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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 April.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.34 pm]:  According to its first page, the One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005 is a bill for an act to amend the Electoral Act 1907 and the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 
1899; repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947; and make consequential amendments to other acts.  Although 
in theory that may be what the bill is about, it is certainly not a bill about equity or fairness.  It is not about equity 
or fairness in political representation; nor does it have adequate regard for political representation across the 
great vastness that is the state of Western Australia.  This bill is all about entrenching the Labor Party in power 
in Western Australia for as long as possible.   

When I am handed bills in the house, I read the second reading speech and then I read the bill and its explanatory 
memorandum.  One of the questions that I ask myself is: on balance, is this bill in the interests of the people of 
Western Australia?  That is the first question I ask myself when trying to determine what attitude I will take 
towards a particular bill.  If it is for the advancement of the people of Western Australia, I will, in general terms, 
support that principle of advancement, even though I might not agree with all of the contents of a bill.  I hope 
that most members support that general principle or proposition.  The fact is that this bill is not intended to 
further democracy in Western Australia.  Rather, it is intended to be a political tool to further the interests of the 
Labor Party.  This bill is no more than a mathematical model that will institute a process that requires the number 
of electors in the state to be divided by the number of electoral districts to determine the number of electors for 
each electoral district.  That process will apply to all the regions with the exception of the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, where special rules will apply to ensure that seats in that region are returned to Labor members.  I 
described the bill as nothing more than a mathematical model because it makes no reference to the special needs 
of country Western Australia and, in particular, to the tyranny of distance and the declining services faced by 
country Western Australia.  If members read the bill closely, they will see that the bill is, in fact, designed to 
impose penalties on those who live away from the metropolitan area.  Those people are, in many cases, the 
reason that our agricultural and mineral production keeps the economy of this country moving.  They keep it 
moving forward and allow those in the metropolitan area to enjoy the fruits of their productive success.  The 
people in the metropolitan area owe a great debt of gratitude to those in the country who are involved in keeping 
our economy productive.   

The bill as presented to the house disregards distance and remoteness and the size of our state.  It also disregards 
the actual distribution of the population across the state and assumes that country people have the same 
convenient access to a state member of Parliament as do those in the metropolitan area.  It assumes that all is 
equal and takes no account of the disabilities faced by people living in country Western Australia.   

Members will be aware that the concept and theory of one vote, one value has often been trumpeted by the Labor 
Party as a significant plank in its electoral manifesto.  However, it seems that Labor’s embracing of the theory of 
pure one vote, one value is not as pure as it would have us believe.  Although the bill is titled the “One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005”, the principle applies to only certain areas of the state.  For instance, the bill specifically 
quarantines the area known as the Mining and Pastoral Region.  That region has approximately 68 500 electors.  
The bill proposes five electoral districts for that area and that each electoral district comprise about 13 500 
electors.  That can be compared with the balance of the state, in which the average number of electors in each 
electorate will be around 22 500.  If we look at the Mining and Pastoral Region and the number of electors based 
on pure one vote, one value, we see that that particular region is entitled to only three Legislative Assembly 
seats.  One could ask: why does the Labor Party want to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region?  The 
answer, of course, can be found in the composition and voting history of electors in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region which, over time, has generally been a Labor area.  It is true that, in recent times, the seat of Kalgoorlie, 
which is one of the electoral districts within the Mining and Pastoral Region, has changed to Liberal, but over the 
past 100 years the seat of Kalgoorlie has well and truly had a Labor representative for a far greater time than it 
has ever had a Liberal representative.  If members look at the Mining and Pastoral Region and the fact that the 
government wants to quarantine five seats in that area, and then look a little south into the Agricultural Region, 
they might ask, given the vastness of the Agricultural Region, why there is not a quarantine in that area.  After 
all, although it might not be as vast as the Mining and Pastoral Region, it is still a very significant economic 
contributor to the state and, indeed, the national economy.  Members might ask why the voting in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region is worth nearly twice that of the Agricultural Region.  Of course, one comes up with a blank or, 
on the other hand, one comes up with the realisation that it is all about entrenching Labor members throughout 
Western Australia.  It is all about using this bill as a tool to strengthen the position of the Labor Party. 

The bill in its present form proposes to reduce the current 23 country seats by seven to 15.  It proposes to 
increase the number of members in the metropolitan area by seven.  It is an interesting proposition, because, if 
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agreed to, it will be the law.  Assuming that it passes with an absolute majority, as is required, it will be 
presented to the Governor for assent.  However, I wonder whether people in the Agricultural Region will look 
further to their north, see those voting values of the electors in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and wonder 
whether there has been some infringement of their human rights.  One of the interesting things about state laws - 
indeed, it applies to commonwealth laws as well - is that those human rights acts of the commonwealth certainly 
apply to the activities of the state.  Although the last time a bill in almost the same form as this bill was agreed to 
by the Parliament, and was never presented to the Governor for assent because it did not achieve the absolute 
majority that was required of it, the question of human rights was not raised.  I would suggest that many people 
in the Agricultural Region would feel that they had been dealt a very bad deal in this carve-up and might decide 
that there is an infringement of their human rights and that they should be looking to some of the commonwealth 
legislation to see whether it can remedy the distress that they will suffer in due course. 

Members will recall that the last one vote, one value bill that was presented to Parliament in 2001 proposed to 
reduce the number of country seats by eight.  This bill proposes to reduce them by seven, but there will be a 
quarantine of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, which, on true one vote, one value principles, should 
only be entitled to three.  Again, the people in the south west of the state who will suffer will be asking the 
question why they should not have two mining and pastoral seats, which are in excess because of the 
quarantining proposition, relocated into the south west rather than distributing them back into the metropolitan 
area.  The bottom line is that if the bill is agreed to in its present form, it will mean that 68 500 voters in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region will have five Legislative Assembly representatives, each representing 
approximately 13 700 electors, while all the other electoral districts in Western Australia will have 
approximately 23 000 electors.  That in itself would seem to point to an act of discrimination that would be very 
hard to justify in respect of the commonwealth human rights legislation.  Of course, we ask the question why 
Labor would be proposing such a hypocritical and radical departure from its obsession with one vote, one value 
across the rest of the state.  Again, if one goes back to the composition of the Mining and Pastoral Region, one 
can see that it is very happy to retain five seats in that region because it knows that in time those five seats will 
return to the Labor Party.   
I should also indicate that the proposition in the bill is that in the Legislative Council there be six regions of six 
members.  That is interesting in itself because it is a radical departure from the pure theory of one vote, one 
value.  For instance, in the Mining and Pastoral Region there are to be six Legislative Council representatives for 
68 500 electors, which is about 11 400 electors for each Legislative Council member of that region.  However, in 
the North Metropolitan Region, which is the region I represent, there are about 390 000 electors.  Of course, with 
only six representatives in that region, each representative will be representing approximately 65 000 electors.  
That will mean 11 400 in the Mining and Pastoral Region per Legislative Council member versus 65 000 
electors in the North Metropolitan Region.  I would suggest that is hardly one vote, one value as the title of the 
current bill suggests. 
Members will be aware that section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 requires that amendments to that 
act must be passed by an absolute majority of the members of both the Legislative Council and the Legislative 
Assembly at both the second and third reading stages.  In the last bill that was not met in the Legislative Council.  
Although the Labor government at the time had the bill passed by both houses, it wanted to disregard that 
particular manner and form requirement and that entrenchment position, and it was prepared to have that bill 
brought into law, notwithstanding the fact that many people argued that it would have been an invalid and 
unconstitutional law had that happened.  Fortunately, there was agreement that the matter be referred to the 
Supreme Court.  The Full Court of the Supreme Court of Western Australia decided that an absolute majority in 
the Legislative Council at both second and third reading stages meant no less than 18 members, given the 
composition of the house at that stage.  Notwithstanding the decision of the Full Court of the Supreme Court, the 
Labor Party decided that it wanted to contest the decision of the Supreme Court and the bill was referred to the 
High Court of Australia.  Fortunately, the High Court of Australia made its decision in line with the Full Court of 
the Supreme Court of Western Australia.  It said that the bill needed an absolute majority and, therefore, the bill 
could not be presented to the Governor for his assent.  

When it comes to electoral reform - I do not like the word “reform” because there is a connotation that 
something positive is happening - this is electoral change.  I think I have said that it is electoral change for the 
benefit of the Labor Party.  The point is that the Labor Party likes to play hard ball when it comes to electoral 
change in Western Australia and, notwithstanding the decision of the Full Court of the Supreme Court, it was 
prepared to spend probably $1 million of taxpayers’ money defending its position in the High Court while other 
parties, generally under the umbrella of the Country Alliance in Western Australia, also spent hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to convince the High Court that the bill was invalid and should not be presented to the 
Governor to receive royal assent. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 28 April 2005] 

 p826b-841a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Deputy President; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Murray Criddle 

 [3] 

I said that this bill is a mathematical model, and that is all it is.  However, we must recognise that Western 
Australia comprises about 2.5 million square kilometres or 33 per cent of the land mass of the continent of 
Australia.  It is a big state compared with any other land mass in the world.  Texas is often quoted as being a 
large landmass.  Americans like to think Texas is the biggest state in the world.  Western Australia just happens 
to be about five times the size of Texas.   

