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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 April. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [12.15 pm]:  This house is considering the so-called One Vote 
One Value Bill 2005.  Members must feel a sense of deja vu when they consider what has brought us to this 
point.  I refer to the tenacity of the current Attorney General and Minister for Electoral Affairs, Hon Jim 
McGinty, in sticking to the theme ad nauseam as he attempted and still attempts to change Western Australia’s 
electoral system to suit not only the Labor Party, but also himself.  It is what can be seen only as something 
beyond a personal crusade to a point of obsession.  Members will recall that when he was the Leader of the 
Opposition in the 1990s he challenged the existence of Western Australia’s electoral system in the High Court of 
Australia.  The High Court of Australia considered the Australian Labor Party’s petition and rejected it.  Hon Jim 
McGinty came back to the caucus room and said, “Not only have we lost, but also you are all going to be hit up 
for $5 000 each to pay for this folly.”   

I recall reading in the subsequent years the returns provided to the Electoral Commission of donations by people 
to political parties and looking at all the entries of $5 000 by members of the ALP I knew in this place.  If one 
did not know why they were doing it, one would think they are dedicated people.  I am not sure that the spirit 
with which the respective $5 000 pledges were paid was necessarily that cordial.  I suspect there was a lot of 
muttering around this place when ALP members were hit for that particular bill.  That did not stop him because 
earlier in this Legislative Council term that is about to expire on 21 May we were doing all that we are now 
doing again.  We did it to death then and we are pretty well doing it to death now.   
As a result of the controversial passage of the earlier legislation, in this very Legislative Council term, the bill 
was deemed to have passed through this place without the requisite absolute majority; therefore, it became 
unlawful for the Clerk to present the two bills to the Governor for royal assent.  Mr McGinty appealed that to the 
Supreme Court saying, “Well, let’s refer it to the umpire so that we can abide by the umpire’s decision.”  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I think it was referred by the Clerk Laurie Marquet.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson is quite right.  It was referred by the Clerk to the Supreme 
Court for a ruling and Mr McGinty said, “We will abide by the umpire’s decision.”  The Supreme Court decided 
against the government and the government promptly took it to the High Court.  A fresh umpire was obviously 
required.  This time it was with a greater sense of ease among the hearts and minds of the ALP caucus because 
the taxpayer was paying the massive legal costs, so there was no prospect of $5 000 bills being bounced back to 
members of the caucus.  The High Court also threw it out.   
Following the 26 February election, Mr McGinty is continuing his fixation, his personal crusade, by saying he 
wants to rush ahead with further attempts to change the state’s electoral laws to suit his party, and that he wants 
to do it before the new Legislative Council is in place.  He is entitled to send whatever he wants to the Council at 
any time.  Electoral reform has played on his mind, and in the flush of a victory he decided to introduce this bill 
to the Parliament now in the hope that the opposition is in some sort of disarray.  He will be disappointed about 
that.  The Parliamentary Liberal Party is certainly in a lot better condition now than it was four years ago.  
Irrespective of that, he sees it as a window of opportunity.  That is what has brought this house to debate this bill, 
which seeks to do a number of things.  It proposes to amend the Electoral Act in a number of ways.  It also 
contains a subtext, with which we are not familiar, that tells us that he wants to make further amendments to the 
Electoral Act in ways that have not yet been made known to us, are not included in this bill and are not part of 
the second reading speech.  At least the Attorney General is consistent: if he thinks he has the numbers he is 
prepared to try anything without regard for due process or any other precedent.  Among other things, the bill 
proposes to repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  Before we repeal and say goodbye to the Electoral 
Distribution Act 1947, I want to consider the debate of the day to find out what it was all about.  If one reads the 
debate in the Hansard of 1947 one acquires a sense of déjà vu, because it is as though the debate recorded in 
Hansard in 1947 is the same as the debate we have heard over the past few days, earlier in this term of 
Parliament, in 1987 and on other occasions. 

I refer to the resumption of the second reading speech on 3 December 1947 at page 2 366 when the member for 
Gascoyne, Hon F.J.S. Wise, kicked off.  In his opening remarks Mr Wise noted that this was a controversial area 
of policy, and that whenever any government proposes changes to electoral boundaries or electoral systems some 
very strong views are expressed for and against.  As evidence of that, he then referred, on the same page, to an 
earlier debate in 1910.  He drew members’ attention to that debate and, in particular, to the index for the 
Redistribution of Seats Bill of that year.  I am sure members will be familiar with that debate in 1910, but to 
refresh my memory, I took Mr Wise’s suggestion and referred to the index in the Hansard of 1910.  As members 
know, the Hansard index is compiled from references to the subheadings that occur throughout the debate.  I 
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will repeat what Mr Wise drew to the attention of Parliament in 1947 and review the table of contents to show 
the history of the debate on the Redistribution of Seats Bill in 1910.  The index subheadings are as follows: leave 
to introduce, point of order, dissent from ruling, motion to print, point of order, carried on division, amendment 
to refer to select committee, negatived on division, to fix committee stage, point of order, disorder, point of 
order, dissent from chairman’s ruling, disorder, member suspended and removed, dissent from chairman’s 
ruling, privilege, inaccurate press report - for Hon Paddy Embry - progress, committee resumed, points of order, 
member suspended, dissent from chairman’s ruling, dissent from Speaker’s ruling, resumed, opposition members 
leave chamber, committee concluded, standing order suspension, point of order, member suspended, dissent 
from Speaker’s ruling, report stage, passing, and transmitting to Council. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  How many people were present for the vote? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It was quite a war of attrition.  As members would understand, when reviewing old 
legislation my attention was drawn to some of these matters and I went straight to some of the juicy bits.  I 
discovered that in the process of being removed from the chamber, a Mr Holman was having an interchange with 
a Mr Collier.  Mr Collier told Mr Holman to shut up and go outside.  Mr Holman replied, “Shut up, clothes peg.”  
When one is in opposition one likes to acquire new terms of derision.  That is a new one on me!  Mr Holman’s 
parting shot to the Speaker as he was told to leave the chamber was, “Very well.  I am pleased you have not the 
power to order me to be flogged to death.”  That would have been his retort over his shoulder.  One may assume 
that “clothes peg” in that context was not used as a term of endearment.  When one reviews the intensity of that 
debate and contrasts it with the way we are conducting things here, this is a very dignified proceeding whereas, 
in 1910, it was something of a bunfight, not that we do not have the capacity to argue in this place with the same 
volatility.  Looking at the government benches, I can see a few clothes pegs; indeed, Hon Ken Travers is 
probably the biggest clothes peg in this place. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Clothes hoist! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Absolutely.  There have been many more such debates.  What we learn from 
examining them is that there is nothing new about this.  I have referred to only two debates from the first half of 
the last century.  One can see the same ingredients for debate that exist today concerning this issue.  It is all 
about vote-weighting.  In 1910 the bush was the centre of focus in Western Australia.  By the bush I mean what 
we call the wheatbelt, the timber country, the south west, the dairy country and most certainly including the 
eastern goldfields.  It was the central focus for the state. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is where the central focus was.  There are also references, again and again, that 
both sides generally acknowledged that four seats must be retained in the north west.  The reference to the north 
west was basically the far north of the state; that is, the north west of Australia.  Indeed, that is precisely what we 
are talking about now.  Despite any other references to one vote, one value, four seats must be kept in the north 
west.  Nothing changes.  Other aspects of this ongoing, never ending, oft-revisited debate is the cant that goes 
with it - that is, c-a-n-t as opposed to clothes peg - and which emanates from whatever government of the day is 
proposing such legislation.  Members have already commented on this and noted, as I now note in passing, that 
terms like one vote, one value are applied; indeed, it is in the title of the bill.  That term is very arguable, as Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson argued very forcibly and well in the wee small hours of this morning.  Proponents of such 
bills constantly say that we have to have fairness and equality in our system.  The second reading speech trots 
out the term “equality”. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do you mind not using the word “trots”? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sorry if the Leader of the House is indisposed. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, it wasn’t that kind of trot I was talking about. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The government trots out terms such as “equity” when there is none.  Equally 
predictably, and in this case correctly, opponents of the proposal trot out the term “gerrymander”.  There is 
always in the hearts and minds of members of this Parliament, and probably every Parliament, a high degree of 
interest stirred whenever the question of the electoral system is raised, and understandably so.  If members do 
not believe me, they should go back to the 1910 Hansard and look at the demeanour displayed by our esteemed 
predecessors, such as Mr Holman and others.  We have all shown from time to time that we are capable of 
feeling strongly about matters we are considering. 

