution is no longer 
valid.  Does the Minister for Health believe that the provision of health services in rural and regional Western 
Australia is now equal to that in Perth; therefore, the government’s commitment to provide access to services, as 
outlined by the Governor last week, has now been met?  I suggest that is not the case, because the minister said 
only this morning that the outcomes for people with cancer who live in rural and regional Western Australia are 
only a fraction as good as those for people with cancer who live in Perth.  I suggest, therefore, that the provision 
of health services in rural and regional Western Australia is not the same as that in Perth.  I therefore humbly 
suggest that the conditions that prevailed when our forefathers framed the Constitution have not altered 
demonstrably.   

I want to address the apparent mandate that the government claims it has to make these changes to the electoral 
system.  According to the government, a large number of people are calling out for a change to the electoral 
system.  If a lot of city electors and the members who represent them had a burning desire for electoral equality, 
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surely we would see demonstrations of that in the general public’s attitude to this legislation.  I want to put this 
legislation to the Sodom and Gomorrah test.  I would like the government to present me with 100 people who 
have moved from a metropolitan electorate to a rural or regional electorate because they believe their votes will 
be more valuable and they will get better representation in Parliament.  If the government could find 100 voters 
who have moved from Victoria Park, Belmont or Fremantle to Capel, Roe, Moore or Warren-Blackwood so that 
their votes would be worth more, I could probably vote for this legislation.  How many hundreds of people have 
moved to a country electorate because this is an important issue to them and they believe they would get the 
same access to services in the seat of Warren-Blackwood as they would in the seat of Victoria Park?  How many 
tens of people have done that?  How many voters have moved to another electorate because that is an important 
part of what they believe is their constitutional right?  I suggest that no-one has done that.  People may move to a 
country electorate because they think it is safer, or because they want to have a rural lifestyle.  They certainly do 
not do it to improve their access to health services.  They certainly do not do it to improve their access to power 
supplies.  They certainly do not do it to improve their access to water and sewerage services.  They do it as a 
lifestyle decision.  I suggest that services in rural and remote Western Australia remain at odds with services in 
metropolitan Western Australia and that the conditions upon which our Constitution was based still exist.  I see 
no reason for change. 

I will address some of the areas in the electorate of Capel, which I represent and on behalf of which I will vote 
on this legislation.  I refer first to the Shire of Donnybrook-Balingup.  I reiterate that I wonder whether the 
electors in that shire feel that they have equivalent power supplies, water, sewerage and health outcomes to 
people living in the metropolitan region.  I suggest not.  That being the case, I wonder at the future of people in 
the area.  I wonder at the lack of commitments by the government to people living in the area during the last 
election.  If a major promise was made to people of the area, I cannot remember it - and I live there.  What will 
be the future for the people of the area?  Under the one vote, one value legislation as proposed by the minister, 
the area will rejoin the electorate of Collie-Wellington.  That might not be such a bad thing.  I suggest that if the 
member for Collie-Wellington votes in favour of this legislation, it is probably because he has plenty of spare 
time on his hands and is not occupied with servicing the needs of his current electorate.  The spare days on 
which he is perhaps playing golf he could use by taking up the needs of the people of the Shire of Donnybrook-
Balingup.  He would obviously think that way if he votes in favour of this legislation.  I suggest that he must 
have time on his hands.   

Boyanup has its own set of difficulties, particularly with transport, land access and sewerage and drainage.  I 
cannot remember the government visiting Boyanup during the last election campaign and offering any 
commitment to the area.  Where would Boyanup end up under this legislation?  I suggest there are not many 
areas, unless it ends up in the electorate of Collie-Wellington because the member has so much spare time on his 
hands.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  Boyanup got a sewerage infill program last year. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, but it also has drainage issues.  I suggest the only other option for Boyanup is for it to 
go into the electorate of Bunbury.  If that is the case, the new member for Bunbury will have plenty of work on 
his hands but not time.  I suggest that the new member for Bunbury will vote against this legislation because he 
has enough to do in servicing the existing electors in his electorate. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  He has half a job at the moment.  The electorate is tiny; much smaller than any metropolitan 
electorate. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Obviously, the previous member for Bunbury serviced it very well because he is now out 
of a job!  He did a beautiful job.  He looked after the people of Bunbury particularly well; so well that they voted 
him out.  I do not think that the new member for Bunbury needs more work.  Perhaps the new member for 
Bunbury would like to be returned after his first term. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  This will be a long debate and a long 
night.  I suggest that members try to keep interjections to a minimum and let the member for Capel have his say. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will attempt to keep the stress to a minimum but I am not convinced that will happen 
because I have not finished. 
Mr M.P. Murray:  You will not be here after the next election. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member has to get in a certain amount of speaking time - perhaps more than eight 
minutes this term! 

My apologies, but I will not mention Albany at the moment because the member is not present.  I will deal with 
Albany and the south west later.  Areas bordering Bunbury, such as Withers and Usher, will have to be returned 
to the seat of Bunbury.  Will they be devastated by that?  They did very well in commitments from the previous 
government member.  Hang on a moment; the only commitment for Withers was Newton Moore Senior High 
School, which is in the seat of Bunbury.  I do not remember a commitment to Withers or Usher.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  There have been new educational facilities in the seat of Bunbury and its regions. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  But nothing for Withers and Usher.  What are the impacts on Withers and Usher?  Crime, 
street life, policing, police numbers and upgrades to parks.  One of the prime examples of the neglect by this 
government in the past four years is the loss of the One Bunbury project, the funds for which were frozen by the 
state government.  Funding for streetscapes, particularly on Hudson Road, Minninup Road and Parade Road 
have disappeared.  Funding disappeared at about the same time as the last redistribution.  The member for 
Bunbury no longer had to win any votes in Usher. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I refer to Gelorup and Dalyellup.  Where will they go?  Will they go to the seat of 
Bunbury?  They may well do so.  After all, they were promised something after the government was shamed into 
promising to build a junior high school in Dalyellup, which was the only promise given to those regions.  That 
happened only two months after the opposition said that it would build a full junior and senior high school in the 
area.  Shall I refer to Bunbury and its second-rate services?  It was obvious that the previous member for 
Bunbury felt that he did not need to service those other areas.  The issue of the greater Bunbury region being 
well serviced by one member of Parliament is proved to be a fallacy before this even starts. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I refer to Vasse, which is one area that might, perhaps, appreciate this legislation.  The 
electorate of Vasse would then extend to the boundaries of the Shire of Busselton.  The sad part about it is that, 
instead of having two members to represent voters’ interests, the people of Vasse will have only one.   

It is intriguing to see that the minister introducing this legislation was once the minister responsible for the south 
west. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  And a Bunbury boy. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  A Bunbury boy, no less, with strong links to the town and a family involved in sports that I 
have been involved with.   

I contend that any party that conspires to reduce representation in rural areas, particularly the south west, should 
stand condemned.  I wonder if the minister, who was previously responsible for the south west, will explain to 
the communities that under his legislation the south west will lose two upper house seats and three or four lower 
house seats.  The south west as a region will be the greatest loser under this redistribution.  Even the act of 
exempting other regions from this legislation will exacerbate the damage done to the south west.  Unfortunately, 
the minister has strong ties to the south west and still has family living in the south west.  I hope he will explain 
to the people of the south west why he has done the damage he has done.  What will be the damage to the south 
west?  We can assume that the seat of Stirling will disappear and be absorbed into the electorates of Albany and 
Warren-Blackwood.  Luckily, the member for Albany has said that he has plenty of spare time on his hands at 
the moment, so I am sure that he would not mind extending himself into all those areas that he does not deal with 
at the moment, such as farmland, rural areas and country hospitals.  I am sure he has plenty of spare time, and I 
am sure that the member for Warren-Blackwood will be able to stretch himself.  I suggest, however, that he will 
have trouble doing that.  The same situation would occur at the north end of the south west, in the seats of 
Murray, Mandurah and Dawesville.  We are lucky that we have one of the three Labor members for the south 
west in that area, and obviously he has plenty of spare time on his hands.  

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I love my electorate, and I would not mind having a bigger one. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Obviously, he is a hard worker, but he has plenty of spare time to move into the next 
electorate.  Unfortunately for the south west, we have removed only two seats, and we will have to remove two 
more from the area around Bunbury and Busselton.  Unfortunately, there is only one more Labor member of 
Parliament with lots of spare time on his hands.  Are we suggesting that we effectively give the member for 
Collie-Wellington three electorates to work on, because everybody else is extremely busy in their seats?  I would 
suggest that all the Labor members in the south west will have to suffer some backlash from the damage that this 
legislation will do, specifically to the south west.  

Mr M.P. Murray:  You should be careful; look what happened at the last redistribution.  What happened to that 
safe seat? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  At the last distribution the area went from 10 seats to 11, recognising the increasing 
development and the massive population boom in the south west.  Is the member talking about Capel or Collie? 

Mr M.P. Murray:  It will be all right; look what happened at the last redistribution.  Good workers get looked 
after.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Is the member saying that it will be all right despite the backlash?  We will see in four 
years. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  Even the attacks on my wife did not work.  The Liberals should be ashamed of themselves.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Collie-Wellington will know that I had nothing whatsoever to do with the 
electorate of Collie-Wellington.  He can bring up whatever he likes about the electorate of Collie-Wellington.  
He will realise that I have made very positive remarks about his service over the past week.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You will need to, after what you did down there.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Nobody in this room did anything to the member for Collie-Wellington.  Compared with 
some of the members sitting in this chamber, he has come out in a pretty good light.  However, I suggest that that 
might change with his support for this legislation.   

I will talk about making this piece of legislation credible, because I have great difficulty with the reduction of 
four lower house and two upper house seats in the south west, and in finding any credible reason for any member 
in the south west or with a link to the south west to support this legislation.  If members in the metropolitan area 
are having difficulties serving electorates with large numbers of people, instead of reducing representation, 
might it not be better simply to increase overall the number of members of Parliament in this house?  That would 
be a credible alternative.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Would it not have been more credible to say that we recognise the difficulties of servicing 
electorates?  If one vote, one value were to have any credible substance, and if it were the Labor Party’s premise 
that it is difficult to serve a metropolitan seat with a large number of electors, surely credibility would have been 
garnered in increasing the number of representatives across the city.  I fail to see any rural or regional electorate 
in which it could be said that reduced representation would be of benefit.  I have yet to see any poll, any piece of 
literature or any representative of a large number of people state that reducing the representation in country and 
rural electorates is actually on the agenda of city voters.  I suggest that members would find that it is not. 
I note that the government has chosen not to use a referendum.  Generally, of course, referendums are put 
forward when the outcome is already known.  I realise that the referendum held at the time of the last election 
was probably something of an aberration in this respect.  I know that there is no way that a referendum on this 
issue will be forthcoming, when it should be fairly obvious to all that the outcome would be a resounding no to 
the changes proposed by the government.  City people do not necessarily want this change, which will lead to the 
disfranchisement of rural and regional voters due to lack of service, government action and the basic necessities 
of life, which were, in our founding fathers’ day, the benchmarks by which governments were measured.  This 
government will be taking a big step in changing those rules and that recognition by saying that we will no 
longer be judged by how we perform.  If the numbers of people, and not their lives and how they live, is to be the 
basis of our judgment, the outcome will be much sadder.  Unfortunately, that is what we will have. 
DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.47 pm]:  In 2001 I supported the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill 
and the Electoral Amendment Bill, both of which supported one vote, one value.  They would have provided a 
much fairer introduction of the principle of one vote, one value in the way they proposed to divide the state into 
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districts.  Those bills provided for districts with an area greater than 100 000 square kilometres to have up to a 20 
per cent variation from other districts.  The bill before the house now provides for one vote, one value in some 
areas, and I am very disappointed that it is not true one vote, one value as that the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
has excluded five of the seats in this house; those in the mining region.  This really should not be called the One 
Vote One Value Bill.  It should be “one vote, one value in the majority of areas but not in all, because of 
promises that were made before the election”.  
I have listened to what some members have had to say this afternoon, and I have looked at the numbers for the 
different districts.  The five National Party members represent a total of 68 579 constituents.  The two 
Independents in this house represent a total of 55 923 constituents.  The member for Stirling has the largest 
number of constituents of any National Party member, with 14 371.  Whichever way those figures are taken, my 
vote in representing my constituents is worth half that of two of the National Party members. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Are you saying that one Independent is worth two National Party members? 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am saying that people in my electorate should have just the same voting power in this 
house as those in the electorates of Merredin, Stirling, Avon, Wagin and Greenough.  At the moment they do not 
have it.  The issue that came up concerned servicing the electorate.   
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That was why I said that I would support it if a district had an area greater than the size 
it was last time of 100 000 square kilometres.  I am quite happy for more resources to be given to members in 
larger electorates.  I would not disagree with them receiving extra full-time research officers and extra support 
staff in their offices, but not extra votes in the Legislative Assembly.  In fact, at the moment members of the 
National and Liberal Parties have more resources than do the Independents.  I note that in the estimates 
committee documents of 2003 the Liberal Party received 11 extra staff, which meant it received an additional 
$652 000, and the National Party received five extra staff and an additional $312 000.  Therefore, each member 
of the Liberal Party received an extra $36 000 and each member of the National Party received an extra $62 000.  
We may need to review those figures and, because of the larger areas, they may need more support.  I would also 
like more support so that I am able to provide greater services to my community.  That is something this 
Parliament should look at. 

I have also looked at the sizes of the electorates now.  All five National Party seats are much smaller than my 
seat or that of the member for Churchlands, but two-thirds of the Liberal Party seats are smaller than those of 
both Independent members of Parliament and 27 of the Labor Party seats are smaller.  That could be looked at.  
It is not appropriate to put this bill on the table and call it - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What do you mean that their electorates are smaller? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The number of constituents they represent. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What about their geographical size? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Most of the electorates in the metropolitan area would be the same.  The electorates in 
the outer areas are larger and that is why I said that the bill that was put on the table in 2001 was fairer for them, 
because it gave a weighting to those electorates.  The legislation that is on the table at the moment does not give 
a weighting to those electorates outside the metropolitan area; it gives a weighting only to the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  I hope that that clause will be deleted from the bill in the upper house and we will go back to a 
distribution that takes account of the size of the district and the number of electors in it. 

I support one vote, one value.  One vote, one value legislation was introduced in Tasmania in 1909, in South 
Australia in 1975, in Victoria in 1982, in New South Wales in 1991 and in Queensland in 1992.  The writing has 
been on the wall in Western Australia for many years.  I know that people in my electorate would like to feel that 
their vote in Parliament is worth the same as every other person’s vote. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  You said that in the previous legislation there was weighting for the outer metropolitan area. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Proposed section 16J(1) of the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 states - 

(b) if a district has an area of 100 000 square kilometres or more, the sum of - 

 (i) the number of electors comprised in the district at the projection time; and 

 (ii) the additional large district number,  
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 must not be more than 10% greater, or more than 20% less, than the average district . . .  

Dr K.D. Hames:  There is no weighting in the outer metropolitan area that I am aware of. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Can the minister tell me whether that weighting was given for outer metropolitan 
seats? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think it might have been for the more remote areas. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Sorry, I was meaning remote areas.  I consider that all the remote areas in the north or 
the south should be treated in the same way, not just some parts of this state, which is what this bill currently 
does.  I hope that when this legislation goes to the upper house, the clauses contained in it that permit 
differentiation for the Mining and Pastoral Region are amended, and I hope there will be more equality in the 
rural areas. 

I support one vote, one value, but I am very disappointed that this bill, which is titled “One Vote One Value”, 
will not result in one vote, one value. 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [5.55 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), I am not sure whether it is 
better to have a presentation before a good feed or after. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The normal process is to run until 6.00 pm. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I would be delighted to keep going.  It gives me great pleasure to stand for the first time in this 
house following my maiden speech and present a case against this legislation.  As I said in my maiden speech, I 
come from a very simple country background.  I did not grow up in a large metropolitan area or a major regional 
area such as Bunbury, Geraldton or Albany.  I grew up in the backblocks in a little place called Buntine. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Where is that? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is in the wheatbelt, not far from Dalwallinu, which is a bit further inland from Geraldton. 

Mr T.R. Sprigg interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is good to see that a number of people on both sides of the house have good country 
backgrounds. 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  Do they still have that good Buntine B and S up that way? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member’s reputation must be etched in the walls of fame up there somewhere.  I do not 
know whether our ages are similar.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  No; very dissimilar. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will be guided by the member’s good judgment.  The point I am making is that it is 
interesting to come into this house and see the variety of backgrounds people have - they come from urban and 
major metropolitan areas, the backblocks, the Kimberley and beyond.  That provides a good mix.  However, 
what really amazes me is how people generalise about the way they see representation.  This one vote, one value 
legislation is not about one vote, one value, because pure one vote, one value is an impossibility in real terms.  I 
firmly believe that.  I honestly believe that that is demonstrated by the government’s compromise in this 
legislation of excluding the Mining and Pastoral Region.  A number of speakers have mentioned that we should 
acknowledge the ideal and principle that all votes are not equal.  They cannot be.  It is an impossibility, because 
Western Australia is unique.  The member for Roe said that, in area, his seat comprises something like one-third 
or one-half of Victoria.  I am unsure of the exact figure he mentioned, but it was substantial.  I also heard him 
say a little while ago that if this legislation goes through with the estimated boundaries, his new seat of Roe will 
be nearly half as big as Victoria.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I hope all members are as well imbibed and are feeling as refreshed as I feel.  All country 
members will feel exactly the same because country people have a good feed and then get stuck back into it 
again.  None of this lying under a bush or having a sleep. 

For those members who were not in the chamber before dinner, I am happy to touch on a couple of my 
introductory comments.  There is no way possible, in my humble opinion, that each vote in this vast state of 
Western Australia can have the same value. 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Hear, hear!  

MR G. SNOOK:  The government agrees with that view.  The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
have proposed that a weighting system for the Mining and Pastoral Region be retained.  I take it that way.  The 
Premier and the minister said that there is a capacity for consideration of isolation, remoteness, the vast areas and 
a lack of services.  I agree with that view; however, it should not be defined by a dotted line on a map.  How can 
the value of one vote be defined alongside another vote through a dotted line on a map?  It is not fair.  I state in 
all openness that the government’s argument has a flaw, and therein lies the principle of my argument.   

I grew up in the bush.  I did not grow up in a major regional centre, such as Albany, Bunbury or Geraldton, 
which are great places, but they have services over and above those found in the rural and remote areas of 
Western Australia.  We need to consider vote weighting in areas of the Agricultural Region, for example, where 
my seat is found.  I give an example not in the seat of Moore, but in Merredin.  The eastern boundary of the seat 
of my colleague the member for Merredin sits against the Mining and Pastoral Region boundary around the town 
of Westonia.  Farmers live just inside and outside the Merredin electorate.  The votes of farmers just outside that 
electorate would, by principle of the proposed weighting, have a different value from the votes of farmers just 
inside the electorate.  This would be defined not by representation in this Parliament, but by a simple dotted line 
on a map.  People will say that a line must be drawn somewhere.  However, we should not look at the matter in 
that context.  The circumstances of people living on either side of that line are identical.  People on either side of 
the line have the same problems regarding health services, education, public transport, postal services, social 
welfare services, disability services, emergency services and communications - I could go on and on.  My point 
is that we in the bush accept that we cannot have exactly the same level of services as those received by people 
in the major urban areas of Western Australia.  That is a reality and fact; it will always be the case whatever 
colour of government is in office.  People in isolated areas ask - and I am here to represent them - that there be a 
fair go and a fair call of play so that their voice can be heard in this Parliament.  That is not unreasonable.   

The government’s proposition recognises, as an admission, that fairness of voting should apply in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region.  If that argument is accepted for the Mining and Pastoral Region, is there not a case for 
consideration beyond that area?  Where is the dotted line to be placed?  The weighting argument warrants 
consideration outside the major regional centres.  That is my point.  Those of us who live in isolated areas in the 
state are the ambulance drivers and firemen, and the people we pick up off the road are picked up by paid 
professionals in the metropolitan area.  We in the bush provide all those self-interested and self-surviving 
community services.  Members in this house who came from the country prior to their life in here would have 
done such jobs; that is, they would have fought fires, driven ambulances and provided other community services.  
When one considers equality in terms of monetary contribution, as I said in my maiden speech, metropolitan 
people expect, and in some cases demand, the services and facilities they receive.  Rural people expect services, 
although not to the same level of metropolitan services because of the points I raised earlier, but they contribute 
their own time and money to help provide those services and facilities.  That is the way of the bush; that is the 
way we survive.  Consideration must be given to those aspects.  I can give example after example of such 
community service provision.   

We talk about doctors.  I heard an honourable member opposite mention last week the need for a doctor in a 
metropolitan electorate.  Knowing that the services of doctors are very hard to acquire, local authorities in 
isolated rural Western Australia usually dig into their pockets through constituents’ rates to subsidise the supply 
of a doctor for a medical practice.  Some local authorities expend many tens of thousands of dollars in this way.  
My old local authority expends in the vicinity of $30 000 annually, plus supplies a house and a car, all rent and 
lease free.  That is local people’s money paying for a service that occurs by nature of demand and the capacity to 
supply in the metropolitan area.  In many cases, the cost borne by the general taxpayer in remote areas is 
accepted.  What does all that mean in terms of one vote, one value?  It means that if there is a smaller country 
voice in this place, where money is budgeted for, determined and voted on to be spent and distributed across the 
whole of Western Australia, there is less opportunity for country representation and less opportunity to hear 
about what happens in those rural and remote areas.  Therefore, it is arguable that it is only fair that there be 
weighting that gives those areas an opportunity to be heard in this house.   

As I have said, I have lived in the bush all my life.  I was schooled in the metropolitan area for three years.  
Because of this new change of career direction for me, I happen to be spending a lot of time in the metropolitan 
area.  I note that from where I live in the southern suburbs - by convenience not by choice - I need to go about 
120 metres to catch a bus.  It is about a 150-metre walk to a post box.  My mail gets delivered to my door.  I can, 
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if I am healthy enough, walk to the doctor’s surgery and the pharmacist, and so it goes on.  I have a choice of 
schools.  Luckily, I could walk to one school if I had school-age children.  However, if I lived halfway between 
Eneabba and Carnamah in my electorate, and paid about $1.20 a litre for fuel, I would have to drive a minimum 
of 50 kilometres one way to get my mail and 100 kilometres one way to see a doctor.  A quick trip to the 
delicatessen, which is what we would determine an essential service, would be a 50 or 70-kilometre one-way 
trip.  There are similar examples not just in my electorate but in all regional electorates of Western Australia.  Of 
course, in the Mining and Pastoral Region it is another story again.  I have good friends who live in that neck of 
the woods and if they want to see a doctor, get the mail or see anybody for any of those essential services, they 
must travel 500 kilometres.  Where does their representative live?  Their representative lives the same distance 
away - 500 kilometres.  There is a case for these people to say that their vote is not the same value as that of their 
metropolitan cousins.   

Legislation passed through this Parliament in 2003 caused great consternation to me and to many constituents in 
the electorate of Moore; that is, the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill and the subsequent regulations 
attached to it.  That bill had significant impacts on farmers, landowners and local government.  The local 
government and landowners jointly had to fight - I emphasise the word “fight” - a rearguard action to try to 
build, in their opinion and in the opinion of members of the local government, some reasonableness into some 
aspects of that legislation and those regulations.  I will give a classic example.  A lot of it was to do with 
restricting how much bush could be cleared from roadside verges.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]   

Mr G. SNOOK:  It took a lot of money, time and effort by rural people to get the message across to the 
legislators that it was impractical to apply a one case fits all formula for clearing applications on roadside verges, 
let alone for clearing firebreaks, which is a matter that I know was debated considerably in this house.  The point 
I am making is that if that is the case with the current arrangements for representation, and we need that 
representation to get the message through, what would be the scenario if that representation were diminished?  
What would it be if the opportunity were lessened for people in remote and rural country electorates to have their 
voices heard in this Parliament to get into the debate the fairness and balance that I spoke of in my maiden 
speech?  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  And the representation.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  The representation, of course.  However, my point is - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  On that point, where will your office be?   
Mr G. SNOOK:  What does that have to do with the situation? 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Will it be in your electorate or in West Perth?   
Mr G. SNOOK:  That is for me to decide. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I am just asking.  I thought you might know.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  That is for me to decide. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  So it will be in West Perth.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  So what?  The member for Murchison-Eyre -   
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  My electorate office is in my electorate.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  That is fine.  It will not make any difference.  I have just won my seat at the election.  I 
increased substantially the majority vote for the Liberal Party.  I was continually asked that question, so it is a 
hollow question.  I put it to the member for Murchison-Eyre that for 30 years the electorate office for the seat of 
Moore has been in the metropolitan area.  It was in Wanneroo in Hon Bert Crane’s day and it was in West Perth 
in Hon Bill McNee’s 16-year service to this Parliament.  The question is a furphy; it is dead.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  So we don’t need to have our electorate offices in the electorates in the bush?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is a dead question.  Where is the member for Murchison-Eyre’s office?  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is in Boulder.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  How big is the member’s electorate?   
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Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is 1.2 million square kilometres.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member services the most northern extremes of his electorate from how many kilometres 
away?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  About 1 000.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I have only about 250 kilometres as the crow flies.  I am pretty capable of representing my 
electorate.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  From Perth?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes; it is not a problem.  I was waiting for that issue to come up.  I thank the member for 
asking me.  People who question that need to have a look at the two-party preferred result to see whether it made 
any difference.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  They can see the hypocrisy in your argument.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I can explain it.  If that is not acceptable to the member, that is fine.  However, the result is on 
the board; let us stick to that.   

This legislation is cloaked in hypocrisy.  Why?  It is cloaked in hypocrisy because, as I have explained, on one 
side of the dotted line it is fair game to have a weighting system, which I believe in and support.  I will stand 
here and argue that as long as I am allowed to by you, Mr Acting Speaker.  On the other side of the dotted line, 
by 100 metres, there is no such thing.  The capacity for representation on one side of the dotted line is totally 
different from that on the other side.  I put it to members that if this legislation is successful, this government 
will go down in history as the government that killed the spirit of the bush.  It amazes me that country members 
opposite are not prepared to say one word in defence of their constituents and about the impact that this 
legislation will have on them.  There are no government country members in the chamber at the moment.  I 
would love to live in Mandurah and call myself a country member.  Actually, I married a country girl from 
Mandurah.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  She is probably a very nice person, indeed.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  She would have to be.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  She can come down on the train too, when it gets there.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  The only problem is that from where we live, she would have to walk more than a country 
mile to a railway station or wait until 2012, when the rail station at South Perth will be built.  Never mind; we 
will worry about that when the time comes.   

The important issue of weighted voting is not about who is producing the wealth - I have heard members from 
the other side of the house talk about that - and who owns the land, and nor is it about who contributes the most 
to the gross domestic product and who is the richer or the poorer.  It is about representation.  It is also about 
having a voice in this Parliament, a voice that will give fair and reasonable consideration to the legislation that 
we must consider.  I say without any doubt that if this legislation goes through - heaven forbid that it does - the 
country-city divide will be greater than currently exists.  Mr Acting Speaker, I thank you for the time you have 
allowed me to speak.  I put it to those members of the house present in the chamber that we should turf out this 
legislation.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [7.22 pm]:  I rise as I did about four years ago to oppose this legislation, 
because there is no doubt that it will disfranchise country people.  This legislation is an affront to country people 
because it will greatly diminish their voice in this Parliament - there is no doubt about that.  It will also greatly 
diminish their access to and services from their local member who, in most cases, will no longer be their local 
member.  Basically this legislation is neither fair nor equitable.  We need one vote and fair value.  I will come 
back to fairness and equality during this speech.   
The current system delivers fair value.   
Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I am probably saying the same things I did four years ago because many of the issues 
have not changed.   
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The hypocrisy of this legislation stands out.  For four years I have listened to the Labor Party talk about the 
principles of equality and fairness, which are fine principles.  However, this legislation shows that those 
principles have been thrown out the window.  Let us talk about the Labor Party’s compromised one vote, one 
value principle.  As I said four years ago, one of the core issues of this debate is that the Labor government is 
promoting electoral reform and equality on the principle of one vote, one value.  In Hansard on Tuesday, 9 
November 2004, the Premier stated -  

We will continue to advocate and to bring legislation to the Parliament until finally every Western 
Australian citizen has the same voting power as every other Western Australian citizen.  

Over the past five years this government has provided clear examples that it is prepared to compromise on its so-
called one vote, one value principles, particularly its equality principle, to entrench one vote, one value and give 
the Labor Party more power.  In 2001, Labor capitulated to the demands of the Greens (WA) to increase the 
number of members of Parliament in the Legislative Council in return for their support for its electoral reform 
bill.  The minister initially referred to the Greens’ tactics as unprincipled but he changed his position as a means 
to push through that legislation.  On 11 February this year, Premier Geoff Gallop announced that his government 
would legislate to retain vote weighting in the five Legislative Assembly seats contained in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  The Premier bowed to pressure from Labor members of Parliament in those local regions and 
guaranteed to protect those seats from one vote, one value on the eve of an election and in areas in which Labor 
holds four of the five seats.  Labor sees fit to accept the arguments of distance and isolation, which I talked about 
a lot when I spoke on this matter four years ago.  It is good to see that the government is accepting that part of it.   

Over the past four years, the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs have espoused one vote, one value 
across the state - equity and fairness for all, they have claimed.  However, the legislation that has been 
introduced is one vote and one value for some.  There is no equality and fairness; however, there is political 
opportunity.  The principles that have been espoused over the past four years have gone out the window.  

When we debated the one vote, one value legislation four years ago I argued strongly that it did not provide 
fairness.  This bill also does not provide fairness.  This legislation goes further and takes out a chunk of the state 
for political gain.  That is why during today’s question time the Premier talked about fairness.  It is fine to talk 
about fairness, because that is what this issue is meant to be about it.  However, it used to be about equality and 
fairness.  The Premier can no longer talk about equality because this bill does not provide equality.  For four 
years we argued about equality, equality, equality.  If the government were really dinkum about this legislation, 
the Agricultural, South West and Mining and Pastoral Regions would be excluded, because the same reasons 
have been given.  That is the hypocrisy of this bill.  I agree with the reasons given for excluding the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, which show that the Labor Party understands the differences and special needs of this huge 
state.  The government is right in that respect; however, it must do it properly and apply the same principles to 
other areas of the state.  The fact is that there is a huge difference in Western Australia’s regions, particularly 
between the city and the country.  It is a huge state.  Distance and low-population density are a reality and cannot 
be ignored.  In recognising this, the government has left out the mining and pastoral areas from the impact of this 
legislation.   

I have spent most of my life in country WA but, as I have said before - I also said this last time, member for 
Riverton, because it is pertinent - I spent nine years in the city managing country football.  I lived in Perth for 
that period, but my job meant that I was in the country probably 65 per cent of the time.  One of the things that 
was brought home to me was the inequities that exist.  That is why I became involved in politics.  As I said 
before, country WA does not expect to get the same as the city.  It does not work that way.  However, we want to 
lessen the inequity gap.  The provision of health, education, telecommunications services, entertainment and 
sport is not equal between the country and the city.  We do not get the same services in the country.  In a lot of 
cases we cannot even get the cricket on television and often the football coverage is delayed.  A lot of country 
people get annoyed about that.  

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I am talking generally; city people get it more than us.  It is a fair comment, member for 
Riverton.  I got involved to help out that issue.   

The success of this legislation would be the greatest inequity of all because it would mean a loss of a fair voice 
for country people in this house.  
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[Quorum formed.]   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Some of the people who will be losing representation are the most disadvantaged.  I 
have some statistics which might not be accurate because they are not up to date, but some two years ago 
localities such as Pingelly, Gingin, Boyup Brook, Nannup, Beverley and Merredin made up some of the areas 
with the state’s lowest household incomes.  One vote, one value will also affect people in the city.  Over the past 
six weeks, I have made a point of talking about this to people I know in the city.  I found that most of them do 
not understand the legislation.  When I explain what one vote, one value really means, the majority do not 
support it although some do.  The member for Avon said that 30 per cent of people support it, but I would say it 
was fewer than that.  When I explain what is being done to the mining and pastoral areas, one vote, one value 
loses all credibility.  That has been made very clear to me. 

The National Party supports fair representation of all electorates, taking into account the concept of fairness and 
community interest, which the present system represents.  I do not hear people in the city calling for this change.  
As a member I work long hours, as I believe every other member does.  I need to work those long hours to 
properly service my electorate and to create time for the people of my electorate to have access to me as their 
member.  My electorate is a medium-sized country electorate, not a large one.  It consists of some 22 590 square 
kilometres with 14 local governments and 24 schools.  It is not huge, but I get frustrated many times because of 
the distances, travelling and the times involved in getting around my electorate.  I would like to do more but the 
reality is that I cannot because of the distances involved and the time that travel takes.  For example, in the past 
11 months I have driven 75 000 kilometres around my electorate.  That is a lot of time to spend in a car.  I have 
tried to utilise the time as best I can by limiting the number of phone calls I make in my office and conducting 
phone calls on the hands-free set in my car.  I do not know the cost of other members’ phone bills, but although 
we have an allocation of some $1 800 for our mobile phones, last year I spent $4 337 on my mobile phone.   

Members representing the new electorates will be greatly disadvantaged.  They will find it really hard to do their 
jobs properly.  Servicing their electorates and ensuring that their constituents have reasonable access to their 
member will be extremely difficult.  I agree that technology assists.  However, mobile phones are unreliable in 
many areas.  The Internet does not always work in country areas.  In many areas it cannot be accessed at all, and 
in others access is very slow and unreliable.   

This pertains more to country electorates, but I believe as a result of my four years in Parliament that people like 
the personal touch.  For example, when the people concerned about Dumbleyung District Memorial Hospital 
received the personal touch from the minister and the Department of Health, it helped to fix the problem.  The 
member for Avon met with Mrs Christine O’Farrell the other day.  I was really pleased to hear that she said that 
there must be more local input.  That is great.  If it is coming from the minister, well done.  The point I make is 
that people like personal contact.  All the technology and whiz bangs in the world will never supply that. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I do not think there is any difference between country people and city or town people in that 
respect. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The member is probably right.  I believe that sometimes country people expect it more 
because they are in smaller locations.  I found that when I was training development officers for football and 
cricket, people in the country were more demanding of that personal contact.  I do not know if it is the way of 
life.  I take the point that probably there should be no difference.   

Country members do not have the same opportunities to get to their electorates during the sitting of Parliament.  
We are here for three and sometimes up to four days.  I believe that is a pertinent point.  One vote, one value 
bases electoral boundaries on population figures.  It does not make allowances for distances involved, 
communities of interest, lack of regional cities and the representation of rights of country people; yet throughout 
government allowances are made when people are disadvantaged at different levels of society.  Allowances are 
made to give people a fair go - I believe rightly so.  There are tax brackets so as to be fair to all; a non-taxable 
threshold and different qualification levels for social security and pensioner benefits; allowances for people who 
must leave home to study; living away from home allowances and travel allowances for people in different areas.  
There are even golf handicaps for people who are not too good.  We therefore do apply differentials.  We clearly 
want equality for all.  A concerned person stated recently that with the Labor parties claiming that this change is 
to provide equal rights, one could ask if there will then be the following equal rights: fuel will be equally priced 
across the state; all voters, regardless of position, will receive equal assistance; all schools will receive equal 
funding; all hospitals will receive equal funding; all nursing homes will receive equal funding; and all towns will 
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have a police station.  I doubt it; I doubt if Darkan will ever see a police station.  The Premier stopped talking 
about equality once the Mining and Pastoral Region did not come into it.  Weighting and allowances occur in all 
walks of life because they are fair.  We are talking about equality.   

