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ELECTORAL REFORM (ELECTORAL FUNDING) BILL 2006 
Motion 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [11.37 am]:  I move - 

That the Electoral Reform (Electoral Funding) Bill 2006 be now considered. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (32) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D�Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.T. Redman Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

Noes (18) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook  
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr M.J. Birney 
 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr G.A. Woodhams 

Question thus passed. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As I have not had much time to look at this bill, the minister will have to do 
my homework for me, with the able assistance of his officers.  Does clause 2 of the Electoral Reform (Electoral 
Funding) Bill 2006 read in exactly the same way and have the same effect as did clause 2 of the draft of the 
Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill that we were dealing with this morning?  The reason I ask that is that I 
have had time to look at one of the other bills that we are dealing with, and I see that it is different in its intent 
from the legislation that we were dealing with until half an hour ago.  I just want to make sure that this provision 
is exactly the same.  I am not saying that it is not; I just have not had time to look at it.  Obviously, if it is, I will 
have some other questions. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are, in my view, two inconsequential variations from what was in clause 2, 
�Commencement�, of the Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill prior to its being split.  The first is obviously 
that clause 2(3) of the original bill provides that different days may be fixed under subsection (2) for different 
provisions in relation to proclamation.  That is not carried forward specifically into the bill with which we are 
dealing.  Clause 2(2) of the original bill provides that other than part 1, the act comes into operation on a day 
fixed by proclamation.  That is the same as the provisions of both the unsplit bill and the split bill.  There is 
another minor inconsequential variation.  In the original bill, �This Part� - that is, clauses 1 and 2, the title and 
the commencement provisions - was expressed to come into operation on the day after the day on which the act 
receives royal assent.  In the Electoral Reform (Electoral Funding) Bill, clause 2(1) provides -  

Section 1 and this section - 

That is, section 2 -  

come into operation on the day after the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent. 

In other words, it is identical for all practical purposes.  It is just expressed in different wording. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister has said that there are two inconsequential variations.  I suggest 
that perhaps the second one might be.  However, the first one alters the provision quite considerably.  The 
original bill stated -  
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Different days may be fixed under subsection (2) for different provisions. 

However, this bill does not provide for that.  That is quite important. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, it�s not. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Why not? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Because the importance of fixing different days for different provisions related to the 
generality of electoral amendments, not to the electoral funding, and it was never intended that different days 
would be prescribed for the proclamation of electoral funding. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  How am I to know that? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Because I just told you. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, but we never had the debate on the main bill.  The point I am making is 
that there is a significant difference. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, there�s not. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will take the minister�s word that the intent is the same, but I cannot go on 
the intent between the minister�s two ears; I must go on what is written in these bills.  This will happen all the 
way through these bills now; we will have to scrutinise them to see what is different.  The reason I did not put 
that difference to the minister is that I wanted him to say that yes, the two bills are different.  I am happy to agree 
with the minister that this is an inconsequential difference in practical effect, if what the minister is saying is 
correct, but we must go on what the minister is saying.  The point is that those two bills are different.  My 
question on the commencement date is: can the minister explain when the consumer price index mechanism that 
relates to the taxpayer-funded benefit to political parties will commence?  For example, if the bill received royal 
assent today, would the CPI mechanism commence immediately, and, therefore, would the amount of money 
that is provided for in the bill start to increase in real value, I suppose, according to the CPI, from today; and, if 
not from today, from what day? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is contained in a subsequent clause, and we will deal with it then. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I thank the minister for saying that.  However, he still has not given me a 
date.  Clause 2(1) states -  

Section 1 and this section come into operation on the day after the day on which this Act receives the 
Royal Assent. 

Is it included in that bit? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Of course it is. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  How am I to know?  I have not had time to read the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Can�t you read? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have not had time to read the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is straightforward English.  That provision is no different - 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am asking the minister the questions.  The minister will have to get used to 
this.  He will get this on every single sentence in this bill if he is not careful.  I have not had time to read this bill, 
so I will stand and ask the minister the questions so that he can do the homework that I could have done if I had 
had a day to go through the minister�s legislation.  Therefore, the minister will have to do my homework for me 
unless he is prepared to delay debate on this bill until next week.  Clause 2(1) applies to the CPI component.  
Therefore, the CPI component will start to take effect when the act receives the royal assent.  Is that correct?  
That is what the minister has just said.  Can he confirm that? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I will read for the member the provisions of the clause.  Subclause (2) states -  

