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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  Before the House proceeds to the third reading of the Bill, I wish to 
make a statement with respect to a matter raised yesterday on amendments in the Committee of the Whole. 

The Leader of the Opposition and Hon Peter Foss asked me to consider certain amendments moved in 
Committee on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001; that is, the Bill we are about to consider.  What I am about to 
say is not a ruling for the reason that the point of order as to the admissibility of the amendments should have 
been taken at the time the amendments were moved.  The ruling would be that of the Chairman or a Deputy 
Chairman of Committees.  My involvement comes about when a ruling is appealed.  That is the first point with 
respect to the timing of a point of order. 

The point of order was put in two ways: first, the amendment to alter the number of members returned for 
Council regions can be seen as frivolous and fails to satisfy the declared intention of the Greens (WA) to 
increase the number of members of the Council so that six members are returned for six regions.  Secondly, the 
amendment was not offered on its merits but as a trigger device enabling the Assembly to reject the amendment 
and counter propose one that achieves the six member-six region arrangement. 

Redistributing the number of members returned for each region is a matter that requires proper consideration by 
the House because of its implications on the balance, as between regions, of their representation and the effect 
such a change can be expected to have on the political make-up of the House.  I do not consider the amendment 
frivolous.  In my opinion, the amendment was one that could properly be made and could stand in its own right.  
For that reason, whatever political arrangement had been made as to its survival provides no guarantee that both 
Houses will accept a substitute proposal that itself must stand or fall on its own merits.  An amendment is not out 
of order by virtue of the response that it may trigger from another place.   

Third Reading 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [5.47 pm]:  This is a matter that 
I have been looking forward to.  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [5.47 pm]:  We are dealing with the Electoral Amendment Bill 
2001, which on the face of it, is a Bill to amend the Electoral Amendment Act 1907.  What the Bill also does, but 
does not acknowledge, is amend the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  That is an Act, the long title of which 
states that it is an Act to make provision for the better representation of the people of Western Australia in 
Parliament. 

Another issue that the Bill does not acknowledge is that it sets out to disfranchise electors in rural and remote 
Western Australia by reducing the number of country members of the Legislative Assembly by eight from the 
current 23 to 15.  Also, the Bill does not admit the likely impact on electors in rural and remote Western 
Australia and the fact that they are now going to be forced to forgo their unquestionable right to speak to their 
local member of the Legislative Assembly on a face-to-face basis; and, should this third reading be agreed to, 
will have to rely on the telephone - that is if they have a telephone connected - or some other means of contact.  
Regrettably, for sheer political reasons the Government referred the Bill to the Legislation Committee for its 
consideration.  I say “regrettably” because clearly it was never the intention of the Government to allow the 
Legislation Committee to consider the Bill in detail.  For example, the Government restricted the time in which 
the committee had to report its findings to the House.  That effectively prevented the committee from adequately 
seeking the views of people around Western Australia.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Thereby preventing this House from being a House of Review.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree entirely with Hon Derrick Tomlinson.   

The Liberal Party, during debate on both the second reading and committee stages, raised undeniable issues to 
support and highlight the need to recognise the uniqueness of country representation in Western Australia 
directly due to the vast area and size of Western Australia and also to the sparseness of population outside the 
metropolitan area.  We said that electors in rural and remote Western Australia already suffered severe 
disabilities due to the tyranny of distance and the limited population.  I used the word “disabilities” during my 
second reading contribution because it is the major criteria that is used by the Commonwealth Grants 
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Commission when that commission assesses the relative needs of regions in Western Australia and also local 
government authorities around this State.  The Grants Commission recognises disabilities suffered by rural and 
remote electors and attempts, by funding decisions, to achieve an equitable funding situation across the State.  
The Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 does the opposite.  It refuses to recognise the needs of country Western 
Australia and seeks to achieve major inequity as between the city and the country.   

The Australian Labor Party, now the Government in Western Australia, has designed the Bill to enact a scheme 
that will allow the Australian Labor Party to win Government in Western Australia without the need for one 
country vote being cast in its favour.  So long as the Australian Labor Party can win 29 of the 42 metropolitan 
seats it will have a majority in the Legislative Assembly with no need whatsoever for any country vote to be 
counted.  The notion that the minister presented of claiming that one vote, one value is democratic and fair in 
Western Australia clearly failed to recognise the vastness of this State and the unique situation that we find 
ourselves in when compared with other States in Australia and other places in the world.  It is the mantra of the 
ALP that, when it uses the terminology one vote, one value, it uses it in such a way as to camouflage the smell of 
rotten fish, which makes up this political scheme of arrangement.   

This Bill sells out country Western Australia and as much as the Liberal Party has fought a gallant fight in trying 
to protect the people of rural and regional Western Australia, regrettably the ALP, in concert with the Greens 
(WA) has refused to listen.  They have put political advantage above the principle of fair parliamentary 
representation for all electors in Western Australia.  The Australian Labor Party has failed to admit that equal 
voter numbers in Western Australia does not guarantee a fair representative democracy.  Myriad other issues 
must be taken into account to achieve fairness and equity and have a truly democratic representative system in a 
State as large as Western Australia.  There is no question that this is a city-centric Bill.  This Bill will divide the 
metropolitan area against country Western Australia, or, perhaps, it will divide the country against the 
metropolitan area.  The Liberal Party said on a number of occasions that fewer services would be provided in 
country Western Australia as a result of the reduced parliamentary representation.  The extension to the logic of 
that argument is that more people who currently live in the country will in due course want to live in the city 
because of the downturn in government services that will apply to the country.   

This Bill is a sham.  It is nothing more than rotten fish wrapped up in the mantra of one vote, one value.  In 
reality, the Bill will destroy parliamentary democracy and parliamentary representation in rural and remote 
Western Australia.  The Liberal Party urged the Government to hold a referendum.  The Government said no.  
We reminded the Government of its previous slogan that was “Let the people decide”, but it turned its head away 
and effectively said, “Let the country people rot in hell”.  This Bill represents a gross manipulation of the 
electoral system in Western Australia at the expense of country people in Western Australia who, while not great 
in number, are an important and legitimate part of society in this State.  This Bill does nothing to promote 
honesty in government.  It is based on a bias and prejudice against country Western Australia.  It is almost based 
on a pathological hatred of country Western Australia.  This Bill represents a fundamental corrupting of the 
political process in Western Australia by the current Government, ably assisted by the Greens (WA), who have 
agreed to support the ALP conditional upon the ALP agreeing to increase the numbers in the Legislative Council 
by two.  The result of that will see an electoral advantage to the Greens (WA) in the Legislative Council.   

I maintain the belief that the only salvation I can see at the moment is the question of whether it is lawful to 
present the Bill to the Governor for royal assent without its having attained an absolute majority at the second 
reading stage.  The Clerk of the Parliaments has indicated, because that responsibility rests with him, that he will 
seek a declarative judgment from the Supreme Court on the various issues that are raised as a result of this Bill 
not attaining an absolute majority at its second reading and, I suspect, at the third reading when that vote is 
taken.  It is interesting to note the comments on manner and form that are required to be observed.  I 
acknowledge that section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act is not the only manner and form issue that needs to 
be taken into account, but it raises the issue of the lawfulness of presenting a relevant Bill to the Governor for 
royal assent.  The Clerk of the Parliaments should be congratulated for recognising the need for a decision on 
what is clearly a contentious political question.  I am sure that Presiding Officers and Clerks and those members 
of Parliament with a special interest in Westminster parliamentary procedure and practice will be interested in 
the decision of the court.  It gives me no pleasure to be in this House when such a Bill is being passed through it.  
The Liberal Party will continue to vigorously oppose the Bill up to and including its third reading.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [7.30 pm]:  It is a long time since I have 
spoken on the third reading of a Bill.  I do so tonight because Wednesday, 12 December 2001 is a black day 
indeed for regional Western Australia.  This House should not agree to the third reading of the Bill until that 
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point is made clear to the Government.  This Government was elected to this Parliament proclaiming from the 
rooftops its support for democracy and principle in our electoral laws.  It introduced a Bill that contains an 
element called “dummy voting” that puts a big line through any claim it may make to principle.  The Bill 
contains a clause that allows some electorates to have fewer than the mean number of voters because the 
electorates are too big.  Despite that, the Government says it stands for the principle of one vote, one value.  That 
is unadulterated hypocrisy.  Either members opposite believe in one vote, one value or they do not.  

In order to get its Bill through this House, the Government has prostituted its so-called principle.  Members 
opposite have accepted amendments moved by the Greens (WA) that allow for some electorates to have fewer 
than the average number of voters, yet it proclaims that it has principles.  I cannot find any principles in this Bill.  

I hope that the people who sit in the Press Gallery will tell the people of Western Australia that this Bill has now 
been passed a third time - assuming that happens.  I have scanned the pages of The West Australian for weeks 
and weeks - the major newspaper in Western Australia - and have not found one word about the debate in this 
House on one vote, one value.  The people of country Western Australia do not know what is going on.  That is 
how the Government wants it.  I hope that is not how The West Australian wants it.  It should tell the people of 
country Western Australia that this Bill has been fought in this House and the Government is using its numbers, 
combined with its colleagues and coalition partners, the Greens, to inflict on country Western Australia the 
removal of eight of their members of Parliament.  

That story has not been told.  Most people in country Western Australia do not know what is happening because 
they have not been told.  They do not sit in Parliament and listen to these debates or read Hansard because they 
are too busy making a living and putting up with the problems that arise in rural Western Australia.  I hope that 
the media will at least tell the people of Western Australia that this Bill has been passed by Parliament so that 
they know the truth once and for all.  Perhaps the Government will release a statement to the Press proclaiming 
that it has now achieved this wonderful piece of legislation that embodies the principle of one vote, one value 
and democracy, as the Government calls it.  Perhaps the media will run with that press release.  A press release 
may even be sent to country newspapers saying what a wonderful job the Government has done - it will take 
away their members of Parliament but they will have in return regional ministers.  Their members of Parliament 
will be given a second facsimile machine!  That is fantastic.  

The Government will not do that; it is sneaking the legislation through the House as quickly as possible, as it has 
other legislation it wanted passed.  The Government wants to ensure that nobody knows about it.  What is the 
hurry?  The Government stopped the Standing Committee on Legislation from doing a proper job.  It is trying to 
have the legislation passed by Christmas for reasons best known only to the Government.  Thank goodness the 
Opposition’s arguments have led to the certainty that these Bills will go to the Supreme Court.  At least an 
independent assessment will be done of the Labor Party’s devious, sneaky, dodgy strategy.  I regret that this 
situation reminds me of 1983.  It is all coming back.  I am reminded that Parliament was recalled early to alter 
the price of petrol.  Similarly, sneaky, dodgy legislation is being shoved through the Parliament and the Standing 
Committee on Legislation has been denied the opportunity to properly scrutinise it.  That is what this is all about.  
We know what happened between 1983 and 1993.  It was a black period in Western Australia’s history, yet we 
have begun this next term of the Labor Party with black Wednesday, 12 December, as it passes a Bill to take 
away eight members of Parliament from country Western Australia and put them into the city.   

Members of the Labor Party have said nothing about this.  They have sat opposite and laughed, as though it were 
a joke.  Not one of them, other than the minister, has opened his mouth.  Where are the country members of the 
Labor Party in their stand on the principle of one vote, one value?  Where are they in this House?  Why are they 
not getting to their feet and arguing the case?  Half the time we must call quorums to get government members to 
return to the House, because they have been told not to open their mouths.  No doubt most of them do not want 
to open their mouths because of the embarrassment they would face trying to argue the case for this legislation.  

We should not pass this Bill.  We should spend some time considering what it means to country Western 
Australia and do something positive for those people.  They have been telling the Leader of the House and the 
minister that they do not want this legislation.  They told the ALP at the Merredin by-election that they do not 
like it; in fact, Labor did not get its deposit back.  Members opposite should examine the federal election results, 
especially in Western Australia.  It should consider what would have happened to the ALP if the Liberal Party’s 
vote at the state election had been similar to that at the federal election.  Members opposite would have been 
voted out of office by half a dozen seats.  That would have occurred because country Western Australia does not 
believe that the Government’s policies are in its best interests.  In fact those policies are significantly and 
seriously detrimental to them.  
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We should not read this Bill a third time.  The Government should admit that it has got it wrong.  It should 
accept the fact that the people of Western Australia do not want this, particularly people in country Western 
Australia, as confirmed by those two examples I just gave.  The Government should get rid of the legislation.  It 
should also give some thought to moving aside the Minister for Electoral Affairs and Attorney General, who 
seems to think that this Parliament is his play thing, that we are here to do his bidding and to shove through 
social reforms regardless of when, where and how, and what the people of Western Australia think is irrelevant.  