Early on in my time as a member I learnt something about the importance of having a fair and reasonable voice 
in this house.  During my first year in the Parliament an area in the south experienced a terrible drought.  The 
year was 2001.  The National Party raised the matter in the Parliament but nothing happened.  We kept raising 
the matter, particularly through a matter of public importance motion, and finally there was a recognition of the 
situation.  It was recognised that there was a real problem out there.  To this government’s credit the minister and 
Premier visited the south.  However, I wonder what would have happened had that representation or a fair voice 
not been there. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  A person with your talents would have achieved the same result. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I thank the minister for that.  However, I doubt that.  As a result of an issue with power 
in the wheatbelt, a meeting was held in the area and the matter was raised in this house.  Eventually 
improvements were made to the line.  By holding meetings at Jerramungup and Bremer Bay and continually 
raising the issue in this place, we eventually got results.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  That shows that this is a responsive government. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The government did respond to that, and I am not arguing about that.  However, when 
there is not that representation the government will not have to respond, and it will not respond.  That is what 
one vote, one value is all about. 

I find the minister’s second reading speech quite interesting.  It shows that what is being introduced is not what 
the government has been espousing for four years.   

For example, the minister said - 

If the principle of representative democracy is a principle of the Constitution or the Western Australian 
Constitution, and if representative democracy under either Constitution requires that the number of 
voters in electoral districts or regions should be equal so far as is reasonably practicable, the provisions 
of the 1899 Act and the 1947 Act are in breach of those Constitutions.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  They are still in breach as a result of the Mining and Pastoral Region not being 
included.  The minister also said - 

On no rational basis can the special needs of electors in areas outside the non-metropolitan areas justify 
such large disparities as exist between particular electoral districts and regions. 

He continued- 

The fact that an individual lives here or there is not a legitimate reason for overweighting or diluting the 
efficacy of his vote. 

All of a sudden it is different in the Mining and Pastoral Region, although it was not different for four years.  
That is where I see an example of the hypocrisy of this legislation, which is not about one vote, one value. 

It continues - 

A nation once primarily rural in character becomes predominantly urban.  Representation schemes once 
fair and equitable become archaic and outdated.   

That is unless a person lives in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I could go on and on.  It continues -  

But the basic principle of representative government remains, and must remain, unchanged - the weight 
of a citizen’s vote cannot be made to depend on where he lives.   

That is, of course, unless that citizen lives in the Mining and Pastoral Region.   

The minister is really admitting that although he agrees with that principle, it will not apply to the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, because that is what suits the Labor Party.  That is the reality.  I do not think the people in the 
metropolitan area realise that.  However, I am sure the people in country Western Australia realise that.   
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I could give another seven or eight examples from the second reading speech, but because the minister and I get 
on so well I will not go through them all.  However, I will make a couple of other points.  The member for 
Bassendean said in this house on Thursday of last week, during the Address-in-Reply debate, when talking about 
one vote, one value -  

It has one underlying principle; that is, people are entitled to an equal say and equal democracy.  
Frankly, if one person’s vote does not count as much as someone else’s, it is a basic denial of that 
person’s fundamental freedom. 

The member went on to say -  

As a member of the Labor Party and a Labor member of Parliament, my belief in equality of 
opportunity and one vote, one value is at the core and a fundamental part of what my party stands for. 

That is what the Labor Party used to stand for.  It does not stand for it any more.  That is the point I am making.  
To have this principle apply to one part of the state and not the others is hypocritical. 
Several members interjected.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Why has there suddenly been a change?  Explain that to me.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  You are saying there is now a difference from what there was before.  That is not true.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is what the government is doing by proposing to take out the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  It is simple.   
Another point that has been made is that the democratic principle is that everyone’s voice should be heard 
equally.  In Western Australia that will not happen if everyone’s vote is the same, because Western Australia is 
unique.  Vote weighting is necessary in Western Australia to ensure that the electoral system is truly 
representative and the voice of all voter groups is heard.  That is a fair comment.  In my maiden speech in this 
place I talked about equality and fairness.  I agree that we need fairness.  However, we cannot have equality in a 
state the size of Western Australia.  One vote, one value will mean that the people of country Western Australia 
will become second-class citizens.  One vote, one value will mean that the vote of people who live outside Perth 
will have no value, unless, of course, they live in the Mining and Pastoral Region.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Surely you are not serious!  
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Think about it.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Why is the Mining and Pastoral Region suddenly different from what it has been for the 
past four years?  Why should a person in Mandurah have a greater say than a person in Ballajura?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Why should a person in the Mining and Pastoral Region have a greater say than the 
people in the Agricultural Region?  The government is proposing to take out the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
We are all playing games here.  We all know why the government wants to take it out.  If the government really 
had any principles it would also take out the South West and the Agricultural Regions.  The reasons that the 
government has given for taking out the Mining and Pastoral Region are the same reasons that it has been putting 
for the past four years.  That is because those reasons are right.  What the government is proposing to do in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region is not wrong.  I have said that before.  However, it is wrong that the government is 
proposing to do it only for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I cannot believe it.  I have spoken to many people in 
the city.  Not many people in the city know about this.  Probably less than 20 per cent of people in the city know 
that the Mining and Pastoral Region is proposed to be excluded from this legislation.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Did you explain it to them?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, I did.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Did you explain to them that people in the country have three times the voting power of 
people in Ballajura? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I have explained what the government is trying to do.  
Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Mr Acting Speaker, can I get on with my speech, please?   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 5 April 2005] 

 p266b-344a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Gary Snook; Mr 
Terry Waldron; Dr Graham Jacobs; Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Terry Redman; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr 

John Castrilli; Deputy Speaker; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John McGrath; Mr 

Tony Simpson; Mr John Day; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Murray 
Cowper; Mr Jim McGinty 

 [27] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.R. Quigley):  The member for Wagin has indicated that he is not taking 
interjections.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I do not mind interjections, but I need to get on with my speech, because I have some 
other important points to make. 
One vote, one value will have no value for people who live outside of Perth, unless, of course, they live in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region - and good luck to them.  This legislation assumes that we all live on an equal 
playing field.  However, we do not.  It ignores the enormous diversity and isolation in many communities in 
Western Australia.  
Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  This is good fun, is it not?   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, I cannot hear the member for Wagin. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Thank you very much, Mr Acting Speaker.  
Mr M.P. Whitely:  Will you take an interjection?  It is a serious question. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I will take one. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  When you said that you explained to people in the city about the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, did you explain to them that in the previous legislation there was an exemption for electorates of over 
1 000 square kilometres?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, I did.  They did not even know about it.  They do not understand it.   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  Did you explain it to them?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I did.  Their attitude is that they want fairness.  What some city members need to do - I 
think someone else will talk about this later - is get in a car and spend a week with a country member.  Perhaps 
country members should do that as well, not out of equality, but out of fairness.  Country and city electorates are 
very different.  I have had discussions with members on the government side about this matter.  What comes 
through all the time is that although they may have the right intentions, they do not understand the actualities and 
practicalities of being a country member and how difficult it is for constituents in country areas to get access to 
their local member.  All Australians should have reasonable access to their local member of Parliament.  That is 
at the core of what I am saying.  The government is prepared to provide that for the people in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, because it suits its political ends.  We all know that.  If this legislation goes through, it will be 
impossible for country members to service their constituents properly.  Politicians in country electorates need to 
drive hundreds of kilometres to reach their electorate offices and go to events in different parts of their 
electorates.  A member talked about school wind-ups.  It took me four years to get to all the school wind-ups in 
all of the schools in my electorate, and I probably do not have as many schools as do some other members.  On 
polling day I managed to get to all of the polling booths in my electorate.  I started at half past seven, and I got to 
the last one at two minutes to six.  That day I travelled 817 kilometres.  I am not complaining about that.  That is 
my area.  However, if the size of country electorates is increased dramatically, as the government is proposing to 
do under this legislation, the job cannot be done properly.  It is not fair, and it is not equitable.  As I have said, 
technology will help, but it will not solve all the problems.   

I am positive that the majority of people across this state do not support one vote, one value.  They particularly 
do not support this legislation, because it is not true one vote, one value legislation.  It is just altering things to 
suit certain wants.  City people see no need for change.  Country people feel angry and shunned.  The member 
for Moore said that this legislation will divide the city and the country even further.  Over the past four years, 
that divide has grown.  We are all Western Australians.  We should all be working together.  We should be 
making sure that all Western Australians benefit - I have heard members on the government side say this - and 
get fair and equitable access to services.  This legislation will make what has been happening in country Western 
Australia over the past four years, particularly in inland areas, even worse.  It will hit those areas the hardest.  
This legislation will reinforce the attitude that the government has taken towards those areas over the past four 
years.  That is the reality of what the government is doing in this legislation.  Country people do not expect to 
have services, facilities and amenities that are equal to those in Perth.  Perth is their city too.  We are all Western 
Australians.  Country people take great pride in the city.  They visit Perth to see shows or the footy or whatever.  
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They are proudly Western Australian and proudly pro-Perth.  However, they dislike the gap between the country 
and the city, a gap that seems to be ever increasing.  This legislation will further widen that gap.  It is a sad day. 

In conclusion, country people do not want an advantage; they want a fair go.  The more I have spoken on this 
bill, the more I am convinced of its hypocrisy.  When the majority of people know what is happening and see 
what is going on, I think they will agree with me.  If we really want fairness and equity, the matter should be put 
to a referendum, just as the matter of retail trading hours was put to a referendum.  Why will the government not 
do that?  What is it afraid of?  It was easy to put the matter of retail trading hours to a referendum.  We sat here 
and debated it, which is fair enough.  It was then put to a referendum and the people spoke.  We often talk about 
fairness and equity.  Let us give everyone a say, not just the politicians. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I think this legislation is very fair.  For the very first time we will have a proper voting 
system in this state. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Does the minister not agree that would be fair? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  We have fairness between the members of the Mining and Pastoral Region and the 
member for Yokine. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I can hear the Rottnest crow again. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I am disappointed that the minister thinks that.  In his heart he knows what I am talking 
about.  I think all members know that.  This legislation is disappointing from Western Australia’s point of view 
and from the government’s point of view.  The members of the Labor Party who represent country electorates 
have been put in a terrible position.  They do not speak up, but I know they realise it.  Many Labor Party 
members live with this issue every day. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  How can it be fair when it is not done for the whole lot?  The point is that it cannot be 
fair.  I have probably said enough.  I have represented country people all my life with great passion because they 
are great people, as are all Western Australians.  Country people put up with a fair bit.  They should not be asked 
to put up with this legislation.  As a representative of country people and the electorate of Wagin, which will be 
affected greatly by this legislation, I strongly oppose it. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [7.52 pm]:  I am thankful for the opportunity to talk against this legislation this 
evening.  In my maiden speech last week I outlined the deficiencies in the provision of core services for country 
people.  Tonight I will make the case that this legislation will mean that the vote of country people will be 
deficient.  It is indeed a privilege to be here tonight, as I said in my maiden speech, to fight for the electors of 
Roe. 

This evening I will attempt to show that this legislation is not electoral reform; it is an electoral rip-off.  I will 
outline my argument.  Firstly, I will discuss the mechanics of the legislative changes; secondly, the affects they 
will have on my electorate; thirdly, the issues of mandates and agendas; and, fourthly, what I want to see happen.  
I hope that all members, but particularly members opposite in the corner, have made an effort to read what we 
are talking about.  We are talking about the Electoral Distribution Act 1947, the Electoral Act 1907 and the 
Constitutional Acts Amendment Act 1899. 

Often drug company representatives visit country GPs.  They push particular medication which they want to sell 
and which they want the GPs to prescribe.  However, the GPs need to read the pharmaceutical information on the 
product before prescribing it.  I recommend that members of this house read the before and after effects of this 
legislation.  I want them to read about the existing system and what will be the effect of the government’s 
proposed changes.  The Electoral Distribution Act is about boundary determinants and the drawing of 
boundaries.  The bill before the house proposes to amalgamate the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 with the 
Electoral Act 1907.  One could ask: why does that need to be done? 

Section 6(1) of the Electoral Distribution Act, headed “Basis for division of the State into districts”, states - 

(1) The Commissioners shall - 

 (a) divide the Metropolitan Area into 34 districts; and 
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 (b) divide the area comprising the remainder of the State into 23 districts.   

The bill proposes to change paragraphs 6(1)(a) and (b) into proposed section 16H of the bill.  Proposed section 
16H is also headed “Basis for division of the State into districts”, and states - 

 (1) For the purposes of this section the Commissioners shall divide the number of electors by the 
number of districts, and the result of that division is referred to as the “average district 
enrolment”. 

What mechanical changes will that produce?  The country will be represented by only 16 seats.  The number of 
seats in the Agricultural Region will be reduced from seven to four, those in the South West Region will be 
reduced from 11 to seven, and the Mining and Pastoral Region will retain its five seats.  Four and seven and five 
totals 16 seats.  Therefore, the number of seats will be reduced from 23 to 16.  I suggest that country members 
will be ripped off. 
What are the mechanics in the upper house?  Section 5 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 states - 

The Legislative Council shall consist of 34 elected members who shall be returned and sit for electoral 
regions as defined under section 6. 

Part 3, clause 7(2), of the One Vote, One Value Bill states -  

Section 5 is amended as follows: 

 (a) by deleting “34” and inserting instead - 

   “36”; 

 (b) by deleting “as defined under section 6”.   

What does that mean?  What are the mechanics and what is the result of that?  The original legislation provides 
for 34 members: seven from the North Metropolitan Region, seven from the South West Region, five from the 
South Metropolitan Region, five from the East Metropolitan Region, five from the Agricultural Region and five 
from the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Of those 34 members, 17 represent country areas and 17 represent city 
areas.  Of the 17 country members, seven are from the South West Region, five are from the Agricultural Region 
and five are from the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Of the 17 in the city, seven come from the North 
Metropolitan Region, five from the East Metropolitan Region and five from the South Metropolitan Region.  The 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act will be amended to provide for 36 members of the Legislative Council.  Alas, 
it will not be an 18-18 split but a 21-15 split, with 21 members representing the city and 15 members 
representing the country.  Country areas will be ripped off.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Again.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Again!  The mechanics of the new configuration will provide for seven members each from 
the North Metropolitan Region, the Central Metropolitan Region and the South Metropolitan Region.  Seven by 
three is 21.  What about the country?  There will be five members from the Mining and Pastoral Region, five 
members from the South West Region and five members from the Agricultural Region.  What is five by three?  
It is 15.  It will be a split of 21 to 15.  Country areas will be ripped off.  What changes will be made to my seat of 
Roe?  I am sorry to hark back to my maiden speech, but members may remember that I stated that the area of my 
electorate was 90 000 square kilometres.  Victoria has an area of 227 000 square kilometres.  That makes Roe 
about one-third the size of Victoria.  The proposed changes under the misnomer of one vote, one value 
legislation would give my electorate an area of 100 000 square kilometres, which would make it nearly half the 
size of Victoria.  It took me only 10 hours to get to work yesterday!  Members might say that I drive slowly, but 
travelling 760 kilometres and making two stops - one to see the school principal at Ravensthorpe and another to 
see the shire president at Lake Grace - adds up to 10 hours.  Some members of this house might say that I could 
just fly to Perth.  What would I do every time I travelled between Perth and my home?  I would fly over my 
electorate.  What would the people in my electorate say to me?  They would say that they never saw me.  I must 
drive through the electorate to service it.  I have 13 000 electors.  This legislation would add 9 524 electors and 
11 shires to my electorate.  I would have to also cover the Shires of Kondinin, Dumbleyung, Katanning, 
Broomehill, Tambellup, Cranbrook, Kojonup, Woodanilling, Wagin, West Arthur and Wickepin.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What about Ballajura? 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I do not appreciate the levity that is being shown by members opposite, because I must 
cover the electorate.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  So do I.   
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Members should not laugh at what I am saying without knowing the land area of each shire.  
I suggest to members opposite that the area of my electorate will blow out to more than 100 000 square 
kilometres.  I am one person and I must represent in this place the people who live in that electorate.  One 
question that could be asked is: what do Frankland and Darkan have in common with Esperance?   

I will move on to the question of mandates and agendas.  We have heard much about mandates over the past few 
days.  The government says that it has a mandate to do this.  It has a mandate for what?  Does it have a mandate 
for electoral rip-off?  A mandate does not exist.  There was not a whisper of so-called electoral reform before the 
last election.   

Several members interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Keep the daytime job; you will never survive as a comedian.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I have a daytime job as well.  Did the people of WA go to the polls to vote on this agenda?  
Was this agenda in the people’s minds when they went to the ballot box?  I suggest that it was not.  There are 
two points to be made on the issue of agendas.  This is not a people’s agenda.  Electoral reform is electoral rip-
off.  This is not the people’s agenda; this is a political agenda.   

Several members interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Members on my right, you may not agree with what the member on my left is saying; 
however, he has the right to say it.  You can make your contribution at the appropriate time and not through 
interjections, which stop the member from making his speech.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  As I was saying, this so-called electoral reform is not a people’s 
agenda.  I have not seen, as other members have suggested this evening, people rallying in the streets or rioting 
about country people, who are represented by most of the members who sit along this back bench, having a 
weighted vote.  They are not holding rallies.  They are not rioting.  They are not rebelling.  They are not 
complaining.  This is a political agenda of the members on the other side of the house.  This is not a people’s 
agenda.  It is a gerrymander and a political rip-off.  It is a political rip-off of the people of the seat of Roe, whom 
I represent, and also of the people whom some Labor members represent.  

The second point I make concerns the concept that members on this side of the house represent the landed 
gentry, the squattocracy and the haves.  It is an outmoded notion.  It is often said that the members on the other 
side of the house represent the oppressed workers and that we represent the oppressive employers, as we heard 
earlier today when we discussed the issue of enterprise agreements versus awards.  Country people are not the 
landed gentry; they deserve fair representation.  I do not own any land.  Commensurate consideration must be 
given in the Parliament to isolation and some disadvantage.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs spoke about acres 
and trees.  I cannot put my hand on it at the moment, but he said legislators represent people; they do not 
represent acres and trees.  Who looks after the trees and the acres?  Ordinary people do - as I said earlier in my 
speech - honest, hardworking people who pay taxes, the government’s charges and the state fuel excise and who 
produce export dollars in mining, farming, fishing and pastoral activities. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  When the Minister for Electoral Affairs said legislators do not represent acres and trees he 
spoke about the United States Constitution.  Here we go!  We want to embrace the US Constitution when it suits 
us or when we will not accept anything else the US does.  That is a bit rich!  What do I want to see?  I want to 
see the dilution of my electors’ representation redressed.  I want to see my seat of Roe exempt from one vote, 
one value legislation, as is the situation in the Mining and Pastoral Region, in the interests of my electors and the 
people of south eastern Western Australia. 

I suggest an amendment to proposed section 16H, which is entitled “Basis for division of the State into districts”.  
My amendment introduces a proposed new subsection, which would read - 
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(4) However - 

 (a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as Agricultural Region consists 
of seven complete and contiguous districts; 

 (b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall disregard - 

  (i) the electors in that region; and 

  (ii) those seven districts; 

  and 

 (c) the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to 
those seven districts. 

In closing, I move that amendment to the One Vote One Value Bill 2005. 

The SPEAKER:  You can foreshadow an amendment, but the time to move it is during consideration in detail, 
which is after this stage and before the third reading. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I then foreshadow this amendment for the next stage of debate.  I 
thank you for your forbearance. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [8.13 pm]:  I stand here tonight to speak against the One Vote One Value Bill 
2005 and to condemn it in its entirety and absolutely.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The Minister for Small Business should quake in fear.  His display today of his 
understanding of electricity and how he would advise small business gives me great confidence in the ability of 
his side of the house to govern the state! 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  As indicated by the attitude of the minister as he now sneers across the chamber - 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I am smiling, not sneering. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  And it is a very good looking smile, I hasten to add.  This bill reflects the smug - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes, but we can work on that.  We have four years to work on it. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I look forward to it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  As do I.  This bill reflects the smug, arrogant contempt for which the absent Premier - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Drop the cliches. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I can drop plenty of things, and I will be dropping them.  The absent Premier and his 
colleagues on the other side of the house hold the people of rural and regional Western Australia in contempt.  
These may be cliches to members opposite, but to the people who live in those regions this means a heck of a lot.  
I do not speak just on behalf of my electorate of Vasse, including the towns of Busselton and Dunsborough - 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I spend more time in your town than you do. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I thank the minister for that.  I also speak in support of my colleagues who represent the 
remainder of regional and rural Western Australia.  To put it purely and simply, this bill is an attempt to 
maximise the government’s opportunity for electoral victory.  This government should be absolutely ashamed.  I 
draw members’ attention to the speech given in this house last week by the Minister for Electoral Affairs when 
he entertained a variety of arguments, but the one I remember most was when he referred to the fundamental 
need of representative democracy to require that the number of voters in electoral districts or regions should be 
equal as far as is reasonably practical.  This exposes and lays bare the hypocrisy of his position, because while he 
espouses an argument that would see this as being the principle that should apply in every textbook and region, 
not only in Western Australia but throughout Australia, he says it should apply with the exception of the Mining 
and Pastoral Region of Western Australia.  It is interesting that the Labor Party happens to hold 80 per cent of 
the seats in that area. 
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I have two young boys and, in recent years, I have had the opportunity to watch a television show called 
Bananas in Pyjamas with them.  I am glad I watched that show, because the behaviour of the minister is similar 
to that of one of the characters, a chap by the name of Rat in a Hat.  He is cunning, he works the angles, he is 
frugal with the facts and, above all, he looks after his own, does that Rat in a Hat. 

I now turn my attention to the impact this bill will have on the area I represent. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You have a little suburban enclave down there. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I do, of glorious country full of wonderful people.  As I mentioned earlier, I argue not 
only for the electors of Vasse, but also on behalf of those who sit on this side of the house and the electors they 
represent. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I recall as a young boy being advised by my grandfather, a wise chap of the land, that 
occasionally it is wise to keep one’s mouth closed and let people assume one is foolish rather than to open it and 
confirm that as a fact. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is not original.  This bill, which is mischievously entitled the One Vote One Value Bill, 
is in effect a surgical emasculation of the political rights of regional and rural Western Australians.  If people 
have no representation, or their representation is diminished, their influence over the decision making process in 
the state’s affairs and over the laws by which they are bound will be diminished.  This legislation will 
disenfranchise country Western Australia, which will be significantly under-represented, and, if it does not 
already, the city will dominate.  When I cast my eye over the proposals contained within this legislation, I see 
examples whereby a government can be elected in Western Australia without holding any seats in country 
regions.  I put it to you, Mr Speaker, that one of the great historical legacies of the Australian system of 
government is that an element of localised democracy has been protected.  This element of localised democracy 
is reflected in the federal system, in our state system and many times over in our local government system.  This 
level of localised democracy does many things.  It allows us to accommodate the needs of our different regional 
communities and it empowers local communities to participate in and promote the decision making that is 
adapted to local conditions and designed to reflect local interests.  However, in one fell swoop this bill will 
destroy that concept in country Western Australia.  This is not a bill about fair and just political representation; it 
is not a bill about respecting the unique and diverse needs of regional Western Australia; it is more about 
silencing regional Western Australia; and it is more about protecting the long-term political security of the 
Australian Labor Party.  Those members who support it should hang their heads in shame.  
The impact of this bill, however, extends far beyond the political ramifications that I have outlined.  The 
unfortunate fact is that many regional areas of this state - this is a story that members have heard already tonight 
and no doubt will hear long and late into the evening - have enormous difficulty attracting state government 
expenditure and achieving acceptable levels of state government infrastructure for the people who choose to live 
there.  
I will say a little about my electorate of Vasse and the impact of this failure to deliver state government 
infrastructure to regional Western Australia.  It is a fact that the electorate of Vasse is small and that it is based 
around two significant urban areas.  It is also a fact that it has been continually ignored by this government.  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Rubbish.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The Busselton Senior High School was built in the 1950s and was designed to 
accommodate a student population of 600 students.  It is now catering to a population of 1 100 students with no 
sign of a solution in sight.  There may be problems in the city, but parents and children in my town have no 
option.  That is the situation they are stuck with.  

The hospital, which was built to accommodate a regional population of 8 000, must now service a regional 
population of 24 000.  That population will grow to 50 000 in 12 years, provided we maintain our high levels of 
natural fertility in our part of Western Australia!  The previous Minister for Health visited Busselton a couple of 
times, once to open something, and once, when he promised in a very generous gesture, to provide funding of 
$1 million to upgrade the emergency department of our hospital.  In 2001 he thought the emergency 
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department’s condition was terrible and he promised a million dollars to upgrade it.  Four years later, not a cent 
has been spent.  This is the problem we face in rural and regional Western Australia every single day of the year.   
The list is long and I will not go on about individual issues.  I heard a very interesting and entertaining inaugural 
speech in this chamber by the member for Kingsley.  She is, quite rightly, proud of the region she represents and 
she outlined, with a degree of pride I hasten to add, a number of initiatives that the state government had 
undertaken in her area.  

Mrs J. Hughes:  So it should.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am not doubting that.  I am saying that people live also in other areas of Western 
Australia.  The money was not spent on core services; it was spent on things such as streetscapes, parks and 
urban beautification.  However, people in rural and regional Western Australia cannot even attract money from 
the government side of the house to pay for a hospital to service their needs or to educate their children, yet 
members opposite raise their heads with pride because they spent money to make some metropolitan streets look 
good.  I am here to tell them that that is a level of state government largess that pours from the burgeoning 
coffers of an overtaxed state that we in my area of Western Australia can only dream of.  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We have questions for the minister and we will see him answer those in exactly the same 
way that he floundered today when he tried to explain why the government is pushing small business in Western 
Australia into a parlous state.  
I point out these things with bitter disappointment.  Members opposite must hang their heads and think about it.  
I am bitterly disappointed in the performance of members on the other side of the house.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Joondalup is going to make a speech later.  We will all listen to that 
speech; we do not need to hear it now.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Given that I come from that wonderful seaside town of Busselton with two kilometres of 
jetty which stretches out into Geographe Bay and on which I have spent many a fine hour, we are plagued 
occasionally with seagulls, which we commonly refer to as the rats of the sky.  When I hear bleatings from 
members opposite, it seems that a particularly friendly flock has followed me here to Perth.  Perhaps next time I 
will bring to the chamber some chips from the members’ bar, which I will cast to them to help keep them quiet. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  They will be big chips.   

I am disappointed for two reasons: firstly, the largess that I outlined has been denied to the people of Vasse; and, 
secondly, once this bill is passed, and country representation in Western Australia is reduced, it will be what the 
ALP always wanted it to be - a political rump.  It will be much more difficult to attract that much-needed 
government spending.  I am here to represent the people of Vasse and to say on their behalf that this bill is a 
completely unacceptable outcome.   

While on the subject of representing our electorates, I will highlight the appalling performance of a group of 
country members who call themselves Country Labor.  I am disappointed that the three members I wish to single 
out are not in the house.  We all know who they are.  This is my fourth day in Parliament, yet it is a rare and 
pleasurable thing to catch a glimpse in this chamber of those people from the far-flung corners of Albany, Collie 
and Geraldton.  Their performance is appalling for two reasons: firstly, they have refused to stand up for their 
communities.  I challenge you, Mr Speaker, and members opposite - those seagulls from the south - to get a map, 
find your way to Albany, Geraldton and Collie, walk the streets of those towns, tell the residents that the 
government will reduce and remove political representation and listen to what they say.  Then members opposite 
will understand why I am saying that those members have failed to stand up for their communities.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The minister should not worry; we will get to that in a second.  Those people will answer 
with a resounding no.  Those three members are great representatives of country people!  As this bill travels 
through this house and threatens to undermine the political representation of those areas, those members are 
doing nothing but sitting on their hands.  They are notable for one simple thing: their absence from this chamber 
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and their refusal to participate in this debate.  Members should look around the chamber, because unless they are 
lying on the floor, they are not here.  Their failure to be present in this place and be prepared to stand up for their 
electorates and the people of those electorates is noted in this house.  It is an absolute disgrace.  They should be 
ashamed of themselves, and their communities will rightly be disgusted at the quality of their representation.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  My leader is not about taking away his electoral representation.   

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am afraid that the weight of interjection may cause me to ask for an extension of time, 
with your indulgence, Mr Speaker!   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The second reason to judge country Labor members harshly is the deceitful way in which 
they hid this policy from serious scrutiny during the election campaign.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  We introduced it four years ago.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  They did not hide it four years ago, but they hid it this time.  In fact, ALP members in 
regional Western Australia did a fantastic job of sweeping this policy under the carpet.  They hid it from 
scrutiny, especially in those regional areas where they knew it would be on the nose.  I would like to see the 
members for Geraldton, Albany and Collie present the campaign material that they used to inform the people 
who turned up to vote for them that they intended to take away their electoral representation, because it will not 
be found.  Their campaign material will be full of those soft, fuzzy shots of them and the Premier standing in 
front of recognisable landmarks, but it will not include a reference to their desire to rob those people in regional 
and rural Western Australia of their electoral representation.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Is that the same as that photo of you next to the Busselton jetty?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have a number of photos of me standing next to the Busselton jetty.  I fish from it, I 
swim off it and I live near it.  I love that jetty and I am entitled, as is every member of my community, to stand 
next to it.  I bet that people would not have seen the headline in the local papers and in advertisements in rural 
and regional Western Australia stating, “Vote for the ALP.  We want to reduce your elected representation 
because we feel that country people are destroying the integrity of their Western Australian electoral process.”  
People would not have seen that headline because it did not exist.  It was swept that far under the carpet that it 
would never be found.  It was hidden and buried in the bowels of the Labor Party’s policy.  Country Labor 
members knew it would lead to electoral disaster, so they kept quiet.  Those members in particular are here today 
on the basis of a deceit of those electors who voted for them.  This strategy was used by the government on many 
fronts.  It reminds me of the strategy used by the Labor Party in my electorate to hide from scrutiny another 
interesting southern phenomenon; that is, the Yarragadee aquifer.  We will soon have a chance to debate that 
issue in this chamber, thanks to the member for Warren-Blackwood.   

This ALP campaign in rural and regional Western Australia undermines at a broader level any claim that the 
minister has to have a mandate from the people of Western Australia to force his electoral changes upon them.  
This government has no mandate because it hid these issues in rural and regional Western Australia in particular.  
I am reminded of a Westpoll survey that appeared in The West Australian of June 2001, when the matter was last 
properly in the public eye.  The survey found that 33 per cent of the people surveyed were in favour of the one 
vote, one value legislation and 67 per cent were against it.  More interestingly, 42 per cent of Labor supporters 
were in favour of it.  That makes me wonder if I travelled to areas such as Midland, Bassendean and Bayswater - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Why don’t you?  Come and visit.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I will, and the first question I will ask when I get out of my car is: do you want more 
members of Parliament?  I reckon the people in those areas will fall over themselves in a rush to say yes!  They 
absolutely want more members of Parliament running around here!  Who will benefit from having more 
members of Parliament from the metropolitan area?  I have not heard one person in the metropolitan area cry out 
for more members of Parliament.  The only people I could even conceive of who would benefit from this would 
be the people who organise school fetes.  There would be that many members of Parliament bustling around 
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school fetes on a Saturday, anxious to buy raffle tickets to show that they care and are concerned for their 
community, that the coffers of the school fetes would be bursting.   

I informed the house earlier, and I was reminded by members opposite, that I represent the seat of Vasse.  As I 
have said, I am very proud to represent the seat of Vasse.  I also inform the house with absolute clarity that the 
residents of Vasse do not want these changes foisted upon them.  Indeed, I was interested to observe at the last 
election that the Labor Party primary vote in the seat of Vasse was a tad over 21 per cent.  That was despite the 
fact that it moved an upper house member of Parliament into my electorate to boost its electoral performance; 
still the vote dropped from just over 24 per cent to just over 21 per cent.  As an aside, the Liberal Party primary 
vote at the same election rose by approximately nine percentage points.  Another interesting observation from 
the last election was that the boundaries of the electorate of Vasse were changed quite significantly.  A number 
of people who have historically associated themselves with the electorate of Vasse were denied the opportunity 
to vote in that electorate.  The point I wish to make is that country people form a very strong bond with the 
electorate and the member of Parliament who represents them in this chamber.  This is a factor unique to people 
in rural and regional Western Australia.  I am aware of people who, rather than cast a valid vote, chose to vote in 
an invalid manner to register their protest at having been moved out of their traditional electorate.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is a factual piece of information.  The point is that in rural and regional Western 
Australia, whether it be in a predominantly agricultural area or in an area focused around two large towns such 
as where I live, people form very strong bonds with the electorate to which they belong.   
In conclusion, I will highlight three factors about this concocted gerrymander.  First, it is not in any way, shape 
or form about electoral fairness; rather, as members on this side all know and as the people of Western Australia 
recognise but members of the government refuse to acknowledge, it is about maximising the electoral prospects 
of the ALP government when it next faces the people of Western Australia.  Secondly, we live in a diverse state.  
Country vote weighting provides a mechanism within a broader democratic framework that means that the 
divergent interests and aspirations of all Western Australians are protected.  It is interesting to note that, to the 
best of my knowledge, the current system has continually, with one recent exception, delivered an outcome that 
has seen the party that wins the majority of the two-party preferred vote in this state form the government.  The 
final point I wish to make in condemning this legislation is to note and highlight the point I made earlier, which 
is that during the last election, this government hid this divisive policy from rural and regional Western 
Australia.  It is to be condemned for that, as is this legislation. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [8.40 pm]:  I will tackle this legislation from a slightly different angle.  A 
number of points on the one vote, one value legislation have been made tonight.  As I make my speech I will 
introduce some slightly different points.  However, I want to go over some ground to highlight the fact that the 
distribution of population in Western Australia is clearly different from that in other states.  Something like 75 
per cent of the population of Western Australia lives in probably less than one per cent of the area of the state.  
The population is extremely urbanised.  Western Australia is also probably one of the largest states in the world.  
It is interesting to note that when in primary school we used to draw maps and fit maps of other countries into 
the outline of Western Australia.  It was a way of demonstrating to primary school students that ours is a very 
large and different state.  I had the good fortune on Saturday night to sit next to a Japanese exchange teacher who 
is currently teaching in Denmark.  He comes from Osaka.  I asked him what was the population of Osaka.  He 
said it was 80 million.  I said that it would be nice to draw around Osaka a boundary that included regional 
Western Australia.  It would certainly change the perspective of this debate.  Clearly, our great state of Western 
Australia differs from anywhere else in Australia and probably, indeed, the world.   
The current system of drawing electoral boundaries and the distribution process have directed weighted voting 
towards more isolated regional areas.  There are currently 23 country seats and 34 metropolitan seats, which 
clearly recognises some of those differences.  The current government also clearly recognises that vote 
weighting is important to properly recognise the more isolated parts of the state.  That recognition comes through 
in the bill, which puts a quarantine over the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Obviously the government has reasons 
for that, which no doubt we will contest.  Clearly, the government has drawn a line in the sand and said that one 
bit is quarantined for various reasons and the other bit is not.  I strongly argue that the line in the sand is at the 
wrong spot.  I would probably support the reason the lines are drawn and the reason special recognition needs to 
be made of the Mining and Pastoral Region.   
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The current system recognises that Western Australia is urbanised with relatively few highly populated areas.  
Regional Western Australia is also isolated by distance.  One has to look only at the Kimberley, Pilbara, 
Murchison, the goldfields, the great southern and south west regions.  Regional Western Australia is also isolated 
by need.  There therefore needs to be some sort of differential resourcing; indeed, across all government 
departments mechanisms are in place to differentially resource different services of the state.  Even within the 
city of Perth differential resourcing occurs within departments because of socioeconomic gaps and so on.  In 
regional areas some of the differences are far greater than in many of the cases in Perth, certainly in access to 
services, such as health, education and utilities and the quality of the utilities.  In addition, most of the wealth of 
Western Australia is created in regional Western Australia.  As the member for Moore pointed out, we are 
talking not about wealth being the discriminator but about representation of regional areas.  What needs to be 
recognised, therefore, is that this state is unique and distinct, and deserves an electoral system of boundaries and 
vote weighting that recognises that distinction.  I was reading Hansard recently, and I noted that that point is also 
recognised by the Premier.  One of his statements does not quite apply to Western Australia but the principle is 
still there.  He said - 

We are very proud of the fact that Western Australia is a distinctive State within our nation.  We are 
distinctive because we comprise just 10 per cent of the population but are responsible for 27 per cent of 
exports.  