This Act, . . . comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Therefore, the CPI ratchet effect comes into operation on the day on which 
the act receives royal assent.  I thank the minister.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 84 amended -  
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The obvious question is: why was the rate of four per cent chosen?  I know 
that the minister has said that it will link in with the amount in the return of electoral registration deposits, but 
why should there be a nexus between the two?  If an independent candidate who runs for the upper house gets 
3.9 per cent of the vote, that candidate will not receive any taxpayer benefit towards his or her campaign 
expenditure.  On the other hand, if an upper house member of a political party running as a group gets 3.9 per 
cent of the primary vote but the group gets more than four per cent of the vote, that candidate will receive the 
taxpayer benefit.  Why has the rate of four per cent been chosen?  Why have a limit at all? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The provision was taken from the relevant Queensland legislation.  The government 
thought it was appropriate to standardise at four per cent the two provisions, one of which relates to eligibility 
for election funding and the other of which is the return of the deposit. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I want to know how this relates to my electorate.  I have looked at the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission report on the results and statistics of the last state election.  The minister can provide me 
with the answer later if his advisers cannot answer it now.  Page 207 of the report makes reference to the North 
Metropolitan Region and the voting in the Nedlands district.  Of those parties, which one has reached the four 
per cent level? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is this for the upper house? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  I know that the Greens would have reached that level.  Hon George Cash received 
12 128 votes, and then the table lists 227 under the heading �Pref�.  I am not sure what that means.  Hon Peter 
Collier got 31 first preference votes and Hon Ray Halligan got 19.  Interestingly, of the people who did not get 
in, Mr Clyne got 27 votes and Mr Webb got 29.  As the member for Leschenault has said, even though those 
other candidates did not get four per cent of the vote, they will receive $1.39 for each vote.  I am not sure what 
the 227 votes under �Pref� were.  The table outlines the votes for the number one candidate on the ticket and 
then it lists the �Pref� votes.  What does that mean?  Will money for those votes flow to the political party? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The answer to that question is yes.  I refer the member to proposed section 175LF(2) on 
page 7 of the bill, which is the provision that expressly deals with that issue. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Yes, I know, minister, but what does �Pref� mean? 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will be corrected by the Electoral Commissioner if I am wrong, but all the first 
preference votes for a candidate on the Liberal Party ticket for the North Metropolitan Region will be counted 
for the purposes of public funding, even though the candidates in the second, third and fourth positions on the 
ticket would not have got four per cent of the vote. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I understand that.  This leads to another question.  There is no limit in the Electoral Act on the 
number of upper house candidates a party can put on its ticket. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right.  I do not think there is, no. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Does that mean that to maximise votes, the different parties could put as many candidates on 
the upper house ticket as it liked; and that even if only one of the candidates got more than four per cent of the 
vote - which members of the Greens (WA) and the Labor and Liberal Parties will - every other candidate who 
got one vote or more would attract electoral funding? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The graph in the report refers to 227 votes for Cash under the heading �Pref�.  What does 
that mean? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I do not have the document that the member has. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Nationals are wonderful. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It refers to the people who did not follow the ticket vote; they filled in each square.  That 
is the number of those types of votes, as distinct from a ticket vote whereby people simply indicate the party that 
they want to vote for and they do not have to fill in every square. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, as distinct from the party. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Will those 227 votes not attract any electoral funding? 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, they will because they are the first preference votes. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  To whom? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Is that for George Cash or is that the total? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No.  Cash got 12 128 and then it has 227 under the heading �Pref�. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Is that for George Cash? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I don�t know. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Are they against his name? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  That is what I am asking. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  My suspicion was right; that is, George Cash was a sufficiently popular person to get 227 
people to vote for him in his own right, as distinct from voting for the Liberal Party. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  He will get funding for the 12 000-odd votes, plus the 227. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, because those people gave him their first preference vote by either the ticket vote or 
an individual vote. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When I first looked at this provision, I thought that when my constituents vote at the state 
election, they will tick the box for one candidate in the Assembly, which will be worth $1.39, and then they will 
tick seven, eight, nine or 20 boxes for the upper house.  Is it possible that those votes will be worth more than 
$1.39 for a political party because of the way this has been set up? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is not possible? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Unless you have a way in which you think it would be possible, I don�t understand how it 
could be.  If I live in the North Metropolitan Region and I vote for you and I vote for the Liberal Party ticket in 
the upper house, you in the lower house will get $1.39 and the Liberal Party in the upper house will get $1.39. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  However, a tick might be given to a number of people - maybe six or 20. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  However, the payment will go to the Liberal Party.  It will get $1.39 for each valid first 
preference vote in the upper house.  It will also get $1.39 for each lower house first preference vote in the 
election. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is not possible for the $1.39 to be multiplied - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, it will be purely for first preference votes.  Subsequent distributions of preferences will 
not attract electoral funding. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Okay. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6:  Part VI Division 2A inserted -  
Point of Order 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Clause 6, which starts on page 3 and goes through to page 11, is a very long clause and is 
divided into a number of proposed sections.  Is it possible to go through this clause in an orderly fashion and 
examine each of the proposed sections?  It is a complicated clause.  It would be better if the chamber would 
determine to do that.   