Another theory that is expounded is that one vote, one value is about fairness and equity.  There is no question 
that equal electors do not guarantee a fair representative democracy.  Given the size of Western Australia and the 
disparate zones of economic influence, there is no doubt that elector numbers will mean there is a mere handful 
of seats left in the sparsely populated country areas with the city dominating the parliamentary process and 
parliamentary decisions.  Of course, this would come about by the majority of people in Western Australia living 
in the city area.   

I was part of the committee that went around Western Australia to seek the views of country people on the 2001 
bill.  When country people are asked what they think about the bill, they complain about the very significant and 
rapid decline of services in the country.  They often say that city people do not understand how hard it is to live 
in the country and that there is discrimination between people living in the city and those living in the country.  
There is no question that any loss of country seats will inevitably lead to the loss of the country voice in the 
Parliament.  The local knowledge of the real issues that effect local country communities and that special 
diversity of views on rural issues that comes from working and living in the country will be lost to the 
Parliament.  There is no doubt about that.  In a new electoral system based on one vote, one value principles, the 
country members will not be able to adequately service their vast electorates.   

I ask the question: why would this Parliament contemplate treating the country people of Western Australia like 
second-class citizens?  Why does a city-based government talk about equality of votes when the country people 
talk about equality of voice?  How do the advocates of one vote, one value suggest that the voice of the country 
be heard?  Do they believe we should replace the eight country members with eight telephones?  Is that the way 
to make sure that country people are heard?  I think not.   

Services are already being withdrawn from country towns by this government in the name of economic 
rationalisation.  This, in effect, flows on to causing a diminishing country population.  Again, it is much a case of 
treating country people like second-class citizens.   

I have had the honour to travel considerably throughout Western Australia, both as a member of Parliament and 
a minister.  One clearly learns that country people already suffer economic and social disabilities due to the 
tyranny of distance.  Metropolitan people certainly do not suffer that same disability.   
If country people are asked what they think of one vote, one value, they say that there is a saying in the bush that 
it is one vote, no value, because that is what it represents to them.  It does discriminate them against city people, 
notwithstanding the fact they are the productive mainstays contributing to the industrial sector and helping the 
thriving economy operate - that thriving economy which this government constantly takes credit for.   
There is reference in the second reading speech and certainly Labor members have referred to it that one vote, 
one value is an important electoral platform of the Labor Party.  If members go back to the 1947 debates, they 
will see that two people in particular were totally opposed to the concept of one vote, one value in Western 
Australia.  Those two people were icons of the Labor Party; highly respected members of the Parliament of 
Western Australia and the Labor Party.  One of them was the then Labor leader of the opposition Mr Wise and 
the other was a former premier Hon Bert Hawke.  At page 6264 of the 2001 Hansard, members can read the 
comments I made in the debate on the last one vote, one value bill that came into this house.  I read out the 
words used by both Mr Wise and Mr Hawke in their condemnation of the principle of one vote, one value 
applying in Western Australia.   
Another area that concerns me is the area of entrenchment.  In general terms the bill refers to the Electoral 
Distribution Commissioners and that provision appears to be the same as the provision in the Electoral 
Distribution Act.  The bill states that the state shall be divided into 57 electoral districts.  I understand from what 
I have read in the paper that negotiations with the Greens have indicated that may increase to 59.   
The bill also states under division 3 that the state shall be divided into districts and regions.  That will occur as 
soon as practicable after 26 February 2007, in about two years.  That process will be carried out every four years 
or as is practicable.  I am happy about that particular proposition.  In the past we have used demographic 
forecasts to try to determine how many people will be living in a particular area at a particular time and those 
forecasts have been less than accurate.   

The bill sets out the commissioners’ functions and in general terms they appear to be the same as in section 5 of 
the Electoral Distribution Act.  In that part of the bill dealing with the division of the state into districts, a special 
proposed section is inserted to make sure that the Mining and Pastoral Region consists of five complete and 
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contiguous districts.  It does not say there will be equal numbers of voters in each of the five districts.  The mere 
fact that is not stated would allow the electoral commissioners to make up their own minds about how many 
electors should be in each of those electoral districts.  That in itself is very dangerous - it is uncertain.  This part 
of the bill makes it clear when the commissioners are not to apply the principles set out in proposed section 
16H(2).  That is, where the commissioners have a margin of 10 per cent greater or 10 per cent less when 
determining the size of an enrolment in a district.   

The bill goes on to refer to the Legislative Council and three metropolitan regions - north metropolitan, central 
metropolitan and south metropolitan.  At the moment we have North Metropolitan, East Metropolitan and South 
Metropolitan and everyone knows where those boundaries are.  Why would there be a need to rename a region 
“central metropolitan” unless the government has something in mind for that central metropolitan region.  In 
theory it would be possible for the Labor Party - I said it is about entrenching the Labor Party in power - to draw 
the South Metropolitan boundary in an east-west direction from the coast around the Cottesloe, Mosman, 
Nedlands area and eastwards across to the hills.  It could then cause it to turn back towards the north in almost a 
dogleg to pick up more Labor country to ensure it got the right sort of mix in that area.  The same could be done 
for the north in a reverse situation, making sure it picked up the industrial area of Belmont and Kewdale.  Central 
metropolitan could comprise an area around Perth going back to the coast, where currently there are a number of 
Liberal Party seats.  There is no question that that in itself offers tremendous scope for someone who wants to rig 
the metropolitan regions of the Legislative Council to suit the Labor Party and that is the reason there is to be a 
new region known as the central metropolitan region. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Before the luncheon break I indicated the effect this bill in its present form will have 
on country Western Australia.  This morning I had the opportunity of reading the latest Business News, which is 
the 28 April to 4 May 2005 edition.  The “State Scene” article written by Joe Poprzeczny is titled “Failure to act 
may prove costly”.  The author discusses the experiences of the Liberal Party when dealing with electoral change 
and amendments to various acts over a long period.  He refers to the 1928 amendments and the 1929 distribution.  
He also refers to the case, as it was, in 1923, and the most recent electoral law changes in Western Australia 
during the 1980s.  At that time the Labor Party did a deal with the National Party to change the electoral laws.  I 
am interested in the history because it seems to me that the Liberal Party has a phobia when it comes to electoral 
change in Western Australia.  In particular, it has a phobia about one vote, one value.  In my dictionary “phobia” 
is defined as any fear or dread that controls a person’s mind.  It can and often does present an added sense of 
hatred.  It seems to me that the Liberal Party has been stuck with this phobia and the phobia is causing it to not 
go to the negotiating table to try to mitigate the damage that will be done to country Western Australia by this 
bill.  I have always believed that in politics people have to be at the negotiating table if they want to be heard.  If 
they are not at the table, they end up reaping consequences that may cause harm to their cause.  In the past few 
months the Labor Party made it clear to all political parties in Western Australia that it was prepared to discuss 
the final form of the bill insomuch as it was prepared to receive submissions or offers from parties to discuss 
what the bill would be.  I have to say that I am disappointed that the Liberal Party did not take up the offer to be 
at the negotiating table.  If it is not at the negotiating table, it is not in a position to influence the outcome.  The 
Greens (WA) clearly heard the invitation from the Labor government.  It has been at the negotiating table as 
other parties may have been.  However, I do not have any knowledge of the other parties.  From what I read in 
the Press, the Greens have been at the negotiating table and they have been able to convince the government - 
again, I rely on press reports - that the Greens’ view of the world should be listened to.  In fact, a number of the 
Greens’ propositions we saw in the previous bill have been incorporated in this bill as presented by the Labor 
Party.  It seems to me that without any input from other parties the government has been forced to accept the 
Greens’ proposition.  I am disappointed that the Liberal Party has not been prepared to try to mitigate the 
damage that is being inflicted on country Western Australia by the Greens and Labor.  If one does not sit at the 
negotiating table, one is forced in due course to accept the inevitable consequences of not being part of the 
negotiations.  If one is not at the negotiating table, one often finds oneself carved up by those who are at the 
negotiating table.  In my view that is what is occurring with the bill before us.  The Liberal Party phobia about 
the concept of one vote, one value over a long period has caused considerable electoral damage to the party.  It 
has been an expensive option to not negotiate.  It is something that the Liberal Party has to look at when it 
considers its future and the future of country Western Australia.  If politics is, as most people would argue, the 
art of the possible, the Liberal Party has failed to be part of the negotiating opportunity that would have made the 
probable more reasonable for country Western Australia. 