I note that in the current bill is the notion of four seats in the north west.  Again, nothing changes; we were told 
that in the first half of the last century.  We have also been told ad nauseam - we were told during this debate, we 
read about it in the public domain and we were told during the last debate earlier in this Council’s current term - 
that voting, fairness, equity, equality and all of that is about numbers of people and not about land area or 
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number of trees or length of road or number of cows.  That is what the Leader of the House says whenever he or 
Hon Nick Griffiths, who was the minister responsible a few years ago, come into this place and trot out the old 
Labor Party saying that they have believed in this for 100 years.  Nonsense!  What they are trying to do is change 
the system to suit themselves because they have again seen a window of opportunity to do so.  I do not know 
how long it will take them to get their $5 000 back, but I wish they would get over it.  We have a system that has 
the basic principle - that is the other word they or the proponents of such a system use.  They have got to have 
their basic principle right.  The principle is that voting value is about people. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You have been listening well. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have heard it that many times, it haunts me. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am pleased. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It gives me nightmares.  When I am able to get home and get to sleep, it gives me 
nightmares. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You are so soft. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I wish the clothes peg on the other side would be quiet, because I am trying to engage 
the minister in charge here.  He talks about the principle being - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Sue is in charge of it. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am trying to engage the Leader of the House anyway, as he is paying attention and 
he knows very well - we can be frank about it - that every word that I am saying is true when I refer to the 
governments that come and go and propose these sorts of bills and what motivates them to do so.  It amazes me 
that members opposite say that value of votes should be about people and not about land area, yet they 
simultaneously introduce legislation that refers to LAAs - the large-area allowance - that will bring us all the 
way back to the four seats that the government must have in the north west and a couple of others elsewhere 
where the government can pretend there are thousands of voters to make up the quota.  It can pretend there are 
thousands of voters there based on what?  It is based on 1.5 per cent of the area in square kilometres. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Over that. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  However, the Leader of the House and others come in here and tell us that, in order to 
be fair, principled, equitable and equal, votes can relate only to people, and not to land area.  The government 
specifically told us that and then it presented a bill that dummies up the Labor Party’s seats of the north west by 
using land area as the criteria to increase the value of votes to 21 428.  The number of constituents in some 
electorates will be increased by 6 000, 1 900, 12 500, 9 000 and 3 500.  Observers of this debate might want to 
take on board all the material about which people have been speaking over the past few centuries and these past 
few days and ask themselves what difference the government’s legislation makes.  Everyone agrees there must 
be four seats in the north west because of the size of the areas and the vastness of the distances.  Both sides of 
politics agreed with that 100 years ago.  When it is boiled down and all the talk and false rationale about dummy 
voters or the large-area allowance, as it is now called - 

Hon Peter Foss:  Laa laas. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Laa laas.  The number of people contained within the proposed electorates is not a 
helluva lot different from the current number.  What is all fuss about?  Why bother?  I put that to the house as a 
rhetorical question.  Why bother?  It is all about preserving the status quo as far as it suits the government.  It is 
all about what some members have described as a gerrymander.  I have chosen to describe it thus far today as 
another attempt by the government to take advantage of the window of opportunity it has to make changes to the 
electoral system to suit its own political convenience.  It will not suit this government forever more, but for the 
next few elections.  That is what this is about.  It is not about getting rid of gerrymanders that already exist.  If 
there is a gerrymander, it is the one created by the Labor government of 1987.  I do not think that is what this is 
about.  This is about entrenching ALP advantage in the areas about which we are talking. 

It is awfully helpful to the ALP to present legislation that provides advice to future Electoral Commissions that 
the parameters around which they will frame future electoral districts will be constrained in the manner 
prescribed.  Despite all the rhetoric about fairness, equality and principle, this is being done always with an eye 
on creating an advantage - for the ALP in this case.  That is what this is about.  I know that, ALP members know 
that and informed observers know that.  The question must be asked: why are the Greens (WA) or anyone else 
prepared to go along with it if it is purely about advantaging the ALP?  Maybe some people, including ALP 
members, think it is a marvellous idea to entrench such a position for the short term.  What will we entrench?  
After this bill was passed in the other place and while it has been in this chamber, we have heard rumours that 
the bill before us, and the second reading speech that goes with it - we will finish the debate on the second 
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reading later today - is not the system the government intends to implement.  Other provisions might be thrust 
upon us that will change it entirely.  I look forward with great interest - if we ever get there - to the committee 
stage to find out what the hell it is that this bill will be about.  As a result of the documents that I have been 
provided with, I now have an incomplete picture of the situation.  I must not rely simply on Press reports or what 
I hear from the man in the street because, as Hon Paddy Embry reminded us recently, that may not be 100 per 
cent accurate.  In this house we cannot take notice of things that are not formally presented to us by way of a bill.  
That is all I have to work with.  How else will the bill be padded?  In acknowledging the late Mr Wise, the late 
Mr Holman and other esteemed former colleagues who have gone before us and who understood all of this so 
well, I express my concerns about this bill and where it is headed.  I regret not only that I do not know where it is 
that we might be headed, but also that I do not have the capacity to form an opinion about whether I want to go 
there.   

The potential exists for an interesting committee stage.  Who knows, it might lead us in unexpected directions.  
However, for now we are not dealing with the committee stage as I am sure you, Madam Deputy President, are 
about to remind me; we are dealing with the second reading debate.  Insofar as the bill currently exists, I and 
other members in my party oppose the bill and its second reading.  In making my contribution to the second 
reading debate, which will be closed on the opposition’s behalf shortly by our leader, I want to highlight to any 
observers of Hansard in this chamber 30, 50 or 100 years down the track - that is, unless the Labor Party 
succeeds in abolishing this chamber - who are debating the exact same issue of four seats in the north west and 
how the system must be fair, equitable, principled and the rest of it -  

Hon Kim Chance:  As they inevitably will.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  We need something to guide them and give them a sense of continuity in the 
same way that we have been able to draw from old debates and understand that these things come and go and 
that there is nothing new under the sun.  When a future Labor Party government proposes, through a window of 
opportunity, another one vote, one value bill which is nothing of the sort, our successors will know that, by and 
large, it is all much clothes pegs.  I oppose the bill.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  The question is that the bill be read a second time.  I give the 
call to Hon Alan Cadby.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Madam Deputy President, may I propose that you leave the Chair until the ringing of the 
bills at two o’clock, rather than have Hon Alan Cadby start a speech only to have it shortly interrupted?   

Hon Norman Moore:  Does Hon Alan Cadby want to begin?   

Hon Alan Cadby:  I am happy to eat a hearty lunch before the execution.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  In that case, I shall leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells.  

Sitting suspended from 12.43 to 2.00 pm 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [2.00 pm]:  In the lead-up to this legislation coming before the 
house I was inundated with numerous telephone calls, e-mails and faxes.  I have probably received more 
communications on this matter than has any other member of this house to date.  In fact, it got so bad yesterday 
that I could not even contact my office.  Although two staff members were in the office all day, the phones were 
running so hot that I could not get through.  I imagine that it was an orchestrated effort to make contact with me.  
That is part of the democratic process, so I am rather pleased that people have taken the time to try to make 
contact with me.  When I arrived at Parliament before nine o’clock this morning following the late-night sitting, 
I had about 16 new e-mails waiting for me, all about one vote, one value.  I tried to read them all this morning.  
The views put forward in the communications that I have received have been quite diverse.  They basically come 
from two ends of a continuum.  The view at one end is that we should leave everything as it is and at the other 
end it is that a completely radical change should be made to our voting system in Western Australia.  Farmers, 
people who undertake household duties and a couple of professors of law have expressed their views.  I must say 
that I found the papers from the professors difficult to read, but I got the gist of what they were trying to say.  I 
found it interesting that there are country people who strongly support one vote, one value and there are city 
people who strongly support the current system.   

It is clear to me that some country voters believe that this legislation will make country living more difficult due 
to a lack of representation.  It is my view that the current system does not promote country living, and neither 
will the new system.  Electoral reform is not about changing life for people in the country but about a process of 
representative democracy.  The legislation is nothing more than an algorithm for the voting processes within 
Western Australia.   

I will outline what is now in place.  Western Australia has three country and three metropolitan regions that are 
represented by 57 members in the Assembly and 34 members in the Council.  I have considered in detail the 
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distribution of voters in those districts.  The figures are from the Western Australian electoral enrolment statistics 
of 30 September 2004.  Later statistics were produced, but the figures do not seem to have changed.  They make 
quite interesting reading.  I refer first to the non-metropolitan regions.  The South West Region has 152 494 
electors, with 11 lower house members and seven upper house members for a total of 18 members of Parliament.  
The average enrolment per district is 13 863.  The Agricultural Region has 94 877 voters.  That region has seven 
representatives in the lower house and five representatives in the upper house for a total of 12 members.  On 
average, each seat has 13 554 voters.  The Mining and Pastoral Region has 68 566 electors, with five 
representatives in the lower house and five representatives in the upper house for 10 members in total, with an 
average of 13 711 voters in each district.  I do not apologise for doing my mathematics.  That is my background.  
If Hon George Cash spoke, he would bring a legalistic point of view into it.  I am bringing a mathematical point 
of view into it, and I do not apologise.  In those three regions, there is a total population of electors of 315 927, 
with 23 members in the lower house and 17 in the upper house, making a total of 40 members.  Forty country 
members of Parliament represent 315 927 voters, or, putting it another way - this is a figure that really means 
something - 26 per cent of the electorate is represented by 44 per cent of the members of Parliament.  That is the 
figure that members need to keep in mind. 

I go to the metropolitan regions.  In the East Metropolitan Region, there are 261 662 electors.  In the lower house 
they have 10 representatives, in the upper house five, making a total of 15, with an average enrolment of 26 166 
electors in each district.  Compare that with the 13 000-odd average in the country districts.  The North 
Metropolitan Region has 374 168 electors.  They have 14 representatives in the lower house and seven in the 
upper house, making a total of 21 members, with an average enrolment of 26 726 electors in each district.  That 
of course is my region.  The South Metropolitan Region has 263 622 electors.  They have 10 representatives in 
the lower house, five in the upper house, making a total of 15 members to represent them.  The average size seat 
is 26 362.  Therefore, 899 540 electors in the metropolitan region are represented by 51 members, or, in 
percentage terms, 74 per cent of the electorate is represented by 56 per cent of the members of Parliament.  As I 
have mentioned, on average, each metropolitan seat has twice as many electors as has each seat in the country 
regions.  The question is: can this be justified? 