The SPEAKER:  There are two ways to do that, either informally or, if the house determines, we can split it and 
I will then go through each of the proposed sections.  It is up to the house to determine. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I advocate proceeding sequentially on an informal basis, as suggested by the member for 
Churchlands.   

Debate Resumed 

The SPEAKER:  We are debating clause 6 of the bill and I am specifically calling for debate on proposed 
section 175LA.  Do members wish to comment on that?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As the member for Churchlands said, clause 6 is a difficult part of this bill.  I 
would like to treat proposed section 175LA on its own and take a vote on it.  Obviously, the vote will be taken 
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when clause 6 is put to the vote.  This part of clause 6 is the most offensive part to anyone who considers that if 
there is to be public funding at elections, the money should go to the candidates rather than the political parties.  
This is the part of the bill that, more than any other part, says that taxpayers will give money to political parties 
and not to individual candidates of a party.  For example, the definition of �party group� is interesting, because it 
probably gives political parties more authority than does the constitutional legislation.  I do not know whether 
members are aware that political parties are not officially recognised under our constitutional legislation.  
Political parties are a very important part of the process.   

The member for Hillarys pointed out that if we do not have parties, if we have weak parties or lots of them, we 
will have the situation that has occurred in Japan, Italy and other countries in which there is a nightmare of 
parties trying to cobble support to form a government.  I support the party system.  For 100 years our system has 
worked fairly well without the need to formally recognise political parties in the Constitution.  We need to have 
sensible reform, to draft a proper Constitution and, if necessary, within that to give due recognition to the parties, 
if that is considered a good thing to do.  This legislation really gives a very strong authority to political parties 
that they did not have before.  It also gives them a cash benefit.  Proposed new section 175LA(3) is probably the 
most offensive part of this aspect of the legislation.  It reads - 

 . . . electoral expenditure incurred in relation to an election by or with the authority of - 

  (a) a candidate endorsed by a registered political party who is not included in a group; or 

  (b) persons included in a party group, 

 is taken to have been incurred by or with the authority of the party. 

The remaining provisions determine that the money paid by taxpayers - which, as at the day of royal assent, will 
be $1.39 a vote and by the next election I suspect will be more than that - will be paid to the political party.  The 
member for Cottesloe referred to this in his speech, as did a number of members, and pointed out that if this is to 
be legislation to provide for public funding for campaigns, the money should go to the individual campaigns of 
candidates.  Believe it or not, we still have a system in which people elect a local member of Parliament.  
Technically, they do not vote to elect a Liberal, Labor or National Party government; they vote for individual 
members of Parliament.  Consequently, we have individual campaigns.  The member for Nedlands did not fight 
the Leschenault campaign and the Leader of the National Party was not in my electorate too often.  I think he 
was fighting his own campaign.  At the last election there were 57 campaigns for the lower house and at the next 
election there will be 59.  If public funding is provided for each of the campaigns, it should go to the people with 
the small votes in the individual campaigns.  I do not agree with public funding, but I agree with the member for 
Cottesloe that if we are to have it, the money should go to the individual candidates.  If they want to pass it to 
their political party, that is their affair.  I have been a beneficiary of support from the Cottesloe area in the past, 
and I know that there are people in safe seats who assist other candidates.  I did it before the last election; I was 
out there helping a number of candidates.  That is how the system works.  At the end of the day, if a candidate 
wants some of the taxpayer-funded campaign funding to be passed on, it can be.  It should be the candidate�s 
decision that it not go into the amorphous pool run by political parties.   

I would like this clause to be split.  I will suggest later that we oppose clause 6 so that members who support the 
idea of public funding can say that the system should be changed so that the funds go to the candidates, not the 
political parties.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This is interesting, because proposed section 175LA(3) reads - 

For the purposes of this Division, electoral expenditure incurred in relation to an election by or with the 
authority of - 

  (a) a candidate . . .  

 is taken to have been incurred by or with the authority of the party. 

Is there a definition that says the electoral expenditure to which it is referring refers to the electoral expenditure 
expended from the time the writs are issued, or does it refer to any expenditure that has been incurred prior to the 
writs being issued?  I understood from the briefing that it will be only for moneys expended, and covered by 
receipts, from the time the writs are issued until election day.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I hope this will answer the member for Nedlands�s question.  Already in the Electoral Act 
1907, section 175, there is a definition of �electoral expenditure� - 

�electoral expenditure� in relation to an election, means expenditure incurred . . . (whether or not 
incurred during the election period) on - 
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Paragraph (a) relates to advertising; (b) to publishing.  The definition continues - 

 (c) the display . . . at a theatre or other place of entertainment, of an advertisement. . .  