This Bill is in the Parliament for only one reason.  It has nothing to do with principle, as demonstrated by the 
inclusion in the Bill of dummy votes.  It is all about blatant political advantage to the Labor Party.  It has worked 
out that by having more seats in the city, it has a better chance of being re-elected at the next election.  The 
federal election result would have been reflected in a similar result at a state level, with the Labor Party losing 
six of its eight country seats.  What is the best way to overcome that problem?  It is for the Labor Party to shift 
the seats to the city to give itself a prospect of winning them in the city.  That is what it is about: blatant political 
advantage to the Labor Party.  There is no other purpose behind this Bill.  If it were a question of principle, there 
would be no such notion of dummy voters.  That highlights and demonstrates the absolute hypocrisy of the 
Labor Party on this matter.  It is there for everybody to see.  The Labor Party cannot hide behind its arguments of 
principle, because there is no principle in its position on this issue.  It is all about straight-out, blatant political 
advantage. 

I suspect that if this Government continues to behave this way on all other legislation it brings to this place, and 
avoids the question of principle, it will not be a long-term Government.  After just under one year, it is already 
on the nose.  It did not get back its deposit in Merredin.  It will need to lift its game dramatically.  If it has some 
principles, it needs to demonstrate them.  The minister could demonstrate some principle by going back to the 
committee stage, and taking out the dummy votes.  He could do that, but he will not.  Do members know why?  
It is because the Greens (WA) will not support him, and, secondly, it will take a seat from the north from the 
Labor Party.  That is why the minister will not do that.   

We should not support the third reading for all the reasons that you, Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), as 
the opposition spokesman on this matter, put forward; for all the arguments put forward by my other colleagues 
over a fairly long time; and because of all the issues raised in the Standing Committee on Legislation’s report.  
They are all good reasons that this Bill should not proceed to a third reading.  Give the people of country 
Western Australia a fair go.  Do not impose this burden upon them.  Think again about it and do not support this 
Bill at its third reading. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [7.42 pm]:  I speak tonight about the issues of principles and 
consistency.  We are well aware that the Liberal Party stated in response to recommendations 250, 255 and 256 
of the Commission on Government -  

The Legislative Assembly cannot continue with the current arbitrary boundary line between 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan seats, with the present fixed allocation of seats.  The Government 
considers that the Legislative Assembly should move far closer to a basic equality of enrolments.  At 
the same time, there should be sufficient flexibility so that areas remote from Perth, or with dispersed 
populations, retain adequate representation.   

I go back to the fundamental words that the Government of the day used; that is, that there should be a move far 
closer to a basic equality of enrolments.  I refer to the comments made previously by Hon Ray Halligan when he 
referred to COG recommendation 262, and I quote -  

the Bill to amend the Constitution Act 1889 shall not be presented for assent unless approved by a 
majority of the electors in a referendum. 

I now turn to COG recommendation 262, which states -  

The Constitution Act 1889, amended in accordance with our recommendations, should be subject to the 
following procedure for amendment: 

(a) a Bill to amend the Constitution Act 1889 shall pass both houses of Parliament by simple 
majority; and  

(b) the Bill to amend the Constitution Act 1889 shall not be presented for assent unless approved 
by a majority of the electors in a referendum. 
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To what did recommendation 262 refer?  That is the crux of the matter.  I asked Hon Ray Halligan the other 
night whether he could remind me, so I read it in Hansard.  I now go to the points raised by the Commission on 
Government that should be amended by referendum, as quoted.  Recommendation 254 states -  

The statements of the powers and duties of the Governor representing the Monarch as Head of State 
currently set out in the constitutional laws of Western Australia should be supplemented by provisions 
. . .  

There is about a page of provisions.  It continues -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to recognise the office of Premier of Western Australia 
and should provide that: 

A number of significant recommendations follow.  It continues -  

The statements of the powers and duties of ministers currently set out in the constitutional laws of the 
State should be supplemented by provisions which state that: 

A number of recommendations follow. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Are you suggesting those recommendations were ignored? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will continue and finish my comments.  The member will then understand the 
method of - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  I am trying to listen to Hon Robin Chapple, 
and members are making it very difficult.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I think the member is concerned with recommendation 255, which states -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to require that the Legislative Assembly comprise 
members directly elected by the people from single member electoral districts, such districts having 
equality of enrolments with a 15 per cent permissible deviation.  

Recommendation 256 states -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to require that the Legislative Council comprise 
members directly elected by the people by proportional representation from multi-member regions, such 
regions having equality of enrolments with a 15 per cent permissible deviation. 

We then dealt with the other part of this.  Recommendation 257 states -  

1. The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to ensure that judges of the Supreme Court can 
only be removed on an address by both houses of Parliament for misbehaviour or incapacity.   

2. The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to protect the existing jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court . . .  

These are all the elements of recommendation 262.  Members will understand the intent of, or the reasoning 
behind, my comments shortly.  Recommendation 258 states -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to specify the offices of the Auditor General, 
Ombudsman and the proposed Commission for the Investigation, Exposure and Prevention of Improper 
Conduct, by setting out that they: 

A number of recommendations are set out.  Recommendation 259 states -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to provide for a Parliamentary Commission to 
investigate and report to Parliament on the facts concerning allegations which may lead to the removal 
from office of those officers whose removal requires an address of both houses of Parliament. 

These are all fundamental things that COG intended to try to put into one fundamental amendment - 262.  
Recommendation 260 states -  

The Constitution Act 1889 should be amended to provide that Parliament shall be summoned within 30 
days of the return of the writs from a general election of either house. 

I come back to recommendation 262, and I turn to what the Liberal Party said about recommendation 262. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  I do not want to restrict the member unduly in what he is 
saying.  However, I say for the benefit of the House that the third reading debate is a much narrower debate than 
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the second reading debate.  It is a time when a member can raise issues that were debated, or amendments that 
may have been moved, whether successful or unsuccessful, at the committee stage.  It is not a case of going back 
into the second reading stage.  I feel the member is getting towards arguing why the Bill should or should not 
pass.  That is what the third reading debate is all about.  If the member were to say to me every now and again 
this is why the Bill should or should not pass, then I will at least think he is confining himself to the scope of the 
Bill. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President, for your advice.  This is certainly, in my opinion, 
why the Bill should pass. 

I come back to the issue of consistency.  Every time I have spoken in this debate, I have spoken about 
consistency.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  You are consistently wrong.  That is the trouble.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It seems that the Liberal members on the other side of the House are consistently 
wrong in what they say, because they have -  

Hon Ray Halligan:  You have not listened to what I said. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am actually reading what the member said. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members should cast their minds back to the way in which this debate has 
been conducted.  In the main, when members to my left spoke, there were very few injections from the right.  It 
is important that we provide the same courtesy to those members on my right who speak. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Thank you, Mr President.  With regard to recommendations 254 and 257 to 263, the 
Liberal Party Government of the day said -  

The Government supports, in principle, the consolidation of the constitutional laws of Western 
Australia into one Act and requiring all amendments to the Constitution to be by way of referendum, -  

I note the word “all”.  It continues -  

however, there are a number of practical and legal considerations which will require further detailed 
consideration.   

It may be that simple amalgamation of all provisions into one Act which can only be amended by 
referendum is not warranted and it may prove better to hive some provisions off into a separate Act 
capable of amendment in the normal manner.   

This piece of legislation is merely one component of all those pieces of legislation that the Commission on 
Government said should go to a referendum. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  That is your interpretation.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It was the party of members on the other side of the House that determined that simple 
amalgamation of all provisions into one Act which can only be amended by referendum is not warranted.   

HON B.K. DONALDSON (Agricultural) [7.53 pm]:  I certainly do not support the third reading of the Electoral 
Distribution Repeal Bill 2001.  This is the first time I have ever spoken during a third reading debate.  I do so 
because the real issue is that at least I am prepared to stand up for the people whom I represent; a few other 
members in this House are not.  On one of my rare journeys from this State, I went to the United States.  I was 
there about 50 days after the Republicans had swept to power in Congress.  The Republicans had drawn up a 
contract with America, under which they would do certain things.  One of the things they talked about was 
unfunded mandates to the States, which is a contentious issue in America and also in Australia.  However, the 
Republicans failed to deliver on most of those promises, just as this Labor Government is doing today; and the 
people in America said after 50 days that it was not a contract with America but was a contract on America.  
That is a fact.   

That is what the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) are doing to rural and regional Western Australia.  This Bill is 
the illegitimate child of the unholy relationship between the Greens (WA) and the Australian Labor Party.  We 
all know that the Greens (WA) are the illegitimate child of the old Communist Party.  That is where the Greens 
(WA) started.   

Several members interjected. 
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Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  That is where they were spawned.  They know it and we know it.  Some of the 
comments of Hon Robin Chapple prove just how close he still is to the old Communist Party.  An unholy 
alliance has developed, and I am disappointed that the Australian Labor Party is prostituting its principles and 
morals to have the electoral reform Bill proceed by supporting some legislation that we will debate in the future.  
I know that some members on that side of the House are not very comfortable with what that legislation is all 
about.  It disappoints me that when this Bill is read a third time tonight, this will be one of the blackest days that 
the people of rural and regional Western Australia have ever experienced.   

Page 77 of the Legislation Committee report quotes a comment that Tish Campbell, the state manager of Timber 
Communities Australia, made at the Manjimup meeting of the committee.  She said that Labor’s offer to 
introduce regional ministers was a miserable compensation for taking away eight country members.  She said 
also -  

Slit our throats now and save us the anguish, particularly if our regional minister is to be Mr McGinty, 
because he does not have the time of day for any of us. 

There are many different opinions about this Bill.  Some of those opinions clearly state that this Bill is not valid.  
I hope that when this Bill goes to the Supreme Court, it will be thrown out.  This Government, aided by the 
Greens (WA), is deceiving the country people of Western Australia every day of the week.  It has clouded this 
issue, as Hon Norman Moore said, by the debate on the gay and lesbian legislation in the other House.  I am 
surprised that the Leader of the House, who has lived for most of his life in the Agricultural Region and who 
knows full well that over 85 per cent of rural and regional people oppose this legislation -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I know nothing of the kind. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Those people will say, “Put Chance last”; and they will do much the same with Hon Robin 
Chapple. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  We will certainly be doing something about the Greens, because it is amazing that 
the country people of this State are being held to ransom by people who cannot even get their deposit back.  As I 
said earlier, one of my chief aims at the next state election will be to make sure that most of these people are not 
sitting in this House after that election.  Do not worry about that.   

Hon Robin Chapple spoke about his consistency.  As I said in a media statement on 11 December -  

Greens WA adopted Queensland electoral boundary principles, only to tamper with the formula when it 
showed how much greater the need was in WA for extra country members.   

Shadow Attorney General Peter Foss said the Queensland model of electoral fairness ironically 
suggested there should be more country members to represent the regions, not less.   

Both Labor and Greens WA have cited Queensland as having one vote one value but baulked at 
transferring the Queensland system to WA, unchanged. 

The Queensland formula gives fairer representation to big, sparsely populated electorates through a 
concept of “dummy voters”.  To give country electorates the “same” number of voters as densely 
populated city electorates, without electorates getting too big to represent, every 100,000sq km is 
treated as if it has an additional 2000 voters.  

However, when the Queensland principles of vote weighting was applied to regional Western Australia, 
the Greens found that several existing electorates ended up with more dummy voters than real ones.   

Greens WA purported to support the Queensland principle but instead of recognising the greater WA 
need and agreeing to an across the board fairness formula, the Greens slashed the principle down from a 
2 per cent dummy voter allocation of 2000 per 100,000sq km, to a 0.5 per cent adjustment that offered 
just 500 dummy voters per 100,000sq km.   

“WA is twice the size of Queensland yet has 30 less politicians than Queensland.  WA is so big that in 
using the Queensland system, some electorates would have more dummy voters than constituents, 
which is the very reason WA electorates should, if anything, be smaller,” . . .  

“The Gascoyne is so big it would be over quota of voters before you could even count the real people.   