I accept that some people, but certainly not all people, believe that some aspect of country vote weighting is 
justified.  However, I find it very difficult to justify the distribution in Bunbury and Leschenault, whereby those 
two seats combined have fewer voters than, say, Wanneroo.  They have a total of only 27 000 voters - Wanneroo 
has close to 31 000 voters, I think - and those two areas are represented by two members of Parliament, whereas 
Wanneroo is represented by only one.  There are 27 000 voters in the combined seats of Geraldton and 
Greenough and they return two members of Parliament.  It takes the same time to get to Mandurah and 
Dawesville as it does to get to Wanneroo.  It may be a different distance, but it takes the same time.  In those two 
seats combined, there are roughly 26 500 voters, and once again they return two members of Parliament, 
whereas Wanneroo voters return one.  Not that long ago there were nearly 40 000 voters in the electorate of 
Wanneroo!  How fair and equitable is that?   

Electoral reform has been promised by both major parties in recent times, but only the Labor Party has brought 
forward a bill to meet this promise of electoral reform.  I still believe that there are members in both major 
parties who agree that we need to have electoral reform.  However, as I have said many times - it has been 
reported in the media - the difficulty is that there is not a common model that people are prepared to accept. 

I want to read a bit of history about one vote, one value.  I am relying on the media.  I accept many of the points 
that Hon Paddy Embry made earlier, but I do not want to upset them too much today.  I have an article from The 
West Australian of 1 November 1996.  The headline is “Court backs call for voting reform”.  It states -  

The State coalition has committed itself to introducing a new electoral system close to one vote, one 
value if re-elected.   

It states also -  

The National Party has long resisted the push to remove the current system of vote weighting which 
favours rural electorates. 

But yesterday, party leader Hendy Cowan repeated his support for last year’s coalition agreement that 
existing metropolitan and non-metropolitan zones for the Legislative Assembly would be replaced with 
a system which divided total voter numbers by 57 - the number of seats - to set a quota of electors in 
each.   

There we have it: the then Liberal Premier, Richard Court, and the then Leader of the National Party, Hendy 
Cowan, said they were prepared to introduce one vote, one value.   

An article in The West Australian of 17 December 1996 by Anne Burns states -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 29 April 2005] 

 p967b-984a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Norman Moore; Deputy President 

 [6] 

Premier Richard Court has ruled out a more democratically elected Legislative Council but says his 
Government will introduce one vote, one value to the Legislative Assembly.   

It states also -  
Mr Court said it was too early to speculate on the impact of the changes at the next election on the 
coalition’s possible 11-seat majority, which is boosted by six country-based National Party seats.  
“There is broad acceptance in the Legislative Assembly that we move closer to a one vote, one value 
system,” he said.   

It states also -  
Mr Court predicted there would be broad support for the proposal from all parties.  But he stopped short 
of promising to extend the changes to the Upper House.   

I turn now to the document titled “Commission on Government Western Australia - Report No. 1”, published in 
August 1995.  I could read a considerable amount from this document, but I will not do so at this stage.  The 
Commission on Government was held during the time of the Court Liberal-National coalition government.  The 
Commission on Government had four Liberal-National coalition members, and I think three Labor members; I 
am not exactly sure.  Recommendation 1 on page 302 states -  

The present metropolitan and non-metropolitan zones for the Legislative Assembly should be abolished.   

Recommendation 2 states in part -  
The quota of enrolled voters for each Legislative Assembly electoral district should be determined by 
dividing the total State enrolment, projected four years in advance, by the number of seats to be 
distributed.  A plus or minus 15 per cent deviation from the quota should be permitted based on the 
criteria listed below.   

Those recommendations have supporting arguments, but I will not go through them because of the tyranny of 
time.  We have heard of the tyranny of distance.  No-one ever mentions the tyranny of time.  I may come to that 
a little later.   

I turn now to the document titled “Government Response to Commission on Government - Reports Nos 1-5”, 
dated October 1996.  Recommendation 42 on page 9 states in part -  

The Government accepts the major principles of this detailed recommendation: that the current zones 
for the Legislative Assembly be abolished; that equality of enrolment be the basis for future 
redistributions; and that facilities for remote and large electoral districts be improved.   

It is clear from those articles and reports that both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party have had electoral 
reform on their agenda.  I do not know what stopped the coalition government under Premier Court from 
proceeding with that electoral reform, because I was not in the Parliament at the time.  Nobody has told me why 
they stopped proceeding with one vote, one value, but it is clearly stated that during the mid-1990s both the 
coalition partners - that is, the Nationals and Liberals - were keen on electoral reform; that is, they were keen on 
one vote, one value principles. 

I acknowledge that various challenges are faced by people who choose to live in the country.  However, we face 
just as many challenges in the city, although I acknowledge they might be different challenges.  The suburbs of 
Perth, especially at the northern boundary of my electorate, face a shortage of services such as doctors, schools 
and transport, as is the case with people living in country regions.  It is a fact that people are drifting away from 
country living, but this has been happening for many, many years.  The degradation of small country towns is 
not due to the actions of the Western Australian Electoral Commission or result from issues of representation 
through the electoral laws. 

I am very disappointed when members say that a particular distribution system will embed a government of one 
political persuasion.  I think it is unwise to take voters for granted just because of where they live.  I believe that, 
given strong leadership and sound policy that meet the expectation of voters, it is possible for any one of the two 
major parties to win government. 

I recently visited the seat of Merredin with National Party member Brendon Grylls.  He is a great host, and, in 
my opinion, he is a great country member.  He is well respected by his electorate, and he is a very strong 
advocate for his seat: as I spent something like nine hours in the car with him, I can certainly tell members that 
he is a tremendous advocate.  During my visit I met a couple called Scott and Linda Stirrat at Muntadgin - I think 
they call it “Muntie”. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It is pronounced Muntadgin. 
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Hon ALAN CADBY:  Maybe the member can say it for me next time I need to say it.  These people were 
concerned about the possible closure of their school.  The school has eight students and three teachers.  There is 
a prospect that this school will close because one of the families may choose to send their three children to 
another school.  I understand that if the school closes, young primary school children will travel 90 minutes by 
school bus for their schooling. 

Hon John Fischer:  There are a lot of Stirrats in the bush. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I agree.  This is a difficult situation for both the students and parents at the school.  I 
compare this to the situation in my electorate in which Craigie Senior High School was closed in 2004 because 
its enrolment fell below 500.  A city school closes because enrolments fall below 500.  Many of those students, 
at least 60 of them, must travel an hour and a half - although they are older than the Muntadgin students - to 
attend Mindarie Senior College because it provided the courses they want.  Although there are differences in 
numbers, the problems are similar in nature, and they engendered considerable heartache in both communities.  
My point is that the lack of services and representation are two separate and clearly defined issues.  This bill is 
about representation and equality of vote, not the provision of services. 

There are numerous ways of politically dividing the state of Western Australia, and not just on the basis of 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan regions.  There are multiple differences.  The misconception of metropolitan 
versus non-metropolitan serves particular groups at particular times, but does not reflect the reality of the 
situation, nor does it have universal acceptance.  Many variables are involved in the move of people from the 
country, and solutions need to be addressed within each country community.  The state government and local 
councils need to be committed to boosting growth in these areas, and, yes, services may need improvement, but 
that does not come only from electoral representation.  Of course, many country areas, particularly those in the 
south west, are in a cycle of growth.  Some of these communities welcome the migration of city dwellers into 
their region, but some resent this growth despite the additional services the city dwellers bring with them.  Not 
only do they bring some more services, but also they bring the problems normally associated with city folk.   

Western Australia’s state electoral system is a study in inequality.  As at 30 September 2004, in the Legislative 
Assembly metropolitan district of Wanneroo there were 30 532 electors, whereas in Kalgoorlie - I am not 
picking on Kalgoorlie for any particular reason; it is just the smallest district - there were 12 680 electors.  The 
voting power of the electors in Kalgoorlie is now more than twice that of the electors in Wanneroo.  The current 
system is not a fair system.  It is important that electoral reform go ahead.  This is about a principle of voting 
equality, which is fundamental to the processes of democracy.  This bill is not about social and economic issues 
or interests, but about each voter having the same value attached to his voting intentions as everybody else.  
Every other state of Australia operates with a system of similarly populated electorates.  Western Australia is the 
only state not to adopt these principles.  If one vote, one value is good enough for the eight other legislatures, 
why is it not good enough for Western Australia?   

I now wish to dive into the bill itself and then I will make some other comments.  It is well known that the bill as 
it stands will not pass through this house.  However, if the government agrees to certain amendments, electoral 
reform in Western Australia will become a reality.  What has surprised me more than anything else is the 
position of the Liberal Party, and that is why I needed a hearty lunch.  The government has made it clear on 
numerous occasions that it is willing to compromise on the bill to ensure its passage through the Parliament.  I 
remember quite clearly Geoff Gallop saying last year that he does not do deals with Independents.  I can 
reinforce that.  He has not done a deal with me.  We have never spoken about it.  I am sure that Jim McGinty 
would rather have worked with the Liberal Party than with the Greens (WA) and me.  The Liberal Party’s stance 
of total opposition to this legislation is, I believe, letting down badly its constituency.  The Liberal Party has 
failed to participate in the reshaping of this bill to lessen the perceived negative effects this bill will have on its 
country constituency.   