 (d) the production of an advertisement relating to the election . . .   

 (e) the production of any material . . .  that is required . . . to include the name and address of the 
person authorising the material and that is used during the election period;  

 (ea) the production and distribution of electoral matter that is addressed to particular persons or 
organisations and is distributed during the election period;  

 (f) consultant�s or advertising agent�s fees . . .  

 (g) the carrying out, during the election period, of an opinion poll, or other research, relating to the 
election; 

Does that answer the member�s question?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  I was led to understand that the only receipts that you can use to claim back moneys are the 
receipts incurred from the time the writs are issued; that is, in the four-week campaign period.  Is that in this bill?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No.  The definition of �election period� in section 175 of the Electoral Act reads -  

�election period�, in relation to an election, means the period commencing on the day of issue of the 
writ for the election and ending at the latest time on polling day at which an elector in the State 
could enter a polling booth for the purpose of casting a vote . . .  

In other words, it is what we understand to be the election period - from the issuing of writs to the closing of 
polls.  That is the election period, so it can be expenditure incurred prior to that if, for instance, printing is done 
in advance, as long as that printing is used during the election period.  In fact, the account might be paid after the 
election, which would usually be the case.  Generally speaking, it relates to usage during that four or five-week 
period, but can be for expenses incurred before or after that.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  This is important.  I understood that the receipts would be from only that four-week period.  
The minister is saying that it can apply to quite a bit of spending done either side of that period.  It can be 
anything done prior to the writs being issued as long as it is used in the campaign.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am opposed to public funding of election campaigns, full stop; however, I acknowledge 
that the bill will be passed.  For each first preference in the lower house during an election campaign, 
reimbursement will be paid at the rate appropriate at the time.  It is $1.39 now but it will probably be $1.40 by 
the next election.  That funding will be based on the expenditure of a candidate for a lower house seat.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes; or an upper house seat.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am referring specifically to lower house seats at the moment.  I am saying that the 
reimbursement of the election expenses at the rate of $1.40, for argument�s sake, at the time of the election will 
be refunded to the political party, although it is being referred to as the candidates� expenses.  In my seat of 
Hillarys I might spend $30 000 on my campaign.  Provided I can show the Electoral Commissioner that I have 
spent that $30 000 on my campaign, I will be reimbursed the equivalent of every first preference up to and over 
$1.40.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We are referring to a candidate�s election expenditure, 90 per cent of which in my case I 
pay myself, although we know that the money will, in fact, be paid to the political party.  The reimbursement of 
whatever the minister spends on his campaign in Fremantle will be paid to the Labor Party.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Provided I have spent up to or over the $1.40, the Liberal Party will be reimbursed $1.40 
for each first preference vote I receive.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If you spend nothing on your campaign but the Liberal Party runs television advertisements 
sufficient to cover your first preference vote, that will be sufficient.  It is either the party or the candidate.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the point I am trying to make.  I assure members that no-one in this chamber will 
receive a cent for his or her campaign.  The money will be paid to the two major political parties.  