“The Greens got their vote weighting principles from the Queensland model and accepted that larger 
electorates need some compensation for their size. 
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“Yet they hypocritically fiddled the figures because the principle offered a solid argument for 
increasing regional representation in WA.”  

I have heard a load of rubbish from the other side, especially from the Greens (WA). 

Hon J.A. Scott:  Do you want that taken out?   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The Liberal Party supports vote weighting.  The member was not listening.  I said 
that the Greens have conveniently tried to drag a red herring across the path to confuse people.  They have also 
talked in this House about fairness and consistency.   

This debate is about equitable representation.  The Greens do not understand that.  Each of them represents only 
16 000 voters, but every other member represents 30 000 voters.  This is almost an Hon Brian Harradine or Hon 
Bob Brown scenario.  Fortunately, Hon Brian Harradine lost the balance of power in the Senate.  He was elected 
as a senator for Tasmania with only two per cent of the vote and he held this country to ransom.  Hon Dee 
Margetts was probably a member of the Senate when that was happening.   

What the Greens (WA) and the Gallop Government are doing to country Western Australians is outrageous, and 
they will live to regret it.  I hope I am here when the Liberal Party has an absolute majority, which will be 
required to change the legislation.  If I am here, I will argue strenuously for its repeal and redrafting to 
reintroduce equitable representation for the country.  This is the blackest day in the history of rural and regional 
Western Australia.   

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The Leader of the House may laugh.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I am not laughing.  I said, “No you will not.”  It is laughable to imagine that a twenty-first 
century Government would get away with reintroducing vote weighting.  It would never happen.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The Labor Party will win no seats in rural and regional Western Australia at the next 
election, and I look forward to that day.  The next Liberal Government will amend many more pieces of 
legislation than it did between 1993 and 2001 in an attempt to unravel the mess left by the previous Labor 
Government.  

The Greens (WA) should hang their heads in shame.  Three of them represent country electorates.  They are 
aware that they should consult and be accountable.  They could have supported a referendum, but they walked 
away from that proposal.  They talk about citizen-initiated referenda.  They have come out of the forests -  

Several members interjected. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  They have been slinking around the forests and they have ruined timber towns in 
Western Australia.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I know I am straying from the question, but I am concluding my remarks.  I wish the 
Greens had stayed in the forests.  If they had, they would not now be chopping down equitable representation in 
rural and regional Western Australia.   

Members of the Labor Party should be ashamed of themselves for prostituting their principles.  They will do it 
again when other Bills are debated in this House.  Members opposite will have to stick to the caucus rule - they 
do not have the flexibility that members on this side enjoy.  They are dictated to by the unions, which wield 60 
per cent of their party vote.  If they do not toe the line, they will be out.  They should think carefully about what 
they are doing.   

I am surprised that the Leader of the House has not stood up for the region he represents.  I strenuously oppose 
the third reading of this Bill.  I will not tear up the Bill again, because it could be a great cost to the 
administration of the Legislative Council.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [8.05 pm]:  This appalling, contemptuous, self-serving piece of legislation 
should not be read a third time.  The Labor Party and the Greens (WA) are sodomising country Western 
Australia.  That is a very topical analogy.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  I am trying to listen to Hon Barry House.  
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The third reading should not be agreed to for a number of reasons.  The most obvious is 
the question of the Bill’s legality.  The one concession made by the tail that is wagging the dog - the Greens - is 
that this legislation will go to the Supreme Court after it is passed.  That is not a legitimate process.  We should 
decide that question in this House.  If there is uncertainty about the Bill’s legality, that should be sufficient to 
deny the third reading.  Like my colleagues, I hope that the Supreme Court will analyse the arguments and come 
up with a fair and reasonable response for Western Australia.   

The other reason to reject the third reading relates to the Government’s mandate.  I will briefly re-examine that 
mandate.  Prior to the election, the Labor Party said absolutely nothing about this measure.  If it said anything, it 
was to constituents in seats such as Collie and Kalgoorlie, who were told that their current level of representation 
would be maintained.  Constituents in Bunbury were also told that they would retain two members.  We now 
know that that was a blatant lie.   

This legislation has been driven and supported by the five Greens, who hold the balance of power in this 
Chamber.  We know that at least two of them were elected because of the perverted nature of our electoral 
system, which allows them to take a seat in this place having attracted only a couple of thousand votes.  They 
were elected to this Parliament with a quota of less than 0.3, ahead of a candidate who polled a quota in excess 
of 0.9.  That is not a legitimate election process.  If we as legislators want the best outcome for the people of 
Western Australia, we must seriously examine the voting system that allows that to happen.  Somewhere along 
the line a threshold must be imposed on the primary vote for people to stay in the count and be elected into a 
position that gives them the sort of power that those members who have lost their deposits have in this place, 
which is out of all proportion to the number of votes they attracted. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  You would remove 11 members from this Chamber. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  They would be replaced by legitimately elected members. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  You are saying that there are 11 members of this Chamber who are illegitimately elected. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The member does not understand and does not want to, because the system works in his 
favour at the moment.  That is what he wants to perpetuate into the future without any analysis of it. 

Hon John Fischer:  You would be pursuing the five per cent minimum, as the National Party does. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Absolutely.  The five per cent minimum, or, I suggest, that 0.5 per cent of a quota, is a 
fair and reasonable level.  Whatever it is, there must be a fair and reasonable minimum threshold. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  How many people in this Chamber did not get their deposit back? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The member interjecting. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I know that.  How many others?  

Hon Robin Chapple:  Eleven members in this Chamber did not get their deposit back. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  They would all not be elected if what you are proposing had happened. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  They would not be elected. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Exactly.  Do not give us this nonsense that we are the only ones in that situation. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Who are they?  Name them. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  I read out their names in the Chamber the other night. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  There are nine more members.  You do not understand the system you are talking about. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Regrettably, madam, neither do you, nor does the bearded nerd alongside you. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Will Hon Derrick Tomlinson let me have a say?  It is 
my turn.  If Hon Dee Margetts wishes to make a speech, she will get the next call.  If members stop their 
interjecting, I can move on to the other six members who have indicated that they want to speak. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Another point about a mandate is the issue of a referendum, which has been mentioned 
several times.  I do not want to elaborate on the point at length, but the Greens (WA) had the opportunity in this 
debate to force this issue to some degree of accountability before the electorate of Western Australia, because it 
had not been looked on as an election issue.  However, a few minutes ago we heard Hon Robin Chapple make 
some weak attempt to get off the hook by quoting the Commission on Government report as if it were the Bible 
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or the Koran.  The COG report reflects the views of five people, in the end.  The one weakness of COG, which 
has been pretty well acknowledged, is that not one of those five people had any political expertise or nous.  I am 
not denigrating any of the five people who contributed to the COG report.  However, the political perspective 
was not there in COG.  In many cases they missed the point.  They certainly missed the point about fair 
representation. 

Another reason we should not entertain a third reading of this Bill is that we have had held up to us the view that 
the one vote, one value principle is the only principle and criterion that counts in getting a Parliament elected 
that will fairly and honestly represent the community for which it makes laws.  The fact is that the one vote, one 
value principle is only one measure of many that need to be taken into account.  Those others have been ridden 
over roughshod and ignored in the whole process.  Community of interest in electorates has been ignored and 
forgotten.  Adequate representation of regions in which most of the wealth of Western Australia is created has 
been ignored and forgotten.  Western Australia’s geography and demographics make it a unique place because of 
the way its population is distributed.  The metropolitan area contains in excess of 70 per cent of the State’s 
population.  No other place in the world has a population distribution as distorted as that of Western Australia.  
Certainly no other place as big as Western Australia requires such fair representation. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  What community of interest will your 17 regions encompass? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The other night I was about to take the member on a bit of a tour of the south west, but I 
was prevented from doing so because my leader said that we had come to an understanding or agreement - the 
member will know those terms.  We will not mention the word “deal”, but the understanding of our leader was 
that we would not debate that part of the Bill at length.  However, I wanted to take the member and other 
members on a bit of a tour of the south west to try to explain that although the south west is only one of the 
regions in the State, it is not just one entity, and it is taking too big a bite to expect one person to represent the 
whole of the south west.  The same applies to all the other regions in the State.  The Greens also intend to impose 
the same sort of system in the Legislative Assembly.  They cannot do it and expect members to represent the 
region adequately. 

The south west contains probably 20 to 25 mini-regions, all with different communities of interest.  The same 
applies to the north west and the Agricultural Region.  The electoral representation system that used to apply in 
this House was a much fairer system for representing the regions, because it was manageable.  Under the 
Government’s proposal this State will have inflicted on it more metropolitan members.  Nobody asked for that 
prior to the election.  Nobody ever said to me that more members were needed in the metropolitan area.  I am 
sure nobody mentioned it to metropolitan politicians.  However, in the Labor Party’s blind pursuit of power and 
ideology, those people have also been ridden over roughshod.  That adds further insult to the country, which has 
seen a decline in its range of services over the past decade or so. 

There are other reasons the Bill should not be read a third time.  This legislation is part of a sordid little deal 
between the Labor Party and the Greens to inflict changes on the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council by changing the electoral system of Western Australia.  We are all starting to understand the linkages 
very clearly now.  We understand the linkages with other pieces of legislation that have been debated in the other 
place and will soon be introduced into this place.  That is why I used the analogy of sodomising country Western 
Australia.  That is the best sort of parallel I can draw. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is disgraceful. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is disgraceful.  The minister is right. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Your language is disgraceful. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister should be absolutely ashamed that he is a party to it. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I want to remind the House of the fate of the only other coalition of which I am aware 
between the Labor Party and the Greens in any Australian Parliament.  I ask members to cast their minds back to 
the late 1980s or early 1990s in Tasmania, when the Field Labor Government governed with about three or five 
Greens members. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  A minority Government with Greens support. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right.  Even the Labor Party pulled out of that coalition after about two years.  Its 
members could not stand it any more.  The former Premier of Tasmania, Hon Dr Michael Field, said that Labor 
would never again go into coalition with the Greens.  That is exactly what we have in this State.  Another part of 
the deal that we have not heard about is the resourcing that the Greens will receive.  Let us just wait to see what 
happens.  The Greens will probably be granted party status; that will be their piece of silver for joining with the 
Labor Party in the sodomising of country Western Australia. 

Another reason that the Bill should not be read a third time is that it will move this Parliament into a system 
whereby we will be parliamentary representatives in this place purely of ideologies and political parties, blind to 
any other form of representation.  Currently, although political parties obviously play a major role in this place, 
many members consider that their primary role is to be a parliamentary representative in a parliamentary 
democracy representing people, regions, places, issues, industries and so on.  We do not blindly represent the 
principle of a political party’s ideology.  That is what the Labor Party and the Greens want this place to be.  It is 
particularly galling when the only response we get from the Labor Party and occasionally a Greens’ member is 
their laughing in our faces because we dare to disagree with the position they hold. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Because we haven’t got the numbers. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right.  They are smugly arrogant to the point of making me sick, quite frankly. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Well go out and be sick; off you go. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The member should do that. 

Mr Deputy President, that is the way in which these people operate, and it is galling.  The basic reason for the 
legislation is purely to give electoral advantage to the Labor Party and the Greens.  They should do away with 
the charade of all the other reasons.  The Government has invented notions such as dummy voters to suit its 
cause where it fits.  It has thrown out principle after principle after principle.  The one basic cause for this 
legislation is that the Government believes it can derive an electoral advantage at the next election.  Let us wait 
to see what happens. 

The Greens are of course enjoying their moment in the sun.  This weak, pathetic Labor Party has gone along 
with their demands.  The Government has not stood up to the Greens in any sense to get decent, fair legislation 
in this place.  The Greens said that they would have a system that is self-serving for them and gives them the 
maximum chance to hold the balance of power in this place forever and a day.  They will be like the Brian 
Harradines or the Democrats in the Senate forever and a day.  We will wait to see, as the day of reckoning will 
come.  I foreshadow that even the Labor Party, which is weak and pathetic at this time in government, will get 
sick and tired of doing the bidding of the Greens.  The sooner that day arrives the better it will be for Western 
Australia. 

My summation is that at base this legislation is a vehicle for abuse of the parliamentary representative system in 
this State and will sodomise country Western Australians.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [8.24 pm]:  I am pleased to support the third reading of the Electoral 
Amendment Bill. 

