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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.34 pm]:  Before question time I mentioned that I had a copy of 
the Greens (WA) electoral reform position.  Hon Bruce Donaldson requested that I make some of the 
information available.  I have since spoken to Hon Christie Sharp and she is quite happy for me to release some 
of the information.  I think it is a public document anyway.  The document outlines the progress of the reforms 
that occurred in 2001 and 2002.  It goes on to state that the Greens’ proposal is limited by current political 
circumstances and is not their ideal model.  In the long-term they aim to see proportional presentation in a two-
tiered system with one federal government and bio-regional governments replacing state and local governments.  
That is an interesting idea. 
The document also outlines the Greens’ proposal for electoral reform.  It believes the proposed one vote, one 
value model will increase the number of metropolitan seats in the Legislative Assembly from 34 to 41 out of a 
total of 57 seats.  The Greens’ believe the Legislative Assembly is the people’s house under the Westminster 
system and therefore should give all people, no matter where they live, an equal say in determining the 
government.  There is a formula for the large-area allowance, which deals with electorates of 100 000 square 
kilometres or larger, of one per cent.  That differs from the Queensland model.  The document points out that the 
loading will probably affect six existing Assembly districts: Kimberley, Central Kimberley-Pilbara, North West 
Coastal, Murchison-Eyre, Kalgoorlie and Roe.  In points out that the Gallop government promised an exemption 
from the principle of one vote, one value for seats within the Mining and Pastoral Region so that the region is 
guaranteed five seats.  The Greens propose inserting a large-area formula, which will be applied statewide, as a 
fairer approach. 
It regards the Legislative Council as the state’s senate.  The upper house should reflect regional representation 
and, as such, it proposes a six by six model, with six regions each represented by six members.  There would be 
divided representation in the upper house on a 50-50 basis between the city and the country.  The document goes 
on to outline that.  To get to the point raised by Hon Bruce Donaldson, the benefits of the Greens’ Legislative 
Council model will be that it more closely follows the Senate model as it will have equal representation 
regardless of numbers.  The Senate has 12 representatives in each state and the proposed model will have six 
representatives in each region in Western Australia.  That will provide a different basis for representation for 
each house.  It will make the bicameral system more meaningful.  Although one vote, one value will determine 
the executive government, all regions of the state will have significant influence in the Parliament.  It does not 
make the current malapportionment any greater because there will still be the same balance of country versus 
city seats, which is currently 17 and 17.  It will change to 18 and 18.  The Greens propose a move towards the 
principle of bio-regionalism in which electoral boundaries are determined by ecological boundaries and regional 
identity.  The model will provide for a continuing role for minor parties and Independents in the Legislative 
Council. 
The document refers to ensuring fair representation in Western Australia.  It suggests that there be a review of 
the impact of one vote, one value on participatory democracy.  If we have to have a review, why do we have a 
review after it is implemented?  It would be far better to review the situation before that happened.  The 
suggestion is that the review be conducted by an independent body such as the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
to determine the logistical support required to ensure that all Western Australians have equal access to the 
member elected to represent them and to recommend methods of facilitating incredible participation in the 
democratic process.  It is suggested that the review should consider access to parliamentary representatives, 
methods of facilitating greater participation in the democratic process and ways to improve levels of enrolment 
to include all eligible voters.  The review should include evidence collected throughout the state and should 
consider, but not be limited to, establishing and staffing parliamentary access offices in the regional centres 
where constituents can have direct access to parliamentary representatives and obtain information on current 
government activities and undertakings and provide allowances for members’ staff to travel with, or on behalf 
of, members.   
The document also suggests immediate improvements in communications, and administrative and staffing 
facilities for remote, regional and large electoral districts that should be enhanced to include free telephone 
services to contact members of Parliament, free teleconferences using telecentres, free networking centres to be 
established where necessary, and additional staff.  Those are not my words.  I am outlining the proposal put 
forward by the Greens.  A couple of interesting things come out of that.  One is the idea of a two-tiered system 
comprising the federal government and regional governments.  I have great difficulty with that from the point of 



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

 p848c-893a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Barry House; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ray Halligan; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Bruce 

Donaldson; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Bill Stretch; 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

 [2] 

view of Western Australia, because we have enough interference from the federal government as it is.  We have 
proved that we can run our own business very well.   
The National Party invited Hon Alan Cadby to go to the Merredin electorate and have a look around.  That visit 
was reported on in an article in the latest edition of Elders Weekly.  The article also makes some suggestions 
about adding further seats to the city in order that more seats can be maintained in the country.  We considered 
that proposal, and we were left with the impression that three seats would go to the city and only one to the 
country, so perhaps there would not be an enormous benefit in that.  That formed part of the recommendations of 
the Commission on Government, and I know that Hon Alan Cadby had some discussions with the people in 
Merredin about that matter.  It was good that Hon Alan Cadby went to Merredin and experienced at first-hand 
some of the distances that country members need to travel to serve their electorates.  I gather that rather than 
running into some difficult situations, people put some propositions to him, and he was able to gain some 
understanding of what is happening in that electorate.  I hope that in some way his visit to Merredin will help to 
convince him that the current electoral system is fair, given that country members are required to do a great deal 
of extra work to service their electorate.  When we consider some of the city seats, vote weighting might not be 
the real issue, because seats in the metropolitan area could be distributed more evenly without making the huge 
changes that are proposed in this bill.   
I said earlier that we had some discussions with the Electoral Commission and got it to run a number of different 
scenarios and put in a number of different percentages to see what the outcomes would be.  I was surprised to 
find that not all the scenarios would be of benefit to us and that changes to the percentages would not alter the 
outcomes as much as we had thought they would.  Therefore, the recommendations that we thought we might 
make to the government and the Greens to assist in achieving better representation for country people did not 
quite come out in the way we thought they would.  However, we thank the Electoral Commission for that 
opportunity. 
We do not believe the title of the bill should be “One Vote One Value Bill 2005”.  We believe that in the long 
term the bill will be a huge variation from one vote, one value.  Also, the government is proposing amendments 
that will change the bill dramatically and put a different emphasis on the numbers by adding a couple of seats to 
the Legislative Assembly.  I will be interested to see how the government proposes to implement those 
amendments and whether another bill will need to be introduced in the other house and be finalised in this place 
before we can complete our discussions on this bill.  That will be an interesting exercise in itself. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It could be June before we get to that! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Members know that we will handle that in a way that is recognised by the 
Constitution and by the standing orders of both houses of this Parliament.  I will be watching that situation with 
interest.  The outcome of the bill - or bills, as the case may be - does not appropriately take into account the vast 
differential between metropolitan and country communities.  Although a one vote, one value system will provide 
voter equity, country constituents will be under-represented in this Parliament.  If that does happen, the state of 
Western Australia will be the worse for it, because we must always remember that although it is great to enjoy 
the facilities and opportunities that are offered in the Perth metropolitan area, many of those opportunities are not 
available in the country.  I reiterate the point that I made the other day.  At this time 3.3 million people live in 
country Australia.  In 30 or 40 years, about 2.1 million people will live in country Australia.  However, it is 
projected that the population of Australia at that time will be close to 34 million, so there will be a massive move 
away from the country.  That means that strong representation in country areas must be paramount.  The 
arrangements that are proposed to be put in place through this bill will result in the gradual erosion of the 
opportunity for representation by the people of regional and rural Western Australia in this Parliament.   
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.46 pm]:  I oppose the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  When I say I 
oppose the bill, the first question is what am I really opposing.  We are debating the One Vote One Value Bill.  
However, it seems as though the real debate is about what we are reading in the paper every day about the 
government’s proposal.  That is a very unsatisfactory - that is the most polite word I can use - way of doing 
business.  It is contemptuous of the processes of this Parliament.  It is contemptuous of fair and reasonable 
legislative practice.  I am not a lawyer, but I wonder how legal it is.  I guess that is also the point to which Hon 
Murray Criddle was alluding towards the end of his remarks.  Hopefully the government will outsmart itself by 
being just one or two bits too clever.  We are debating a bill that contains apples, but in a couple of weeks we 
will be asked to vote on a bill that contains some unknown oranges.  That is a totally unreasonable situation.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  But they are still part of the fruit salad. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Fruit salad is about right.  The title of the bill is “One Vote One Value Bill 2005”.  That 
is a very clever piece of titling.  I put it to members that it is deceptive and misleading.  In fact, it is offensive, 
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because although it portrays the motherhood statement of one vote, one value, it does not mean that.  The title is 
a misnomer.  The government should add to “One Vote One Value Bill 2005” the words “when it suits Labor 
and the Greens (WA)”.  That is how the title should read.  The title is not even consistent with the bill that we are 
debating and the proposals that are appearing in the paper.  That indicates clearly that the Labor Party and the 
Greens are prepared to adjust the principle of one vote, one value at their convenience, so long as it advantages 
them politically and disadvantages their political opponents; that is, the Liberal and National parties and other 
conservative parties in the political system.  
Let us make no pretence about the fact that this legislation is in this house for raw political purposes.  There is no 
other reason for its introduction.  Its purpose is to advantage the Labor Party and the Greens (WA).  It is not 
about fair and reasonable representation, which is what a representative democracy is supposed to be about.  It 
seeks to establish a system by which every region in this state, apart from the South West and Agricultural 
Regions, will get more members.  Obviously, as I am a member from the South West Region, that concerns me.  
Members might say that is not quite true, because what about the Mining and Pastoral Region?  The Mining and 
Pastoral Region stands to gain one extra member from this proposal, because it will get an extra member in the 
upper house.  Every metropolitan region will get extra members.  The losses will occur throughout the South 
West and Agricultural Regions.  They are effectively being gutted by these proposals.  If this legislation is 
passed, it will mean that in four years, at the next election, the non-Labor Parties - the Liberal Party in 
conjunction with the National Party - will have to win not four seats to win the government benches, as is the 
current situation, but at least 10, and probably 12, seats.  Those extra seats will be in metropolitan Western 
Australia, not country Western Australia.  That is the raw political equation.  Rather than having to win, say, four 
seats at the next election to win government, non-Labor members will have to win a dozen seats to win 
government.  We all know that will be a very difficult political task.  That is, of course, the sole objective of the 
government.  I have somewhere in my notes the exact quote, but it is true to the title of the book Whatever It 
Takes written by Graham Richardson, that well-known Labor powerbroker.  He espouses the view that it does 
not matter who Labor Party members deal with, what they say, what they commit, what they promise or who 
they sleep with, they should do whatever it takes to achieve their political objectives.  
This bill conveniently makes allowance for the Mining and Pastoral Region to retain five seats.  We all listened 
with much interest to the commitment made by Dr Gallop during the election campaign when he went to 
Kalgoorlie.  Many of us would have said, “Oh yes, good.”  However, that commitment will not amount to a row 
of beans when it comes to delivering on it if a suitable alternative presents itself.  Here we are now, presented 
with exactly that situation.  That sums up the Labor Party and, unfortunately, it sums up the Premier: he cannot 
be trusted.  That is a great pity for the state and for those of us who have known him for many years.  The raw 
reason behind that, of course, as has been expressed by other members, is that four out of five Mining and 
Pastoral Region seats are held by the Labor Party.  They are boosted by the Aboriginal vote, which heavily 
favours the Labor Party.  It largely excludes fly in, fly out people in those regions who might not vote for the 
Labor Party.  The only seat it does not have is Kalgoorlie, which it traditionally claimed it owned because of its 
mining town origins.  It is like Collie in the south west.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  They used to own it.  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Of course they did.  Historically, it has been a Labor Party seat.  The Labor Party lost 
that seat only because of a super bright, effective young man by the name of Matt Birney.  The same applies to 
Collie, in which there is a hard-core, rusted-on Labor vote, even though, in conversation, the people in Collie 
grudgingly admit that, in most respects, they do better out of a coalition government.  The coalition has actually 
done things for Collie; the Labor Party has talked about doing them.  However, we know that Collie electors will 
never change their vote.  The Labor Party is affronted by the fact that Kalgoorlie is not in its hands, so it has 
manufactured this deception - that is all it can be called - to strip away the small disadvantage in that region.  
That is the reason for the exclusion of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Many members in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region are city based, because that is the way the region operates.  The hub of the Mining and Pastoral 
Region is Perth.  Many people operate in that manner.  

Most seats in the south western Agricultural Region are, of course, Liberal or National Party seats.  The sell-out 
here is quite convenient because it will deliver a huge political advantage to the Labor Party.  In the south west, 
which concerns me directly, the Legislative Assembly numbers will be cut from 11 to who knows what - seven?  
It may even be down to six.  We should not forget the Greens’ proposal for the Legislative Council membership 
to adopt a six by six system, which will cut our representation in the south west by yet another member.  From 
18 members within the current boundaries of the south west, the number of members will be reduced to 
approximately 13, or perhaps 12.  In the Agricultural Region - other members can provide more accurate 
figures - the equation will be similar.  That region will receive some compensation under the Greens’ proposal of 
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six by six representation from the metropolitan and country regions by getting an extra Legislative Councillor.  I 
will say more about that proposal later.  It is complete nonsense to talk about regional representation being 
effected through the Legislative Council.  The Greens’ interest of course is in the six by six regions.  They 
cannot win seats in the Legislative Assembly.  Their political interest, of course, is to maintain the balance of 
power in this house, which they have done with five members in this current Parliament.  Even though they lost 
ground in the recent election, after 21 May they will maintain the balance of power with two members in this 
house.  That is all they seek to do, because it will give them an inordinate amount of power way above their vote.   

This legislation also highlights the system used to deliver the members of the Legislative Council.  In the past 
two elections, the method for electing the last member in most of the regions was, quite frankly, a bit of a raffle.  
It came down to preferences.  It was not the first, second or even the third preference.  Sometimes it was the 
twelfth or fifteenth preference that made all the difference.  Our side of politics - when I say our side of politics I 
do not mean the Liberal Party; I am referring to the conservative side - has been a bit careless in the past two 
elections.  It allocated preferences through One Nation in 2001, which delivered seats in this place to Hon Dee 
Margetts and Hon Robin Chapple.  At the last election, the National Party preferences delivered the last Greens 
seat in the south west to the Greens (WA) Party rather than a party more like-minded to the National Party, such 
as Family First.  That is a serious drift away from people’s mainstream philosophies.  

What is being proposed is bad enough in that it will decimate representation in the country, particularly in the 
South West and Agricultural Regions.  The moving of members of Parliament into the city is yet another matter.  
The city electorates of Nedlands, Fremantle and Victoria Park will all be decreased in size by about one-third, 
even though there is no call for that change in the community.  There is certainly no logical reason for the move 
as it will make the discrepancy in representation so much greater.  It has been forgotten in the context of this 
debate that Western Australia is demographically unique - this state is unlike anywhere else in the world.  Some 
outlying areas of Canada or Alaska may be used to make a comparison.  We are a vast state covering one-third 
of the continent of Australia, with three-quarters of the state’s population of two million people centred in the 
metropolitan areas around Perth.  Apart from Bunbury, Albany, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie and one or two areas 
approaching the metropolitan area, we do not have the large regional centres found in other states of Australia.  
Therefore, why do we need the same system as that used by everybody else in the world? 

The bottom line is that it is not healthy to have a system in which the vast majority of elected representatives 
have no connection to the diversity found in country Western Australia.  Without that connection, they have no 
understanding of the issues.  The furphy being promoted is that the Greens’ six-member plan solution will allow 
for greater rural representation.  That is a totally flawed argument.  The South West Region’s representation will 
be reduced from seven to six members, so that torpedos the argument in our region alone.  South west members 
and one or two other country members live and work in their electorates and try to ensure some regional 
representation in this Parliament.  We are being penalised for it; that is what this measure amounts to.  Members 
certainly cannot convince me that diminishing the ability of regional MPs to represent regions will be covered by 
the extra Legislative Councillors.   

Let us not forget to whom we all owe our existence in this place, too.  Our existence in this house is determined 
by our political parties.  Let us not bulldust about it; that is the fact of the matter.  In the Liberal Party, we go 
through a preselection process, and our ranking on the ticket as selected by the Liberal Party determines whether 
we are elected.  The Labor Party has the same sort of system, although it is more centralised than our system.  
The Labor Party candidate’s position on the ticket determines whether he or she is elected.  Greens members are 
elected purely by their political ideological interest, not on a regional basis at all.  Let us forget the nonsense that 
regional representation will be enhanced by new Legislative Councillors who will replace membership stripped 
out of the Legislative Assembly.  It is a completely flawed argument. 

Hon Christine Sharp made a point several times earlier that one vote, one value had always been the Greens’ 
rock-solid position, and she tried to emphasis that matter.  Frankly, that nearly made me puke.  The only rock-
solid position the Greens have demonstrated in this whole business is what is in it for them.  They have read 
Graham Richardson’s book, obviously.  They want the balance of power, and it seems they will do anything to 
achieve it.  At the end the day, Greens members represent their political interest, which is a narrow, selfish, 
minority ideology.  I am personally disappointed in Hon Christine Sharp because at the end of last year we 
debated legislation relating to the Wellington Discovery Forest.  I negotiated with Hon Christine Sharp and 
developed some respect for the fact she could be reasonable on that one issue.  We joined forces to ensure a 
section of the proposed Wellington National Park remained outside the park boundaries; this area was designated 
for its current purpose of research and education.  It was a sensible and good result.  I am very disappointed that 
she does not seem to have applied any of that logic to her consideration of these matters. 
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I now run through for members a bit of an education of what it is like to represent a country electorate.  Clearly 
many members in this place and in the government ranks in the other place do not know, do not understand or, 
worse still, do not care.  I refer especially to those government members who live in Perth and make occasional 
visits to the country with guest appearances here and there.  Country members spend large amounts of their time 
away from home, family and friends.  Country members rarely spend three nights in a row in the same bed - 

Several members interjected.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  All I get from that comment is hilarity.  If it were for those sorts of reasons, I probably 
would not mind!  The fact is that I rarely get to spend more than three nights in the same bed, whether it be my 
bed at home, my bed in Perth or a bed in a hotel somewhere or other.  I think members actually know what I am 
talking about.  Country members are constantly on the move.  In total, I make about 50 trips between the south 
west and Perth each year.  That is roughly a three-hour drive to Perth and back again.  It is usually in the early 
hours of the morning or late at night negotiating emus and kangaroos and tiredness and everything else that goes 
with it.  There is one commercial airline route in the south west, but that is to Albany, so that is not an option.  
As another member mentioned, public transport is not an option when representing rural areas, and that is 
particularly the case in my seat.  I cannot just jump on a bus to visit community A, B or C.  It does not work.  I 
drive 60 000 or 80 000 kilometres a year.  I do not have a driver; I drive myself, and I know other country 
members drive themselves.  In a different walk of life, that would be considered a full-time job on its own.  I 
wonder what our trade union friends would say about health and safety aspects if a driver were employed for 
such hours in industry and was then required to do all the extra work we do - that is, our electorate and 
parliamentary work.  

Another factor is that by and large country people are very community minded.  As they know their local 
members of Parliament, they expect contact.  They do not differentiate much between Council or Assembly 
members of Parliament or federal or state members.  If they know a member of Parliament, that is all they need 
to know.  They go to their member with any issue from solving the hole in the ozone layer to putting a patch of 
bitumen on the road outside their home.  They expect contact with their local member.  There are many centres 
to cover, and each has its own infrastructure needs.  I refer to constant demands to do with schools, both public 
and private.  Each of those centres has its own policing, health, transport, environmental, welfare and social 
issues, and I could go on.  Those centres are not just five kilometres away from each other so that I can just hop 
in my car and be at a different appointment 10 minutes later, as members in the metropolitan area can; they are 
two or three hours apart.   

I will give members a rough idea of my program for this coming weekend, and it is by no means different from 
what many other members will be doing or what I do normally.  At five o’clock tonight, I would have been 
preparing to drive back to the south west, because tomorrow I had arranged a series of meetings in and around 
my electorate office in Margaret River.  However, they have all had to be cancelled because we will sit 
tomorrow.  On Saturday I will attend an all-day dialogue with Bunbury workshop, which I am really looking 
forward to.  It is important.  Even though I have reservations about its effectiveness - it will simply be a placebo 
for real action on the greater Bunbury regional scheme - it will require me to be in Bunbury all day.  I will nip 
out for about half an hour at 11 o’clock to attend the funeral of a friend from Collie, whom I have known for a 
long time through our associations through cricket.  I have been President of the South West Cricket Association 
for the past 18 years.  I do that voluntarily; I do not have to do it, but I choose to do it because I am a member of 
the community.  On Saturday night I will attend two functions.  The first is a Bunbury City Council function, and 
I will leave that function early and drive back to Busselton to attend the presentation night of the Geographe Bay 
Yacht Club, because I am the patron of that organisation.   

Hon Frank Hough:  I tell you what; you’re lucky.  I’m going to miss golf tomorrow!   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Frankly, I can only dream about playing golf, but good luck to the member.  In some 
respects I will envy him in a month.  He will not have to make excuses to anybody; he will be able to play golf 
whenever he likes.   

On Sunday I plan to spend a couple of hours on personal business and checking the cattle on the farm, and I will 
spend the afternoon in the electorate office catching up on work that has built up over the past week or two.  On 
Monday in Busselton I will attend a tourism association launch at 10 o’clock and a meeting about the Busselton 
jetty and its needs at noon.  In the afternoon I will be back in Margaret River attending to some of the things I 
will miss out on tomorrow.  In the evening I will be in Augusta as the guest speaker of the Augusta Historical 
Society’s 175th anniversary of European settlement in Augusta.  That is pretty important to the people of 
Augusta.  I made a commitment several weeks ago to attend that function, not anticipating the shemozzle we are 
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involved in with extra sitting hours.  It will be pretty difficult.  When I finish there, I will have to drive to Perth 
and I will arrive about 2.00 am to be ready for Parliament the next day.   

Hon Paddy Embry interjected.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, I will probably go to sleep while I am on the road.   

The end result is that country electors need and expect to see their members of Parliament face to face.  I think I 
have about 17 electronic gadgets through which people can contact me, including a mobile phone, electorate 
office phone, laptop, fax machine and so on, but that becomes totally bewildering and unmanageable.  It 
certainly does not help members to manage their electorates.  It would help only if we had the extra resources of 
a couple of people to manage that for us.  We do not have those resources, and we are not likely to get them by 
the sound of it. 

I will briefly run through the circumstances of the electorate of Warren-Blackwood, just to give members an 
example of the sort of electorate that a lower house member must manage.  Of course, the member for Warren-
Blackwood is Paul Omodei, who is in addition the Deputy Leader of the Opposition with a whole range of 
parliamentary and policy responsibilities.  The size of that electorate will be doubled as a result of the legislative 
proposals in front of us.  Therefore, members may double the number of issues that I mention now.  The current 
boundaries encompass 10 local centres, all of which are different with their own individual characteristics.  The 
east and west of the electorate are clearly divided.  In the east is Manjimup, where the local member has had to 
deal with the difficulties associated with the changes in forest policy over the past few years.  That change in 
policy has led to the closure of many timber mills and resulted in many associated and allied businesses falling 
on tough times.  It has led to many people leaving the town, some with redundancy payouts and others with 
none.  It has always been a furphy that the tourist industry would soak up that labour pool.  Former residents of 
the town have been replaced with newcomers, which has resulted in a marked difference in the socioeconomic 
mix of the town.  This has affected schools, housing policies and a host of law and order issues.  Manjimup is 
also the centre of the horticultural industry that extends to the Scott coastal plain, and is one of the last broadacre 
farming opportunities in the state of Western Australia.  Farmers there also have problems associated with water 
availability and quality, and land use.  The Blackwood River is already saline.  There are enormous concerns and 
issues surrounding the Water Corporation’s proposal - it seems as though it has gone way beyond a proposal and 
is now a certainty - to mine water from the south west Yarragadee aquifer.  That is one of the issues that a local 
member must be across.  Associated with that issue are the agricultural and horticultural pursuits on the Scott 
coastal plain where individual operators either cannot get access to their own bores or are being asked to pay up 
to $20 000 for an exploratory bore to get water to service a dairy operation.  They will get a guarantee of only a 
two-year licence, if they are lucky.  What sort of tenure is that from any point of view?  Members may be able to 
understand that a local member must be across all those sorts of issues, plus a hundred more.  Other communities 
in that eastern side of the electorate, such as Pemberton, Nannup, Northcliffe and Bridgetown, all have their 
particular local issues.  How many members in this chamber know that there is a proposal to erect the world’s 
largest wooden clock in the town of Nannup?  Most members would say no, that they would not have a clue and 
that they do not care either, which is regrettable.  It happens to be a pretty important proposal for the tourism 
industry.  Local icons like that attract people to an area.  It will make an enormous difference to the local 
economy.  In Bridgetown-Greenbushes there are mining interests.   