Several members interjected. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I apologise for that; I should have added �unless a member is an Independent�.  Is there 
discrimination here, in that an Independent will receive money for his or her campaign based on the number of 
first preference votes the person receives, while the overwhelming majority of people - 98 per cent - who are 
members of a party but still fund their own campaigns will not personally receive any funding?  By agreeing to 
this bill, every first preference vote, other than that attributed to an Independent, on meeting the four per cent 
criterion, will go to either the Labor Party, the Liberal Party or, if they can make it, the Greens (WA).   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Or the Nationals.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes; I apologise for that. 
Mr T. Buswell:  The Greens (WA) are a party for the purposes.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes.  Like many other members, the member for Nedlands will have to go cap in hand to 
her supporters for funding because she will not receive public funding for her campaign.  Labor members must 
do the same and approach their supporters.  
Dr E. Constable:  Or dig into their own pockets.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, which compares with going cap in hand.  During the election campaign, mammoth 
amounts of public funding will be spent by the major political parties on advertising because they will be 
allowed to spend however much they think will equate to the number of first preference votes they will receive.  
Not one cent will be provided directly to help me or any other member in this chamber to get elected.  Can the 
minister justify that?  Why should the money not come back to the candidate?  It should be up to the candidate to 
hand it over to the party if he wishes.  However, I suggest that if that were the case, Liberal or Labor candidates 
would have to sign a note to that effect.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I agree with the arguments that have been made.  As I indicated yesterday, I support 
the bill.  However, I would be happier if individual cheques were paid to the candidates.  That would take the 
system closer to the Constitution and the principles of what we often argue, perhaps a little loosely, we are trying 
to achieve.  There is a provision I would like included in the bill that I cannot see there.  I would have thought 
that once a payment has been made in the seat of Avon, the candidate and the amount received should be 
publicised in Avon.  That should be one of the significant processes.  The minister can tell me whether I am 
wrong and that a provision covering that is in the bill.  Surely, it would be simple for the Electoral Commissioner 
to report to every district how much was paid on behalf of the electors and who received what.  That would make 
me as the member of Avon accountable.  Win or lose, as long as I get more than four per cent of the vote I will 
receive a payment, and my electors will have a right to know how much I have been paid.  I therefore argue that 
it will be a good thing if the payment is made to me.  Whether I fight with the National Party about who ends up 
with the money is immaterial.  Fifty-nine candidates will win seats in the next election and those 59 people could 
each receive an individual payment, as could the losing candidates who will receive four per cent or more of first 
preferences.  We would engage the members of the public more if they knew that in the seat of Avon $30 000 or 
$40 000 was paid to those individuals.  After the next election, the people who walk the streets of my town and 
talk to the new member for Avon will know that the successful candidate picked up $11 000 or whatever the 
figure is.  The people who donate to the local campaign will know that they have participated in the process.  
The strongest moral argument for publishing individual reimbursements in each electorate after candidates have 
asked people to contribute to their campaigns is that it maintains democracy rather than the party machine.  The 
party machine is important to the minister and it may be important to me, but it is not important to the electors.  
The electors want to know that their local member has been elected.  It is fair that electors know what funds have 
been paid to the member and to the other people who stood for election.  I suggest that this should happen even 
to the point - I know this will be changed before the next election - of publicising whether nomination funds 
have been returned.  That will ensure a good electoral process.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will respond briefly to the member for Avon.  This legislation is based upon the electoral 
funding provisions in the commonwealth and in each of the other states where they exist.  We are all familiar 
with the commonwealth electoral system.  Just over $2 per first preference vote in every federal election goes to 
the national parties for distribution.  This legislation is specifically based on Queensland�s legislation, which 
provides that the $1.29 is paid to the political party rather than to the individual candidate.  Nowhere in Australia 
where political funding exists is the payment made to the individual candidate.  I can understand the argument 
that says that it should be.  It is not my intention with this legislation to backtrack on the agreement that I have 
with the National Party, with the Greens, with the Liberal Party and endorsed by my own party, which is that we 
follow the format that has been applied in the commonwealth and each of the other states, and provides that 
where a party is running a candidate, the payment is made to the party.  That also reflects the modern reality of 
elections: television and newspaper advertising for the central campaign is the bulk of electoral expenditure and 
this expenditure is incurred by the political party rather than by the individual candidate running the local 
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campaign.  These are the reasons that we are following the in-principle position of following the commonwealth 
and the other states and making the payment to the political party. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Just on that point - please correct me if I am wrong or perhaps find out - because the Labor 
Party is centrally structured, there is an Australian Labor Party.  I imagine that at a federal level all the money 
goes into the national office of the Labor Party.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The Liberal Party is not structured that way; each state division is a separate entity.  It is my 
understanding that nationally the payments are made to each state Liberal Party and they then refer it on 
centrally.  I do not think the money is paid to the Liberal Party, Western Australian division. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not know the answer to that.  It was always my understanding that it was paid to the 
national organisation and dispersed back to the states. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, I think the minister will find - 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Cottesloe�s knowledge of the Liberal Party is profoundly greater than 
mine. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It changes every day.  I am pretty sure that the funds get paid to the state because they are 
separately incorporated.  The Liberal Party has a different structure from the Labor Party.  The funds go to the 
state and the state passes it on centrally.  I am pretty sure that is the case. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We will certainly undertake to find that out from the Australian Electoral Commission, 
perhaps during the lunch break. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The minister�s commissioner might know the answer. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, he does not.  We will need to ascertain that.  It is a federal provision. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Even if the money were paid to the candidates, why would we not publish, in each 
district, who has been paid and what money was dispersed to candidates? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It will be published, and the amounts that are ascertained by reference to each candidate 
will be published in the report that follows every election. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I understand that, but why would it not be sent out in the normal publication - the key 
flagstone publication in each federal district? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will answer it this way.  There will certainly be no secrecy.  The amount will be 
contained in the act.  It will be indexed on 1 July every year as so much per first preference vote.  It would be the 
most simple exercise to say that in Avon, for the National Party, for example, the member for Avon earned 
$10 000.  In fact, for the next election the member for Avon will no doubt get a significantly higher vote because 
of the benefits of one vote, one value. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I have to say that I have been enjoying this debate so far.  I have a solution for those 
people who have been pushing for individuals to receive a reimbursement.  All members can stand as 
Independents next time and see what it is really like.  The member for Leschenault is quite correct that part 3 
really goes to the heart of what we are doing here.  It also takes me back to the minister�s second reading speech.  
I will have to get him to comment on this because I have enjoyed this debate so much.  We are dealing with this 
legislation, and I quote �to make the electoral process simpler and more efficient and to protect the rights of 
voters�.  The minister may wish to expand on that for us so that we can really understand what he is getting at.  
Further on in his speech the minister goes on to talk about how political donations are drying up for all sorts of 
reasons.  That is what this is all about.  This is about propping up political parties because donations are drying 
up.  Let us not beat around the bush; that is what this is about.  When we get recognition of that again from the 
minister - as we got in his second reading speech, in which he was perfectly straightforward about it - we will 
understand this more and the people of Western Australia will understand this.  This is what we are doing; we 
are propping up political parties.  We are not supporting individual candidates except in very few cases.  That is 
the case.  I do not really have a complaint about it, but the point needs to be made that individual candidates have 
a much more onerous set of regulations placed on them to report their expenditure etc than other candidates 
have.  The political party covers up a lot of sins. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Just a very quick question.  I do not want to advert to the questions that the member for 
Churchlands has put to the minister.  However, I want to carry on along the line that we were talking about just 
prior to that.  Will this public funding for the Labor Party - for all the Labor candidates - go to the Australian 
Labor Party nationally? 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  No.  In state elections it will go to the Western Australian branch of the Australian Labor 
Party.  In national elections it goes to the national office, not to each state office. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Similarly, that will happen to the Liberal Party, the National Party and the Greens. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  It will go to the party�s state organisation. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  To the state organisation, even though the Australian Labor Party has one organisation, 
which is nationally run. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It will go to the state Labor Party. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It will still go to the state? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  We will not be making any payments to national offices. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Fine; okay. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Going back to the comments by the member for Avon about what my electorate�s money - 
the money on which my constituents are taxed - will be spent on, what will flow out of my electorate will be 
approximately $75 000 from the upper house and the lower house.  About $18 000 will come from me. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I do not think so. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  How much will it be?  How much from my electorate? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  What is the current enrolment for the electorate of Nedlands?  About 25 000? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That means two lots of $25 000.  Yes, that would be right. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you minister.  I am pretty good - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member for Nedlands is better at sums and numbers than I am. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I was not very good at sums but I wanted to work this out.  My electorate thinks I am 
going to get the money.  They do.  I do not think many people understand - I did not understand it until the last 
election - that many members in the Liberal Party actually raise all their own funds and organise their own 
campaigns.  I chaired my own campaign and organised my polling booths and volunteers, while my division 
went out and deserted the camp - except for a few people - and helped in marginal seats.  I had a finance 
chairman and we raised the money.  Therefore, I will raise this money.  My electors will then pay, let us say, 
$75 000, and that will go to a political party.  The member for Avon says, �They should be accountable.  We 
should know.�  The minister is saying that we will know that in the seat of Nedlands so much tax was taken from 
those constituents as a result of the election and the vote.  I am saying, and I think the member for Avon is 
saying: what was it spent on?  I think that needs to be known, because political parties have to be accountable.   