I would take up the same argument for the question of where regional Western Australia sits in comparison with 
the whole of Western Australia.  The other point about the recognition by the Premier and the government of the 
differences between regional and isolated areas is the fact that they have quarantined the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  The legislation targets people in regional Western Australia by taking another big bite out of what I 
would call the country pie.   

Let us look at some of these distinctions, the level of justification and why one vote, one value is a backward 
step for people living in regional Western Australia.  These points are all about servicing our constituents and 
representation.  The first point to be taken into account is socioeconomic factors.  I chose a couple of areas in 
which to look at these distinctions.  I want to make the comparison between my home town of Denmark, which 
is situated in the electorate of Stirling, and East Fremantle.  According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ 
2001 report, these two areas have a number of very similar aspects.  The average age in both areas is around 39 
years; their populations are roughly the same; both have 0.6 per cent of people who are identified as being of 
indigenous origin; both have 71 per cent of people who are Australian born; in both areas English is the only 
language spoken at home by 90 per cent of the people; and in both areas less than half the people identified had 
used a personal computer at home.  However, the socioeconomic factors and differences between the areas are 
quite marked.   

In Denmark the median weekly individual income is $200 to $299; in East Fremantle it is $400 to $499, or 
double.  In Denmark the median weekly family income is $500 to $599; in East Fremantle it is $1 200 to $1 499.  
In Denmark the median weekly household income is $400 to $499; in East Fremantle it is $800 to $999.  That is 
based on both localities having a mean household size of 2.5 persons.  Therefore, country area people are already 
behind the eight ball.  I draw that distinction between those two areas, but I draw the same distinction between 
metropolitan areas and regional Western Australia.   

I will make this point before quoting an article that appeared in The West Australian of 7 July: significant 
socioeconomic gaps between regional Western Australia and the metropolitan area exist; therefore, we need vote 
weighting to get proper representation for those people.  The article is titled, “The Peppie Grove of the Pilbara”.  
Some members may remember that last year the newspaper pulled out the top 10 and the bottom 10 postcodes in 
Western Australia for mean taxable income.  It examined the differences.  Stirling is represented in five of the 10 
postcodes.  A raft of communities in the Stirling electorate such as North Stirling, Stirling Range, Stirling 
National Park, Jarrah Glen, North Walpole, Walpole, Shannon, Bow Bridge, Denmark, Hay etc are in areas that 
are represented in the bottom 10 postcodes for the mean taxable income areas of Western Australia.  There is 
therefore a big socioeconomic gap.  What is also interesting is that in the top 10 are not only Cottesloe, 
Peppermint Grove, Crawley, Dalkeith and so on but also the mining areas that fit into the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Understandably, this legislation is for electoral reform in the areas that have the lowest mean taxable 
income per capita.  However, the Mining and Pastoral Region, in which a number of locations have some of the 
highest taxable incomes per capita, is being quarantined from that legislation.  I make the distinction between the 
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metropolitan area and regional Western Australia; yet, there is still the distinction within regional Western 
Australia that is not recognised in this legislation.   

Additionally, there are some cost-of-living gaps in regional Western Australia.  For example, I live in Denmark.  
All too often there is a 20 cent a litre difference in fuel prices between Denmark and the metropolitan area.  I 
talked to one of the people from one of the service stations recently to find out why.  It was very difficult to get 
an answer.  I talk to the FuelWatch people, and I am always given the straightforward answer of it simply being 
a question of volume; that the volume of fuel that they can put through tends to be reflected in the fuel prices.  In 
the case of a 20 cent a litre difference, I can put an empty drum on the back of my ute, drive to Perth, fill it up 
and return.  The 20 cent a litre saving will pay for my trip to Perth.  I find that deplorable.  Another factor is the 
cost of groceries, a lot of which is related to the price of fuel.  Another factor is the lack of shopping choice.  On 
a whole raft of cost of living and service issues, regional Western Australia is certainly behind the eight ball.  
Housing is another issue.  Not only do people in country Western Australia generally earn less income, but also 
they have a greater cost of living.  Despite the significant inequalities in socioeconomic factors, the government 
wants to take away one of the main opportunities for regional Western Australians to be heard.  That is the 
principle of vote weighting in regional areas.   

I turn now to education.  There are significant differences between metropolitan and regional areas in the area of 
education.  When I was an educationalist, about three or four times a year I would get a sheet of paper outlining 
how much money my school would get and what that money would be spent on.  It also listed some of the 
factors that had been used to determine how much money my school would get, part of which was related to the 
number of students at the school.  That funding process recognised the fact that there is a need to resource 
schools on a differential basis, for a number of reasons, such as isolation and how difficult it is for students to 
access the Internet, how far the school is from other key services, and how difficult it is to get students into a 
learning environment.  It also took into account what is known as the H factor.  The H factor is one of the 
determinants of which school will get what.  It is what the department uses to justify the differential resourcing 
of schools.  It has to do with distance and isolation, as well as socioeconomic impacts.  In the Tertiary Entrance 
Examination scores there is a gap of about five points between the performance of regional students and their 
city counterparts.  It is not good enough to make a concession for regional students so that they can gain 
university entrance.  We need to lift the performance of regional students so that they can access university on 
their own merits at a level equal to that of city people.   

I have been making the point about some of the differences between the city and regional areas, and highlighting 
the fact that we need to have vote weighting in order to have proper representation for the people of regional 
Western Australia.  To go back to my Denmark-East Fremantle example, in Denmark eight per cent of the 
population hold a bachelor degree.  In East Fremantle 20 per cent of the population hold a bachelor degree.  If 
the one vote, one value legislation is passed, the divide between the city and the country will increase 
significantly, because the reduced country representation in the Legislative Assembly will mean there will be far 
less pressure on the Labor government to deal with country issues such as education, health, trades and labour, 
etc.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you arguing that poor and uneducated people should have more voting power?   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  No.  I am talking about the representation of people who are behind the eight ball.  A raft 
of socioeconomic factors demonstrate that people in regional Western Australia are behind the eight ball in 
getting access to resources.  I am arguing that those people need to have a differential representation through 
vote weighting in order to be heard and to get access to resources.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Based on a comparison between Denmark and East Fremantle?  It is a fairly spurious basis, 
is it not? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I am choosing that as a loose example because of its relationship to the minister and me.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There are some ratbags in East Fremantle! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Yes.  That is why it is indeed a loose example.   

I turn now to look at the isolation factors of rural and regional communities.  The minister is well aware that the 
electorates in Western Australia vary considerably in size from a few thousand square kilometres to many 
hundreds of thousands of square kilometres.  Our goal as members of Parliament is to service these electorates so 
that the people in these electorates can feel confident that they have a voice and that their voice will be heard on 
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the floor of the Legislative Assembly.  One of the questions that we must ask ourselves is how can we set the 
electoral boundaries in a state as geographically sparse as Western Australia so as to achieve effective 
representation for all of its constituents.  The solution can only be vote weighting.  The Premier and the minister 
recognise this, because they have introduced legislation that respects the vast distances in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region and effectively seeks to quarantine the region.  I support that.  However, the government has not 
drawn the line in the sand at the right spot.  Exactly the same arguments can be made for the Agricultural and 
South West Regions.  There is a clear issue of distance.  We need to make allowance for electorate size by vote 
weighting.   

I have found it interesting to listen to some of the things that have been said during the past couple of days.  
These things have also come up in some of the speeches that have been made in this place.  Some people have 
argued that more resources should be put into the bigger electorates.  That concerns me.  Before I get onto my 
response to that, I want to highlight some of the things that I have learnt.  We learn very fast in this game, as I 
am sure everyone in this chamber would know, because the same thing would have happened to them.  When I 
was doing the rounds and doorknocking in the electorate of Stirling during the election campaign, people 
sometimes commented on the former member, sometimes positively and sometimes negatively.  That would 
have been the same for everyone here.  One of the things that people used, rightly or wrongly, to measure the 
performance of their member of Parliament was not what he said in Parliament, but how often they saw him.  I 
did not hear any people quote what a member had said in Hansard, what arguments he had put or what questions 
he had asked.  There was none of that.  What people measured the performance of their member by was how 
often they saw him at the golf day, the sports day or their school assembly. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  So it is not about resources.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I am talking about the person.  It is not about resources and having more electorate 
offices.  I am talking about the ability of the member to get to events in his electorate.  The member is right: it is 
not about resources.  It is about the person.  I am making the point that politics is a people’s business.  It is about 
the access of people to their member.   

Mrs J. Hughes:  It is not about the people.  It is about delivering to the people. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  It is about the people.    

Mrs J. Hughes:  You were talking about education and things like that.  That is about delivering to the needs of 
the people.  It is not about going to the school assembly.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  One of the points that was raised earlier is that there should be two electorate offices in 
some of these big electorates so that members would have a greater capacity to deliver to their electorate. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I am arguing that it is all about getting the person into the electorate.  It is all about the 
size of the electorate and the distance.  Therefore, I believe there should be vote weighting in regional areas, 
particularly in the larger electorates, so that members will be able to deliver the services that their constituents 
need.  People will not necessarily phone an electorate office.  They will not necessarily write a letter to the 
electorate office.  However, if the local member rocks up to the local fete, the school assembly, the golf day or 
whatever, people will sidle up to him and drop on him all the issues they have.  I maintain that that is a very 
effective way of campaigning.  It is also a very effective way for a member to deliver to his electorate.  I argue 
that all of the people in this place, including the member for Kingsley, would have done a heck of a lot of work 
on the ground.  They would not have relied on the people in their offices to deliver their points.  They would 
have done the work.  They would have doorknocked a bucket load of houses, I am sure, and worn out their shoes 
to get there.  I make the point that politics is a people’s business.  It is not about resources and having two 
electorate offices, or whatever.  The only way we can get the person to the people is by having some form of 
vote weighting.   

I turn now to the diversity of the electorate.  Along with the tyranny of distance faced by regional electorates 
there is the added factor of diversity within some of the big regional electorates.  This conflicts with many of the 
other factors that are used to determine the district boundaries.  The bill refers to the matters that shall be 
considered in dividing the state into regions and districts.  It lists seven points.  I want members to think for a 
moment about what the Electoral Distribution Commissioners will need to do if this bill goes through.  They will 
need to draw a line around an area that may have 24 000 voters in it.  In doing so they will be required to 
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consider community of interest, land-use patterns, means of communication and distance from the capital, etc.  
The distance from the capital in one electorate may be up to 600 kilometres different from that in another 
electorate.  Other factors that they will be required to consider are existing boundaries of regions and districts, 
existing local government boundaries, and the trend of demographic changes.  They must draw a boundary 
around those services within an area that could amount to 40 000 or 50 000 square kilometres.  It is relatively 
easy to draw a boundary around a city electorate that contains those services, but it is extremely difficult to do so 
for the bigger country electorates.  I argue that the considerations in the bill are almost a joke when we consider 
electorates of up to 40 000 or 50 000 square kilometres.  I know how diverse the electorate of Stirling is.  I have 
found it extremely hard to find anyone who has given any consideration to factors other than the electorate 
containing 24 000 voters. 

My main point is that this electorate of 24 000 voters will contain a blend of considerable diversity.  Let us 
consider some of the diversity that currently exists in the electorate of Stirling.  It contains 14 500 voters, not 
24 000 voters.  The great southern region, of which Stirling is a part, had an estimated gross regional product of 
$1.6 billion in 2001-02.  Agriculture production was valued at $600 million, which is between 13 and 15 per cent 
of the state’s gross domestic product.  Huge investment has gone into premium wine production in the Frankland 
and Plantagenet regions.  In the past five years, approximately $150 million has been invested in Frankland.  As 
I mentioned in my maiden speech, Frankland requires more investments to progress.  I argue that more stress 
will be placed on that region when it discovers its representation in this house will be even less if this bill is 
passed. 

The area generates nearly $120 million from tourism, the plantation and timber industry covers 130 000 hectares, 
it produces olives and it contains the Walpole wilderness area.  A draft management plan has just been finished 
for that area.  The wilderness area is a huge expanse from Redmond to the other side of the D’Entrecasteaux 
National Park.  Stirling’s main industrial projects include Symonds, which has a strand lumber project, and 
Grange Resources Ltd, which is building a magnetite mine at Wellstead.  Huge changes have occurred in this 
electorate, and they have brought about a huge amount of diversity.   

These facts are a measure of the diversity of the great southern region, and of the electorate of Stirling in 
particular.  What hope do country people have if this bill passes and the size of the electorate is trebled to meet 
the quotient of people represented by the city electorates?  The government is not interested in diversity of 
views. 

Let us look at what will be the impact of having eight fewer representatives of regional Western Australia in the 
Legislative Assembly.  With this legislation in place, the centre of gravity will move towards the city.  How 
difficult will it be for the current and future city politicians to understand the problems of educating children who 
live in the country?  Some children must travel for an hour and a half to get to school.  Some children travel for 
even longer, which breaches the relevant act.  Many children must become boarders just to access education.  
The families of boarders must bear not only the cost of sending their children to a boarding school, but also the 
changes to the family caused by sending their 11-year-old child away from home.  Country children often cannot 
choose their preferred courses of study because they are not available in country areas, which puts them at a 
considerable disadvantage.  If this legislation is passed, they will not have the same number of people to go in to 
bat for them to bring about the changes they need. 

I refer now to access to medical, ambulance and fire and emergency services.  Everyone involved in those 
services does a wonderful job.  As the member for Moore said, in some towns - I have been to some of them - 
just one or two people constitute the ambulance service and the fire and emergency service.  Often just one 
person can provide access to medical services.  In some cases one person volunteers to do two or three of those 
types of jobs.  It could be argued that those people should be entitled to two votes.  I argue that under the current 
vote-weighting system they get appropriate representation to take up whatever issues they have. 

In summary, we are debating the ability to service electorates.  I have presented economic arguments.  Most 
indicators put regional Western Australians behind their city counterparts.  I have referred to key public services, 
including educational inequalities, and I have referred also to the tyranny of distance.  Country electorates are 
diverse.  It is not possible just to draw a line around an area encompassing 40 000 or 50 000 kilometres and 
achieve appropriate representation for the diverse interests of the people who live in those areas compared with 
those of people in city electorates.  My argument goes also to fairness.  For those reasons, I do not support the 
one vote, one value legislation.  It is a step backwards.  I hope it does not get passed in the upper house. 
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DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [9.04 pm]:  It is now almost four years since we debated the principle of 
one vote, one value.  The four years will be up in August.  As we know, it last ended up in a very expensive High 
Court challenge that the taxpayers of Western Australia paid for.  Here we are again, debating the same issue, 
but this time it has a new twist. 

In the two speeches made by the Minister for Electoral Affairs in August 2001 and last week, he gave the house 
a long history lesson about one vote, one value.  It was an ancient history lesson that brought us up to the modern 
day.  The first speech contains three-quarters of an hour of history, which he will be pleased to know I have re-
read.  We have been given a long historical overview of electoral systems and the development of one vote, one 
value, particularly in Australia.  He was attempting to show in part of the speeches how behind the times we are 
in Western Australia and how we will have to catch up with the rest of Australia and the world.  I will spend 
some time in my speech not on ancient history but on more recent times and look at the history of the Premier 
and the minister, particularly their speeches in this house.  I have a copy of a book titled Labor’s Case for 
Parliamentary Democracy - Parliamentary Speeches by Dr Geoff Gallop MLA, Minister for Parliamentary and 
Electoral Reform.  It is very interesting.  He sees this as such an important issue that he has published his 
speeches!  It is not a little red book, but yellow!  It is the words of Dr Geoff Gallop MLA, Minister for 
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, as he was in days gone by.  Let us see what both ministers have told us 
about one vote, one value.  I will start with a speech made by the now Premier in this house on 23 July 1986, 
which was not long after he was elected to this house.  He was speaking in the second reading debate of the Acts 
Amendment (Electoral Reform) Bill, when he stated - 

One-person-one-vote is agreed upon by everyone as a minimum condition for democracy.  I believe, by 
the force of argument and by commonsense, it follows that all votes should have the same value.  It 
follows as night follows day. 

Everywhere except the Mining and Pastoral Region; night does not follow day there.  He continued - 

Why?  Because the argument which established voting rights for everyone - that we are all human 
beings, who have equal rights before God; - 

He even brought religion into it - 

that we are all equal in our basic natures - also establishes, regardless of our religious preferences, the 
rights of all people to have one vote of the same value.  Why give a person the right to vote and then 
diminish its value in some way in relation to the votes of others?  

Why indeed?  Perhaps the minister can explain that later.  Perhaps the Premier will tell us why there has been a 
change.  He continues - 

It is repugnant to commonsense and logic. 

It was until at least a month or so ago! 

In 1991, as the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, the now Premier said during his second reading 
speech on the Acts Amendment (Representation) Bill - 

The bedrock of the system is the right of each citizen to cast one vote.  Each vote represents the view of 
an elector about who should represent him or her in Parliament.  The view of each elector is equally 
important - a principle with deep religious and cultural roots that grants every citizen an equal right to 
defend or promote his or her freedom and interest. 

It does not make sense either logically or ethically to establish the right of a person to a vote and then 
diminish the value of that vote in relation to the votes cast by others. 

What changed two months ago, Premier? 

Let us fast-forward 10 years to the current Minister for Electoral Affairs.  In his second reading speech on the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 he began by quoting Chief Justice Earl Warren of the Supreme Court of the 
United States of America, no less, speaking in a judgment in 1964.  I will quote the minister’s speech in which 
he quoted the United States Chief Justice.  I will give a few snippets to give a sense of what it was about.  The 
passage states - 

And the right of suffrage can be denied by a debasement or dilution of the weight of a citizen’s vote just 
as effectively as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise . . .  
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Legislators represent people, not trees or acres.  Legislators are elected by voters, not farms or cities or 
economic interests. 

The Minister for Electoral Affairs further quoted -  

The fact that an individual lives here or there is not a legitimate reason for overweighting or diluting the 
efficacy of his vote . . .   

But the basic principle of representative government remains, and must remain, unchanged - the weight 
of a citizen’s vote cannot be made to depend on where he lives. 

[Quorum formed.]   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  In the second reading speech to the 2001 bill, the Minister for Electoral Affairs stated -  

The ALP has stood for proportionality in electoral representation and the adherence to the principle of 
one vote, one value in Western Australia for over 100 years. 

No longer.  He then went on to tell us about the 1899 Labor Party platform, which included a plank of one 
person, one vote.  However, the Labor Party platform in 2005 did not.  In the second reading speech to the 2001 
bill, the Minister for Electoral Affairs also stated - 

Under proposed section 16J, the commissioners shall create 57 electoral districts which have equal 
enrolments subject to a tolerance of up to 10 per cent above or below the average district enrolment.  
This will implement the fundamental principle of electoral equality of one vote, one value.  

We will now have the same thing, but in only five of the six regions.  I do not grasp why the government is 
doing that.  I think maybe I do, but the principle has changed and the minister must explain it a little more.  That 
brings me to the bill before the house.  I will quote from the second reading speech, which was delivered last 
week, just in case the Minister for Electoral Affairs did not grasp what he was saying.  The minister began with a 
quote from a High Court judge, Michael McHugh, from 1996, stating - 

It is beyond question that the distribution of voters in the electoral districts and regions of Western 
Australia, for both the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly, results in the vote of some 
voters, particularly non-metropolitan voters, having a greater value than that of others. 

The minister later stated in his speech - 

Enactment of this bill will finally make representative democracy a principle of the Western Australian 
Constitution. 

He also said - 

Given the vast disparity in the number of voters in this state’s electorates, the vital and nourishing 
element of democracy - that is, representation of the people, which can be properly and adequately 
achieved only by electoral equality of one vote, one value - is totally absent. 

The minister stated that the impediment of the malapportionment of electorates would be removed, which would 
finally achieve for all Western Australians a system of representative government in this state.  So far so good.  
At last the Australian Labor Party is heading towards its goal of more than 100 years of implementing its 
cherished principle of one vote, one value.  However, there is more.  We will not get there quite yet, because the 
minister further stated - 

The provision for five Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region takes into account the needs, 
requirements and interests of our geographically remote and regional citizens. 

After all the minister’s quoting in support of the argument that there is no reason for vote weighting, the 
government has done it itself.  I do not know how the minister can sit there and let this happen.  He does not 
even have a straight face now, because he is smiling.  It is not what the Labor Party has been aiming at for 100 
years.  The minister has bastardised his party’s own principle.  The principle he has adhered to for so long has 
been simply tossed out the window.  It is called political expediency - we all know what it is about.  What will 
history say about the Premier, who was once the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, and the 
present Minister for Electoral Affairs, when it looks back on them in 20 to 30 years?  Where is the force of 
argument and the commonsense that the Premier spoke about so eloquently in 1986?  What happened to it?  It is 
in this little book, right here.  The Premier has now learnt a much more important lesson.  He had only been a 
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member for a few months when he said those words, and an important lesson he has learned now is that of 
political expediency.  That counts for far more than the principle the Premier has been trying to push upon this 
Parliament for 20 years.  The Premier is saying, “One vote, one value, but not quite yet - maybe another time.”  
The fresh-faced young member of Parliament of 19 years ago has become a hardened political operator, who 
finds political expediency far more attractive than principle.  It is very interesting.  

Let us now see what The West Australian has to say about the Premier and the minister.  In its editorial of 22 
March, The West Australian clearly called them for what they are.  The editorial reads - 

It cannot argue validly that it is a matter of high democratic principle that everyone’s vote should be 
equal, and at the same time support vote weighting in specific cases for reasons of political expediency.  
. . . 
Many people accept the merits of the one vote, one value principle, provided reasonable political 
representation for everyone can be assured.  But when Labor gives the appearance of protecting its own 
territory while attacking that of the conservative parties, the moral force of its argument is corroded and 
the partisan politics of electoral advantage takes over.  

I supported the 2001 bill, and I will support this one at the second reading stage as well.  I will watch with 
interest and participate in the consideration in detail of the bill, and decide at a later stage whether I will support 
the third reading.  It is a principle I supported before, and I just wish the government had not gone down the 
route it has taken this time, and given us this strange hybrid of one vote, one value.  Decades of pontification by 
the ALP has resulted in this astonishing bill.  One vote, one value will be applied in five of the six regions, but 
not in the sixth region, for all the wrong reasons.  As I said before, history will judge the Premier and the 
minister as the champions of political expediency, not of one vote, one value. 

There seems to be four main arguments against one vote, one value, and all of them can be argued against quite 
strongly.  I went through this in 2001, and I will not spend a lot of time on it now, but I will just remind the 
house what those arguments are.  Firstly, there are problems of communication in rural and remote electorates.  I 
truly believe that, with extra resources and modern communications, that should not be as much of a problem as 
it once was.  The second reason is that interests, rather than people, should be represented.  That is something 
that I do not believe in.  This is the argument previously used by the Premier and the minister, but in this bill 
they are trying to have two bob each way, with the sixth region having special privileges.  I compare my 
electorate of 29 square kilometres and almost 28 000 voters with the electorate of Mandurah, which is smaller in 
size and has 14 000 voters.  If we are to continue with this sort of arrangement, perhaps I should be paid double 
what the member for Mandurah earns, because I have twice as many electors.  That would be equal pay for equal 
work.  I notice the member for Mandurah has come back into the chamber.  

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I agree entirely with your comments. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That I should be paid twice as much as the member for Mandurah? 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I was listening intently on the outskirts of the chamber.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  We need to move away from the current situation.  There is no doubt about that.  There is 
no way we can justify having electorates like Mandurah, Geraldton and Bunbury, with half the voters of 
metropolitan electorates.  There are problems of distance and communication and we try to find resources and 
other ways to help make up for that. 
A third argument that is often heard is that because so much of the wealth of the state is created in rural and 
remote areas, those voters deserve greater representation.  That is the sort of argument that we heard a century or 
more ago.  The fourth main line of argument is that somehow or other if we have one vote, one value, city 
interests will swamp rural interests.  As a metropolitan member of this Parliament I find it quite insulting to hear 
that argument.  I know I am elected to represent the people of Churchlands, but I am also elected to sit in this 
house and be cognisant of the issues that exist across the whole state.  It is very insulting to hear members from 
other parts of the state, from outside the metropolitan area, telling me that somehow or other I will not have 
regard for the needs of children and their education and people’s health outside the metropolitan area.  Hopefully 
we can put that argument behind us. 

As I said a moment ago, I have serious reservations about this bill but I will support it, at least through the 
second reading stage. 
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MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [9.21 pm]:  I also rise in support of my colleagues to speak against this 
proposed reform legislation.  It will be a very sorry day for people living in regional Western Australia if this bill 
is passed, because they will lose their representation in this Parliament; it will be a real bad day for the people of 
regional Western Australia, especially those from non-metropolitan areas.  As part of our history we were taught, 
and we know, that this state was built on the pioneering spirit.  We know that people went out and explored and 
discovered the great mineral wealth of this state, which wealth continues to sustain the state today.  Those people 
took the risks, as many still do.  Those people went out and established agricultural areas, pastoral areas and 
mining and forestry businesses, they sustained their communities and they eventually sustained metropolitan 
Perth.  Those people established communities and provided the beginnings of generations of families that remain 
in those areas.  Those generations of people continue to add to the rural and regional communities in which they 
live.  People have raised their families in those areas and have gone without the comforts that some of us in this 
house take for granted.  Some of us complain about the quality of services that we receive.  Some people in 
regional Western Australia are quite grateful for some of the services they do receive, irrespective of their 
quality.  There are services, because the government of the day provides those services based on the legitimate 
needs of the communities, which no doubt were voiced in this house over many decades.  The people in regional 
and rural communities do not deserve less representation than they have today; anything less is unacceptable.  
We should remember that the vast majority of the wealth of this state was generated by regional Western 
Australia.  About 80 per cent of the wealth generated in this state comes from regional Western Australia.  The 
representative ratios that we have at present work very well.  We heard the member for Dawesville explain this 
very well earlier.  I do not think there is anything wrong with the representation we have today.  I believe it 
provides a good balance of equitable representation.  

It is my great fear that if this bill goes through, the government will become more Perth-centric than it is today.  
We only have to look at what is happening.  The current government and past governments have made decisions 
that have impacted dramatically on regional areas, based mainly on representations made by the Perth 
electorates.  Imagine if those seven seats from regional Western Australia were transferred to metropolitan Perth.  
What a disaster that would be for regional Western Australia.   

In my opinion, regional Western Australia already suffers from poor decisions made in this place based on a 
populous Perth-centric decision-making process, which is certainly not in the best interests of regional Western 
Australia.  The propensity for future governments to be formed based mainly on seats in the metropolitan area 
and for the wishes of the government of the day to be granted would be increased significantly.  The capital 
investment that state governments must outlay for the Perth metropolitan area to cater for its growth needs to be 
balanced against arguably more cost-effective capital investment to maintain existing infrastructure and to build 
new infrastructure in regional Western Australia.  If this bill is passed, I believe that the capital investment 
required for regional Western Australia will be in jeopardy.  The most effective mechanism to bring the wishes 
of the people of regional Western Australia to this Parliament is through their local members, who have direct 
contact with them.  The current ratio of electors to members must be maintained to ensure this outcome.  The 
electors must have a reasonable expectation of being able to speak to their local member face to face, and it is a 
reasonable expectation that local members can witness first-hand what their electors are going through and the 
problems they face so that they can be fully understood. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  How big is your seat? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The member should not worry about my seat.  I have great empathy with the people in 
regional Western Australia.   
To do that, members must also have an expectation of at least being able to meet with their constituents on a 
regular basis and to not have the problem of the tyranny of distance that they would be faced with if this bill 
went through.   
Every country member in this house should vote against this bill.  If country members on the other side of the 
house do not vote against this bill, they will be letting their constituents down.  As far as I am concerned, they 
will be selling their people short.  If they vote for this bill, they will be reducing country representation in this 
Parliament, and country people will miss out even more than they do now, and once again will be short-changed.   
Regional Western Australia is the economic powerhouse and the economic strength of Western Australia.  As I 
said before, I believe that the majority of the wealth created in Western Australia comes from regional WA.  We 
should have high regard for the people of regional Western Australia.  As I mentioned before, the pioneers of 
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this country went out and explored.  They took chances in remote and regional Western Australia.  They placed 
themselves at risk.  They created wealth and capacity for this state.  Members should have a regard for the 
families who now live in remote and regional Western Australia.  I know of families in remote locations who 
must send their children to Perth or to larger regional centres to further the education of their children.  We need 
to understand the financial and emotional hardships that that causes those families.  It is an enormous pressure.  I 
know that the lack of education in those areas is a key contributing factor in many families relocating to Perth or 
to major regional centres.   
We could talk about other services such as general health and mental health services, which are in a crisis, 
especially in regional Western Australia.  We often hear about the lack of those facilities in regional areas.  One 
example is the attempt by the government to close down the Moora District Hospital.  We all witnessed the 
community’s reaction to that attempt.  My colleague the member for Moore can vouch for that.  The Moora 
people complained bitterly and were forced to demonstrate so that they could keep their hospital.  We often hear 
how patients must travel to Perth for treatment because it is not available in their communities.  They do not 
even have access to a doctor or a dentist.  Earlier today the Minister for Health acknowledged that country 
people are impacted on more through lack of health services than are people in the metropolitan area.  Some 
communities do not even have the luxury of access to a doctor or a dentist in an emergency.  They must travel 
hundreds of kilometres just to get to a doctor.  I am trying to highlight the circumstances with which regional 
Western Australians must cope and contend already.  I do not want those circumstances eroded any further.  I 
want those services improved.  The most effective way to do that is for regional Western Australia to retain its 
representation in this place.  All members should strive for that, especially members in the house who represent 
constituents in country WA.  How can we strive for such outcomes?  We can only strive for such outcomes if we 
do not reduce political representation.   
We cannot deny the fact that the majority of the Western Australian population is concentrated in Perth.  That is 
an important point to make.  Our population is not spread evenly across the state.  If it were, a one vote, one 
value system would not have the same impact that this bill will have.  It is a bit of a shame that our major centres 
are not larger and our population is not spread more evenly throughout the state.  If they were, we would not face 
half the problems we face today.  How do we ensure that regional Western Australians receive their equal 
entitlement to taxpayer-funded resources and services?  Surely under our voting system we are entitled to that.  
The south west area could lose up to six members of Parliament - four in the Legislative Assembly and two in 
the Legislative Council.  I do not think this government cares too much for country people.  It wants to take 
away representation from regional areas.  If the government is serious about this legislation, why not hold a 
referendum?  It held a referendum for extended trading hours, yet it will not hold a referendum on this issue 
because of its fear of what the people of Western Australia might say?  I suggest that, if all the facts were 
explained to the people, they would reject this bill.  
I understand that, in the past, Labor leaders and other Labor members of Parliament have opposed this bill.  They 
believed that it would be disastrous for regional Western Australia.  They saw the importance of protecting 
country representation and of preventing more seats being absorbed into the Perth metropolitan area.  This 
government is Perth-centric, and I do not want to see more centralisation to Perth.  The Premier stated a few days 
ago that Labor would resist the federal government’s move to centralise to Canberra.  I have no real argument 
with that comment.  However, I want to stop this government’s centralising power in Perth.  It would be an 
absolute travesty if this bill were to pass, and the representation of country people were to be cut.  I call on all 
country MPs on the other side of the house to not support this bill.  They need to think about their constituents, 
the people they represent.  Members need to understand what country people put up with now.  This bill will 
disfranchise them even further.  Members need to think about the community and the volunteerism in regional 
Western Australia and the support provided through a wide range of organisations.  An enormous amount of 
voluntary work is done in regional Western Australia. My colleague the member for Moore already commented 
that people in regional and remote Western Australia are ambulance drivers and firefighters; they do a heap of 
other things in the community.  People in regional Western Australia understand that if they do not do things for 
themselves, no-one will do it for them.  That is what this debate is all about.  If the legislation were to pass, it 
would place an additional burden on regional people and the MPs who serve them. 
We talk about equity and fairness, but how about some equity and fairness for people in regional and rural 
Western Australia?  Why not legislate to provide the same amount and quality of services and infrastructure right 
throughout Western Australia?  Regional Western Australia is an important part of this state, and the people of 
regional and rural Western Australia need to be represented fairly.  The Minister for Electoral Reform’s bill will 
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create a gerrymander for the Labor Party.  It is about transferring the voting rights of regional and rural Western 
Australians to Perth to prop up the Labor Party.  How many people have we heard in metropolitan Perth 
screaming out for more representation in Parliament?  I have not heard anyone.  I do not live here, but I come up 
quite regularly.  Not one person has said to me that more people are needed in Parliament to represent 
metropolitan Perth.  I would like every country member on the other side of the house to justify to their 
constituents why they will agree to cut country people’s representation in this place.  I call on them to reject this 
bill.  
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI:  The south west is one of the fastest growing areas in Australia, certainly in Western 
Australia.  However, this bill will cut parliamentary representation of the south west by one-third.  I will now 
read to members a newspaper article from the Kalgoorlie Miner, no less, dated 12 February 2001 and headed 
“Time for party to listen to country voters:  Bowler”.  That comment was from the current Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development.   

The article reads -  

POLITICAL newcomer John Bowler has retained the seat of Eyre for the ALP. 
But his decisive victory was soured for Goldfields Labor members when it became apparent that the 
party had lost its grip on the seat of Kalgoorlie. 
While celebrating his victory on Saturday night, Mr Bowler warned it was time for his party to listen to 
country voters around the State.   
“We are not listening to the people and if we do not listen to the people we will lose more country 
seats,” Mr Bowler said.   
“They (country voters) cannot be treated like a minor irritant that will just go away.”   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind members that it is unparliamentary to read a newspaper in the chamber.  If 
I see a newspaper in this chamber, I will ask the member to leave.  It is also unparliamentary for a member to 
walk in front of the speaker on his feet.  If members desist from that practice, I will be very happy.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The article continues -  
Mr Bowler - who yesterday afternoon held a clear 15 per cent lead over Liberal candidate Laurie Ayers 
- said he believed he owed his success to a good campaign that had identified local issues.   