On the western section of the Warren-Blackwood electorate, where there is a different scenario, Margaret River 
is the major centre.  Most members might visit Margaret River and think that it is all fun and wine, and that is as 
far as their interest in Margaret River goes.  However, the commitment to and understanding of the area by 
members who represent people who live and work in Margaret River must go a lot deeper.  That area has 
experienced very rapid growth, which brings with it all the conflicts that go with such rapid growth.  There is 
enormous diversity just in education facilities, for instance, between a state primary school right through to a 
tertiary institution such as the Margaret River Centre for Wine Excellence.  There is also in that area traditional 
broadacre farming - cattle, sheep and dairy - which has fallen on hard times.  Therefore, just in that one area 
there is enormous diversity and a range of issues.  Both the current and the former Minister for Fisheries in this 
place would be aware of an issue I have raised from time to time about the conflict between traditional users of 
the coastline and the influx in recent years of large numbers of cray boats.  Some work must be done by 
government, and government must understand the issues involved to resolve that conflict.  I am sure it can be 
resolved in the best interests of everybody with a bit of goodwill and hard work, but it cannot be resolved if 
members do not understand it.  It cannot be done if the representatives in that area do not know the people 
involved and do not live there, and just make a flying visit every now and again to troubleshoot the situation.  
That will not work.   
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There are all sorts of other issues there, of course, involving roadworks.  All the other small communities, such 
as Cowaramup, Witchcliffe, Karridale, Prevelly Park, Gracetown, Molloy Island and so on, have their own local 
issues and all demand time and commitment from their local member; and, of course, there is Augusta as well.  
Across all those communities are major issues, such as health services, education, law and order and transport 
services.  Each community has its own particular needs.  The trend in recent years has resulted in a decrease in 
services available to those areas.  Even Margaret River, a growing, vibrant town, has the threat over its head that 
the South West Area Health Service will not get together with local doctors who practise in obstetrics to 
negotiate a local roster system to protect people’s access to those services in Margaret River.  The health service 
refuses to negotiate with the doctors.  That is typical of the administration of the South West Area Health 
Service, which seems to suit the purposes of the Minister for Health, Mr McGinty, and the government.  It is 
blunt, it is arrogant, it is rude, it is distant and it does not suit a rural community.  However, it is a pretty serious 
issue to a local community if it is about to lose access to obstetric services in its own town.   

I have gone through all that history simply to make the comparison with city-based electorates.  I have 
mentioned a few of them before.  Fremantle, the Attorney General’s electorate, Nedlands and Victoria Park will 
be decreased in size by about one-third as a result of this legislation.  Those electorates, I suggest, are very 
manageable areas; they are easily accessed by their local member.  There is not the range and diversity of issues 
in those electorates that there is in country electorates.  There is certainly no difficulty in getting around a city-
based electorate to see all those issues, meet the people and get an understanding of what they want. 
Another aspect of this legislation is the requirement in the Constitution for an absolute majority.  The 
government tried to cheat last time and tried to slip it through with a simple majority.  However, it was caught 
out by the High Court and it was knocked on the head.  I can count to 18, like everyone else.  It simply means 
the government requires all of its current members - 12 Labor members - and five Greens (WA).  By the sound 
of it, it has the Greens stitched up - the tail is wagging the dog.  In addition, it needs the support of one 
Independent from this side of the house.  The government is seeking to gain the support of someone who is 
prepared to desert the principles on which he was elected to this place.  Once again, that is straight out of 
Graham Richardson’s book Whatever It Takes.  That person is Hon Alan Cadby.   
I had the privilege of sharing an office with Alan Cadby for a couple of years when he was first elected and we 
got on very well.  Like a lot of other members, I am very sad to see the situation that has developed since then.  
Regrettably, I have not had a close association with Alan in the past couple of years but I was rather concerned 
about a brief conservation I had with him late last year.  By way of conversation I asked him what his intentions 
were during the election and whether he intended to stand or what role he intended to play.  I was jolted when his 
short, sharp reply was, “Anything I can do to hurt the Liberal Party.”  That is where the conversation finished.  I 
put it to Mr Cadby - he is not in the chamber but I hope he reads these remarks - that neither the Liberal 
members in this chamber nor the vast bulk of the Liberal Party put him in the position in which he finds himself 
in this chamber.   
I respectfully put it to Mr Cadby that if revenge against the Liberal Party is his sole motive when it comes to how 
he votes on this issue, he has had his fair share of revenge.  The three main targets of his revenge were the 
Liberal Party’s former leader, Hon Colin Barnett, who did not succeed in winning the election; his chief of staff, 
Richard Ellis, who played a role in the internal politics of that region - he is unemployed, and if he is not he is 
certainly out of active politics as far as I know; and Colin Edwardes, who stood for and lost the seat of Kingsley.  
None of those three benefited by the situation.  I certainly hope that Mr Cadby considers this issue very carefully 
and does not take it out on the vast bulk of people who had nothing to do with the position in which he was 
placed.   

In summing up my arguments, representative democracy, which is what we are all about in this chamber, means 
electing to Parliament people who can adequately and fairly represent the full range of not only people, but also 
interests, businesses and other issues throughout the length and breadth of the whole of Western Australia.  It is 
not as simple as saying one vote, one value.  This legislation does not reflect it.  It departs from that principle not 
in a way that is fair and reasonable, but in a way that is purely political opportunism.   
It ironic that, just a couple of days ago, the former Queensland Premier, Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen, died.  He has 
been roundly criticised for many years, principally by the Labor Party, for gaining and maintaining power on the 
back of a gerrymander.  That gerrymander, incidentally, was instituted by the Labor Party in Queensland prior to 
Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen gaining power.  There is a bit of poetic justice in all that.  It is rather ironic that, in the 
week of his death, we are seeing in Western Australia the proposal to institute a system that is just as much a 
gerrymander as the system that existed in Queensland for all those years, and that the Labor Party so violently 
opposed.  That is all I want to say.  I oppose this bill in all its aspects, and whatever proposals seem to be floating 
around as reported in the Press, of which members, rather rudely, have not been informed.  Either way, I can 
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only see a very dangerous situation developing in Western Australia, with diminished country and regional 
representation, and a real threat to representative democracy.  

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.31 pm]:  We are discussing democracy, so a good way to 
start, and to get things in context, is with a quote from the former British Labour Prime Minister, Clement Atlee, 
that rings true about the Labor government’s efforts to bring in this legislation.  In 1957, Clement Atlee said - 

Democracy means government by discussion, but it is only effective if you can stop people talking.  
That is what this debate is about today - stopping people from talking, and reducing representation.  The 
principle of one vote, one value is easily sold.  It sounds fair and equitable.  The people who live in the more 
populated regions of Western Australia are easily misled by a deceitful government into believing that there is an 
over-representation of parliamentarians in the rural and remote regions of this state, and that this somehow gives 
them an unfair advantage.  The impact of one vote, one value on regional Western Australia can be likened to the 
push to centralised power and funding by the commonwealth government.  If responsibility for services such as 
education and health shift from the states to the commonwealth, those areas that are populous and well 
represented, such as Victoria and New South Wales, will be best placed to win the majority of funding.  If one 
vote, one value succeeds in Western Australia, the same will be true for the regions, and this will lead to a 
further decline in services.  A recent letter to The West Australian hit the nail on the head.  It was written by Mr 
Peter Forman of Williams.  It stated - 

If country vote weighting was really an issue, surely WA’s regions should be booming and boasting the 
best in transport, health and telecommunications infrastructure, when, in fact, the opposite is true.  

. . .  

Perhaps when there is equality between Perth and the regions on basic services, the State may be ready 
to embrace electoral equality.  

The concept currently is political manipulation at its best by a government with the sole intent of ensuring that it 
remains on the Treasury bench.  It is not about equality of voting, because the Labor Party has admitted, through 
the quarantining of electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region, that some will be more equal than others.  It is 
a bit like the old pig in Animal Farm: everybody will be equal, but some will be more equal than others.  This 
inequality is also evident in the suggested margins that will be permitted between each electorate. 

This is really a farce.  It is a smokescreen for retaining power into the future.  The Premier is on record as saying 
that any constitutional changes should be made by the people through a referendum process.  Why then, even 
after being reminded during the last debate about this concept, has he not gone to the people on this issue?  He 
had the opportunity to have a referendum, but he decided that he might not get the result he wanted, because 
most Western Australians understand the ethics of fairness and equality, and that is not the basis of this 
legislation.  In fact, any organisation today - a company or a voluntary body - that is governed by a constitution, 
can change its constitution only with the approval of the majority of members.  In many cases an absolute 
majority of up to 75 per cent of the members eligible to vote is required before an amendment can be 
implemented.  There is no doubt in my mind that any amendment to the state’s Constitution should also be 
implemented only when it has received an absolute majority of at least 66 per cent of the state’s voting 
population.  However, conversely “Good News” Geoff has also said that because abolishing vote weighting was 
part of Labor’s electoral agenda there will not be a referendum.  He wants to have a bet both ways, or perhaps it 
is just another of his promises that can be broken at whim.  We must also remember that the government made 
an election issue of reforming shopping hours, which was put to a referendum with a not surprising result.  
Again, why does the government not have the fortitude to put electoral reform issues to a referendum when it has 
already said that it would and when we have just witnessed another election issue being put to the public through 
a referendum? 

The Labor Party was very quiet about one vote, one value in the 2001 election.  During the recent election 
campaign it did not show its hand until late in the day, when it brought forward a promise to quarantine 
electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region from the concept being imposed on them.  The government claims 
that it has a mandate to bring about electoral change.  If this is so, then its mandate can be a reflection only of the 
promise it made during the 2005 state election that it would protect the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region as they are.  It would be clear to the most illiterate person why Labor has decided to quarantine seats in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region.  If one took a map of Western Australia and coloured in red the Labor-held 
Assembly seats and coloured in blue the conservative-held seats, one would find that red covers the whole of the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, with the exception of the seat of Kalgoorlie, because Labor holds all the seats in 
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that region.  Conversely, there is little Labor or Greens (WA) representation in the Agricultural and South West 
Regions. 

It is a wonder of wonders.  Labor does not want to touch its power base in the north.  In fact, it is more than 
likely that we will see further changes to the electoral boundaries of the five Mining and Pastoral Region seats as 
Labor attempts to strengthen its stranglehold on the north.  In doing so, it hopes to recapture the seat of the 
Leader of the Opposition, Matt Birney, by stealth.   

I have not had the benefit of looking at a map of the proposed seats.  In fact, members have not had the benefit of 
being advised of many of the changes through this legislation.  It is interesting to read in the newspaper of the 
expectations for the seat of Roe, which will expand into Merredin.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  The change to Kalgoorlie is occurring while Mr Birney is overseas representing the state. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I do not know that I will follow that line.  The seat of Roe has just been acquired by the 
Liberal Party.  Under the current boundaries, it looks as if though will hold it for a long time.  The expansion of 
that seat into the seat of Merredin will make it very likely that the National Party may regain that area.  That 
would definitely be to the advantage of the Labor Party.  This legislation will dispossess people in other non-
metropolitan regions from adequate representation in the Legislative Assembly by transferring seats from those 
regions to the city.  The high moral stance taken by the Premier on one vote, one value has been severely eroded 
by its promise to quarantine seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It has been suggested to me that, in pursuit 
of his philosophical belief, the Premier has stooped to political opportunism.  Quite frankly, I believe he was 
well and truly entrenched there.  I strongly suggest to “Good News” Geoff that he cannot have his cake and eat 
it.  He either admits that population alone should determine political representation or he agrees that other factors 
such as access to facilities, costs and distances etc should be taken into account in a similar way to what is done 
by the Grants Commission.  The hybrid beast that the government is now trying to breed is a combination of 
these mutually exclusive ideals.  It cannot achieve the equality that people espouse for it.  Similarly, if the Labor 
government’s concept is taken to its logical conclusion, it must also argue for a reduction in the number of 
senators to reflect the differences in population between the states.  Quite frankly, that would be extremely 
detrimental to Western Australia.  The government has justified the continuation of the one vote, one value 
madness by saying it has a mandate to impose it on the people Western Australia.  I disagree with that very 
strongly.  The government was elected with only 37 per cent of the vote in 2001 and with an average of 
approximately 43 per cent of the vote in the last election.  I do not believe that is a mandate.  The Labor 
government could perhaps claim that it has a majority but it certainly cannot claim that it has a mandate.  The 
figures mean that 63 per cent of the voting population in 2001 and 57 per cent in 2005 voted for other parties that 
did not have one vote, one value as part of their electoral platform.  This should induce a second look at the 
referendum issue.  Above all, we must remember that the Labor Party did not win the recent election - the 
coalition lost it.  Therefore, there must be a lesser claim to a mandate by Labor than if it had won the election off 
its own bat.  One of the critical elements in the loss was the stupidity of the National Party.  To put this into 
historical perspective, I will quote from a comment piece by Noel Crichton-Browne that was published in The 
West Australian of 17 August 2001.  It states - 

The National Party’s history on electoral matters has also been dominated by self-interest.  Its members 
crossed the floor and supported the Burke Labor government’s electoral changes believing they would 
permanently give it the balance of power.  Serendipitously, it was subsequently granted party status by 
the Labor government and all the benefits that flowed from it.  Ironically, it now threatens not to enter 
into a coalition with the Liberals if they flirt with electoral reform. 

The National Party also did business with Labor in Canberra.  In 1984, the Hawke government realised 
that an impending Federal redistribution was likely to disadvantage Labor.  It judged that this could be 
overcome by increasing the House of Representative seats from 125 to 148, which it believed would 
favour Labor in the subsequent redistribution.   

The National Party calculated that the proposal would also preserve a number of its seats and voted with 
Labor.  This decision not only guaranteed a Labor win at the next Federal election, but also dramatically 
and irreversibly altered the composition and role of the Senate.   

To illustrate the National Party’s role in electoral reform, I refer to a media statement issued by that party prior to 
the 1996 election and subsequently quoted by Jim McGinty in the Hansard of 8 August 2001, which states in 
part - 
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However, the Coalition parties have publicly acknowledged that a readjustment of the current level of 
weighting between the metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas in the Legislative Assembly will occur 
as our electoral system evolves.  

In principle, agreement has been reached on a system which would divide the State’s electoral 
enrolment by 57 and allow for a variation of plus or minus 20 per cent. 

The party’s intentions cannot be spelt out much clearer than that.  It is obvious that this government has used this 
policy as a launching pad for its own little game of one-upmanship.  Perhaps the people of regional WA should 
ask the National Party to explain the views of its previous leader, who clearly advocated on radio and television 
that the Legislative Council should be abolished, which would further deprive regional Western Australia of 
adequate representation.  However, this situation has led to why we are here today debating this stupid piece of 
legislation, which will do irreversible harm to Western Australia.  The Legislative Council is supposed to be a 
house of review; however, the preferential system now in place is weighted towards the major parties, which 
have hijacked the system for their own purposes.  If this government is serious about electoral reform, why has it 
not resolved the absolutely ridiculous system of preferential voting for Legislative Council seats under which 
one vote can have a greater value than one?  Nobody can say that he does not know about this, because I have 
spoken about it on a number of occasions in the house and in fact introduced a motion on the subject.  No doubt 
most members are also aware that Greg Smith spoke bitterly in his valedictory speech in 2001 about this cruel 
anomaly in the electoral system, which saw him voted out of office.  This government has had four years in 
which to correct this, but has instead chosen to promote ideology that will have an extremely adverse impact on 
people in regional Western Australia.  To take this a little further, if this government were really committed to 
electoral reform, it would abolish compulsory voting.  I often wonder why that has not been done, given that 
Australia is one of the few places in the world that embraces compulsory voting.   
Hon Christine Sharp:  Are you against that? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, I am. 
Hon Christine Sharp:  Why? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Because I do not believe that - 
Hon Paddy Embry:  That is a debate for another day. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, it is.  However, I am certainly opposed to it.  I know that people do not have to 
vote; all they must do is have their name ticked on the roll.  However, I do not believe that people should vote if 
they are not interested in the system.  I certainly believe that they should have the opportunity to vote, but I do 
not believe they should be forced to do so.  For a precedent for abolishing compulsory voting, we need look no 
further than our own local government elections.  If it is good enough for the goose, why is it not good enough 
for the gander?   

Hon Bill Stretch:  It is farcical that people have only to turn up and they don’t have to vote. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is right.  It is an absolute farce.  To follow on from Hon Chrissy Sharp’s 
interjection, I believe that we would get far better representation if the voting was conducted by people who are 
genuinely interested in the outcome and the process.  I believe it would be very different, even if we pretend for 
a moment that we operate on a moral and fair basis.  Quite frankly, the way it is done now is a joke and a farce, 
and this legislation promotes my thinking even further.  This state has vast distances and sparse population 
density.  That means that the reality in regional Western Australia is a lack of access to and contact with 
parliamentary representation.  This was recognised by the Premier during the state election campaign when he 
promised to maintain the current representation of the people in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  This region is 
the engine room of the economy of not only this state, but also the nation.  It has produced a huge resource boom 
that has created budget surpluses for both the nation and the state.  However, can we believe this government, or 
will this be another promise from the recent election campaign to be broken?  In saying that, I again point out 
that the government of “Good News” Gallop has become infamous for the number of promises from the previous 
election campaign that have been deliberately broken; and surprise, surprise, virtually 100 per cent of those 
broken promises impacted on regional Western Australia. 

It is an amazing concept - the way in which this government operates.  I remember a saying of Abraham Lincoln.  
He said about America that we can burn every city in the country, and the country will rebuild it; once we 
destroy the country, we have nothing.  What will one vote, one value mean to the people in rural and remote 
Western Australia?  Quite simply, it will mean extending the existing inequality of access to essential services 
that people living in the metropolitan area, and to a lesser extent those in the south west, take for granted.  This 
includes access to high schools for the children, access to doctors and hospitals, and access to the Internet, 
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power, water and so on.  The population drift to the city is being exacerbated by the lack of these essential 
services.  Where do people go when they become elderly or infirm, and limited services are available to them?  
They must move to a larger centre.  How do people in rural and remote WA ensure that their children gain 
access to secondary schooling?  They move to a larger centre.   

Earlier today Hon Derrick Tomlinson referred in his speech on the Address-in-Reply to population redistribution 
in the regions, and the dependency on natural resources such as water etc.  This legislation will certainly damage 
any progress in that area.  Very few people retire in towns such as Port Hedland for the simple reason that they 
cannot afford the cost of living there.  There is no equality across the board in Western Australia, and it is 
ridiculous to think that there is.  The sad reality is that one vote, one value is not fair and it is not just.   

For those who battle distance and geographic isolation, one vote, one value will not diminish their disadvantage 
but rather will increase it.  There will be fewer schools and hospitals.  The work force is increasingly being 
forced to fly in and fly out, or drive in and drive out, allowing the workers to work in the regions but their 
families to remain close to those necessary services.  The future for those living in the more isolated areas of 
Western Australia will be bleak, and their voice in Parliament will be irrelevant.  The money that they produce 
will be spent mainly in the city.  The few services that remain will be further rationalised and regionalised.  The 
government members who will be representing the Mining and Pastoral Region in the forthcoming Parliament 
are already Perth-based and have little or no connection with the region.  They have already proved that they do 
not understand the issues and will not stand up against party policy to protect the people whom they represent.  
The Labor Party’s lead ticket candidate -I congratulate her for getting in - put out a press release before the last 
election extolling the virtues of North West Cape and the reef, but claiming that the chemical run-off from the 
farming industries along the Ningaloo coast was wrecking the reef.  That is absolutely ridiculous.  Obviously she 
has never been to that area. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  But the damage is being done to only two plants at a time! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  There are not even many sheep there these days.  It is an absolute joke. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Who said that?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Shelley Archer.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I will need to have a word to her!   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is ridiculous.  It was printed in the Carnarvon paper.  It certainly does not engender 
confidence when people are obviously completely unaware of the region that they are elected to represent.  Who 
is really speaking on behalf of those people?  Does the government really believe that decreasing the vote of 
country people will solve the problem?  It will not meet their needs, and it will make it harder for them to receive 
the social justice that they deserve.   

The social capital of the regions continues to be eroded by government policies.  Regional road funding is being 
cut, and the substandard road system is increasing the difficulty of transporting goods both to and from the 
regions.  The city relies on the road network for food; the country relies on the road network for everything.  The 
Perth to Mandurah railway may benefit some commuters and shoppers, but road trains are the lifeline of the 
bush.  Will the government guarantee equity of access to secondary schooling for all children in rural and remote 
Western Australia?  Will the government support those students in their quest for higher or further education?  
Will the government guarantee dental services for all people in rural and remote Western Australia?  Will the 
government guarantee equity of access to health care, and reverse the current trend whereby people in the bush 
are dying at a younger age than their city counterparts due to lack of access to health services?  Will the 
government promise that there will be no reduction in any service currently available to people in the bush?  I 
am sure the government will promise to do that.  However, who will hold the government accountable to do 
that?  These empty promises will be made possible because there will be no-one to speak out, no-one to 
complain to and no voice in the Parliament.  One vote, one value will lead to the further neglect of country 
Western Australia.  It is neglected enough already.   
Labor’s true goal is to ensure its position in government at the expense of rural Western Australia.  This bill will 
give an electoral advantage to the Labor Party.  The public and the opposition do not want it.  The Greens appear 
to want only parts of it.  Only the Labor Party wants it, to achieve its own ends.  It has nothing to do with 
fairness.  The Labor Party is seeking to look after its members in Parliament so that it can enjoy the power and 
privileges of this place.  Why is the Labor Party promising to quarantine five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region from one vote, one value?  It is because the Labor Party holds four out of those five seats.  It is not about 
fairness and equity.  It is about Labor protecting its patch.  It is about Labor seeking to retain its electoral 
strength while at the same time eliminating the voter base of the opposition.  The Labor Party is not well 
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supported in the Agricultural Region, and it is seeking to redress that by disenfranchising those who live there.  
The Labor Party is serving its own ends in this legislation.  This legislation is all about Labor’s self-interest.  
Perhaps it is time to create two new states in Western Australia - northern Western Australia and southern 
Western Australia.  The north certainly has the resources to become an accountable and economically buoyant 
state, and it would certainly be more sympathetic to the needs of those who live there, and more generous in the 
provision of services and infrastructure.  I believe that prospect will gain support as a result of this unfair 
legislation. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Before the dinner suspension I referred to the self-interest of the Labor Party in the 
legislation it has put forward.  I said that perhaps it was time to create a new state in Western Australia, and 
perhaps it was time that some regional areas got their just due.  I also mentioned that the passing of this 
legislation would certainly generate a lot of support for ideas such as the creation of a new state.  I mentioned the 
north west and southern Western Australia.  My history is a little vague at the moment, unfortunately, but I recall 
that shortly before Federation there was a lot of talk in Australia, certainly in Western Australia, about the 
creation of a state called Auralia based around Kalgoorlie and the goldfields.  I am sure someone here has a 
better knowledge of that matter than mine.  I believe the vote that was taken in the formation of our Federation 
was extremely divisive.  Maybe the old Auralia or a state north of the twenty-sixth parallel may be considered.  
The economics and viability of that move are without question: Kalgoorlie probably has more wealth 
surrounding it and emanating from it today to the benefit of the state as a whole than was the case in the past.  It 
certainly has the infrastructure to be able to form itself into a legislative centre.  Kalgoorlie has the infrastructure 
to access the port at Esperance for its industry.  The wealth created at Kalgoorlie is primarily from mining, and I 
am certainly not talking about gold.  I mentioned the other day that to the north east of Kalgoorlie probably lies 
the biggest oil reserves in Western Australia, with a quantity of 300 million barrels.  In the north west of Western 
Australia in areas like the Kimberley are found minerals, horticulture, fishing - whatever members can name.  
We have been talking about the potential in the Kimberley for 40-odd years, and we have been talking about the 
potential for operations other than mining in the Pilbara; however, only one dollar in 800 goes back to the 
Pilbara from revenue raised for the state.  There is absolutely no doubt that these areas could be viable and 
economic and could run a thriving state.  The only thing these areas would be short of is the bulk of population.  
Certainly the people are there and, with their innovative, creative and get-on-with-it ideas, would count two to 
one over the people in other areas in Australia.  I am sure that the creation of one of these states would bring 
about the redistribution of population in Western Australia quicker than anything.  The environmental aspects of 
it would certainly benefit the country as well.  As I have mentioned, I believe that the prospect of this legislation 
will engender only support for ideas such as the one I have put forward.  Although some people may scoff at it, I 
assure members that a lot of people think about these types of ideas on a regular basis.   
Another old saying that comes to mind about this legislation is that the price of democracy requires eternal 
publicity.  Unfortunately, we do not get that in the manner or distribution of information that is required.  The 
information put out by the media about the actions in this place during debate on legislation leaves a lot to be 
desired.  It is an issue of very serious proportions that affects regional Western Australia.  The metropolitan area 
has the advantage of competitive radio stations.  It is continuously bombarded with news and talkback programs, 
which enable people to get off their chest what affects them.  In the north, talkback is Liam Bartlett or zilch, or 
maybe the occasional John Laws program that reports on what is happening in Sydney, which of course is 
extremely relevant - I am being facetious - to the north of Western Australia.  Frankly, the ABC is not my ABC.  
I would much rather have the choice of Bartlett or Paul Murray, and, in my view, Paul Murray would win every 
day.  I get sick of listening to someone who laughs at his own jokes all the time when the issues that people are 
interested in are centred on current affairs throughout the state.  That is another area in which regional Western 
Australia is discriminated against and disadvantaged.  I am not sure why 6PR does not have a licence to 
broadcast into the north west, but I am sure that if it did so, it would have a huge audience.  As I say, it would 
give people an opportunity to have a diversion from the biased rubbish that the ABC thumps out all the time.   