Point of Order 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I want to check with you, Mr Deputy President, that we are dealing with the 
Electoral Amendment Bill.  I had an impression from the remarks of members on the other side of the Chamber 
that we may be dealing with a different Bill. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  No. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Are we dealing with the Bill that we substantially amended at the committee stage 
to protect regional interests in the Legislative Council? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  We are dealing with the third reading of the Electoral Amendment Bill.  I 
said earlier that it is a narrower debate than was the second reading debate.  Members must confine themselves 
to the general principles of the Bill.  If a member has a problem with what someone else is saying, the proper 
course of action is to rise on a point of order.  That is what I presume Hon Christine Sharp has done, because if 
she has not, then she has reflected on the Chair, which I do not believe is the style of Hon Christine Sharp.  To 
answer her question, we are dealing with the Electoral Amendment Bill. 

Debate Resumed 
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Thank you very much, Mr Deputy President.  I am pleased to support the third 
reading of the Electoral Amendment Bill, which was amended in the committee stage in a very lengthy debate 
last week.  The reason I am pleased to support the Bill at its third reading is that it will go to the Legislative 
Assembly reflecting the position of the Greens (WA).  We are pleased and proud of the position that we put 
before the House, which was accepted by the majority of the House. 

Essentially, in this third reading of the Bill, we are enacting the position of our party on electoral reform.  That is 
an important distinction that we must make, because the Bill to be third read does not reflect the Labor Party’s 
position.  As every member is aware, the Government was clearly of a mind to move a form of electoral reform 
that would deliver a one vote, one value system in both Houses.  Many members have said that the Bill before us 
will remove eight seats from country Western Australia.  However, they need to keep in mind that in addition to 
that, the Bill goes on to protect another eight seats in the Chamber in which we are debating the Bill.  The point I 
make is that the position of the Greens (WA) has protected eight seats for regional Western Australia in the 
Legislative Council.  It is extraordinary that not once have members on the other side of this Chamber, with the 
exception of One Nation members, had the honesty or the generosity to acknowledge that fundamental point.  
That is why I asked you, Mr Deputy President, somewhat gratuitously whether we were dealing with the same 
Bill.   

As the Greens have said all year, and as I have said whenever I have had the opportunity to talk on this matter, 
the issue of where to take electoral reform is difficult, not only because of the complexities of the current system 
and the myriad opportunities for creating a different system, but also because of the complexities referred to in 
quotes from the Commission on Government report read by my colleague Hon Robin Chapple.   

Many things come under the rubric of electoral reform; it is a complex matter.  Not only that, it is a difficult 
matter, because it goes to the heart of issues of power, influence and vested interest.  That is why this debate has 
been so heated, as all members will be aware.  The Greens (WA) have tried to stress that the reason a fair 
resolution of the issue is so difficult is that we have two major principles in conflict.  Life is simple and easy 
when we have a clear principle ahead of us and one clear path to adopt as the way forward.  Unfortunately, this 
issue does not have one principle that is important and significant,  The principle of vote equity has an absolutely 
clear connection to democracy, which all members, including members of the Opposition, have alluded to, and 
everybody acknowledges that in principle it is hard to get past the fact that votes should be equal.  That is a 
fundamental principle of our democracy.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  If Hon Derrick Tomlinson wants to speak I will call 
him - after Hon Murray Criddle and Hon Ray Halligan.  In the meantime, Hon Christine Sharp has the call. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Greens think that another fundamental principle is as important as vote equity.  
As Hon Barry House just noted - I could have said the words myself - this is a highly centralised State and the 
demographics of this State do not lend themselves easily to a purist one vote, one value model, which is the 
model that the Government had wished to pursue.  The Greens decided to recognise an equally important 
principle; that is, we wish to maintain and strengthen the role of this Chamber and the role of the members 
opposite, who may be following and enacting the kind of role I am referring to tonight, in the next Parliament.  
Hon Bruce Donaldson has already indicated his determination to be here in full glory in the next Parliament.  
The role involves the kinds of things that we can do in this House for regional Western Australia.  The Greens 
think that is an incredibly important role for the future of the Legislative Council, because we really believe in 
regionalism.   

Hon Ray Halligan interjected.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ray Halligan  will come to order and allow Hon Christine Sharp to be 
heard.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Greens are keen to see progress towards a more genuine regionalism in Western 
Australia.  Those members who have had the opportunity to read our electoral reform proposal, which we have 
tried to circulate as widely as possible, will be aware that we begin by stating clearly, before we come to the 
proposal that is enmeshed in the Bill before us, that the Greens’ ideal model is the removal of the State 
Government altogether, to be replaced with suitably resourced regional and local levels of Government with 
boundaries which, wherever possible, reflect natural regions.  The changes in the Bill, which the Greens will be 
supporting at the third reading stage, are a very important strengthening of the position that we would like to see 
continue to develop in this beautiful State.  That is why I have spoken, and I will not repeat to the House this 
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evening what I have already said - how we think it is important that regions should be natural entities based on 
climatic regions, community of interest and land use which flow from that.  Members are familiar with my 
argument.   

I thought I had said this additional point during the second reading debate, but when I read my speech I found 
that I had not said it.  I would like to put on the record that my preferred regional model would have been 
slightly different from that which is now enmeshed in the Bill; that is, I would like to have seen the removal of 
one metropolitan region, so the metropolitan regions would have gone down to two and the sixth region would 
have been formulated in the Kimberley.  The Kimberley has the natural distinction of being a genuine region of 
Western Australia which sees itself as a region, it has that community of interest, its own land use and it has its 
own distinct climatic zone.  Unfortunately, I did not receive support from anywhere on this side of the House for 
such a notion, so I will have to leave those remarks for posterity.   

Nevertheless, the Greens think the regional model that we put into this Bill at the committee stage is a very good 
and effective scale of regionalism.  There are many scales by which one can do that to eventually supersede the 
State Government altogether.  If we are to move away from States to regions there must be an adequate scale 
which does not conflict with those matters that pertain to local districts.   

I would like also to say in these final comments on the Bill that I have been staggered by the aggression in this 
Chamber over this matter.   

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ray Halligan will come to order.  I have been reasonably fair, 
because members have contained themselves to a reasonable time in this debate.  However, if there are any more 
interjections I will take some action and we will see how many members are here at the third reading vote.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I appreciate your pointing that out to members, Mr Deputy President (Hon George 
Cash), because I have found that the behaviour of members during this debate has been appalling.  It has been 
particularly appalling - as I have already discussed in the committee stage - because of the hypocrisy of many 
members.  Worse than that, what we have heard tonight is various members making sexual innuendoes about the 
nature of the agreement between the Greens and the Labor Party.  I find that way of talking very blokey and 
disgusting; it is unparliamentary behaviour.  I would like to ask the blokes on the opposition side to desist from 
speaking like that.  I draw members’ attention to the fact that tomorrow a meeting will be held in this place that 
has been organised by the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, for which I have received an invitation 
and an agenda.  A paper on the agenda is devoted to gender sensitising in Parliament.  I would like to think that 
perhaps that kind of project could improve the standards of members when they address such important matters.   

The Greens (WA) are very keen to support the third reading of this Bill tonight because, although we have much 
sympathy for the concerns raised by members opposite about the issues faced by rural and regional Western 
Australia, we are staggered at some objections to reform, because it is very clear from the litany of issues that are 
continually raised that a gerrymandered system has not served rural Western Australia effectively. 

That is one of the paradoxes of this issue.  The report of the Standing Committee on Legislation deals with that 
at some length.  The many difficult aspects of rural life are of great concern to people of rural Western Australia, 
including me.  In the lengthy debate last week Hon Murray Criddle talked about the storms that had occurred 
recently.  It seems extraordinary that we are attaching country problems to the back of this Bill tonight in a way 
that is almost absurd.  Not only is the weather not connected to the electoral system, but also members opposite 
seem to have missed the point that country people have many genuine issues, which I acknowledge, despite the 
fact that they have one of the most dramatic systems of vote weighting in the world.  That demonstrates that vote 
weighting has not served country people well. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Don’t talk such absolute rubbish. 

Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  This is a debate that enables members to sum up; it is 
not an opportunity to raise issues that should more properly have been raised during the second reading debate. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I remind the Government and the minister that 
this arrangement - or “deal” if it makes members opposite happy to hear that - is incomplete.  The Labor Party 
must do what the Greens want because that is the reason it has had our support for these amendments.  It is 
incomplete in two important ways.  Firstly, the amendments to provide for the regional model the Greens 
proposed for the Legislative Council have not been agreed to by the other place.  We look forward to the Council 
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receiving a message from the other place advising that that matter has been finalised.  When that has happened, 
we will look forward to somewhat more meaningful comment from the Government about improvements to 
resources for country members, such as free telephone services, additional electorate offices and staff, free 
teleconferences, the establishment of electronic networking centres where necessary, consideration by way of a 
government review of ways to improve access to parliamentary representatives and, more generally, methods of 
facilitating greater participation in the democratic process in Western Australia.  

Some of the concerns that we have raised with the Government have equally been raised separately and, I am 
sure, ardently in the report of the Standing Committee on Legislation.  I hope the Government will comment on 
those recommendations, particularly those that refer to Aboriginal representation and the possibility of an 
optional franchise for 16 to 18-year-olds.  

Having given my summary of the passage of this Bill, I am delighted to support its third reading. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.46 pm]:  This is a dark day for country Western Australia.  The 
National Party opposes this third reading on behalf of country people.  There can be no clear understanding on 
this matter unless the issue of fairness is considered before any other issue.  That was demonstrated clearly by 
the submissions presented to the Standing Committee on Legislation when it travelled around Western Australia 
and before which only two people showed support for the legislation.  

Western Australia is a very different area from anywhere else in the world.  It is a vast area most of which is 
inhabited by a small percentage of the population.  As everybody knows, most of Western Australia’s population 
resides in coastal areas.  To my knowledge, no call has been made for this legislation by people in either country 
Western Australia or the city.  I have not heard anyone in the city call for it, nor have I heard any Western 
Australian country politicians call for it.  

Anyone who attended the recent Merredin by-election would have been reminded on countless occasions that 
there was no call for this legislation.  The Labor Party will know that as a result of the number of votes it polled.  
That clearly demonstrates the fact that country people do not want this legislation, let alone some of the other 
legislation that will be introduced into this place in the near future.  

This legislation reflects an academic and theoretical approach; it has nothing to do with the practical aspects of 
living in country Western Australia.  It will disfranchise country people.  If this Government listened to people it 
would know that.  The Government promised it would consult the community, yet now it is making decisions 
without consultation.  

Reference has been made to the notion that this legislation will create a better balance in the upper House.  The 
legislation that is to be returned to the Assembly refers to 34 seats.  It does not reflect what the Greens want.  
The notion that this legislation will implement a balance is rubbish.  The Labor Party in the other place must 
agree to that.  We just heard Hon Chrissy Sharp’s ultimatum to the Labor Party that it must deliver the Greens’ 
demands or it will not support the Bill.  

Hon Barry House:  It is called blackmail. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I do not know of any other name for it.  It is clearly a question of the Labor Party 
delivering what the Greens want or the Bill will not be passed. 

It is clear that people in country Western Australia do not want this legislation.  Until the Supreme Court has 
made a ruling on the legislation with regard to section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act, the outcome of the 
legislation will be unclear.  I am pleased that that hurdle is yet to be cleared.  This is very poor legislation and I 
do not support the third reading. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [8.50 pm]:  I firmly believe that the motion for the third reading 
of this Bill should be defeated.  I will say that periodically, and I hope members hear it.  I have said before, and I 
say again, that the Labor Party has been selective. 

Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will get to Hon Jim Scott shortly; do not worry about that.  The Labor Party has been 
selective.  It comes out with this rhetoric of one vote, one value, but does not explain to people what it means by 
that.  If I mentioned a double-decker bus, I would sincerely hope that members on the other side of the Chamber 
would be able to envisage what I meant.  Some among them may not be able to.  However, the point is that when 
one says one vote, one value, it means certain things to certain people, but not to the Labor Party and obviously 
not to the Greens (WA), because they are very selective in their approach to this issue.  One vote, one value 
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means that within a certain area we will have one vote, one value, but in larger areas, there will be some dummy 
voters.  That is still one vote, one value by the definition of those opposite - purely their definition. 