There is no doubt that, given the Greens have five members in this house and the Independent Hon Alan Cadby 
has only one vote, a combination of the Liberal Party sitting down with the Labor Party would have dealt the 
Greens and the Independent out of the game.  That is to say, Liberal and Labor combined could have determined 
where the one vote, one value proposition headed in Western Australia.  Not being part of the negotiations puts 
the Liberal Party outside the ring.  In my view, that is a very embarrassing situation.  I am not aware of the 
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negotiations that may have occurred between the National Party and Labor Party on this bill, but I believe that 
conservative politics in Western Australia will rue the day that it rejected the offer to be involved in the 
negotiations for a fair and just electoral system for Western Australia.  In saying that, I make it very clear that I 
do not support the theory of pure one vote, one value.  I have said on innumerable occasions how I believe it 
discriminates against country Western Australia to the extent that I would not be surprised in due course if 
country Western Australians decide to take an action over an infringement of their human rights.  The bottom 
line is that unless people are part of the negotiations they cannot complain when the outcome is something they 
do not appreciate.  At the very least if the Liberal Party had been at the negotiating table, it could have reduced 
the number of seats being taken from country Western Australia.  We could have negotiated on the proposition 
that is now being discussed around Parliament, which is that there be 61 members in the Legislative Assembly, 
which is any increase of four on the current 57.  It is suggested that the additional four members be metropolitan 
members.  That would reduce the number of country seats that would be transferred to the metropolitan area.  It 
would recognise the problems of country Western Australia.  That is as far as things go with the Legislative 
Assembly.  I am sure there are country members of the Legislative Assembly who, having seen the bill pass that 
house, believed that the conservative parties in Western Australia could have mitigated the damage to country 
Western Australia.  In respect of the Legislative Council, the six by six proposition suggested by the Greens will 
be shown to be inequitable.  To have six members in the Mining and Pastoral Region servicing 68 500 electors, 
and to have six members in the North Metropolitan Region servicing about 390 000 electors, is neither fair nor 
equitable, and that issue needs to be addressed.  The Greens (WA) are arguing that this will assist country 
Western Australia.  However, this is not what pure one vote, one value is all about.  To just adjust the 
mathematical model will not sufficiently address the problems of people in country Western Australia.  In my 
view, the Legislative Council should remain in its present form - that is, with 34 members, 17 from the country 
and 17 from the metropolitan area - because it has been shown to date to be an electoral model that has worked 
well for the state.   

It has been put to me by some people that they would have been prepared to accept a slight reduction in the 
number of members of the Legislative Council in country Western Australia, obviously with a transfer of those 
numbers into the metropolitan area, so that the general concept of one vote, one value could be recognised.  
Again, this is the sort of thing that we would expect to be discussed if we were at the negotiating table.  From a 
personal point of view, I am opposed to pure one vote, one value.  However, I have been in Parliament now for 
in excess of 20 years, and one of the things I have learnt during that time is that if the numbers supporting a bill 
are more than the numbers opposing it, there is a good chance the bill will go through and be agreed to; in which 
case we should then try to mitigate the loss that is about to beset us.  Two months ago, many of the people in 
country Western Australia told me that we should just oppose the bill full stop and not bother to do anything 
about it, because they were opposed to the concept of one vote, one value and believed it would damage country 
Western Australia.  It is interesting that in the past few days, now that the bill has passed through the Legislative 
Assembly, a number of people from country Western Australia have asked me what we can do to try to mitigate 
the damage that will be caused to country Western Australia.  Unfortunately, I have to tell them in response that 
the Liberal Party has made the decision that there will be no negotiation on this bill, so that is what I am directed 
to do.  That is regrettable.   

The problem with the six by six model in the Legislative Council as proposed by the Greens is that when we 
analyse the likely composition of the house with 36 members under that model, any fair-minded person in a 
relatively stable electoral climate would come up with a composition of 20 Greens-Labor members and 16 
Liberal-National members.  When I say Greens-Labor members, there might be some variation to that, but it 
would amount to 20 non-conservative members and 16 conservative members.  However, if the Labor Party had 
control of the Legislative Assembly, as it has now, and the Labor Party had a 20-16 advantage in this house, in 
combination with other minor parties, the Labor Party would be able to change the electoral laws of Western 
Australia on a monthly basis if that is what it wished to do, because it would be able to achieve the absolute 
majority that is required under the law.  I notice that in this bill it is intended that the entrenchment provision will 
apply only to the principle of one vote, one value.  That is significantly less than the entrenchment provision that 
applies in the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 to prevent governments manipulating electoral systems or other 
matters of significant importance to the state.  This entrenchment provision, which deals only with the principle 
of one vote, one value, will not be enough to prevent the Labor Party changing the electoral laws at will.  It has 
been proposed that five Legislative Assembly seats be quarantined in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, 
notwithstanding the entrenchment provision in its present form in this bill, the Labor Party would still be able to 
manipulate the numbers in those five seats, because the entrenchment provision suggests that so long as there 
was no derogation of the principle of one vote, one value, the governing party would be able to change the 
electoral laws.   

The article in Business News under the banner headline “Failure to act may prove costly” in my view is accurate.  
To my great disappointment, this situation exists because we as a conservative party have not joined with other 
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conservative parties to try to work through the best possible outcome in difficult circumstances.  There is no 
question about it: one vote, one value will be imposed on this state in one form or other.  However, as the major 
conservative party in Western Australia, we have not joined up with other conservative parties and tried to 
mitigate the damage that will be done to country Western Australia.  In that regard, we have failed in political 
terms.  I come back to the maxim that the art of politics is achieving the possible.  We do not always achieve 
everything we want, but, if we are at the negotiating table, we are at least in a position to try to mitigate any 
damage that might be imposed upon us.  I do not know whether it is too late to talk about any changes that might 
occur.  The Liberal Party has placed some amendments on the notice paper for discussion during the committee 
stage.  It will be interesting to see whether the government wants to talk to the Liberal Party and there is still a 
seat at the negotiating table, or whether the deal has already been done, in which case there will be no need for 
the government to talk to the conservative parties to try to improve the situation for country Western Australia.   

I totally oppose the bill.  It will rout country Western Australia.  I regret that I am a member of a Parliament that 
will cause such damage to be done to such a huge area of our state.  

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [2.17 pm]:  I rise on behalf of the Greens (WA) to support the 
principal objects of the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 and to assist in the introduction of the one vote, one value 
system into the Legislative Assembly of Western Australia.  Since 2001 the Greens have had a clear and 
consistent position on the issue of electoral reform in Western Australia.  In 2001, soon after the Labor Party 
gained office, we were approached by the Labor government and told that the Labor Party has a clear ambition 
to change the electoral system in this state, and we were requested to indicate our position on that matter.  That 
was not on the agenda of the Greens (WA); it was quite a startling proposition to us at the time.  However, we 
knew that it was a very serious and responsible issue; therefore, we put considerable effort into research into 
electoral systems and the history of our electoral system in Western Australia.  We also consulted extensively 
within academic circles and members of the Greens.  In 2001, after some months, we reached a consensus 
among the Greens members of the Legislative Council and among all other members of our party.  At that stage, 
we released a position paper to the government, the opposition and the National Party on the same day so that 
our position was very clear to everyone.  
Since then - we are talking some years ago - our position has remained rock steady.  We consider that the effort 
we made in 2001 was well worth it because our position has gained respect in some quarters and we are satisfied 
that, in 2005, that position is again a good way forward.  Implicit in my words is that the Greens’ support for this 
bill is qualified; it does not support it totally.  Since 2001, the Greens have clearly taken a somewhat different 
approach to electoral reform from that of the Labor government.  I will use this opportunity during this second 
reading debate on the One Vote One Value Bill to reiterate that the Greens are trying at every stage to be as 
transparent as possible with its views, conundrums and challenges in dealing with this most difficult of political 
issues.  The Greens have updated their position paper, but the substantial elements are fundamentally the same.  
It is available and has been widely circulated in the community.  
The Greens have supported the principle of one vote, one value and, within support for that principle, attempted 
to address the very real concerns of people in regional Western Australia that their parliamentary representation 
should effectively and adequately represent their interests.  The Greens have a deep commitment to the notion 
that all votes should be equal.  They are very aware that Western Australia is the only state in the 
Commonwealth of Australia that does not elect government on a franchise of vote equality.  Indeed, I am told 
that, in other states, Western Australia is considered to be something of a pariah or perhaps a joke, given its 
electoral reform is a long way behind the times.  
This morning I examined the disparities in district sizes that predominate in our Legislative Assembly 
electorates; albeit they have changed somewhat since the 2003 electoral redistribution.  However, there are still 
extraordinary anomalies between the value of the vote in certain regional and metropolitan seats.  Those I found 
today show that the seat of Leschenault in my electorate in the south west has 12 104 electors, whereas the seat 
of Darling Range in the metropolitan region has 28 609 enrolled electors.  That represents a weight disparity 
between those two seats of nearly two and a half times.  Those disparities exist effectively between two urban 
seats because Leschenault covers the suburban areas around the seat of Bunbury.  It is an urban electorate 
located in the region.  It is very difficult to defend a system in which one urban electorate has two and a half 
times the vote value of another urban electorate.  
We have also been aware of - other members have referred to it - the tyranny of distance, and that very much 
applies to this enormous state of Western Australia.  Hon George Cash drew our attention to the fact that this 
state is approximately five times the size of the state of Texas.  However, what might have been insurmountable 
50 years ago has changed in the modern era.  Jet aircraft travel has increased the speed of transport, the Internet 
is available and a very extensive road system has been developed in our state.  Of course those aspects do not 
constitute an absolute.  To an extent, technology has brought us closer together and made it easier for people to 
communicate with one another across not only the state but also the world.  
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Balancing that with other social changes, we found that since, say, the postwar era, the metropolitan region has 
become far more socially complex as a society.  Indeed, in many ways it faces more acute social problems than 
those experienced in country Western Australia.  Overall, there is an argument that because our metropolitan 
communities tend to be more multicultural, they are more difficult to represent than some of the country districts 
because there is less of an overriding community of interest.  It is true to say, as a generalisation, that 
communities in many country seats have a clear community of interest based on common land uses, economic 
backgrounds and so on that very much dissipate in the city area where enormous ethnic, economic and social 
differences make those electorates extremely diverse culturally, if not geographically.   