If passed, I believe this legislation will undoubtedly corrupt the democratic system in this state and will create 
more discrimination than it is supposedly designed to eliminate.  This government has promoted this legislation 
on the basis that it will provide a fair voice to everyone.  I do not believe that this legislation will achieve that 
ideal and at the same time I think it will decimate democracy.  With one vote, one value almost all the political 
power will be concentrated in Perth and all the country areas will be left out in the cold.  I do not need to go on 
and express the economic input that is derived by this state from the mining and other activities north of the 
twenty-sixth parallel and within the eastern goldfields centred around Kalgoorlie.  One-vote, one value will 
concentrate this power in Perth.  I believe very strongly that we need healthy and significant regional centres 
with industry and infrastructure to match. 
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I will finish off with one more quote, which has been around for a very long time.  Demosthenes lived between 
384 and 322BC.  He said that there is one safeguard that is an advantage and security for all, but especially to 
democracies, against despots.  What is it?  It is distrust.  I want to make it very clear that I distrust McGinty’s 
plots.  I will no doubt distrust them even more when they are put forward and I know exactly what they are; 
when we all know what we are actually meant to be debating.  I am unable to support this divisive and 
inequitable legislation.  I will vote accordingly at every opportunity I have.   

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [7.42 pm]:  As members may expect, I oppose this legislation 
and deplore the action of the government in bringing it forward.  The government has recalled Parliament at the 
earliest possible opportunity after the election.  In these circumstances we could have expected that the reason 
for the recall was to deal with some of Western Australia’s most critical needs.  It could have been that some 
new move was to take place to fix our health system, which everyone knows is in crisis.  It could have been to 
fix our prison system, which is in an even deeper crisis.  It could have been to restore law and order after 
outbreaks of hooliganism at a range of venues.  It could have been to initiate the reforms that the government 
proposes for our education system.  Unfortunately it was none of these.  Parliament has been recalled purely so 
that the government can take advantage of what it sees as a window of opportunity to press ahead with its one 
vote, one value legislation.  This is government opportunism at its worst.   

This legislation is not about achieving some dramatic change that will benefit all Western Australians.  On the 
contrary, it is about denying people in country Western Australia a fair voice in the governance of this state.  It is 
about trying to produce a voting system that will entrench Labor in power.  The government cannot claim any 
other motive for going down this particular path.  In fact, the government does not make any attempt to hide its 
real motives.  There is no better proof of this than its plan to quarantine the five Mining and Pastoral Region 
seats, of which it just happens to hold four.  Of course, the government will say that this is all coincidence, but it 
cannot claim the high moral ground on this issue.  On the principle of one vote, one value, it presents a plan to 
slice up country representation - an area where it holds only a few seats.  Then in the next breath it abandons this 
principle in which it professes to believe so strongly to benefit an area in which it would lose seats of its own.  
By its own hand the government has exposed itself as the complete hypocrite.  Whatever the merits of one vote, 
one value, the government has demonstrated that this matter of great principle is no more than political 
opportunism.  The government cannot have it both ways.  It cannot support one vote, one value in parts of the 
state but not in others and seriously expect the people of Western Australia to believe it supports this principle so 
deeply.  Yet, we have heard members of this Labor government say they have believed in this principle for 100 
years.  What they believe in is doing whatever they have need to do to remain in power, call it by whatever 
name.   

There is far more to the issue of people being represented in our Parliament than the one vote, one value 
catchcry.  Fairness must also be part of the guiding principles.  Is it fair to slash non-metropolitan representation?  
Is it fair to slash representation in country Western Australia by six seats and yet leave mining and pastoral seats 
unchanged at five?  Is it fair to boost the metropolitan representation to the extent that this legislation proposes?   

One vote, one value may be an easy slogan, but it does not tell the whole story.  The government claims to have 
a mandate to introduce this legislation; yet, where was the issue during the recent state election campaign?  Did 
the government tell the people that this so-called reform was its number one priority?  Did it tell the people it 
regarded one vote, one value as more important than health, education, law and order or our prison system, just 
to mention a few?  The answer of course is no, it did not.   

It hoped that the electors of Western Australia, especially country Western Australia, would forget this issue in 
the heat of the election battle.  The government has tried before to introduce one vote, one value legislation and 
honourable members will recall how it tried to circumvent the Constitution, even to the extent of wasting 
taxpayers’ money on an appeal to the High Court.   

This government will stop at nothing in its obsession of entrenching itself in power.  That is what it is - an 
obsession.  It has nothing whatever to do with fighting for a principle.  If principle were a guideline, the 
government would not come to this place with a proposal to quarantine a group of seats of which it holds all but 
one.  When it comes to electoral matters, this government has no principle.  Its agenda has nothing to do with 
giving Western Australians an improved voting system, but it does have everything to do with trying to make it 
easier for Labor to stay in power.   

The government has itself to blame for the ridiculous situation in which it now finds itself.  On the one hand it 
espouses the principle of one vote, one value, but on the other it denies the very principle on which it has based 
its argument by seeking to quarantine the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The government’s logic 
is that these areas deserve special consideration that override this cherished principle of one vote, one value.  
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This is precisely the same argument that we on this side of the house advance about the country electorates.  
There are other factors to be taken into account.  That is why we have consistently supported weighting the 
country vote. 

Let us take the government’s position a little further.  The government acknowledges the difficulties a member 
would encounter in trying to represent these vast areas.  The opposition agrees, but these difficulties are not 
confined to the Mining and Pastoral Region seats.  They are spread, to a greater or lesser degree, throughout all 
the non-metropolitan seats.  In the metropolitan area the time it generally takes a member to drive from one end 
of his or her electorate to the other can often be measured in minutes.  Under the one vote, one value legislation, 
metropolitan electorates will become even smaller, and non-metropolitan electorates much larger.  In many of 
these seats, the time taken to get from one end to the other can already be measured in hours rather than minutes, 
and that time will only become longer under the government’s legislation.  Why should a non-metropolitan 
member need hours to reach an elector, or why should an elector need hours to reach his or her member?  The 
broadacre farming districts, such as those found in the electorates of Roe and Moore, have a constant thin spread 
of voters, most of whom can be reached only by road.  Why does the government not acknowledge that seats 
such as these have similar problems to those experienced in the Mining and Pastoral Region?  Why does the 
government recognise the problems of one area and not another?  Does the government believe this is fair?  Is 
this a real reflection of the value it places on people living outside the metropolitan area? 

I recently received a letter on the issue of electoral reform from Mr Graham Hawkes.  I am sure other members 
received similar correspondence, and that Mr Hawkes’ name is well known to many in this chamber.  Mr 
Hawkes is a supporter of the principle of equal representation, but even he disapproves of the proposal to exempt 
the Mining and Pastoral Region seats.  He described this proposed quarantine as an unfortunate deviation from 
the principles of equal representation, and the impartial drawing of electoral boundaries.  In fact, Mr Hawkes 
goes further.  He then said that it is not a healthy situation for democracy when governments seek to favour 
certain electors above others.  That is precisely what this legislation is all about: seeking to favour certain 
electors above others. 

Nearly 10 years ago the Commission on Government recommended the abolition of the present system of 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan zones for the Legislative Assembly.  It wanted a maximum 15 per cent 
variation from the quota.  This variation, it said, should be based primarily on communities of interest.  It 
regarded means of communication and distance from Perth, geographical features and existing boundaries of 
regions and districts as only secondary criteria.  These are fundamental points about which the commission got it 
wrong.  Means of communication are critical, and the commission’s suggestions for things such as free 
telephone services and extra electorate offices will not really resolve the basic problems, nor will its quaint 
notion of appointing agents to act as contact points for members.  Electors have a right to see their member of 
Parliament, and we should be making that easier and not more difficult.  

The Commission on Government recommended that ticket voting for the Legislative Council be abolished.  
Ticket voting may not offer a perfect solution but it represents a better option than the alternative.  Without ticket 
voting the risk of even more informal votes will be far, far greater.  Just imagine the scenario if electors were 
forced to number every box on their council ballot paper when, as we know already, there can be literally dozens 
of candidates.  It is hard to think of a more guaranteed way to confuse electors.  The commission supports the 
principle of compulsory voting, but it does not extend that to trying to ascertain voters’ preferences.  In the 
Legislative Council it argues in favour of optional preferential voting.  That, of course, is only one step away 
from first-past-the-post voting and that is a system that does not truly reflect the wishes of the electorate.  The 
Country Regions Council of Western Australia is another to have written to members expressing its concern 
about the government legislation.  In its words, the government is trying to white-ant the electoral system, 
including wide country representation, in the interests of party politics.  It continues by saying that the city and 
the country are the overall components of the state, and the welfare of the city is also paramount in the minds of 
rural electors.  Economics and remoteness, as well as population density, are all equally important for balanced 
development.  What the Gallop government is proposing to do will do nothing to stem the rural decline presently 
being experienced and can only contribute further to political polarisation.  The council also supports the view I 
have already expressed, that transferring more Legislative Assembly seats to the metropolitan area is nothing 
more than blatant political hypocrisy.  The government would have us believe that it wants everyone to be equal, 
except that it wants some to be more equal than others.  The government’s own media release simply highlights 
this hypocrisy, this complete double standard. 

The Attorney General, the Minister for Electoral Affairs, Hon Jim McGinty had the audacity to have included in 
his press release a sentence that states that vote weighting is corrupt and cannot be justified.  What does he then 
do?  He proceeds to try to advance the argument for protecting the mining and pastoral seats.  Vote weighting is 
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corrupt, except when this Labor government says it is not.  If the government believes so strongly that it is right, 
it should accept the challenge to put this issue to a referendum.  The real question everyone should ask 
themselves is whether they agree with the proposition that there should be 41 metropolitan seats in the 
Legislative Assembly and only 16 from the country and remote regions, because that is just how much this 
government wants to decimate non-metropolitan representation, no matter how it tries to dress things up.  What 
will happen under the government legislation?  We believe that another bill may be brought into this place.  In 
fact, on the news tonight I heard that that other bill will be introduced in the Assembly next Tuesday.  We are not 
getting much information out of this government, but we hear it on the radio, and of course we read in the 
newspapers last night about some of the things the government is proposing.  Which seats will go and which will 
stay, albeit in a vastly different form?  The most obvious course of action is that seats based in rural cities such 
as Geraldton, Albany, Bunbury and Mandurah will remain.  Others that do not have such a major centre may be 
most at risk.  Whatever the final outcome one thing is certain: seats will vanish in the Agricultural Region and in 
the South West Region.  All of this is on the spurious claim that one vote, one value will produce equal 
representation throughout the state - except for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  What will happen to the five 
seats in that region?  As far as this bill is concerned, the government is silent.  It is leaving the door open for the 
five seats to be manipulated any way it wants; to have five seats with whatever numerical discrepancies it wants.  
If Labor were even remotely serious about the principle of one vote, one value, it could apply it within the 
quarantined area. 
As I have already indicated, these are valid arguments for extending the government’s quarantine to the 
Agricultural and South West Regions in addition to the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The electors of Western 
Australia are entitled to equal opportunity of representation or at least something recognising their entitlement to 
reasonable access to their local member.  Labor would also have us believe that the one vote, one value concept 
has been ALP mantra forever.  It has been said before but it needs to be said again that the truth is somewhat 
different.  In 1947 the then the Labor leader Frank Wise, a member of this house, described one vote, one value 
as “evil”.  Bert Hawke, a Labor Premier for six years during the 1950s, once said that he opposed one vote, one 
value because it was a travesty of justice and it inflicted upon people in districts far removed from the 
metropolitan area a penalty they did not deserve to suffer.  He went even further by saying that he cared not 
whether the government was Labor or anti-Labor; or whether the majority of the members of the Assembly were 
Labor or anti-Labor; but if such a majority came from the metropolitan area then as surely as night followed day 
there would be intensive centralisation. 
Labor support for this magnificent principle does not extend to its own party rules, in which the unions control a 
massive 60 per cent of voting rights.  Again, the government tries to claim a mandate.  Try telling that to the 
electors in country WA who voted on the issue. 
In the country Labor and the Greens lost ground and Labor lost votes.  In the three non-metropolitan Legislative 
Council regions, Labor received only 35.5 per cent of the valid primary votes and the Greens received 6.6 per 
cent.  That is a combined total of only 42.1 per cent.  The Liberal Party received 38.5 per cent and the National 
Party 8.6 per cent, which is a combined total of 47.1 per cent.  That does not take into account the votes for 
Family First, the Christian Democrats, the New Country Party or One Nation.  The situation in the 23 Assembly 
seats was even more pronounced.  Labor received only 31.4 per cent of the valid primary votes and the Greens 
received 5.1 per cent, which is a combined total of 36.5 per cent.  The Liberal Party received 36.3 per cent and 
the Nationals received 14.6 per cent, which is a total of 50.9 per cent without any of the minor parties being 
considered.  In the areas where one vote, one value was fought as an election issue, Labor was left trailing badly.  
Given the figures I have quoted, the government clearly cannot claim a mandate.  The only reason that Labor 
was not able to succeed with its legislation previously was that it could not obtain an absolute majority of 
members in both houses.  There is no need to trace the history of its abortive attempt during the previous term, 
other than to say that it used taxpayers’ funds to take the issue to the High Court.  Having failed on that occasion, 
it now wants to try again.   
Labor has already demonstrated that it is prepared to use every trick in the book, and probably a few that are not, 
to get where it wants to go.  It is not really interested in the niceties; it is interested only in the outcome.  
However, the people of Western Australia deserve better.  They are entitled to expect better from their 
government.  They are entitled to expect the government that they have elected to direct its energies to the big 
picture - that is, to the real issues of law and order, our prison system, health and education - and not to just try to 
further its political agenda.  There are innumerable issues on which this government should be concentrating.  
Unfortunately, it has decided that, given this window of opportunity, it will go down the path of trying to force 
this so-called one vote, one value on the people of Western Australia.  Other members have argued that the name 
of the bill is incorrect.  I entirely agree with them.  The bill has nothing to do with one vote, one value.  It is 
hypocrisy.   
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If I am talking about hypocrites, I will have to talk about the Greens (WA).  In a newspaper article dated 
Monday, 25 April, Anzac Day - what a time for it to come up - Hon Christine Sharp was quoted as saying -  

I’m told that technically gags aren’t quite as appalling as guillotines . . .  
They are not quite as appalling?  So they are both appalling, but she will accept both of them!  That is absolutely 
wonderful stuff!  I am fully aware that the Leader of the House has changed his mind, although who knows what 
might happen in the future?  He was quoted in the same article as saying that the government would use the gag, 
albeit reluctantly.  What a wonderful thing to say.  That lets the government off the hook and it lets the Leader of 
the House off the hook - albeit reluctantly.  If the gag is used, it means that the government was forced to do it.  
It says that it does not want to do that and that it has not used it in the past, but it could be forced to do so.  The 
Leader of the House should stand and say that if the necessity arises, the government will do that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  What do you mean we haven’t done it in the past?  We used the guillotine twice in the last 
government. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  When?  The Leader of the House did?   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, with your consent and approval - for Jess’s law and the reserves bill.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is not a guillotine if both sides of the house agree on something. 

Hon Kim Chance:  A guillotine is a guillotine.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We will take up that matter at another time.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The Greens opposed us on both occasions, I might add.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I do not consider it to be a guillotine if we both agree on a motion.  If we vote against 
the government, and the government stops debate, it is a different matter entirely.   

Hon Kim Chance:  So it’s moral if you agree and it’s bad if you don’t!   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Not at all. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It’s all right.  It just saves us wearing white hats and blacks hats, that’s all.  We can work out 
that it’s the good guys over there and the bad guys over here.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The Leader of the House can wear his red hat and the hammer and sickle.   

We are fully aware that the Greens have another agenda.  They have stated that this is not their ideal model.  
They have advocated, and no doubt continue to advocate, the adoption of two-tiered government for Australia; 
that is, a central commonwealth government with bioregional structures to merge and replace state and local 
governments.  I was interested to see the comments that Hon Chrissy Sharp made to the Shed a Tier Congress in 
March 2003.  On that particular issue, she said -  

The critical question for constitutional theory is what is the optimum size at which to set the bio-
regions.  My suggestion would be not too small, that is to base the boundaries on climatic zones which 
tend to reflect predominant land use and community of interest, with only boundary detail defined by 
water catchments.   

It will be interesting to see where Hon Chrissy Sharp believes those boundaries should be. 

That was interesting, so I went a little further on this issue of bioregions and found an article headed “Urban 
Ecology Australia - EcoCity 2”.  I am sure that Hon Chrissy Sharp will have some idea about this.  The article 
was written by a Shann Turnbull.  It looks as though this might have something to do with a conference in 
Adelaide in April 1992.  Shann Turnbull wrote a paper headed “Ecological Economics”.  The reason I am 
bringing this into the debate is that I believe it is part of the bioregional structures, and therefore we will have 
some idea of where the Greens are coming from.  It states -  

In an ecological economy, the existing static, monopoly, perpetual rules for owning land and businesses 
would be replaced with dynamic, co-ownership, time limited tenure.  Dynamic tenure would enable 
every bioregion of the planet to become locally owned and controlled by the local stakeholders. 

It goes on to say -  

Ecocities would have their own currencies and be composed of self-financing and so politically self-
governing communities.   

That is a very interesting concept.  Further still, it goes on to say -  
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For humanity to live lightly on the planet and nurture nature, the economic activities in each bio-region 
will need to be tailor made to the needs of the local environment.  Ideally, this would mean that the 
majority of the food, shelter and clothing used in each bio-region would be produced in the region as it 
was in the pre-industrial societies. 

We are certainly going back some considerable way, are we not? 

Hon Christine Sharp:  We have not brought Aboriginal people into the debate yet.  Perhaps we should. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  For any particular reason? 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Because the notion of caring for country is also very fundamental to this way of 
thinking. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It has been around for thousands of years.  I think it is going reasonably well today.  I 
will continue -  

For economic activities to be based upon and have their nature be determined by their host bio-region, 
all activities will need to be controlled by agents residing within the bio-region.  In other words, an 
ecological economy will require local ownership and control of all its land, enterprises and money.  
External ownership and control of land, enterprise, money and credit would frustrate self-correcting 
feedback mechanisms to nurture the environment. 

However, while local ownership and control are necessary they are not sufficient.  The nature of control 
must be such that it acts to conserve rather than destroy the environment.  To motivate people to 
conserve rather than exploit the material world, new rules are required for the creation of money and 
new rules are required for individuals to obtain rights to own and control land or enterprises.   

It is a completely new world that started I do not know how many centuries ago.  It continues -  

Modern money is not related to nature.  While money is used to allocate resources to exploit the 
environment, the characteristics of money are not determined by its environment.  There is thus no 
feedback mechanism for money to be a self-correcting agent in nurturing nature.   

Because the modern forms of money are not related to nature, the volume and cost of money has no 
natural limits.  Modern money is a completely artificial concept created by governments.  We need a 
new type of money which is tied to nature by being defined in terms of the economic values created by 
nature.  This would create an automatic self-limiting and so self-correcting feedback mechanism 
between economic activities and the environment.   

There is much more in this document, but I do not think I need go further at this time.  The Labor government is 
in bed with these people.  The Labor Party is kowtowing to these people.  The Greens have an agenda, and the 
Labor Party is assisting them with that agenda.   

I have a copy of a document that some members on this side of the chamber have been able to obtain.  We do not 
know exactly where it is from.  I understand it may be from the Electoral Commission.  A number of maps are 
attached to this document.  Some of the maps are dated Thursday 14 April this year.  The page particular page to 
which I want to refer has figures on it and is dated 19 April this year.  It refers to the state being divided into 59 
districts with a 1.5 per cent large-area allowance.  When we think about 1.5 per cent, philosophically we think it 
is not a great deal.  However, it depends on what that 1.5 per cent applies to.  In this case, it applies to an area of 
land.  That 1.5 five per cent calculation is then is converted into dummy voters. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Imaginary voters.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is that what it is?  Imaginary voters.  

The note on the footer of this document says “Case 11”.  Am I to assume there are at least 10 other cases and 
there may well have been more after this case, or is this just the one that has been chosen? 

Hon Norman Moore:  They work out the outcome first and then the formula to achieve it. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The Leader of the Opposition is absolutely right.  I was interested to find in this 
document that the total number of new voters - voters who cannot sign their name - is 36 525.  The top of the 
document deals with state enrolment and states that there are 325 827 voters in the country.  Therefore, with the 
stroke of a pen, the number of voters in the non-metropolitan region will increase by 11.2 per cent.  That is not a 
bad effort.  Forget about the 1.5 per cent.  The number of voters will increase by 11.2 per cent.  In the regions in 
which this allowance will be provided - the Mining and Pastoral Region, and two districts within the Agricultural 
Region - the number of voters will increase by 23.6 per cent, 36 000 of whom, as I have said, cannot sign their 
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name.  If we look just at the seven districts - the five in the Mining and Pastoral Region and the two in the 
Agricultural Region - that are to receive these additional votes, the number of voters will increase by 33.6 per 
cent.  It all sounded well and good when we were talking about just a 1.5 per cent allowance, but it will increase 
the numbers in the districts by 33.6 per cent.  That is a gerrymander no matter which way members look at it.  It 
is definitely a gerrymander that this government is perpetuating.  Is that what Hon Christine Sharp calls one vote, 
one value?  There are 108 584 electors in the seven districts, and another 36 525 are to be dumped into those 
districts.  Is that one vote, one value?  Is that fair?  I suggest that if the government and the Greens believe that is 
fair, they will be out of step with many people.  This measure has nothing to do with one vote, one value, but has 
everything to do with a gerrymander that will provide this government with every opportunity to remain in 
power.  It is not designed to give the people of Western Australia, particularly those in regional Western 
Australia, the fairness they deserve. 
As already mentioned, another bill will have to come into this place.  It would appear that yet again, as we have 
seen repeatedly, the government has acted in haste in taking what it believed to be a window of opportunity: 
“Let’s get it started, keep our fingers crossed and hope for the best.”  That is the way members opposite govern 
this state.  They can be very thankful for the goods and services tax and the economic activity within the state 
that has provided the government with moneys through stamp duties.  Members opposite would call it 
management; I would call it something else, but it is a word I would not like to see recorded in Hansard.   