This raises another issue.  The last election was my first general election and I put a financial statement in to the 
Western Australian Electoral Commission explaining how much I spent on the campaign.  I presume the 
Electoral Commission will be looking at that for audit purposes, if it does audits.  However, because of some 
criticism in some corners that I may have spent too much, I had a look at other people�s financial statements.  
Some people in my party had put in nil returns.  The entry was just slashed through and showed a nil return, 
when I knew that that person - some people were contesting blue-ribbon seats - had actually run a campaign.  I 
do not know whether this happens in the Labor Party, but some members elected to seats had put in nil returns.  
How does that work?  Will people still be able to submit nil returns, and why would they submit nil returns? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am advised that the returns are provided by either individuals or political parties, 
effectively on behalf of those individuals.  There is a requirement for the individual candidate to lodge a return 
on income received for the campaign.  Many parties take the view that that is money given to the party, rather 
than to the candidate, and therefore the party declares that income.  Equally, expenditure needs to be declared 
and often, even though the member may spend it on her campaign, the Liberal Party might declare it as 
expenditure on its campaign.  I am advised that, in a general sense, that is the way the system operates.  Some 
candidates may effectively have their returns done for them by the party. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  So I, as a candidate in a political party, must declare all my donations and campaign costs 
while another member of the same party gets to lodge a nil return.  I want to know why. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There must be a declaration of income and expenditure.  It is done by either the individual 
or the party. 
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Ms S.E. Walker:  If we were to go to the Electoral Commission and look at the return for - let us make up a 
seat - seat A, we might find that it shows a nil return; that is, the candidate for that seat has submitted a nil return.  
Where is the expenditure for that election campaign filed at the Electoral Commission? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The answer is that it would be in the party return. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It would then not be true to say that the candidate had spent nothing on the campaign.  The 
money has been spent but it has not been declared. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It would be declared; it is just a question of whether it is declared by the party or by the 
individual candidate.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will continue now to pursue a line of questioning started a while back by 
the member for Nedlands, simply because I am not sure which part of clause 6 is most appropriate.  The minister 
advised the member that, although the candidate has a set period after an election in which to make claims for 
electoral funding, the actual electoral expenditure to which those claims apply could occur before writs are 
issued for an election.  Is that correct? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us say that this legislation is passed and becomes law, and one week later 
the Liberal Party, for argument�s sake, spends $100 000 on a major polling exercise in its planning for an 
election.  That is two years out from an election.  After the next election, could that be part of the money that is 
reimbursed? 