Further on the article states -  
After working in Opposition for the past four years, Ms Anwyl said the results of the State Government 
election could only be described as bittersweet.   
“I am elated at how well we have done elsewhere, but obviously I am disappointed at my own result,”  
Ms Anwyl said.   
“I will be sleeping well tonight in the knowledge that I have done the best I can.   
“I think what we are going to find in Kalgoorlie is that the working man and woman are going to be 
sold down the drain.”   
Ms Anwyl said One Nation - who decided to put her last on their ticket - and the direction of five 
candidate’s preferences away from Labor had undoubtedly impacted on local results.   
She said one-vote one-value and native title had also been influential in the swing away from Labor.   
“I would have to say that it has been to me a very long and personal campaign,” she said.   

I have great sympathy for the people of regional Western Australia.  I come from the seat of Bunbury.  It is a 
regional centre.  However, the seat of Bunbury is integrated with its surrounding areas.  It is a very diverse area.  
I know what makes the residents tick, I know the hurt they go through and I know the representations they have 
made to me over the past years.  In my previous life I went up and down the state of Western Australia, from 
Kununurra in the north to Kalgoorlie, Esperance, Albany and a lot of areas in between.  I have great sympathy 
for the people in remote and regional Western Australia.  It is a very diverse state.  I firmly believe that the 
representation should not be reduced.  I implore all members in this house, especially country members on the 
other side of the house, to reject this bill, because if they do not, they will do a great disservice to the people in 
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rural and regional Western Australia.  I cannot emphasise it enough because we know the circumstances under 
which we operate.   
MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [9.42 pm]:  Today is one of the most significant 
days in the history of this Parliament and, indeed, in the history of this state.  Today is the day that the Labor 
Party has chosen to wreak havoc upon those of us who choose to live and work in country WA.  Today is the day 
that the Labor Party has chosen to reduce the voice of country WA to a whisper for its own political purposes.   
I will start with the issue of country Labor members who are about to stand in this place and register their vote to 
abolish their own seats and, therefore, the representation of their constituents.  I am referring to the member for 
Collie-Wellington, and I invite him to come down from his office and take up his seat in the chamber.  I am 
referring to the members for Albany, Geraldton and Kimberley and I invite them to come back into the chamber.  
I am referring to the members for Murchison-Eyre, Central Kimberley-Pilbara, Mandurah and North West 
Coastal.  I invite all those members to come back into this chamber and tell this chamber why they intend to 
stand here and register their vote to abolish their own seats and, therefore, the representation of their 
constituents.   
Some members change their party for the sake of their principles; others change their principles for the sake of 
their party.  All of the members I have just mentioned have changed their principles for the sake of the Labor 
Party.  They are men and women of little substance, strength and influence.  If they were not, they would have 
stood up to the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs and said “Hands off country WA, and hands off 
my seat.”  Did they do that?  Clearly, they did not.  I would like to see an article in The West Australian in a 
couple of days with photos of eight lovely smiling faces - perhaps it is nine - of the country Labor members of 
Parliament and a little caption underneath explaining to the people of Western Australia why they are about to 
stand in this place and abolish their own seats.  I would like to see exactly what arguments they would mount to 
convince the people of Western Australia that they should stand in this place and abolish their own seats and, 
therefore, the representation of their constituents.  What argument could they mount other than the argument that 
“the Labor Party is all powerful and it pulls my strings for me”?  I have news for those members.  The Labor 
Party is not responsible for them having a seat in this house; rather, the people of Albany, Geraldton, Kimberley 
and Murchison-Eyre - the list goes on - are responsible for those country Labor members taking up a seat in this 
place and they are the people who will ultimately be disfranchised by the passage of one vote, one value 
legislation.   

During the last term of this government we heard a lot about the new faction of the Labor Party - I think it was 
called the country Labor alliance.  The new, strong and undefeatable faction of the Labor Party known as the 
country Labor alliance was announced with great fanfare.  One month later, the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
tabled his one vote, one value legislation.  All those members went to water.  We never once heard from the 
country Labor alliance again.  If ever there were an issue that the country Labor alliance should take up, it is the 
Labor Party’s one vote, one value proposal.  However, we have not heard a squeak from the country Labor 
alliance - if it did say something, I am sure it would be a squeak.   

Depending on the way the Independents vote, it will take between four and six men and women of principle in 
the Labor Party to cross the floor and vote in favour of the people who put them in this place.  It would take 
between four and six of the 57 members of this Parliament to find the guts and cross the floor.  In doing so, they 
would go down forevermore in history as the members who saved the voice of country WA.  Do members think 
any of them would contemplate that?  What do members think happened when the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
or the Premier said to the caucus “We are going ahead with one vote, one value, my friends”?  Do members 
think there was a delegation from the country Labor alliance to the Premier’s office?  Do members think that 
they thumped the table said, “You’ve got to be joking.  There’s no way we’re going for this, Premier”?  I 
guarantee members that they did not.  In fact, I suspect that the Premier probably gave their bellies a little tickle 
and that they rolled over and their legs started shaking because every member of the Labor Party in this chamber 
who represents a country seat is a man or a woman of little substance, strength or influence.  History will record 
them that way.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What about the five on your side who agree with us?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Who are they are?  For the purposes of the parliamentary record and indeed for history, let 
us record the fact that the Liberal Party room this morning passed a unanimous vote in opposition to the Labor 
Party’s proposal to decimate regional and rural Western Australia.  It was a unanimous vote.  We will stand 
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shoulder to shoulder with country people and we will do everything in our power to protect their representation.  
We need between four and six strong men and women from the Labor Party who are prepared to make a name 
for themselves and to be recorded by history as people of principle who are prepared to recognise the fact that 
their electorates put them in this place and not the Labor Party.  It needs four to six Labor country members who 
are not prepared to be dragged by the nose down to the slaughter chamber by the Premier of this state; four to six 
Labor country members who will forever more be remembered as the people who saved the voice of country 
Western Australia.  Sadly none of the Labor country members will be remembered.  I look forward, when and if 
they come into the chamber, to asking them what their rationale could possibly be for reducing their 
representation and abolishing their seats.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Are you looking forward to reading The West Australian tonight? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have already read it.  

The Labor Party talks about the concept of equal representation.  I put it to you, Madam Deputy Speaker, and to 
members that the concept of fair representation is much more important.  Why should country constituents have 
to drive hundreds, if not thousands, of kilometres merely to visit their member of Parliament, whereas a city 
constituent can simply walk around the corner and knock on a member’s door?  Why is it that country people 
should be disfranchised in that way?  I do not know the answer, but I am sure the Labor Party members might 
have some clue. 

I guess we could ask ourselves the rhetorical question: why are Labor Party members so hell-bent on introducing 
one vote, one value?  Is it really that they are so indignant about the fact that regional Western Australia has 
fewer constituents per seat than the city.  I suspect that it is not.  I suspect that Labor Party members are doing 
this because they know that their policies no longer resonate with people who choose to live and work in country 
Western Australia.  They are well and truly aware that they are not the Labor Party of old; in fact, they are the 
new, modern, ultra left-wing Labor Party; the city-centric, chardonnay set; the sort of Labor Party members by 
whom Labor Party members of old would be embarrassed.  Country people have certainly spoken.  Kalgoorlie 
was one of the Labor Party’s oldest seats; in fact, it had been held by the Labor Party for the best part of 100 
years.  We campaigned heavily this time, as we did last time, on Labor’s proposal to reduce constituents’ 
representation via one vote, one value.  We won that seat for the first time in history in 2001.  We now have a 
nearly 10 per cent margin.  One could ask what is happening in country Western Australia.  The old union 
people are gone and the old Labor people are embarrassed by this little mob, the chardonnay set Labor Party, the 
new ultra left-wing Labor Party.  Former Labor premiers would turn in their graves if they could see what 
history has produced in this current batch of Labor members of Parliament.   

Let me ask you, Madam Deputy Speaker, and Labor members present, if one vote, one value favours country 
people so much, why is it that our hospitals are falling down?  Why is it that we have a lack of police stations in 
country Western Australia?  Why is it there are not enough police?  Why is it that country roads are almost 
nonexistent and the ones that do exist are in a state of disrepair?  How can all that be if country vote weighting 
actually favours the country as the Labor government would have us believe?  Quite simply, 23 country 
members of Parliament out of 57 are not nearly enough as it is.  The Labor Party would have that number 
reduced to 15 or 16.  Its plan is to be able to win an election without having to capture one single, solitary 
country seat.  The reason is that Labor members know they are nothing like the Labor Party of old and that 
country people no longer support them.  I add that this is probably the third or fourth time that the Labor Party 
has tried to get one vote, one value legislation through the Parliament.  The last time it attempted to do that, 
which was in its first term of government, it did it illegally.  That is how zealous the Premier and the Labor Party 
are about this concept of one vote, one value; it passed unlawful legislation through the Legislative Council, 
which was thrown out by the courts.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs should be embarrassed and ashamed that 
he attempted to use this Parliament as an unlawful tool to pass that legislation last time, when he knew on advice 
that he had that what he was doing was unlawful; yet he still went through with it.  It makes a mockery of this 
institution and he should hang his head in shame. 

The Labor Party, in what might be considered an ironic twist, flew into Kalgoorlie just before election day in an 
attempt to win my seat and shore up the seat of Murchison-Eyre, which it was concerned about losing.  It 
decided to dispense with the 100-year-old principle of one vote, one value by quarantining the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  I think that is a great idea, as I do not support one vote, one value.  The opposition will be 
supporting the concept of quarantining the Mining and Pastoral Region, but what hypocrisy!  What absolute 
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hypocrites Labor Party members are.  On one hand they would have us believe that they have been wedded to 
this theory of one vote, one value for the best part of 100 years but in the week leading up to election day they 
dispensed with that principle to try to win my seat.  Ironically it appears that the Labor Party will now protect my 
seat.  However, I fear the worst will still occur.  I fear that the Labor Party will ultimately break that promise to 
the people of the Mining and Pastoral Region and try to blame it on the Greens (WA) or somebody else.  The 
Premier should hang his head in shame if he is not prepared to stand by that promise; I suspect that he will not. 

As country members of Parliament, we come to Perth, thump the table and ask for and demand resources, 
funding and facilities for our electorates.  It stands to reason that if there are 35 fewer country MPs thumping that 
table and demanding those resources, facilities and funding, those country areas will receive 35 per cent less in 
resources, facilities and funding.  I predict that 10 years after the Labor Party’s One Vote One Value Bill 2005 
goes through the Parliament, a tour through regional Western Australia will be like a tour through a war-torn 
area.  There is no doubt that hospitals will be run down, police stations will be non-existent and schools will be 
crumbling down around our kids’ ears because the very people who come to Perth and thump the table to ensure 
those things do not happen will no longer be in country WA.  In 10 or 15 years, wherever I may be, I will be 
reminding people that it was Premier Gallop who delivered this legislation to them for his own self-interest and 
political reasons. 

If members want to know how bad one vote, one value legislation is, they need look only at the federal system 
under which the House of Representatives works.  Barry Haase, an exceptionally good member of Parliament - 
in fact, the federal member for Kalgoorlie - has an electorate that stretches almost the entire state, from 
Esperance in the south to Kununurra in the north.  I ask you, Madam Deputy Speaker, the Premier and members 
present how the people who live in all the towns between Esperance and Kununurra could believe that they have 
a member of Parliament when that member physically could not visit those towns more than once a year if he or 
she was lucky.  How could a member of Parliament in that situation be proactive?  How could a member of 
Parliament seek out the issues when he could visit those towns more than once a year only if he was lucky?  The 
reality is that under the federal one vote, one value system, the people in the federal seat of Kalgoorlie do not 
have a member of Parliament to represent them.  They do not have a person who is physically capable of getting 
to their towns and understanding their issues on a regular basis.  Therefore, they do not have the representation 
that they deserve.   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We should give some thought at this time to why vote weighting was put into the electoral 
system in Western Australia in the first place.  It is fairly clear that our forefathers were concerned about the 
representation of country people.  They were only too aware of the difficulties that face people who choose to 
live and work in country Western Australia.  That is why they enshrined the principle of country vote weighting 
into our electoral system, and that is why it has been in our electoral system ever since.  That man opposite, 
Premier Gallop, will be recorded in history as the person who wreaked havoc upon rural and regional Western 
Australia.  The Premier should hang his head in shame.  It is a disgraceful action.  It is not something that I 
would want to be recorded in history as having done.  Make no mistake about it: the Premier will not be very 
popular in country areas from this day forward.   
The Premier espouses the virtues of one vote, one value.  I wonder whether he also espouses those virtues for the 
federal Senate.  I note that you have now taken over the Chair, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson).  That is 
somewhat unfortunate.  If the Premier were in favour of a one vote, one value system in the Senate, he would in 
fact be supporting a reduction in our state’s representation from 12 senators to seven.  Does the Premier support 
a reduction in this state’s representation in the Senate from 12 senators to seven?  In the past couple of days the 
Premier has gone on with a lot of bumf about how he will protect this state from the federal government and will 
stick up for Western Australia.  Well, if the Premier does support the concept of one vote, one value at the 
Senate level, he will be supporting a massive reduction in this state’s ability to put forward its case in the states’ 
house, known as the Senate.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  What a nonsense!   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Does the member think it is a nonsense?  How would he know!  He has been asleep!  He 
would not have a clue about what has been going on.   

The Premier said that he went to the last election with a policy of one vote, one value; therefore, he has a 
mandate.  Let me dispel that myth.  Firstly, if the Premier did have a mandate, he would wait until all of the 
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members who won a seat in the Legislative Council at the last election had taken up their seats so that he could 
convince them to support one vote, one value.  Of course, we know that the Premier will not do that.  Talk about 
hypocrisy!  We need look only at what the Premier said during question time today.  We can look also at what 
the Premier said on 6 March 1997, when he was Leader of the Opposition -  

The Court Government should respect the will of the people and refrain from introducing any 
controversial legislation before May 22 when new Members of the Legislative Council take their seats.   

He went on to say -   

To rush legislation through the Parliament while the Coalition still enjoys its majority would be 
immoral, opportunistic and insulting to the electorate.   

I place on record that the Premier slithered out of the chamber halfway through that quote.  That is what he said.  
The Premier has now come back into the chamber.  He said that it would be immoral, opportunistic and insulting 
to the electorate to try to pass controversial legislation before the upper house turned over.  Does the Premier still 
believe that?  Does he still believe it?  I note that he has a case of selective hearing.  Perhaps his ears are just 
ornaments and do not work. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  The Leader of the Opposition knows very well that the Premier, when he is not sitting in 
his seat, cannot answer the member’s questions. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Premier can take his seat and participate in the debate.  There is no point 
of order; let us get on with the debate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I would have thought that a minister of the Crown would be aware that that was not a point 
of order.  I invite the Premier to take his seat and answer the question.  Does he still believe it is immoral, 
opportunistic and insulting to pass controversial legislation in the upper house before its membership turns over?  
I invite the Premier to take his seat and answer the question.  Let the record reflect that the Premier refused to 
take his seat and answer the question.  Why would he take up that opportunity?  What could he say when I have 
the evidence in my hot little hand.  I have it right here.  It is no wonder he is refusing to take his seat. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister is an embarrassment. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Get your hand out of your pocket.  The member has both hands in his pockets now. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Yokine! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  On the issue of the mandate, I point out to members that during the last election the Labor 
Party was not out on the hustings spending thousands of dollars on newspaper, television and radio advertising 
on this issue.  Its members were not doorknocking and telling the people that if they voted for the Labor Party, it 
would take away their representation.  I would like to see just one ALP brochure that was stuffed into 
somebody’s letterbox during the campaign that stated that if they voted for the ALP, it would take away their 
representation.  That task was left to the Liberal Party.  We had to tell the people exactly what the Labor Party 
intended to do about the people’s representation. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  What was their response? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I thank my friend very much.  I know he is not very bright, but I will respond to him.  The 
seat of Kalgoorlie experienced a swing to the Liberal Party of 14.5 per cent.  I am sure that the member for 
Riverton cannot even count that high.  In the seat of Murchison-Eyre there was a swing of 11 per cent in the 
Liberal Party’s primary vote.  In the seat of Kimberley - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  There was no swing to the Liberal Party.  You’re making it up. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Will the member for Murchison-Eyre vote for one vote, one value? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you going to look after the voters of the goldfields who voted for you? 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Immediately after the 2001 election the member said that he would not vote for it.  I will be 
fair; the member said that he would not vote for it in the caucus room.  Did the member vote against it in the 
caucus room? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you going to vote with us? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did the member vote against it?  I suspect the member for Murchison-Eyre did not.  He is a 
source of great disappointment to me. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You are a source of great disappointment to your electorate because you are choosing to not 
look after your seat. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Members may not be aware that I have a very long association with the member for 
Murchison-Eyre.  We have lived in Kalgoorlie for all our lives.  In the past I have had a great deal of respect for 
him.  However, I am rapidly losing respect for him.  He could choose to be one of the four, five or six country 
Labor Party members who crosses the floor and makes a name for himself and ultimately stops the reduction of 
country representation.  He could be one of those members. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  What about your seat? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We will vote to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It was not the people of Bunbury, but the people of Kalgoorlie, who voted for you.  You 
should look after them. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  What is the member’s question? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  If you vote for the Labor Party, we have assured you the seat of Kalgoorlie.  You will not 
do that. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We will vote to retain the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Did the member 
vote against this legislation in the caucus room? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Will you vote with us? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did the member vote against it in the caucus room? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No, of course not.  I did not vote for it, to keep the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did the member vote against it in the caucus room in 2001? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Of course not.  It is the best thing to ever happen to the goldfields.  I am looking after you. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That it is very disappointing.  I will move on.   

In the Kimberley there was a 21.9 per cent rise in the Liberal Party’s primary vote.  In the seat of Roe, my good 
friend the opposition Whip achieved a 27 per cent rise in his primary vote.  I am sure that he made one vote, one 
value an issue in his electorate.  The list goes on and on.  In fact, the five largest two-party preferred swings 
against the Labor Party were in country seats: Avon with 14.1 per cent, Wagin with 9.4 per cent, my own seat of 
Kalgoorlie with 8.6 per cent, Moore with 5.7 per cent and Kimberley with 5.2 per cent.  I hope that answers the 
question of the member for Riverton and I hope he does not feel the need to contribute any further. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members!   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It should be remembered that the mining industry - just to choose one example - contributes 
approximately 70 per cent of Western Australia’s exports.  However, we have a government that does not care 
about that.  The government is hell-bent on reducing country representation no matter what the contribution to 
the state’s economy.  If members present do not remember anything else about my speech tonight, they should 
remember this: if I am the Premier in four years, I will return to country Western Australia the seats that the 
Labor Party has plucked out.  They should make no mistake about that.   

This one vote, one value proposal is worse than Labor’s first proposal.  The original proposal would have meant 
the loss of eight seats from country Western Australia.  Under this proposal, nine seats will be lost.  I wonder 
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what the Labor Party will do if it has the ability to amend the Electoral Act again?  It has been rather sneaky with 
this legislation because it includes an entrenchment provision for the principle of one vote, one value.  However, 
it has otherwise removed the entrenchment provision that applies to tampering with the Electoral Act.  Why 
could that be?  Will we be back in this chamber in a few months passing an absolute gerrymander bill for the 
Labor Party because it does not need an absolute majority any more to do it?  I suspect it may well be the case.  I 
cannot believe the absolute arrogance being displayed by members of the Labor Party. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  What does a gerrymander mean? 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have already demolished the member once.  Does he want me to do it again? 
I call on all country people to rise up and use what limited voting power they have left to deliver a telling blow to 
the Labor Party at the next election.  Make no mistake, the Liberal Party will stand shoulder to shoulder with 
country people in the fight against the Labor Party.  We did it last time and we will do it again.  We enlisted the 
support of almost every country council in regional Western Australia last time and we fought the Labor Party 
proposals in the courts and won.  We may not win today but we will be back to fight another day and we will 
remain true to the principle of protecting country representation. 
MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [10.13 pm]:  I notice in this house that there is often some licence to use 
certain language to express points of view.  I choose to take licence to express a particular point of view about 
the Australian anthem, Advance Australian Fair.  Perhaps our learned friends on the other side of the house 
would like to rewrite the national anthem to become Advance Australia Equal!  It could be rendered: 
“Australians, let us all rejoice, for 57 seats have we; golden soil and wealth for toil, our home is girt by sea.”  
Members should feel free to sing along if they know the words.  “Our land abounds in nature’s gifts of beauty 
rich and rare, and history’s page at every stage, Advance Australia Equal.  In joyful strains then let us sing 
Advance Australia Equal.  When gallant Gallop from Geraldton sailed to trace wide oceans over, false courage 
bore him on, till he landed back on our shore.  Then here he raised old Labor’s flag, the standard of the red, with 
all his faults we love Jim still, one vote, one value rules the wave!  In joyful strains then let us sing Advance 
Australia Equal.  Beneath our radiant Parliament House, we’ll toil with hearts and hands, to make this city-state 
of ours, renowned of all the lands.  For those who’ve come across the seas, we’ve boundless electorates to share, 
with courage let them all be combined, to advance Australia equal.  In joyful strains then let us sing Advance 
Australia Equal.”   
Equality does not equal fairness.  The bill proposes equality, not fairness.  I heard some members on the other 
side of the house refer to the fairness of this bill.  I was in my office last night overseeing the installation of the 
new computer system.  It may interest members of the house to know that until now I have had no access to the 
parliamentary computer system - zero, none, naught - but it was installed last night.  I do not know whether it 
works.  I will go home at the end of this week, one hopes - we may all still be standing here!  I know not that 
either.  However, I am looking forward to being able to access the privileges that Parliament delivers.  I 
wondered at the time, given that I had some inkling of the week that was ahead of me, whether this sort of 
delivery of services would be acceptable to the city-based members of the Labor Party.  If any city-based 
members of the Labor Party who are here are conscious, I ask: do they think that fair?  This bill will disfranchise 
people.  It is divisive, it is a massive disappointment and it is certainly not democratic.  I stand here as possibly 
the last member for Greenough, because under the proposed legislation the seat of Greenough, which is one of 
the original seats in the Western Australian Parliament, would disappear.   
This bill is certainly not R-rated.  The “R” I refer to is the “R” for referendum.  The good members on the 
opposite side of the house are not prepared to listen to the people of Western Australia.  They do not have the 
courage to take this “fair” bill or this “equal” bill to the people of Western Australia.  It is a reasonable request to 
ask that the premise of this bill be offered up as a referendum to the people of Western Australia.   
I notice with interest that some members opposite are reading the newspaper behind the Chair.  Perhaps they are 
looking in the death notices for one vote, one value, where it properly belongs.   
I was reminded by an earlier interjection from the opposite side of the house that this proposal is not about 
resources but about people.  I thank the member, who is not here at the moment, for that interjection, because 
this bill is about people.  It is about treating people fairly.  It is not about drawing lines and saying that 
everything is now equal, because equality will not bring fairness; it will bring distortion and discrimination, and, 
as I said earlier, it will certainly be divisive, if it is not already divisive. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 5 April 2005] 

 p266b-344a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Gary Snook; Mr 
Terry Waldron; Dr Graham Jacobs; Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Terry Redman; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr 

John Castrilli; Deputy Speaker; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John McGrath; Mr 

Tony Simpson; Mr John Day; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Murray 
Cowper; Mr Jim McGinty 

 [52] 

Some suggest that a diminution in the number of people representing country electorates can be overcome by 
technology.  I suggest that some of those members might like to do as Rotary clubs do, and organise exchanges.  
Perhaps they might like to go on an exchange trip to a country electorate.  Perhaps they might like to sit in the 
country member’s car and travel the 400 to 800 kilometres across the electorate.  While they are doing that, 
perhaps they might try to make a mobile telephone call, because they will fail miserably in their attempts to do 
so. 
Should it pass through this house, pass through the upper house and be returned here, the legacy of this 
legislation will be very unfortunate and tragic.  I will indulge the house in a bit more history of the seat of 
Greenough.  The seat has been held by the Labor Party only twice in its history.  It was held for one four-year 
term, and then later, as I pointed out in my maiden speech, by the unfortunate John Verdun Newton, who was 
killed in action during the Second World War.  One of the unfortunate legacies of this legislation is that perhaps 
Labor will never get a chance to represent Greenough again.  Perhaps the government does not mind that.  
However, the Labor voters in the seat of Greenough reminded me, before I left to come down here, that they had 
voted Labor but they hoped I would defend the rights of the seat of Greenough.  They wanted a seat of 
Greenough in future, because they wanted the chance to win it back from me. 
The seat of Greenough is just over 34 000 square kilometres.  It includes seven shires and several major towns.  
It is not the largest electorate in Western Australia and it is by no means the smallest.  As part of the mid west 
region, which is the third-fastest growing region in Western Australia, Greenough generates roughly $3 billion 
annually.  It is one of the economic powerhouses of Western Australia; an economic powerhouse that the 
government, with this legislation, proposes should have less representation in this house.  The all-roads-lead-to-
Rome attitude espoused by this government disappoints me.  The government says that everything must happen 
in Perth - that Perth must be the leader and regional Western Australia must be devalued.  This is what I read into 
this legislation.   

One of the major issues in the recent election, and for whom we all now have the privilege of representing in this 
house, are the concerns of our constituents.  Some of those concerns revolve around the issue of health, 
particularly mental health.  In many instances - I am repeating myself; I mentioned this in my maiden speech - 
members of the immediate family - that is, parents, brothers, sisters, daughters or whomever - are looking after 
those in need of mental health services.  The pressure is on them.  I suggest to the Labor government that, unlike 
the majority of city electorates, those of us who represent regional electorates in Western Australia are like 
members of a family: we care, and we are involved in our communities, far more so than the city-based 
representatives I see opposite.  If this legislation, as proposed, is successful - if - I and other members of the 
Liberal and Labor Parties who represent regional electorates will be in a similar position to those family 
members who care for relatives who are in need of mental health care and need to be looked after.  We will be 
under greater pressure than ever before.  I do not care whether it is the Liberal Party, Labor Party, National Party 
or whatever: the minister needs to recognise that he will be putting members of this house under undue, unfair 
and unnecessary pressure.  The simple answer is to ask the people of Western Australia via a referendum 
whether they think this is a fair proposal, because I suggest to the minister that they will reject him absolutely.  If 
the minister believes that this legislation is fair dinkum and not “equal dinkum”, he should have the courage of 
his convictions and take it to a referendum. 

Many areas in regional Western Australia require constant attention.  I spoke about mental health.  Perhaps I do 
not need to document and go through the range of power issues that confronted this government during the last 
four years of its term.  Perhaps I do not need to remind the government - but perhaps I do; memories are short - 
that it was the National Party that insisted on a meeting at Koorda.  Perhaps I do not need also to remind the 
government that not one Labor member - not one - turned up to talk to, to listen to, to consult with or to represent 
any regional issues for any of their electors at that meeting.  However, I think I am starting to see why: they are 
not interested in regional Western Australia or its issues.  They are interested in a power grab, in centralising the 
power in Perth and looking after those in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  If the minister is going to be fair 
about it, he should drop the sham, take off the mask of equality and put on the mask of fairness and treat all 
Western Australians the same.  If the minister is going to propose one vote, one value, he should propose it for 
all Western Australians, not just for some. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Will you support it if we do? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I will take the member for Wagin’s advice and keep going.  However, I thank the 
parliamentary secretary for the interjection.  It gives me time to pause and look at the employment of politicians 
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in this house, and the further employment of city-based politicians in this house under this proposed legislation.  
I notice that the Leader of the Opposition is not in the chamber.  However, I would like to pick up on some 
words that he used.  The “chardonnay set” will be able to be enhanced with further Labor members in the house 
if this legislation is successful.   

I challenge members of the government to spend some real time in regional Western Australia, not just holiday 
time, with the occasional little trip down south.  Maybe they would like to take an occasional little trip inland or 
up north.  Maybe they would like to examine the state of the roads there.  Maybe in the process they would like 
to extend Indian Ocean Drive, because a lot more city-based politicians will be looking at getting out of Perth.  
Some of them might look north and say, “Gee, wouldn’t it be good to have a good road to drive north on?”  
Members of the government could help us with that; the government could help us extend Indian Ocean Drive 
with its new-found strength and new resources via new politicians, as it gerrymanders Western Australia to its 
heart’s content for its own delight.   

I wonder how the government proposes to deal in this house with several issues that are critical to many of the 
electorates that country members represent.  For example, I wonder how it will deal with the western rock 
lobster fishing industry.  Members opposite would probably eat all the crayfish; I understand that.  I realise that 
the most important fishing industry in Western Australia is sadly neglected. 
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  The member for Albany, who is the Acting Speaker at the moment, recognises the 
importance of what I am saying because he is a country-based member, and he is interested in hearing other 
points of view, which perhaps will not be able to be heard in this house if this legislation is passed.   
However, I will return to the fishing industry.  As I mentioned in my maiden speech and as the member for 
Moore knows only too well, it is a family-focused industry.  It is a small business-operated industry.  It is an 
industry that needs to be heard on a regular basis.  The problem with the fishing industry is that a person cannot 
just drop in and see the people who are involved in that industry.  A person cannot drive up a driveway, because 
they do not have a driveway if they are on a boat.  Some members may need to be instructed on that because I 
saw puzzled looks on their faces.  It is not possible to make cold calls on fishermen or to telephone them when 
they are at sea because they are out of mobile telephone range.  We must wait until they come back to port.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  They would be able to vote at a Labor Party branch meeting!  

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  They could have the meeting at the back of the boat attached to the anchor!  

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  That’s at the front. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  It could have two anchors to accommodate a bigger party meeting.   

The one vote, one value system will make it very difficult for the fishing industry to be heard in this Parliament.  
The government can make light of it.  However, I recognise the situation we face in here.  I appreciate that the 
government would like this legislation to be passed without being questioned.  

Although some members of the government might believe sincerely in this legislation - I have no fight with them 
if they believe in it sincerely - if they question what they are doing to regional Western Australia, have an ounce 
of conscience and are aware of what they are doing to people who live in regional Western Australia, I ask them 
to reconsider this bill.  As have previous members, I ask them to speak to the Minister for Electoral Affairs and 
to the Premier and ask them what will be the outcome for them as country Labor members.  If they are people of 
principle they could soon be without their parliamentary seats, so they must make up their minds about whether 
they are happy about that.   

I have read in a book written by the Premier called Labor’s case for parliamentary democracy that principles can 
be compromised.  I hope to hear more from that erstwhile tome.  If they are people of principle, they should 
stand by that principle and damn their people to political obscurity.  However, as the Premier suggests, principles 
can be compromised.  They might like to check with the Premier and the minister to see whether they have a 
future in this Parliament as regional representatives in Western Australia.  For democracy to survive in Western 
Australia, for true representation in Western Australia, regional Western Australia must have a voice.  It does not 
need to be muzzled.  This bill will muzzle part of regional Western Australia and at the same time give another 
part of regional Western Australia entitlements that it already has.  That is two-faced and hypocritical.  I seek an 
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explanation on how the people living in the Mining and Pastoral Region can be treated differently.  Why are they 
different from people living in Nungarin, Jerdacuttup or Nanson?   

My final point is that if it this legislation is delivered in this form - as legislation that impacts and changes the 
electoral scene in Western Australia and reduces the number of seats in parts of regional Western Australia - 
from an educational point of view, those who grow up in regional Western Australia will find it very difficult to 
have a voice and to meet the member of their Western Australian parliamentary seat.  The poor demented soul - 
it could be me or could be you, Mr Acting Speaker - representing these people is likely to be in an office 800 
kilometres away from the home and family of these constituents.  Our good friends in the government opposite 
will be happily ensconced only a few blocks away from their constituents.  Over their third or fourth cappuccino 
for the day, government members will discuss the rigorous issues of government, such as, perhaps, putting 
another railway station on the southern railway line to service more voters in Mandurah. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I believe one of your members requested that. 

MR G. WOODHAMS:  What was the railway station named - “Kucera Central”?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  South Perth, I believe. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  South Perth? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The zoo. 

MR G. WOODHAMS:  The zoo would be a good name; I thank the minister for the suggestion.   

I make one final request of the government, because I believe that many members of the government are fair-
minded people as we all gather here in Parliament to try to achieve the best results for all Western Australians: 
my plea is to make the opportunity available for all Western Australians to have their say on this legislation by 
putting it to a referendum.  I thank members. 

MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [10.42 pm]:  Other than the two Independent members who spoke earlier, I note 
that I am the only metropolitan-based member to speak on this bill. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Do you think it’s a good idea? 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I note that the Leader of the House standing next to the Minister for Justice looks like he 
has been home and had a shower and freshened up beautifully.  As a city based member, I could have done the 
same.  Unfortunately, our country cousins cannot do that. 