I will tell members some of the things that I have tried to do.  I have gone to Minister McGinty and asked him to 
increase the number of Assembly seats by four to 61.  That would mean that we would have a move to one vote, 
one value and, at the same time, lessen the effect of the tyranny of distance in some electorates.  In my trip to 
Merredin, I had talks with Wendy Duncan, who is the President of the National Party, and put that view to her 
very strongly.  On my trip to Merredin I also spoke to a number of people at Cunderdin about the need to 
increase the district enrolment from 57 to 61 members.  That meeting was interesting, because although 
everybody was focusing on the tyranny of distance, one of the members in the room said that he lived in the city 
and could not see his member of Parliament, not because of distance, but because so many people wanted to see 
him that he did not get the time.  Although people in the country suffer from the tyranny of distance, people in 
the city may suffer from the tyranny of time.  Nobody has ever mentioned the tyranny of time.  The tyranny of 
distance can be overcome. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Tell us how? 
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Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Tell us how? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Both members are very intelligent people.  I think they should work it out for themselves.  
My teaching days are over, at least for another three weeks!   

The idea of 61 members in the lower house - without changing the membership of the upper house I might add - 
was well received by Minister McGinty.  The problem is, as we all know, we cannot do that in this house.  Under 
our Constitution we cannot increase the number of electors from 57 to 61, or even 59.  Only the members of the 
Assembly can do that.  If I were a Liberal country voter, I would be asking why the Liberal leadership did not 
make such an amendment when the legislation was in the other place.  If the Liberals were really concerned 
about the effect this legislation would have because of distances people have to travel, they would have 
introduced such an amendment.  I am sure that the minister would have obliged them.   

The problem is that when the Liberal Party leadership dealt themselves out of the game - it is not a game; I 
merely use the expression flippantly - they dealt me in.  It is no good demonising me by saying that I am the 
cause of all this when in fact the Liberal Party could have made me and the Greens (WA) totally irrelevant to this 
debate.  The Liberal Party failed to do so.  I might add that I have been talking to the Liberal Party for a long 
time, saying that it should get into the game, because unless it gets into the game it will not alter anything, but 
the Liberal Party has failed to do so.  That is not my fault; that is the fault of the Liberal Party.  I have said many 
times that I am a great supporter of the Liberal Party.  I would rather see the Liberal Party and the Labor Party 
negotiating on this matter than the Greens and me.  The Greens and I do not have a coalition, but we have had a 
very good working relationship over the past few weeks, forced upon us by the Liberal Party’s not getting 
involved. 

I met the President of the Liberal Party outside the Parliament earlier.  She was very gracious.  She said hello to 
me and I said hello to her.  There are no difficulties with Mrs Danielle Blain and I talking.  I said to her that the 
Liberal Party should be listening to the thoughts of some wise heads that are around, both former and current 
members of the Liberal Party, because if the Liberal Party as a whole had done that, we would not be faced with 
the situation that we are faced with today.   

I was interested in the Leader of the Opposition’s support for the quarantining of the five seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  It certainly proves that self-interest is a great motivator.  That is not being critical of the leader, 
because if I were in his position, I would have done exactly the same.  I do not support proposed section 16H(3) 
which, in its current form, puts in place this anti-one vote, one value situation.  I do not support the quarantining 
of the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I also do not support proposed section 16N, and I will be 
looking to amend this proposed section so that it is more consistent with section 13 of the Electoral Distribution 
Act 1947.   

I will now turn to the Legislative Council.  I have some difficulty with the basis for the electoral distribution of 
Council membership.  However, I have now accepted that the nature of the Council is different from that of the 
Legislative Assembly, and therefore it can be established under different principles.  However, I make it clear 
that my preferred option would be a system based on population numbers within the regions.  I will accept 
amendments that give equal representation in this house to both metropolitan and non-metropolitan regions.  
Within that parameter, I would prefer the status quo; that is, 17 from the metropolitan regions, with their split 
taking account of the population, and 17 from the non-metropolitan regions, once again based on their individual 
populations.   

A number of people in this house have mentioned my name in their speeches; some in a positive way and some 
in a negative way.  Everybody has a right to say what they believe.  I will not comment on all of the things that 
have been said, but I want to make a comment about a speech made yesterday by Hon Barry House.  He is quite 
right - we did share a room for two years, and I learnt a great deal from him and I have much respect for him.  
We are all guilty of using a throwaway line in an attempt to be humorous, just as we are sometimes guilty of 
taking comments out of context to suit our own personal or political objectives.  My throwaway line to Hon 
Barry House was said in the context of a discussion I was having over coffee with Liberal members of 
Parliament, who were suggesting in a humorous way what I should be doing in the campaign, because I did not 
intend to stand.  They were talking about things I could do in particular seats, such as getting my son or my 
daughter to stand in a particular seat.  It was all very humorous and good-natured.  Unfortunately, Hon Barry 
House did not participate in the early discussions, and therefore did not know the context in which I made the 
remark.  I am not sure whether I used the exact words he claimed, but they are pretty right.  Immediately after I 
said that, he walked away, I think in disgust.  If I had been him I would have done the same thing if I did not 
know the context of the remark.  If I did insult Hon Barry House or the Liberal Party, I apologise; I did not mean 
to, and I hope that we can still move forward together.  
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I take this opportunity to thank those many members of the house from the Liberal Party, the Labor Party, the 
National Party and the Greens (WA) and the three Independents, for the support and friendship they have 
continued to show me ever since I became an Independent member of this house.  It is greatly appreciated, and I 
will always value it.   

Now I come to the last paragraph - two or three lines that I think people want to hear.  I will support the second 
reading of the One Vote One Value Bill 2005, and I look forward to making or supporting amendments that will 
enable me to support the third reading of this bill.   

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Fisheries) [2.35 pm]:  I support the arguments 
advanced by Hon Alan Cadby on this bill, particularly the delivery of service because it is a different issue to the 
issues that surround this Bill.   

This bill will not disadvantage country and regional people.  If it did, I would not support it.   

Hon John Fischer:  Tell that to the people of Newman next time you are there.   

Hon JON FORD:  The people of Newman know my position.  I have listened to a number of nonsense 
arguments during this debate and I have done so in silence.  I would appreciate it if the member did the same.   

People will not judge the members of the Labor Party on their conviction by their word, but on their conviction 
demonstrated by their actions.  Good outcomes for regional people will not be delivered by the number of 
representatives, but by the quality and dedication of their representatives and the commitment of incumbent 
governments to regional communities.  That is what delivers good outcomes.  

My colleagues on this side of the house from the regions and the metropolitan area are very supportive of 
regional communities and I am very proud of them.  All of them are dedicated to achieving good outcomes for 
all Western Australians.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.37 pm]:  I begin my 
comments by drawing some parallels between a similar debate in 1997 and the one we are engaging in today.  In 
1997, between the time that the house began its sittings in that year until 21 May, the then Court government 
sought to have its industrial relations legislation passed.  As it transpired it was successful, I might add with the 
support of the Labor Party, albeit not expressed in a positive sense.   

As I go through the processes the house engaged in on that occasion there is no doubt in my mind that the Labor 
Party could have filibustered that debate and extended it beyond 21 May.  My assessment of its strategy was it 
would fight to the bitter end but hoped it actually got passed so it could then use it as an issue for the following 
four years.  Labor Party members actually did things in this chamber that they did not have to and they could 
well have achieved their ambition of preventing that legislation from being passed. 

The parallels are very significant in a number of ways.  Both sides of politics had very strong and differing views 
on the legislation and passions ran high.  Fortunately, as I said yesterday, the passions of members on this side 
on this bill will not see this house taken over by thugs.  This house will debate the issues properly, albeit at great 
length and it will come to a proper resolution. 

I spent time looking through some of the speeches made in 1997 and at page 2239 of Hansard on 6 May 1997 
one of the members said -  

Any member considering how he or she will vote in this place should first answer the following 
questions:  Is this a good thing for Western Australia?  Is this the best and most reasonable result we 
can achieve for Western Australia?  

Further on it reads -  
It does not matter whether one is Labor, Liberal, National, Green or Independent, when we approach 
something we should consider whether it is good for Western Australia.   

Hon Nick Griffiths raised those questions in the debate on the industrial relations legislation in 1997.  I ask the 
same questions today about this legislation and I suggest to all members that they ask themselves these questions 
because they are proper questions to be asked.  In my view, the legislation we are dealing with today is not in the 
best interests of Western Australia, just as Hon Nick Griffiths argued in 1997 that the industrial relations 
legislation that we wanted to pass was not in the best interests of Western Australia.  His advice to us then was 
very good advice, which we should take on all occasions.  Regrettably, from time to time in this place we have to 
decide what is good for Western Australia and what is good for us as individuals or as members of a political 
party.  In my mind there is no question that this bill is more about political parties than anything else, and the 
good of Western Australia is a secondary issue.   
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It is fascinating to read the debates of 1997 and the comments made by people such as Hon Tom Stephens, who 
at the time was Leader of the Opposition.  He argued, along with his colleagues, that the Legislative Council was 
an illegitimate organisation and did not have the right to pass legislation prior to the change on 21 May, and he 
moved a motion to defer consideration of the bill until after 22 May so that the “legitimate Parliament” would 
vote on that bill.  It is also extraordinarily coincidental that when that industrial relations legislation was 
introduced into this house discussions were going on between the then government and other organisations about 
some amendments.  The amendments had not reached the chamber when the debates began.  At page 1760 of 
Hansard on 29 April 1997, Hon Tom Stephens said - 

The Government talks about introducing substantial amendments to a Bill that has only just been given 
a first reading in this place.  No indication has been given of when those amendments will be thrown 
onto the Table of this House. 