Despite those practical considerations, at the bottom of all this debate is the principle itself of vote equality and 
the sense that vote equality is simply about fairness.  It is simply not fair for some citizens in Western Australia 
to have greater weight in political representation than other citizens.  Members of Parliament have two main 
functions: as legislators involved in the drawing up of the laws of this state, and what some people have 
described as ombudsmen at community level, as it were, dealing with the individual and small-scale problems of 
residents of particular regions to ensure that the wider system of government gives them a fair go.  Both those 
functions of drawing up, and being involved in debate on, legislation and the ombudsman role deserve an 
equality of representation for all citizens of Western Australia.  For that very simple and clear reason, the Greens 
(WA) support the introduction of one vote, one value into Western Australia, with some qualification that I will 
come to.  We certainly support the principle. 

I now touch on our different approach from that of the Labor government and the approach specifically taken in 
the One Vote One Value Bill before us today.  We have liked to think - certainly, I personally have been very 
keen to do so in dealing with my own conscience on this matter - that while supporting this important change, we 
have done it in a way that has been as responsive as possible to the fair needs of the special case faced by people 
in regional Western Australia.  I like to think that it is really through the influence of the Greens that the 
introduction of one vote, one value in Western Australia will be relatively country friendly.  That is for several 
reasons.   

The Greens have a clear difference in approach from that of the Labor government on the position adopted for 
the Legislative Council in proposed section 16D of the One Vote One Value Bill.  As most members in this place 
are aware, we have advocated since 2001 the position we have described as a state senate model.  Therefore, at 
the committee stage, we will speak to amendments in that regard.  We take very seriously the notion that the 
Legislative Council can be a strong voice for the regions.  I stress to all members that it has been made quite 
clear to us through a number of meetings over a number of years that the Labor government’s preferred model is 
to also apply the one vote, one value model to the Legislative Council; that is, the government would prefer to 
remove any malapportionment in both houses.  Since July 2001, we have been very clear in responding to 
requests for a position that we do not support the government’s view.  We feel that a tremendous advantage is 
offered to us in having a bicameral system that offers a very particular role for our chamber to ensure that 
regional Western Australia has a significant voice in the affairs of this Parliament.  Over time, it will be up to 
this chamber to decide the extent of that role.  It could well be that this chamber will decide, for example, to 
establish a standing committee on regional interests.  This house will develop in many ways as a result of the 
differences between the two houses under the changes to take place through this legislation; it will foster a 
different approach to issues in the two houses. 

Proposed section 16D of the bill does not insert a one vote, one value system into the Legislative Council; in 
fact, we find something quite different.  A six-region model is proposed with seven members in the three 
metropolitan regions, with five members in the three upper house country regions.  I believe that this model is a 
concession in anticipation of seeking Greens support - it is a concession towards us.  In fact, it has been couched 
in a way that is undoubtedly politically attractive to us.  As various commentators have pointed out to us, there is 
an apparent electoral advantage to the Greens from increasing representation for upper house regions to seven 
members in as many cases as possible.  However, we have resisted that position, although clearly that insight is 
endorsed by the results of the recent state election following which the number of our members in this chamber 
will decline from five to two.  Our one new and one continuing member after 22 May have both come from 
upper house regions with seven members.  Therefore, a clear message was relayed only very recently.  
Nevertheless, we have tried to come not from a position of picking winners and choosing losers, but from clear 
principle that everybody can understand and grasp and endorse.  We decided in considering the proposals in the 
bill that despite the attractiveness of the alternative, we will stick to our position: we think it is a great idea for 
the Legislative Council to perform the role of a state senate, and to be known as the place where the real debates 
about the way forward for the regions can be held in this Parliament.  I refer to debates about our use of water, 
land and mineral resources.  This will be the place at the cutting edge of such debates.  This will evolve in the 
same way that we have carved out a role in the Legislative Council since 1996 as minor parties have influenced 
the balance of power and debates in this place have not been so easily dominated by the executive government 
or, indeed, by the opposition.  I make it clear, though, that our position on the Legislative Council is not to our 
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detriment - we are not that foolish.  Nevertheless, we have definitely not carved a way forward on this position to 
improve our own electoral prospects. 

I now quote a letter received on 8 April 2005 from the Electoral Reform Society of Western Australia, in which 
the following points were made to us -  

Six-member regions might have looked feasible for the WA Greens after the 2001 election.  However, 
in the 2005 election, you only elected MLCs from two seven-member Regions.   

The letter provided the figures, and further reads -  

With quotas of 16.7, 14.3 and 12.5% respectively for 5, 6 and 7 member electorates it is obvious that at 
present the party relies on preferences.  With only two MLCs the party will find it harder to attract 
preferences at the next state election.  In conclusion, for self interest, the party should bargain for the 
largest possible district magnitude.   

The letter goes on to explain why it is giving us this advice.  It is not really to promote the Greens.  It states -  
This happens to coincide with the aim of the Electoral Reform Society to promote a greater 
proportionality between votes cast and seats won.   

Another major point of difference between the Greens and the Gallop government has become somewhat 
notorious over the past couple of months, and that is the provision for the special exemption for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region in proposed section 16H(3).  This proposed section of the bill is quite extraordinary.  Proposed 
subsection (c) states that “the Commissioners shall not apply the principle”.  The One Vote One Value Bill 
purports to apply a principle, yet it contains a provision that specifically rejects that principle for a certain region.  
We believe that that makes a mockery of the notion of vote equality.  It clearly comes under the category of a 
gerrymander rather than any kind of neutral system of providing fair vote weighting for a legitimate reason.  
Indeed, we feel that the Labor government and the Premier in particular made a very serious mistake when that 
promise was made in Kalgoorlie in the heat of the pressures of the election.  Therefore, we are very keen to 
support an amendment to delete that guarantee and to insert a formula similar to that which was inserted in the 
legislation in 2001, which is a much more objective formula for the provision of some vote weighting for 
extremely large regional electorates; that is, electorates of more than 100 000 square kilometres.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Can you explain to me, having said that, how it is not a gerrymander if the result is 
exactly the same?   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I will be very pleased to explain that to the member.  This issue will come up quite 
a lot during the debate, particularly when we come to amend those proposed sections.  We feel that in applying 
an objective formula statewide, which, according to the modelling I have seen, will also apply to the two seats of 
Roe and Moore in the future Agricultural Region, this will be a far more neutral approach to give some practical 
concessions to the challenge of members representing vast outback electorates, which many members have 
touched on in their contributions.  Clearly, there are some practical problems there.  We have made one change 
to that position.  In 2001 we advocated the weighting formula that is based on the model that has been used in 
Queensland for more than a decade, and I will go into that in more detail at the committee stage.  I will not move 
the amendment today.  We have decided, as of yesterday, to change one aspect of that; that is, we have agreed to 
increase the numerical value of that weighting from one per cent to 1.5 per cent.  In fact, in 2001, our dialogue 
with the government on that vote weighting - the large-area allowance as it is technically called - went the other 
way.  We proposed a one per cent weighting, and the government said that it would accept it but urged us to 
adopt a 0.5 per cent weighting.  In that case, we also accepted the change to the numerical value because we 
were not locked in as a matter of principle on the numerical weights.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  It still doesn’t change the end result, does it?  I still need an explanation of why that is 
an advantage over the other system when it does not change the end result.   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to deal with that issue.  Clearly, we all know that the government 
made a promise during the election campaign to deliver a guarantee of five seats in that region.  We know that it 
is in the provisions of the bill.  The approach that we will seek to insert in the bill by way of amendment will 
provide no guarantees for anyone of how many seats will be in any region.  All it will do is provide an objective, 
mathematical formula for those districts that reach a geographic area threshold of more than 100 000 square 
kilometres.  We think that is a much more objective approach to assist in those problems of the tyranny of 
distance.  In other words, we have not taken a purist approach.  In fact, we feel that with the demographics in 
Western Australia, in which 73 per cent of the population effectively lives in one city, it would be absurd and 
would take a principle to absurdity to implement a system of pure one vote, one value in both houses in Western 
Australia.  As I have mentioned, with a bicameral system we have the opportunity to implement different 
franchises in different houses, and we very much support that approach as a fair way forward for everyone.   
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We have had some feedback at various times.  I recall hearing Professor David Black speak at a forum just 
before I gave my contribution on this issue in 2001.  I quoted him in my speech at that stage in support of taking 
advantage of the bicameral system and keeping vote weighting for the regions in one of the houses.  I would also 
like to read to members something more recent.  I received a letter from Professor Greg Craven from Curtin 
University of Technology on 18 April.  It states -  