Mr T. Buswell:  This is covered by paragraph (g) of the definition of �electoral expenditure� in section 175 of 
the Electoral Act - 

the carrying out, during the election period, of an opinion poll, or other research, relating to the election; 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right, so the answer to the question of the member for Leschenault is no. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I come back to my original question.  Can the expenditure that is being 
claimed have been made prior to the issue of writs; that is, before an election campaign? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Under what circumstances is that possible? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Under the circumstances described in the definition of �electoral expenditure� in section 175 
of the act.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  What sort of things can a party include in that, if it cannot include polling? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, it can.  
Mr T. Buswell:  As long as it is done during the election campaign.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I will answer his question, because he is very slippery.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, I think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and I are approaching this 
matter from different angles.  I am talking about expenditure that does not take place during the election 
campaign.  If, one week after this bill becomes law and two years out from an election campaign, the Liberal 
Party spends a heap of money on electioneering expenditure, such as printing, polling, hiring a campaign director 
or putting money into a fundraising event to raise campaign funds, which of those items can be reimbursed by 
the taxpayer as part of this taxpayer-funded arrangement? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Any activities carried out during the election period. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  What is the election period?  Does it begin with the issue of writs?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have already explained that.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Can the minister explain it again, please? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is the period from the issue of writs to the close of the ballot on election day. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister also said that there is no time restriction on the expenditure that 
can be reimbursed in accordance with this legislation. 
Dr E. Constable:  That is implied in the legislation. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Very much so.  

Point of Order 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We are in consideration in detail on a particular clause.  The member�s question does not 
relate in any way, shape or form to this clause.  I am happy to proceed with a measure of latitude being shown, 
but when it reaches the stage of repeating things that have already been discussed and explained, with the 
relevant sections pointed out, the member needs to be drawn back to things that are relevant to the clause 
currently under consideration. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  During the consideration of which clause would the minister like me to ask 
these questions?  I am quite happy to wait until then.  Does this refer to proposed section 175LH? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Before you continue, member for Leschenault, on the point of 
order, standing orders are clear that debate during consideration in detail will relate specifically to the clause 
under consideration.  I request that members attempt to attach the debate to clause 6. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  On that point of order, I am dealing with clause 6.  Informally, we have 
agreed to go through this clause one proposed section at a time, but the standing orders do not prevent me from 
dealing with a matter that relates to a later part of the clause.  The Acting Speaker has just confirmed that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  You are quite right, member for Leschenault, in that you can jump to any point 
within clause 6 if you so desire.  We would just like you to identify the relevant part when you do. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I know it annoys the Minister for Electoral Affairs, but that does not bother 
me. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  When I said it first up, you were just trying to occupy the crease by asking the same 
question again.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am not, because the minister just said something to contradict that.  
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  With due respect, I thought we had agreed to go through this clause proposed section by 
proposed section, in an orderly fashion.  Although standing orders may say that we can jump around within 
clause 6, it would be much more sensible if we considered this clause in an orderly fashion so that we can all 
follow through in that way. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  I understand that there is an agreement that the clause will be considered in that 
fashion, and where possible the Chair will facilitate and aid that.  However, standing orders state that any 
member can raise any proposed section within this clause, and the Chair does not have the ability to prevent that. 