He continued - 

One of the reasons I believe this Bill should not be given a second reading until 27 May is that the 
Opposition has not seen the amendments about which the Government has apparently been able to enter 
into discussion - . . .  

I will repeat that - 

One of the reasons I believe this Bill should not be given a second reading until 27 May is that the 
Opposition has not seen the amendments about which the Government has apparently been able to enter 
into discussion - . . .  

He continued - 

Mr President, through you I ask the Attorney General to please put the amendments on the Table in 
double quick time so that we know what we are dealing with. Mr President, you cannot expect us to 
debate this Bill before 22 May if the Attorney General will not present his amendments to this House 
before that debate. 

What an extraordinary coincidence!  That brings to my mind the one phrase that describes what this is all about, 
and that is absolute hypocrisy.  The hypocrisy of the Labor Party is breathtaking. 

To go a little further - I mentioned this the other day in the Address-in-Reply debate - the then Leader of the 
Opposition, Hon Tom Stephens, read out two letters from two members-elect of the Legislative Council who 
were coming to this chamber on 22 May.  The first was from the current Minister for Education and Training.  
The letter states - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have already read that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will read it again for the benefit of the minister.  The letter states - 

Why is the government afraid to expose this bill to the full scrutiny of the most recently elected 
parliament? The answer is clear; such extremist legislation would not withstand this scrutiny.  

What has changed?  The second letter was from Ken Travers.  It is referred to at page 1774 of Hansard of 
Tuesday, 29 April 1997, and states, in part - 

However - 

Several members interjected. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  Let us get the rules straight, because on 
my calculations we are coming up to a second reading vote.  Let us not have too many interjections.  Most 
members have been heard in silence and nobody wants to be removed from the chamber at this stage, so let us 
get the rules straight. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The letter states -  

However, my most pressing concern is the attempt by the Government to have this Legislation passed 
before the new members, elected in December last year, have the opportunity to debate our concerns 
and vote on this legislation. 

I would appreciate it if you could make the current members of the Council aware of my views and ask 
them on my behalf to defer debate on the bill until after 22 May 1997. 

It was presumably signed by Mr Ken Travers, who ultimately became Hon Ken Travers. 

I do not have any letters like that from current members-elect of the Legislative Council to read to the house.  
Contrary to the views of the Labor Party, I believe that the congregation of members sitting here today is quite 
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capable of making a decision on the one vote, one value legislation.  In fact, we are expected to do that, because 
we are elected members of Parliament until 21 May.  Legislation is before the chamber and we are expected and 
entitled to vote on this bill.  However, in 1997 the Labor Party filled about half of the Hansard I am holding with 
speeches telling us why we should not even be contemplating the legislation.  There has not been one peep from 
one member of the Labor Party today or over the past week to justify their changed position.  There has not been 
one word to try to justify what they are doing and to demonstrate that they are not just a bunch of total and 
absolute hypocrites.  How things change!  What does not change is the words they use.  All that happens is that 
they change sides.  Is it not extraordinary that we were told in 1997 to not proceed with the legislation because 
amendments were in the pipeline and we could not possibly be expected to vote on the legislation until such time 
as the amendments were before the house?  We have read in the newspaper and heard the Attorney General say 
in the other place that there will be major changes to the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 as a result of a deal he 
has done with the Greens (WA).  We are now told that we can expect another bill to come from the other house 
in due course that will amend what is contained in this bill.  If the Labor Party believes, as it did in 1997, that 
this house should not deal with such things until we know what the amendments are, why does it not do that this 
time?  Why do we not leave it until the other bill is known to everyone in detail?  Let us be consistent about this.  
I am being totally consistent on this issue.  I believed then, as I believe now, that the chamber could and should 
pass legislation before it.  However, members opposite do not believe that.  That is why the word “hypocrite” is 
up there in great big letters for everyone to see.  They are hypocritical in deciding when this legislation should be 
dealt with and equally hypocritical about what is in it.  It is called, would members believe, the One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005.  That in itself demonstrates the gross hypocrisy of the Labor Party.  This Bill, in its current 
form - not in its potentially amended form - may take us back to the most malapportioned electoral system we 
have seen since Murchison-Eyre in the 1960s and 1970s.  That electorate had 2 600 voters.  According to this 
bill, without the dummy voting system, the electoral commissioners can have 100 voters in one electorate in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region and 50 000 in another if they so choose.  That is an exaggeration, obviously, to 
make the point.  However, this bill does not provide that the Legislative Assembly seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region should have the same number of voters, which is fundamental to the notion of one vote, one 
value, is it not?  The government is telling everybody in the rest of Western Australia that they must have the 
same number of voters in their electorates, give or take 10 per cent, but in the Mining and Pastoral Region there 
is no such requirement.  The government had done that because it knows that the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners, when drawing those boundaries in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and using this notion of 
land-use patterns and community of interest, will draw the boundaries around the state seat of Kalgoorlie in such 
a way that it becomes a Labor seat; it knows that they will draw the boundaries around the Kimberley to put all 
the Kimberley back into that region so that it becomes a safe Labor seat again; it knows that the whole Pilbara 
will go into one seat so that it becomes a safe Labor seat; and it knows that the rest will be left.  The government 
knows, as you and I know, Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), that this bill could lead to 15 000 or 20 000 
voters in some seats and 5 000 or 6 000 voters in others.  That would be legitimate under this so-called One Vote 
One Value Bill.  What gross, unadulterated hypocrisy!  At least the government could have given it a proper 
name.  Nobody forced this bill on the government.  Nobody said the government had to treat the Mining and 
Pastoral Region differently.  Why is the government treating it differently?  Who knows?  When this issue was 
dealt with three or four years ago, a deal was done with the Greens (WA) to create this dummy voting system.  
However, that deal and the bill were tossed out by the Supreme Court and the High Court.  The election came 
and the government said that it supported the notion of one vote, one value.  There was no talk about dummy 
voters or about how voting might be different from one part of the state to another.   
Hon Barry House:  But Minister Ravlich actually said in Kalgoorlie at one stage that any future consideration 
was off the table.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was.  At the last election it was off the table.  It had gone.  We made an attempt, it 
failed and that was it; it was off the table.   
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Forgive me if I am confused, Mr Deputy President, but I understood Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich to say before the election that the government was not committed to one vote, one value before the 
election.  Is that right?   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The question was whether it was an issue out in the regions and I responded by 
saying - 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, I asked the minister whether or not it was government policy.  Was one vote, 
one value government policy at the last election or not? 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It has always been government policy to the best of my knowledge.  That is a different 
question. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Thank you, that is all I want.  Therefore, it is government policy.  What Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich said in Kalgoorlie was misleading the chamber at that time.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No, you don’t understand the detail of the question.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do understand.  Some things are as clear as the nose on the minister’s face. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You want the question to be something that it is not, so just move on because you are 
not clear. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Either she stands - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  This is the problem when I allow interjections: we get a 
question and answer session, then I cut someone off and someone complains about not having a chance to 
answer.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let us disregard the comments made in Kalgoorlie by the now Minister for 
Education and assume that the Labor Party went to the election on the basis of support for one vote, one value 
across Western Australia.  The government told us that this has been Labor Party policy for 100 years - iconic 
stuff - and that everybody in the Labor Party has always supported one vote, one value in its purest form.  That 
is, however, except for A.R.G. Hawke, except for Frank Wise and except for every Labor member of the mining 
area since time immemorial.  It is absolute garbage and absolute hypocrisy for the Labor Party to claim that this 
has been an article of faith for 100 years.  It is a lie.   

However, let us assume that during the most recent election the Labor Party supported the one vote, one value 
principle in its purest form.  It did so only until Geoff Gallop turned up in Kalgoorlie on 11 February 2005 
during the election campaign, when he issued a press release headed “Mining and pastoral seats safe under 
Gallop government”.  The article states - 

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

Premier Geoff Gallop said that Labor was determined to ensure that every West Australian citizen had 
an equal say in electing their government while giving special consideration to the remote and vast 
areas of the state. 

“The Liberal’s position on electoral boundaries means that another Mining and Pastoral seat will be lost 
at the next redistribution,” Dr Gallop said. 

That is the most devious, misleading statement in this whole press release.  The Mining and Pastoral Region 
would have lost a seat because of the current law, not because the Liberal Party said it should.  That is what the 
law says.  The sixth seat from the Mining and Pastoral Region finished up in the south west at the last 
redistribution because the numbers had all changed, not because the Liberal Party asked for it but because that is 
what the electoral law of the land says should happen, and it did.  Under the current number of electors another 
seat would probably go to the south west as a result of the existing demographics.  It is nothing to do with the 
Liberal Party or its policies.  In fact, the current electoral law was introduced by a combination of the Labor and 
National Parties, not by the Liberal Party. 

The last election was full of these sleight-of-hand, nasty, devious, semi-truths that were trotted out by the 
Premier every time he opened his mouth.  I mentioned a couple during the Address-in-Reply debate, and I will 
not mention them again now.  What did that press release translate into in Kalgoorlie?  I do not have the ABC 
transcript that Hon Paddy Embry mentioned yesterday.  The headline of the Kalgoorlie Miner on 12 February 
2005 was “Dead issue” and the subheading was “one-vote, one-value plan buried by Gallop”.  The article states - 

Premier Geoff Gallop buried the controversial one-vote, one-value electoral reform plan for the 
Goldfields when he flew into Kalgoorlie-Boulder yesterday. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For the goldfields. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Mining and Pastoral Region is not the goldfields. 