Of course, Labor has said that it wants one vote, one value in both Houses of Parliament.  However, it is again 
being selective and is saying that it will try it in the Assembly because that will provide it with additional votes, 
and that means it can be in power for longer.  It is no good members opposite frowning.  They should work out 
the numbers.  That is exactly what will happen by bringing regional members into the metropolitan area.  
However, we will not have that in the upper House.  Where have the Labor Party’s principles gone?  They have 
disappeared.  As I have said before, it has principles and sub-principles.  It changes its principles to suit its 
circumstances.  Unfortunately, it is not being all that honest about it.  It has not gone to the public, the people of 
Western Australia, to explain its proposal.  It certainly has not gone to the people within the regional areas of 
Western Australia and told them what it is proposing, and asked them whether they agree with it.  Unfortunately, 
I do not think the Greens have done that either; yet they say that this is best for the people. 

I mentioned only yesterday that Hon Jim McGinty had suggested that the people really do not know what they 
want, and certainly they do not want what they need.  Only a certain few know, and obviously they belong to the 
Labor Party and the Greens.  The Labor Party and the Greens will not bother to ask people what they should 
have, because they know best.  That is fine.  That is the path they are going down at the moment, otherwise they 
would go to a referendum.   

The Greens have not argued a case.  A little while ago, they accused me of not being able to convince them.  
They have yet to convince me that what they are proposing is in the best interests of Western Australia and the 
people of Western Australia.  What I and others have said to the Greens is to go back to the people and get them 
to tell us collectively what they want.  If they say the Greens are right, I will be the first to say that they were 
right.  However, let us go down that path. 

A member interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is no good talking about democracy, because democracy is not only this so-called 
one vote, one value, which changes in the wind and depending on what part of Western Australia a person is 
currently standing in.  Democracy is the people’s choice.  The Greens did not mind democracy when they were 
voted in, even though there has been an argument to suggest that they may not have received as many votes as 
some others.  They did not mind calling that democracy.  However, in trying to impose this important type of 
legislation on the people of Western Australia, they say that they do not want to go down the democratic path 
this time.  Therefore, they are being selective as well.  The cannot have it both ways.  It is one way, and one 
only.  The Greens are going down exactly the same path that Labor has gone down.  They are being very 
selective.   

Hon J.A. Scott:  Can I ask you a question? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, I do not want questions.  I mentioned the emperor’s new clothes. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Ken Travers is involved in this as well.  I will tell him something shortly, and I 
hope it does not lead to his demise.   

The whole point is that all this is being done, based on the wrong premise.  Members opposite keep talking 
democracy in this Chamber.  Have they been outside and spoken to people about democracy and been prepared 
to answer their questions?  No, they have not.  It is no good the Leader of the House nodding his head.  He 
should be shaking his head because I do not believe he has. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You asked me a question.  The answer is that we did, on 10 February. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I do not agree with the Leader of the House.  He is telling me one thing, and I do not 
agree with him.  It has been the same situation in this Chamber over the past few days.  The Leader of the House 
has been particularly silent.  He has not tried to argue his case against things that members on this side of the 
House have said. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am being much better today. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He is better behaved today so far. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am pleased to hear that.  The Leader of the House has suggested that, as the leader, 
and also as the senior member of the Labor Government in this Chamber, he has the responsibility to provide 
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that openness and accountability that he and his Premier have suggested will be available to all Western 
Australians.  I suggest to the Leader of the House that he has been less than honest in providing open - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is a disgraceful comment. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will say it again if the minister wants to say it is disgraceful.  The Leader of the 
House has been less than open and accountable to the people of Western Australia.  He has suggested that Labor 
had a mandate, and it has not.  The Labor Party is telling us that we should remember something contained in a 
paper two years ago, before the election. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Here we go again!  Even if the Labor Party were right, do two wrongs make a right? 

Hon Ken Travers:  We had a mandate. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Labor did not have a mandate. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Shouting will get you nowhere. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich shouts all the time.  She is a hypocrite.  For the past four years 
she has done nothing but shout, and we have had to put up with it.  Thankfully, she has been out of the Chamber 
on urgent parliamentary business more often than not, and that has been very helpful to this side of the House. 

The whole point is that the third reading should be defeated.  I had hoped that the Greens would show more 
concern for the regional areas of Western Australia and that they would have heard what the people of those 
regions have been saying.  If they have not, they have closed their ears to them, because they have been saying 
that they do not want this legislation. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  They? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  They - the people in regional Western Australia.  The Greens are suggesting that they 
have said otherwise. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  No. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Christine Sharp’s colleague, Hon Jim Scott, appears to be saying that.  

Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Tell me otherwise.  It is good to see the Minister for Housing. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  It is good to see you too, Mr Halligan. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The whole point is that if the Greens do not believe what I am saying, they should 
prove me wrong.  They have not been able to do that, nor has the Labor Government.  

Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Please do, and it should not be just rhetoric.  I gave the member some statistics 
yesterday.  I ask him to give me some back.  I told him what the people in regional Western Australia said in a 
poll and the percentage who voted against this Bill.  I do not want to hear the member’s rhetoric; I have heard it 
often enough.  Even previous Labor leaders have gone down the path of suggesting to the current members, but 
obviously not convincing them, that this is not the path to follow.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  This is a new argument!  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Those comments are in Hansard.  It has been recorded that those previous Labor 
leaders have said that this so-called one vote, one value notion should not be accepted.  This business of Labor’s 
new brand of democracy, with its so-called one vote, one value -   

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr Deputy President, I hesitate to raise this point, and I have only raised it once before, 
but I rise on Standing Order No 240, which relates to relevance.  From my recollection of the debate while I have 
been in the Chamber - I have not been here for the whole debate - we are now hearing for the fourth time the 
position of former Labor Premiers on the matter of one vote, one value.  Recently the same quote from page 77 
of the standing committee’s report was read for the fourth time.  Not only do I think both those quotes and 
examples are irrelevant, but to hear them for the fourth time suggests to me that we are perhaps beginning to 
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stray from the issue of the third reading.  Not only are issues during the second reading and the short title debate 
being re-canvassed, but also they are not relevant in the first place.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  I indicated earlier that the third reading debate has a much 
narrower scope than the second reading debate.  Members have to confine themselves to the general principle of 
the Bill.  The mere fact that something that was said in the second reading stage is repeated in the third reading 
stage does not as a matter of course make it irrelevant.  We are at the third reading stage.  It is necessary to 
confine comments to the Bill as it emerged from the Committee.  If what someone said 50 years ago is relevant 
to the Bill as it emerged from the Committee, it is relevant, but at the moment I am having difficulty achieving 
the link.  Most members have made their comments and moved along.  I suggest that with fewer interjections, 
other members may be able to do the same.  The Leader of the House has indicated that we will probably finish 
at 11.00 pm.  That will probably allow three or four members to speak if they want to use the whole of their 
time, but that is up to the House.  Hon Ray Halligan can advance general arguments, but they must be about the 
Bill as it emerged from the Committee.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I was about to conclude my remarks, but I wish to 
make one point.  Mention was made of some laughter on the other side of the Chamber.  I want to mention, as 
irrelevant as it may be, that unfortunately in the highlands of Papua New Guinea there is a sickness called kuru, 
or laughing sickness.  That sickness is unique in the world.  People with that sickness just start to laugh and 
cannot stop; and, unfortunately, it is terminal.  I sincerely hope the people on the other side of this Chamber are 
not suffering from that sickness.  I also sincerely hope that the minister, being an honourable man and part of an 
open and accountable Government, will make it known, and certainly have it recorded, that the Government is 
indebted to the Greens (WA) for initiating this Bill and for providing the Government with direction and 
amendments to achieve, as Hon Christine Sharp said - I will paraphrase - the right mix for Western Australia in 
both the Assembly and the Legislative Council.  The minister is an honourable person and will be prepared to 
make it known to the general public that the Greens (WA) played a major role in this legislation.  It was 
interesting also to hear from Hon Christine Sharp towards the end of her speech about the arrangement or 
demands - I am trying to think of other words that may be used -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Ultimatum. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It may well have been an ultimatum, but the point is that it appears that this House is 
being forced down a path with this Bill.  This Bill is certainly not liked by this side of the House, and we know it 
is not liked by the majority of the people of Western Australia.  However, it has been accepted by the Labor 
Government, probably to ensure that other Bills that come through this place are written in a way that will satisfy 
the Greens (WA).  That is all one can conclude from certain remarks that have been made, and I defy people to 
take those remarks in any other way.  Government members can put forward an argument if they like, and I 
sincerely hope the minister is prepared to do exactly that, because at the moment it looks as though, as has been 
said before, the tail is very much wagging the dog.  We are all aware that further legislation will come before this 
House that people on this side of the Chamber will not necessarily be in agreement with.  It seems to me that that 
legislation is likely to be as bad as this Bill that we are now being asked to support at its third reading.  
Unfortunately, I think we will need to debate that other legislation at considerable length to try to convince the 
Labor Government that the path it is going down and the partnership or coalition that it has created with the 
Greens (WA) are definitely not in the best interests of the people of Western Australia. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [9.10 pm]:  This Bill should not be given a third reading because it is 
unjust and unfair.  That has been proved conclusively; there is no question about it.  Country people are asking 
why does the city-based Labor Party hate country people so much.  That is not one or two people but many 
people.  I have been asked by young backpackers from overseas who have been here only a short time why do 
people in the city generally hate people in the country so much.  It is obvious they do, but it is not obvious why 
they do.  In addition, country people have a grossly unfair distribution of government services; in particular the 
most elementary services such as education, health and public transport.  Public transport services are almost 
non-existent in the bush.  Highway 1 is supposedly one of Australia’s major highways, but it does not link 
Albany and Esperance.  There is no satisfactory public transport in the country, and that is undoubtedly unjust.  
People in the country ask about their roads.  There seems to be no shortage of money to build a tunnel, a bridge 
or a railway to Mandurah, but it is very difficult to get country roads upgraded.   

People in the country ask why the Government wants to devalue their vote.  They are mystified about why the 
Labor Party is doing this to them.  It is the party that is supposed to stand up for the oppressed.  It did years ago.   
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A senior officer from the Australian Taxation Office told me a few years ago that the most financially 
disadvantaged group in Western Australia was the rural community.  In spite of that, the Labor Party is doing 
nothing to govern fairly.  After it has learnt to govern fairly, perhaps it would be appropriate to do something 
about one vote, one value.   

A witness at Lake Grace said that country people regard Perth as their city.  Country people do not feel that Perth 
is a foreign city, but many city people do not seem to know where they are once they cross the Darling 
escarpment.  Many country people attended school in the city and send their children here to study.  They do not 
hate the city.  Why do city people, particularly those on the Labor side of politics, have a huge chip on their 
shoulders?   

This Bill should never be read a third time because it is unfair.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  They all do.  We continually hear about Queensland.  Members opposite use what 
happened there to justify what they want to happen here.  That is a load of rubbish.  The population of 
Queensland is evenly distributed between the city and rural areas.  In fact, slightly more people live in the 
country; so, one vote, one value is a fair proposition.  Western Australia probably has the most uneven 
population distribution in the world.  There may be another country that has a more uneven distribution, but I am 
not aware of it.  One does not need to be Einstein to recognise that it is unjust to force a one vote, one value 
system on our population.   

The Labor Party has lost all credibility in the country in a very short time because of its unholy alliance with the 
Greens.  Many people ask me why the Government is in this unofficial coalition.  Obviously it is running a huge 
risk.  We saw that clearly with the timber industry, which this State desperately needs in its endeavour to 
maintain a reasonable standard of living.  This State needs the income that is generated, or that was generated, by 
the forest industry.  People ask me what industry the Greens will attack next.  Some people think it will be the 
fishing industry.  Heaven knows what it will be!  Country people are asking why the Labor Government is in a 
coalition with a party that seems to want to destroy all the industries that contribute to our standard of living.  
Can members opposite tell me which industry will be next?  We would all love to know.  Perhaps they will tell 
us another time.   

This Bill should never be read for the third time because it is unjust.  Democracy will be the loser if the 
Government refuses to put this issue to a referendum.  Members opposite like to go on about how democratic 
they are.  Why not let the people have a say?  That is all country people want.  The Government agreed to the 
legislation being referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation.  The committee received submissions and 
heard evidence throughout the State.  Members opposite are not interested in that evidence, because so few of 
the witnesses supported the Government’s legislation.  City people did not bother to appear before the 
committee.  That has been well documented, as members will see if they care to read the report.  