We have before us the One Vote One Value Bill, but we are unsure how it will fit with the other bill that, 
according to what we have heard, will be required to provide whatever it is that the government has agreed to 
with the Greens.  We are debating the One Vote One Value Bill.  It will be very interesting to see what happens 
when we reach the committee stage.  The bill refers to 57 seats in the Legislative Assembly and members know 
full well, at least according to media reports, that the government has agreed to have 59 seats in the lower house.  
It will be very interesting indeed to hear how the government explains itself, and how it proposes to progress this 
legislation to achieve the outcomes that it and the Greens are after.  It is a great pity that the government did not 
go down the same path it followed with retail trading hours and take this most important issue to the people - the 
people who matter.   
This government has proved time and again that political expediency is its catchcry: it will do whatever is 
necessary with whomever is necessary, and give in on certain things, just to keep itself in power.  It has 
absolutely nothing to do with doing the right thing by the people of Western Australia, and particularly the 
people in regional Western Australia.   
HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [8.25 pm]:  I will make a contribution to the debate on the One Vote 
One Value Bill.  This debate has been going on for four years or so.  While I was thinking about the bill today, I 
wondered how I could equate it to what is going on currently.  It is funny the things that run through a person’s 
mind.  I thought about the nine Bali drug couriers.  They will have to go through a trial for being caught with 
drugs strapped to them, and then they could possibly be shot to death.  We have been debating this issue for 
some time now, and we will continue to debate it for another day or so, and then we will be shot to death.  I have 
listened to all the arguments of members, and they are fantastic.  However, at the end of the day, boys and girls, 
we are all going to hang.  It is as simple as that.  Eighteen beats 16, and unless someone comes up with a 
magnificent argument, or euthanases Hon Alan Cadby and the Greens (WA), the debate will continue and the 
legislation will pass.  I have visited people in the Agricultural Region and they have all said how tragic one vote, 
one value is, and I agree with them.  I kept one copy of my maiden speech; most of them sold out!  I got only a 
thousand copies.  Luckily I have lots of friends!  In my maiden speech I stated -  

One vote, one value in Western Australia is a mindless attempt to reduce country people’s vote to a 
value of nothing.  The Labor Party, the pariahs of one vote, one value, have in fact within their own 
party one vote, no value.  Individual Labor Party members are told how to vote, without allowing them 
to exercise their democratic right.  

Look at me and my two colleagues.  There are 34 members in this chamber, and we are talking about one vote, 
one value.  No-one has ever come to us and said, “What do you three feel about one vote, one value?  Are you 
going to vote for it or against it?”  Do I know what this legislation is about?  No, I do not.  I asked the minister 
tonight what the one vote, one value legislation is about.  I mean no disrespect to the minister, but he did not 
know either.  He said, “We will run along with the vision of the other one, but there is another one coming 
through but I don’t know what it is.”  Consequently, I am now standing here like a buffoon talking about one 
vote, no value.  Here we are, Devil, the Phantom and Mr Walker - the ghost who walks and never dies.  Of the 
34 members, three of us have never been spoken to or consulted in four years.  In my first two years in this 
place, I used to go into the dining room with my two colleagues, Hon John Fischer and Hon Paddy Embry, and 
other members would walk past us with their heads down just in case we invited them to join us.  They were 
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frightened and would just walk past us in the dining room.  Everyone thought we had two heads!  I can see Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich waving.  The minister is a magnificent person.  She went out of her way to be pleasant.  The 
Leader of the House has called us a breath of fresh air, and I agree with him.  Hon George Cash went out of his 
way to help me.  I must admit that he turned into a grumpy old man occasionally, but he was very helpful.  
Hon George Cash:  Hear, hear!  Can you just repeat that?   
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Talking of courage, as members know, I have been a critic of the Greens.  It is not the 
Greens members I do not like; it is their policies and philosophies.  I think they are very offensive.  They are a 
fairly courageous mob.  When I looked at Hon Dee Margetts, it was like looking at a chook going to a foxes’ 
convention in the country; it looked like everybody was ready to eat her.  She stood with courage and debated 
very well.  There is no question that she had courage.  I disagreed immensely with what she said, and so did 
everyone else; we were very critical.  However, she had courage and she went on.  People have criticised Hon 
Alan Cadby.  Hon Alan Cadby’s personal life is his own, and what happened in his other life has nothing to do 
with this Parliament as far as I am concerned.  Hon Alan Cadby is a credible person.  I will be corrected if I am 
wrong, but I believe he has always been a supporter of one vote, one value, so he is not a turncoat.  Because he 
got into the party system, he was obligated to get on that train to nowhere.  Labor Party members understand this 
because when they go into caucus, they are told what to do.  There is no question about that.  The Liberal Party 
has one set of rules and the Labor Party has another set of rules under which members must do as they are told.  
They have no real freedom of speech, which is sad because if there were an open vote and an honest across-the-
board vote on one vote, one value, I believe that it would be defeated.   
I am sure members believe that at the end of the day country people do get a raw deal.  Tonight we are debating 
one vote, one value.  It is no use my talking about 57 or 59 seats or 21 seats versus 15 seats.  We have heard it 
and heard it; it is like flogging a dead horse; we know it all.  Unless someone in the next 24 hours convinces Hon 
Alan Cadby or the Greens that they are on the wrong track to one vote, one value, we will have one vote, one 
value legislation in place, and we must face up to it.  I am not happy about it, but we are debating something that 
will happen.  Members might say that that is the attitude of a loser, but I would say that they should look at the 
Bali drug accused.  When they are sitting through the court case, the evidence will go past them because they 
will be wondering which bullet is going to hit them.  They are dead.  Unless something phenomenal happens in 
this place, and by the sounds of it it will not, we will end up with one vote, one value.   

I went through Hansard and could not find the reference, but I said in 2002 that Jim McGinty would not give up 
and that he was like a bull terrier.  He would not be defeated and he would not lie down.  There is no question 
about that.  He turned from a bull terrier into a lion.  He treated us like wildebeest.  He was running around and 
around us, just waiting for one to peg out or a weak one to grab.  Members on this side of the house are 
sentenced to the hereafter by one vote, one value.  However, knowing Hon Alan Cadby’s integrity and the 
conviction of the Greens (WA), if they intend to have one vote, one value, it must be one vote, one value, not a 
half vote and three-quarter value.  They should go with the original one vote, one value principle.  The business 
of watering it down, doing a sideways shuffle here and a sideways shuffle there, is not the answer.  They should 
stick to their convictions.  I say to Hon Alan Cadby that he should not bend away from the original principle of 
one vote, one value.  I say the same to the Greens.  We would then see how strong is Mr McGinty.  I would like 
to see him buckle.  I believe that they could make him buckle.  He said that he would not buckle.  He has been 
circling them like a hyena for four years.  If he can get a bit of rump or a bit of leg, he will grab it.  I say to both 
the Greens and Hon Alan Cadby that one vote, one value should represent equality.   

It is like me going into a shop to buy a pair of long pants and walking out with a pair of shorts.  It was not the 
deal I went into the shop for, because tonight I am going to a ball and have to wear long pants.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It happens to Hon Ken Travers all the time.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  They hide when he walks into a shop.   
At the end of the day, members must be serious about their convictions.   
When this legislation is passed, the Minister for Electoral Affairs will need to make sure that the price of fuel in 
Port Hedland is the same as it is in Perth.  If we are talking one vote, one value, it means we must have equal 
value.  Therefore, a person living in Merredin should pay the same price for their fuel as do people in the city, 
otherwise it is not one vote, one value.  This bill should be about equality.   
The story the government is putting over is one vote, one value and, as I said, it is about equality.  I want to pay 
the same price for a can of beer in Port Hedland as I pay in Perth.  One vote, one value should be the same value 
for everyone.  If the government is telling me that in Port Hedland I will pay $1.60 for a litre of fuel and $2.50 
for a can of beer, when I can buy it for $1.20 in the city, that is not one vote, one value because it is not equality.   
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If the government is asking for country people to have equality, those people should be able to purchase goods at 
the same price as city people.  The one value the government has in mind, does not equate to one vote, one 
value.  The government will con country people by promoting the one vote, one value legislation, but they will 
have less representation and no value. 
Who really knows what model the government is working on?  How can we debate the model and how do 
members know what they will be voting for?  It worries me, because I went into this debate assuming it would 
be one vote, one value, the same as the previous legislation.  However I understand 27 changes have been made, 
and that is a problem facing this house. 
Why do we need to change?  Are people in the city saying, “Why do we not have one vote, one value?”  Do we 
hear people in the country saying, “We need one vote, one value.”  To be honest I have not heard one person in 
this state say we need one vote, one value.  It has come from the Press.  The Press has conned members opposite 
into believing all this bulldust.  What extra do I get in the city for one vote, one value?  Nothing.  What extra do I 
get in the country?  Nothing.  Why should the legislation change?  The only difference this legislation will make 
is an extra politician here or there.  Perhaps there will be 18 in the upper house, and three country electorates 
each represented by six members.  Some of the country members might move into the city and electorates will 
increase in size. 
I still oppose one vote, one value because there will be a decrease in the number of members of Parliament 
representing country constituents.  Representation is a big enough problem now, but the problem will increase.  
The ramifications go deeper than just one vote, one value moving the balance into the city.  What advantage does 
one vote, one value give to country people?  Is there any disadvantage?  I suppose there will be less 
representation.  What advantage is there for city people in one vote, one value?  I do not think they give a rat’s 
tail, to be honest; they do not really care.  Why do we debate this rubbish all the time?  I would ask members to 
put their hands up, but that is unparliamentary; however, I wonder how many members have been pushed to the 
point of desperately needing one vote, one value.  The only person in the Parliament who needs it is Jim 
McGinty.  He only needs it because he lost the court case, and did not get what he wanted.  When he eventually 
gets it, as Robert Browning said in 1812, a minute’s success pays the failure for years.  What will one vote, one 
value really achieve?  A great deal of nothing. 
It has probably been a traumatic time for the Greens (WA) in ducking back and forth.  They have been weak; 
they should have dug their heels in and said, “This is the deal, Hon Jim; go and take a hayride if you do not like 
it.”  If I were Hon Alan Cadby, I would have said, “This is the deal, Hon Jim; if you do not like it, jump.”  That 
is the way to negotiate.  These people have the trump card, but I do not think that they play cards very often.  
They have the gun with the one bullet in it.  Hon Jim McGinty has no bullets at all.  What has he got going for 
him?  He is one person short; he has nothing going for him.  These people hold the silver bullet, and they need to 
fire it properly, if they use it.  If they do not intend to use it, that is fantastic - goodnight one vote, one value.  
The people in the country will rejoice, and people in the city will not do anything, because they will not know 
that it has gone, and they do not understand it anyway.  If it does go through, the country people will not even 
remember in six months.  It is quite cunning of Hon Jim McGinty to push it through this early, because in three 
years people will not even know what one vote, one value is all about.  There will be a change of boundaries and 
different politicians, but who really cares? 

As honourable members know, six months is a long time.  Next Christmas, I could go to a dinner party and talk 
about one vote, one value, and people would ask what I was talking about, thinking that it happened years ago.  I 
will say there was a very vigorous debate about it; that I was there during the one vote, one value debate in 2001; 
that I do not know how many pages of Hansard I filled, but it was quite a lot.  I will also say I was also very 
fortunate to be here in April 2005 and sat through about 20 presentations telling me how bad it was, and then we 
lost.  I will be asked if I felt sad about it.  I will say of course I felt sad about it, but that was yesterday and we 
must move on.  That is the Australian way of life and the mentality of Australians.  They adapt and get on with 
life.  Australians know how to do it tough.  We are pushing country people to do it tougher, and they will handle 
it, because they can handle tough conditions.   

There is no question that it is tough out in rural and regional Western Australia.  The biggest asset rural and 
regional people in this country have is their resilience.  If they were whingers like European farmers, they would 
drive in with truckloads of horse manure and dump it on the steps of Parliament House, and then members would 
know what it is about.  However, Western Australians are not like that; they are tough.  They do it tough, they 
accept it and get on with the job.  If members want to know how tough they are, they should look back at what 
happened to the Anzacs who ran up those stinking cliffs and got killed during the First World War.  They talked 
to one another, saying it was their turn to go and get shot anyway, but here goes!  That is the Australian spirit 
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and we are abusing it by putting this legislation through, knowing that it will just disappear into the annals of 
history. 

In a minute government members will ask me what is the alternative to one vote, one value.  I just happen to 
have something that is an alternative.  It is no use members talking about something unless they have an 
alternative.  Most members would have read my media release of Wednesday, 16 March 2005 in which I said 
that country Western Australia should become Australia’s eighth state or territory.  In relation to one vote, one 
value I went a bit further and said -  

The return of the Gallop Labor Government will guarantee an early re-call to Parliament - 

How right I was - 

to debate One Vote One Value legislation while they still have control, with 5 Greens and Independent 
Alan Cadby, of the Upper House,. . .  

“If Mr MGinty waits until the newly elected Upper House members are sworn into Parliament . . .  

He is going to be torpedoed.  My media release continues -  

“An early re-call is a fait accompli” 

How right I was!  I might be a messiah; who knows.  This could lead to bigger and better things.  How do we 
create an eighth state?  It continues -  

“It now seems that the only way for rural and regional Western Australians to gain fair representation in 
Government is to become Australia’s 8th State/Territory, . . .  

Members might think this is pie in the sky, but it nearly happened in 1968 in New South Wales, when only a 
referendum in Newcastle torpedoed it.  It continues -  

“This can be done under Section 124 of the Australian Constitution which outlines the process for the 
formation of a New State.  The boundary for the proposed New State would divide rural and regional 
Western Australia from the Perth Metropolitan area (including the Peel region), leaving the Perth 
Metropolitan area as the current State of Western Australia, and the New State as Country Western 
Australia.” 

“The creation of a New State is not secession from the Commonwealth of Australia, simply the creation 
of another state within the Commonwealth” 

This would give Hon Jim McGinty his one vote, one value in the Perth metropolitan area and make country 
Western Australia the eighth state, under section 124.  It continues -  

“Not only does the introduction of One Vote One Value reduce the representation of Country WA in 
Parliament, it serves to increase the Labor Party’s likelihood of ongoing electoral success for at least 
another decade.” 

I could be right there, too.  It continues -  

“The creation of a New State would stop the Labor Government’s centralisation of power to the city, 
consequently providing Country WA self governance of Country issues, something that has been 
significantly lacking over successive Government’s.  The immense wealth in mining, farming and 
fishing would ensure the New State’s financial viability to govern effectively.” 

“Whilst Constitution matters are often the subject of interpretative debate, the interpretation outlined by 
a publication from the National Centre for Australian studies at Monash University states that “a new 
State can be carved out of the territory of one or more existing States, with the concurrence of the 
Commonwealth Parliament and the State Parliament or Parliaments affected; and the Commonwealth 
Parliament itself can vary the operation of some provisions, for example, by increasing the number of 
seats in the Parliament originally allocated to each State” has merit.” 

That publication continues about creating a new state.  Members might say that is great but ask what else have I 
done about it.  I have written to the Prime Minister.  Last Thursday or Friday I received a letter back from Hon 
Gary Hardgrave MP, Minister for Vocational and Technical Assistance and Minister Assisting the Prime 
Minister, which states -  

Thank you for your letter of 21 March 2005 to the Prime Minister proposing the creation of a new state 
of Country Western Australia.  The Prime Minister has asked me to reply on his behalf. 
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I know what John would have said, but what he said in this letter was not exactly what I wanted to hear.  The 
letter continues -  

The Australian Constitution provides and protects the framework for Australia’s system of government 
and the Australian Government has no plans for constitutional change to alter the present system of 
government.  That said, the government is always pleased to hear the considered views of the 
Australian people on important constitutional issues. 

As you are aware, the creation of a new state would require a referendum.  A referendum is a 
compulsory vote on a proposed change to the Australian Constitution and is provided for under section 
128 of the Constitution.  Any change would need to be approved by a majority of voters in at least four 
of the six states and a majority of voters in Australia overall.  In addition, section 128 requires that any 
proposed change increasing, diminishing or otherwise altering the limits of a state (for example, 
perhaps, dividing a state into a number of different states by referendum) must be passed by a majority 
of voters in that state.   

These requirements mean that your proposal to create a new state of Country Western Australia would 
need a high degree of support in the Australian community, as well as a high degree of support in 
Western Australia, before it is put to voters. 

The government has no plans to hold a referendum on this issue. 

Thank you for raising this issue with the Prime Minister. 

Yours sincerely 

Gary Hardgrave 

I then spoke with David Black, whom I spoke to prior to writing to the Prime Minister.  I have asked, “Is this an 
apple?” and they have replied and said that the orange is orange and not red.  I read section 124 of the 
Constitution, which is quite clear about how to go about this.  If I recall correctly, the commonwealth has taken 
over the fishing rights of Western Australia.  I believe the commonwealth has control of fishing rights around 
Australia. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, the commonwealth always maintained the rights to control fishing in Australia’s 
international waters.  However, since the offshore constitutional settlement in 1987, in Western Australia at least, 
most of the control of fisheries has returned to Western Australia. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Can the commonwealth take over at any stage? 

Hon Kim Chance:  They are commonwealth waters beyond three miles. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The commonwealth can, without hoo-ha - 

Hon Kim Chance:  It can but the trend is the other way. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I am offering an alternative to one vote, one value.  It would mean that there would be 
two Premiers and two Parliaments in the state.  At the end of the day, if we are serious about one vote, one value 
- it will raise its ugly head and go through in the next few days - country people should go down the track I have 
suggested and work seriously towards it.  It is no use me standing here and preaching but not coming up with an 
answer.  If I am to say that one vote, one value should not go through, people will ask me for an alternative.  
They will say, “Do you have an answer, smart alec?”  Yes, I do.  I have just given it to the house.  I have just 
said what could happen constitutionally.  For country members who want to move on, they should talk to their 
local shire councils and do something about it.   

The one vote, one value campaign has been going for some time.  My notes go back to August 2001.  When I 
made my speech, I knew after listening to Hon Jim McGinty being interviewed that although the court case had 
gone against the government, the issue was not dead and buried.  One just knows with some people.  Some 
people will not lie down.  A prime example of that is Arnold Schwarzenegger, the Terminator -“I’ll be back!”  
Another example is Freddie Kruger.  Do members remember when Freddie Kruger was rolled?  People thought 
he was dead.  He kept coming back.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  You know he is not real? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I thank the honourable member.  What about Father Christmas and the tooth fairy?  
Goodness me, I have learnt a lot this evening.  It has made my day, like Arnold Schwarzenegger.  I am so 
disappointed.  I have been telling my grand-daughter and grandson that the tooth fairy and Father Christmas are 
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real.  They will be so disappointed when I wake them up tomorrow and say, “Kids, I’ve got some dreadful news 
for you.  Poppy won’t have to give you any more money for your teeth because there’s no tooth fairy.”  It has 
been a sad part of the evening for me to learn that the tooth fairy and Father Christmas are not real.  However, I 
said that I would take only a short time.  I am getting close to finishing.   

I do not support and will not support one vote, one value.  If country people were promised the same as city 
people get - the same roads, the same hospitals, fuel at the same price and food at the same price - that would be 
one vote, one value.  That is how I look at one vote, one value.  We have spoken about getting the same 
representation.  That is hard, because some areas are so large and other areas are small.  Some parliamentarians 
will be expected to travel many, many miles.  Hon Barry House carried on about how many kilometres he 
travels.  I have worn out five or six cars since I have been a member.  I have nearly worn out the last one.  
Members do live in their cars and in motels.  The past four years have been enjoyable for me.  Yes, I have 
worked six days a week and sometimes seven days.  Hon Barry House was right: a member does not always 
sleep in the same bed.  I thought that was rather amusing.  However, I also thought that his remarks hit close to 
home.  The number of beds I have slept in - 

Several members interjected.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  More since you have been in Parliament than before?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  For those people who do not know, I have been married to the same beautiful woman 
for 38 years.  It will be 39 years on 28 May.  I have three gorgeous kids and five gorgeous grandkids.  Do not ask 
me what are the names of my grandkids.  When I was asked that question at a function we attended during the 
GMO conference in Canada, I could not remember the name of one of my grandkids.  I must concur with what 
Hon Barry House said: being a member of Parliament is a tough life.  However, I have found it enjoyable.  I 
would not have changed it for the world.  I never had one bad moment.   

I have always been taught that people are either proactive or reactive.  I have always been proactive.  Some 
people are positive and some negative.  I always look at the positive side of life.  As they said in the Life of 
Brian, “Always look on the bright side of life.”  I was taught to do that three days prior to Christmas in 
December 2000 by a young man, Greg Manning, who was dying of cancer.  He was my kid’s best friend.  I went 
to see him.  He had a fortnight to go.  He was a very strong Christian.  His father, Garth, is the minister at the 
Church of Christ in Mt Pleasant.  I walked in to see Greg and said, “Life’s unfair and I don’t believe in God.”  
He said, “Mr Hough, I don’t want to hear that again.”  I asked him why.  I asked him how a 29-year-old guy 
could be taken with cancer.  He told me I had a pathetic attitude.  I asked why.  He said, “Well, I’ve been chosen, 
Mr Hough.  I’ve accepted it and I’m happy about it.  All that’s going to be left behind is a carcass.  I’m going to 
continue His work upstairs.”  I could not believe his attitude.  He made me feel bad.  He said that he was going 
to a better place.  He was happy.  He was a bit unhappy about being chosen so young, but he was happy about 
where he was going as it was a better place.  He looked at the bright side.  He looked at the positive.  I went in 
there feeling negative and walked out feeling fantastic.  I went to his funeral, and the atmosphere was the same.  
People danced and told jokes, and they joked about the things that Greg did.  They did not get on to any of the 
negative stuff.  I went to a funeral that was sad but happy.  However, as I said, I do not know what this has got to 
do with one vote, one value! 
There is no question that the saddest thing for me about one vote, one value is that it will mean the end of the 
New Country Party.  There is no question about that.  The pie will get smaller, and it will become too small.  
Quite sadly, One Nation, the New Country Party and the Nationals, I believe, will all go into the annals of 
history; they will disappear.  Fight as we all will, they will all disappear.  There is no question about that.  At the 
end of the day, I believe that one vote, one value will take us back to the old two-party system.  It will be the end 
of country representation.  The Nationals, the Liberal Party and everyone else will fight for a couple of seats in 
the country.  Probably next time around they will get a couple of seats, and the time after that they will 
disappear.  I listened to Hon Murray Criddle earlier.  He said that the history of the Nationals goes back to 1921, 
I think. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  It goes back to 1913. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.  I believe that 2008 will see the burial of most of the small parties like the 
Nationals. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  It will be a happy one. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I am not happy about it.  We all contested the seats, and that is one of the other sad 
casualties of war, I suppose one could say. 