I would respectfully argue that, once the Lower House of the Parliament is constituted on a more or less 
strict One Vote One Value basis, the case for constituting the Upper House differentially as a Chamber 
where regional interests receive moderately enhanced regional representation, is strong.  This follows 
from the necessity to ensure that the diversity of interests contained within the State are adequately 
reflected in Parliament.   

I will also speak more generally about different approaches to the introduction of vote equality.  Australia has 
tended to follow the American model on these matters, just as we do, unfortunately, in many other ways.  The 
Minister for Electoral Affairs is very fond of quoting a famous United States Supreme Court ruling of a few 
decades ago that refers to the advocacy for pure vote equality as being fundamental to a fair, democratic system.  
However, I also note many analogies between Western Australia and the provinces of the Canadian federation.  
Canada takes a somewhat different and modified approach to vote equality.  Instead of referring to vote equality 
as the supreme value, it refers to effective representation.  I refer to the 1991 case of The Attorney General for 
Saskatchewan v Roger of the Supreme Court of Canada, in which one judge said -  

The purpose of a right to vote . . . is not equality of voting power per se, but the right to ‘effective 
representation’.  Parity of voting power is of prime importance but is only one factor to be taken into 
account in ensuring effective representation.  The value of a citizen’s vote should not be unduly diluted, 
but absolute parity is impossible and in some circumstances undesirable and [un]justified.  Factors such 
as geography, community, history community interest and minority representation can be taken into 
account to ensure that our legislative assemblies effectively represent the diversity of our social mosaic.  
Beyond this, the dilution of one citizen’s vote as compared to another’s should not be accepted. 

In another very famous case, again in the Canadian Supreme Court, it was alleged that the system in British 
Columbia offended the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms because of certain vote weighting in British 
Columbia.  Among other things, the court found -  

In Canada it has been recognized from 1867 to the present that the ideal of equal voting power must be 
modified by other factors, such as geography or regional interests. 

In informing myself of the diversity of views, I have noted the fact that people throughout democratic 
governments worldwide have struggled with the balance between absolute fairness and equality, which I talked 
about earlier, and effective representation so that all members of a constitutional area can participate.  This has 
exercised the minds of many legislatures and courts throughout the western world.  Western Australia has 
particular circumstances that, in my view and in the view of the Greens despite the absolute supremacy of vote 
equality as a democratic principle, mean that that principle should be tempered by a recognition of the practical 
realities of this enormous state in which we live.  The Greens are particularly keen, for example, for a strong 
regional voice to remain in the upper house to assist in bringing about sustainable resource management in 
Western Australia and for regional representatives to be appointed to this place to speak out about the use of our 
water supplies.  Indeed, Hon Derrick Tomlinson made a contribution before lunch about the issue of bringing 
water supplies from one region to another and the impacts of that approach on the sustainable use of our 
resources.  We feel, therefore, that in providing that voice in the upper house, we are assisting in the long-term 
sustainable management of this vast country of ours.  We also believe that it is important that in representation 
there always be a connection to place as well as a connection to people. 

I want to read one quote today that is not strictly speaking about representation but, rather, touches me as very 
profound.  It reminds me of the great importance that Aboriginal people in Western Australia place on their 
connection to their country and their land.  It is a quote from the deep ecologist, Gary Snyder.  It may not be an 
authentic quote to use in the chamber as I do not have the philosophical source.  I have not been able to go 
through his writings.  Perhaps it is more correct to say that this is, therefore, a quote from a whiteboard in a 
kitchen of a farm with a wonderful veggie garden and all sorts of sustainable practices around it in a community 
in Carters Road, Margaret River.  The quote goes -  

The very ease with which we move about this small planet confronts us with a terrible irony.  We 
journey to learn, yet in travelling grow each day further and further from where we began.  When I was 
once asked to discuss at length how individuals could best help resolve environmental crises, I replied, 
“Stay put.”  Only by rediscovering a sense of place, a commitment to a particular piece of ground, will 
we be able to redefine our relationship to the planet. 
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So there members have it - one vote, one value Greens-style.  I like to think that it is existentialist, a situational 
morality, in that we have really grappled with the challenge of applying a pure principle to a real situation in a 
way that uses some wisdom to ensure that what we are doing is appropriate.  I believe it would have been a 
mistake to go down the path as advocated by the Labor Party partly in this bill and certainly in earlier versions of 
a pure model of one vote, one value in both houses - just a rigid application of a principle - because that would 
fail to recognise the extraordinary geography and demographics of Western Australia that I talked about earlier.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  On the other hand, yet at the same time, it takes a huge step forward in bringing 
the electoral system in Western Australia into the new century and the new millennium and removes the 
gerrymanders that are in place. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Simon O’Brien will not be speaking in this 
debate if he continues to interject.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It will remove the gerrymanders that are in place that have resulted in certain areas 
of this state and certain parties in this place having a particular influence beyond the number of votes cast in 
Legislative Assembly elections.  

Hon Barry House interjected. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  To my mind that is the definition of a gerrymander.  A gerrymander is not all vote 
weighting.  Clearly that is not our position.  Indeed, we are advocating some modifications to the make-up of the 
Assembly and, very clearly, a deliberate weighting in the Legislative Council.  A gerrymander is vote weighting 
to deliver a specific political advantage.  That is a gerrymander, and it is very important that we do not become 
involved with that in recasting the system.  We should not be in the backroom doing the figures to work out what 
will happen with this or that seat.  It does not matter; in the overall scheme of things we will all be dead.  What 
really matters is that the community of Western Australia respects whatever system is put in place as fair and 
modern.  
HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [3.00 pm]:  The speech I have just heard from Hon Christine 
Sharp was about perceived objectivity.  Rationalisation of that perceived objectivity gives justification to the 
views of the Greens (WA) leading to gratification in obtaining more seats in the Legislative Council.  As one of 
the members for the South West Region - a country electorate - I place on record once more my disgust with this 
government’s pursuit of the One Vote One Value Bill.  The arrogance shown in the pursuit of this legislation is 
well documented, and I will get onto that later.  Taking six or eight seats out of country areas and placing them 
in the city - who really knows how many, with the legislation changing every few days without any amendments 
being seen - is a very unfair representation for country people.  An article in The West Australian today shows 
just how unfair it is.  If I were living in Kalgoorlie today I would be very angry.  The article reads - 

Electoral Affairs Minister Jim McGinty yesterday revealed his “creative” solution to bring about 
electoral reform and drag WA into line with the rest of the country would expand the Legislative 
Assembly by two seats and transfer six seats from rural areas to the city. 
Coupled with two new seats in the Legislative Council, WA will have four new State politicians at a 
cost to taxpayers of about $2 million a year. 
Under the deal, the Government will honour its election commitment to guarantee five remote Mining 
and Pastoral seats but the smallest of those could have as few as 9200 voters compared with up to 
24,000 in city electorates. 

This is the effect of the government’s One Vote One Value Bill.  I take offence at the words in the second 
reading speech, which states -  

Only malapportionment, the denial of equality of voting - that is, one vote, one value - remains today as 
an obstacle to accomplishing a truly democratic and representative system of government in Western 
Australia.  