A government member:  Why didn’t you go down to the gym?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You wouldn’t know where the gym is, would you? 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It does not look like the minister knows.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Members! 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I feel I am somewhat qualified to speak on this bill because, as I mentioned in my maiden 
speech, I was born and bred in a country town called Wagin.  I will come to that aspect later.   
I have been struck by, and am bitterly disappointed about, some of the things I have seen in the house today.  I 
refer to fronting up.  As you know, Mr Acting Speaker, in sport and business, win, lose or draw, people must 
front up.  If John Worsfold has lost a game by 15 goals, he is forced to front up to the media conference and then 
to supporters at a function.  The same applies to Chris Connolly at the Fremantle Dockers.  Other than you, Mr 
Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), I have not seen any country Labor members here for this debate.  Maybe their 
conscience would have been pricked too much by the debate, or maybe they do not want to hear what is going 
on.  I am not sure.  It also disappoints me that the Premier would not sit down and take a question from the 
Leader of the Opposition. 
As I mentioned, I was born and bred in Wagin.  I mentioned in my maiden speech the late Crawford Nalder, who 
was a fantastic Country Party member of this house; Bob Wiese, who was a member of this house for a long 
time; and the incumbent member for Wagin.  These people would have been lost to this house if the legislation 
before the house were in force at the time of their election.  Over the weekend I attended a family function for 
people from the area and I canvassed some of them.  Every man, woman and child who is eligible to vote 
absolutely abhor this legislation.  It is hypocritical of the government to the nth degree.  Members have pointed 
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out the Premier’s comments in 1997 when he accused our party of trying to rush legislation through the 
Parliament before new members had come on board.   
Again, the vote weighting in the Mining and Pastoral Region reminds me of a football situation.  The Australian 
Football League is based on a draft.  Everybody is equal and the teams that finish at the bottom of the ladder get 
first pick of the talent and so on.  However, for many years the draft was compromised, especially when new 
clubs such as Port Adelaide, the Adelaide Crows, the West Coast Eagles, the Fremantle Dockers and the 
Brisbane Lions joined the AFL.  Every club was opposed to that situation.  It is only now that the situation has 
levelled out and that the AFL clubs believe that the draft is doing the job it was set up to do; that is, to bring the 
weaker clubs up to a stronger position.  This legislation has been compromised by the situation that has been 
proposed for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  A gerrymander has been spoken about.  The Labor Party has its 
own gerrymander based on its requirement that 20 per cent of its parliamentary representation be women.  The 
reason we have seen some less than capable women in this house at different stages is this gerrymander that the 
Labor Party has in place.  Some people whom I call drones have contributed nothing in a fairly long period.   
I also found during my sporting career that people learnt to abide by the umpire’s decision.  The umpire, in the 
form of the High Court, made his decision some time ago, but members opposite do not seem to want to abide by 
the umpire’s decision.  Indeed, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), you know about the members of your 
country Labor alliance rebelling against the Labor Party, as was mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition.  It 
disappoints me greatly that those country members are not in the chamber at the moment to listen to the debate.  
I think that most of them would have a conscience and that conscience just may be pricked.   
Where are the numbers coming from?  Why just two more members?  Why not three, four or six members?  Is 
the net increase of two members just an arbitrary number plucked out of the air?   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  Take 10.   
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Yes, anything would be fantastic.  Is there any demand for more members to represent 
people living in city areas?  Most other speakers have mentioned that issue as well.  Again, I do not think too 
many people are knocking down the doors of electorate offices and saying, “I can’t get to see anybody and I 
can’t get representation.”  It is amazing that this situation has been allowed to develop.  It has been mentioned by 
everyone that country people deserve their current level of representation.  Even now, it is a long journey for 
some people to see their local member.  The minister mentioned what will be in tomorrow’s The West 
Australian.  I wonder what will be in a few country papers in the next few days.  I wonder how the Kalgoorlie 
Miner, your paper, Mr Acting Speaker, the Albany Advertiser and the North West Telegraph - just to name a 
few - will report tonight’s debate.  I hope they faithfully report that none of the country Labor members was in 
the chamber for the debate.   
How impartial will the electoral commissioners be in drawing up the new boundaries?  After all, they are 
appointed by the government.  Is that some sort of a gerrymander?  I suggest that it probably is.  People do not 
want change; they want to remain in the same electorate.  During the last election I visited a couple of polling 
booths that had become a part of a different electorate after the boundaries had been changed.  The people in that 
electorate did not want change.  That applies also to people in the country.   
The hypocrisy of the Labor government in this instance is amazing.  As I mentioned, it is not adhering to or 
abiding by the umpire’s decision.  It is taking from country people the representation that they deserve and want.  
The member for Greenough has covered a lot of issues.  I will not go through all the issues that some of the other 
country members have.  They work in country electorates and are well qualified to talk on this matter.  It has 
been mentioned many times that members opposite do not travel to the country at all.  That has certainly been 
my experience.  We on this side of the house will strongly fight and oppose this proposed legislation.  We will 
not give up until the fight is won.   
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [10.52 pm]:  As I rise to comment on the bill, I am not quite sure whether I do 
so as an elder statesman or as a has-been.  For those members on both sides of the house who feel glee at that 
thought, I note that I am two years younger than John Howard was when he became Prime Minister.  Before I 
leave this place, I intend to fill up a few more pages of Hansard.   

I want to make a few observations about the bill and this debate.  I will not repeat some of the points that have 
been made.  I do not support this legislation, but perhaps I have a slightly different perspective of it from some 
members, including members on this side of the house.  I am not overwhelmed by the argument that country 
members necessarily work harder.  It has been my observation since being in this chamber that there are some 
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extremely hardworking country members and some extremely hardworking city members, and that there are 
some less hardworking country members and some less hardworking city members.  It very much comes down 
to the individual and the way he or she tackles the job.  It is not a matter of fact that country members necessarily 
work harder; nor has that been the history of this place. 

This bill is about the electoral system and, as members of Parliament who contest seats and hope to be members 
of a government through a majority of seats, it is obvious that self-interest will prevail.  There is nothing wrong 
with that.  Self-interest will totally prevail in a debate such as this.  It is in the Liberal and National Parties’ 
interest that the status quo remain.  On the surface, that would seem to improve our electoral prospects.  It is in 
the Labor Party’s self-interest to change the electoral system and shift seven seats from the country to the city, 
insofar as this house is concerned.  They are points of self-interest, and debaters on either side of the house will 
find all sorts of reasons to justify and support that simple fact.  The reality is that there is merit on both sides of 
the argument.  There is no doubt about that.  In an ideal world, Parliament would be working across parties and 
houses to develop an electoral system that delivers good government and a good parliamentary system to the 
state; one that is easily understood and comprehended by voters.  What is slightly distasteful about a debate such 
as this is that one side of politics is imposing its particular view of the state’s electoral system on the Parliament, 
therefore not only improving its electoral opportunity, but also fundamentally changing Parliament itself.  There 
is something inherently unfair about that.  A debate about changing our electoral system and, therefore, the 
nature of Parliament, should be broader than simply a “winner takes all” approach, otherwise there will never be 
long-term consistency.  The way we elect people to Parliament is fundamental not only to winning elections but 
also to the way in which Parliament itself operates.  If everything else were equal, the concept of one vote, one 
value would be hard to criticise.  However, everything else is not equal.  That is a fundamental fact. 

There is nothing more important than the geographic size of this state and the distance between its regions, 
because that dominates any debate about economic policy and social policy, whether it be education, health or 
the provision of essential services.  We cannot escape the fact that this is a vast state the size of Europe and 
distance is an enormous factor; nor can we escape the somewhat ironic situation that compared with virtually any 
other political jurisdiction in the world ours has the most heavily concentrated population, with over 70 per cent 
of people living in one significant urban area.  That is the nature of our demography and geography, and it 
dominates everything that happens here.  I do not think that anyone would suggest that the current system is 
perfect.  On this side of the house, most of us would have the view that it is better than that which Labor 
proposes.  However, the current system clearly has some deficiencies and anomalies.  We are faced with a choice 
between one system that has some deficiencies and another system that I would argue has more deficiencies.   

The current system obviously has some anomalies.  To take my own seat of Cottesloe, it is a nice electorate of 
38 square kilometres with 27 876 voters.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), I note that your electorate of 
Albany is 23 square kilometres, so your electorate is five square kilometres bigger than mine, yet you have just 
14 500 voters.  Therefore, for the extra five kilometres you have half the number of voters.  That does not really 
ring true.  There is a difference between an urban electorate, whether it be metropolitan or regionally based, and 
a rural or remote electorate.  Some concession should apply for seats like Albany, Bunbury, Geraldton or 
Kalgoorlie, but I do not know whether it should be a 100 per cent concession.  I do not think that rings true, 
because in reality many seats in the metropolitan area have a comparable geographic size with a significant 
number of country seats.  Indeed, to take an example at the other extreme - I hope I will not embarrass my 
colleague sitting next to me - the seat of Serpentine-Jarrahdale comprises 1 359 square kilometres.  By my rough 
guess it is larger than at least eight country seats.  It is certainly more rural than those eight country seats.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is larger than those eight country seats amalgamated. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am not suggesting that. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is in size. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There are some anomalies.  At the same time, a seat like Mandurah in anyone’s mind is 
metropolitan, particularly as Mandurah is about to be connected to the metropolitan rail system.  By its nature it 
is an urban metropolitan seat.   
There are many anomalies in the current system, which to a certain extent makes it harder to defend.  Equally, I 
find all sorts of inconsistencies in Labor’s proposals.  There is the political consideration.  In the early stages of 
the lead-up to the election campaign the Premier talked about electoral reform not being on the agenda.  Not on 
the agenda?  Here we are now debating it as the first piece of legislation.  Of course it was on the agenda.  We 
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have heard members tonight refer to 100 years of a Labor ideal to bring about this electoral change.  It has 
always been on Labor’s agenda, and yet it was described as being off the agenda.   

There was then the extraordinary and abrupt decision to quarantine and protect the five seats that fall within the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  I do not particularly object to that, but it was an arbitrary decision and not thought 
through at all.   

We must then contemplate the proposed increase in the size of the Legislative Council.  I do not have a huge 
problem with that, but we also see the transfer of two seats from the south west to the Legislative Council.  If 
one looks at the upper house non-metropolitan regions, the Mining and Pastoral Region has 68 000 voters and 
the Agricultural Region has 95 000 voters, but the largest by far is the South West Region with 163 000 voters.  
However, it is from the largest region that Labor chooses to take away two seats.  Where is the logic in that if 
one supports one vote, one value?  There is a huge anomaly there.  Labor is taking seats away from the largest 
non-metropolitan region in population and at the same time trying to portray to the public that it supports one 
vote, one value.  Its decision on the Legislative Council is not only inconsistent but also entirely opposite to that 
which Labor members espouse for one vote, one value.  The point I make is that there are anomalies and 
inconsistencies in the current electoral system and in the system Labor proposes.  Two things are missing in this 
debate: a consideration of voters themselves and what the proposed changes may mean for the future 
effectiveness and operation of this Parliament.  Voters are confused; there is no doubt about it.  When we talk 
about one vote, one value, many voters think we are talking about the preferential voting system.  They wonder 
why someone’s second, third or fourth preference can outweigh or negate their first preference; they do not think 
that is fair.  Not every voter can see the effect this legislation will have; that is, to shift seats from the country to 
the city.  They are confused when they cast their vote in a preferential system and they are even more confused 
when they see the votes counted.  In the 2001 election, an upper house member was elected with only four per 
cent of the vote.  There is hardly any sense of democracy for one vote, one value in a system that can produce 
that sort of outcome.   

I make a point as an observation.  We are part of a federal system.  The founding fathers of Australia quite 
logically went down the path of a federal system with bicameral Parliaments, with a balance of powers and 
responsibilities to protect democracy and the rights and freedoms of people.  This state has two houses, which to 
be effective in my view should be different in nature.  There is not much point in having two houses of 
Parliament if they are simply a mirror reflection of each other; they must be different.  There should be major 
differences: a difference in their functions and a difference in the way in which their representatives are elected.  
We in this Parliament are evolving in that way, which is a good thing.  I believe that the role of the upper house 
is more about legislative review and committee work and the role of the lower house is about politics and the 
formation of a government.  That functional distinction is worth having, as both roles are fundamental to 
government and democracy. 

There is also a difference in the way in which the houses of Parliament are elected.  This house has a direct 
election of single-member electorates.  Multi-member electorates in the upper house allow smaller parties with 
differing points of view to have a say.  That is desirable.  There should be a difference in function, operation and 
method of election of the upper house.   

Coming back to this Parliament, I am not advocating an increase in the size of the Parliament.  That would be 
immensely unpopular in the community.  However, let us go back 100 years.  Last year this Parliament 
celebrated its centenary.  One hundred years ago this chamber had 50 members.  Today, a century later, it has 57 
members.  In that same period the population of Western Australia has gone from about 200 000 people to two 
million people.  I believe the Western Australian Parliament is too small and to be more effective it should 
probably have more members.  I know that view will not be popular.  However, excluding 13 or 14 cabinet 
ministers from this chamber, how can the committee system have an effective role?  This chamber is actually 
small.  The problem with a bicameral system in Western Australia - despite what the media thinks from time to 
time, I do support a bicameral system - is that we have two small houses of Parliament, which limits effective 
legislative and committee work.  At some stage someone might consider making our Parliaments a little bigger.  
We do not necessarily do this state a good service by restricting the number of members of Parliament, thereby 
restricting their representative role on legislation, policy and resolving issues for the community.  
To get back to the issue of this legislation though, although it does not consider first past the post voting, 
preferential voting, or how the Parliament functions, the major reason I oppose the legislation is the effect it will 
have on this chamber.    
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Western Australia is a resource-rich economy.  Its wealth, prosperity and prospects come essentially from natural 
resource-based industries such as mining, farming, fishing, forestry and the like.  That is important 
economically.  It is what makes Western Australia unique.  If the one vote, one value legislation, as Labor would 
have it, goes through, we will end up with a Parliament in which 41 members will be from the city and 16 will be 
from the country.  That can be compared with the current Parliament, in which 34 members come from the city 
and 23 come from the country.  Given that this chamber is the house of government, what sort of a Parliament 
would that be for the state of Western Australia?  We would not be able to provide proper representation for the 
people of Western Australia, and we would be failing in our aspirations for this state.  As a city member, I 
believe there are anomalies.  It is an anomaly that I have twice the number of constituents as the member for 
Albany.  That does not worry me personally, but it is an anomaly.  However, as a city member I would hate it if 
this chamber were dominated completely by city members of Parliament and therefore by city points of view.  I 
accept what the member for Churchlands said earlier.  That is not to say that city members are not interested in 
rural issues.  However, self-interest is a powerful force.  People will naturally focus on their electorates and the 
issues that impact on them directly.  Western Australia’s future, its prosperity and the success of its people 
depend on its having a Parliament that truly reflects the people of the state.  That will not be the case if this 
house has 41 city members and 16 country members.  We will be failing the people of Western Australia, 
because we will be vacating the playing field.   

Some people might argue that if we did have a strict one vote, one value system in this house, it would result in 
far greater regional representation in the upper house.  Perhaps there is a ploy there.  I am not being critical of 
the upper house.  However, let us look at the Senate.  The Senate was meant to represent the states.  However, it 
has completely failed in that task.  No-one today would think the Senate plays any role in representing the 
interests of the states.  It does not happen.  The upper house does and would in the future do a far better job than 
the Senate is doing.  However, I do not think this house would be fulfilling its responsibilities if it essentially 
vacated the field of representing regional Western Australia.  We would be failing not only the country people of 
this state but also the city people.  We would be failing the state as a whole.  I want as the member for Cottesloe 
to have representation from Esperance, from Kalgoorlie, from the wheatbelt, from the south west area, from the 
Kimberley and from the Pilbara.  I would actually like to have more representation from those areas.  That is 
what I think we should be arguing about in this house.   

I support a vote weighting system.  That is why I oppose this legislation.  We should have a vote weighting 
system that makes allowance for the fact that the member for Albany needs to travel to Perth and be away from 
his electorate.  I do not know what the quantum of that allowance should be.  There should be an allowance for 
the member for Wagin, who has an agricultural electorate.  There should be an allowance for the member for 
Kimberley, who has a vast electorate, and also for the member for Roe.  We should have a debate in this 
Parliament to endorse the principle of vote weighting, and we should then determine what the level of that vote 
weighting should appropriately be.  It is a great pity that debate has not happened and is not happening now.   

That is important, because this legislation is presented almost as though city seats are simple and country seats 
are complex.  I do not necessarily believe that is the case.  I recognise the vast distances and the travelling times 
that are required.  The member for Greenough said that he has seven local authorities in his electorate.  I admit 
that Cottesloe is a different situation, but I also have seven local authorities in my electorate.  That is quite 
bizarre, but I do.  Some members who represent inner city electorates need to deal with enormous and very 
complex social problems, such as drug abuse and crime.  There is often a greater degree of homogeneity in 
country electorates than in city electorates.  Therefore, it is not all about workload.  A number of members made 
the valid point - the member for Avon made the point first - that it is about fair representation.  However, to take 
it one step further, it is also about effective representation.  

I agree also with another point a number of members have raised: in a democracy it should be expected that 
people have fair and reasonable access to their member of Parliament.  I do not feel sorry for country members 
of Parliament who have to drive long distances.  No-one forces anyone to become a member of Parliament.  
However, it is valid to argue for vote weighting if it is physically difficult, if not impossible, for citizens who live 
in this state to reasonably make direct, face-to-face contact with their representative. 

I support vote weighting.  I have a view about what the percentage of vote weighting should be.  I am sure there 
are a range of views.  Some allowance should be made for urban regional centres and rural electorates, and an 
even greater allowance should be made for remote electorates.  That would ensure fair representation.  It would 
ensure also that this chamber and this Parliament properly represented all regions, peoples and interests in 
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Western Australia.  That would be a good Parliament.  Remember, this Parliament does not decide whether 
Australia goes to war.  That is not the level of issue with which we deal.  Essentially we deal with the delivery of 
services and the development of the state.  That is what we should try to do.  This is a regionally based 
Parliament. 

I do not support this legislation.  I am not swayed by some of the government’s arguments.  The current system 
has some deficiencies and the government’s proposal has some deficiencies also.  It is a pity that the opportunity 
has been missed to improve our electoral system. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a pity that we are not taking a broader view and examining not only how people get 
elected to this Parliament, but also how people cast their votes, what is their level of understanding of the voting 
process, how the votes are counted and how this Parliament will operate.  If the state government walks off the 
playing field, who will walk in?  I am not a paranoid state’s righter, but if this Parliament walks way from 
regional and remote Western Australia, the federal Parliament will move in.  That can be seen already in the 
Kimberley for instance.  Some new members who do not know the area and who will visit it over the years - I 
hope they do - will be told by some people that they would rather the Kimberley were part of the Northern 
Territory and come under the jurisdiction of the commonwealth.  Increasing numbers of people are saying that.  
Why?  It is not from disloyalty to Western Australia.  It is because successive Western Australian governments 
have neglected that area.  Other areas of the state feel similarly.  If we raise as a high principle the operation of 
the state’s electoral system strictly under the one vote, one value system, which is a democratic or electoral ideal 
of the Labor Party, we will take from this Parliament the voice, representation and focus on regional and rural 
Western Australia.  We will vacate the field and others will move in.  The reason I oppose this legislation is 
primarily for what it will do to this Parliament.  It will diminish the effectiveness of government in Western 
Australia. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [11.12 pm]:  I will make a contribution on the One Vote One Value Bill to 
represent the electorate of Merredin.  The electorates of only a couple of members of Parliament will be affected 
more than my electorate.  I am on the boundary of the Mining and Pastoral Region, as was pointed out by a 
previous member.  The Shire of Westonia is on the boundary.  One side of the boundary will be given 
recognition of the difficulties in representing a large electorate, but the town of Westonia on the other side will 
not receive the same level of recognition. 

I do not plan to speak tonight about how much harder it is to represent the electorate of Merredin than any other 
electorate in this Parliament.  I do not know what it is like to represent another electorate.  I do not think it would 
be any harder or any easier to represent the other electorates in this Parliament; they just present different 
challenges that must be faced.  I do not denigrate the efforts of the members for Albany, Mindarie or 
Rockingham.  I am sure they all work very hard to represent the interests of their constituents in this Parliament.  
I am not about to denigrate that.  I am making a contribution for Merredin tonight because it must be asked: why 
do members of the government wish to make it harder for me to represent the electorate of Merredin?  I do not 
understand why they wish to do that.   

I will turn to some of the contentious issues that have been before this Parliament.  I judge a contentious issue as 
our having to sit after midnight.  From my time in this place, I can recall legislation affecting social reform, drug 
reform and industrial relations reform.  The difference between those three reforms that the Labor Party got 
through this Parliament and the one vote, one value legislation before us today is that the other three issues all 
had aggrieved members of the community pushing the government to bring the issues before the Parliament and 
make changes to legislation to address their aggrieved state.  Members knew that, because the public gallery for 
those three issues was full with people from the community demanding that the government of the day - the 
Labor Party - make changes to legislation.  Where are the people in the gallery tonight?  Where is the huge 
demand from the community of Western Australia to make this change?  I do not see it.  I do not believe that any 
members opposite - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Haven’t you got it around the wrong way?  Those huge numbers, when you were back in 
government, were opposed. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not see large numbers of people visiting the member for Nollamara to talk to him about 
how vote weighting in the seat of Merredin so aggrieves them.  It is because it does not happen.  The vote 
weighting that occurs in Merredin does not stop expenditure in Nollamara.  I do not think the member for 
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Albany believes his constituents miss out because Merredin has vote weighting and has all the money.  That is 
not happening. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I do; I think it happens. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member does? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I think the electorates of Roleystone and Bassendean, which I have represented, both suffer 
because they have less of a say. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Compared with the seat of Merredin?  I thank the member.  I knew that the member for 
Bassendean, who used to represent Roleystone, would play his part in this debate.  I would like the opportunity 
to take him to Merredin and let him look at the health, education, law and order and housing facilities.  I have 
had this discussion with him before.  It is not to denigrate the right of his electorate to be serviced.  I am clearly 
making the point that I cannot see how my electorate having only 14 000 voters affects his ability to represent 
his electorate and deliver the outcomes he wants for his electorate.  I do not see how that happens.  The Labor 
Party has won two elections so it cannot say that vote weighting is stopping it from winning elections. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Twenty-seven thousand voters in the country get two members of Parliament with two times 
the voting power. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member is absolutely right; he is making a statement of fact.  However, the inequity he 
says exists is something that does not deliver any more inequity to the seat he represents in this Parliament. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I think it does; I disagree with you strongly. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It would be nice for the member for Bassendean to spend some time in my electorate.  All 
members on my side of the house would agree with that.  The vote weighting in Western Australia is not 
delivering inequities to the metropolitan seats that have large numbers of electors.  It is simply not happening.  
Before I was elected to this place, a select committee did some work on this.  It stated that if country people were 
still complaining even with vote weighting, it might as well be taken away from them because it is not delivering 
them anything.  From the point of view of a city-based member of Parliament and a city-based constituency, this 
legislation makes it harder for me to represent my electorate and for the constituents in my electorate to seek 
effective political representation.  Apart from the political nature of the debate between the member for 
Bassendean and me, I cannot see the desire from metropolitan-based electors to make it more difficult for 
country members to look after their seats.  That is a key principle of this legislation.  I have a great deal of 
respect for the member for Churchlands, but she and I do not agree on this issue.  She believes that having 
28 000 people in her electorate makes it harder for her to represent her electorate than it is for a member to 
represent an electorate that has fewer electors.  As I have already said, I do not stand here to denigrate the actions 
of any other member of this Parliament; I stand here to represent the seat of Merredin.  This legislation will 
disadvantage the electors in the seat of Merredin.  I cannot see how maintaining the status quo would 
disadvantage any of the metropolitan seats.  Not many of the Labor Party members who have commented on this 
issue in the media and in passing have spoken tonight about their constituents making such complaints.   

The boundary of the seat of Murchison-Eyre follows the boundary of the seat of Merredin.  However, under this 
legislation, two different voting systems would apply in those two seats.  If members agree with that principle, I 
should be criticising the member for Murchison-Eyre, because he will have fewer people in his electorate than I 
will have in the seat of Merredin.  Should I be paid more than the member for Murchison-Eyre is paid?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Yes, probably.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not think so, member for Cottesloe, because I have been to that area and know that it 
faces very real challenges.  It is a very large electorate, it has many Aboriginal issues, and it has very large 
development and infrastructure issues as a mining and pastoral area of this state.  I do not denigrate the member 
for Murchison-Eyre, who will have only 11 000 or so people in his electorate if these changes are made.  It will 
not be any easier or harder for him to represent those people.  As the member for Cottesloe pointed out, he ran 
for that seat and knew what he was getting into.  That is the situation.  The member for Murchison-Eyre has 
obviously put forward a case to the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs that he faces real issues in 
representing the seat of Murchison-Eyre and, therefore, that vote weighting is needed to recognise that those 
issues exist.  As the member for Wagin pointed out when he made his contribution to this debate, that is what the 
National Party has been arguing for many years; that is, there needs to be some recognition of the difficulty 
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faced by members who represent sparse, regional electorates.  As has been said, we welcome the fact that the 
Labor Party has at last discovered that point.  Mr Speaker, your seat will be a beneficiary of the government’s 
recognition that sparsely populated, large country seats have special needs that need to be acknowledged, as will 
the seat of the member for Murchison-Eyre and the seat of the member for Kimberley, whose seat has its own 
real issues.  The government has recognised that fact, but it has drawn a line along the boundary of the Mining 
and Pastoral Region and has said that that is the only region in which those issues exist and that they do not exist 
on the other side of that boundary.  That is obviously very disappointing to members of the Agricultural Region 
who believe that they can put forward a similar argument about their sparsely populated electorates.   

The seat of Merredin contains 22 local governments, more than 40 schools and more than 40 Rotary and Apex-
type service clubs.  There are real issues in that electorate.  That is the current situation and not the situation 
under one vote, one value.  Under some of the proposals that I have seen, the seat of Merredin could increase to 
representing more than 30 local governments and 50 schools.  I do not shirk from my responsibility to represent 
an electorate of that size.  I do not wish to stand in Parliament and complain about the difficulties of representing 
that electorate.  If those changes are made by this Parliament, that is the area for which I will stand at the next 
election and hope to represent.  As I have said, I do not know why members opposite wish to make it more 
difficult for me to represent my electorate when they have not been able to show me how they are aggrieved by 
the current process, which we are debating in the Parliament tonight.  I look forward to the contribution from the 
member for Bassendean.  I want him to explain how the seat of Bassendean is disadvantaged and aggrieved by 
the seat of Merredin having only 14 000 voters.   

I turn now to the bill before the house.  The bill provides for the state to be divided into 57 electoral districts, but 
removes the differing electoral quotients from metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas of the state.  It reduces 
the tolerance for the number of electors within a district from plus or minus 15 per cent to plus or minus 10 per 
cent.  It excludes the five Legislative Assembly districts in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and the electors in 
those districts, from calculating the average district enrolment.  In other words, that region is quarantined from 
one vote, one value.  The bill provides for the three metropolitan regions to have approximately the same number 
of districts, increases the number of members returned to the Legislative Council by two, and provides that each 
of the three metropolitan regions shall return seven members to the Legislative Council and that each of the three 
country regions shall return five members to the Legislative Council.  As my colleagues have placed on the 
record, the National Party will not support this legislation, which will make it more difficult to represent the 
areas that we presently represent.  It will make those seats bigger and far more sparse.  For the very same reasons 
that the Mining and Pastoral Region has been quarantined, the National Party members in the Agricultural 
Region and the South West Region will find it more difficult to represent their constituencies.   

The reasons put forward by the Gallop government for supporting the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 are 
principle and mandate.  Previous speakers very clearly outlined the many comments made by the Premier and 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs about the Labor Party’s long-standing commitment to the principle of one vote, 
one value, and how all Western Australians should vote equally for the Parliament.  In the course of this debate, 
we have shown the very real anomalies and hypocrisy in the principle of this piece of legislation, now that the 
decision to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region has been made.  The reason for the Premier making those 
changes and compromising on that principle is once again in the small yellow book found in the library by the 
member for Churchlands.  I thank the member.  As I pointed out, I think the Premier tried to have all the copies 
of this book destroyed, but the member for Churchlands very diligently searched out a copy.  I refer to a speech 
made to Parliament by the member for Victoria Park on 23 July 1986.  There is an interjection by Mr Jim Clarko, 
the then member for Karrinyup.  The background to this is that the member for Victoria Park was talking about 
some compromise to the principle of one vote, one value in the other place.  The speech reads - 

Mr Clarko:  How can you compromise on a principle?  It is a contradiction in terms.  

Dr GALLOP:  Of course it is possible to compromise on principles when principles come into conflict. 

We see very clearly here that, as soon as a principle comes into conflict - in this case, when it comes into conflict 
with attempting to win the last state election on 26 February - those principles go out the window, obviously 
with the backing of history.  The Premier had some ability to foreshadow future events by putting that on page 
13 of his little book Labor’s Case for Parliamentary Democracy, on which he laid out the fact that, even though 
there is a 100-year-old principle that cannot be broken and is one of the fundamental principles that he has lived 
by, when it comes the crunch, any principle can be compromised, and that is clearly what we are seeing in this 
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piece of legislation.  On the basis of principle, the Labor Party does not have too much to stand on when it comes 
to the One Vote One Value Bill.  

The other issue that the Premier has clearly portrayed throughout this debate is that his government has a 
mandate.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not want to go over ground that has been covered by other members, but it is very clear 
that the mandate of a second term can only come into effect when the full effects of that second term occur, and 
in this case that will not occur until the changes are made in the upper house. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We had a mandate at the last election, too.  It is a rolling mandate. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not think the Premier can claim a mandate from his second term when the composition 
of the upper house has changed dramatically.  If there were a true mandate, the Premier and the Labor Party 
would wait until the upper house was re-formed on 22 May before putting the one vote, one value legislation to 
that house.  Then it should see how it goes. 

I turn now to comments made by other members of the Labor Party.  Last week in Parliament I asked the 
Premier a question about comments made by the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry, Hon Kim Chance, when 
he referred to the Retail Trading Hours Amendment (Referendums) Bill, which provided for a referendum to 
allow the people of Western Australia to decide whether trading hours should be extended.  The comments made 
by Hon Kim Chance were - 

This Bill is about letting the people decide - nothing more and nothing less.  Regardless of our 
individual views on retail trading hours, one thing that all parliamentarians should have in common is a 
belief in the fundamental principles of democracy.  To those who might oppose this Bill, I say that it is 
one thing to oppose longer trading hours, but it is another thing entirely to oppose giving people the 
choice to have their say on the issue.  As parliamentarians it is our role to serve the public interest - not 
vested interests.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  When you look up “National Party” in the dictionary it says “vested interest”, because that is 
exactly what you are and always have been. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will ask the Premier the same question I asked the member for Bassendean.  Can he 
explain how his constituents in Victoria Park will be aggrieved by the fact that there are fewer electors in the seat 
of Merredin?  Can he tell me how his electors in Victoria Park are disadvantaged by that? 

Given this longstanding principle that the Premier claims to hold, I thought he would be able to give me many 
examples of how the 25 000 or 26 000 constituents in his electorate would be aggrieved, compared with the 
14 000 people in the seat of Merredin. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Why is a person in your electorate more important than a person who lives in my electorate? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am not saying the people are more important.  I am saying that I cannot see how vote 
weighting in the Agricultural Region is causing the Premier’s constituents in the seat of Victoria Park any grief.  
I cannot see how they are disadvantaged by it; I cannot see how they are receiving less access to government 
services or infrastructure than members in the wheatbelt.  I want members of the government and the Labor 
Party to explain how the seat of Merredin, which comprises 14 000 electors, disadvantages those in the Premier’s 
electorate.  If the Premier can explain that to me, I will be able to go back to the people of Merredin and explain 
to them what this One Vote One Value Bill is all about, because they come to me and say that it will 
disadvantage them.  They are very disappointed about the current process, because they look over the Darling 
scarp and see the services and infrastructure that exist in the metropolitan area, and to a degree they see what 
government services and infrastructure also exist in the regional coastal centres.  They say, “Gee, wouldn’t it be 
great if we could have an obstetrician in Merredin?  Wouldn’t it be great if we could have power outages that 
lasted for only 12 hours, rather than 66 hours, and we could get our $80 refund?”  School buses travel on country 
roads for 90 minutes.  I say to members of the government that 90 minutes one way is the limit for students to 
travel on school buses in the country.  Currently in my electorate, parents drive their children in their car for 20 
minutes to get to the bus, which then travels for 90 minutes to the children’s school.  They are the sorts of issues 
that we face in the country.  As I said, those people find it quite difficult to understand how vote weighting is 
giving them so much extra government assistance that it will be the number one priority of the newly elected 
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Gallop government to urgently bring this issue to the Parliament to make these changes.  I would welcome the 
comments of the Premier, the member for Bassendean and other government members in this debate so that I can 
take back to my electorate the reasons that the vote weighting that exists in the seat of Merredin is so aggrieving 
the people who reside in those members’ electorates.  It is clear from many of the comments made by the 
Premier, the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry in the upper house that 
the notion of principle is very easily disproved in this case. 

Like the member for Cottesloe, I have listened while other members have made their contributions to this debate.  
Clearly, I do not want to say that it is more difficult to represent a country electorate than a city electorate 
because I do not know what it is like to represent a city electorate.  I certainly do not denigrate the roles of city 
members and the efforts they make to represent their constituents.  However, I would like to know why 
government members will vote in this Parliament to make it more difficult for country members of Parliament to 
have their voices heard.  I very much look forward to each member telling me why.  As I said, if those members 
do not want to stand in the Parliament and make those comments, would they please come and see me after the 
debate?  This is fundamental to what we are all doing in this Parliament; that is, representing our constituencies.  
I certainly do my very best to represent the electorate of Merredin.  Every four years an election comes around, 
and the people of Merredin vote and make a decision on whom they would like their member to be for the next 
four years.  As I said, whatever the outcome of this debate, I believe it is very important that we make the 
position clear to country people who are aggrieved by this process.  I do not know of many city people who are 
aggrieved by this process, but I know of many country people who are very aggrieved by it.  They would 
welcome it if a reasoned argument could be put to them about why their representation needs to be changed.  
When all the issues from regional Western Australia which have been raised today in this debate, which have 
been raised for the past three and a half years that I have been in this Parliament and which I am sure will be 
raised in the next four years that I will be in this Parliament come forward, it will be very interesting if members 
of the government will explain to those people how - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Member for Merredin, it is not how hard you work, as the member for Avon said before; it is 
the extent to which your constituents can have reasonable access to you to represent them.  I think that is nub of 
the issue. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes.  I read the debate on the last one vote, one value bill that came forward in 2001, which 
was before I took my place in the Parliament.  The debate was very acrimonious.  It was not even a reasoned 
debate; it was more of a slanging match across the Parliament that did not allow any of the issues to be explored.  
I have welcomed the opportunity to listen to the contributions that members have made to this debate, and I have 
welcomed the opportunity to listen to members, such as the member for Churchlands, who have a completely 
different position on this bill from the one that I have.  As country members of Parliament, we need to 
understand and recognise those issues.  However, at the end of the day it still gets down to the fact that I would 
like to know how the vote weighting is benefiting my electorate to the degree that we need the legislation that is 
before us today, which will completely change that electorate and, to a degree, change the political landscape for 
country members of Parliament, as the member for Cottesloe pointed out.   
As I said, I will not support this legislation.  As a member whose electorate is on the boundary of the 
Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region, I find it very difficult to understand how the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs considers vote weighting is appropriate on one side of the shire boundary of Westonia and 
not on the other side.  I do not denigrate the need for vote weighting in the Mining and Pastoral Region, but I 
cannot see why a line has been drawn on that boundary.  I am sure that in 2007 when the Electoral 
Commissioner draws up boundaries, members will begin to see seats in the Agricultural Region that look very 
similar in size to those in the Mining and Pastoral Region and have similar issues.  Some of the real challenges to 
our political system will come to the fore probably only in 2007, when the boundaries are drawn up and 
confirmed.  
The electorate of Merredin is very concerned about the introduction of a one vote, one value system and that its 
voice in Parliament will be diminished by that system.  I challenge members who believe that vote weighing is 
causing them grief in the city electorates to walk in the shoes of an elector in the seat of Merredin for a week or 
two and see some of the many challenges he faces.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [11.41 pm]:  With my Liberal Party and National Party colleagues I will 
oppose this legislation.  I acknowledge the tremendous work done by not only the Liberal and National Party 
members but also the Labor Party members in the vast country and rural areas of Western Australia.  The 
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tyranny of distance means that many of our country members face an enormous task in servicing their 
electorates.   

This bill is called the One Vote One Value Bill, and is deemed by the government to be electoral reform.  In a 
moment I will discuss why this bill does not address the electoral reform that it should address.  I have always 
supported an electoral vote weighting system in both this state and the United Kingdom, where I come from.  In 
fact, a very good friend of the Premier, Mr Tony Blair, the Prime Minister of England, has had every opportunity 
to introduce one vote, one value because he controls the English Parliament, but he has not done so.  Why has he 
not done so?  It is a rhetorical question, so I will answer it.  It will not pay the UK Labour Party to have a one 
vote, one value system.  Tony Blair established a Scottish Parliament and a national assembly in Wales.  The 
system in Britain is an abomination of the parliamentary system because British members of Parliament can vote 
in the House of Lords on education issues in England.  However, English MPs cannot vote on educational issues 
in Scotland because it is an autonomous Parliament.  There is a massive vote weighting system in the UK that is 
to the advantage of the Labour Party.  The Premier’s very good friend Tony Blair will not introduce a one vote, 
one value system.  Obviously, the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs believe they can see the 
advantages of bringing in the system they call one vote, one value.  I do not think it is a fair system.  I can 
understand why some people agree with the principle of one vote, one value, which is deemed to be a fair 
system.  I can understand their views on that aspect.  I must question why, for instance, the seat of Mandurah, 
which has about 13 000 or 14 000 voters and is about 50 minutes from the city of Perth, should be deemed to be 
the same as my seat or Joondalup or Kingsley or Wanneroo with 29 000 or more voters.  The seat of Wanneroo 
extends to Yanchep-Two Rocks, and it takes about an hour and a quarter at least to travel from the city to 
Yanchep-Two Rocks.  It takes 45 or 50 minutes to travel to Mandurah.  If the train ever gets going, that journey 
will take less time, unless it stops at too many stations.  How can members opposite honestly call Mandurah a 
country seat?  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Are you arguing for our side? 