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

 p848c-893a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Barry House; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ray Halligan; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Bruce 

Donaldson; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Bill Stretch; 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

 [24] 

As I wind up, I thank members for listening to my philosophy and my reason for opposing one vote, one value.  I 
will continue to oppose it.  Along with the other two former One Nation members, I am still upset about being 
one of the three faceless men.  I do not know what it is.  Do we intimidate the ministers?  Do we intimidate the 
Labor Party?  Why do they not want to talk to us?  When we went into the dining room first up, I expected to 
have two plates and two sets of knives and forks because they all thought we had two heads; but we did not.  
However, they have never recovered.  They have never given us an opportunity; they really have not.  I ask the 
Leader of the House: how many times did he involve us?  It was only when we said, “Leader of the House, the 
three of us are over here.”  The Leader of the House is lucky that I do not have an inferiority complex.  I refuse 
to get an inferiority complex.  However, the Leader of the House and government members must understand that 
we were voted into this place, the same as they were.  There is no question about that.  However, no-one has 
consulted us.  I do not think they have treated us with the courtesy that we deserve.  I believe that we work fairly 
hard in this place, and I believe we have got the rough end of the shaft on many occasions.  If we had not been so 
vocal, and if we had all had inferiority complexes and sat down and withered away into nowhere, none of them 
would have noticed.  We have never ever been consulted on one vote, one value.  We had to go out and ask.  
That is a sad, sad play for us, and I think it is inexcusable.  On that note, I indicate that I will oppose one vote, 
one value.   
HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [9.05 pm]:  It is with a sense of deja vu that I stand here tonight 
to speak on the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  This is, once again, a bill that trots out the philosophy of the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs, Mr McGinty.  This bill is even worse than the bill that was presented to the 
Parliament in 2001, because it was rushed into this place three weeks ago, but it will count for nought; so what 
are we really debating?  What makes it even worse is that the minister did not even bother to bring in an 
amendment bill after he saw this wonderful shining light on the horizon about the second stanza of this so-called 
one vote, one value - which is hypocritical in itself - but we had to read about in today’s paper.  It was only after 
question time in the other place that we found out the rest of it.  During the two weeks recess, the minister 
obviously sat down with the Greens, because the Greens were not happy with what was happening in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region.  If that is not what happened -  
Hon Lynn MacLaren interjected. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It was what happened?  I thank the member.  All of a sudden, the minister 
thought, “Here we go again; third time lucky”.  However, he is not there yet.  He should not count his chickens 
just yet.  The minister obviously sat down with the Greens.  Whether he approached the Liberal Party during 
those two weeks I do not know.  I am not privy to the parliamentary or lay party leadership, so whether that did 
take place would only be supposition on my part.  I really do not know.  The minister then came up with this 
wonderful creative solution.  I presume the amendment bill will be the creative solution - the one vote, one value 
mining and pastoral amendment bill - because that is what it is all about.  Gary Adshead, the editor of 
“InsideCover”, has staring him right in the face one of the best scripts ever about the absolute shambles of this 
Parliament.  It is disgraceful, quite frankly.  It is embarrassing to be a member of this Parliament when we are 
acting like a mob of kindergarten kids.  He would have a good laugh about being able to write about how the 
Legislative Council has been sitting for long hours to debate and pass the second reading of a bill by Friday night 
when it does not even know what it will do with the rest of it.  We cannot amend it.  It is an appropriation.  The 
bill changed in that two-week recess period.  All of a sudden the proposal went from 57 members in the 
Legislative Assembly to 59 members in the Legislative Assembly.  The minister has turned around and said that 
he will put one of those extra seats in the metropolitan area and the other in the country, and that will ease the 
pressure and placate people in the country; and, by the way, he will stick to his promise to protect the five seats 
in the Mining and Pastoral Region, but he will make it more clear and accountable.  That is what he was going to 
do in the first place.  He was going to wipe out Kalgoorlie anyway, just by the drawing of the boundaries.  
Therefore, if anyone were so naive as to think -  
Hon Kim Chance:  The government doesn’t actually draw the boundaries; the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners will do it. 
Hon Peter Foss:  They don’t have much choice; it’s going to be a mockery. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is the way the wording was going to be.  The seat of Kalgoorlie was going 
to disappear anyway, which is a tragedy, frankly, but we will get to that later.  This measure was going to make 
the situation even worse.  We have this so-called “wonderful” one vote, one value.  I suggest that Gary Adshead 
should have a good look at what is going on and ask some questions.  He could fill up the entire “InsideCover” 
page and make a laughing stock of the Parliament of Western Australia in a nice friendly way with a great deal 
of humour, as he can engender at times.  If he is listening or can get hold of any transcripts, he should grab the 
opportunity.  What wonderful reading it would make.   
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One wag said to me the other day that it reminded him of the Revenge of the Nerds.  “What do you mean?” I 
said.  He saw the nerds as the Greens.  I said that I would not use that terminology as it is unparliamentary and 
uncomplimentary.  I asked what he meant by revenge.  He said, “Do you realise that they’ve had their 
representation reduced from five to two members?”  I said that is good news, and I wondered where the revenge 
might come in.  I started to think about it.  I thought to myself that there was probably some truth in that 
comment. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Is that that they are nerds? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No.  I will not be unparliamentary.  I will just say that they are wreaking 
revenge before they leave.  I know that Hon Christine Sharp was not involved in the recent state election.  
However, Hon Robin Chapple, Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Lynn MacLaren, who took Hon Jim Scott’s place 
when he retired to contest the seat of Fremantle, were certainly involved in the election.  The Greens did not win 
the sixth seat in the South Metropolitan Region.  The Greens thought to themselves, “Gee, we’re starting to lose 
a bit of ground here.  We have to do something about it.  What’s the best way?”  They looked at the bill that was 
rushed up here and said to Mr McGinty, “We’re not going to support it as is.  First, we need six regions of six 
members.”  If members work it out, that would give the Greens a wonderful opportunity to pick up a seat in both 
the South Metropolitan and East Metropolitan Regions.  They would lose the seat in the North Metropolitan 
Region and certainly have very little chance of winning a seat in the South West Region, but they would have a 
reasonably good chance of picking up the third seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region and possibly the sixth seat 
in the Agricultural Region.  Hon Adele Farina has that puzzled look on her face.  I am sure she is not so naive or 
silly -  

Hon Peter Foss:  It never occurred to them it was going to happen! 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Which figures are you going off? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Look at the half-election voting patterns in two elections, especially the last one.  
I am not naive and I am not stupid and I have done the figures -   

Hon Peter Foss:  They think you are, though. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  They can think what they like.  This measure is about self-interest and self-
preservation for the Greens; that was the prime aim.  Forget about the you-beaut ideology and philosophy.  

Where does the other part of the revenge come in?  As I think Hon Frank Hough mentioned, it is not a pleasant 
thought when a person has a lot of pride, as Hon Jim McGinty has, to face the following situation.  Hon Jim 
McGinty tootled off with Dr Gallop to the High Court in 1995 over malapportionment thinking they were going 
to win the case.  However, they lost and they came back with their tails between their legs.  What made it even 
worse is that they went to caucus and said, “We’ve lost the case.  It’s cost us an awful lot of money.  We want 
$5 000 from each of you.”  I can remember when I first came to Parliament that some Labor members - I will not 
mention names - were pretty dark with both McGinty and Gallop, because it cost them a lot of money.  I think it 
may have cost some of them a lot more.  I do not know the figures, but it might have been a lot more to cover the 
cost of taking the case to the High Court.  

Hon Peter Foss:  And losing. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, and losing.  When the Labor Party came to government in 2001, electoral 
reform, or one vote, one value, was not a priority, but what was the first thing it did?  It whacked together this 
bill.  It was sent to a committee.  Members such as Hon Peter Foss, a very talented man with an excellent legal 
brain, Hon George Cash - 

Hon Peter Foss:  Another excellent legal brain.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, another excellent legal brain.  They sat on the committee.  During debate 
on the legislation, Hon Peter Foss explained that the bill would not be lawful if it was passed by only a simple 
majority.  It needed an absolute majority to be lawful.  Since that day there are two questions that have never 
been answered.  Did Crown Law give advice to the Attorney General that it would be unlawful, and did the 
Attorney General disregard the advice of Crown Law?  If Crown Law did not give the Attorney General advice, 
did Mr McGinty act of his own volition?  If Crown Law did not give the correct advice to the Attorney General, 
it was incompetent.  I would be very nervous about some of the Crown Law advice that has been given to 
ministers in cabinet, if it made such a blatant mistake and has such a lack of understanding of constitutional law 
and the laws of the Parliament.  Those questions have never been answered.  Whatever happened, it cost the 
taxpayers approximately $1 million.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Probably a bit more I think.  
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Probably, but we will never know that cost either.  It was just brushed off.  The 
government dug into the petty cash tin, got a bit of money out and away it went.  It cost country people - a lot of 
city people donated as well - more than $400 000 to put our case.  We were very fortunate that we had some 
qualified and very eminent lawyers and barristers to represent us, as well as Hon Peter Foss, who will be lost to 
this Parliament, which is a very sad thing.  He did a lot of pro bono work, otherwise the legal costs of opposing 
the case would have been between $700 000 and $800 000.  Obviously the Attorney General was never going to 
let this go.   

During the recent two-week break, we heard about this wonderful creative solution.  My first thought was 
hallelujah, the Saviour has returned; the good Lord has come back to visit us as this creative solution.  I think 
Hon Chrissy Sharp said that it was most innovative and wonderful.  I thought the Greens were once again having 
a party in the forest, prancing around, smoking a bit of mull and enjoying themselves, because it was a 
reincarnation.  It was as though a whole new dawn had appeared on this wonderful idea.  What was the 
wonderful idea?  As I found out, the wonderful idea was to make it even better, cementing in the gerrymander of 
the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Let us consider the issue.  I think this is priceless: the Mining and Pastoral 
Region will have five seats - Kimberley, Pilbara, Murchison, Eyre and Dundas.  There will be no Kalgoorlie 
seat.  Part of the history of Western Australia was developed around Kalgoorlie.  Migration into Western 
Australia really started in the gold rush days.  The area has produced a huge amount of wealth for Western 
Australia and has been like an icon.  I do not know whether it is among the 10 icons that this government has so 
far. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  It was going to be the wartime capital. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is so.  The seat of Kalgoorlie will be disappearing.  I am waiting for the 
outpour of anger from the residents of Kalgoorlie when they learn what is happening.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  We had a wonderful sitting of Parliament there. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, we had the first Legislative Council meeting outside the metropolitan area 
when we all trooped to Kalgoorlie.  We will not be able to go to Kalgoorlie because, if this bill gets through, we 
will have to go to Dundas next time. 

This creative solution is a beauty.  They would like to call it a large-area allowance or LAA.  Kimberley people 
walk around, they breathe, they cough, they do their hair in the morning, they clean their teeth and they actually 
go into the polling booth to record their vote.  There are 16 440 constituents but, wait for it, the large-area 
allowance is 6 286, which gives a total number of electors of 22 726.  It gets worse in the seat of Eyre, which has 
9 215 electors who can hold a pen in their hand and vote in a polling booth.  However, to make up the numbers, 
we must add 8 938 imaginary voters.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is not vote weighting, because the votes are not going to real people; they are going to 
imaginary people.  That is very important. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is exactly right.  I looked at the map that has been pushed around the place, 
and I noticed that the extension of the boundary goes into the ocean.  I wanted to establish how the government 
worked out the number of additional imaginary voters and where they would get them from.  Were they counting 
sheep?  In the north west they would be counting mainly cattle.  Will they be giving the cattle a vote?  I thought 
that maybe they had counted the pearl shells.  Maybe my friend in Broome had allowed them to go onto the pearl 
lease and count the number of pearl shells in the racks.  Who knows?  What about the tuna that spawn in the 
area?  Maybe they counted the tuna.  It is an absolute joke.  The snake oil salesman in the other place who is 
trying to peddle this rubbish should be ashamed of himself, quite frankly, because it is the most blatant 
gerrymander set up to protect five seats, or to make sure that the fifth seat goes from Liberal back to Labor, so 
that Labor will have five seats there almost forever unless there is a huge swing. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am just saying that we are not fooled.  Obviously the Greens have been 
absolutely fooled and sucked in by the very glib Artful Dodger, as a lot of people call Mr McGinty.  There are 
68 225 actual people who can vote, but there are also 33 258 imaginary voters.  That is half the number of people 
who can actually vote.  The government has to make up the numbers with imaginary voters.  Can members tell 
me that is one vote, one value?  Let us move to the Agricultural Region, with 85 931 electors.  In this little deal 
10 000 electors have been shifted out of the Agricultural Region and put in the South West Region, because as of 
18 March 2005 the enrolment in the Agricultural Region was 95 965.  It appears it has now been pared back to 
85 931.  Where did these voters go?  I looked up the next list and, hello, in the South West Region, as of 18 
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March 2005, there are 164 617 enrolled electors.  Yet in the new creative solution the number of electors is 
174 914.  I thought 10 000 electors might have been scraped out of the Agricultural Region to make it look good 
because it will get only four seats.  Towns like Boyup Brook, Bridgetown, Katanning and Narrogin had been 
discarded.  The Agricultural Region comes down to four seats - Roe, Moore, Geraldton and Avon.  Hon Murray 
Criddle mentioned that it has 3 267 imaginary voters over two seats - Roe and Moore.  At least it does not 
involve having to get 33 000 imaginary voters, but it has only four seats.   

The South West Region has come back three seats and has gained 10 000 electors out of the Agricultural Region.  
The Warren-Blackwood electorate is the biggest electorate, comprising 36 524 square kilometres.  None of the 
electorates in the South West Region will get any of the imaginary voters, which is very unfair.  It should also 
benefit from some of these imaginary voters.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I don’t think they have any imagination. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  If the imaginary vote is carried into the South West Region, we come back to 
the status quo - surprise, surprise.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Why would you leave out the South West?   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is the point.  Forget about the government being really cute by calling it a 
local-area allowance.  What a cute statement.  The people have been sucked in.  I am not talking about the 
people in the community - they have not been sucked in.  However, certain people in this house have been 
sucked in by the old snake oil salesman.   
We know the reason Dr Gallop raced up to Kalgoorlie on 15 February.  The government thought it might be able 
to topple Matt Birney, because he was causing a problem for it.  He was becoming too popular, and if the 
election were to be won by the coalition it looked as though Matt Birney would be the leader.  The Premier spent 
a lot of time in Kalgoorlie and made promises; he said the government would protect the five seats.  What 
happened?  Matt Birney got a bigger swing and now it would take a nine per cent swing to unseat him.  If this 
bill is not passed and the Kalgoorlie seat remains, Matt Birney will probably have a margin of something like 15 
to 20 per cent next time.  No town would look after one of their sons better than Kalgoorlie, and it will.  I ask the 
Greens (WA) to consider the so-called creative solution for what it really is.  It is a mockery of democracy, quite 
frankly.  I am disappointed that the government has taken this path.  For the minister to go on television last 
night and say it is all the fault of the Liberals and the National Party - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  He didn’t, did he? 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes; it is all our fault.  I do not know why it is all our fault.  He talked about 
consultation.  There is consultation and consultation.  I had the experience of being involved with the Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation for four years when I first got to this place.  With the number of 
explanatory memoranda we had to get on every regulation, we knew dashed well what the situation was when 
people approached the committee office saying that they had just read the Government Gazette and found out 
what was happening.  We looked at the explanatory memoranda, and the lists of people the department claimed 
to have consulted.  A few times we decided to telephone these groups and write to them.  We found out they had 
not been consulted, but the department had got in touch with them to tell them what was happening.  There was 
no way I could ever believe that if we had sat down with the Labor Party, something would have come out at the 
end of the process that would have been close to suiting everyone.  It was not the will of the Labor Party.  It has 
been talking about the 100-year experience of fighting for this, and other members have already proved that that 
is not correct at all.  Very senior Labor Party people have spelt out, over the years, what they think one vote, one 
value would really mean.   
I will not go on to talk about the great wealth produced for Western Australia by the Agricultural Region and the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  I have noted over the years that there has been no push from the metropolitan area 
for electoral reform.  The government can talk about malapportionment, but country vote weighting has served 
this state well.  Surprise, surprise - governments change in Western Australia.  The coalition served two terms as 
the previous government, and the Labor Party is now in its second term.  Before the coalition was elected, the 
Labor Party was in government from 1983 to 1993.  In 1989, the Liberal Party vote was far in excess of that of 
the Labor Party, but Labor was still re-elected.  It was a result of the way the boundaries had been set for that 
1989 election, and it took a while for the readjustment to occur in the electorates.  We did not jump up and down 
in 1993 and make significant changes to set up a gerrymander for ourselves. 
An old saying in Australia is “fair go”.  We are talking about fair representation.  Equality of vote value will 
never be reached in a state like Western Australia.  There is no physical way it can be done.  I should have 
prefaced my remarks by saying that the Mining and Pastoral Region needs to retain its five seats because of the 
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huge distances involved, but I do not believe that the Mining and Pastoral Region, with its five seats, should be 
so jockeyed that it would make it literally impossible for a conservative or another group to win one of those 
seats.  I believe in the right spirit of what this state is all about.  Similarly, we all know that at the next 
redistribution, which will take place prior to the 2013 election, at least one seat will come out of the Agricultural 
Region and go into the South West Region.  It was touch and go this time.  When the last redistribution took 
place, one seat came from the Mining and Pastoral Region into the South West Region.  It would have been the 
turn of the Agricultural Region next time.  That region would have definitely lost one seat as a result of the 
shifting population and the growth in the South West Region.  Country people would generally accept that as a 
reality, because their numbers are falling.  I will also speak about some of the resources that were mentioned by 
the Greens (WA).   
When people were surveyed in 2001, only about 33 per cent in Western Australia said they wanted some 
electoral reform.  We all have friends who live in the country.  I will set aside the country people at the moment 
and talk about the people who live in the metropolitan area.  We all have friends in Perth and a lot of us went to 
school in Perth.  We mix with a wide circle of people, whether they be tradesmen or whatever.  Not one person 
has ever said to me that we get too good a go on the voting.  Nobody has marched on Parliament House.  I have 
never received a letter about it from any person I know or from anybody in the metropolitan region, other than a 
letter asking me to help protect people who live in country regions.  Most people ask: what is wrong with the 
present system?  Governments do change. 
My wife works at the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and she is involved with a lot of staff.  They have heard a bit 
about this one vote, one value legislation and a couple of them have asked my wife whether one vote, one value 
means that when they put their vote in it stays with that person, win, lose or whatever.  They think one vote, one 
value is first-past-the-post.  They do not know that the value of their votes will be transferred down the line to 
Joe Bloggs or whoever is probably number six on the ticket and gets elected.  People do not understand 
preferential voting to start off with.  I can honestly say that I have never heard one of our friends indicate that 
they would like to see some sort of change. 

On Monday, 11 June 2001, an article appeared in the Geraldton Guardian entitled “Compensate losses: 
Margetts”.  It states - 

 COUNTRY MPs should be compensated if the Labor Government plans to cut rural seats, 
according to Greens MLC Dee Margetts.   

 Ms Margetts told The Guardian last week that increases to country MPs’ allowances and staff 
numbers should be included in any electoral reforms. 

 The Agricultural Region MLC said country MPs were given the same allowances and staff as 
city MPs despite having to travel larger distances. 

 She said the current situation was less than adequate. 

 “I think there needs to be an inquiry not into parliamentary numbers but effective and 
equatable parliamentary representation,” she said. 

 “It can’t be done on a revenue neutral basis - the Government must address access and equity 
issues. 

I was a little surprised.  Hon Chrissy Sharp alluded to that but did not go any further.  I was surprised that the 
Greens (WA) did not pursue this with Mr McGinty as part of the deal.  However, I agree with them.  Members 
for the Mining and Pastoral Region still have huge distances to cover.  

Hon Chrissy Sharp asked whether I had any ideas.  Yes, I have a few ideas about what should happen.  The costs 
should be kept within reason for the sake of taxpayers.  I believe an additional full-time electorate officer is 
important.  We all have 1.4 full-time equivalent officers at the moment, which is fine, but we all need an 
additional full-time research officer.  I think we are entitled to that.  It is a way of communicating with the 
general electorate.  I think it is necessary for all members of the Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly 
who represent electorates within the Mining and Pastoral, Agricultural and South West Regions.  It is necessary 
because of the distances involved.  I would like the air charter allowance to be doubled.  The cost of air charter 
has risen dramatically, much more than the consumer price index or inflation.  It is because the cost of fuel has 
accelerated.  An anomaly exists in air travel.  I will use Hon Murray Criddle as a prime example.  He could 
board a plane every morning in Geraldton and fly to Perth, have meetings all day, and fly home at night.  He 
could do that seven days a week.  He might even fly to Perth on Sunday mornings and then fly to Esperance or 
drive somewhere.  It may be necessary because the Agricultural Region stretches from the Murchison River, as 
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we all know, to Esperance.  He could do that seven days a week.  It has been the case for a long time that the 
government pays the full price for airfares with Skywest or other carriers, irrespective of how far in advance a 
flight is booked, whereas an average person can book a flight on the Internet and get a cheaper flight.  We are 
being charged about $398 for a one-way flight to Geraldton, whereas other people can get it for about $119.  I 
am not criticising just this government.  The member was the Minister for Transport in the coalition government.  
Governments can help members by providing a subsidy, especially with airfares.  A lot of members have to fly 
to the north west of the state or change planes at somewhere like Carnarvon.  It can become a costly and time-
consuming exercise.  When a member wants to visit a distant Aboriginal community, there are not too many 
flights to such places for the amount of money they are allocated.  The anomaly has always existed.  Members in 
the Mining and Pastoral and Agricultural Regions need a huge lift in their air charter allowance.  It is not so 
pressing for members in the South West Region because of their proximity to Perth.  If this bill is passed, matters 
will get worse.  It is not fair to expect members to drive for four, five or six hours.  Hon Kim Chance is nodding.  
I know he would not be able to service not only his own electorate but the areas involved in his role as the 
Minister for Agriculture and Forestry.  There is no way he can get around unless he has access to a kingair 
aircraft or a jet.  Now that Hon Tom Stephens is not a minister, it is no doubt available for other ministers. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It has been remarkably freed up. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I bet it has.  Do not worry, we had a few people like that.  We had some 
problems servicing our planes because the propellers never stopped turning!  They are very useful when one is in 
government.  I had a number of flights myself, some on a kingair.   

More seriously, because of the size of the electorates, some consideration should be given to increasing the 
allowances for members in the Mining and Pastoral and Agricultural Regions should these changes occur.  Those 
MLAs and MLCs should be entitled to an additional electorate officer, which would give them an allowance of 
2.4.  That is not being greedy, because I believe there is an expectation in the community that members should 
be seen and be communicating more.  That is fair and reasonable.   

I pondered the bill earlier and wondered how to talk about it.  Whatever we pass tonight, another bill will be in 
the other house on Tuesday.  The government will ram it through by Thursday, we will get it here Thursday, and 
then it will have to sit here for a week.  The timing will be very tight.   

I turn to division 2 and to proposed section 16C, “Electoral districts and representation”.  Proposed subsection 
(1) states -  

The State shall be divided into 57 electoral districts. 

Oh, oh; that has changed.  A press release of the minister states that there will be 59 seats.  The Council cannot 
appropriate an extra two seats.  Proposed subsection (2) states -  

Each district will return one member to serve in the Assembly. 

Proposed section 16D states - 

(1) The State shall be divided into 6 electoral regions. 

(2) Each of the electoral regions known, respectively, as the North Metropolitan Region, the 
Central Metropolitan Region and the South Metropolitan Region will return 7 members to 
serve in the Legislative Council. 

(3) Each of the electoral regions known, respectively, as the Mining and Pastoral Region, the 
Agricultural Region and the South West Region will return 5 members to serve in the 
Legislative Council.  

When this bill was first introduced, I looked at that provision and thought, “Hang on, the Greens will get one seat 
in the North Metropolitan Region, as they have now, they’ll certainly get one in the South Metropolitan Region 
and they certainly will get one in the Central Metropolitan Region.”  That would give them three seats.  I was a 
bit surprised by the creative solution.  They have obviously done their figures and decided that they might get 
four.  I should be a bit more serious.  I know that the Greens have a deeper philosophy than that.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Ha!   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I do not agree with them.  The Council currently has 17 members from the 
country and 17 members from the metropolitan regions, for a total of 34 members.  What will the bill do?  It will 
provide one more member in each section - 18 members each - at a cost of $500 000.  I would rather put that 
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$500 000 into providing extra resources for existing members.  The extra two members in the other house will 
cost another $500 000.  It works out at about $250 000 for each member.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It would be more than that.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It is more than that.  Some people are on a fairly big salary.  I was thinking only 
of the basic salary.  It would probably total $350 000 each.  That would amount to $1.5 million just with the 
stroke of a pen.   

I have always thought about this in golfing terms.  The seats of Geraldton, Bunbury and Albany are the country 
seats in which one could use a 2-wood to hit a ball across the electorate.  They are ideal, prime, little electorates.  
That certainly cannot be done in the rest of the country electorates.  In the metropolitan area, members have been 
using a 3-wood.  If this legislation is passed and additional seats are transferred to the metropolitan area, most 
members will be able to use about a 5-iron.   

Hon Norman Moore:  A wedge.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  A wedge; maybe a 7-iron.  If Victoria Park were cut in two, Shepperton Road 
would probably be in one electorate and Albany Highway in the other.  It could be just a hit across.  The Premier 
could probably walk around on Sunday morning to visit most of his electors.  He would know exactly where 
every street and mailbox in his electorate was.  Having said all that, I hope this legislation is defeated.  I believe 
it has been unnecessary, and I do not support what is being proposed. 

Adjournment of Debate 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.50 pm]:  I move -  

That the debate be adjourned until the next sitting of the house. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  

 

Noes (17) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  

Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [9.53 pm]:  I know that many people on this side of the house 
would appreciate a chance to speak.  It is possibly because I am a new member, and a member who will be in 
this place for only a short while, that I have been given the opportunity to use some of the valuable time of this 
house to speak in the second reading debate.  I know that Hon Chrissy Sharp talked earlier about effective 
representation versus vote equality.  She talked about the need to take into account the diversity of our social 
mosaic, and the notion that principle should be tempered by a recognition of the practical realities.  One of the 
key messages that Hon Chrissy Sharp gave us was that we should approach electoral reform with wisdom. 