I suspect that the ABC journalists and other journalists took the view that one vote, one value in country Western 
Australia was dead.  How many people know which is the Mining and Pastoral Region, which is the Agricultural 
Region and which is the South West Region?  Most people would not know which region they were in.  The 
Premier let the impression be created that one vote, one value was a dead duck.  I tried very hard to tell the 
media that this meant just one difference: instead of creating eight seats in the city, only seven would be created 
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because the Premier had quarantined the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Why did he do that?  He did it for two 
reasons.  Firstly, to assist in the re-election of the now Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development, John Bowler.  Prior to the 2001 election, he told everybody in his electorate that he was opposed 
to one vote, one value and that if he was elected, he would vote against it in Parliament.  However, when he got 
to Perth, he was told that that is not the way it is done.  He was told that because he was elected as a Labor 
member of Parliament, he must do as the caucus tells him, and the caucus told him to vote for the one vote, one 
value legislation, which he did.  People have been reminding him about that for some time.  I suspect Hon John 
Bowler spoke to a number of people in the Labor Party who have some influence on electoral law and 
encouraged them to help him out.  He would have said, “Let us see if we can quarantine the existing system, so 
that it does not get changed in the future and I can stand up and say I will support something that preserves the 
existing system - at least in my electorate.  Too bad about the bloke down in Esperance, so long as it is okay for 
me.” 

The first reason that the Labor Party went to Kalgoorlie was to save the hide of John Bowler - the same member, 
now minister, who went around country Western Australia, particularly the seat of Murchison-Eyre, telling 
everybody that a Liberal Government would remove 100 local government authorities.  That was an absolute lie, 
but he said it anyway.  He could not care less.  That is the same approach he took with one vote, one value before 
the 2001 election.  He cannot be trusted.  I liked John Bowler.  I said in Kalgoorlie that I thought he was a good 
member and a good bloke.  However, I am changing my view because he has been caught out twice now.   
I now turn to the second reason that the Labor Party went to Kalgoorlie.  Dr Gallop turned up in Kalgoorlie, 
probably on the jet, made his announcement and then flew out again.  He is like the proverbial seagull, only on 
that occasion he dropped a pellet of gold for the Labor candidate in Kalgoorlie - “You can now argue against that 
Birney bloke on the issue of one vote, one value; you can now say it’s not going to change because two members 
of Parliament will be kept in the goldfields”.  Further on the article states -  

Dr Gallop failed to make any Kalgoorlie-specific financial promises during yesterday’s brief visit.   
Dr Gallop used taxpayers’ money to be flown by jet to Kalgoorlie.  He made a statement that he would not apply 
one vote, one value to the Mining and Pastoral Region and then he flew out again.  In the minds of those people 
listening to regional news in Western Australia and of those who glanced at the headline in the Kalgoorlie 
Miner, he left the impression that somehow or other the notion of one vote, one value no longer applied because 
the government had jettisoned its long-standing fundamental platform after seeing the light.  That is what 
happened.  This bill quarantines the Mining and Pastoral Region.  As one of the articles states - I cannot find it 
now, but I read it earlier today - Dr Gallop created the impression that seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
would not only stay the same, but also be quarantined from the ravages of one vote, one value.  The five 
electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region proposed to be retained are Kimberley, Central Kimberley-Pilbara, 
North West Coastal, Kalgoorlie and Murchison-Eyre.  After hearing that, people in the goldfields particularly 
thought that that was good.  Kalgoorlie provides an interesting scenario, because people are quite happy to have 
a Labor member in the seat of Murchison-Eyre and a Liberal member in the seat of Kalgoorlie.  By giving the 
impression that the existing seats would be retained, Dr Gallop gave the impression that the existing seats would 
be retained on their current boundaries.  Those boundaries are based on the current law, which states that they 
have to be within 15 per cent either side of the quota.  Everybody in Kalgoorlie-Boulder, particularly those who 
were worried about one vote, one value, took a deep breath and uttered a deep sigh of relief.  They believed that 
it was okay and that the situation had been fixed.  They thought, “We’ll have Matt and we’ll have John Bowler, 
and they’ll stay there because Dr Gallop said that he would keep those seats as they are”.  That is what they 
thought.  Then along came the one vote, one value sheer unadulterated hypocrisy bill that specifically excludes 
the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It specifically excludes that region from being subject to any 
reference that there be an equal number of voters in each electorate, give or take 10 per cent, although that will 
apply everywhere else in Western Australia.  Talk about hypocrites.  Members should bear in mind that what is 
in the bill is probably not what we will get, because something else is coming along that we do not yet know 
about.  Taking all that into account, if what is in the bill is what we end up getting, it could mean that there could 
be 5 000 voters in one seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region and 20 000 voters in another.  The end result will 
be that Matt Birney will find it very difficult to win his seat.  It is interesting that the media, about which 
comments have been made today, did not notice that with the original bill.  When the Greens-Labor Party deal, 
with the dummy voters and so on and the map that was conveniently drawn up by the Electoral Commission - I 
do not know on whose behalf - was distributed to the media, they discovered that the seat of Kalgoorlie would 
disappear and be replaced by two big seats called Eyre and Dundas.  They asked: “Where’s Matt’s seat?”  Matt 
is the Leader of the Opposition; these days he is an important person in the world of politics.  Where will his seat 
go?  The media rushed around and wanted to know what had happened.  They asked why the Greens were trying 
to get rid of Matt Birney.  The bottom line is that it is not the Greens per se who are trying to get rid of Matt 
Birney through this bill but the Labor government.  That has always been its ambition.   
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Let us consider what this bill will do.  The first significant thing is that it will repeal the Electoral Distribution 
Act 1947.  Why is the government doing that?  It is very simple.  An absolute majority is required to amend or 
repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  We know that because that provision was reaffirmed by the High 
Court and the Supreme Court.  The bill seeks to repeal that legislation and to place its contents, as amended by 
the bill, in the Electoral Act, which does not require an absolute majority for it to be amended or repealed.  Of 
course, that means that if this bill is passed in its current form, any government with an ordinary majority in both 
houses will be able to amend the electoral system at will.  I do not think that is a good thing.  A government 
should have an absolute majority in both houses if it wants to change the electoral laws, particularly in relation to 
where boundaries should go and other highly sensitive things of that nature.  I acknowledge that on this occasion 
the government may well have an absolute majority in both houses.  If that is the case, the government is entitled 
to make changes to the law.  If it does have an absolute majority, it will have convinced enough people that what 
it wants to do should be done.  It will be legitimate law and I will wear it.  However, it would not be adequate for 
a government with an ordinary majority in both houses to be able to amend the electoral law at will in the future.  
I have an amendment on the notice paper to proposed part IIA, which is to be inserted into the Electoral Act.  
The amendment seeks to entrench a requirement that an absolute majority be required for that part to be 
amended, which would preserve the existing situation regarding amendments or changes to electoral laws.  That 
is proper in the context of this most fundamental part of our electoral arrangements, just as the most fundamental 
building blocks of our Constitution are entrenched within the Constitution.  Most of those are doubly entrenched 
and require a referendum to be altered.  I am not arguing for a referendum in this instance.  What I am saying is 
that an absolute majority of both houses should at least be required.   