MR R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  How can Mandurah be called a country seat?  It may have been the case 50 years 
ago when it took half a day to travel there by horse and cart.  It takes 45 or 50 minutes to get there today, yet the 
member for Mandurah gets the same electoral allowance that I receive for a metropolitan seat. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It’s not right, is it? 

MR R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not.  If I make a delivery to households in my electorate, I must make 16 500 
deliveries.  The member for Mandurah probably has 6 000 or 7 000 households to deliver to. 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  It’s about 10 000. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  With about 13 000 electors, the member must have a lot of single people living in his area 
or a lot of people are not on the electoral roll.  I can see the arguments regarding this legislation.  Sometimes I 
feel the system is not fair.  The seat of Mandurah will be left in the South West Region, and Yanchep-Two 
Rocks will be left in the North Metropolitan Region.  The government has not thought about bringing Mandurah 
into the South Metropolitan Region.  If talking about electoral reform, fairness and logic - that does not come 
into this legislation - the government should look at bringing Mandurah and seats to the north of Mandurah into 
the South Metropolitan Region or the Peel region rather than the South West Region.  One can argue about the 
fairness in that proposal.  There is no fairness in this legislation.  I agree with the weighting system because true 
country members, not members like the member for Mandurah - 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  What about the member for Bunbury?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is further south, so it is a lot more difficult for him than it is for the member for 
Mandurah.  It will take him another hour to get here. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  An hour and a quarter. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON:  He has a much longer distance to travel.  Where is the line to be drawn?  One can argue 
whether Mandurah and seats to the north of Mandurah should be in the South Metropolitan Region.  This is not 
proper reform. 
Let us look at the title of the bill - the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  The bill does not really do what it states.  
If it were being honest about one vote, one value, the government would look at the corrupt system of 
preferential voting.  One vote in this state means a person could cast nine or 10 votes.  With 10 candidates, 
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people have 10 votes.  One must argue whether it is democratic, honest and fair.  Is it fair to the person casting 
the votes?  Very often a lot of electors find six candidates on a ballot paper.  I would not vote for some people on 
the ballot paper in a fit, but I am compelled to vote for that person; otherwise, my ballot paper is declared 
invalid.  Where is the democracy in that process?  A ballot paper is declared invalid unless a vote is cast for 
everybody on the ballot paper.  Even if a candidate is hated, and has the worst policies going, a vote must be cast 
for that person.  What is fair and democratic about that?  
Government members should ask themselves a question: why is the Labor Party so afraid of first-past-the-post 
voting?  Why so afraid of allowing a system whereby - 

Mr P.B. Watson:  We’re not. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member should bring it in.  If, my friend the member for Albany, this bill is to 
reform our electoral system, why is the Labor Party doing only half a job?  It is doing only half a job because it 
suits its purpose.  The Labor Party thinks that this will give it a better chance to win the next election.  That is 
why it is doing it.  All those in favour, put up their hands.  Members opposite should be honest.  They know that 
that is why they are doing it.  Do they really want to do the best for Western Australia and be fair to the public of 
Western Australia with the right to vote?  I do not believe that people should be forced to vote.  I think that 
voting should be optional.  It should not be compulsory, because people might not like any of the candidates in 
their electorate.  The system we have now means that people must go to a polling station.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  But they don’t have to fill it in.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know they do not, but people are forced to go to a polling station.  
Dr G.I. Gallop:  That is a good idea.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  To force someone to go to a polling station?   
Dr G.I. Gallop:  Absolutely; it is democracy.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is not democracy; that is dictatorship, my friend.  It is not democracy when we start 
dictating that someone must go to a polling station.  The Premier should think about it.   
Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Premier should have a word with Tony.  He will tell the Premier.  He does not have 
compulsory voting.   
Dr G.I. Gallop:  We do and we are very proud of it.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Tony Blair will not bring in one vote, one value because it does not suit his purpose 
politically.  The Labor Party is bringing it in because it suits its purpose politically.  The Premier knows it and I 
know it.  I think most people know it.   
Dr G.I. Gallop:  It does not.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course it does.  Let us be honest about it, the Labor Party would not have brought in 
this legislation if it did not think it would help it win the next election.  
Dr G.I. Gallop:  The Labor Party and the Liberal Party are not favoured one way or the other by one vote, one 
value.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Rubbish! 
Dr G.I. Gallop:  Of course they’re not.  Go and look at all the state elections.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Rubbish!  The Labor Party would not be bringing it in otherwise.  I return to the 
preferential voting system, which I believe encourages corruption.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Is that your party policy?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am giving the speech; it is what I believe in.  I am a freethinker.  I am supporting the 
Liberal Party in its opposition to this bill, but I want to make some points.  The present system leaves itself wide 
open to corruption, and the Premier will not do anything about it.  How does it leave itself open to corruption?  I 
will tell members.  Let us consider the seat of Riverton.  What happened in that seat?  Some poor person who 
went into the member for Riverton’s office thought she signed a form that meant she could help on his 
campaign.  What did it turn out to be?  It was a nomination form to stand as an Independent.  Why would she 
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want to stand as an Independent?  She did not even dream that she would stand as an Independent.  Who paid her 
$250 nomination fee?  Was it Father Christmas?  It was a bit late for him to come around; he had already been 
around on 25 December.  Who paid for the printing and the advertisement in the paper for that Independent 
candidate, who did not even know she was a candidate?  Who paid for the printing of the how-to-vote cards?  
Who supplied the people on the polling booths to hand out those how-to-vote cards?  Is that an honest system, 
Premier?  Is that an honest system, minister?  They have gone very quiet all of a sudden.  They do not like this 
because the truth is coming home to roost.  No, it is not an honest system when a person is conned into signing a 
form to be a candidate in an election for the Western Australian Parliament.  That is not being honest.  Not much 
has been said about that since the election, which I think is a great shame.  I hope that the appropriate authorities 
will look into that matter, because that is the problem with the preferential voting system we have today.   

An Independent candidate stood against me at the 2001 election.  Where did that candidate’s preferences go?  
They went to the Labor Party candidate.  I think the Independent candidate was a relative of the Labor Party 
candidate.  Is it an honest system when somebody is encouraged to stand for an election?  I know it happens.  
Perhaps we can accept it happening when it is done honestly and openly.  Occasionally Liberal members are 
keen to encourage an Independent to stand in the hope that he or she will get the Independent’s preferences.  
That is fair game.  However, what is not fair game is when somebody is conned into signing a nomination form 
to be a candidate in the elections for the Western Australian Parliament without knowing about it.  What is not 
honest is when somebody else pays that person’s $250 nomination fee.  The candidate to whom I referred did not 
pay that fee.  I wonder to whom the receipt was made out.  Members on the other side of the house are very 
quiet.  They normally interject on me, but it is a bit difficult to interject when we are talking about corrupt 
activities.  They know the truth of the matter.  Members opposite know what went on in the member for 
Riverton’s office.  A member of the public was conned.  She thought she would be helping the member for 
Riverton in his election campaign.  She did not dream for a minute that she would end up being a candidate and 
that somebody else would pay her $250 nomination fee or organise and pay for an advertisement in the paper.  
She was quite shocked when she saw the advertisement promoting her as a candidate.  She did not dream that 
somebody else would pay for the printing of how-to-vote cards or organise people to be at certain polling booths.  
That is the preferential system of voting.  Is the Premier proud of that system when abuses like that take place?  I 
know that the Premier is not asleep; he is just closing his eyes in the same way that he has closed his ears.  His 
chest is still moving up and down, so I know he has not died.   

Where is the member for Riverton?  He has come into the chamber.  Normally the member for Riverton loves 
interjecting on me.  Normally his mate the member for Perth sits next to him.  For the benefit of the new 
members who are my good friends and colleagues, I used to suffer greatly because the members for Riverton and 
Perth would always interject on me.  One day I referred to them as dumb and dumber.  The member for Riverton 
asked, “Which one am I?”  He will not take his seat and interject on me now because he knows that what I am 
saying is very serious.   

That is the system we have at the moment.  Are the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs happy for that 
system to remain so that it can be abused the way it was abused in that seat?  Goodness me.  Neither the Premier 
nor the minister is prepared to answer a genuine question.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is obvious that we defend the preferential system; of course we do, along with most members 
of this Parliament.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the only interjection we get from the Premier.  He will not answer any questions 
about the con job.  One could possibly call it fraud when a member of the public is signed up to be a candidate 
for elections for this state Parliament without knowing about it.  The Premier will not say a word about that, but 
he will defend the preferential voting system.  The preferential voting system is open to abuse.  It is 
undemocratic and unfair to compel people to cast a vote for candidates whom they would not wish to vote for in 
a million years.  That is not fair and not democratic.  If the Premier is really serious about electoral reform, he 
should seriously consider whether that should be part of this legislation. 

I will not take all my time.  In conclusion, I just want to reiterate one or two points.  I agree with the weighting 
system.  There should be a weighting system for remote and regional areas, and that does not include Mandurah.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  You are very hard. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I believe the member is getting money under false pretences, because he is getting money 
that should go to a much larger seat that needs extra money to service a city electorate.  The Speaker has a very 
large electorate.  I am not sure of the number of voters in his electorate, but I would suggest it is probably in the 
region of 14 000.  Once again, it is a large electorate to service.  I can understand the need for weighting.  
However, I cannot compare the Speaker’s seat with that of the member for Mandurah.  How could I possibly 
compare his seat with that of the Speaker?  They are vastly different.  However, the member for Mandurah’s seat 
is known as a country seat.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I am very proud of it.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He may be very proud but his seat is not in the country any more.  It is only 50 minutes 
away from Perth.  It takes longer to get to the northern boundary of the seat of Wanneroo than it does to get to 
the southern boundary of the seat of Mandurah, yet the member for Wanneroo has about 31 000 electors and the 
number is growing.  We city members are not complaining.  I am very happy to service 29 000 electors in my 
seat.  I can do it standing on my head; it is not a problem.  I wonder what members like the member for 
Mandurah do with half their time.  If the member for Mandurah has fewer than half the number of electors that I 
have, what does he do with the rest of his time?  He probably enjoys himself on the canals, and going fishing and 
crabbing.  While I am servicing my electorate, he will be out enjoying himself.  Is it fair?   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  Give me some of your electors and I will service them as well.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Mandurah would not be tolerated in my electorate.  My electors like 
quality representation.   

I said “in conclusion” about two minutes ago, and I will conclude now.  I will oppose this legislation.  I believe 
that it is not the best form of electoral reform that we should be looking at in this house.  I hope that the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs might look at non-compulsory voting one day when he thinks it may be to his or the Labor 
Party’s advantage.  If we are talking about democracy, let us have true democracy in this state and not force 
people to walk to polling stations when it is the last thing in the world they want to do because they cannot stand 
any of us.  Give them the right to not have to go to the polling station without being fined.  Examine the honesty 
and integrity of the preferential voting system, which I believe is not honest.  There is no integrity within the 
system.  It usually works to the advantage of the Labor Party and that is why Labor members go for the 
preferential voting system.  I do not agree.  I would like to see true reform, not simply something that is 
beneficial to the Labor Party and their hopes of winning the next election.   

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [12.03 am]:  I have been listening with interest to the objections to this 
legislation that have been raised mainly by country members this evening.  We have heard from only two or 
three metropolitan members.  I congratulate the member for Cottesloe for what I believe was a very considered 
summary of the situation.  I have tried to look objectively at the whole question of one vote, one value.   

I speak in this debate as the member for South Perth, which is an electorate that will not be affected to any great 
extent by this new legislation, should it be enacted.  My electorate of South Perth comprises just over 28 000 
voters, which will be reduced to just over 22 500 voters under the one vote, one value legislation.  I, like other 
city members, am not in this place to say that my task is any easier, any harder or any more difficult than that of 
members in country seats.  I am the member for one of the seats referred to last week by a government member 
as having a member who could walk around the electorate by lunchtime.  I have not tried to do that yet, but that 
is one of the advantages of being the member for a seat that does not cover a large area.  I can get around and 
service my electorate very well and the people in my electorate can have regular contact with me.  However, I, 
like most Australians, believe in the principle of giving people equal representation.  That is why most 
Australians accept boundary changes and even the abolition of seats at times under the Electoral Commission’s 
mandate to review and redistribute boundaries.  The only compensation for a member who loses his or her seat 
under such a distribution - some have occurred in recent years - is that it is the only fair system of equality of 
voting.  It is the same equality of voting that underpins the whole democratic system and what it stands for.  I 
therefore support the principle of one vote, one value; however, I have a problem with one vote, one value in a 
state such as Western Australia.  It has been pointed out a number of times this evening that, given the massive 
size of the state of Western Australia, it is probably unique in the whole world.  It is therefore impossible to 
bring in one vote, one value in real terms, as it should be.  As the member for Cottesloe said, there are 
inequalities in the current system.  Some country members talked last week about the problems they have with 
their seats running into coastal towns where there is confusion about where boundaries end and which parts of 
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those coastal towns are in their seats and not in the seats of the towns themselves.  I do not know whether this 
legislation answers all those problems. 

The government says that it has a mandate to introduce this legislation; I am not sure about that either.  This 
legislation was hardly discussed in my electorate; it was not an issue.  I, like the member for Wagin who spoke 
earlier this evening, met a lot of city people who did not understand what the legislation was all about.  Some 
thought it would do away with preferential voting and that they could vote for only one candidate.  There was a 
lot of confusion, and probably a little disinterest, among city people about what would happen with this 
legislation.  However, when it was explained to them, many had a genuine feeling for country people and 
believed that one vote, one value legislation should not disadvantage those who live in country areas, as they are 
already disadvantaged to a great degree by being far away from the metropolitan area and suffering the tyranny 
of distance with services and facilities that in many cases are not up to the standard of metropolitan centres.  
Fair-minded people, therefore, do have a lot of compassion for country people.  That is probably why the last 
poll that was taken on this issue, which was a while ago, in 2001, revealed that only 33 per cent of the 
respondents supported one vote, one value.  In the same survey, 57 per cent of respondents supported the current 
electoral system, and seven per cent were undecided.  The people in the bush, as we call it, do need to be given 
special consideration.  They must be compensated for living in these remote areas.  They should not be penalised 
by a system that in many cases will make it almost impossible for them to speak to or see their local member on 
a regular basis.  One vote, one value will rob them of proper representation.  The member for Wagin said earlier 
that he had to drive for more than 800 kilometres on polling day at the last election and he did not get to his last 
polling booth until about two minutes to six.  The member for Wagin knew that situation when he stood for that 
seat, so I am sure he is not complaining about that.  We would probably need to work just as hard to get around 
our polling booths a number of times, and we would also need to start very early in the morning and finish late at 
night.  Therefore, it is difficult to compare these things.  However, when we consider the vast distances that 
some country members need to travel, it does add weight to their argument that we should vote against this 
legislation.   

The government’s claim that it has a mandate for this legislation is hollow, for a number of reasons.  The only 
electorates in which this policy was canvassed during the election campaign were in the country, so the 
government certainly did not get a mandate from the people in the metropolitan area.  In 1997 Dr Gallop said 
that one vote, one value is the only way in which we can have a legitimate basis for determining the electoral 
boundaries in Western Australia.  I happen to agree with that.  However, I have a problem with this legislation.  I 
do not think we can make any exceptions.  If the Premier really believes in one vote, one value, he cannot make 
an exception for one part of the state and not for another.  That has happened with the decision to exempt the 
Mining and Pastoral area from the one vote, one value legislation.  I was not in the Parliament in 2001, but I note 
with interest that today the member for Alfred Cove suggested that the 2001 bill was fairer than the bill that has 
been presented to us now, because it did not make an exception for the seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
The member for Alfred Cove also noted that her seat has only half the representation of some country seats.  The 
situation in my seat would be the same, as would the situation in seats held by other metropolitan members.  The 
point I am making is that this legislation is not the answer that we were looking for, because it makes an 
exception for one country region but not for others.  A lot of work needs to be done before the government can 
come up with a system that is fair to every Western Australian voter.   

The member for Greenough, who spoke so well tonight, made a good point when he called for a referendum on 
this issue.  This is the biggest electoral issue that has faced this state for a long time.  What we are talking about 
here is fair representation for every Western Australian.  It is a huge issue.  Therefore, a referendum would not 
be out of order.  The Australian Labor Party has been telling us that for the past 100 years it has been attempting 
to get equal representation for the people of Western Australia.  However, during the recent election campaign, 
the Premier announced a significant change in the attitude of the Australian Labor Party when he said that the 
Mining and Pastoral Region would be excluded from the new legislation.  That was a huge turnaround.  That 
happened at a time when opposition to the one vote, one value legislation was being canvassed strongly by the 
Liberal Party in Kalgoorlie and was starting to gain momentum in the media.  The decision to exclude the 
Mining and Pastoral Region from the legislation smacked of vote chasing.  Also, it shed doubts over the 
government’s honesty and motive for introducing this bill.  Either it wants one vote, one value to operate for the 
whole state or it does not want it at all.  How can this government expect to take the people of Western Australia 
down the path of equal representation and then say, “We will make an exception for one region in the country 
but not another?  We hold four of the five seats in that region."  I do not think the people will buy that.  This is 
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not about a true one vote, one value system; the government sees this an as an opportunity to introduce a system 
that will be politically advantageous to it. 

In summary, I repeat that I think all members support equal representation.  The problem is that this legislation 
will not provide it.  The government knows it does not have a mandate to introduce this legislation, even though 
it keeps telling us it does.  If it had a mandate, why would it try to rush through this legislation now in an attempt 
to get it passed in the Legislative Council before the new Council members are sworn in?  We have heard that 
the South West Region is the biggest of the country regions and that under the government’s proposal it will lose 
two electorates.  By preserving the Mining and Pastoral Region in its present state and forcing the one vote, one 
value system on the Agricultural and South West Regions, the government has treated those two regions with 
scant regard.  That does not seem like the kind of fair system that the people of Western Australia want to see.  
Therefore, I cannot support the legislation in its current form. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [12.17 am]:  As the newly elected member for the expanding 
metropolitan seat of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, I offer sympathy for my fellow members who represent the state’s 
largest electorates.  Serpentine-Jarrahdale is the second largest metropolitan electorate, covering more than 1 359 
square kilometres.  By comparison, Roe covers 88 000 square kilometres, Central Kimberley-Pilbara covers 
more than 600 000 square kilometres, Kimberley covers almost 240 000 square kilometres and Murchison-Eyre 
covers 1.2 million square kilometres. 

My point is that as a candidate in the recent election I spent much of my time doorknocking in my electorate.  By 
metropolitan standards, the electorate of Serpentine-Jarrahdale is relatively large.  However, its size prevented 
me from physically visiting every constituent.  I wore out many pairs of shoes trying, but it is just not possible to 
speak to everyone in the electorate the size of Serpentine-Jarrahdale in such a short time. 

Although Serpentine-Jarrahdale is a large metropolitan electorate, it is far from being the largest in the state.  
Although the larger electorates are home to fewer voters than Serpentine-Jarrahdale, it is no doubt much more 
time consuming for members of the larger electorates to make themselves available to constituents and it is much 
more expensive for the taxpayer to pay for the members to attend electoral activities. 

Our electoral system is a representative democracy.  Although the word “democracy” implies that everyone 
should be heard, the word “representative” implies that each vote will be influential only as part of a majority.  
Indeed, the High Court judgment in the case of McGinty and Ors v State of Western Australia in 1996 made it 
clear that there is no constitutional guarantee of one vote, one value.  Chief Justice Brennan found that the 
commonwealth Constitution did not contain any implication affecting disparities of voting power among the 
holders of the franchise for the election of the members of a state Parliament. 

Let us call a spade a spade.  Let us not beat around the bush - pardon the pun - on this matter.  Let us get to the 
core issue.  The government is desperately trying to rush this legislation through the house in an attempt to 
exploit the temporary advantage that it has in the upper house.  It thinks it can exploit the outgoing members in 
the upper house and weasel through this legislation.  The main reason, indeed the only reason, the government 
wants to weasel through the legislation in such a hurry is that it wants to improve its chances at the ballot box.  
That is the guts of it.  This debate is about securing the Labor Party’s chance of being re-elected in the future.  
Contrary to the spin that the government is trying to put on this, this legislation is not about fairer representation 
but about the chances of the Labor Party in future elections; nothing more, nothing less.  It wants the chance to 
rule and to make it more difficult for the National Party to win country seats.  That is the truth, and this is a 
desperate second attempt at passing bad legislation.   
I say that this is bad legislation because of my experience in representing a disparate electorate.  As a former 
councillor of the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, I understand the difficulties involved in traversing large 
distances to visit constituents to learn about their issues.  I understand that it takes time and a lot of taxpayer 
money to travel any distance, let alone the 1 359 square kilometres of my electorate or indeed the 1.2 million 
square kilometres of the Murchison-Eyre electorate.  In an interesting speech given to this house on 23 August 
2001 in response to the government’s first attempt to pass this legislation, the then member for Pilbara, Mr Larry 
Graham, said -  

It takes a lot of work to be a member in a big electorate.  Every year on average I drive some 80 000 
kilometres, I travel some 250 000 kilometres by aeroplane and I spend some $15 000 to $20 000 to 
charter vehicles and aircraft to get around my electorate.  
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This legislation will have a big impact on the large electorates, whose members of Parliament will be less 
accessible to the people who live in those electorates.  Does the government truly believe that by increasing the 
size of electorates that are already huge the people of those electorates will be better served by their members? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  What about your electorate?  It has an area of 1 359 square kilometres.  Are you aware that 
eight country electorates could fit into less than about 40 per cent of your electorate?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Correct. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  Each one of those electorates has about half the number of electors of your electorate.  
Aren’t you selling out your electors?  Aren’t you saying to them that they don’t matter as much as those so-
called country electorates?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I take the member’s point on my electorate.  The issue is that this legislation will make 
electorates in country areas bigger.  The electorate of Murchison-Eyre, which currently covers 1.2 million square 
kilometres, will be made bigger. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  What about Kalgoorlie, Bunbury, Geraldton, Leschenault, Mandurah and Dawesville?  All 
those electorates are less than 100 square kilometres in area.  Add them together and they fit into your electorate.   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Correct.  The member for Bassendean has tonight heard many speeches on this reform.  
Many issues have been raised tonight.  Can the member understand that at the end of the day we are trying to get 
even representation?  That is what I am trying to explain.  I take on board what the member has said about my 
electorate, but it must go across the whole state.  We will not be able to make the electorates equal across the 
state.   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  What about the number of local governments that you have in your electorate?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Seven. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  You have seven local governments in your electorate.  Most of those other electorates have 
only one.  Do you think it is fair?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I thank the member for Bassendean. 
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  There is a responsibility upon the Chair to take some action when a member continually 
interjects on a member who is seeking to continue his speech, having taken some interjections.  I encourage you 
to take some action, Madam Deputy Speaker.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The member cannot have heard me call for order in the 
house and recognise that the member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale had the call.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I will read some further comments of the member 
for Pilbara from 2001.  He said - 

I became a member of Parliament to advance the case of some of the worst-off people in this State.  If 
this legislation were about taking vote weighting off people of entrenched privilege, which the Labor 
Party’s rhetoric suggests, I could be talked into supporting it.  If it were about taking lorded gentry off 
their lands and passing it on to common folk, as the ALP policies and platform profess, I could also 
possibly be talked into supporting it.  However, the effect of this legislation is to disenfranchise outback 
Aboriginal people.   
Those city members who have spoken about the need to improve services and the need for improved 
education and health do not understand that rural people do not have the choice of four emergency 
outlets for their health problems.  
. . .  
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They might not operate well, but that is better than no system at all.  Some towns in my electorate have 
not had a doctor for 100 years and others have a medical clinic that was built in the 1950s.  That is the 
level of standard of service to which I refer.  Unless city members travel in those electorates and 
experience the problems faced by rural people, it does not have the same impact as it does on country 
members who must deal with it every day.   

I sympathise with the comments made by the then member for Pilbara.  Serpentine-Jarrahdale may not be 
remote, but it is certainly proof of the old saying “out of sight, out of mind”.  If the government is successful, I 
have no doubt that access to support and services provided by members of Parliament will become a great deal 
more difficult for the people in the outer metropolitan southern end of my electorate than for those living in the 
inner metropolitan suburbs to the north.  The government would like voters to believe that its one vote, one value 
legislation will give everybody equal representation.  This hasty push to weasel through bad party political 
legislation is, at best, naive and, at worst, misleading. 

Beside the fact that the legislation in its current form protects disproportionate representation in several areas in 
the state, there is also a great deal to be said about the assumptions behind the government’s definition of the 
word “value”.  “Value” is an emotive word that cannot be defined based on sheer numbers.  This legislation 
idealistically assumes that everybody has the same level of access to government services such as health, 
education, policing and representation, but this is clearly not the case.  Increasing the size of regional electorates 
and making it more difficult for residents of those electorates to access their members of Parliament will not 
better service anyone.  It will not improve health outcomes for indigenous people in remote Western Australia.  
It will not improve education in Serpentine-Jarrahdale.  In fact, the consequences of this legislation will serve 
only to ensure better outcomes for the Australian Labor Party at the ballot box.  The irony is that the Australian 
Labor Party will be the only group of people benefiting from legislation that falls short of true democracy.  I 
quote again from the speech of the member for Pilbara in 2001 - 

I have a copy of the rules of the Australian Labor Party.  I will quote from the section entitled “Basis of 
Representation”.   
Rule 6.3.1.2 of the Australian Labor Party constitution and rules provides -  

80 Political delegates to the State Executive, made up of: 
•         One delegate from the FPLP (WA) 

There is no one vote, one value for that delegate.  Regardless of the number of members of federal Parliament 
that are returned, they are entitled to one vote.  The rule continues -  

•  One delegate from the SPLP 
Regardless of the number of members of the state Parliamentary Labor Party, it is entitled to one delegate.  It 
continues -  

•  Up to six (6) delegates from the direct Sub-branches 
•  The remaining delegates elected by Electorate Councils 

That makes up the 80 political delegates to the state executive, to which 120 union delegates from affiliated 
unions are added to make up the state executive of the Australian Labor Party.  It is a permanent, in-built, 
unbalanced and vote-weighted system.  It is permanent by rule and constitution of the Australian Labor Party.  
The fundamental principle of one vote, one value does not apply to the Australian Labor Party in any way, shape 
or form.   
It is ironic that the party that has been feeding the people of Western Australia line after line about the need for 
some idealistic proximity to true democracy has at its core an undemocratic and disproportionate electoral 
system of its own.  Let it forever be recorded that it was the will of this Labor government - the Gallop Labor 
government - to tie up Parliament for weeks and waste endless government resources, steal the limited access to 
members of Parliament that regional people had and weasel through this gerrymander legislation that will benefit 
nobody in the real world and weaken thousands.  This legislation and the misleading propaganda that has 
surrounded it is nothing more than a wafer-thin attempt to help the Australian Labor Party get re-elected.  If 
nothing else, the government’s over-simplistic and poorly titled one vote, one value legislation will ensure that 
while the numbers might look good to idealistic bean counters in the airconditioned city offices, in the real world 
of my electorate of Serpentine-Jarrahdale and beyond, in the reality of our sparsely populated state where 
distance is as much a disadvantage as the time it takes to travel that distance, one vote, one value will only lead 
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to less effective representation for those Western Australians already burdened by the tyranny of distance.  
Surely, when considering the effectiveness of the representation of our constituents, when considering changes 
to the fundamental way the people of Western Australia are represented, consideration needs to be given to not 
only the number of voters per member of Parliament but also the ability of each member to effectively represent 
his or her constituents. 
For this reason alone, I will not support the current legislation before the house.  I cannot support any change to 
our electoral system that will increase the burden of time or distance that must be travelled for any Western 
Australian to access his or her member of Parliament.  The people of our state each deserve a voice, but they 
should also be guaranteed access to the people who reflect their voices in Parliament. 
In conclusion, as elected representatives of the good people of Western Australia, we in this house need to very 
carefully consider the impact of any and all legislation that we vote to enact.  The current attempt by the 
government to rush this piece of failed legislation through both houses of this new Parliament is unethical.  Its 
attempts are also very unwise.  This piece of legislation will lead to less real representation for the already 
disadvantaged people of regional and rural Western Australia. 
MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [12.32 am]:  We are dealing with the One Vote One Value Bill 2005, the 
long title of which states - 

An Act to - 
•  amend the Electoral Act 1907 and the  Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899; 
•  repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947; and 
•  make consequential amendments to other Acts. 

In simple terms, the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 will be repealed and its functions placed within the Electoral 
Act 1907, and the Electoral Act can be amended by simple majority.  I will come back to those comments in due 
course. 

On 23 August 2001, I stood in this place and set out my opposition to the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001.  I do 
so again today - actually, this morning - and oppose this legislation with as much passion as I did then and 
perhaps with much more disappointment.  I say “disappointment”, because I believe that this legislation is being 
put through in the most deceitful way.  Once again, the government is pursuing this matter in a very dishonest 
way.  The electorate at large thought this matter was put to bed once and for all.  I say that because it has been 
dealt with by the High Court on two separate occasions.  It was also dealt with by the Supreme Court on 19 April 
2002 and a decision given on 11 October 2002.  By and large, people in the community believed that this matter 
had been dealt with and was off the agenda.  However, it is not off the agenda because the government has 
decided to put it back on the agenda.  I refer to an interview on ABC radio that Liam Bartlett held with the 
Premier on Friday, 25 February 2005.  Although I do not have a full transcript, the transcript I do have covers a 
caller by the name of Denise and reads - 

Denise  Good morning Liam  

  Good morning Dr Gallop  

Dr Gallop G’day, Denise   

Denise  Look I’ve got an issue that’s very relevant to me ummm I hear that there’s rumours 
abounding in Parliament House that if you win on Saturday you will commence 
sittings of both houses of Parliament on the 15th of March in order to put thru your 
one-vote-one-value legislation again before the structure of the legislative council 
changes in May  

Dr Gallop Denise we haven’t even considered anything bar what’s going to happen on 26th of 
February that’s my focus that’s my attention.  I’ve had no discussions . . . that is a 
rumour and that’s not correct  

Yet here we are now dealing with this matter.  The transcript continues - 

Denise  . . . the staff aren’t busy organising for these sittings to start on the 15th March?  

Dr Gallop I’m the Premier of Western Australia and we haven’t made any decisions when 
Parliament is coming back  
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We all know what happened.  We have all been recalled and this bill has been put on the agenda by the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs much before its time.  We have heard talk about mandates and about the need to rush this 
legislation through before the membership of the Legislative Council changes on 21 May.  That is an example of 
how the government has been deceitful about introducing this bill.   

This bill seeks to reduce the political representation of country voters.  Its effect can be best described as 
disfranchising voters in regional and rural Western Australia.  I also point out that it is now 12.35 am and we 
have heard - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  21 speakers, including me.   

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is the only member on the government 
benches who has spoken.  The member for Bassendean has interjected many times.  I will stay here until the 
early hours of the morning just to hear his speech because he has monopolised everybody else’s time whenever 
he could.  I am convinced that government backbenchers, particularly country members, none of whom appear to 
be in the chamber, will rue the day that they walk away from their electorates on this matter.  
I am a metropolitan member of Parliament.  My electorate contains roughly 29 000 electors.  Some people can 
walk to see me, some can catch the bus, most drive and some can even catch the train because there is a train 
station adjacent to my electorate on the freeway reservation.  I have no complaints about representing those 
29 000 electors.  I do not believe I work any harder or that my country counterparts are advantaged by the fact 
that they have only 13 000 or 14 000 constituents in their electorates.  I understand that they face many more 
difficulties serving their constituents than I do.  When I have visited regional and rural areas, I have always been 
surprised by the lack of access to basic services.  I have spent my adult life in the city.  However, having had an 
opportunity to visit some of those regional and remote areas as a member of Parliament, I have seen a lack of 
basic services for many people.  It is simply not good enough.   
The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs talk about equity and fairness.  Frankly, to remove seven, 
eight or nine members of Parliament from country Western Australia is simply not good enough.  No-one has 
banged on my door saying, “Member for Carine, you need to have fewer constituents so you can better service 
your electorate, and the member for Roe should have more electors.”  The member for Roe has a large 
electorate.  He spoke about the fact that he drove up to Perth through his electorate, which I think he said took 
him 10 hours.  On the way he had two stops to see someone at a high school and another person in another 
community.  I imagine that he probably spent much of his driving time on the phone as well serving the 
community.  I do not believe his electorate should be made any larger or that he should be given more 
constituents as that would make it more difficult for him to service his electorate. 

The 2001 legislation dealt with the removal of eight seats from regional and rural Western Australia.  The One 
Vote One Value Bill 2005 seeks to remove only seven Legislative Assembly seats from regional and rural 
Western Australian, but two further Legislative Council seats from regional and rural WA.  I also understand that 
the Legislative Council would expand from 34 to 36 members under this measure.  The removal of seven, eight 
or nine members from regional and rural Western Australia would be quite extraordinary. 
[Quorum formed.] 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  No person has said to me that he or she needs more members of Parliament in the 
Perth metropolitan area or that rural and regional Western Australians are overrepresented in Parliament.  On the 
contrary, most thinking people realise the difficulties that rural and regional Western Australians face in 
accessing facilities that their city counterparts take for granted.   
The government claims it has a mandate for going ahead with this legislation.  What does “mandate” mean?  I 
have great fun with my computer, until it crashes as it did earlier today.  Therefore, I had to use my dictionary.  I 
love going onto the Google search engine and looking at the dictionary.  The word “mandate” means the 
authority to give an elected group of people such as a government the opportunity to perform an action or govern 
a country.  It is a command or an authorisation given by a political electorate to its representative.  If that is the 
case, it begs the question: why is the government pushing ahead with the legislation prior to 22 May, when the 
composition of the Legislative Council will change?  We all know that the answer is that the government will not 
have an absolute majority.  Even though I have made reference to the long title of the bill, it will require only a 
simple majority to be passed.   
The minister has seen a political opportunity.  He has decided to seize upon that opportunity, and it is as simple 
as that.   
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Point of Order 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am sitting three chairs from the member on her feet and I am having 
difficulty hearing her sometimes because of the background noise in the chamber.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  However, I ask members to be conscious of the fact that 
we are having problems with the audio and Hansard needs to hear the member with the call.   