I must mention at this point that my dear uncle Dick MacLaren, who passed away this morning and who was a 
true Boston Democrat in the United States, would have been shocked that we are debating the notion of whether 
to implement one vote, one value.  However, as the opposition has duly noted, this is not about one vote, one 
value.  The bottom line is that this is about electoral reform to improve participatory democracy.  I am keenly 
aware that this is one of the four pillars of the Greens (WA).  The current system has not resulted in benefits for 
country people, who are suffering from population drift, and a lack of services and resources.  What we are 
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talking about is not a paradigm shift but a gradual improvement of democracy.  It is clear from the arguments of 
the opposition that the reality is that one vote, one value would not be supported in this place under a consensus-
driven approach without some modification.  We now have a government compromise.  The government has 
started from a position of pure one vote, one value and has come up with a suggestion about how to provide for 
country representation even when the population is sparse.  I am referring here to the guarantee of five 
Legislative Assembly seats for the Mining and Pastoral Region that was promised during the election.  Perhaps 
the solution offered was awkward and short-sighted, but with a little modification and broader application, it can 
work to improve representation anywhere outside the metropolitan area.   

I think the supporters of electoral reform are acting on the lessons learnt from the community response to the 
previous bill in 2001.  We would not be doing our job well if we did not listen and respond to the grassroots.  We 
should continue to seek to stretch the envelope of possibilities and be solution-focused.  Members on the other 
side of the house have complained loudly and clearly that they are unaware of the government’s game plan and 
are being kept out of the loop.  However, with a few minor exceptions, which we have heard tonight, they have 
contributed nothing in the way of describing how they would improve our electoral system.  I was delighted to 
hear the references to bio-regionalism, by the way; I think all the Greens were.  Perhaps members opposite 
believe the current system is fine just as it is.  In no way, shape or form is the current system fair in its 
representation.  The Liberals identified that in their submission to the Commission on Government.  We now 
have an opportunity to think outside the box and work towards improving participatory democracy with mutual 
respect to achieve a win, win situation.  We need to abandon the disrespectful attitudes that surfaced recently 
during the process of questions and implement best practice governance.   

If we can focus on the big picture, I sense that these reforms might well be embraced by both country and 
metropolitan voters.  Hon George Cash talked about our suggestions about additional resources.  Many members 
have mentioned this.  

I take this time to mention a review that is an important part of the Greens (WA) platform in this area.  Western 
Australia has one of the most centralised populations in the world.  As members have heard before, 73 per cent 
of Western Australia’s 1.95 million residents live within 5 381 square kilometres in greater metropolitan Perth.  
Only about 500 000 people live outside the metropolitan area in regional centres, on farms, in other remote 
settlements or in small towns scattered over the remaining 1.9 million square kilometres.  For this reason, it is 
imperative that the government conduct a review on the impact of the one vote, one value measure on 
participatory democracy.  All Western Australians should enjoy equity of access to political representatives, as 
well as equity of vote, regardless of their proximity to population centres.   

The Greens have called for a review conducted by an independent body, such as the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal, to determine the logistical support required to ensure that all Western Australians have equal access to 
the member elected to represent them, and to recommend methods of facilitating equitable participation in the 
democratic process.  This review should consider access to parliamentary representatives, methods of facilitating 
greater participation in the democratic process, and ways to improve levels of enrolment to include all eligible 
voters.  This review should include evidence collected throughout the state.  The review should consider, but not 
be limited to, the following suggestions.   

It should establish and staff parliamentary access offices in regional centres where constituents can have direct 
access to their parliamentary representatives and obtain information on current government activities and 
undertakings.  A key part, as I know from working in an electorate office, is to act as a conduit for what is 
happening within government.  It is a matter of access to not only parliamentarians, but also the inquiries and 
information that government provides.  That is an important part of participatory democracy. 
The Greens (WA) also suggest that the government should provide allowances to members’ staff to travel with 
or on behalf of members.  Immediate improvements we have called for include communication, administration 
and staffing facilities for remote, regional and large electoral districts.  This is to be enhanced to include the 
following immediate improvements: free telephone services to contact members of Parliament - some of that has 
already happened, I understand - free teleconferencing using telecentres, the establishment of electronic 
networking centres where necessary, and the provision of additional staff.  The Greens recommend a further 
review to assess the impact of the new system three years after the first election is conducted on the basis of 
these reforms. 
Even if the reforms pass, many improvements still need to be made toward representative government.  For 
instance, we should improve access to members of Parliament for people living in sparsely populated areas, as I 
have explicitly stated.  We should elect both houses of Parliament by proportional representation.  As Hon Peter 
Foss mentioned earlier, all parties should allow members to cross the floor and vote on an issue on its merit, 



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

 p848c-893a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Barry House; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ray Halligan; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Bruce 

Donaldson; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Bill Stretch; 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

 [32] 

rather than by edict of the party room.  Nevertheless, this bill is a historic opportunity to improve democracy in 
Western Australia.  Passing this bill will be a good step in the right direction.  I would like to take this step 
confidently with hope for a better future for Western Australia.  I thank you, Mr Deputy President (Hon Simon 
O’Brien). 
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.04 pm]:  Let us be honest about this matter: this proposed legislation 
is about political ideology, and has nothing whatsoever to do with what is fair or good for the state or the people 
who live in the state.  It is purely and simply political ideology.  I have some sympathy for the previous speaker 
and some of the things she espoused.  In 2001 the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Legislation toured 
this state and took submissions in, I think, 17 rural locations and one city location.  I was privileged to be on that 
committee.  One of the real difficulties with a system being fair and equal is that it is not just the tyranny of 
distance that is the problem; it is the facilities that do not exist in the outer regions.  It was quite funny.  During a 
hearing in Lake Grace one of the ladies on that committee asked - I might have it a little wrong because it was a 
few years ago, but it will basically be right - what we as a Parliament could do to solve the problem of the 
tyranny of distance if the proposed legislation was to become law.  She asked whether we could, for example, 
increase members’ charter allowances or make better arrangements for information technology facilities.  It all 
sounds very reasonable.  That is a wonderful example of a city member not realising that it might have been 
2001 in the city, but it was 1800 and something in the bush.  The person making the submission said, “Gee, lady, 
we don’t want you buzzing in and out like a bloody blowfly.  We want you driving on the roads so that you can 
see how bad they are.  As for IT, even mobile telephones don’t work out here.”  It is gross ignorance by many 
members from the city, because they have certain services that help facilitate some of the issues the member 
spoke about.  Mobile telephones are largely a federal issue.  My electorate is the South West Region.  As Hon 
Chrissy Sharp would know, mobile telephones work in very few parts of the south west.  When I drive home, my 
mobile telephone cuts out for the first time halfway up a hill between Armadale and the top of the Darling 
escarpment.  That is how early it cuts out.  Wherever there is tall timber, I can more or less forget it.  I have the 
fanciest of aerials, which members must pay for themselves at great expense, but it does not make any difference 
at all to my hand-held mobile telephone because it is not a CDMA - code division multiple access - phone.  To 
be fair, we call it the tyranny of distance.  That is one example of it.  However, it is political ideology.   
I will be more charitable than some people.  I am a charitable person - at least I try to be.  I think that Labor 
members of Parliament truly believe that when their party is in government, it is for the benefit of Western 
Australians.  Labor and Liberal members of Parliament really believe it when their party is in government. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  It is so.   
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is not.  That is the point I will get to.  Political ideology becomes almost like 
religious fervour.  Labor Party members believe that they are like manna from heaven, but people out there know 
differently.  Perhaps those of us who have not been involved with political parties as long as many members in 
this chamber know better.  I believe that the Labor Party members are absolutely sincere, or most of them at any 
rate, and they believe that the state is better off under socialist management.  It is like religious indoctrination.  
Of course, the problem is that because they believe that, they also believe that the end justifies the means.  That 
philosophy is morally bankrupt, because the end does not justify the means. 
As recently as yesterday evening I had family guests for the carvery.  One of my cousins-in-law - I guess that 
would be the correct terminology - told me that a week or two ago she spoke to a longstanding friend.  For 15 to 
20 years or so they have been the best of friends.  For the very first time something of a political nature came up 
in their conversation.  She said that within two to three minutes she realised that if she had not stopped that 
conversation, their friendship would have gone out of the window.  Politics is a wonderful, fascinating subject.  
It brings out the best in people and the worst in people.  If some members on both sides of the chamber could 
forget their political ideology, they would realise it is true. I will enlarge on this subject tomorrow, I believe, in 
my contribution to the Address-in-Reply to the Governor.   

We hear that mixed-religion families can face all sorts of trouble.  I guess that is so, because the more subjects 
people have in common and the more compatible they are, the more chance there is for a marriage or 
relationship to work out.  When I was growing up, my parents and siblings were of mixed religious 
denominations.  I do not think it was a problem.  If there was a problem it certainly never became unpleasant.  
The example I gave of my cousin-in-law is proof of my statement that political ideology can become as much of 
a hot potato as religious fervour.  Through you, Mr Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien), I remind the Leader 
of the House that probably a year to 18 months ago I asked him if he believed that to be good, legislation also 
had to be fair.  The Leader of the House paused and then he said that was basically right.  I think my memory 
serves me well.   
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Given the proposed changes to the Electoral Act, it would be fairer to throw the whole thing open.  Members are 
considering a tiny part of the legislation that is about political ideology.  A lot of things are wrong with it.   

For example, let us take the seat of Albany, my home town, with about 12 000 voters and a wonderful air service 
to Perth, two to four times a day.  That electorate is an absolute dream.  The member for Albany would not have 
anywhere near the amount of work of perhaps the member for Wanneroo or any member of a city electorate.  
The distance from Perth to the Albany electorate is greater than it is between Perth and many other electorates.  
However, it takes the member for Albany a lot less time to get home than it does the member for Vasse.  By real 
estate standards, Vasse is an outer suburb of the metropolitan area.   

My home is in the local government area of Albany.  A day or two ago I spoke about this to Hon Adele Farina 
and she agreed with my view.  She and I usually do agree - we might sometimes select our subject.  It is 
interesting because Albany is my shopping town.  I live in the so-called city of Albany, even though my home is 
110 kilometres out of the centre.  The circumstances for me to return home on the weekend are completely 
different from those of the member for Albany.  Some electors think I keep my car at the Albany airport and fly 
to Perth.  At the risk of incurring the wrath of the people of Albany, they sometimes feel they live in the only 
part of the state that matters.  Most of my electorate is well north of Albany.  If I left my car at the Albany 
airport, how would I service my electorate?  If I flew to Albany, I could hire a car to do the various things I am 
required to do, but it would not take long for the licence to expire.  If the Parliament wanted to be fair, it would 
provide me with an old second-hand car.  For me to return home and then return to Perth for a sitting of this 
house involves a 12-hour drive - six hours each way.  For the member for Albany, it is 55 minutes on the plane.  
Even though we live near each other and have the same shopping town and mayor - we have different 
councillors representing us on the council - our circumstances are entirely different.   

Surely if this Parliament tries to produce an electoral system that is fairer, it should not look just at a little part of 
political ideology.  When a decision is made by the Parliament for party ideological reasons, it will almost 
certainly lead to a decision that is morally bankrupt.  It is the perfect recipe.  I will give members an example of 
a decision I believe was morally bankrupt.  Quite early in the election campaign Premier Dr Gallop stated on the 
airwaves that one vote, one value was off the agenda.  I believe the Premier lied to the people of Western 
Australia.  A number of people heard the Premier speak.  It was not my imagination.  I have discussed it with 
quite a number of people on both sides of politics, who also heard it.  It is very interesting.  I have tried very 
hard, as have a couple of other members in this chamber, to get a recording of that program.  I have asked the 
staff in my electorate office to try to access it, but they have been unable to do so.  Therefore, I went to an 
outside person, who has some 20-odd years of experience in research.  I would not know what her political 
persuasion is.  I do not ask what people’s political persuasions are.  That is their business.  She could not find it 
either. 

I know that many people in the country heard the Premier speak.  One of the proofs is the vote count in the 
regions.  Let us look at what happened on election day, in alphabetical order.  In the Agricultural Region, the 
Labor Party increased its vote by 6.5 per cent - a remarkable achievement.  In the South West Region, the Labor 
Party increased its vote - this is even more of a worry - by seven per cent.  In the Mining and Pastoral Region, 
the Labor vote increased by 4.5 per cent.  Do members really believe that country voters would have swung to 
the Labor Party in such a strong way if they had thought that their political representation was to be reduced?  
Members opposite can be smart and say what a wonderful government they have been, but there are other days 
for that sort of thing.  Members opposite know perfectly well that no-one would deliberately vote in increasing 
numbers for a party that wants to reduce their political representation.  What is worrying is what happened to the 
recording of the ABC radio program on which the Premier was speaking.  

Hon Kim Chance:  If it ever existed.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It did.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I cannot comment about that.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Why is it so hard to find? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do not know.  We cannot find it.  I am not a conspiracy theorist.  I am not a 
suspicious person, but I wonder and hope that the Premier did not realise that he had made a mistake and 
pressure was brought to bear for the records not to be made available.  I hope that was not the case, but the end 
justifies the means with political ideology.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I suggest you look at back issues of the Countryman and Farm Weekly in the six months 
preceding the election and see how many times my position on one vote, one value was reported in those 
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publications.  No country person can suggest for one moment that he or she was under any illusion about our 
priorities on one vote, one value.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  With all due respect to the Leader of the House, I understand and agree with that.  
However, the Premier of the state holds a very special position, and he needs to be trusted by the people.  With 
all due respect - I mean no insult in any way - the Premier is the leading politician in this state. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Before you call the Premier a liar you need to be very careful that you have the evidence of 
what you thought you heard on the ABC.  You have tried to find it and you could not. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is correct, and I have never tried to hide that fact, but what I said was that a 
number of other people also heard this - people of the same persuasion as the Leader of the House!  They came 
to me and asked what was going on.  I am older than most and I suppose -  

Hon Norman Moore:  It was another great sleight-of-hand trick during the election, like a number of others.  It 
was on the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner: it is all over red rover; no one vote, one value. 

Hon Kim Chance:  And no-one could find a copy of it.  Isn’t that amazing! 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If I had not heard it, I would not have spent a lot of time trying to find the evidence. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Which you couldn’t find. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Exactly.  I have not tried to hide that; I am quite open about that.  I am just saying that 
I hope political pressure was not brought to bear.  I will provide another example of when political pressure was 
brought to bear, maybe not directly but indirectly.  Quite some time ago a report appeared in the media about an 
Aboriginal-owned station in the Pilbara at which cattle had died of thirst.  It has come to me on reliable evidence 
- I would not be stating it if I did not think it was reliable - that when the RSPCA inspector was halfway to the 
station he was ordered by his superiors not to go to the station but to return immediately to Perth - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  I am having a bit of difficulty relating this to the 
bill.  I am sure the member is about to tie this subject in with the bill or perhaps return to the subject of the bill. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  Because I talk slower than a lot of other members it 
takes a little longer to bring in that relativity.  I am talking about possible pressure being brought to bear on the 
one vote, one value issue.  I am providing another example to show how - 

Hon Kim Chance:  Like the RSPCA. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If the leader does not interrupt and listens, he will hear what I have to say.  I am told 
that the reason the RSPCA inspector returned to Perth was because the decision makers in the RSPCA were 
concerned about finance.  The leader may remember I asked a question in this house two or three weeks ago 
about government funding to the RSPCA.  That followed the report that I heard.  If my memory serves me 
correctly, I think it was a quarter of a million dollars per annum, which is similar to the amount the coalition was 
going to assist the RSPCA with. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not think it was assisting the RSPCA. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That was the reply I got.  I must return more directly to the subject.  It worries me that 
people could even think that pressure might be brought to bear.  I would like to provide some examples of why 
numerical representation affects people, but I will do it in a roundabout way.  I will use the example of the dairy 
industry.  I am told there are 184 dairy farms left in this state, and it has been suggested that they would probably 
average out at about three votes per dairy farm.  That could be represented by a husband and wife and a farm 
worker or a husband and wife and a son, for example.  Some farms are smaller and do not employ anyone, but 
some larger farms do.  It was suggested to me that each farm could represent three votes.  Let us increase the 
number and say there is a total of 900 votes.  If the 900 votes all went to the same party, it would probably 
involve three electorates.  There are not many electorates that 300 votes would make much of a difference in. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I am making the assumption that they all vote the same way.   

Political parties are only interested in the price of milk that housewives have to pay.  Our political system brings 
that about.  Our political parties could not care less whether the milk comes from Western Australian cows, 
South Australian cows, Victorian cows or wherever.  In the not too distant future it may come from Thailand or 
communist China.  It is acknowledged that Western Australia has the highest-quality milk.  We have seen what 
has happened with chickens and things like that.  The standard will certainly go down if we import milk from 
overseas.  The point I am making is that dairy farmers have no political clout.  They have no political clout 
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because of numbers.  This legislation, if it comes into effect, will be about numbers.  It will reduce the number of 
people in our political system who represent the interests of country people.  Fair legislation would ensure we 
have a system in which everyone in the state gets fair electoral representation.  Numbers are only one part of 
that.  Of course, they are not when it comes to political ideology. 

Let us look at the seat of Mandurah.  It is a ridiculous situation.  It is in the South West Region because we are 
hung up on numbers and the balance between this electorate and that electorate.  It brings about total unfairness.  
Mandurah does not belong in the South West Region geographically.  We have put it in the South West Region 
politically.  It is a southern suburb of Perth.  The problems of the people in Mandurah are almost identical to 
those of people living in suburban Perth.  Mandurah and Dawesville are not in the bush.  People there do not 
suffer the problems of isolation.  Another speaker tonight referred to large regional centres.  Maybe we can do 
more for the large regional centres.  I suggest that the large regional centres in the state get very good 
representation; they have good facilities, although they could be improved.  It is the communities that live 
beyond the large regional centres that do not have good facilities.  Country people get sick to death of being told 
that it is all about lifestyle - their reward for living in the country is their lifestyle.  Lots of people are leaving the 
country.  They are finding that the lifestyle is not what city people think it is.  I can remember sitting on a tractor 
without a cab a few years ago.  The wind was very cold.  Rain was forecast.  It was a Saturday or a Sunday, I 
cannot remember which.  A cousin of my wife is always on about the country lifestyle, because as a little girl she 
used to stay with her step-grandfather and would ride on a horse.  Her grandfather’s place was somewhere near 
Yarloop, which is in a wonderful electorate but it is not really the bush.  It is not part of the bush that the songs 
are about and that the poets write about.  It is not the bush that is part of our national heritage.  She would be 
well into her 70s now.  She was perhaps in her early 70s when she was telling us of her memories of the bush 
when she was a five or six-year-old.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Who is that?  Is that your wife, Paddy?   

Hon Peter Foss:  A cousin of his wife.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Oh.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I think the member knows my wife well enough to know that in spite of living 30-odd 
years with me, she does not quite look to be 70 yet. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I was going to say she looks very good for 70!  I think you must have aged her.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I am sure I have aged her, but not quite as much as that.  I return to what I was saying.  
The rain of course did come in.  I had my waterproof clothing on, but it was not as waterproof as it had probably 
been a couple of years before.  I got extremely cold.  I like this cousin of my wife a lot.  However, I did think of 
her when I was on that tractor and what she had said about the country lifestyle.  It was like being in a 
refrigerator!   

I will talk about fair representation.  If our democracy is to work, as I am sure we would all like it to, we have to 
be fair.  It has nothing to do with numbers; it must be fair.  What is fair?  Hon Frank Hough touched on that.  He 
referred to the price of things.  Many years ago my wife was doing a correspondence course on hotel 
management.  The lectures were sent to her on cassette tapes.  With the first one she said to me, “You’d better 
listen to this; you’ll enjoy it.”  The lecturer explained that wages and things could be a lot less in the country 
because the cost of living was less.  The foundation for her argument was that most country people live on farms.  
That was wrong for a start, so the very foundation of her argument was wrong.  She then went on to say that if 
people lived on a farm, of course their housing was free and their electricity was free.  For me to get connected 
to the power in 1973, I wrote a cheque for $6 330-odd.  It was hardly free.  No-one supplied us with a house.  
We had to buy a house.  We could not rent a house where we lived.  Those sorts of comparisons are very 
dangerous.  If we want to be fair -  

Hon Peter Foss:  You actually have to pay to put the power up the road.  You pay not just for it to come to your 
house, which is expensive in itself, but you’ve actually got to pay to join up with everybody else.   

Hon Frank Hough:  It costs 30 grand now.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, that is something that people in the city take for granted; they turn on a switch and 
the power flows.  Somebody once told me that we had a beautiful view across to the whole of the Stirling Range, 
but that person said, “Don’t those power poles look awful?”  I said that they did, but that they were the best-
looking sight in the district because of what they delivered.  Of course, this was some years ago.  They used to 
deliver!   
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This legislation will provide short-term political gain.  The cycle will come around.  We seem to have heard a lot 
of sayings tonight.  My colleagues have a little book of them.  I do not have that, but I did write down the saying 
- what goes around comes around.  I believe that this bill sets up some very dangerous precedents, such as 
throwing fairness and decency out of the window.  One day - it might take a little while - Labor will eventually 
lose office, and then the conservatives will become the government and it will be payback time.  This is not good 
government.  This is not working for the people of Western Australia, as the prayer that we hear at the start of 
each sitting day states.  This is working for a political party, on a gross scale. 

I have been accused, and probably quite fairly - it is a criticism that I am happy to live with - of being too 
idealistic.  I am idealistic.  I make absolutely no apology for it.  I wish more people were.  We try to set the bar 
high, but probably do not always get there.  However, we will get a little higher than if we set it too low.  I think 
that is a fair comment. 
One of the arguments that has been raised about one vote, one value - I guess I might have used it, but I do not 
like it - is about where the wealth is generated.  I do not think that we should look directly at where the wealth is 
generated and where the wealth might be spent.  I think Hon John Fischer said that $1 of every $100 generated 
by the mining and pastoral industry is returned to that area.  That is a desperate move by country people who 
want to retain good political representation.  It is a message, and the story of that message is that they hope that 
city people will be so concerned that in the long term their standard of living will drop that they will do 
everything in their power to try to keep people in the country earning that money. 

Hon Peter Foss:  City people should be doing that for all sorts of self-serving reasons.  It makes very good sense 
to keep people in the country. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is exactly right. 

I would like to very quickly run through some of the problems that I see many parts of the rural, agricultural-type 
areas in the south west and the wheatbelt facing at the moment.  They are economic problems.  Let us look at the 
industries.  I mentioned the dairy industry.  We know that to all intents and purposes it is finished.  The wool 
industry has been profitable for the average producer for one year in the past 14 to 15 years.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is right.  What about the beef industry?  We used to have beef cattle on our farm, 
but we have not done so for many years.  However, my beef-producing friends tell me that the price per 
kilogram for a culled cow today is the same as it was 20 years ago.  Culled cows are very important.  They are 
aged cows.  They are culled because of their age. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Would they be imaginary voters, do you think?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Goodness knows.  They are heading for death.  They are not the dead voters voting.   

I will deal with wheat.  The highest-profile wheat producer in Australia, a Mr Bob Iffla from the Lake Camm 
area, employs six to seven people permanently on his farms.  He has stated that he cannot justify planting a 
wheat crop this coming season because of the price of wheat.  In spite of the wonderful rainfall at the start of the 
season, a producer of his scale is very doubtful whether he will plant wheat this year.  Wheat has been the golden 
grain; it has been the glamour industry of agriculture for a great number of years.  This is a worry.  I ask and I 
plead with what I would perhaps call the members in this chamber with a bit more courage and a bit more 
decency than others to not put another imposition on country people.  If this proposed legislation goes through, 
members will be kicking people while they are down.  They will be stomping on them.  For many, that will be 
the final act.  The suicide rate in rural Western Australia has already increased.  One action leads to several 
reactions.  I guess city people sometimes get a bit tired of it all, because farmers are always whingeing about 
something - it rained too much, or it did not rain at all, or there was frost or hail.  However, the reality is that 
there are many seasonal variables in agriculture that are beyond the control of farmers.  I plead with members to 
not agree, for the sake of short-term political expediency, to this totally immoral and bankrupt legislation.  I wish 
I had the key to unlock the door that will make members realise what they are doing.   