What a load of rubbish this is!  This legislation is not about democracy, nor is it true one vote, one value, as I 
have just explained.  If it was, the government would not be doing what it is doing with the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  I will return to the word “democracy”, and read from a book written by Professor Harry Phillips, for 
whom I have the greatest admiration.  Quoting passage by C.B. Macpherson, he writes - 

Democracy used to be a bad word.  Everybody who was anybody knew that democracy, in its original 
sense of rule by the people or government in accordance with the will of the bulk of the people, would 
be a bad thing - fatal to individual freedom and to all the graces of civilised living.  That was the 
position taken by pretty nearly all men of intelligence from the earliest historical times down to about a 
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hundred years ago.  Then, within fifty years, democracy became a good thing.  Its full acceptance into 
the ranks of respectability was apparent by the time of the First World War . . .  

The point is that democracy can mean many things.  For example, what Russia would see as democratic is not 
what we in the Western world would see as being a democratic political system.  Democracy can be 
manipulated, just as this government is manipulating this legislation to suit itself by creating what are commonly 
called gerrymandered electorates.  Hon Alan Cadby knows what the manipulation of democracy means, and that 
is the reason we are debating this flawed legislation now.  The irony is that we are debating this legislation today 
because of the deemed interpretation of democratic principles that Hon Alan Cadby had inflicted upon him.  As I 
have said, this government is about how it can gerrymander electorates.  I noticed that in her speech Hon 
Christine Sharp did not really explain “gerrymander”.  It is the drawing of electoral boundaries that results in a 
bias towards a candidate or party.  The bias may be inadvertently achieved through geographic features or 
demographic features.  Is also possible for boundaries to be deliberately drawn in an attempt to obtain a certain 
bias, and that is what this government is doing.  It is attempting to obtain a certain bias, and so are the Greens 
(WA).  
Western Australia is the last state to have one vote, one value but the state is unique because of its vast distances.  
The state consists of 2 525 500 square kilometres.  It is a vast state.  Queensland, the next biggest state, does not 
even come close with 1.7 million square kilometres.  I seem to remember the Premier of this state saying in the 
Press that he would not pursue one vote, one value.  He must have lied to the public of Western Australia, and 
the public will remember that, especially in country Western Australia.  He did not tell the electors of Kalgoorlie 
that they would be dumped.  
I will recap a bit of history.  The existing Electoral Distribution Act contains the following section - 

It shall not be lawful to present to the Governor for Her Majesty’s assent any Bill to amend this Act, 
unless the second and third readings of such Bill shall have been passed with the concurrence of an 
absolute majority of the whole number of the members for the time being of the Legislative Council and 
the Legislative Assembly respectively. 

With the President of the Legislative Council having only a casting vote in the event of tie, Labor fell one seat 
short of obtaining the absolute majority required to amend the act.  Labor had planned to change the Constitution 
Act to give the President a deliberative, rather than a casting vote, as is the case with the President of the Senate.  
Such a change needed only a 17-16 vote in the Council, after which the President would have had a vote on all 
bills, and the one vote, one value laws would have achieved the necessary 18 votes.  However the Greens would 
not agree to changing the President’s voting rights - I appreciate that - which meant that Labor had to adopt an 
alternative plan to change the electoral laws.  It has certainly come back with one of those.  Labor had earlier 
attempted to introduce a bill that repealed the Electoral Distribution Act, and then to introduce a completely new 
bill.  As we know, the Clerk of the Parliament, Laurie Marquet, refused to permit that legislation to be presented 
to the Governor, and instead sent the matter to the Supreme Court for a ruling on the meaning of “amend”.  Both 
the Supreme Court and the High Court of Australia have since ruled that “repeal” fell within the meaning of 
“amend”, and, as a result, the one vote, one value law was annulled.  The redistribution took place under the old 
legislation. 
There has been much discussion in recent years about the role of the High Court in finding implied rights in the 
Australian Constitution that are not apparent from the actual text.  In the recent case of McGinty in 1996, the 
High Court reversed the trend of finding implied rights and held by a four-two majority that the Constitution did 
not imply that one vote must mean one value.  The majority view found that the Constitution did not contain any 
implication affecting disparities of voting power among the holders of the franchise for the election of members 
of a state Parliament.  Their Honours also observed that the Constitution did not prescribe any authority or body 
to establish or monitor electoral divisions within states or territories.  Their Honours accepted that there could be 
situations in which the disparity in the numbers of electors could be so grossly disproportionate as to deny 
ultimate control by popular election, but found that in the present case this had not occurred.  We have been 
there twice already and the government has now introduced this legislation.   
The results of the 2001 election explain why Labor has been so keen to introduce new electoral laws.  Labor 
records huge majorities in some of its Perth seats.  This is what it is all about.  The same can be said about the 
2005 election.  Country seats are mostly held by Liberals and city seats are, in the majority, mostly held by 
Labor.  Taking away country seats and putting them in the city gives Labor the advantage.  The opposite of 
advantage is disadvantage.  That is what will happen to country areas.  They will be disadvantaged when this 
legislation goes through - if it does go through. 
Approximately 1.5 million people live in the metropolitan region and about 500 000 people - I am being 
generous - live throughout the country regions.  What will one vote, one value mean to country people?  Will 
they receive the same value as their city cousins?  What do I mean by that?  Take public transport.  There is no 
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such thing in the country.  Unlike the city, which has frequent bus and rail services, country towns do not have 
regular bus and rail services.  If a country town has a bus service, it is very infrequent.  The money spent on the 
rail system to Mandurah has blown out in the budget.  The rail line will not be built in time.  My home town of 
Bridgetown cannot even get a bypass funded.  The urgency for the bypass is here and now because the 
government closed the rail line between Manjimup and Bunbury and put more trucks on the road.  I presume that 
is the equality that the Labor government and the Greens are talking about that is supposed to exist in the 
country.  An additional 70 trucks a day pass through the town.  Main Roads will not look at making the bypass a 
priority until 10 000 traffic movements are recorded through the centre of the town.  How ridiculous is that?  The 
town is already looking at a very high traffic count.  Who will fight for small country towns in the Legislative 
Assembly let alone the Legislative Council?  I do not believe there will be country members in this Council in 
future.  This Council will not be better off under the proposed legislation.  Is it democratic to have a Parliament 
loaded with city politicians who have no idea of country conditions?  No.  It is very frustrating when dealing 
with government departments that have no idea what is being said to them because they have no idea of the 
distances that we talk about.  According to the government and the Greens, the answer is to have an additional 
two members in the Council.  If the argument is that we will have a country-based Council, it is a flawed one.  
The Labor Party has placed city people in the South West Region and the Pilbara.  They are union people who 
have the numbers in the Labor Party to become members of this Council.  They are not country people and they 
are not representative of country people.  How can the Greens say that the six by six model will make this 
chamber like the Senate and that it will be for country people?  It will not be because it will just be union people 
from the Labor Party.  That is unfair.  It is seen as the only way to get some Green members back in this place.  
Although they sound holier than though - 
Hon Graham Giffard:  That is a shocking argument. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is not a shocking argument.  I have seen it happen. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  Hon Graham Giffard must not interject.  I 
do not want any member to have to leave the Chamber until the vote on the second reading is taken. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have a copy of an article from Australian News Commentary dated 5 June 
2002, which discusses what I am saying about the Labor Party.  The article is titled “Australian Labor Party’s 
one-vote one-value hypocrisy”. 
It states, in part - 

In a monumental act of hypocrisy, the WA Labor government is ramming through parliament its 
infamous one-vote one-value legislation, purportedly to give effect to improved democracy, but in 
reality to entrench its position and to buy the votes of the minor parties in the upper house. 
The Labor party has been chanting its one-vote one-value mantra for years and yet is one of Australia’s 
most undemocratic institutions.  The thugs and standover merchants of the union movement have no 
concept of fairness or democracy yet they control 60 per cent of the voting power of the Australian 
Labor Party.  This is not one-vote one-value.  But it is how the Labor party is controlled and run. 