It is understandable that members on this side of the Chamber have become boisterous.  This legislation and the 
legislation that was dragged through the other place last night attack our standard of living, way of life and 
values.  Many of our forefathers lost their lives fighting to retain our culture and standard of living.  Members 
opposite have just about destroyed it in six months and they should be ashamed of themselves.  God knows what 
they will do if they last the full term -   

Several members interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Members opposite can look surprised.  They should think about it.  If they have a 
conscience, they will not have to think very long.  Democracy is certainly the loser.  

I remind members of the prayer recited in the Chamber at the beginning of each sitting day.  It reads -  

. . . bless this Legislative Council now assembled to deliberate upon affairs affecting the well-being and 
good society in Western Australia.  

When will members opposite start doing that?  They are a disgrace.  I will continue - 

. . . that all members give honour, wisdom and integrity to the role for which they have been chosen, 
and the decisions and decorum of this Council be always to the advancement of Thy glory, the honour 
of Her Majesty and the continued benefit of the people in this State.  Amen 

Members opposite are destroying that.  They are living a lie; they are a disgrace.  I repeat for the fourth time, 
under no circumstances should this Bill be read a third time.  
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HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [9.19 pm]:  Like my colleagues, I oppose the third reading of this Bill.  I 
have had time to reflect on its origins.  It appears that the Labor Government has decided that it should ram this 
Bill and another Bill through the Parliament because it has three years to deal with the flak.  It will probably 
introduce popular legislation at the end of its term in office.   

The third reading should not go ahead because the Marcel Marceau party opposite does not explain itself.  Hon 
Ray Halligan said that the Labor Party’s 37 per cent vote does not constitute a mandate.  The Dictionary of 
Politics explains “mandate” as follows - 

Mandates are typically claimed by successful parties in national elections even when they have actually 
gained only a smallish plurality of votes. 

Technically there are two meanings of mandate, though they are interconnected.  One meaning is that if 
a party, or a candidate, has stood for an election on a particular set of policies, then, if he wins the 
election, he has a ‘mandate’ from the people to implement those policies. 

The interesting part comes now.  It continues - 

Thus governments often claim they are ‘mandated’ to carry out some action even if there is no good 
reason to believe the policy in question had very much to do with their electoral victory. 

This third reading and one vote, one value should be knocked on the head.  That quote describes what a mandate 
is, and the 37 per cent of the vote that the Government had does not give it the right to push through this 
legislation.  No country people want this legislation.  Not even city people care about this legislation.  I do not 
know whether Hon Jim McGinty is on an ego trip or whether it is a show of power, but this push for one vote, 
one value legislation is not the way that this Parliament needs to go.  The ideal of equality seems to be the 
purpose behind the legislation.  I said in the Chamber on 28 November, and my opinion has not changed - 

Some believe equality is a democratic vote.  The idea of one vote, one value is good and fair in 
principle because the concept of one vote, one value reflects the notion that all people in our society are 
created equal, all people have equal rights and an equal say and therefore all people should have an 
equal say in choosing their Government.  That is a very good point.  However, there is another good 
point.  Does a system of vote weighting by itself guarantee equality of political power in any 
meaningful sense?  I argue that it does not.  If anything, it will minimise the input from a significant 
portion of this State's voters into the political process.  In short, the one vote, one value ideal is based on 
nothing more than prejudice and lack of information from those easily seduced by promises. 

The third reading should not go ahead.  On the basis of Hon Christine Sharp’s comments on the steps at the front 
of Parliament House some four weeks ago, even she agreed.  This one vote, one value legislation should not be 
passed, because if one vote, one value were the right way to go, all other things would be equal.  For people who 
live in Narrogin a two-litre carton of Pura milk costs $2.28, in Meekatharra it costs $3.15 but in Perth it costs 
$1.99.  That is not equal value.  A loaf of bread costs $1.19 in Perth, $2.95 in Lake King, $2.20 in Esperance and 
$3.10 in Karratha.  That is almost a 300 per cent difference.  A dozen 50 gram eggs cost $3.44 in Woolworths in 
Perth, and in Narrogin, also at Woolworths, they cost $4.29.  A 1.25 litre bottle of Coca-Cola costs 97c at Action 
in Perth, and in Narrogin it costs $1.59.  Is that equal, as in one vote, one value?  How can one vote, one value 
equate with prices that are more than double and other prices that are 30 and 40 per cent more?   

What about our favourite food, which I wish the Greens would have occasionally, because we could probably 
reduce the greenhouse gases from those people if we kept their mouths shut?  A 420 gram can of baked beans 
costs 99c in Perth, but $1.30 in Meekatharra.  That is not equal.  Vegemite - the food of the nation - costs $3.29 
in Perth and $4.12 in the Kimberley.  I will not go on much longer, but I must mention this, because nearly all of 
us have kids.  Disposable nappies cost $15.45 in Perth, but at Lake King they cost $17.25 and in Broome they 
cost $20.95.  People talk of one vote, one value and equality.  We totally oppose a third reading, because there is 
no equality. 

I will quote from one of my earlier speeches in which I said - 

Democracy is first and foremost a mechanism for selecting a Government.  All other considerations 
such as whether votes should be weighted, who can vote, or what issues can be voted on are secondary.  
This was never so true as in ancient Greece; and on 18 September Hon Christine Sharp told us 
eloquently that ancient Greece is where the term democracy originated.  . . . Although Hon Christine 
Sharp dissected the term and keenly informed us that "demos" means "the people" she. . .  stopped short 
of mentioning that the  latter portion of the word democracy is derived from  "kratien", which means "to 
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rule".  As a device for choosing the Government of the day, therefore, the term democracy gives little 
advice for how votes should be allocated, weighed or even counted.  Perhaps Hon Christine Sharp 
should be informed that democracy, as practised by the ancient Greeks, was not extended to slaves, 
immigrants or even women. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  I know that the member has said this before and I 
know that Hon Christine Sharp said what the member claims she said.  I am trying to work out how that is 
relevant to the third reading debate.  If the member could explain to me why that assists in arguing that the Bill 
should or should not be passed, it would help me and we can get on with it. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Mr Deputy President, I appreciate that you listened to the speech and absorbed it, but I 
mentioned it again to enforce the point that the third reading should not go ahead.  The Bill is all about one vote, 
one value.  The debate is all about democracy and what will happen after the third reading.  I spoke this evening 
because I believe there is always a chance - one should never give up - that at the end of the night someone, such 
as Hon Kim Chance, will see the light of day and see reason.  He comes from a country town.  This is probably 
his last term in Parliament.  I hope that he will have the courage to cross the floor.  We look at Hon Jim Scott and 
ask ourselves whether he will have the testicles to cross the floor and vote with the Opposition? 

Hon Ken Travers:  I would use my legs. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It would be a lot less painful. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I am not prepared to give up on Marcel Marceau over there, because he does speak, 
which is amazing.  He has come out of the cupboard. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He will be coming out of the closet next week when they get the rest of the legislation 
through. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  He will come out of the closet.   

These are the reasons I am standing here.  I am not giving up hope.  I believe there might be two little bits of 
decency in the Greens in the form of Hon Christine Sharp and Hon Jim Scott, who might say that they have 
thought again about the legislation, listened to all the speeches and decided that the members on this side of the 
Chamber are 100 per cent right.  I hope they will have the courage not to throw in the towel, because they would 
not want to live with it.  They would not want to go down in history as pariahs who helped push this legislation 
through.  The third reading should not go ahead for the reasons I have given.  I believe there is hope with Hon 
Kim Chance, who is a good bloke.  He may come out of the closet.  Hon Kim Chance may join the Opposition 
and vote with us.  He could do that because this is probably his last term in government if he, along with Hon 
Jim Scott and Hon Christine Sharp, intends to decimate the country.  All I am saying is that there is hope, and I 
hope that I am presenting enough information to persuade these members to sit back and help us defeat this third 
reading. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [9.31 pm]:  One Nation is totally against the third reading of the 
Bill.  I listened to Hon Barry House speak eloquently in the House today of the wide range of interests and 
diversity in the south west of this State.  I add to his excellent discourse that both of the other regional areas 
represented in the House are also extremely diverse.  It is hard to say which region contributes more to the 
benefits of this State.  My constituents in the Mining and Pastoral Region - the people who are at the very 
coalface of this State’s economy - have been devastated by this legislation.  The mind-boggling observation of 
Hon Dee Margetts a day or two ago that the north west and the Kimberley owe their good fortune to state 
agreement Acts is totally incomprehensible.  I wonder whether she would want the wealth in those areas to 
remain buried forever.  The southern regions of this State owe a massive amount of their wealth to developments 
in the north west, the Pilbara and the Kimberley. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  What has this to do with one vote, one value? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It has everything to do with it and I am extremely sorry that the minister must ask that 
question.  I heard two of his colleagues tonight talking about an issue in the Kimberley.  Because I overheard it, I 
will not repeat who said what, but they did not have a clue about what they were referring to.  They were so far 
off the mark that I had to walk away and not be rude by interrupting their conversation.  I am sorry that the 
minister must ask that question about what these issues have to do with one vote, one value.  I believe the 
southern and metropolitan areas of this State owe a huge amount of their wealth to the north.  In fact, if that 
wealth were not incoming to this Government, the minister, as a member of the Government, would not be able 
to meet any of his budget commitments.  This legislation will merely increase the divisiveness that is already 
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exemplified by the unfair distribution of mining revenue today.  In fact, the state agreement Acts are the very 
instruments that make the operation of shires in the north west and Pilbara very difficult.  The rating base of 
towns makes it virtually impossible for them to survive, so the shires must now endeavour to look after them. 

If we are talking about one vote, one value, we must talk about equality and fairness.  Where do those qualities 
exist in the everyday lives of my constituents in the Mining and Pastoral Region?  Petrol prices and equality just 
do not go together.  In Sandfire Flat Roadhouse, or one of those outlying places, people pay $1.25 a litre while 
every Saturday and Sunday in the metropolitan area fuel companies are allowed to drop their prices to ridiculous 
levels.  That is an absolute joke. 

The minister should have examined freight rates in the north of this State.  He should look at the cost of 
groceries for a normal family living in one of the mining towns or further north in Broome or Derby.  Where is 
the equality in those places?  How about having a discussion on equality in health care?  That would be a good 
debate.  South Hedland has problems with medical services.  There is not even a doctor in the town.  People 
must drive 50 kilometres on a return trip to the Port Hedland Regional Hospital, which is understaffed and 
overworked.  The minister should try catching a plane out of Derby these days.  If he does, he will sit on the 
edge of the tarmac for a long time because there is no longer a regular air service out of Derby.  The services in 
the north of the State and in the Pilbara are worse than they were in the 1970s.  What kind of indictment is that 
on equality?   

This legislation will bring forth a division in this great State, probably somewhere around the twenty-sixth 
parallel, and the north will be better off.  I have said that before in this place. 

Hon G.T. Giffard interjected.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I did not hear that comment, but I will take it if the member speaks up a little.  He is 
reputed to be the new heavyweight for the unions. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  Division will suit your politics. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is funny that Hon Graham Giffard interrupted.  The north will certainly be better off 
with no McGinty, no Gallop and no smokescreen of a socialist utopia.  The Bill is deceitful, dishonest and 
despicable.  This is a dishonest Labor Government; in the 1980s we had a corrupt one.  Under this new 
legislation 42 of the 57 seats in the Legislative Assembly will barely cover 0.2 per cent of the State.  I do not 
know how the Government can get its mind around that or even consider it to be equitable or fair. 

A quote from the other place that the Labor Party will support country people in the same way that a rope 
supports a hanging person, will come true with the passing of this legislation.  It is an indictment of the Labor 
Party and of the Greens that they are prepared to go along with this legislation purely for self-gain and because 
they perceive that they will have an added advantage in the next two to three terms of government.  I believe that 
will change in the long run because people will see through this legislation.  If the legislation is that good, why 
was it pushed through as quickly as it was?  Why was it not advertised more prior to February this year?  The 
answer was well expressed in the result of the Merredin by-election. 

I conclude by saying that One Nation is totally opposed to this legislation.  It is an indictment of this 
Government and its deceitfulness in pushing it through the Parliament. 