The second element of this legislation concerns, obviously, the Legislative Assembly.  I will first talk about what 
is in the government’s bill and will then talk about what is in the deal with the Greens, as I understand it, and try 
to demonstrate what I think about both aspects.  When people ask me what will happen on the third reading, I 
keep saying to them that it is not all over until the fat lady sings, and this whole issue will not be all over until 
the third reading has been passed.  I do not for one minute make any assumptions that the bill that the 
government has on the table of the house today, or the proposed amendments from the Greens (WA), is in fact 
what we will get at the end of the day.  I was very pleased to hear Hon Alan Cadby’s comments at the finish of 
his speech today when he said that he is looking forward to engaging in the committee stage debate prior to 
making a decision on the third reading, or words to that effect.  I hope he will not be angry if I am misquoting 
him slightly, but that is my understanding of what he said.  That is as it should be, and it is as it should be for 
everybody in this house.   
The bill on the table of the house provides for 57 seats in the Legislative Assembly, as is the case now.  It 
provides for every seat in the state, except those in the Mining and Pastoral Region, to have the same number of 
voters, plus or minus 10 per cent.  If the government had provided in this bill that every seat in Western 
Australia, including those in the Mining and Pastoral Region, should have the same number of electors, plus or 
minus 10 per cent, the bill could properly be described as a one vote, one value bill.  I would have thought that 
even the most cynical people in the Labor Party would have changed the title.  If the title had been the one vote, 
one value for everybody except those in the Mining and Pastoral Region bill, it would have been a far more 
accurate reflection of this bill. 
The effect of this bill will be to transfer seven seats from country Western Australia to the city.  In respect of the 
two country regions that are not quarantined, the Agricultural Region currently has seven lower house seats, and 
that will be reduced to four; and the South West Region has 11 lower house seats, and that will be reduced to 
seven.  The Mining and Pastoral Region will retain five seats, but, as I have already said, not necessarily on the 
existing boundaries because of the duplicitous clause in the bill that states that the boundaries do not have to be 
drawn using the principle of plus or minus 10 per cent.  That is fundamentally the situation in the Assembly. 
Under this bill, the Legislative Council retains the six regions: three city and three country.  The three city 
regions, however, will be north metropolitan, central metropolitan and south metropolitan.  There is a very subtle 
one-word change: “east” becomes “central”.  Looking at the Perth metropolitan area, it is pretty easy to know 
what is north, because the river generally is the boundary between north and south in the metropolitan area.  
North of the river is north, south of the river is south, and the hills and all that country east of the central business 
district are east.  Therefore, there is north, south and east.  It is pretty simple really.  However, the government 
has now decided to establish a central region instead of an east region.  I am trying to work out where the lines 
will be drawn, because, under this proposal, each of those three regions must have roughly the same number of 
Assembly seats.  Under this bill, there are 41 seats in the metropolitan area.  However, three into 41 does not go 
evenly.  Even I know that, Hon Alan Cadby, and I am not a mathematics teacher.  Therefore, I think it is two 14s 
and a 13, or something like that, so one will have slightly fewer than the others.  I wonder how these three lines 
will be drawn.  Will there be three parallel strips across the metropolitan area, or will it be done some other way?  
I got a briefing from the Electoral Commission staff on this bill.  I asked them where the central region will be 
located.  One person - I think he possibly was not entitled to tell me this - said “What will happen is . . . ”, but he 
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then quickly corrected himself and said that the north region could go across the top end of the metropolitan 
region and then come down and take in some of the East Metropolitan Region, and that would then link up with 
the top end of the South Metropolitan Region, which would then go down south and come across east-west 
below the central region.  That would mean the central region would take in these electorates north and south of 
the river and go out in the direction of the airport, and the river would no longer have any effect at all on the 
boundaries.   
I sat down and mucked around a bit with that, because I was trying to work out why the Labor Party would want 
to do that.  In the new north and new south regions it will be pretty rough Liberal Party country.  In the new 
central region, provided it is far enough east it will be pretty reasonable Liberal Party country, but that will be 
combined with some pretty rough country for the Liberal Party in a region that is in fact marginally in favour of 
the Labor Party.  That will mean that the Labor Party will get all of it.  That is why it is being done.  When I 
asked the officers why this was happening, they said it was a decision of government - which is what always 
happens in these matters - but I am not sure they were meant to tell me where they thought the boundaries would 
go.  There is no explanation in the second reading speech about what central is, and neither is there any 
explanation in the bill.  There are no provisions in the bill that give any guidance to the Electoral 
Commissioners, other than the words “community of interest” and “land use patterns”.  However, community of 
interest and land use patterns are pretty much the same across the whole of the metropolitan area.   
In the country, there will be three seats, each with five members.  As I read the bill, the regions will be 
essentially the same as they are now.  The Mining and Pastoral Region is defined in the same way in the bill as it 
is defined in the Electoral Distribution Act.  In other words, it is essentially mining and pastoral country.  There 
is a slight change to the definition of Agricultural Region, because the bill adds the words, “in which the land use 
is primarily for agricultural purposes”, and that is not in the current Electoral Distribution Act.  I surmise that 
that is to make sure Collie stays in the South West Region and does not go into the Agricultural Region.  Of 
course by having three regions of seven members and three regions of five members the upper House will get an 
extra two members.  I have asked myself: why is the Labor Party going down this path in this bill, albeit, it may 
change its mind as a result of the deal it has done with the Greens (WA)?  The only reason I can come up with is 
that this is an attempt by the Labor Party to add another element of one vote, one value into the Legislative 
Council electorates by having 21 members in the city and 15 in the country, because I cannot see much benefit 
for anyone other than the Labor Party if the central region is as I imagine it will be.  If the Labor Party had left it 
as the east region, I might have been in a better position to make a detailed evaluation of the outcome it has in 
mind, but because we do not know what central means it is impossible to determine the outcome.  My 
guesstimate is that the best case scenario for the Liberal-National Parties is that we win 18 seats and the Labor 
Party and the Greens win 18 seats.  That is the best case scenario for the conservative side of politics.  The worst 
case scenario for the conservative side of politics is that the result is 16 to 20.  When an electoral system builds 
in an advantage for one side of politics over the other, to the extent that one side probably will never be able to 
win government, we need to ask whether that is a good thing.  The Labor Party used to argue very strongly 
against the old province system in the Legislative Council because it reckoned it could never win; and it never 
did.  If members want to go to the other extreme and put in place a system that means the Liberal and National 
Parties will never win government, there would be a level of hypocrisy in that proposition as well. 

Having thought about this matter for the past 28 years - not in detail all the time - I think the Legislative Council 
system should state that if a party wins government over two elections, the party should have some expectation 
of having the numbers in the upper house.  If two elections are lost in a row, members should expect to be in the 
minority in the upper house.  A problem with the existing upper house is that it is pretty hard to get a majority no 
matter who wins government because the minor parties hold the balance of power.  I had to deal with the minor 
parties when I sat on the government benches when they did not vote with me.  I also had them vote with me on 
one occasion.  Mr Leader is fortunate: most of the time they vote with him.  If proportional representation type 
models are retained, a time will come when the minor parties will not vote for the Labor Party when it is in 
government.  Without knowing this in any personal sense, I think the Greens drive the Leader of the House mad 
most of the time.  
Hon Kim Chance:  Some of my best friends are green. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know.  I think that, deep down, Mr Leader would not be unhappy if they were not 
here.  However, that is just an observation from way outside of the machinations of the Labor Party and the 
Greens and how they do business together.  That is the Legislative Council.  I will come back to the new deal 
later.   

The other main matter with the legislation is that the entrenchment provision is to be taken out of the Electoral 
Distribution Act.  Nevertheless, entrenchment has been put into one part of the legislation.  The bill states that 
one can only deviate from the one vote, one value principle with an absolute majority of both houses of 
Parliament, but one can get closer to one vote, one value without an absolute majority.  That is to be entrenched.  
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Do I hear the word hypocrisy running around in my mind again?  Why entrench one thing, which we are told is 
an article of faith for the Labor Party, and nothing else?  The Leader of the House and I know that such decisions 
regarding electoral distribution legislation should be made by an absolute majority of the Parliament. 

The bill also provides for redistribution every four years rather than every second election.  I support that move.  
Members may be aware that after the first redistribution carried out under the new electoral system introduced in 
1987, the Labor Party won government with 48 per cent of the vote.  The electoral commissioners - I will not 
reflect on them today - were required to roughly project population levels two elections out.  That is called the 
Burke gerrymander.  That meant that for the first and only time in modern history, a party with a minority of 
votes overall became the government.  Redistribution every four years after each election is a good move as it 
will take away uncertainty and guesswork.  On the other hand, the change will be beneficial to existing 
governments.  A redistribution every four years will mean that boundaries will not change anywhere nearly as 
significantly as would be the case if redistributions were done every eight years.  Probably half as much 
population movement will occur in that time.  Incumbent members will be advantaged over non-incumbent 
members.  Some dramatic changes were made to some seats at the last redistribution.  The benefits of 
incumbency dissipate as boundaries change dramatically.  Under the proposal before the house, boundaries will 
not change as much, and the benefits of incumbency will be greater.  The Labor Party has also recognised that 
aspect.  This bill provides that the statutory boundary for the metropolitan region is not sacrosanct in determining 
where the seats will go; in other words, the seats can overflow the metropolitan region scheme boundary to 
enable the Electoral Distribution Commissioners to get enough voters to make up the 41 seats in the metropolitan 
area.  However, it goes further than that.  The current act states that the metropolitan region boundary is the 
metropolitan region boundary as at 1987.  Even if the metropolitan region boundary were to change after 1987, 
that would have no effect on the electoral legislation.  However, under this bill, the metropolitan region 
boundary will be that boundary as at the relevant day, which means that the boundary of the metropolitan region 
can be changed in the future, and that will then affect the metropolitan area in terms of the electoral system.  
Under this bill, a government could change the metropolitan region boundary, and that could have an impact on 
the electoral system, whereas now that cannot be done; a government must go through the process of amending 
the Electoral Distribution Act.  That would be a significant change.  It could be good or it could be bad; it would 
depend on where the lines go, like everything else.   