It will be how this house is controlled and run. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It has to get the federal executive over to preselect its candidates! 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I know.  I thought that rather disgusting.  However, that is their party and I 
know nothing about it.  I know that if a person is not in a union, he or she does not sit on the other side of this 
house. 
Health is another area that I hold grave fears for in country areas.  Country areas have great trouble attracting 
surgeons and specialists.  Even Albany, which is seen as a big regional centre, has trouble.  It has a catchment 
area of 35 000 people.  Very few services have been provided for women in Albany and that is even with a 
Labor member in the area.  Last year pregnant women were sent to Perth for ultrasounds.  Ultrasound equipment 
is a basic piece of equipment and it should be available in Albany with trained staff.  There was neither.  It meant 
that the women had to travel five hours by road each way.  If they did not have relatives in Perth with whom they 
could stay, they had to pay for their own accommodation.  As we all know, the patient assisted travel scheme 
does not cover those costs.  There are seven members of the Legislative Council from the south west in addition 
to the Labor member for Albany and the National member for Stirling but the situation for women is very bleak.  
Dental services are very poor; there is a huge waiting list.  What did the government do?  It sent all the young, 
old and infirm people up the highway on a bus - free of charge, of course - but it took five hours of travelling.  
When they got to Perth they were given $70 each for overnight accommodation.  Someone in the city must have 
dreamt that one up!  All the regions have huge waiting lists for dental services.  The answer was to send them to 
Perth!  It is not good enough. 
Hon Bill Stretch:  Some people wait 14 months for dental work. 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Fourteen months! 
Hon Bill Stretch:  It is a long time to wait with a toothache. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is, indeed.  Dental services need to be provided in country areas.  Who will 
fight for them? 
In my speech on the Address-in-Reply I spoke about education and training and the amount of money needed for 
infrastructure in country areas in order to give choice to students.  I hope it will be provided but, realistically, 
there will be limited choice because of the isolation and the lack of businesses in small areas.  I look at this place 
and the other house but I do not see many farmers or people who have lived on the land.  When the 
Environmental Protection Amendment Bill went through last year, it was an uphill battle and damn near 
impossible to make the bureaucrats, let alone the minister, understand the difficulties they were inflicting on 
farmers.  The restrictions they wanted to put on them would have made it impossible to farm.  Fortunately for the 
farmers, I had some success.  I even had one of the advisers ask me why farmers needed to pick up fallen tree 
limbs and burn them each year!  I thought that was absolutely pathetic but it is what we in the country are up 
against.  It can only get worse.  This government has come under pressure from many quarters in the country, 
particularly the Bunbury regional scheme and the Swan coastal plain wetlands plan.  The government does not 
understand the country.  It has underestimated how angry country people can be.   
Representation for all people is in Parliament.  I am extremely proud to represent my electorate.  I sometimes 
drive up to seven hours a day in performing my duties.  I am not saying it is easy, because it is not.  I sometimes 
leave Perth at 5.00 am and arrive in Albany at 10.00 am.  I attend functions and meetings and I get home about 
midnight.  Home is three hours drive from Albany so that can mean eight hours driving in one day.  The South 
West Region extends from Mandurah to Albany and I cover most towns in between in a year.  People like to see 
me in person and I try to accommodate them.  Politicians are important to their electorates.  When those 
electorates are made larger, difficulties will be created. 
I was reading about different electorates and I happened to come across a speech made by Gough Whitlam in 
1990.  I suppose that ideology does not change.  He stated that Western Australia had an extraordinary situation 
and that it was easily the worst in Australia in that the votes of electors in the metropolitan area are worth half as 
much as the votes in non-metropolitan areas for the Assembly and one-third as much for the Council.  My 
answer to that is that we only get half as much value.  Mr McGinty is like Mark Latham.  He must be a protℑ gℑ  
of Whitlam, because his way of thinking is very similar.  All three of those people certainly have chaos in 
common.  Whitlam was dismissed, and Latham was banished; and when country people get hold of Mr McGinty 
after they have read today’s paper, they might banish him too.  

People have talked about the need to give politicians more resources.  Perhaps we will get two electorate 
officers.  I remind the government and the Greens, however, that it is politicians, and not their electorate officers, 
who are paid to look after their electorates.  In saying that I am not taking anything away from the amazing job 
that the staff of politicians do in dealing with the public every day and in calmly and efficiently going about their 
business while we are in the Parliament.  Country people do not believe this government has a mandate to 
change the electoral system of this state, or at least not to change it as much as it wants.   

Before the last High Court case many local governments gave money to try to stop this government from 
introducing one vote, one value legislation.  None of those 112 local government authorities will forget the 
threats that the then Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, Hon Tom Stephens, made at 
that time.  Smaller local governments realise the effects of this legislation and the dangers that it will create.  
Under this legislation, there will be two distinct areas.  That will create division, because the city will have 
everything, and the country areas will find it harder and harder to get government funding.  This government is 
effectively centralising and regionalising services.  Most people realise that if they do not have a member of 
Parliament who will fight for them in the area in which they live, it is extremely hard for them to put their case 
forward.  Someone needs to care.  A politician who cares about his or her electorate is able to achieve a great 
deal.  That is how the system works.  Country towns are the backbone of community spirit.  Schools, hospitals, 
police stations and government agencies in country regions will struggle against the areas with larger 
populations.  Country people will not be getting value for their vote.  That is the truth.  This legislation is about 
an electoral system that will disadvantage country people.   

The electoral system is supposed to look at commonality of interest.  However, that is not the case.  It looks at 
numbers.  Prior to the last election, a proposal was put forward by the Electoral Commission that Bridgetown be 
taken out of the South West Region and put into the Agricultural Region.  Bridgetown is the heart of the south 
west.  There was no rhyme or reason behind that proposal.  It was based just on the numbers.  To my knowledge, 
none of the people who put forward that proposal had driven around the Bridgetown area.  I went to the media, 
organised public meetings and worked with the shire and other politicians, and we made a hell of a fuss, until a 
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compromise was reached.  The compromise was not the best solution, but it was better than taking Bridgetown 
out of the South West Region totally.  The compromise was to place only east ward in the Agricultural Region.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  They are very lucky people.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Of course, but we would rather all of Bridgetown were in the South West 
Region, where it belongs.  That caused a lot of confusion prior to the last election, but I am pleased it helped us 
to get one more Liberal in the upper house.  The people who make these types of decisions need to go to the 
bush and see for themselves the effect of the boundary changes that they are proposing.  It is now being proposed 
that 10 000 people be taken out of the Agricultural Region and placed in the South West Region.  I am having a 
bit of trouble believing what I am hearing.  In theory no-one would deny that every person’s vote should have 
the same value.  However, because of the vast size of this state, that does not work in practice.  I remind the 
government that most of the wealth that is created in this state comes from the regions.  The people in the 
regions deserve equality.  Under the government’s legislation, and with the help of the Greens, the people in the 
regions will get not only inequality but also an unfair deal.  That is a disgrace and an affront to democracy.  It is 
not central to representative democracy, despite what the government would have us believe.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [3.24 pm]:  I thank members for the opportunity to make some 
remarks on the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  This is a bill for an act to amend the Electoral Act 1907 and the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899; repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947; and make consequential 
amendments to other acts.  The National Party will be opposing the bill.  A few years ago we went through the 
same process, with the same people in this house, on two bills.  Those bills were defeated right through to the 
High Court.  That process went through a number of phases, with huge expense to what was known as the 
Country Alliance, and it left the state of Western Australia worse off to the tune of $1 million.  That process is 
now about to repeat itself, unless there are dissenting voices at either the second or third reading stage of the bill.   

We are spending a lot of time on this legislation.  In my view there has been no call in the community of 
Western Australia for this bill.  The Minister for Agriculture and Forestry would have to agree with me when I 
say that, because he was at a meeting in Lake Grace recently that was attended by 100 people, and he was good 
enough to admit that he would have been the only person in the room who agreed with these proposed changes 
to the Electoral Act.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I think I said I was probably the only person in the room.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  You were probably right. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, I was probably right.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The minister is very close to being right.  The information I have from the 
newspaper is that about 112 signatures were forwarded to the minister at that meeting from people who were not 
impressed with the changes that the government was seeking to make.   

It surprises me that, despite its position on issues such as one vote, one value, the Labor Party is able to achieve 
the vote that it does in the Agricultural Region.  I am still amazed at the outcome of the recent state election.   

The National Party has made a firm attempt to look at all the options that have been put forward on one vote, one 
value.  I have gone to the Electoral Commission and we have run through a host of different options.  The 
Greens have let us know what their propositions are.  If we go from 10 to 15 per cent, or even to 20 per cent, 
plus or minus, it will make little difference to the National Party.  Regardless of the outcome of this legislation, 
the National Party will find it very difficult to win seats.  It always does.  There is nothing new about that.  We 
have five seats in the lower house now.  We will find it difficult to win five seats next time.  Perhaps we will 
have a crack at six or seven seats, but we will find it difficult.  We always do.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You have proved yourselves to be very resilient over a long period of time. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We have been around for about 100 years, and I am sure we will be around for a 
little longer yet, because there are people in the community who believe that country representation is vital to 
rural and regional Australia.   

I have commented on the fact that we have looked at a lot of options.  We have looked at the option that is being 
talked about and that the Minister for Electoral Affairs announced in the other house yesterday after the Leader 
of the National Party had asked the question about the One Vote One Value Bill and it was disclosed that the 
government would attempt to implement 59 seats in the lower house and that the variation in the north west of 
the state would go up to 20 per cent.   