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [9.38 pm]:  I have listened to the advice of members on the other side 
of the Chamber and have reconsidered my position on this Bill.  I feel even stronger now that I should support it.  
An interesting aspect of the Bill has emerged.  One of the hidden effects of reaching the third reading stage is 
that a whole new body of Hanrahans has risen in unison to complain about not only the current electoral system 
but also the old one.  They did not like the old system and they do not like the new system.  They complained 
that Greens were elected under the old system.  They believe it is unfair when Greens are elected and therefore 
they do not like the new system that has emerged at the third reading.  Members opposite have said that the 
Greens (WA) did not get enough votes to deserve a seat.  On the other hand, they are not happy with the system 
because they want a system that will enable them to get seats in the Assembly without sufficient votes!  Their 
argument is illogical.  On the one hand they want for themselves a system that will allow them to get into the 
Parliament with fewer votes, but they do not want the Greens to get in with fewer votes.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Why not?  You have got me all confused.  Tell me all about it; explain it to me.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The member has got me confused, because his argument is totally illogical.  The interesting 
thing is that those very loud members on the other side do not seem to be too concerned about their own 
electorate.  They will oppose the third reading of the Bill despite the fact that they are urban members.  
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Suddenly, on the road to Damascus, they have been converted, as Hon Robin Chapple has pointed out ad 
nauseam.  It seems members opposite have had a change of heart in recent times.  One wonders how often that 
will occur.  When this Bill is passed and returned to the other House, perhaps they might change their minds and 
be happy again.  Then we can have a happy House, rather than all this whingeing and carrying on and the 
emergence of the Hanrahan party.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  “We’ll all be rooned.”   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  “We’ll all be rooned.”  That is the one!   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Give us the first stanza.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  In this debate I have heard stanzas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 already from members opposite, and 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson does not need the first stanza of “Said Hanrahan” from me.   

The reality is that we will no longer ignore the growing disparity in seats such as Wanneroo, which has four 
times the number of voters as some of the smaller rural seats. 

Hon Barry House:  That will be addressed in a normal distribution.  Those anomalies are addressed periodically.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The reality is that a voting system does not make all those changes that have been claimed on 
the other side.  If a voting system fixed up all those problems in the country that people were concerned about, 
we could put all the members of all the political parties outside the urban area and not have any urban seats, and 
then all would be well!  That is not the truth.   

Several opposition members interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  We have heard a lot of nonsense so far.  The sad thing is that many of the people who are 
complaining about this third reading going ahead do not believe what they are saying.  I hope they do not believe 
what they are saying. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  They protest too much.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  They do indeed.  I will not go on with that. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Go on, be bold.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No.  I will not be bold; I will be moderate.  

The world will not end with the passage of this legislation.  It will result in a fairer electoral system for Western 
Australia.  The people in the urban areas of Western Australia deserve to be treated equally.  I am sorry that I 
have to say that to people on the other side.  If Hon Derrick Tomlinson, Hon Barbara Scott, Hon Ray Halligan 
and others who represent metropolitan seats do not believe that the people they represent deserve fair 
representation, maybe they should fight for a rural seat.  Perhaps they do not want to a represent city seat.   

Hon Barry House:  They might win a seat on two per cent of the vote.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Good on them!  The people who are complaining about debating the third reading stage of 
the Bill have failed to understand that we need to balance the two principles that Hon Christine Sharp already 
described: equality and representation.  The Greens have tried hard to achieve that balance.   

Hon B.M. Scott:  What about fair representation?   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Hon Barbara Scott has raised the issue of fair representation.  The Greens spoke to the 
Australian Labor Party, the Liberal Party and to One Nation and put forward a proposition by which members 
could better represent people in country areas.  However, no member opposite wanted a balance; they said it was 
blackmail and they did not want it.   

Hon B.M. Scott:  Fair representation means a fair voice in the Parliament.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Fair representation does not mean a lot of people representing farmers but not townspeople in 
country towns.  Fair representation does not mean people who - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The speaker should address the Chair. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The member can tell the Chair what fair representation means.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I would delight in telling the President what fair representation means, but I think he may 
already understand that, unlike Hon Derrick Tomlinson, who has a bit of trouble with the concept.  Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson keeps changing his mind and the propositions he puts forward.   
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Explain it to me. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Explaining it to Hon Derrick Tomlinson may be a waste of time.  He would agree with me 
when I told him, but he would probably change his mind some time down the track, as he seems constantly to do 
in this debate.  He has no constancy whatsoever. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Test me. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  We are not testing; we are listening to an address by Hon Jim Scott.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  There seems to be some misunderstanding about who is speaking.   

I commend my colleague Hon Christine Sharp for the good work she has done to present the Greens’ views and 
to ensure that we enshrine two points of principle in this Bill that is hopefully about to pass its third reading.  I 
hope that the Hanrahan parties do their best to - 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  You are too clever.   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  It is good to get a compliment from Hon Murray Criddle, who thinks that I am clever.  That is 
very nice and is pleasing.  It certainly is better than the innuendoes made by one of the other members about 
sodomy and so on.   

Hon Barry House:  Don’t you like that analogy? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have been asked whether I liked the analogy that was used by Hon Barry House when he 
spoke about sodomising the House.  I did not think that the member had such a low opinion of himself as to put 
forward such a proposition.   

Hon Barry House:  You support that Act, don’t you?  We will find out in a couple of weeks.  What are you upset 
about? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  This is the third reading of the Electoral Amendment Bill. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have lived with the system, although I believed it could have been improved.  This 
legislation will do that if the third reading is passed and changes are made in the other place. 

Hon B.M. Scott interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I am sure Hon Kim Chance will agree that the people of Doodlakine are extremely fair.  We 
like to see equality in Doodlakine.  I do not know what it was like in Burracoppin.  We stayed there a bit longer 
than Hon Frank Hough did.  Obviously we impressed more with our fairness than did Hon Frank Hough, who 
left and unfortunately went down a bad path after a while.  The Greens (WA) believe in fairness, which is why I 
support the third reading of this Bill. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  Why do you think it is fair?  Have you explained why? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  We will not have a speech by interjection. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Thank you, Mr President.  I am trying to explain to members opposite that to dole out equal 
portions of something is usually considered to be fair.  I find it difficult to understand why members opposite do 
not see that the equality in the value of votes is fair.  Why is equality in the value of votes not fair?  I ask 
members who brought in their dictionaries to see what the words “fair” and “equal” mean.  I do not think it 
means to give four times the value of something to one person over another. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Do you not believe in your role in the upper House? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  My feelings about that are probably not as strong as those of my colleagues. 

Hon B.M. Scott interjected. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I do not think fairness means that we must elect Liberal, National Party or One Nation 
people.  It has nothing to do with that.  Fairness is about equal rights for all; it is not about politicians who may 
get some advantage from their policies.  Members opposite get a little confused sometimes about fairness 
because they see things from only their perspective. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  We do not see fairness in Caucus. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  We do not caucus either. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Don’t you go to caucus meetings? 
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Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, I do not attend caucus meetings.  Fairness means different things to different people.  It 
generally has most relevance to people’s own wellbeing. 

Hon Barry House:  Are you exempt from these principles? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes; it makes no difference to me whatsoever. 

Hon Barry House:  You are lilywhite and pure aren’t you? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes, I thank Hon Barry House for his fine comments.  For once, I totally agree with him. 

Hon Barry House:  You are a cynical hypocrite. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is unparliamentary and unbecoming. 

Hon Barry House:  I am just stating a fact. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I have come to expect unparliamentary remarks of that nature from members opposite.  When 
they have no weight to their argument, they call people names.  That will suffice from the other side for tonight.  
We have heard much name-calling, and not a great deal of substance in this debate.  We have heard much 
concern about how the country will be worse off with fewer conservative members in the Parliament.  I do not 
believe that this Bill will make a huge difference in how country-city relationships evolve.  Nor do I believe it 
will cause the decay of the economy in country areas to the advantage of the city.  The proof of the pudding is in 
the eating.  The three One Nation members spelt out tonight the disadvantages of life in the country.  The 
conservative members of Parliament who have complained sold Westrail and wanted to build the major roads in 
the city rather than in the country.  The conservatives voted in favour of selling the R&I Bank.  This city-based 
person voted against those issues.  It is not necessarily the case that someone who represents an urban area does 
not care about the country.  That is the most nonsensical argument I have heard.  All my colleagues have a great 
deal of concern about country areas.  However, they do not believe that representation by more National Party, 
Liberal Party or One Nation members will necessarily make it any better or any worse.  

Hon John Fischer:  I think it will be a very good thing. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I am sure Hon John Fischer thinks it will be a good thing.  I do not know whether he thinks 
an increased number of National Party members would be a good thing.  He may think that more One Nation 
members would be a good thing. 

Hon John Fischer:  You can perhaps check our preferences.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The passing of this Bill will do two things.  It will make the selection of members of the 
House of Government fairer, and it will conserve and strengthen the regional principles in the upper House.  
That will be good for the State, but I do not know whether it will be good for members opposite.  If they peddle a 
positive message to the community rather than whinge and carp like a group of Hanrahans, I am sure they will 
one day win more seats and get back into government.  Until then they should learn that five people do not run 
this House, as they claim; in fact a majority of votes passes legislation in this House and always has done.  
Without the majority, legislation would not be passed.  

A few untrue statements have been made by members opposite about the overwhelming power of the Greens 
over the Labor Party.  Although the Labor Party has had to amend its ideal position to pass the best legislation it 
thinks it can in this House, the Greens have tried to get what they think will be good legislation.  That is how 
democracy works.  When the votes are counted at the end of this debate the party or parties with the majority 
will have their way.  That is what democracy is all about.  People on the other side, thank goodness, do not get a 
vote weighting to allow them to outvote us with fewer numbers. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You do though, don’t you? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, I do not. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Yes, you do. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, I do not.  I do not get a vote weighting.  I have exactly the same as Hon Simon O’Brien.  
In fact, I got a lot more votes than he did - many times more. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Did you run on a ticket? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I did indeed. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  So did I. 
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Hon J.A. SCOTT:  However, Hon Simon O’Brien still got 200 personal votes, did he not?  Therefore, he can 
hardly talk.  Do not give us that rubbish. 

Hon B.M. Scott interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am not sure that that was relevant to the third reading. 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No.  The Greens are pleased that this Bill is going forward.  We look forward to the 
completion of the changes in the other place.  I support this Bill. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [10.00 pm]:  As a member for the South West Region, I will put 
two things on record.  First, it is a black day for country Western Australia.  The Bills passed today will affect 
the social fabric of our society, and this one will decimate the country.  The Greens are dribbling like Pavlov’s 
dog, waiting to get the spoils off the Labor Party, but they are spoiling the country in the process.  I find it 
amusing that Hon Christine Sharp says that if it were not for the Greens, eight members would be taken out of 
the upper House.  The upper House was never in the Labor Party’s equation, as far as I know.  Maybe in their 
deal the Labor Party said something to the Greens that we do not know about.  However, Labor was certainly 
talking only about reforming or reorganising the lower House.  Therefore, I find it funny that Hon Christine 
Sharp says that we should congratulate the Greens.  Hon Christine Sharp is a country member, but if this 
legislation goes through, I believe that she will probably run in the city and not care about the country.  She 
sometimes talks about consensus, yet in my area, in the timber industry, greens are chaining themselves to trees.   

The country area from which I come is decimated.  Four thousand people are out of work.  The Government 
closed 16 beds in the Albany Regional Hospital to save $859 000.  It does not appreciate what the country area is 
like.  During this debate, I have noticed that three-quarters of the Labor Party members have not even been in the 
Chamber.  Quorums have been called.  Government members laugh when a member on this side puts the 
country’s case to them.  Tonight, while one of our members was talking, Hon Tom Stephens lent over and 
grabbed Hon Nick Griffiths’ microphone and said something.  I heard that, but I did not say anything.  I do not 
think that was very parliamentary of him. 

I return to the one vote, one value issue.  This is about fairness in country areas.  This Bill is not fair.  Eight 
members will be taken out of the country, so that a city-dominated House can decide what happens in country 
areas.  That is not fair. 

HON W.N. STRETCH (South West) [10.04 pm]:  I am getting worried about myself because I agreed with a 
lot of what Hon Jim Scott said tonight.  The sun will come up in the morning, whether or not this legislation goes 
through.  The country will go on, because we are tougher than that.  The country will survive.  We have put up 
with Labor Governments before and with crazy, dogmatic things being put on us.  Prime Minister Whitlam tried 
to drive us all off our farms, but what he did was drive me, and a lot of people like me, into political 
organisations, and ultimately into Parliament, because I knew that another term of the Whitlam Government 
would put me off my farm because his policies were distinctly anti-farmer. 