What will be the consequences of all this?  Seven seats will go from the country to the city, and they will all be 
from the Agricultural and South West Regions.  The city will get seven extra seats, of which, I suspect, six will 
be Labor Party seats.  If I were to calculate the likely impact of this bill on the next election, at the moment, with 
no change to the electoral system, the conservative parties would need to win four seats to win government.  
Under this proposal, they would need to win eight seats, so it will be twice as hard.  If we ask ourselves why the 
government is doing this, we find the answer in that one line: instead of having to win four seats, the 
conservative parties will have to win eight, which will be twice as hard.  When the Labor Party tells members 
and the population that this legislation is a matter of high electoral principle, they can tell the Labor Party that all 
it means is that it will now be twice as hard for the opposition to beat it at the next election.  That is what it 
comes down to; nothing more and nothing less.  That is what Hon Derrick Tomlinson said last night, and I heard 
him say it again on radio this morning.  It was a bit early to be listening to the radio; I thought I was dreaming 
and was still in the chamber.  I heard the dramatic tones of Hon Derrick Tomlinson talking about equity, equality 
and electoral advantage, and that is what this bill is all about - electoral advantage.  The number of additional 
seats needed to win government will increase from four to eight.  I would have thought that the Labor Party, if it 
were not so cynical, would have broken its promise on the Mining and Pastoral Region and said that it will have 
pure unadulterated one vote, one value across the whole state.  It could then say that it is a matter of principle 
and that, albeit the Labor Party will benefit from the issue of principle, at least it is based on a principled 
position.  However, because of the provisions for the Mining and Pastoral Region and what it is proposing to do 
in its deal with the Greens (WA), it has jettisoned any ability to claim that this is a principled bill.  It leaves us 
with no other conclusion than the one that Hon Derrick Tomlinson told us about last night: it is a matter of 
straight-out party political advantage.  I do not criticise the Labor Party for that, because I happen to be a 
member of a political party too, and I spend most of my waking hours trying to work out some political 
advantage for my side of politics, because that is what we do for a living.  However, the Labor Party should not 
try to masquerade it on the basis of some question of principle, and try to tell the population that it is all about a 
long-held belief of the Labor Party.  Why does it not just tell people that it is nothing more nor less than straight-
out unadulterated party political advantage legislation, and that it wants to make it harder for the other mob next 
time round?  The worst case scenario for the Legislative Council from our point of view is 20 to16 seats in 
favour of the Greens-Labor coalition.  If we get an electoral system that is contained in the Labor Party’s bill as 
we see it now, the prospect of the coalition winning the next election in the Assembly will be significantly 
diminished.  The Labor Party and the Greens have the prospect of an absolute majority in the Legislative 
Council, but they do not even need it, because the bill does not entrench electoral changes.  Any ordinary 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 29 April 2005] 

 p967b-984a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Norman Moore; Deputy President 

 [17] 

majority in the Legislative Council will be able to make whatever changes it wants to make to the electoral 
system every second day of the week if it wants to from the day that this legislation receives royal assent.  I 
desperately hope in that context that the house will amend whatever goes through this chamber and entrench new 
part IIA of the Electoral Act so that it is not left to governments with perhaps one seat majorities to change the 
electoral system at will.   

Sitting on the notice paper coincidentally with all this is a bill to amend the Constitution to give the President a 
deliberative vote.  I suspect that is sitting there like the proverbial bad smell, saying to people like me that if the 
government does not get this, it will get that.  I do not know where the Greens stand on that bill.  I obviously 
cannot talk about it because we are not discussing it today, but what is obvious to all of us is that this is all about 
significant future change to both houses and that it is all designed to give the Labor Party a significant 
advantage.  I do not blame Labor members for seeking to do that, but people need to know what they are doing.  
The Greens and Labor combined would possibly have a significant advantage.  I believe that deep down the 
Labor Party would much prefer to have the political advantage for itself than have it for a coalition of the left.   

Let us look at what we are told the bill might contain, because we might need to discuss this.  Although the 
amendments are not on the notice paper, it has been suggested through the media at least that the bill now in the 
chamber will be amended to facilitate amendments contained in another bill.  The fundamental change will be to 
facilitate the Greens’ deal under which the number of Legislative Assembly seats will increase from 57 to 59.  
Clearly, the Legislative Council cannot pass legislation to burden the citizens of Western Australia with two 
extra members of Parliament, so another bill has to be brought in to achieve that.  Alternatively, I gather that we 
could send this bill back, it could be amended in the Assembly and then come back here again.  I am not sure 
what tactics or strategy the government will use, but the bottom line is that we will probably get another bill.   

Whatever the government does it will be to achieve a number of outcomes.  If we look at the Assembly in the 
context of the Greens-Labor deal, the Mining and Pastoral Region will still have five seats.  They have been able 
to achieve that not by sitting down and asking where the boundaries should go, bearing in mind community 
interest, where people live, what is the big part or small part of the state, or whatever, but by sitting down and 
saying that they have made a commitment to retain five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, so they need to 
work out a formula that enables them to keep the five seats there without simply making an arbitrary decision 
that they will stay there.  They get out their calculators, and engage mathematicians of greater competence than 
mine, and start mucking around with these things called LAAs, looking at different percentages.  Last time it was 
0.05 per cent, and this time it is 1.5 per cent.  They start off with what they want and then they muck around with 
the formula until it can deliver what they have decided they want.  It is very clever.  I cannot believe how clever 
some people are; it is a devious cleverness, if there is such a phrase.  They have minds that can stitch people up 
using mathematics.  They are so clever that they can come up with these formulas.  If I were that clever, I could 
become a psephologist in my retirement and make a fortune working for whichever political party wanted my 
skills.  I regret I do not have those skills.  I look at this and I see a way in which five seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region can be delivered by a gross manipulation of the formula.  It is not only having LAAs at 1.5 per 
cent, because that did not quite work, obviously, so next they say that the margin everywhere else is plus or 
minus 10 per cent, but that will not work in a certain part of Western Australia, so it will be made 20 per cent, 50 
per cent or even 100 per cent - whatever is needed to make it work.  It used to be 15 per cent all across the state, 
but now it is 20 per cent for one part of the state and 10 per cent for everywhere else. 

If Hon Nick Griffiths votes for it, it will be beyond my comprehension.  It is gross manipulation of the electoral 
system to advantage the Labor Party, which believes it can win all five of those seats.  It is gross hypocrisy on 
the part of the Greens (WA), who claim to be all about doing the right thing by the community right across 
Western Australia.  They believe, somehow or other, in one vote, one value, so it is gross hypocrisy on their part 
to go along with the Labor Party on this, although I suspect that it was the other way around, and the Labor Party 
is going along with the Greens (WA).  I do not care who is going along with whom.  All I know is that it is the 
creation of a gerrymander of the worst sort.  People have been arguing about electoral reform for a very long 
time; in fact, some of those people brought in legislation way back in the 1970s, and are strongly committed to 
one vote, one value.  I will quote later on from a bill that was brought in way back in 1983, by the then minister.  
That particular minister may well have resigned from the Labor Party because the 1987 legislation did not go far 
enough in the direction of one vote, one value. 

However, by way of a Greens-Labor deal a situation is being introduced into this house that, based on these 
notional figures - I do not hold anybody to them but this is what the Electoral Commission has trotted out - 
would result in a seat with 9 215 votes.  In this case the seat is called Eyre, but to be consistent with the 
Premier’s commitment it must be called Murchison-Eyre; he committed to those seats and he named them.  
When I say voters, I mean real people - actual living, breathing human beings over the age of 18, not the 8 938 
imaginary people.  Alongside Eyre is a seat called Dundas.  That will have to be called something else, because 
the Premier promised to keep the names.  Remember, Eyre has 9 215 real people, but Dundas, right next to Eyre 
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but south of it, has 14 375 real people.  There were 7 000 voters in my whole province when I was the member 
for Lower North Province.  It covered half of Western Australia in area.  I used to get beaten up every day by the 
Labor Party because I had only that many voters.  Members in the North Province, which covered the Kimberley 
and Pilbara, had about 20 000 voters and members in the metropolitan provinces had between 50 000 and 
60 000.  It was gross malapportionment in those days and it was hard to defend.  Over time that has disappeared 
to the point at which now all the seats in country Western Australia are the same size, give or take 15 per cent.  
Under this Bill, which is called the One Vote One Value Bill, the opposition anticipates there will be an 
amendment to create the potential for one seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region to have 9 000 voters and the 
seat alongside it to have 14 000.  The Kimberley, which is the furthest distance of all regions from the city and 
the most disadvantaged, will have 16 400 voters.  Goodness gracious me, this is taking us back to what the Labor 
Party used to call the bad old days, which they got rid of in 1987, courtesy of the then minister Arthur Tonkin.  I 
bet he is just about jumping out of his skin with embarrassment at what the Labor Party is prepared to do for 
gross political advantage.  It is nothing more, nothing less.   

All those people who fought those battles on electoral form in the 1970s, when I first came to this place, and 
1980s were passionate about it.  They were passionate about the role of the upper house and about its 
relationship with the Assembly.  They have sat back and watched this current Labor government ignore all those 
issues about the power of houses, and I will come back to that.  This government’s members have ignored the 
fundamental principles they say they believe in; that is, one vote, one value - everybody’s vote is of equal value 
and every electorate will have the same number of voters, give or take a small margin, in this case 10 per cent.  
Those former members must be absolutely embarrassed at what is happening.   

As I said earlier, what the Greens have proposed and what these figures from the Electoral Commission tell us 
are not necessarily any different from what the Labor Party’s bill could have delivered.  The Labor Party’s bill 
does not require all the seats to have the same number of voters, give or take 10 per cent.  It does not have any 
requirement at all for the number of electors to be considered in determining where the boundaries go.  I am 
looking forward to hearing the parliamentary secretary explain how the Labor Party can jettison a fundamental 
principle.  They did not jettison it simply to do a deal with the Greens; the principle is jettisoned in the bill they 
brought to the Parliament prior to any deals with the Greens.   

I thought at the very least that the government’s bill would have required that the boundaries of the seats within 
the Mining and Pastoral Region be drawn on the basis of equal numbers of electors to fit in roughly with the 
principle of one vote, one value.  The government says it will quarantine that area; however, it could have had 
one vote, one value within it, albeit that the numbers of electors in those five seats would have been fewer than 
in all the other seats in Western Australia.  It did not do that either.  Talk about hypocrites.  It is absolutely 
breathtaking.   

If the government had brought in a return to 1970s malapportionment bill the opposition probably would have 
ticked it off as a very good title, because that is what this bill does.  The government is potentially putting in 
place a scenario that existed prior to 1987.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 993.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