I turn now to some of the comments of Hon Chrissy Sharp.  The Greens say they have a principle about one 
vote, one value, and that principle is against quarantining five seats in the north west.  However, they then come 
up with a mechanism that will quarantine five seats in the pastoral region.  I cannot see how that principle has 
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changed.  In fact, if the Greens still have the same principle, they should be voting against the bill, because the 
numbers that will be required in the Mining and Pastoral Region, with its large area allowance of 1.5 per cent, 
will mean that there will need to be about 12 500 dummy votes in a place like Murchison.  Nearly 9 000 dummy 
votes - I guess that is what they are called - will ensure the electorate of Eyre is established.  The Pilbara will be 
established with something like 1 897 votes to increase its number and to ensure the numbers are maintained in 
the Mining and Pastoral Regions to satisfy the Premier’s belief that those people are disadvantaged.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  You might like to also take note of the notional voters in the agricultural region.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am quite happy to do so.  The number of notional voters Hon Chrissy Sharp 
referred to will be 1 650 in Roe, to bring the total number to 19 000 and 1 617 in Moore, to bring the total 
number to 21 200.  That area includes a plus factor of seven per cent.  In the other areas there is a minus factor of 
almost 16 per cent.  That is an extraordinary difference when the government is seeking to achieve the principle 
of one vote, one value.  

For the life of me, when five seats will remain in the Pastoral Region based on a formula to justify that, I cannot 
see how the principle has changed.   

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Even with the assistance of Hon Dee Margetts, it mystifies me.  I require some 
convincing that the principle will change, even if another mechanism is adopted to make it “hunky-dory”, if that 
is the word to use.  I have great difficulties with that area.  

People living in country areas need representation.  They need face-to-face contact with their local member.  
When they can sit and talk to the member in his office, they can get a clear indication that the member is 
listening and communicating with the people in his area.  A seat with which I am familiar, such as Greenough, 
which presently extends to Three Springs, will extend to a boundary with Toodyay, which is probably a four-
hour drive from Greenough.  The chances of the member for Greenough seeing all his constituents regularly will 
be diminished markedly.  

As I say, I have not seen a call for this change.  The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs have talked 
about it as have the Greens (WA).  However, I acknowledge that Hon Chrissy Sharp said it was one of those 
matters put upon her after she had been elected.  That was when she started to talk about it and has taken it on as 
a major platform in light of the legislation introduced into this place.  I understand that.  Many people in country 
Western Australia have no desire for this legislation.  They are already penalised with fuel prices, the higher cost 
of food, transport and those sorts of issues that penalise people in country areas.  Some people do not even have 
mobile phones; they face real issues with communication and the like.  The list goes on.  

I remember well not long after Hon Tom Stephens, formerly a minister in this house, was elected.  He said the 
National Party had delivered much to the wheatbelt, but we will not see that happen any more because the 
funding will be spent somewhere else.  That is not the sort of message that people want to hear.  Their 
confidence will not increase if their representation is diminished.   

This bill will remove the electoral quotients from the metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas of the state, 
currently set at 34 and 23 per cent.  It will reduce the tolerance figures from plus or minus 15 to plus or minus 
10.  I understand the next bill will create up to 20 per cent variation in areas greater than 100 000 square 
kilometres and I understand that that is an arbitrary figure; we have had that conversation.  It could have been 
any figure; it just happens that is the figure used on this occasion to satisfy the requirement.   

Hon Norman Moore:  They worked out the answer and compiled a formula.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The Leader of the Opposition is very perceptive.  This legislation also excludes 
five Legislative Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region from the calculation of the average district 
enrolment.  Those areas are quarantined from one vote, one value.  It provides that the three metropolitan regions 
have approximately the same number of districts.  They are presently 10, 10 and 14.  Quite a few people have 
spoken about that.  

The bill will increase the number of seats in the Legislative Council by two, to 36.  It provides for each of the 
three metropolitan regions to be represented by seven members in the Legislative Council.  Country regions will 
have five.  I believe the Leader of the Opposition has listed some amendments on the notice paper to return them 
to the status quo.  I understand some amendments will also be moved by Hon Chrissy Sharp because she 
believes an opportunity exists for both country and metropolitan areas to each have six members - the same 
number of representatives.  She also mentioned that people who represented those areas would be able to put 
forward solutions to a number of things, including water shortages.  I guess other areas will be also taken into 
consideration.  I hope that, in light of the representation in this house, people will have the opportunity to bring 
forward those issues and act upon them.  That is largely up to the calibre of the people in the house.  The 
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National Party would like to see the status quo remain in both the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council.  Mention has been made of special cases in the upper house such as the quotient I just mentioned.  
However, the National Party has real difficulty with many of those other aspects.  

Our leader in the other place said that if our amendments are not agreed to, the National Party would not support 
the intentions of the bill in the Mining and Pastoral Regions.  We will certainly watch with interest to see what 
emerges at the end of the debate because various options will be presented in this place.  One of the arguments 
for vote weighting is that it allows for greater constituency representation for the groups that genuinely need it.  
It goes without saying that it is difficult for members of Parliament to service large and remote electorates.   

I will refer to some of the issues pertaining to the services that the Greens have in their proposal.  Hon Chrissy 
Sharp was good enough to send them to me.  Community of interest should be grouped for consistency and 
represented as a group.  Physical features and municipal boundaries are important considerations in drawing 
boundaries, and minority groups may require special representation.  If electoral districts are similar in numerical 
size, the metropolitan vote will swamp the non-metropolitan vote.  Whether the variations are 17-42 or 15-42, it 
will amount to some great variation.  The argument that much of the wealth generation is from non-metropolitan 
areas is for another day.  People have suggested that problems in remote and large geographic areas can be 
overcome through better communication and administrative support, but those people are ill informed.  I recently 
outlined some reasons for my view. 

I now refer to comments that the Labor Party had held this belief on one vote, one value for 100 years.  Then 
Premier A.R.G. Hawke made the following clear in his second reading speech on the Electoral Districts and 
Provinces Adjustment Bill 1954 - 

 The weighting of votes as between three proposed new areas will be along the following lines:-Every 
three electors in the proposed metropolitan area will count as one elector; every three electors in the 
agriculture and central mining area will count as two electors, and every one elector in the pastoral and 
outer mining area will count as one elector.  

These were Labor Party provisions put forward by the then Premier 50 years ago.  It shows that one vote, one 
value has not been a plank of the Labor Party for 100 years, even though I am sure people around the place are 
making such observations. 

The current Premier commented, as reported in Hansard on Tuesday, 9 November 2004, as follows -  

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

The Premier then announced at Kalgoorlie half-way through the recent election campaign a change in that 
proposal; it was a dramatic change to his earlier comments.  The Kalgoorlie Miner article read - 

. . . Labor will guarantee the retention of the five seats to prevent a leeching of representation to the 
south west area of the state where population was growing rapidly,” Dr Gallop said. 

On one hand, we have the policy of keeping the vote out in the country, and then he referred to keeping the vote 
out of the south west.  I do not know why the Premier did not mention the metropolitan area in those comments; 
it was quite an extraordinary comment. 

I mentioned that the Labor Party has put proposals to Parliament previously and had them rejected.  The Leader 
of the Government commented on retail trading hours legislative amendments that demonstrates clearly Labor 
Party’s double standard.  During the second reading speech on the bill in the Legislative Council last November, 
Hon Kim Chance stated - 

. . . the Government’s attempts to provide these hours have been stymied by the Legislative Council.  
Now it is up to the people to decide, but first we must give them that opportunity. 

He also stated - 

It is clear that given the contentious nature of this issue, a clear mandate is required.  A referendum is 
the only way to settle the issue. 

Hon Kim Chance also commented - 

Regardless of our individual views on retail trading hours, one thing that all parliamentarians should 
have in common is a belief in the fundamental principles of democracy.  To those who might oppose 
this Bill, I say that it is one thing to oppose longer trading hours, but it is another thing entirely to 
oppose giving people the choice to have their say on the issue.  As parliamentarians it is our role to 
serve the public - not vested interests. 
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That was a clear comment by the Leader of the House outlining that people across the board should have the 
opportunity to vote on the matter.  We now have a more contentious issue before Parliament than retail trading 
hours. 

I now comment a little on the Greens electoral reform proposals.  I give them credit as they have written down 
their proposals and made them quite clear and available.  They have outlined the benefits to the state in changing 
the council model.  They have outlined a number of issues. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Will you be able to read them all out for the benefit of the Legislative Council? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I guess it is a public document.  It is not really for me to do so.  I would prefer the 
Greens to announce their model, but if they are happy for me to do it - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Absolutely.  It was my intention to talk in more detail when the amendments are in this 
place.  You are reading about the proposed amendments, not the bill itself. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Which bill should we be talking about today?  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We do not know which bill we are talking about, so I have a difficulty in that area. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  It is the bill we are debating.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have no amendments for the bill we are debating.  The bill refers to upper house 
member representation of seven-seven-seven or five-five-five for the different regions.  There are amendments 
foreshadowed by Hon Norman Moore to maintain the status quo.  The six-six-six membership option has not yet 
been mentioned, apart from in Hon Chrissy Sharp’s speech.  When I get the opportunity, Hon Bruce Donaldson, 
I will continue my remarks. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 848.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