One of the things that is making it hard for rural people is the huge increase in the price of minerals.  The federal 
and state Treasurers often refer to the value of rural exports to the national economy.  The last figures I saw - I 
think they are about a year old by the time we get them - indicated that agriculture comprises 36 per cent of the 
nation’s exports.  The price of iron ore has jumped up by 70 per cent.  The prices of most of our other minerals 
are going through the roof.  That means that in the short term agriculture will seem less important.  That is what 
the figures will show.  However, when the quarrying is finished and the gas has been used up, it would be 
dreadful if we had put all our eggs in those one or two baskets and did not have a lot left.   
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Under normal circumstances I would ask for an extension of time, but at a quarter to eleven at night I do not 
think I will risk my neck.  I thank members for their consideration and time.  I hope I have made it perfectly 
clear that I will be voting against this legislation, for many more reasons than I have been able to talk about 
tonight.  I urge members to please not vote for something for short-term political gain.  Members will regret it in 
later times if they do that.  I believe members of Parliament are generally decent people.  It will be sad when 
members do finally realise the damage that they have done to people.  Forget about numbers.  Think about 
people.  No-one likes to be thought of as just a number.  We are all people - human beings.  Most of us are good 
people.  From what we read in the media we would think that most people are not good people, but that is the 
style of reporting these days.  Most of us are good people.  I urge members to prove that they are good people 
and vote against this legislation.  I urge members to show that they care and that they do not want to add to the 
suicide rate, because, believe me, it is already happening.  This country has the highest male suicide rate in the 
world, and it is climbing.   

Adjournment of Debate 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.50 pm]:  I move - 

 That the debate be adjourned. 

Question put and a division called with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  

 

Noes (17) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  

Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.53 pm]:  I make very clear at the outset my strong 
disapproval of what is proposed in the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  Picking up on the sentiments of the 
previous speaker, Hon Paddy Embry, who suggested that we have a government in Western Australia that is 
morally bankrupt, I agree that the bill presented to the Parliament of Western Australia is not what it says it is - it 
is not a one vote, one value bill.  I turn to proposed section 16H, which refers to the basis for division of the state 
into districts.  It states -  

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

(2) The Commissioners shall divide the State into districts in accordance with the principle that, 
for each district, the number of electors that the district would have had at the relevant day 
must not be more than 10% greater, or more than 10% less, than the average district enrolment 
at the relevant day.   

(3) However -  

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

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

(i) the electors in that region; and  
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(ii) those 5 districts; 

and  

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

The government has presented legislation entitled the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  Shortly, into the bill will 
be inserted some provisions that will absolutely shatter the myth promoted in the community that this bill will 
ensure that everybody’s vote is equal.  What a nonsense.  The Liberal Party probably has nothing to lose 
electorally from this legislation.  Our opposition is based on principle.   
I will focus briefly on the concepts that the Labor Party still seems to not understand, despite the considerable 
lengths to which members of the opposition have gone to explain them; that is, representative democracy and 
effective representation.  Some people in this chamber will know that I am country born and bred.  I have lived 
in the city for many years.  My grandfather established one of the very first unions in the country.  I stand in this 
chamber as one who is passionately committed to country Western Australia.  I find it quite disappointing and 
almost unbelievable that a socialist party in government in this state today talks about fairness in industrial 
relations, and the fact that minorities and people who are marginalised must have fair representation and must be 
dealt with fairly under industrial relations laws and equal opportunity laws, but in this bill it has provided the 
absolute opposite to a fair voting system.  It has been trying to con the people of Western Australia into believing 
that the concept is honest and that it represents equity in voting, but it does not.  In a representative democracy, 
people are elected to Parliament to represent the people of Western Australia.  A paramount principle in this 
system of democracy is equality of representation, not simple numerical equality between different electoral 
districts.  It ensures that everyone is treated fairly.   
The very least we can ask, after sitting for 12 hours, is that members opposite acknowledge some fairness and 
listen to the debate.  However, we have a rabble.  Members opposite are eating Maltesers or Smarties and they 
find the debate particularly amusing.  I do not think it is very amusing that most Western Australians have been 
conned into thinking that this is a one vote, one value bill.  I do not think it is particularly amusing for the people 
who live in the remote and regional areas of this state.  Hon Paddy Embry said that he did not like the reference 
to wealth-producing people, but when we talk about the people who live in those remote regions and who do not 
have access to their members of Parliament, members opposite sit and laugh.  I re-read the second reading 
speech of the minister who presented this bill to the house.  What I read was not real but was a joke.  The 
minister said -  

This bill is the culmination of the gradual removal of impediments in our state’s electoral system. 

This bill is adding an impediment that will be very difficult to get rid of; that is, the impediment of injustice and 
unfairness that will be inflicted on country Western Australians.  The second reading speech refers to women 
being given the vote, the minimum age for electors for the council being increased to 30 years of age in 1899, 
Aboriginal people being given the vote in 1962, and adult franchise being introduced to the Legislative Council 
in 1964.  It states that the bill seeks to remove the impediment of the malapportionment of electorates.  What 
impediment is it to give people a fair opportunity to be represented in this Parliament?  I will give a couple of 
simple examples of what I regard as fairness, which is not to be confused with equal, because fair does not 
necessarily mean equal.   

A school principal came to my office last week, and gave me what I thought was a good example.  He said that a 
young teacher on his staff had a girl student in year 12 who had presented an assignment late.  The teacher said 
that he would not allow it to be marked for her TEE.  The girl had come to see the principal, who then asked the 
teacher whether he understood the home situation of the young girl.  He explained that her mother was disabled 
and that she was at home looking after a sick sibling.  He said that the teacher should give her a fair go, but the 
young teacher said that he treated all his students equally.  The principal said that they were not talking about 
equal treatment, but about being fair.  That is the basis of this bill. 

Because I have a background of teaching, another example comes readily to mind.  I have four children who I 
present to the principal of a school who maintains that the school offers equal access to all school facilities.  If 
my second son suffered from attention deficit disorder and my eldest daughter needed to be in a primary 
extension and challenge course class, in accordance with the government’s argument that equality means 
fairness, what would be fair about saying that my little boy must have the same treatment as the other kids in his 
class?  Would that be fair, even though it would be equal?  The Labor government in this state today is trying to 
con voters by saying that because it wants one vote, one value, which it does not really want, and because it is a 
believer in equality, this is a fair system of voting.   
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This idea of fairness was used in a Canadian court judgment.  I refer to a case brought by a woman, a QC, in the 
Supreme Court of Canada in 1991.  I am sure most members in this chamber would agree that Western Australia 
has a lot in common with Canada, not only in its dispersed, isolated communities and marginalised indigenous 
communities and small concentrated urban centres, but also in its political and cultural history.  The judgment to 
which I refer was brought down in 1991 by Madam Justice McLachlin.  It states that the issue is not an equality 
of voting power per se but the right to effective representation.  In my preparatory remarks I said I wanted to 
focus specifically on effective representation.  The Canadian judgment also states that the parity of voting power 
is of prime importance, but it is only one factor to be taken into account in ensuring effective representation.  It 
also states that the value of a citizen’s vote should not be unduly diluted but that absolute parity is impossible 
and in some circumstances undesirable.  Justice McLachlin goes on to say that, in her judgment, factors such as 
geography, community, history, community of interest and minority representation can be taken into account to 
ensure that Legislative Assemblies effectively represent the diversity of their social mosaic.   

Perhaps I have been under some sort of mistaken belief, after having listened to speakers opposite espousing the 
Labor Party’s socialistic ideas, that the Labor Party’s intrinsic belief would mean fairness to the isolated, remote, 
marginalised and minorities.  That is what members of the Labor Party profess to believe in.  That is their 
profession of faith.  They have forgotten to tell the folk of Western Australia that it is not a diversity of social 
mosaic the Labor Party is interested in, but winning government.  Hon Robin Chapple, who is in the chamber, 
may be interested in the terminology “social mosaic” because the Greens (WA) often tend to a mosaic of 
considerations.   

In essence, the judgment says that many factors, other than simple numbers, should be taken into account.  This 
decision was reinforced in 1988 in the Canadian Electoral Boundaries Commission report, which states that 
applying a simple mathematical approach - which is what the Labor Party says it is doing but is not doing - is not 
the answer.  The report of the Electoral Boundaries Commission of 1988 states that applying a simple 
mathematical approach of dividing the western territory into electoral districts of equal populations will not 
answer the desire of the northerners for a fair and effective government.  The task is more complex and must 
take into consideration geographical, cultural and language factors, land claim areas and negotiations, self-
government talks and the need for a balance between urban and rural areas.  A number of speakers have detailed 
those considerations this evening - particularly the balance between urban and rural areas.   

The report goes on to state that the north west territories are very different provinces of Canada.  It is difficult to 
conclude that the same conditions that will provide effective representation for southern Saskatchewan or for 
Prince Edward Island will also provide effective representation for Holman or Fort Smith or Yellowknife.  The 
needs and demands of the larger centres may be heard more easily and addressed more effectively simply 
because of the size of the population.  As a number of speakers, including Hon Paddy Embry, have said, a small 
and isolated community has the same basic needs for services, but, because of its size and location, may find that 
its voice is lost unless effective representation means something more than equal numbers.  Our Aboriginal 
population in this state is not unlike that of the Canadian indians, but we hear nothing from the other side other 
than that the Labor Party supports moves to bring the Aboriginal population the same benefits received by other 
Western Australians.  That has still not been achieved, but denying people living in remote areas fair 
representation hardly gives those isolated and marginalised men, women and children access to fair 
representation in this Parliament.  I emphasise that in my previous remarks about the Canadian situation, I was 
referring to the remoteness of the northern territories of Canada where there are many cultural groups, and land 
areas under claim similar to those in the northern parts of this state.  The bottom line is that effective 
representation means more than equal numbers.  I hope that some members of the Labor Party in this chamber 
this evening might listen and hear the difference I am pointing out between fairness and equality.  Fair 
representation does not necessarily mean equal representation.  Many members in this chamber have heard the 
pleas of people from regional areas.  I am concentrating on effective representation and pleading with the Labor 
Party and people in the city to hear the voice of rural people.  They live in isolated and small communities and it 
is essential that they have a voice in this Parliament.  I refer to all of the people who live and work in the regions 
of Western Australia.  
Perhaps an explanation in a concrete form of the Western Australian situation would be to consider a local 
government deputation that wants to meet a minister - say, Hon Kim Chance.  Such a delegation would usually 
consist of the chief executive officer, the shire president or mayor, and maybe one other person.  If that 
delegation is from South Perth, in the South Metropolitan Region, which is five minutes from the city of Perth, 
that meeting could all be over in an hour.  If we move to the outer suburbs of Armadale or Rockingham, which I 
represent, travel time increases to approximately an hour each way, so we are looking at the best part of a 
morning to have this important meeting with the minister.  If we go further out, to Bunbury for instance, travel 
time becomes two hours each way.  For these people who are away from their businesses, the cost of travel now 
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becomes a significant factor.  For people from further away still, from Albany or Geraldton, the trip is at best 
four and a half hours each way, unless we change travel modes and use an aeroplane.  I am not convinced that 
many councils could afford that.  That trip, flying down from Geraldton or up from Albany, requires a night’s 
stay in a hotel or somewhere, and in those circumstances costs become prohibitive.   
I could also refer to Esperance, which is an eight-hour trip, but I am sure members understand what I am saying.  
The further away from Perth people live their access and representation to ministers of the government becomes 
less and less easy and more and more difficult.  For local government representatives to have direct input to the 
government, it is important that they have an adequate number of parliamentary representatives. 
As an aside, my office is in Fremantle and I did a little addition when I was preparing my speech.  People who 
live in Fremantle have access to five members’ offices within walking distance.  There are two legislative 
councillors, one Greens (WA) member and me; one local Assembly member, the member responsible for this 
bill, Hon Jim McGinty; a member of the House of Representatives, a federal member, Hon Carmen Lawrence; 
and I understand Senator Evans also has an office in Fremantle.  I have seen the office. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  It is in West Perth. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I have never seen him in Fremantle, I might add, but his tile is on the door of an 
office in High Street.  People living in that community have access to five members right in Fremantle.  A 
person who lives in the South Metropolitan Region, which I represent, has access to five legislative councillors, 
four members from the House of Representatives, 10 local Assembly members and three or four or maybe more 
senators - between 20 and 22 members of Parliament.  I would estimate that the longest drive between the 
furthest points in my electorate, from Victoria Park to the City of Rockingham, might take 45 minutes with the 
new freeway that was built by the Court government, and within an hour people can have access to 22 members 
of Parliament.  In the Agricultural Region, the Mining and Pastoral Region and other regions in country Western 
Australia it is far more difficult to see a minister or a local member of Parliament.   
This evening we heard a wonderful exposé about access to technology and the information highway or whatever.  
Research that has been done in America - in the very town to which the new Greens (WA) member referred - 
about teachers in the classroom, shows that members should never be fooled by thinking that parents will be 
satisfied talking to the assistant teacher or the untrained aide.  That is not a reflection on them.  Parents do not 
expect that there will be as effective an outcome from the classroom with an untrained person, even if three such 
people are put in there with the teacher.  The same analogy can be made with members of Parliament.  People 
want to see their member of Parliament, who will come into this chamber or the other chamber and put their 
cause on record before the government and the Parliament.  If we are to have fair representation, that is what 
they ought to be able to do. 
I will now refer to Europe and the European Parliament, in which a commonsense decision was made.  I have 
referred to the Canadian finding.  As we know, masses of people live in Europe, but a commonsense approach 
has been taken in the European Parliament so that effective representation is connected to a set of numbers 
carried over into the representation.  In the European Parliament, vote weighting is considered very important to 
ensure that the larger countries do not dominate the smaller ones.  For instance, prior to 2001 it required 829 000 
Germans, 681 000 Britons, 399 000 Portuguese and 70 000 citizens from Luxembourg to each send a 
representative to the European Parliament.  Each country elects six members to the European Parliament.  We all 
know that Luxembourg is a very small country; it is the smallest in Europe.  The principle was reinforced in the 
Treaty of Nice, which was signed in February 2001.  It reallocated seats to allow for new member countries.  In 
the new Parliament, the dominance of the larger countries is further reduced.  For example, it now requires 
822 000 Britons to elect one member to the Parliament, but only 75 800 Maltese.  It is interesting to note that the 
Labor Party uses vote weighting to ensure that all voices are heard when it preselects its members of Parliament.  
I do not have the WA document with me, but one that I have read states the position for Victorian Labor.  It is 
actually a 1999 Victorian Australian Labor Party members’ handbook.  The document states clearly that vote 
weighting is used.  It states that the use of proportional representation to elect delegates to the state conference 
and members of the Public Office Selection Committee ensures that all the interests represented by the ALP have 
a say in the selection of Labor candidates.  That is the case in Western Australia; the Labor government’s own 
party uses vote weighting for its members.  In Victoria, eligible local ALP members who vote in a local 
plebiscite and members of the public office selection committee are each accorded 50 per cent of the final 
candidate selection decision by a vote-weighting process.   
I ask members to consider a thought experiment.  The Labor government is promoting one vote, one value.  
Members should consider the following scenario of the operation of government.  Let us pretend that from May 
to September inclusive each year this Parliament is required to sit in Broome.  It would take the Parliament to the 
people as we did in Kalgoorlie.  What would be the implications of that?  Firstly, the overwhelming influence of 



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

 p848c-893a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Barry House; Hon John Fischer; Hon Ray Halligan; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Bruce 

Donaldson; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Bill Stretch; 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

 [41] 

Perth on the governance of this state would be significantly reduced.  The voices of the rest of the Western 
Australian community would have a chance to be heard.  It would not be on an equal basis because the number 
of Perth MPs would still hugely outnumber those from the regions.  At least they would be batting on the same 
ground.  Secondly, the people of Perth would have the opportunity to learn how frustrating it is to access 
government and local members of Parliament when they are thousands of kilometres away.  The boot would be 
on the other foot.  Perth MPs would have the opportunity to learn how difficult it is for a country member to get 
to a function in his electorate or to access constituents except by phone when Parliament is sitting.  Earlier this 
afternoon Hon Barry House detailed two days of a very busy week to outline how important it is for country 
people to meet with their member of Parliament and how the demands on country members are huge.  I do not 
know that many of the suburban Labor Party members would ever understand that, unless they had some 
experience of living and working in the country.  I cannot believe that the Greens members who represent areas 
like the Agricultural Region can stand in this Parliament and promote this type of unfair representation.  They 
say that it is okay and that constituents can use the phone, fax or whatever.  People would be lucky if that 
worked at the back of Muckinbudin, let alone in the Kimberley or wherever.  That is not the way in which people 
can be fairly represented in the Parliament.   
All I can say is that this exercise by the Labor Party is a cynical move away from the democratic principles of 
providing all Western Australians with fair and effective government.  If the government is calling it electoral 
reform, I ask it to go back to the origin of the word “reform”.  Perhaps those who had the benefit, as I did, of a 
Latin classical education or who have learnt some French will look at the meaning of the word “reform” or the 
French “réforme”.  It means the removal of abuses, especially political.  Electoral reform should consider the 
removal of abuse, especially political abuse.  This so-called One Vote One Value Bill is not worth the paper it is 
written on.  It entrenches the abuses of the electoral system and allows numbers to crush the minority view.  I 
thought the Labor Party stood for minorities and for marginalised people.  In this debate, it clearly does not.   
I ask the Labor Party to consider the fairness of this bill in the light of modern-day rulings, such as the examples 
I gave of the situation in Canada and Europe.  Members opposite should take off their blinkers and should look 
beyond the next election and their individual, personal and selfish concept of this state of Western Australia.  
They should look at the people who make up and live in this state, and allow them some fairness in their 
electoral system and some fair representation.  I suggest that the Labor Party also look at the good models that 
apply in places such as Canada and Europe.  I suggest we put the question to the people and let them decide in a 
referendum.  I oppose the bill.   
HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [11.28 pm]:  I take a slightly different view of this legislation and ask 
members to consider what we are doing and why.  As members know, when the President reads prayers we are 
exhorted to govern and to make decisions on behalf of the people of Western Australia that are in their best and 
general interest.  We are charged with preserving an environment in which the majority of people can go about 
their business for the benefit of themselves as individuals and their country as a unit.  That means being able to 
build their businesses, occupations, professions and careers with a minimum of interference from government, 
but also being able to access help when they need it.  One of the most profound visits I ever paid was to a small 
businessman.  I went in and introduced myself and asked whether he was busy.  I told him that I would not take 
up too much of his time.  I asked him whether there was anything that we, as a government - we were in 
government at the time - were doing that we should not be doing, or whether there was anything that we should 
be doing but were not doing.  I think I have that the right way around.  At this time of night, I will rely on 
Hansard to put it straight if it is not. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Hansard is very good at that. 
Hon BILL STRETCH:  It is excellent.  Anyway, he thought for a minute and said, “No, I’m very happy.  
You’re keeping out of my hair, but I know where you are if I want you.”  I think that really sums up where a 
free, democratic society enjoying its liberty goes and wants to go.  The important point is that people need to 
have that access available to them.  I believe there is a tendency in modern politics to think that we must go out 
and pour our philosophies and our dreamt-of services down their throats; that it is the job of governments to 
spoon-feed organisations and industry.  I do not think that is the case at all.  I think people want a sympathetic 
ear and sensible advice, and above all they want access when they need it.   
This really gets back to the question of liberty.  Great historians, thinkers and philosophers down the centuries 
have thought a lot about liberty.  John Stuart Mill comes to mind, as does Benjamin Franklin, and the one who 
particularly appeals to me is Lord Acton.  I believe what he has said is very apposite to the bill that we are 
debating tonight, the One Vote One Value Bill.  Lord Acton became a very well-known historian.  He was born 
in 1834 and died in 1902.  He always dreamt of writing a history of liberty and a novel on liberty.  However, he 
did not get around to it.  He was so busy writing essays and articles that that major work escaped him.  It is 
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interesting that in his life he never earned an academic degree in his own right.  He did not even achieve a high 
school diploma, but that was not uncommon in that century.  However, he became well known in history circles 
and received many honorary degrees later in life.  I will quote him tonight.  Speaking of liberty, he said -  

Liberty is not a means to a higher political end.  It is itself the highest political end . . . liberty is the 
only object which benefits all alike, and provokes no sincere opposition . . . The danger is not that a 
particular class is unfit to govern.  Every class is unfit to govern . . . Power tends to corrupt, and 
absolute power corrupts absolutely. 

I will put that into context with what we are talking about tonight.  I came into Parliament in 1983 when Brian 
Burke came to power as Premier in a landslide victory.  Over the ensuing years we saw what happens when 
power is taken absolutely, the rules are ridden over and the executive becomes all powerful.  One of the well-
known comments of the time of Brian Burke, when he was threatening his caucus room, was, “If you don’t like 
what I’m doing, challenge me as leader.  You know you’re nothing without me.”  That is absolute power, and 
that corrupted, because honest people of the day - there were plenty of them - did not stand and say, “Hey, mate, 
you are too big for your own boots.  There’s a lot more at stake than absolute power.”  We saw the consequences 
of that. 
The sadness of it is that some of the people who were in Parliament at that time are in Parliament today.  Geoff 
Gallop came in about that time and is now Premier.  Hon Jim McGinty came in about that time and tasted 
absolute power.  They have never forgotten about that.  Hon Ken Travers can screw up his face, but there are a 
few lessons here that this Labor Party would do well to remember.  What members opposite are doing is setting 
in motion a piece of legislation that will guarantee absolute power to the Labor Party for the coming two 
elections at least.  The only thing that overcomes absolute power is anarchy.  It is interesting that in my 
experience the nearest this Parliament ever came to anarchy was the night the union movement took over this 
house of the Parliament.  That was a very ugly night.  It could arguably be said that that occurred because a 
government, this time of my persuasion, had overstepped the mark a little and was seen to be taking too much 
power unto itself.  However, that is not a parallel to what we are doing tonight, because what the house was 
debating that night was a simple piece of legislation that could be easily overturned as soon as the government 
changed and the Labor Party came to power - that is, the union movement came to power - and had that 
legislation reversed.  It was no cause to disrupt the democratic processes that had been set in place over the 
history of this Parliament.  Members be warned: if any party steps over the line, sooner or later there will be a 
general uprising against that sort of grab for power when it is seen to be over the odds and just too much for the 
people to stomach.   
I am appalled that the government would be so blatant as to go ahead with this legislation.  We do not know 
what will come out in mark 2 of the legislation.  We have not been let into the big secret.  However, rumour has 
it that we will have another bill to debate.  We will be interested to see how that goes.  I urge members to bear in 
mind the words of Lord Acton: absolute power will corrupt absolutely.  It affects all people at all levels and in all 
organisations.  We see it in shire councils, and even in school parents and citizens associations.  It is only the 
democratic process that has been set in place over the years that prevents these abuses of power.  Like Hon 
Paddy Embry, I, too, heard the statements that were made by the Premier before the last state election on the 
radio, and I think they were also reported in some Press, about how the one vote, one value electoral reform was 
dead and was no longer an issue; it was off the agenda.  A lot of that was done to take the heat off some of the 
country Labor members, like my friend the member for Collie-Wellington, Mick Murray, who was under 
considerable pressure because it was not in his interests to vote to have his seat abolished and to lose 
representation for the people of Collie.  There were many other Labor members who privately and not so 
privately expressed great concern about what the Labor Party was doing.  However, as is the case in this place, 
the numbers ruled supreme, and that went forward.  Everyone in the country breathed a sigh of relief when the 
Premier said that electoral reform was dead and he would not be pursuing it.  People took him at his word.  
However, they now know better.  There have been so many broken promises and commitments, and so many 
misleading statements, that the people now know better.  It is probably just as well the Premier is overseas on 
essential parliamentary business and is not in this Parliament to face the music and explain why he has done a 
backflip on this issue.  It is interesting that some other members have noted that the road to Kalgoorlie became 
the Premier’s road to Damascus: he had a change of heart regarding the seat of Kalgoorlie when it became fairly 
evident that Matt Birney would have a fairly good victory, and the Labor Party needed to do something about it.  
Therefore, the government came up with this absurd proposition to bolster its stocks in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, and the previous commitment went out the window. 

This commitment of electoral reform was off the agenda.  However, members came to the opening of Parliament 
and found on page 9 of the Governor’s speech the heading “ELECTORAL REFORM”.  The speech reads - 
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 The Government remains strongly committed to providing better Government for all Western 
Australians - 

That is fine.   

 and addressing the imbalances that exist in our society . . .  