Debate Resumed 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The minister has seen a political opportunity and has decided to seize upon that, 
and it is as simple as that.  He is using, in my mind, an unfair advantage to reduce the political representation of 
country voters.  As I said in August 2001, I support our current electoral system and firmly believe that the status 
quo should prevail.  I pointed out during my speech on that occasion that the government should be prepared to 
go to the people and hold a referendum, just as it did with the trading hours issue.  That is a perfect example.  An 
issue was put to the people, the people made a determination and it was decided once and for all.  I think that this 
matter also should have gone to a referendum.  I believe that the minister knows full well that the community - 
even city voters - would not support it.  As I have said, in my time in this place and in my electorate I have not 
met one person who has told me that they wish to see more members of Parliament representing city electorates.  
If anything, they tell me that they would like to see fewer members of Parliament.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Do you think they’re right?   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  About the number of members representing city electorates?  I have said that I 
believe that the status quo should prevail.  I do not believe that this legislation will do anything other than 
disfranchise country voters.  I believe that country members of Parliament, many of whom represent regional 
and remote electorates, are hard-pressed to meet all the members of their communities and get to their local 
schools, local authorities, service organisations, sporting groups and so on.  In an electorate such as mine, even 
with double the number of voters, it is very easy for me to get around my electorate and meet those people.  I 
believe that this legislation will disfranchise people in regional and remote Western Australia.  I believe that it 
should have gone to a referendum.  I believe that the people should have been entitled to vote on this matter.  I 
believe that the electorate at large believes that this matter was put to bed once and for all, yet here we are in 
April dealing with it prior to the composition of the Legislative Council changing on 22 May.   
I made similar comments in August 2001.  We live in one of the most unique places in the world.  We have a 
magnificent coastline of 12 500 kilometres and a landmass of 2.522 million square kilometres.  Western 
Australia represents 33 per cent of Australia’s landmass.  Given the size, uniqueness and remoteness of the state, 
for this government to reduce the political representation for regional Western Australia is truly a tragedy for 
those communities who live outside the metropolitan area and who live vastly different lives from those of us 
who live in metropolitan electorates.  One can hardly compare this state with any other state in Australia.  Just as 
I said in 2001, and I repeat again this morning, the proposed change will greatly reduce the ability for regional 
members of Parliament to effectively represent those larger electorates.  How will they be able to meet the needs 
of their electorates in more isolated and remote areas when those electorates will have an increased number of 
electors?   
This bill is a smokescreen.  Its real intent is to give the Labor Party an electoral advantage, nothing more and 
nothing less.  We have heard from so many country members today and tonight, and I am sure we will hear from 
more in the early hours of the morning, all of whom have stated how the country voice will be diminished in 
Parliament.  I certainly concur with that view.  I support all the comments and sentiments that they have 
expressed today; the fact that they have to deal with the tyranny of distance and have often to travel hundreds of 
kilometres to see their local constituents, as I mentioned when the member for Peel interjected.  We have heard 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Premier say that this legislation is all about giving Western Australians 
fair treatment.  I hardly think so.  It is about a principle, but to my mind it is not about principle at all; it is about 
changing the act prior to the Legislative Council changing on 22 May. 

I will seek an extension though I believe I will hardly use it. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I wanted to speak about my electorate and the last redistribution of boundaries, at 
which I picked up an extra 12 000 voters, who came from the seat of Innaloo.  I lost part of my constituency’s 
northern suburbs to the member for Hillarys.  It was an interesting change.  It required me to get out there and 
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meet those people who had not met me before, as we do have to get out there.  They represent almost the number 
of electors in some of the seats we have been discussing.  How many electors are in the seat of Warren-
Blackwood?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Some 15 000. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  What about Leschenault? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Some 13 500. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I picked up about 12 000 voters, but I did not find it difficult.  It merely required 
me to get out there and meet the community organisations.  My margin has been reduced; there is no doubt about 
that.  It is certainly not the margin that I had at the previous state election.  However, having said that, I enjoyed 
the opportunity of meeting those people, and I intend to continue that relationship with those people and serve 
those electors. 

Once this legislation passes through both houses we will see another redistribution of boundaries and again my 
electorate will change.  I have also received a letter from the Director General of the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet informing me that I can move my office because there has been a redistribution of boundaries.  At 
this time I am hard-pressed to make such a decision, because if we are to have a redistribution of boundaries, I 
believe that as a responsible member of Parliament I should ensure that I do not make those changes.  Such an 
electorate office may well be outside the new boundaries.  Who knows what the make-up of the electorate will 
be, whether the seat will have boundaries similar to the existing boundaries but be smaller, or whether it will 
extend across the freeway?  All manner of changes could happen to a seat like mine.  However, as a responsible 
member of Parliament, I can hardly consider moving my electorate office at this time.  We heard from the 
opposition’s lead speaker today that the difference between this legislation and the previous legislation, which 
we dealt with in 2001, is that it gives some protection to the mining and pastoral electorates, as it provides for an 
additional two Council seats.  It provides for seven Assembly seats from the country and two Council seats from 
the country to go to the city centre.  There have obviously been changes to the Council’s electoral region names 
so that the regions in the Perth metropolitan area will become the North Metropolitan Region, the Central 
Metropolitan Region and the Southern Metropolitan Region. 

I do not support this legislation.  I am interested to hear the speech of the member for Bassendean when he rises.  
I am sure the Minister for Electoral Affairs will provide him with that opportunity, as we have not heard a single 
government member speak on this legislation. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think you have heard a lot from him. 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Yes, we have; too much in other members’ time!  We therefore are very 
interested to hear the member for Bassendean make his own speech. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [12.55 am]:  It is late and I shall keep my comments as brief as is reasonably 
possible.  The first comment I make is that it is valid to have a debate about the sort of electoral system Western 
Australia should have.  It is fair to say that anomalies have developed in Western Australia’s current electoral 
system, particularly since it was put in place before the 1989 election.  The system, incidentally, was 
implemented by the Labor government of the time.  However, one of the main problems with the way this 
legislation has been approached, as the member for Cottesloe said earlier this evening, is that it has been 
prepared in a very one-sided way.  In essence, this bill transfers seven seats from the Agricultural and South 
West Regions of the state to the metropolitan area.  The simple reason that this is being attempted by the Labor 
government is to make it easier for it to win more of those seven seats if they are in the metropolitan area than if 
they are in the Agricultural and South West Regions.  That is the essence of the reasons for debating this 
legislation this evening.  It is really all about transferring seats from the country areas of Western Australia to the 
Perth metropolitan area because the Labor Party believes it will be able to win more seats that way than if the 
current system remains.   
The essential reason the Liberal Party opposes this bill is that it will disfranchise country residents of Western 
Australia.  In particular, it is strongly opposed by residents of country Western Australia on one hand, and on the 
other hand -  

Ms J.A. Radisich:  It will benefit your seat. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I will come to the member for Swan Hills in a moment.   
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Ms J.A. Radisich:  Please do.  It will be of great benefit to people in Darling Range. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am happy to take the interjection from the member for Swan Hills in a moment; however, in 
anticipation of it, I am responding to it by this comment: there is no call at all from residents in the metropolitan 
area for an increase in the number of members of Parliament representing them.  Not one constituent has come to 
me and said that more members of Parliament should be in the metropolitan area. 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What about being fair? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I will come back to the fairness aspect in a moment. 
This bill is not a fair bill for reasons on which I will elaborate.  The essential point is that this legislation is 
strongly opposed by and strongly offends residents of country Western Australia.  On the other hand, there is no 
real demand for it from members of Perth’s metropolitan electorates, of which I am one.  I represent close to 
30 000 electors in the Perth metropolitan area. 
The second main point I make is that the title of the bill is misleading at best and dishonest in reality.  The bill is 
titled “One Vote One Value Bill 2005”.  If we accept the notion that the Labor Party puts forward that equal 
representation means roughly equal numbers of electors in each electorate across the state and that this 
constitutes one vote, one value, this bill does not provide for that.  By definition, the provisions in the bill protect 
and maintain five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Therefore, at best the five districts of the Mining and 
Pastoral Region will continue to have half the number of electors compared with all the other districts of the 
state.  This bill is simply not a one vote, one value bill.  It is dishonest to call it a one vote, one value bill.  This 
bill is just another gimmick from the Gallop Labor government.  We have seen a lot of gimmicks from this 
government over the past four years, particularly in the lead-up to the election.  Many of those I will refer to in 
other speeches.  This bill is another gimmick and another stunt to try to mislead the people of Western Australia 
into believing that they are getting one vote, one value when in reality they are not, for the reasons that I have 
just mentioned with regard to the five Legislative Assembly districts in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In 
addition, the bill does not provide for one vote, one value in the representation in the Legislative Council.  
Therefore, the title of the bill is dishonest and does not withstand close examination.   

The third point is that the government has defined electoral fairness as meaning that there should be equality in 
the number of electors across all electorates.  The government has pursued that argument by arguing that that is 
the situation in all the other jurisdictions of Australia.  That is simply not the case.  It is particularly not the case 
in the commonwealth Parliament.  All of the states that were in existence when the commonwealth was formed 
in 1901 were guaranteed a minimum of five seats in the House of Representatives.  In other words, a preference 
was given, if we want to accept the Labor Party’s argument, to the states that had a smaller population at that 
time.  That bias or preference is still in operation by virtue of the fact that the population of Tasmania is below 
that which would provide for the five seats that it is guaranteed, by the Constitution, in the House of 
Representatives.  The number of electors in that state would not provide for that number of seats if that 
preferential arrangement were not provided for in the Constitution.  However, I do not hear the Labor Party 
complain about that.  Equally, I do not hear the Labor Party complain about the fact that the two Northern 
Territory seats in the House of Representatives - Lingiari and Solomon - have approximately 54 000 and 58 000 
electors respectively.  That can be compared with the two Australian Capital Territory seats in the House of 
Representatives - Canberra and Fraser - which have 109 000 and 118 000 voters respectively.  The number of 
electors in the two Australian Capital Territory seats in the House of Representatives is double the number of 
electors in the two Northern Territory seats.  However, we do not hear the Labor Party complain about that.  We 
certainly have not heard the Minister for Electoral Affairs refer to that situation when trying to defend the 
legislation that he has introduced into this Parliament.  For the record, by way of comparison, the number of 
electors in the Western Australian seats in the House of Representatives varies from about 76 000 to 87 000.  
That is a significantly greater number than is the case in the Northern Territory and Tasmania.   
We should observe also that every state in the commonwealth is guaranteed 12 seats in the Senate regardless of 
its population.  Therefore, Tasmania, with a population of approximately 600 000 people, has 12 seats in the 
Senate, and New South Wales, with a population of around five million people, also has 12 seats.  We do not 
hear anyone in the Labor Party complain about that, nor do we hear this minister and this Premier complain 
about that and point out that disparity according to their own definitions.   
The fourth point that it is important to make is about the principle of fairness.  I certainly accept the argument 
that in order to have fairness we should have a situation in which the party that gains more than 50 per cent of 
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the two-party preferred vote is elected to government.  That is a principle that we should support and that 
generally has applied as a result of elections in this state ever since the establishment of responsible government.  
The one notable exception was in 1989 when the Labor Party was elected to government even though it had a 
significant deficiency in the number of votes it received compared with the number it should have received to 
gain 50 per cent of the votes.  From memory, the Liberal and National Parties combined received 51.5 per cent 
of the two-party preferred vote and the Labor Party received 48.5 per cent.  The point is that the current system 
has not stopped the Labor Party from being elected to office.  It considers the system to be unfair.  However, that 
is demonstrably not the case, based on its record.  On the single occasion it was unfair, it was unfair to the 
Liberal and National Parties in 1989.  Obviously the current system did not stop the Labor Party being elected in 
2005, 2001, 1989, 1986, 1983 or on many other previous occasions. 

The second reading speech given by the Minister for Electoral Affairs contains a dishonest claim.  The minister 
said - 

In the context of the current malapportionment, it is relevant to observe that at the July 1900 
referendum to approve the Commonwealth Constitution there were 44 electoral districts in the state and 
that the number and geographic distribution of persons who voted at that 1900 referendum reflected a 
somewhat different situation from that which currently prevails.  

I will not mention all the figures, but the minister outlined the number of voters in the metropolitan area, the 
goldfields region and the remainder of the state.  He then stated -  

That is, the electoral malapportionment in 1900 favoured metropolitan electors, not country voters.  
Even so, the Australian Labor Party at that stage and subsequently, despite the change in the geographic 
distribution of voters, has consistently advocated the adoption of electoral equality and one vote, one 
value.  It continues to do so. 

I do not argue against the Labor Party having advocated that position.  The minister is relying on those statistics 
that were outlined in his speech to advance the argument that previously - all the way back to 1900 - the 
malapportionment was in favour of the metropolitan area.  Therefore, he is arguing that the Labor Party has been 
entirely consistent and wonderful because it is maintaining the same argument.  However, that argument does 
not hold water, based on the figures.  That is because the minister states - and I do not have any reason to dispute 
his figures - that the metropolitan area, comprising nine districts, had 20 130 voters, which is an average of 2 237 
electors.  He states also that the goldfields and surrounding regions, comprising 10 districts, had 27 813 voters.  
That produces an average of 2 781 voters per electorate.  It could be said that compared with the goldfields the 
metropolitan area had a slight preference based on the numbers of electors recorded in those figures.  It is 
probably about a 20 per cent difference.  It could be argued that that is a slight advantage, but it is not dramatic.  
The minister referred to the remainder of the state, which is the rest of the state other than the goldfields.  That 
comprised 25 districts with 16 548 voters, which equates to an average number of only 662 electors per 
electorate.  Therefore, it is simply dishonest for the minister to argue that there was not malapportionment 
favouring country voters at the time.  It is intellectually dishonest and it is dishonest in every other way.  I am 
surprised that the minister and the Premier would attach their names to an argument like that.  I am very 
interested to hear the response of the Minister for Electoral Affairs to this issue.  Would he like to do so now?  I 
have given the minister an opportunity to correct my reasoning, and he has chosen not to do so.  I can infer only 
that he accepts that he has been intellectually dishonest by arguing that there was not a preference to country 
voters in 1900.  It is typical Labor Party spin.  It is dishonest and is intended to be misleading.  However, it will 
not fool anybody who analyses these figures properly. 

The final point I make is that the proposal to increase the number of members of the Legislative Council is not 
something that I believe is supported by the wider community.  I do not think that this proposal is widely known 
by the wider community.  It was certainly not promoted by the Labor Party in the lead-up to the election.  
Indeed, I have no doubt that had it been advocated by the Labor Party prior to the election, the Labor Party 
would have suffered a significant reduction in the number of votes it received.  I do not believe that Western 
Australians want additional members of the state Parliament.  However, if the number of members of Parliament 
is to increase, that increase should really occur in the Legislative Assembly rather than in the Legislative 
Council.  Members of the Assembly deal with issues on a much more local basis than do members of the 
Legislative Council.  They also deal with the individual needs of constituents, generally more so than members 
of the Legislative Council do.  If there is to be any increase, I believe that a much more valid argument could be 
sustained for increasing the number of members of the Assembly than the Council.  We must therefore ask why 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 5 April 2005] 

 p266b-344a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve Thomas; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Gary Snook; Mr 
Terry Waldron; Dr Graham Jacobs; Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Terry Redman; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr 

John Castrilli; Deputy Speaker; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John McGrath; Mr 

Tony Simpson; Mr John Day; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Murray 
Cowper; Mr Jim McGinty 

 [78] 

the Labor Party is proposing to increase the number of members of the Legislative Council, a chamber that it 
does not believe should exist.  The government is again being absolutely hypocritical in this legislation.  It is 
hypocritical in many respects, and this is one.  The Labor Party has a policy to abolish the Legislative Council.  
That is what it believes.  It is entitled to believe that if it so chooses.  However, to increase the number of 
members of the Legislative Council is dishonest and hypocritical, and exposes this legislation for what it is; that 
is, legislation that is intended to benefit the Labor Party.  It is certainly not intended to benefit the wider 
community of Western Australia or the electors of Western Australia.   

As I said at the beginning of my speech, it would be possible to have a valid debate about whether we can have a 
better electoral system in Western Australia.  I recognise that there are anomalies in the current system.  We 
could probably put in place a fairer system if a bipartisan approach were adopted.  However, this legislation has 
nothing to do with trying to put in place fairness.  The only thing this legislation is seeking to put in place is an 
advantage for the Labor Party to help it entrench itself in government in a way that is quite unfair and that I 
believe is not in the longer term interests of the people of Western Australia.  It is for those reasons that we are 
opposing this bill.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [1.12 am]:  I oppose the legislation.  I did so in August 2001 and I do so again 
today.  I would love to know who wrote the Minister for Electoral Affairs’ second reading speech.  It is the 
biggest load of twaddle and drivel that he has brought into this house.  The principle of one vote, one value is not 
the “nourishing element of democracy.”  The principle of one vote, one value is not representative democracy as 
understood in Australia, the commonwealth or even internationally.  The minister knows that, because when he 
dragged this slogan to the High Court in 1995 it was kicked out on the basis that although representative 
democracy is one of the principles that is enshrined in the Western Australian and commonwealth Constitutions, 
it does not equal one vote, one value.  The second reading speech begins by quoting Justice Michael McHugh of 
the High Court, when he said - 

If the principle of representative democracy is a principle of the Constitution or the Western Australian 
Constitution, and if representative democracy under either Constitution requires that the number of 
voters in electoral districts or regions should be equal so far as is reasonably practicable, the provisions 
of the 1899 Act and the 1947 Act are in breach of those Constitutions.  

The minister knows that the High Court found that representative democracy under both Constitutions did not 
equal one vote, one value, yet he deliberately included that quote in order to mislead, as the member for Darling 
Range said he had done in relation to another part of the speech.  It is a dishonest document.  It is contrived, 
dishonest and full of twaddle, such as when it refers to the “nourishing element of democracy.”  The clear 
principles that emerged from the decision of the High Court in 1996 were, first, that representative democracy is 
enshrined in the Western Australian and commonwealth Constitutions.  Secondly, representative democracy 
does not equal one vote, one value; it equals, or means, enfranchisement of electors and an electoral system 
capable of giving effect to its selection of representatives and bestowing legislative functions on those 
representatives.  It means also that the quality and character of each of those three ingredients is not fixed and 
precise or capable of mathematical formula, and that each enfranchised elector has one vote in an electoral 
system.  However, it must represent one vote, fair value, not the slogan one vote, one value.  The electoral 
system of a representative democracy can be one of hundreds in existence.  Western Australia’s electoral system 
should be fair, and the criteria that should be applied to the choice of an electoral system are the promotion of a 
stable and effective government, fairness of representation, a wide choice of representatives, and contact 
between the electorate and its chosen representatives.  Electorates of equal size are not the necessary 
characteristics of representative government.  They were clear principles that emerged from the High Court, 
when the Minister for Electoral Affairs took this case, the first, to the High Court, at the expense of his 
colleagues on that occasion.  Ever since it has been at the expense of the taxpayer.  

It is also clear that the principle of one vote, one value is not the nourishing element of democracy 
internationally.  I had a look at a legal opinion that was around in 1995, discussing the relevance of international 
law in relation to this issue.  It reads, in part - 

Article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (the “ICCPR”) provides: 

Every citizen shall have the right and the opportunity, without any of the distinctions 
mentioned in article 2 and without unreasonable restrictions:  
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(a) To take part in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely 
chosen representatives;  

(b) To vote and to be elected at genuine periodic elections which shall be by 
universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret ballot, guaranteeing 
the free expression of the will of the electors . . .  

. . .  

At the drafting stage of Article 25 of the Covenant, there was a divergence of views as to the meaning 
of the phrase “equal suffrage”.  While the Secretary-General’s annotation to the draft text saw the 
provision as requiring that each vote carry equal weight, the members of the Human Rights 
Commission themselves acknowledged that the phrase was used by different delegates in different 
senses. 

. . .  

The diverse international practice since the adoption of the Covenant shows that the international 
community did not regard the Covenant as requiring any specific electoral system. 

. . .  

Further article 25 of the Covenant has not been seen as requiring the adoption of any particular political 
system or as requiring that each vote be given equal effect, as opposed to equal weight. 

. . .  

Resolutions of the United nations General Assembly confirm that there is no single political system for 
electoral processes equally suited to all nations and their peoples, and that political systems and 
electoral processes are subject to historical, political, cultural and religious factors.  The view has been 
taken that it is solely the concern of people within a country to determine methods and establish 
institutions regarding the electoral process, as well as to determine the ways for its implementation 
according to their constitution and national legislation. 

This is interesting and valid, because it is what our forefathers did with the Australian Constitution: they left it to 
this Parliament to decide.  I will come to that in just a minute.   

The notion that representative democracy is equal representation is misconceived.  It appears that two concepts 
are operating on either side of the house.  Firstly, in a state like Western Australia, is it conceptually and 
realistically more important that every individual should have fair value from his elected representative, or is it 
conceptually more important that that representative, when standing and voting in Parliament, should be 
representing roughly the same number of people?  One concept focuses on the elector and the other on the 
politician.  I do not support the one that focuses on the politician standing in this house.  I can say that because, 
as I said in 2001, when I was a pastoralists and grazier for four years I lived in isolation in the bush, and I know 
what it is like to have to travel on a dirt road for 300 kilometres to visit my local politician, who at the time was 
Ian Laurance.  That is about the personal value that I get from my representative.  It is about what is fair to me.  
If Ian Laurance wanted to see all the pastoralists in the Gascoyne at that stage, he used to get on the mail truck 
when it came around over several days.  He would see only a handful of people.  I do not agree that it is about 
the politicians standing here and the vote they have behind them; it is about what is fair to the elector. 
In his second reading speech the minister also made reference to an extract from the High Court in support of his 
argument, but the High Court had quite a bit to say about representative democracy - 

The essence of representative democracy is whether the contact between the Government and its elected 
representatives is fair.   

Justice Gummow, one of the majority, said - 
One point of significance for the present case which does emerge from consideration of the United 
States decisions is the need to consider the doctrine or principle of representative government not at 
large but in its adaptation to federalism.  In Australia the framers of the Constitution approached their 
task with this in mind . . .  
They performed their task in such a way as to allow room for further legislative evolution in the system 
of representative government.  Constitutional rigidity was, to a significant degree, avoided. 
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I agree with some of the members on my side that the size of seats such as Mandurah and Rockingham needs to 
be considered; however, when looking at isolated seats and the difficulty of people gaining access to their 
representatives, Western Australia stands alone.  That is contained in the commonwealth and state Constitutions.  
I did not agree with the member for Alfred Cove, whose argument was that every other state has one vote, one 
value and that Western Australia is the only state standing on its own.  Western Australia is a unique state and 
that is why there should continue to be weighted voting.  The judges said also - 

This notion of “equal value” was not, in my view, an essential or inherent feature of the system of 
“representative government” as understood at federation . . .  

The Minister for Electoral Affairs also attempted to use the United States experience to support his argument. He 
quoted what that phrase “representative democracy” means and said that it requires that the number of voters in 
electoral districts or regions should be equal so far as reasonably practical.  However, he does not say who said 
that.  He said that principle was recognised as having been mandated by the US Constitution for all electoral 
districts in both houses of the state legislatures.  I looked at that issue, and it is not true.  The debates on the 
apportionment of congressional districts in the US were dependent upon the historical development of its 
Constitution.  That history resulted in what was called the great compromise in the United States.  It is not 
reflected in the Australian context.  The great compromise occurred when the United States was developing its 
Constitution, and it was the embodiment of the principle of equal representation in the Congress for equal 
numbers of people, while allowing for representation of states in the US Senate.  The decision of the US in 
relation to the apportionment of congressional districts requires that one person’s vote is equal to another 
person’s vote as much as possible.  However, it does not actually turn out that way.  One vote, one value does 
not exist in the United States, for a variety of reasons.  Firstly, the population, not the enrolment, is used as a 
basis for the apportionment of congressional districts.  Secondly, the redistribution of congressional seats takes 
place only once every 10 years.  Thirdly, the boundaries are usually drawn up by Congress, whereas Australia 
has individual electoral commissions; therefore, the potential for manipulation in Australia is much less.  The 
problem also is that the one vote, one value slogan draws the focus away from the factors affecting the fairness 
of the electoral system.  The member for Churchlands touched on some of those factors, such as face-to-face 
contact.  It is important that people have face-to-face contact with their elected representatives.  I do not accept 
the argument that technology and extra resources will make it easier for members with larger electorates.  People 
want to see their elected representative.  They do not want to communicate with us by telephone.  They want us 
to look at their problems and go to their school, for example, if they want to talk about a school issue.  Giving 
members bigger electorates and more resources will not provide electors with fairer representation.  
The factors affecting the fairness of the electoral system in the United States by the one vote, one value slogan 
have resulted in the need for the US Supreme Court to enter into the political arena and to redraw the electoral 
boundaries on party political lines.  The point is that it is a fallacy to draw on the United States and Canadian 
systems for support, because those countries draw on the Bill of Rights in their Constitutions to interpret equal 
protection clauses as equal voting.  We do not have that in our Constitution in Australia.  It is not in the 
commonwealth Constitution.  When the Minister for Electoral Affairs, the Premier and Hon John Halden took 
their case to the High Court, they argued in part that the system of representative democracy at the 
commonwealth level imposed restrictions on the state legislature via the commonwealth Constitution.  That also 
was knocked out.   

In his second reading speech, the Minister for Electoral Affairs relies on the dissenting judgment of Justice 
Michael McHugh.  However, that does not support the minister’s argument in any way.  The minister relies on 
the fundamental principle of representative democracy and refers to someone who said that.  I do not know 
where that person is from.  The minister implies that it is someone from the US.  It is also wrong that the US 
Constitution mandates that electoral districts in both houses of a state legislature be based on one vote, one 
value.  I could not possibly agree that the “vital and nourishing element of democracy” can be adequately 
achieved only by one vote, one value.  No-one else agrees with that; only the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
believes it, and that is because it suits his ideology.  He also says the following in his second reading speech - 

Gradually, step-by-step, Western Australia’s political and legal history has evolved to the point that 
only malapportionment - the denial of equality of voting - one vote one value - remains as an obstacle to 
accomplishing a truly representative government.  

He knows that that is false.  Although representative democracy is enshrined in the commonwealth and Western 
Australian Constitutions, it does not mean one vote, one value.  
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I will not support this legislation.  As has occurred in the member for Carine’s electorate, only one person has 
mentioned one vote, one value to me in my electorate.  If I asked people whether it should be introduced, they 
would probably say yes because they do not understand what it really means, or they have not been to the bush 
and seen how difficult it is for electors there to be fairly represented.  I did not support this legislation in 2001, 
and I will not support it now.  I can only hope that something happens between this place, the Legislative 
Council and when the bill is returned to this chamber so that we do not have a catastrophe on our hands in this 
democracy.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.28 am]:  Having heard all 
the speeches this evening, we find ourselves here at half past one in the morning discussing a bill that is 
fundamentally important to the future of Western Australia, particularly regional Western Australia.  I am of the 
view that there is no such thing as one vote, one value or equal representation, because even in its purest form, if 
we were to set the numbers today in the fast-growing areas of the state, they would be out of kilter within three 
months.  A case can never be put for having one vote, one value.  This entire bill is a misnomer, given that the 
Labor Party has put in place a structure by which the five Mining and Pastoral Region seats will be retained.  
That in itself is a contradiction.  It is gross hypocrisy. 

Like many other members - I cannot help going over some issues already raised - I do not see any clamouring in 
metropolitan Perth for more seats, certainly not for 11 more metropolitan seats with seven in the lower house and 
four in the upper house.  I am referring to the transfer of two Legislative Council seats from the country to the 
city, and the two extra Legislative Council seats.  This legislation will entrench forever legislation that will 
prevent country interests from being represented.  This bill is based on political opportunism, treachery, lies and 
gross hypocrisy - all the hallmarks of the minister responsible for this bill.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs 
will go down in history as part of the government that destroyed country representation and killed off fair 
representation for people in regional Western Australia.  As the member for Moore mentioned earlier, this 
government will also kill off the spirit of people in regional Western Australia.  I remind members that 80 per 
cent of the wealth of this state is generated in rural and regional Western Australia.  I refer to our history that has 
developed since the founding of this state by families who through their hard work developed the regions that 
enabled the capital city and regional centres to prosper. 
This bill is not about staff and resources.  I see, conveniently, that the member for Kimberley, who I have not 
seen in the chamber today, mentioned that she could do with more resources.  I wonder who put that idea into 
her head.  It is a fallacy.  In my seat of Warren-Blackwood in the south west, people do not want to see staff and 
fax machines or to receive e-mails; they want to see the local member.  There is no doubt about it. 
I noticed that some people even on this side of the house have commented that it is an insult to say that people in 
the city do not understand the country.  I beg to differ.  On a number of occasions over my 16 years in this 
Parliament I have seen people in the city, particularly the well heeled, show that they have no idea what it is like 
to live in the country or to endure some of the trials and tribulations that country people endure.   
I will tell members about the hypocrisy of this government.  I remember clearly the old-growth forest debate, 
when people in the metropolitan area wanted to impose their will and destroy the economy of the major town in 
my electorate.  The day before the election, I received a telephone call from a bloke called Murray Johnson.  
Many members would not know him, but he coined the phrase “old-growth forests”. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  He’s a good bloke. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Murray Johnson is quite a nice bloke; he runs a very good business.  He rang to tell me that 
the Labor government’s old-growth forest policy was a disgrace and was causing his business great duress.  He 
could no longer get craft wood supplied to his business, which is one of the nicest craft retail outlets in Western 
Australia.  It was a full turnaround in Murray’s case from the bloke who had championed the cause of stopping 
the logging of old-growth forests.  The blockade of Parliament by trucks, and the anger of city members at being 
stopped from getting into Parliament, will stick in my mind for the rest of my days.  I remember all those things.  
The government did not understand the economic ramifications of its decision.  If the current ministers in this 
government were to be honest and were to revisit that issue, they would agree that it was a decision made by the 
government for political expediency rather than for the good of the state and for the forests of this state.   

I remind members that every country person knows someone in the city.  I venture to say that a lot of people in 
the city have a connection to somebody in the country.  Come 2007, when the maps will be drawn and made 
available to the people of Western Australia, they will see the deception of this government, and 2007 is not very 
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far from February 2009.  Members of the Labor Party should not think that they will get away with this.  While I 
am on the job, I say to those members of the Labor Party who call themselves Country Labor that I will never let 
the people of Western Australia forget their treachery and complicity in the issue before the Parliament today.   

As has been said, in every country town are volunteers who keep regional Western Australia alive.  There are 
people in sporting organisations, and, yes, there are volunteers in sporting organisations in the city, but do they 
have the same resources as those in the country?  I say a definite no.  I met some ambulance people in Pemberton 
the other day who work overseas or in remote areas of the state under fly in, fly out arrangements.  When they 
come back, they must go on ambulance duty.  The ambulance funding they receive depends on the number of 
incidents in which they transfer patients to hospital.  They have to raise money for bandages and radios.  Does 
that happen in metropolitan Perth?  Again, the answer is an emphatic no.  Not only ambulance drivers but also 
fire brigade people fundraise day in, day out.  Does that happen in metropolitan Perth?  No, it does not.  There is 
a need.  In a lot of cases the same people raise funds for hospitals, aged care facilities and doctors.  Some small 
local governments put tens, if not hundreds, of thousands of dollars towards attracting doctors and paying for 
their surgeries and vehicles.  Does that happen in metropolitan Perth?  No, it does not.   

It is about time people realised that we need a fair voting system, as has been mentioned by the member for 
Nedlands and by the High Court.  We want a fair voting system whereby the voices of people from all around 
regional Western Australia can be heard.  We do not want an electoral system that specifically favours political 
parties.  However, that is what this bill is about.  This is a cynical political exercise by the minister for electoral 
reform and the Premier to disfranchise people in regional Western Australia.  If they were really serious about 
revisiting the electoral system in Western Australia, why would we not have a joint committee of both houses of 
Parliament to investigate not only the electoral district issue and the boundaries in this state, but also the type of 
voting system we have and whether it should be exhaustive preferential, optional preferential or first past the 
post?  We already have some good examples.  Local government in Western Australia works on a system of first 
past the post.  The formula for setting boundaries in local government elections is multifaceted.  Part of it is one 
vote, one value, part of it is demographic and part of it is distance; it encompasses all those disability factors.  In 
the end, what do we get?  We get vote weighting in local government in Western Australia, particularly in 
country shires in Western Australia.  That is what should happen here.  If the government is keen about this and 
wants to be honest for once, and if the minister wants to change his image - I think he will go down in history as 
one of the most deceitful ministers ever seen by this Parliament - and turn over a new leaf, why does he not take 
this issue to the public?  What is he afraid of?  Why not have a referendum if that is what it will take?  Why not 
have a joint house select committee to investigate all these matters?  Do you know why not, Mr Acting Speaker 
(Mr A.P. O’Gorman)?  I understand the rules of the game.  I understand that to the victor go the spoils.  
However, this is not about that; this is about a definite deliberate attempt to distort the electoral districts of 
Western Australia to favour the Labor Party in perpetuity. 

I will let the minister and members opposite into another little secret.  Usually when governments change they do 
not change by one or two seats.  One has only to look at the last two big changes.  They have been brought about 
by landslides when members and numbers of ministers have gone.  When that happens does the minister think he 
will still have those major margins that the government has had in the past?  To bring this issue home to 
members tonight, only the week before the election the Premier was on Liam Bartlett’s program, as has been 
mentioned already tonight, when a woman by the name of Denise rang and asked the Premier if it was true that 
the government was calling back the Parliament early to push through one vote, one value legislation before the 
changes to the make-up of the Legislative Council on 22 May.  Given that less than two weeks after the election 
the Premier announced that he would do exactly what the caller had said, does that not suggest, as the member 
for Dawesville has mentioned, that the Premier was misleading the Parliament and the people of Western 
Australia?  He did both.  He mislead the people of Western Australia on the radio; he lied to the people of 
Western Australia.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is not true.  I think that is unparliamentary. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  He then promulgated the issue again.  

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The debate is starting to get a bit rowdy in these early hours 
of the morning.  If the member on his feet referred to the Premier in an unparliamentary manner, I expect that he 
will withdraw it.  I did not quite hear it.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw if I have to withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Premier misled the people of Western Australia in his answers not only on the Liam 
Bartlett program but also in this Parliament last week, because he avoided answering the question directly.  He 
knows full well that when he went to Kalgoorlie and made the announcements about the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, he was backtracking and trying to protect Labor Party-held seats.  Having protected the Mining and 
Pastoral Region seats, there still remains in the legislation the flexibility for the government to manipulate the 
boundaries yet again; in other words, all the numbers do not need to be even, but different boundaries can be 
allocated to different parts of that area of the state, which will entrench the Labor Party in those five seats.  The 
whole issue has been one of deception. 