When somebody said that the Bill had not been taken to the people, Hon Kim Chance responded that that was 
rubbish; it was nonsense.  The idea was not widely canvassed in the country before the election.  I was at a 
function in Collie at the weekend.  Despite the fact that Collie was held by a National Party member for a while, 
it is still essentially a Labor town, and now has a Labor member again. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The town has always been Labor, but the surrounding areas have voted for the 
conservatives. 

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  Yes, that is true.  I am one of those old-fashioned guys who has a lot of friends in the old 
Labor Party.  I can tell the Leader of the House that they are making comments like, “What the hell is the Labor 
Party doing?”  This is why I believe the Bill should not be read a third time.  Labor’s lifelong supporters are 
saying, “I will never join the Liberal Party, but I totally agree with it opposing this legislation, and some 
legislation that will follow it shortly.  I could never join the Liberal Party, but by hell I will never vote for the 
Labor Party while it goes on with this sort of nonsense.  Where is its priority?”  When Labor’s own supporters 
are saying that, how can we ignore 4 000 timber workers and their families in Manjimup while Labor takes away 
their parliamentary representation?  How can we ignore the further cutbacks at their hospital and in some of their 
teaching facilities when Labor is going on with this nonsense?  Do not tell me that this is not all happening 
without a fairly sizeable budget allocation.  Labor made a lot of fuss about what it called the mispriorities or 
misallocations of the previous Government.  Labor’s own people are asking me why it is doing this, and where is 
its mandate.  They say that they did not know they were getting up at five o’clock in the morning to put up signs 
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for that lot.  They say that they will not put up signs for the Labor Party again if it goes on like that.  They hope 
that there is a way that we can throw Labor out of government before it runs its term.  I am afraid I had to tell 
them that I knew of no device that could make that happen.   

The Labor Government is cleverly getting all its filthy legislation out of the way early in its term.  It learnt that 
lesson from previous Governments of the Labor persuasion. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Tell us about 1993. 

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  What do you want to know about 1993? 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I know all about 1993. 

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  I do too.  I wonder why Hon Nick Griffiths wants me to tell him. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  No, I don’t. 

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  You do not? 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I do not want you to tell me. 

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  Hon Nick Griffiths should not ask questions if he does not want answers.  It is wasting 
the House’s time.  He is out of order, and is trying to lead me out of order, because it is not relevant to the Bill.   

This Bill should not be read a third time, because Labor has no mandate for it.  There is no logic in it.  Other 
members and I have spoken about that before.  Labor does not practise one vote, one value in its own forums.  
Nobody has denied that.  This legislation does not introduce one vote, one value, because the Government has 
gone along with this incredible notion of dummy voters.  I do not believe a Bill should be read a third time when 
it contains provisions dealing with dummy voters.  What does that do for the tone of parliamentary 
representation?  The Government is well ahead of the pack.   

The movement of seats away from the country is probably an inevitability with a Labor Government.  Have 
members opposite thought about the effect that this legislation will have on their colleagues?  It will remove 
country members and their input will also disappear.  They might be replacing them with electronic wizardry, 
but will they get the same feedback in their party forum that people like Mick Murray and the member for 
Albany provide?  They tell their party when the people who are paying the bills to keep the ministers governing 
are hurting badly.  That feedback will no longer be available in the party forum.  It worries me that the Liberal 
Party will also suffer.  I accept that the Labor Party is not worried about those people because they are not 
numerically important, but, if it follows that line, it will pay the price.  If it is cut off from the input of rural 
members, it will do itself and the Opposition a great disservice.  More unfortunately, it will do the State a great 
disservice.  Those people do matter.  They make an enormous contribution to the welfare of the State of Western 
Australia.  

Country people will survive this.  We saw an enormous outpouring of anger after the Whitlam Government had 
been in office for a short time.  That Government showed new Administrations how to do all the dirty work in 
their first few months in office.  The Whitlam-Barnard Government did its damage during its first 60 days, 
interestingly without a Cabinet.  That might explain a few things. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do you mean getting our troops out of Vietnam and letting objectors out of jail? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I believe we are departing from the question that the Bill be read a third time.   

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  We are; I am being offered some interesting red herrings.  That is a debate for another 
day.   

I mentioned the 60-day early cleansing process because it highlights the indecent haste with which we are being 
asked to consider this legislation.  It also explains the Government’s reluctance to take the legislation to the 
people.  The people are demanding that.  My aforesaid friends in the Labor Party are saying that, if it is that 
crash hot, there will be no problems getting it through a referendum.  The minister has provided the reason that 
he will not take this legislation to a referendum - it might be rejected. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is a pretty good reason.   

Hon W.N. STRETCH:  From his point of view, it is a very good reason.  It is very much a question of objectivity 
and on which side of the fence one is sitting.  There is no question that 17 beats 16 under the rule that is often 
quoted by Minister Griffiths.  It is like rule .303 - it usually prevails.  That is what we will face in this House.   
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I have made a contribution to this debate to represent my constituents, the vast majority of whom are totally 
opposed to the Government’s electoral and social agenda.  I want that on the record.  My constituents expect me, 
as their representative, to put those views forward.  No-one has asked me to vote for the Electoral Amendment 
Bill.  I also want on the record that some card-carrying, lifelong members of the Labor Party have asked me to 
stop the Government because it has gone right off the rails.  Those people are entitled to have that on the record.  
The Government should look at its own house before it starts trying to lead us down the garden path.  That is 
why I do not think the Bill should be read a third time.   

As I have said, the sun will rise in the morning.  We will go on.  The Government will cause an enormous 
upsurge of anger in country areas.  That will be supported by the thinking people in the metropolitan area; most 
of whom realise that we are no longer a divided city-country community.  We are a totally integrated community 
and economy.  The metropolitan area needs us, and we need it.  It needs our produce and exports, and we need 
its services.  The tragedy of this legislation, and why I think it should not be read a third time, is that it is so 
divisive.  It is trying to set country people against city people.  It has effectively done that.  I suggested to people 
that they should oppose these things and do something about them, and they immediately asked what could be 
done.  I could not suggest much: ring their members, ring the Opposition, sign petitions and put forward their 
view as best they can.  That is sometimes very difficult for people in the country.  They have done their best.  I 
do not believe this Bill should be read a third time until it has been subjected to wider scrutiny, and until the 
Labor Party has taken it outside its own forums of electoral reform and insider dealing that say, “Win at any cost.  
Do whatever it takes.  If it means changing the electoral system to give us a chance of getting back into 
government next time, go for it chaps.  Do not worry about the people out there or the rank and file; we will get 
the unions to fix them.”  The Government should think of the people who are trying to earn a living in difficult 
times, in not only the country but also the city.  They do not want this.  They think its priorities are crazy.  I think 
its priorities are crazy.  However, 17-16 will prevail, and we will rely on the good sense of the Supreme Court to 
judge whether this legislation was fairly and reasonably put forward.  It will decide whether the artifices that 
were used to get this legislation through this House were fair, or whether the legislation will wither on the vine, 
as it should.  I totally oppose the third reading.   

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [10.18 pm]:  This is a very 
important Bill.  Like many members who have spoken on the third reading, I rarely speak on the third reading of 
Bills; however, this an important Bill and members on both sides of the House have made a number of 
observations about which I should comment.  In concluding his remarks, Hon Bill Stretch made reference to that 
very famous “standing order”, 17-16.  I understand that in the Liberal Party room there is another “standing 
order”; that is, 16-15 - 16 opposed to one vote, one value, and 15 in favour of it.  Guess which side won?  It was 
those members of the Liberal Party who are quite happy to continue with the current regime because it serves 
their own interests. 

Point of Order 
Hon W.N. STRETCH:  I believe the minister is misleading the House from a totally uninformed base.  I ask that 
he withdraw the reference.  I should know. 

The PRESIDENT:  There is no point of order, although it may be a point of correction. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  This is not about a division between country and city; it is about one vote, one value.  
Those opposite have continued with repetitious arguments about people in non-metropolitan Western Australia 
not having access to their members of Parliament on a face-to-face basis.  The simple fact of the matter is that 
people in metropolitan Western Australia do not have ready access to their members of Parliament on a face-to-
face basis by virtue of the sheer numbers of people in their electorates.  I note that members opposite had no 
regard whatsoever for non-metropolitan voters who live in urban areas.  They do not have a problem with 
distance.   

Those opposite are concerned, frankly, about their own political advantage.  I regret very much that they do not 
have the courage to mention it.  The simple and regrettable fact of life is that there is a disparity of services 
provided by government, and frankly provided by private enterprise, between various areas of the State.  That is 
due in part to the performance of Governments over time.  I note those opposite were in government over the 
past eight years. 

Hon Barry House had the gall to use the wealth argument as if non-metropolitan Western Australia was more 
important than metropolitan Western Australia. 
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Hon Barry House:  I did not say that at all.  You are blatantly misleading the House. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Hon George Cash very appropriately pointed out that the report of the committee that 
inquired into this matter unanimously condemned that argument.  Hon Barry House made reference to a linkage 
with other legislation.  There is no linkage, and there is no coalition between the Government and the Greens 
(WA).  I would have thought that was rather obvious from what has occurred during the course of this session of 
Parliament.  The fact of the matter is that Hon Barry House is really concerned about the electoral advantage of 
the Liberal Party, and particularly those members who represent country areas. 

Hon Christine Sharp in her comments pointed out the differences between the Australian Labor Party and the 
Greens.  I note that she clearly stated what her party will expect from the Australian Labor Party Government in 
due course. 

Those opposite have continued to make repetitious, tired old arguments about referenda.  The simple fact of the 
matter is those opposite’s predecessors, who put in place this system of malapportionment and vote weighting, 
this gerrymandered system, never once put that to a referendum. 

Hon George Cash and Hon Norman Moore made a number of references to legal argument.  The issues of legal 
argument will be dealt with elsewhere.  Hon Paddy Embry made his observations with great passion, as he is 
entitled to do.  I regret, however, and I say this with respect, that his observations are misplaced.  I very much 
enjoyed the speech of Hon Frank Hough.  I thank him for his comments.  I particularly note his consistency, in 
that he quoted himself twice.  It was a very interesting speech and most enjoyable.  Hon John Fischer raised the 
wealth argument.  I refer him to the fact that that argument was dismissed by the committee.  I note in that regard 
that one of his colleagues, Hon Paddy Embry, was on that committee.  He had no difficulty in dismissing the 
wealth argument.  Hon Jim Scott and Hon Robin Chapple made their point of view known.  I thank them for 
their support of the Bill.  I similarly thank Hon Robyn McSweeney for her observations, and likewise Hon 
Murray Criddle, who put forward his party’s point of view.  I thank Hon Ray Halligan for speaking on the issue 
and Hon Bill Stretch for his observations, which he has consistently put forward.  This is a good day for Western 
Australia.  The Bill will be a great Christmas present for this State.  I share the view of Hon Bill Stretch that the 
sun will shine very brightly tomorrow.  I think it will shine more brightly because of the passage of this Bill.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon G.T. Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon J.A. Scott Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Tom Stephens 
 

Noes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Ray Halligan Hon N F Moore Hon B.K. Donaldson  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien (Teller) 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon B.M. Scott 
Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon W N Stretch 

            

Pairs 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Alan Cadby 
 Hon Jon Ford Hon Peter Foss 
 Hon Kate Doust Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

Question thus passed. 
Point of Order 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  During the second reading debate Hon Peter Foss raised a point of order indicating that 
the Bill had not achieved an absolute majority, as required under section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act 
1947.  The President made certain comments.  Although I do not have a copy of the President’s comments, I 
think they were along the lines that the President did not intend to make a decision on this matter pending a 
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declaratory judgment or other decision of the Supreme Court on the question of law.  Will the President confirm 
to the House whether that is his position in respect of the vote on the third reading of the Bill, so that it can be 
recorded in Hansard? 

The PRESIDENT:  I confirm, as I indicated to the House, that the particular manner and form requirement that 
was arguably relevant to this Electoral Amendment Bill - that is, section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act 
1947 - did not require the President to act at either the second or third reading.  Section 13 was a particular 
requirement with respect to the presentation to the Governor or otherwise.  That particular requirement was met 
in the statement that I gave to the House which incorporated the Clerk’s letter and which indicated that he would 
seek a declaratory opinion from the Supreme Court before presenting the Bill to the Governor for his assent.  
That satisfies the requirements, in my opinion, of section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947, if it is indeed 
applicable.  There is no opportunity with respect to section 13 for me to intervene prior to the second or third 
reading stages.  The Bill will be now read a third time. 

Debate Resumed 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