Debate Resumed  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not want to use the Acting Speaker�s interpretation of standing orders, 
with which I agree, to annoy the minister any further.  I would like the minister to confirm when he would like 
me to talk about this issue, because I can see two other components in this clause that would be relevant.  When 
would the minister like us to talk about these?  If he will tell me, I will put a ring around it and talk about it at 
that stage!   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We are discussing the clause under consideration. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  When does the minister advise that it is relevant?  Is the minister happy to 
discuss new section 175LC, or would he like to discuss new section 175LH or LG or LD?  What is the minister�s 
advice about which is appropriate to discuss? 

Dr E. Constable:  New section 175LD. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Okay, we will pick LD on the advice of the member for Churchlands because 
it is one of four or five that could apply!   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Under proposed section 175LA(3), electoral expenditure incurred in relation to an election 
by or with the authority of a candidate is automatically deemed to be incurred by the authority of the party.  Why 
is that?  Is that to fit in with provisions elsewhere? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Because the payment is made to the political party, individual party members expending 
during the campaign enables that to be aggregated and be considered as party expenditure for the purpose of 
payment to the party. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  A number of members have expressed concern that this legislation provides 
for public funding to be provided to political parties instead of candidates.  We have had confirmation of the way 
that will operate.  A number of members, including the member for Cottesloe, the National Party member for 
Avon, Independents, the member for Nedlands, me and others have demonstrated that, if we are going to have 
public funding of campaigns, we should have public funding of individual candidates.  The money should not go 
to the political parties.  The minister has indicated that that is what happens in Queensland.  However, 
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Queensland has a unicameral Parliament and most people on this side of the house would not support the sorts of 
reforms that have been introduced in Queensland.  Therefore, just because something happens in Queensland or 
Canberra does not mean that that is the way to go in WA.   

I strongly suggest that this part of the legislation be amended so that the public funding is provided to individual 
candidates.  Then a candidate who is in a safe seat could use that money to sponsor a candidate in a neighbouring 
marginal seat, for example, or provide the money to the Liberal Party for its general election campaign 
expenditure.  The decision should be made by the candidates.  It is very difficult to move an amendment along 
those lines, because we would have to make a number of changes in quite a bit of the legislation.  I think the 
appropriate way for us to deal with this is to have a test vote, which happens occasionally in this Parliament.  A 
test vote indicates whether the house supports the way the legislation is written or whether members would like 
it written another way.  A test vote could be used to indicate whether members think the funding should go to 
candidates or to political parties.  If that test vote is successful, it will enable that change to be made.  Therefore, 
I will move a very simple motion that the bill be referred to a standing committee. 

Referral to Community Development and Justice Standing Committee 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move - 

That the Electoral Reform (Electoral Funding) Bill 2006 be referred to the Community Development 
and Justice Standing Committee so that amendments can be drafted providing for public funding of 
individual campaigns rather than for political parties. 

That is a simple motion.  It means that if members believe there should be public funding of election campaigns - 
I do not believe there should be public funding of election campaigns - and that money should go to individual 
candidates rather than political parties, all they have to do is support the motion.  If they do not agree with it and 
believe that public funding should go to political parties instead of to individual candidates, they will vote no.  It 
is a test vote.  However, if the vote is carried, it will mean that the wise members of the standing committee will, 
with the advice of the Acting Electoral Commissioner and her staff, be able to make the necessary amendments 
to this bill so that the bill will be considered with the amendments included.  Therefore, if the bill is passed, 
public funding would accrue to individual candidates rather than to political parties.  It gives members the best of 
both worlds because, as the member for Hillarys has made very clear, none of us will see one cent of this money 
for our campaigns unless we are an Independent.  More to the point, none of us will have control of that money.  
Therefore, I will not be able to give some support to a candidate in a marginal seat or a couple of marginal seats 
or provide it to my political party because I am in a safe seat.  As I have said, I do not agree with public funding 
of election campaigns; but, if we are to have it, the funding should be provided to candidates.  There are different 
ways of doing things.  If we are to have a republic, we should have one in which the president is elected; that is 
one man�s view.  Therefore, even if we agree with something, there are different ways that we can achieve that 
aim.  In this case, if members agree with public funding of election campaigns, which I do not, the best way to 
do that is to fund candidates rather than political parties.  I urge members to support the test vote. 

Question put and a division take with the following result - 
Ayes (8) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr M.W. Trenorden Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Ms S.E. Walker Mr R.F. Johnson (Teller) 

Noes (34) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr T.R. Sprigg 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.C. Kucera Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.E. McGrath Ms J.A. Radisich Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr B.J. Grylls Ms S.M. McHale Mr D.T. Redman Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr A.J. Simpson  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mr G. Snook  

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Dr K.D. Hames Mr M.P. Murray 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 

Independent Pair 
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Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6057.] 
 