If one looks at the impact on people in regional Western Australia and one considers that electorates like 
Geraldton, Albany, Bunbury, Mandurah and Busselton will in the main be residential seats with some extensions 
under these proposals, they will see that those parts that will be left over - namely Greenough, Merredin, Wagin, 
Murray, Capel, Stirling and Collie-Wellington - will be the poor relations.  Those electorates will be larger than 
they were before.  As the member for Greenough said, the seat of Greenough will probably disappear.  It was 
once held by a famous Western Australian, Sir David Brand, who I understand is the longest serving Premier in 
Western Australian history and much revered.  The seat of Greenough - a notable historical seat in Western 
Australia - will simply disappear.  The seats of Merredin, Wagin, Murray, Capel, Stirling and Collie-Wellington, 
and possibly Warren-Blackwood, will all be changed dramatically.  All those electorates will be changed under 
this legislation.  We will be faced with a situation in rural Western Australia in which seats that currently have 
12 000 to 15 000 electors will move to having about 22 000 to 23 000 electors.  With a plus or minus 10 per cent, 
it will be around 20 000 to 21 000.  That means in my seat of Warren-Blackwood that the number of people 
would increase by as much as half the number there currently. 
We have heard members talk about travelling around their electorates on election day.  I drove a thousand 
kilometres on election day and visited every one of the 21 or 22 polling booths in my electorate.  The electorate 
of Warren-Blackwood covers the area from Gracetown in the north west, goes down the Leeuwin coastline to 
Cape Leeuwin and Augusta, covers all the towns of Cowaramup, Margaret River, Prevelly Park, Rosa Brook, 
Kudardup, Karridale and Augusta, and Nannup in the middle, goes up to Greenbushes and Bridgetown in the 
north east corner, and goes down to Manjimup and all those small towns such as Deanmill, Yornup, Middlesex, 
Pemberton and Northcliffe in the south west corner.  It is a fantastic seat.  Right from the beginning of settlement 
of the state, the people who live in my electorate have been through tough times.  It is a very heavily wooded 
part of the state.  These people have gone through difficult times over the years and they deserve strong 
representation.  There are 26 schools in the electorate and four local governments.  
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  One can imagine that there would be at least 40 schools if the electorate were expanded by 
half as much again.  The people in the schools in my electorate do not want to receive just a letter and a small 
award in the mail; they want to see the local member.  I attend as many as I can of those presentation nights, and 
I have done so for the 16 years that I have been a member of Parliament.  I send my wife in one direction, and, if 
I can, I even conscript one of the kids as well.  Over a two-year period we cover all the schools in my electorate.  
We take great pride in visiting those schools, and the people there are pleased to see us.  They do not want to see 
my electorate officer, my 0.4 full-time equivalent or whoever; they want to see me.  They take pride in having 
their local member of Parliament present to assist them in the presentation of the awards.  One of the most 
gratifying things that has ever happened to me in my political career occurred on voting day, when a young 
woman in Margaret River who was handing out voting cards for me told me that I would be pleased about what 
had happened that day.  She said that a young mother and her young boy had gone into the polling booth, and the 
young lad had looked at my photograph on a poster and said, “Mum, look at that.  That’s Paul.  He comes to our 
school.”  That gave me one of the biggest thrills I have ever had in my public life. 
Several members interjected. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI: Obviously that young fellow has great judgment.  He recognised me at the polling booth.  
Government members might think that is funny, but to me it is important.  I take great pride in attending those 
schools. 
Ultimately, this proposed legislation from the government will mean that governments will be elected only by 
city members.  There may not be any country members on the opposite side of the house.  The Labor Party could 
form government from votes from the city alone.  I ask government members and members on this side of the 
house: do they believe that will give regional and rural Western Australia fair representation, a fair say or a fair 
hearing?  Do they think that a city-centric government will properly care for infrastructure such as roads, 
bridges, schools and hospitals in those areas?  It is not happening now, so why would it happen in the future?   

I am at a loss to understand how the Premier can stand in this house and blame the federal government for all 
and sundry, yet do exactly the same sort of thing to regional Western Australia that he says is happening to him.  
That is exactly what this legislation will do.  This government seems to have a propensity for punishing rural 
members of Parliament and country people by not looking after them if they are not in a Labor-held seat.  I am 
one of those members.  I have a supporter in that belief.  He was actually my opponent at the last election.  He 
said, back when he was a member of the Liberal Party, that he would be in favour of one vote, one value on the 
day that the government gave country people the same kinds of sporting, cultural, transport, health and education 
services as people in the city.  I recall what that person said very clearly.  That is one thing on which we both 
agree.  However, I am also very conscious of the members who have stood in this place and have made brilliant 
speeches.  We have all made brilliant speeches.  However, do members know what the people of Western 
Australia are doing now, at 1.50 in the morning?  They are all asleep.  Very few of them would even know that 
we are here.  There are three people in the gallery.  God bless them for being here and taking an interest in this 
very important debate.  I have been most impressed by the speeches that have been made by members on this 
side, particularly our spokesperson for electoral affairs, Hon Kim Hames, who put the issue very succinctly, as 
did our leader and a number of other members.  A number of different facts about this legislation have been 
highlighted by members on this side.  Have we heard one country or city member on the other side defend his or 
her electorate?  Not one member on the other side, apart from the Minister for Electoral Affairs, has spoken on 
this bill.  What a disgrace!  Having said that, and having made this brilliant speech, I realise that not many 
people will read or take any notice of it.  However, I want the ministers and members on the other side to know 
that I will make every effort to let people know what the government is up to at this moment.  I pray that when 
the members of the Legislative Council deal with this legislation, they will deal with it in a judicious way and 
consider the impact that it will have on the people of regional Western Australia .  I pray also that they will 
consider that this legislation is purely a political exercise on the part of the government.  It has nothing to do 
with proper representation for people in regional Western Australia.  It has nothing to do with one vote, one 
value.  All it has to do with is the ego of the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs, who are seeking to 
entrench a system, by means of this legislation, that will secure the future of the Labor Party for years to come.  
Members opposite stand condemned.  I am ashamed to be associated with this debate.   

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [1.52 am]:  I thank members for the opportunity to say my piece on the One 
Vote One Value Bill.  I want to put on record that the people of the electorate of Murray do not support the One 
Vote One Value Bill.  I do not want to go over the same ground as my colleagues on this side of the chamber.  I 
want to make a number of observations about how this bill will affect the seat of Murray.  The seat of Murray is 
approximately 100 square kilometres in size.  The seat of Murray has been in existence for a number of years.  
The Parliament of Western Australia first came about in 1890.  As I mentioned in my maiden speech, the seat of 
Murray was represented in that first Parliament.  It is interesting to note how so few people were able to open up 
vast areas of the Australian continent during the nineteenth century.  Nature presented enormous difficulties to 
economic development, and the European settlers came unprepared.  However, by the time of federation, 
Australia had developed into one of the most decently governed societies on earth.  This feature was achieved by 
surprisingly few people.  In 1860 Australia had only about one million inhabitants, and by the time of federation 
it had only 3.2 million inhabitants, yet the people of this country enjoyed the highest standard of living in the 
world.  In a very short time, Australia went from being virtually a nothing country to having the highest standard 
of living in the world.  That was not without some difficulty. 

Again, I hark back to the history of the state Parliament.  At the back of the chamber hang two pictures of 
members who represented their seats, and there is another in the hall.  I will touch on a couple of points that may 
be of interest to members on the opposite side of the chamber.  The first Parliament in 1890 comprised 30 seats, 
of which 23 were in regional Western Australia.  Some 75 per cent of the seats that were held at the time of the 
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formation of the Legislative Assembly were in the country.  A painting on the right-hand side of the chamber 
depicting the third Parliament in 1900 shows that there were a total of 37 members, 30 of whom represented the 
people of regional Western Australia.  The picture on the left-hand side of the chamber is of the fourth 
Parliament of 1903 or 1904.  It had 46 members, 37 of whom, or roughly 80 per cent, were country members.  It 
is interesting to note that a number of the seats represented in those pictures still exist and are currently 
represented today, although a number are not. 

I thought my knowledge of the geography of Western Australia was good - I have seen most of it - but I had no 
idea where the seat of Mount Burgess was.  It is in one of the pictures.  The seat of Mount Margaret, which is at 
Laverton, no longer exists.  I understand that the seat of Kanowna was up around the goldfields.  It is interesting 
also to note that the vast majority of the people who brought great wealth and prosperity to the state no longer 
exist. 

Since 1904 when country members represented 37 regional seats in the Legislative Assembly, the situation has 
diminished to such a point that we are scratching for survival and trying to represent the people to the best of our 
abilities.  There is not much of the state I have not seen in my former role as police officer, and there are not 
many back roads down which I have not travelled.  Often people in remote areas do not have companionship.  
However, that is the bond that keeps those remote areas together.  I admit that the regions have a number of 
modern conveniences these days, although there is no substitute for the personal interaction that all the people in 
the larger regional centres enjoy so much. 

Australia has three levels of government: local government, state government and federal government.  I will 
examine those.  The government that is closest to the people of Western Australia is probably local government.  
It looks after the day-to-day running of government and the nuts and bolts of governance in Western Australia.  
It deals with the registration of animals, the cleaning up of rubbish and other domestic matters.  Western 
Australia has 142 local governments.  The vast majority of them - 110, including Christmas Island - are regional 
governments.  Those numbers stack up.  Of the 142 local authorities, 110 are country authorities.  I am not very 
good at math, but I suggest that is about 80 per cent.  Nevertheless, only a small percentage of members in this 
chamber represent the regional people of this great state.  It comes down to the simple fact that we need local 
government authorities to administer the governance that is required to give the people of Western Australia the 
representation they deserve. 

At the opposite end of the scale, Australia has 151 federal seats, of which 15 represent Western Australia.  Only 
five members of the federal Parliament represent regional Western Australia.  That goes to show that there is a 
correlation between the two extremes of government.  The further away one gets away from the representation of 
those areas, the further away one gets from the ability to manage the nuts and bolts of governance in this great 
country.   

The Legislative Assembly was created in 1890.  A significant amount of wealth and prosperity has been 
generated in this state over the past 20 years, but all of a sudden we have started to slip back.  What concerns me 
is the trend that we will get away from the ability to interact with the people on the ground.  That is the fear of 
people in Western Australia with the advent of this legislation.  Back in 1899 the people who sat in Parliament 
House put together the electoral legislation for a specific reason; that is, because the vast majority of the wealth 
in this state comes from regional Western Australia.  The state has prospered under the dominion of these 
people.  However, it will not continue to prosper if we move to a city-centric style of governance.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Have you looked at how the population was actually distributed at that time?  You 
would find that it was distributed in a vastly different way from the way in which it is distributed today.   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  That is acknowledged, but that is not the reason; it is a different subject altogether.  Under 
this legislation there will be 41 metropolitan seats and 15 country seats.  That is vastly different from the 
situation in the days that I spoke about earlier.  At the end of the day, how will this legislation benefit the people 
of the metropolitan area and how will it benefit the people of the country regions?  If the Premier suggests that 
the electoral reform bill will not benefit one party or another, why is his government bothering with it?  Clearly 
this legislation is about entrenching the Labor Party in the metropolitan area, to the detriment of country people.  
We can apply a test to this legislation.  Three questions spring to mind.  Will the bill improve outcomes for the 
people of Western Australia?  Will the bill produce social benefits greater than the cost that it will inflict on 
individuals?  Will country areas be compensated or get effective representation under this proposal?  Nothing in 
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the literature that has been supplied to the house indicates that this test has been satisfied.  The legislation is 
idealistic at best, and a blatant abuse of the government’s position at worst.   

I ask members to excuse me for being a tad naive, but I thought that I was coming to this house to get on with 
the business of governing the great state of Western Australia.  Nothing that I have yet seen tabled by the 
government indicates that this is the prime objective of the government’s agenda.  The only agenda that has been 
demonstrated is greed.  This bill could more accurately be called the Labor Party bill 2005, or perhaps the third 
bite of the cherry bill 2005.  At what point will the minister desist from pursuing his forlorn agenda and start to 
put the interests of all Western Australians first and get on with the business of governing this great state?  We 
have heard at great length the arguments pertaining to this bill.  On behalf of the people of Murray, I say that this 
bill is fundamentally flawed and, as a result, it should be defeated.   
MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [2.03 am]:  There is a very apt phrase: if it ain’t broke, don’t 
fix it.  The electoral system in Western Australia provides for a unique blend of political balance and fair 
representation.  The political balance is demonstrated right now.  For the past two elections the Labor Party has 
won office.  Prior to that we had a conservative government.  These are the swings and roundabouts.  We have a 
fair political balance and fair representation within the electorates, no matter what their size or their distance 
from the metropolitan area.  If a system like that is to be changed, there must be a very good reason for doing so.  
That reason must be founded solidly in principle and must further the cause of democracy in some way or 
another.  Instead, the government, and in particular the Minister for Electoral Affairs, is taking a banal approach.  
I have with me a press release issued by the Minister for Electoral Affairs, in which he refers to our electoral 
system, and to how the people in country areas get up to four times the say of people in Perth.  The press release 
reads - 

“It would be like telling people voting in Australian Idol that if you live in Sydney or Melbourne then 
you get one vote.  But if you live in WA your vote is only worth half a vote,” he said. 

That is how banal the debate from the Labor Party has been for four years on an issue that affects our very 
democratic process of government here in Western Australia.  He did not even get that right, because, as I 
understand it, the voting for Australian Idol is closed off at 7.40 pm Australian eastern time, so Western 
Australian people are actually disadvantaged.  The minister was not even sure of his facts when he used a banal 
little example to try to denigrate the system we have here in Western Australia.  Over the past four years we have 
seen a great deal of to-ing and fro-ing over this issue.  We have seen a number of interesting revelations about 
the way in which the Labor Party operates, and about the government’s objectives and the fact that it is prepared 
to put political expediency ahead of any principle on our electoral system.  We see an example of the misleading 
approach this government is taking in a media release from the Premier himself, dated 11 February.  During the 
election campaign, in a desperate bid to try to claw back some support in the Mining and Pastoral Region, the 
Premier put out a statement that stated -  

A re-elected Gallop Government has committed to maintaining the five current Legislative Assembly 
seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

. . .  

“Our policy will see a guaranteed retention of existing representation . . . 

The five electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region that will be maintained are: 

•  Kimberley 

•  Central Kimberley-Pilbara 

•  North West Coastal 

•  Kalgoorlie 

•  Murchison-Eyre 

The legislation does not provide such a definite guarantee that the current Legislative Assembly seats will be 
maintained in the way that the Premier indicated during the campaign.  What the government is planning with 
this legislation is certainly far reaching.  A number of members have touched on the fact that this legislation, if 
successfully passed through both houses of Parliament with an absolute majority, will see the demise of the 
Electoral Distribution Act 1947 and, with it, the very important principle of entrenchment of our whole electoral 
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system.  That is the principle that the Minister for Electoral Affairs, the Premier and the whole Labor Party are 
prepared to cast to one side.  It is a crucially important principle that simply says that our process of democracy 
is so important that it should be made just that little bit more difficult to change.  Politicians cannot go in at a 
whim, or for political expediency, and play around or tinker at the edges for their own political gain.  The Labor 
Party does not believe in that.  It says, let us get rid of that process of entrenchment, or at least let us apply it to 
one little part of the electoral system that we support, and be damned with the rest of it; we will allow the rest of 
it to be changed willy-nilly.  That is the worry.  If this legislation goes through, what is next?  What will we see 
over the next three years?  What sort of further electoral changes, rorts and gerrymanders will the Labor Party 
come up with?  Bear in mind that the Minister for Electoral Affairs, if I remember rightly, once referred to 
entrenchment - he can correct me if I am wrong - as the barnacle on the keel of progress.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You have a good memory. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have a good memory for statements such as that.  That is the sort of 
principle that the Labor Party is prepared to discard or throw overboard in order to push through its own political 
objectives.  We have seen that time and again over the past four years.  We have had this argument again and 
again.  We heard the other day from the Leader of the House that the Labour Party has some sort of a mandate 
for this, but every time we ask the government to prove it, it cannot do so.  I do not know how the Labour Party 
can suggest that it has a mandate when, in the electorates in which this issue is fought, it has barely 36 per cent 
of the primary vote, and that figure combines both the Labor and the Green vote.  How the government can say it 
has a mandate when it does not even have a policy is just beyond me.  I challenge anyone to show me a policy 
that this government put on its web site or brought up before the last election, showing that this legislation would 
be implemented by a re-elected Labor government.  I cannot see anything about the upper house numbers being 
increased; nothing the Labor Party brought out under its list of policies in the lead-up to the last election 
indicated what would happen in different areas of the state.  A number of members have touched on the political 
implications and these have been debated ad nauseam for the past four years.  No-one disagrees that the 
conservative side of politics, politically, will suffer.  The Labor Party will gain.  The National Party will cop the 
brunt of it politically.  That is not the main argument that has been put forward over the past four years in 
support of the retention of the system that is in place at the moment, and I will touch on that shortly.  One thing 
is for sure: for four years the Labor Party has ignored the direct wishes of the people.  It has consistently refused 
to put this matter to a referendum.  It has consistently ignored published polls showing that barely a third of 
Western Australians support what it is doing.  It is really reminiscent of the Labor Party’s approach to the trading 
hours issue, when it broke a promise and disregarded what the community, especially the small business 
community, wanted, but at least it went to the public in a referendum, albeit for all the wrong reasons and at the 
wrong time and so forth, and of course it got clobbered.  Sixty per cent of the people said they did not agree with 
what the Labor Party had been pushing for.  However, the Labor Party does not have the guts to do that here, 
even though it was its original intention.  A range of myths has been exploded and we have seen hypocrisy right 
throughout this debate.  How many times have I heard members of the Labor Party say that for 100 years they 
have fought for this so-called principle of one vote, one value.  We have raised example after example of when 
key Labor leaders and Labor oppositions have not supported one vote, one value.  Bert Hawke, a former Labor 
premier of the state, referred to it as a “travesty of justice”.  In 1947, if I remember rightly, Frank Wise who was 
the leader of the Labor opposition at that time, referred to this so-called principle of one vote, one value as 
“evil”.  Key Labor players throughout history have denigrated what the Labor Party is currently attempting to 
achieve. 

Another argument is that Australia-wide there is one vote, one value and we should have the same system.  I 
have got news for anyone who does not realise: there is vote weighting in the federal Parliament of up to 12 to 
one.  If members think two to one is a lot, the vote weighting between Tasmania and New South Wales in the 
senate is over 12 to one.  Even in the House of Representatives there are electorates with approximately 50 000 
voters in the Northern Territory compared with approximately 85 000 voters in Western Australia, for example.  
That is not exactly what I would call one vote, one value, but these are the flimsy arguments the Labor Party 
clings to in an attempt to justify its change to the electoral system in this state. 

The ALP country members have revealed another very interesting facet of this whole argument, that for more 
than four years a number of people in this chamber have been prepared to vote against the interests of their local 
communities, to deny their most fundamental responsibility as elected representatives in the Parliament in the 
process of representative democracy, and that is to look after the interests of their local constituencies first and 
foremost, ahead of the interests of their political parties and ahead of any other interests.  We know that members 
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of the Labor Party, unlike members of the Liberal Party, the National Party, the Democrats, the Greens (WA), 
One Nation or any other party for that matter, forces its members to toe the party line.  I understand its members 
actually sign something when they go for preselection.  It is unfortunate that we have taunted country Labor 
members about this.  We know that privately some of them over the past four years have not agreed with what 
the Labor Party has attempted to achieve, but unfortunately this whole debate has raised a very ugly side of party 
politics and the way the ALP manacles its members on a particular policy position. 

Political opportunism has been placed ahead of good, democratic principles.  The Premier, for example, has 
complained previously that a conservative government brought legislation before both houses of Parliament after 
an election and before the composition of the upper house had changed.  In fact, he referred to it as immoral.  
Legally, there is nothing wrong with it.  However, he referred to it as immoral then, yet for some reason it is 
perfectly okay to do it now.  

The Commission on Government, which stemmed from some of the worst instances of lack of accountability 
that this state has ever seen on record as a result of maladministration by the Labor Party, made some very strong 
recommendations about the electoral system.  I am the first to acknowledge that the COG recommendations 
included a very significant watering down of country vote weighting.  However, the Commission on 
Government went further in saying that fundamental changes should be made to the state Constitution and that 
when all these things are done that should go to the people in a referendum.  Guess what?  The Labor Party, the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs and the present Premier agreed with that.  They wanted it to go to a referendum.  
Once they realised that their plans would be doomed if they let Western Australians have a say on the matter, 
they backed off at a rate of knots.  

The government has shown immense arrogance on this issue; for example, the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
fought the matter in the Supreme Court - we all know the background to that - and when the Supreme Court 
adjudicated on the matter he said that we should all abide by the court’s decision.  In an overwhelming decision, 
the court said that what the government had attempted to do was unlawful.  Almost immediately, armed with 
taxpayers’ funds, the minister launched an appeal to the High Court of Australia.  That is the sort of arrogance 
we have seen for four years.  
However, throughout all this there has been, and will continue to be, one over-riding issue of importance; 
namely, the impact of this legislation on our country communities.  We can forget politics and what it means for 
the Labor Party, the National Party or the Liberal Party and forget the political expediency that has been played 
out in this forum for the past four years.  It is undeniable that this legislation will be damaging to country 
communities.  I do not wish to sound flippant, but in politics the squeaky wheel gets the oil.  It is a fact of life.  
Those who have more of a say in the Parliament, the processes of government and executive government tend to 
do a little better out of life than others.  At present, our system has a balance.  The country enjoys 23 out of 57 
Legislative Assembly seats, and that is not a bad balance.  As few as 15 or 16 out of 57 is tilting things way too 
far the other way.  It must be argued that the upper house, where the number of country and metropolitan seats is 
evenly split, enjoys a good balance.  This bill seeks to change the situation in the state’s equivalent of the house 
of review.  
With its handling of this issue the Labor Party has been disparaging of country communities to the extent I 
mentioned earlier; namely, by undertaking court cases that were fought when the government dipped into the 
taxpayers’ pocket - to this day we do not know exactly how much; it must be well in excess of $1 million.  The 
country community, the broader community, political parties, farming organisations and the Regional Council’s 
Association that took up the fight against the Labor Party had to raise around $400 000 of funding in the 
community.  It did not come from taxpayers or some magic tree.  The money came, for example, from the old 
lady in Dalwallinu who sent a very dear letter with a crumpled $20 bill.  That was the feeling, the passion - and it 
was not only in the country - that fired up opposition to the Labor Party’s proposal.  Country people and 
metropolitan people alike understood what this measure would mean, particularly for country communities.  The 
Labor Party went so far as to threaten country communities.  Local authorities in the country represent local 
communities to a huge extent.  The new members on our side of the chamber with extensive experience in local 
government in country areas know what I mean.  This government threatened the shires and local councils in 
country areas.  The government basically said that if they had the nerve to stand up against what the government 
was trying to do, the government would make sure they paid for it.  That backfired on the Labor Party big time.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The impact of the bill could not be demonstrated more clearly than in my 
region in the south west.  The bill will take away one-third of the state political representation of all communities 
throughout the south west.  I was in Northcliffe, my colleague the member for Warren-Blackwood’s turf, the 
other day and I saw the number of “for lease” signs in that town.  People indicated that they are still feeling the 
impact of the government’s policy change.  I do not want to revisit that argument.  However, if a policy change 
is to be made, communities should be looked after.  However, people were not looked after by this government.  
There is more of that to come with the neglect of country areas as a result of the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  
It will provide more incentive for the Labor Party to pursue and extend its city-centric approach.  During the 
election campaign, for example, I happened to be in Leonora, which was about to lose its only doctor as a result 
of the government’s mismanagement of the health portfolio.  Can members imagine living in a remote town 
without access to a GP?  The reason for that was very simple: the government was not prepared to provide a 
couple of nurses.  While I walked through the hospital, which is a great facility built, I think, by a former Liberal 
government as a sign of support for regional communities, I noticed a tremendous little dental suite.  There was 
only one problem - no dentist.  So the story goes on as one travels from country community to country 
community.  This legislation will reduce the representation enjoyed by the people of Leonora, Albany or 
Broome. 

There are three people over at the Shenton Park annex of Royal Perth Hospital in a very small ward.  Two of 
them are from country areas.  All three are quadriplegics, and they breathe through a life support system on a 
ventilator.  None of them was insured when they had their accidents.  If they had been involved in a motor 
vehicle accident or had some other insurance, they would probably be at home today.  Care would be provided 
and they would be with family and friends in their local communities.  At the moment a man from Broome, the 
member for Kimberley’s area, is in Shenton Park.  He has been at Shenton Park for two years.  He lies in his bed 
with a television in front of him.  His fiancée moved from Broome to be with him some time ago.  His parents 
must fly down every now and again to be with him.  Occasionally, they are able to get him up to Broome to be 
with his friends and the people he grew up with.  That is a classic example of what a lack of attention to services 
in country areas means for individuals in regional communities.  This bill will mean that Chris will have less 
chance of having the health system fixed so that such services can be provided in Broome or Kalgoorlie, which 
was the home town of the other country patient in that ward, or any other town where people have head injuries 
or a range of other ailments that require particular care.  They will not have the same voice in this chamber.  
They will not have the same degree of forceful representation for them or their communities as a result of this 
legislation.  That, more than the political aspects of this legislation, and more than what it means for the Labor 
Party or whether the minister at long last will have a victory over the wicked conservatives on this matter, is 
what this legislation really means for the people in our great state.   

Finally, because I have a sense of inevitability at the moment, I thank those members on this side of the chamber, 
present and past, who for four years have kept up the fight and for the rest of this session will continue to keep 
up the fight on behalf of country communities and a fair and balanced political system in this state.  I particularly 
thank those Liberal and National Party members who have displayed their resolve and stamina by staying in the 
chamber until 2.30 this morning to demonstrate our very strong opposition to this legislation.  I also very much 
thank the community of Western Australia, which has supported us for four years so that we could help the 
Western Australian people protect and preserve a fundamentally decent political system.  Just as I suppose the 
troops who lined up in the trenches of the Great War must have felt more than a degree of trepidation and 
blatant, downright fear as the whistle was about to blow, I think we have to face the fact that we on this side of 
politics may not win this fight, but by God we will know that we fought for a noble cause.   

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [2.26 am]:  I commence my reply tonight by 
thanking all members who have contributed to this debate - overwhelmingly from the other side of the house - 
and for the way in which the debate has been conducted.  This is the sort of matter that could easily have become 
very fiery, emotional, heated and destructive, but it was conducted in a most courteous manner and I very much 
appreciate that.  We were able to listen to what people had to say and weigh up the merits of the arguments that 
were put, and that is how debate in this place should be conducted.  I for one expected to be enjoying breakfast 
here tomorrow morning as the sun came up over the scarp.  I think we will fall a little short of that and, in a 
sense, that is a pity.  When in years to come members sit back and tell their grandchildren about the day that the 
legislation that finally brought democracy to Western Australia was passed, it would have made a nice little 
postscript to say that we sat through the night to do it and had breakfast as the sun came up over the scarp.   
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This legislation essentially sought to do four things.  First, it sought to enshrine equal voting rights for all 
citizens in Western Australia at elections for the Legislative Assembly.  Secondly, it sought to make an 
exception to accommodate five truly vast and remote seats within the scheme in a way only marginally different 
- one seat different - from that which the Parliament passed in 2001.  Thirdly, it sought to provide for a 
restructuring of the Legislative Council to add two seats to provide for a move towards greater equality of voting 
rights in the Legislative Council, but to retain the six regions that currently exist and reorient the regions in the 
city area.  Fourthly, it sought to entrench in the constitutional provisions of Western Australia that to change our 
electoral system in a way that departed from the principle of electoral equality required a constitutional or 
absolute majority, but a simple change that moved in the direction of greater equality could be accomplished by 
the usual parliamentary means.  In other words, it gave purpose to what is otherwise an undemocratic restriction 
on the power of this legislature. 

Many members during the debate conceded that the existing system is broken and needs to be fixed.  Many 
members made that comment.  It is no doubt the same group of people that spoke to The West Australian 
newspaper after the Liberal Party room meeting today, which resulted in an article of today’s date under the 
heading “Liberal group supports electoral reforms, but will toe party line.”  The article reads - 

A handful of Liberal MPs have admitted that they secretly support the Gallop government’s contentious 
one vote, one value electoral reforms, but have agreed to toe the party line in support of their country-
based leader.   

The group of up to five MPs, who remain loyal to Matt Birney in his position as leader, said yesterday 
they were frustrated by his refusal to enter into discussions with the Labor Party about the legislation, 
which is being debated in the Legislative Assembly.   

Two dissenters, who refused to be named, emerged just hours after the Liberal party room voted 
unanimously yesterday to oppose the Government’s one vote, one value legislation.   

The pair said they believed that the one vote, one value reforms were in principle a good idea.   

One MP said there was a feeling in the small group that electoral reform was inevitable and Mr Birney 
should join negotiations to at least try to secure the best deal for the party.   

“There’s a view that he has backed us into a corner with his attitude and we could end up regretting it,” 
one Liberal MP said.   

I simply make the point that I believe most members in their heart of hearts, some verbalising it as well, 
acknowledge that the current electoral system needs to be significantly reformed.  I believe it is common ground 
among most members of this chamber that the seat of Mandurah should not be regarded as a country seat but 
should be regarded on the same basis as city seats, that the seat of Bunbury should be regarded in the same way 
and that the seat based in Busselton should be regarded no differently.  The National Party put forward the view 
to this chamber that regional cities should be treated in the same way.  There is therefore at least an 
acknowledgement from members opposite that we should be significantly rolling back the malapportionment 
that currently exists in those population centres that are approximate to the metropolitan area or regional cities.  
That is the case for very good reason.  I agree with those members who have those views and who have put those 
points of view forward. 

If I may give a few statistics to back up that view; in Perth the seat of Wanneroo has a land mass of 637 square 
kilometres and a current enrolment of 31 413 electors.  If one were to contrast that with the seat of Kalgoorlie, 
which as we all know is a country seat, it has a land mass of only 67 square kilometres and only 12 837 electors - 
approximately one-third of the number of electors that my good friend the member for Wanneroo has to service 
in her electorate and a massively smaller land area.  Those sorts of anomalies cannot be rationally justified on 
any basis.  The member for Wanneroo undoubtedly has a far harder job than the soft job that the member for 
Kalgoorlie has to do, if one looks at the land area to be covered and the electors in the seat.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Do you know where Kalgoorlie is? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Don’t push that one too hard, mate!  I was born there. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Don’t call me mate. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Was the member for Kalgoorlie born there?  How many generations have been born in 
Sydney?  Good effort! 
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My good friend the member for Swan Hills represents 26 965 electors in a land area of 1 508 square kilometres; 
again, that is a stark contrast.  My good friend the member for Murchison-Eyre, my twin brother -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You never know; same hospital, same day. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Possibly!  The member for Murchison-Eyre represents an area with a landmass of 1.23 
million square kilometres; that is, one member represents 1.23 million square kilometres.  He has thousands 
more electors than the member for Kalgoorlie has.  The member for Murchison-Eyre represents 14 366 electors 
in what is between a third and a half of Western Australia.  Who can say that is fair?  My good friend the 
member for Bunbury complained about what would happen to seats in the country.  Compared with a city seat, 
the member for Bunbury has only 14 701 constituents in a land area of 24 square kilometres.  Who can seriously 
say that the member for Bunbury needs special protection to enable him to do his job?  The member for Bunbury 
cannot seriously put that view to this house and, frankly, nobody would believe him if he tried to put it.   

Members on both sides of this house acknowledge that the system as it is currently structured does not work.  
The two Independent members of this house have both indicated that the system needs to be changed and that we 
need to embrace the principle of one vote, one value.  That is what this legislation seeks to bring into reality in 
Western Australia.  Ours is the only Parliament in Australia that does not operate on the basis of a one vote, one 
value electoral system.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is the only Parliament in Australia that has not embraced the principle of one vote, one 
value.  One vote, one value is enshrined in commonwealth electoral law, as it is in the electoral laws of every 
other state and territory around Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Why is the principle so objectionable to members opposite?  One can only conclude that 
the arguments they have been putting this evening have been riddled with self-interest.  As far as they are 
concerned, their arguments are not about principles.  National Party members need five seats to gain recognised 
party status and the resources that go with it.  They know, as we all do, that two things will happen at the next 
election if this legislation is passed: the National Party will cease to have party status and they will be fighting 
each other for preselection.  They will then be fighting the Liberals to hold those seats.  That is why they oppose 
this legislation; it is as simple as that.  Country Liberals also know that they will be fighting each other for 
preselection; then they will be fighting the National Party and the Labor Party for the different seats there and it 
will be one unholy battle between all members opposite.  Members opposite know that is the reality of what 
faces them, and that is the reason they have stood in this place in the past several hours and sought to describe 
the situation in the country as one in which they support fair rather than equal representation.   

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Darling Range! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  However, we all know that the views they put forward are for their own basic self-interest.   

This legislation will enshrine in the Western Australian constitutional scheme the notion that every elector has an 
equal say in his or her government.  It is in that sense the same as the legislation in every other jurisdiction in 
Australia.  All members in this house know, even if they are not prepared to admit it, that this is legislation 
whose time has come.   

Many members spoke about the mining and pastoral provisions.  The mining and pastoral area of the state 
represents 87 per cent of the land mass of Western Australia, or 2.2 million square kilometres.  We have 
proposed that there be a guaranteed five seats for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Five out of 57 seats will be 
guaranteed to that area.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  You are being hypocritical. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That was our policy at the election.  Our policy was one vote, one value, with a protection 
that would be afforded to the truly vast and remote areas of the state.  That is very similar to the provision that 
applies in Queensland.   
The legislation that was passed by this house in 2001, and that was passed by the Legislative Council as well, 
contained a provision that catered specifically for the truly vast and remote areas of the state.  This legislation is 
a modest variation on that provision.  It adds up to one seat; namely, the difference between the four seats that 
were guaranteed by the mathematical formula that was contained in the previous legislation, and the current five 
seats that represent 87 per cent of the land mass of Western Australia.  That is a departure from the principle of 
equality.  We happily acknowledge that.  However, that is what we were required to do in order to get the 
legislation passed last time.  If a variation for the truly remote and vast areas of the state is required for only five 
seats, we consider that is a small price to pay to bring democracy to the rest of the state with regard to the 
election of members of this house.  That formula is different from the one that was in the 2001 legislation.  That 
formula was required of the government by the Legislative Council, or at least by the Greens (WA) in the 
Legislative Council, as a condition for the passage of that legislation.  It is a matter that will no doubt be debated 
in the Legislative Council.  However, I will certainly be doing what I can to ensure that 87 per cent of the state of 
Western Australia - those truly vast and remote areas - are represented by their current strength of representation, 
which is five members in this house.   
The final point I want to make is about how we should address the issue of large electorates.  Some large 
electorates will be created by this legislation if it is successful in its passage through the Parliament.  The way in 
which we should address that issue is by the provision of resources.  The basic democratic notion is that the role 
of members of Parliament is to represent the people.  We should not corrupt that notion, as we currently do in 
Western Australia, in order to achieve that particular outcome.  We will be looking at how we can make sure that 
the representation in those country areas that cover vast areas of this state is truly effective.  That is a matter to 
which we will be turning our minds assuming that this legislation passes through the Legislative Council in an 
acceptable form.  For those reasons, I urge members of this house to support this legislation.  It is principled.  
When this legislation is in operation, people will not believe us when we say that this state once had an electoral 
system in which some people had three, four or even five times the voting power of other people.  People will 
shake their head in disbelief that we ever had a system other than one vote, one value.  

Government members:  Hear, hear! 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The question is that the bill be now read a second time.  Those of that opinion say aye, 
those against no.  In order to ensure that it is clear whether this bill is passed at this stage by an absolute 
majority, I will divide the house.  Ring the bells. 
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Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (30) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  

Noes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

House adjourned at 2.47 am (Wednesday) 

__________ 
 
 