We all know that imbalances exist in our society.  They have always been there, and it is sad that they always 
will be.  There was certainly no clamour from the electorate about electoral imbalance.  However, I return to the 
Governor’s speech - 

 As part of this commitment, the Government will continue to give priority to one of the fundamental 
principles of democracy - the belief that every citizen should have an equal say in electing their 
government.  The Government will introduce electoral reform legislation as soon as practicable, 
introducing amendments to the Electoral Act that will provide a proper balance between equal voting 
rights for all Western Australians and appropriate representation for people in rural and remote areas. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear! 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Noble sentiments indeed, but there are a few crabs in there.  What does the government 
regard as appropriate representation?  Does it mean fairness, or adjusting things so that the Labor Party receives 
the bulk of seats at the bulk of elections?  Does it mean that all people have equal access to their member of 
Parliament?  Just what does it mean?  It can mean anything.  It is cleverly written.  We think we know what it 
means, but it gives enormous scope for the government to do what it wants to do.  Very smart.  We have the One 
Vote One Value Bill in this house.  It is not called electoral reform legislation any more.  Its long title reads - 

 An Act to - 

•  amend the Electoral Act 1907 . . .  
However, its short title is the One Vote One Value Act 2005.  If I were buying a package called one vote, one 
value, and I had a box delivered containing this collection of old dead fish, I would send it back.  I would say 
that it is not one vote, one value at all.  I would go to the Consumer Protection Commissioner and say that I had 
been sold a pup.  Hon Robyn McSweeney raised a very good case in addressing a question to Hon Jon Ford 
regarding dating agencies.  She asked what redress a person had if he or she went to a dating agent and paid a 
large sum of money and was not given a very appropriate response.  The minister very properly replied that there 
were ways to handle fraudulent misrepresentation and such matters.  He suggested that the member advise the 
client to take the case to the Consumer Protection Commissioner.  What do I do with my box of dead fish 
marked one vote, one value?  As you, Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), and other speakers have pointed 
out, this is not one vote, one value across the board.  I thought that my box contained the One Vote One Value 
Bill.  However, when I look through it, I find a whole lot of exceptions.  Not all the fish are fish.  When it comes 
to the Mining and Pastoral Region, they are dead cats; actually they are more like dogs.  They are totally 
different from what we thought we were being sold.  I suppose, perhaps, one could go to the Commissioner for 
Consumer Protection and say that this is rubbish.  We could go to the people and say that they will not be given 
what they have been told they will be given; they will be given a misrepresented package.  Hon Paddy Embry 
described it in somewhat stronger language, and I think it would be fair to say that this house is being sold a 
package with the wrong label.  It is a false package, it will not do what it says it will do and it should be retitled.   

I have been advised by my learned colleague over many years that there is a very useful thing called a preamble 
that can be put in a bill.  I thought about what the title of this bill should be.  I came up with the title of the 
electoral reform bill 2005, which it is; it is not one vote, one value.  As the bill is called the One Vote One Value 
Bill by the government, I guess we have to call it that.  My suggested preamble to it states -  

Whilst acknowledging that this legislation is designed to deliver socialist Labor governments to the 
people of the state of Western Australia, and that it will seriously reduce the fair and reasonable 
personal access to parliamentary representation of such citizens who reside in non-metropolitan regions 
of this state and produce a major proportion of its real wealth, this Parliament nonetheless enacts as 
follows:   

Then we would go on with the piece of misrepresented legislation.  That would at least warn people who read 
this legislation that they will not get fair value or what they have paid for, or what they were promised.  That will 
not happen, and it is a pity that it will not.  As a lifelong resident of rural Australia - my forebears came to 
Australia from rural England in the 1840s as farmers and clergymen and all worked in the country - I defend 
strongly the right of country residents to reasonably convenient personal access to their elected parliamentary 
representatives when they need them.  I do not believe that this legislation is giving us that fair and reasonable 
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access to a member of Parliament.  Special concessions were made for the Mining and Pastoral Region, which is 
fine for those electors.  However, I put it to members that, as Hon Barry House pointed out earlier, the South 
West Region of Western Australia is one of the most difficult electorates for an upper house member to service.  
It has just one air service from Perth to Albany.  Further travel around the electorate must be done by vehicle or 
air charter, which is very expensive.   

Even though the allowances have been increased, they do not reflect the difficulties encountered by members 
serving those many towns. 

Hon Barry House outlined the typical daily and weekend activity of a member representing that region.  I 
certainly agree with him, and I think that Hon Adele Farina and Hon Paddy Embry would also agree with him.  It 
is necessary to drive 60 000 to 80 000 kilometres a year to service that electorate in a reasonable manner.  It is 
easier for government members because they can hitch rides with ministers in aircraft, use drivers and use all 
sorts of means that are not available to members of the opposition.  I ask government members to consider that 
80 000 kilometres a year represents 100 working days a year being spent in a car.  Even though I drive at the 
speed limit, the electronic wonders in my motor car and the inboard computer assure me that my car’s average 
speed is 64-odd kilometres an hour.  If the kilometres that I drive in a year are divided by that figure, the answer 
equates to approximately 100 eight-hour working days.  I put it to government members that 100 working days 
of eight hours spent sitting in a car represents more than one-third of the working days in a year.   

The government intends to reduce such representation by an as yet unspecified number of members; we have not 
seen the details of this legislation yet.  The government must consider what it is doing.  It cannot cherry-pick the 
state of Western Australia.  Members of Parliament in the north west have much better access to major towns.  
The access is not perfect by any means and people must drive backwards and forwards on various arterial roads, 
but the area has air services and most towns in the north west are more accessible for members in that area than 
towns in my area are for me.  It is probably quicker to fly from Perth to parts of the Kimberley than it is for me 
to do a round trip from Perth to Walpole by car.   

I do not think that the government understands what it is doing to representation.  It is all very well for ministers, 
who travel in a chauffeur-driven car.  They also have access to government-financed planes.  We do not have the 
government plane any more, which is probably a relief, although some ministers of earlier days would certainly 
disagree with me.  It is difficult for members to get around in the south west, so why victimise that area?  It is a 
fast growing region of Western Australia.  It is a very productive area.  My colleague Hon Norman Moore, the 
Leader of the Opposition, could advise me of the mining wealth that is coming from the south west land division.  
It is huge, and projects are opening up there all the time, such as the Ravensthorpe nickel project in the electorate 
of the Leader of the House.  It is a very important region.  I believe it is absurd to cut representation there just 
because the result happens to fit into a map.  The area has growing needs to be met.  It has a growing population 
and there are lots of pressures in all spheres of government.   

Most of us had not had the opportunity to enjoy the wisdom of my good friend and former farming colleague in 
the Parliament, Bill McNee.  He had a very good grip on his electorate work, and a strong grasp of his electorate 
and the colourful language that has developed in those wheatbelt areas.  He made the comment one day that 
when he goes into a butcher’s shop he wants to talk to the butcher; he does not want to talk to the so-and-so 
block.  The government, the Greens (WA) and others are saying that they will give members electronic 
communications, such as free-call telephones, to make up for the tyranny of distance.  We know it is not the 
same.  When a constituent has an issue - it may be a very personal or painful issue - he or she does not want to 
talk to the block.  Although I do not consider myself a very competent butcher, constituents want to talk to the 
person in charge.  I pay tribute to my electorate staff - they are far more informed on issues such as Homeswest 
problems, pensions and those kinds of things.  They are better qualified than I am, so I do not in any way 
diminish them, and I do not think any members would.  The point is that there are many occasions when a 
constituent wants to talk to a flesh and blood member of Parliament across the desk.  They do not want to send a 
fax, e-mail or text message; they want to sit down and have a talk.  Very often, that is all it takes.  If the numbers 
of people on the ground are diminished, people in those very isolated areas lose their very important access to 
their elected parliamentary representatives.   

I do not know where we will go in this debate.  It is very difficult to set a course, because we do not know what 
is coming up.  We do not know whether we will get a north, south, east or west wind.  Another piece of 
legislation is approaching the other place from some direction, to which I understand we should not refer in any 
great detail - we cannot do so if we do not know what the hell we are talking about - because it has not seen the 
light of day.  It is very unsatisfactory to try to carry on a debate like this, when the facts are not known.  I go so 
far as to say that it is a contempt of this house to make us sit here when we do not have the facts on the table to 
debate fairly.  We must make our points as best we can on a piece of paper that we are told will not be the final 
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text, and may only be peripherally relevant.  We have all sorts of assurances that we must go through this 
exercise.  We do not know whether it is just so that the government can test the water to see what the voting 
attitude of some people will be, whether there is a real purpose to this, or whether this legislation will be 
incorporated along with the other unknown legislation when we see it.  It is a very strange way to legislate.  It 
reeks of political opportunism.  Bear in mind that this is not like the industrial relations legislation debate of 
several years ago.  This will change the face of Western Australia for many years.  People have suggested that 
this is a generational change, which we take to be 20 to 25 years.  What we do in the next two or three weeks 
will possibly impact on the state of Western Australia for that period.  Given the importance of what we are 
doing, I repeat that it is a gross contempt of the system to go along with this charade now.  The leadership of the 
government has let us down.  I do not say this about the Leader of the House in particular, because I do not think 
he had any option.  

An opposition member interjected.  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I think that is so.  As my colleague rightly interjected, everyone has an option.  They 
can stand up and say no, and that enough is enough.  I have seen that happen in the Labor Party on only a couple 
of occasions.  One involved my good friend Hon Fred McKenzie, who was the government Whip.  He got his 
instructions from the other house to call off pairs, but he stood up and said that he would not do it.  The option is 
there even for members of the highly structured and regimented Labor Party to say no, but it is just too much to 
expect. 

I do not know what Hon Jim McGinty’s pull is over the Labor Party.  I do not know how the numbers stack up 
and, really, I do not want to know.  I do know he was part of a Labor government in this state when some 
dreadful things happened in the administration.  I have a fear deep in my bones that we have some payback 
coming from those days.  I will not go back to the current Premier when he was in charge of the Motor Vehicle 
Insurance Trust and he removed funds that had been built up in the trust and made it a contingent liability on the 
state of Western Australia.  Members know the effect of that.  When the Liberal Party came to government, it 
had to impose a levy because all the money had gone.  Now, that same minister is Premier.  Also, Hon Jim 
McGinty, who was a junior minister when those dreadful things occurred - he was not a very good one - is now 
the Attorney General and Minister for Electoral Affairs.  He has come up with this sort of claptrap nonsense and 
is using the power he has in the executive and the Labor Party to put the upper house through these hurdles.  I 
think he is enjoying it - it is a use of absolute power.   

It is pointless sitting here to all hours of the night and morning wearing out members and staff and the other 
facilities of Parliament to indulge the whim of the minister in another place.   

A little ditty came into my head about the dear old Duke of York, he had 10 000 men, he marched them up to the 
top of the hill - in Mr McGinty’s case it happened to be the High Court of Australia - and he marched them down 
again.  He found that when they were up, they were up, and when they were down, they were down, and when 
they were only halfway up, they were neither up nor down.  That is where we are now.  The minister does not 
know whether he is up or down.  Members in this house do not know whether they are up or down.   

Opposition members sit here wondering what will happen when we get the next piece of legislation.  The Leader 
of the House either does not know or has been ordered not to inform this house of the layout, planning, strategy 
and the business plan for the implementation of the legislation.  If he does know, I wish to goodness he would 
tell the house so that we all know where we are going.  It would save a lot of time.  If members are bashing their 
gums for the sake of getting to the end of the debate to test the attitude of certain people on the floor of the 
house, that is fine, but tell us all.   

I will not use all my time, but if that is all in the exercise, it has been a big waste of time so far.  If we had been 
given the usual courtesies of the house, we would all know what we are doing.  I hope the Leader of the House 
can plead ignorance because he does not know either.  From some of the remarks he made the other day, I have a 
feeling he has a fair idea, but it may not be proper to indicate it.  I just think that it is time, if that is the case, that 
he went to the minister and said, “We are out of here; we are no longer going to waste our time while you are 
swanning around in our electorates, while we sit here debating a nonsense piece of legislation that you are going 
to change.”  We hope that is not the case, but I think at least the house deserves an explanation.  It deserves a 
strategy plan, a business plan, a general indication of the direction in which we are going and of what the hell is 
going on.  This is a totally unsatisfactory way to run a house of Parliament.  It is probably one of the worst I have 
ever seen in my 22 years here.  I hope it is the last I ever see.  I did not expect to be standing here making this 
speech, because I thought I had made my valedictory speech several months ago, but in a way I am glad that I 
am here to partake in this debate, because I had the advantage of participating in the 1980s debate when the one 
vote, one value legislation was being debated: everybody’s vote shall be equal.  Hon Arthur Tonkin, who had a 
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fervent, deep and abiding belief in one vote, one value, put this legislation forward, much, I might say to the 
embarrassment of some of his Labor Party colleagues, because they knew that under the pure one vote, one value 
scheme they stood to lose a few seats as well, but that did not worry Arthur Tonkin.  In his own way he had a 
very strong conviction about this legislation.  We could understand that.  I admire and respect a person who has 
strong convictions.  I might disagree with him, but I can respect him.  I cannot respect a minister who puts 
forward this sort of legislation, which is halfway up to the top of the hill and halfway down again.  Is it one vote, 
one value?  No, it is not.  It may be one vote, one value somewhere; we do not know where. 

As Hon Bruce Donaldson pointed out in a very good speech earlier tonight, we have phantom voters or 
dummies.  What are they called? 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  LAAs - large-area access voters. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  What an extraordinary concept.  We flippantly refer to the mushrooms in the south 
west, the hallucinations and the fairies at the bottom of the garden that mysteriously appear for those who 
partake of some of the mushrooms, but, for goodness sake, are we going to give them a vote in the Kimberley?  
What are these LAAs?  Are they the fairies at the bottom of the garden; is this what we are counting?  When I 
look at some of the people who have wrapped up this legislation, I see that that could well be so.  We have so 
many hard, real, people-figure voter people, and then we have the fairies at the bottom of the garden, but, being 
fair, we now have the McGinty model, although it has been proposed by the Greens or whatever; he has to take 
responsibility for it and the Leader of the House has to take responsibility for it.  Do they agree to count the 
fairies at the bottom of the garden in the Kimberley?  If so, what is wrong with counting the fairies at the bottom 
of the garden in my electorate, which, as I pointed out, is equally difficult to service.  They are entitled to be 
counted.  We have the famous gnome garden between Lowden and Dardanup.  Are we going to give the gnomes 
at the roundabout a vote?  Why not?  We are going to give a vote to the fairies at the bottom of the garden in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  Do not be absurd!  Why not be pure and go straight for one vote, one value; have 
the guts to give it a fly.  At least people would then know where they stand.  Those on the government side 
would then know whether they were at the bottom of the hill, because when they got to the top of the hill the 
High Court kicked them out and they marched down again.  They should give it another go and be politically 
pure for once in their lives.  They should not go along with this hybrid legislation, this mongrel dog legislation.  
It is a mess and they know it.  It is not sustainable.  It is not honest.  It does nothing to protect the liberty of the 
people of Western Australia.  They did not vote for it, whatever the government kids itself about this.  There was 
no campaign about this or about supporting a government that gave votes to the fairies at the bottom of the 
garden.  The government should be honest and give it a fair fly.  It should take this away, go home, and tell the 
minister to get it right, and present us with a decent piece of legislation on which we can make a mature, sensible 
decision. 

Adjournment of Debate 

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [12.10 am]:  I move - 

That the debate be adjourned until the next sitting of the house. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  

 

Noes (17) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  

Question thus negatived. 
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Second Reading Resumed 

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [12.13 am]:  After the disappointment of the last state 
election I took the opportunity to go to a beach far, far away.  While I was far, far away I took the opportunity to 
read the autobiography of Bill Clinton.  It was a little less painful than reading Mein Kampf on the beach.  In 
fact, I read much more of Bill Clinton’s autobiography than I did of Adolf Hitler’s struggle.  There was a part of 
Clinton’s biography that caught my imagination.  He was describing or explaining his disappointment at having 
to withdraw the nomination of Lani Guinier as his nominee to head the civil rights division.  He said that after he 
named Lani Guinier in April, the conservatives went after her with a vengeance.  They attacked her as the “quota 
queen” and accused her of advocating the abandonment of the constitutional principle of one vote, one value - 
sorry, one man, one vote - because she had supported a system of cumulative voting under which each voter 
would get as many votes as there were contested seats on a legislative body and could cast all the votes for a 
single candidate.  So strong was the conservative opposition to this notion of cumulative voting, which was the 
denial of the constitutional principle of one man, one vote - they do not have girls in the United States, of course, 
and that is the way it should be - Clinton decided he should read Lani’s articles.  He said - 

They made a persuasive case for her position, but were in conflict with my support for affirmative 
action and opposition to quotas, and seemed to abandon one man, one vote in favor of one man, many 
votes: spread them out however you like. 

Having read that passage I sat and contemplated the notion of one man, or one elector, one vote.  I thought: how 
could any thinking supporter of representative democracy not support it?   

What does one person, one vote mean?  It means that one person has one vote; that is, every qualified elector has 
a single vote.  That single vote is cast once for one candidate.  It is counted once.  The candidate who attracts the 
largest number of those single votes wins the election.  It is one vote for one candidate counted once.  The 
winning candidate then becomes the representative in the legislature, in which that representative has one vote 
that he exercises once each time a question is put.  The representative exercises his or her one vote in the 
affirmative or the negative.  According to whether the affirmative or the negative gets the majority of those 
votes, so the question is carried or defeated.  How could any thinking supporter of representative democracy not 
support that principle?  It is fundamental to equality in the democratic process.   
However, we do not have that in Western Australia, do we?  We have a thing called preferential voting.  
Members know what preferential voting is.  One person has many votes according to the number of candidates, 
and those votes are distributed, not according to the wishes of the elector, unless he or she decides so to do, but 
in the majority of cases according to a direction given by somebody else.  People take the card and follow the 
card, and other members and I try to discipline the voters to follow our card, because then we will be directing 
how their many votes are distributed across the many candidates.  The votes are then counted, and some of the 
votes are counted N times N minus one the number of candidates.  Therefore, if there are eight candidates, eight 
votes can be counted seven times.  The candidates who get the fewest number of votes are progressively 
eliminated, and then their votes are redistributed and they are counted again.  They are counted again and again 
and again until such time as one candidate has an absolute majority: 50 per cent plus one.  One vote, one value?   
We have this absolutely magnificent system, devised by compromise in 1988, for the upper house.  In the upper 
house we do not have one man or one woman voting for one candidate; we have one vote for a party.  Of course, 
the elector can vote for all the candidates and exercise, as was the case in the East Metropolitan Region in 2001, 
26 choices.  One vote was exercised with 26 choices; in other words, 26 votes in order of preference.  
Alternatively, an elector can put “1” in a box.  The majority do, and we encourage them so to do, do we not?  Do 
we not give them a how-to-vote card that says, “There is no need to follow this side.  Simply write ‘1’” - in the 
case of my party, “1” against Liberal, and in the case of the government’s party, “1” against the Australian Labor 
Party, or whatever it might be.  We want them to do that.  Why?  Because then we control their choice.  We 
control where their 28 votes will go.  They do not have the faintest idea, because the decision about the 
distribution of preferences is made by some group of faceless men of our parties who then register that decision 
with the Electoral Commission, and the Electoral Commission then distributes the votes according to the 
directions given by the faceless men. 
Hon Peter Foss:  That’s a Brian Burke special, that one. 
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  A Brian Burke special.  Unfortunately, the Brian Burke special was a 
compromise.  In fact, it was not a Brian Burke special; it was a Peter Dowding special, which makes it even 
“more worser”.  It was a compromise negotiated behind the Chair between Labor and the minor party.  The 
minor party, the National Party, did this for the simple reason that it would guarantee the National Party a quota 
of places in this place.   
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Let us look at what happened in the East Metropolitan Region in 2001.  I do not have the faintest idea what 
happened in 2005.  I was disinterested.  Actually, I was interested, but disinterested.  In 2001 there were 26 
candidates in that region.  Hon Nick Griffiths was the first candidate elected.  He was elected on first 
preferences.  Hon Peter Foss was the next candidate elected.  He was elected on first preferences.  Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich was the third candidate elected after the first preferences of Hon Nick Griffiths had been distributed to 
her.  Her excess above the quota was then distributed to what is her name - Hon Louise Pratt.  She is 
appropriately named - Pratt.  The next candidate was a person called Butler.  Butler attracted the grand total of 
15 first preferences.  In addition to those 15 first preferences, he got two second preferences that were distributed 
from Hon Nick Griffiths, so he got a total of 17 votes.  Those 17 votes were distributed across nine candidates.  
Mr Butler’s votes were counted according to the number of candidates to which the votes had been distributed, 
until most of the candidates had been eliminated.  So, there was a multiple counting of multiple votes.  Guess 
who was the last person elected?  The last person to be elected was moi!  Guess what?  Moi got more votes than 
any other candidate!  I ended up with a total of 42 757 votes.  Even Hon Nick Griffiths - the first person to be 
elected - got only 39 831 votes.  I got the greatest number of votes, and yet I was the last person to be elected!   
Hon Kim Chance:  You are clearly very popular!   
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  This is one vote, one value.  Well, I do not know about that.  I have obviously 
broken a few mathematical rules in that illustration, but the simple fact is that we have never had in any 
Australian political system one vote, one value.  In this Parliament, we have a system of preferential voting for 
the Legislative Assembly.  That is interesting, because if there is a three-way contest, we pray that our bête noire 
will come second, because the third person determines who will win the election.  The third choice of the 
electors decides who the electors will have as their representative - not the first choice of the electors, and not the 
electors themselves, but their third choice!  How could any thinking supporter of parliamentary or representative 
democracy not support one person, one vote - one vote, one value?  That is such an honest and incorruptible 
system, as opposed to the corruption in the current voting system.  I was looking for Hon Alan Cadby because I 
used a word familiar to both of us - the “corruption” of the system. 

This place has a quota system.  Is that one vote, one value?  To reach a quota, we take the number of candidates, 
add one and divide that figure by the total number of votes.  There are five candidates in the East Metropolitan 
Region.  It is five plus one.  It is one-sixth as a percentage, which is 16 and two-thirds per cent.  Five candidates 
at 16 and two-thirds per cent means there is only five-sixths of the value of the vote.  One-sixth of the vote is for 
the Phantom.  One does not start with one vote, one value, but one vote, five-sixths value.  Each time the vote is 
distributed, as members all know, it diminishes in value.  The vote worth five-sixths of its value may be 
distributed 25 times with diminishing value, and that vote might decide who wins the election!  Is that one vote, 
one value?  

I was very saddened to learn during the election campaign that Tommy Butler is gravely ill.  The Labor 
candidate for Serpentine-Jarrahdale is an admirable young man with an admirable father.  I had a conversation 
with the candidate’s father outside the Armadale returning office during the pre-poll voting, and he told me how 
sad he was that Tommy Butler was in a nursing home.  He said that he visited Tommy regularly because they are 
great mates, but, unfortunately, Tommy is at that stage of decline that he does not recognise his mate and he lies 
inert in bed all day.  I was saddened by that news.  The very honourable Tom Butler and the very honourable 
Fred McKenzie were in this house when I first came here.  I believe they were the last of the true Labor people 
in this place.  They were honourable men.  I remember Tommy Butler saying to me that because of the 
amendments negotiated behind the chair in 1988, neither of the major parties would again exercise control of this 
house in their own right until the quota system was removed.  My party won a majority of 18 members in 1989, 
and he said that from then on we would never get that number again, and neither would the ALP.  The quota 
system will always guarantee that control of this house will be held by minor parties or Independents.  He is right 
of course, and that was what Bill Clinton was disturbed about with the cumulative voting system, which he saw 
as an abrogation of the constitutional principle of one vote, one value.  That is what the quota system means.  No 
matter what the preferences of the voters, with their one vote counted many times without their even having the 
faintest idea of the combinations and permutations that those votes go through -  

Hon Barry House:  Ninety-six per cent of the ticket voters.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Ninety-six per cent of the ticket voters.  Very few of them would understand 
the preferential system, and I doubt whether more than one per cent would understand the quota system.  They 
say, “How did they win?  I didn’t vote for them.  I voted for him or I voted for her.  How did it happen?”  They 
are puzzled.  It happens because they do not control their votes; the faceless men do.  The cleverest parties in a 
quota system are the ones who harvest the preferences.  With a quota of 16 and two-thirds per cent, a person 
could get a first preference of three per cent, harvest the preferences at five-sixths diminishing each vote, and 
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hold the balance of power in this place.  If we were serious about one vote, one value - I am genuine in my belief 
that we should have one vote, one value - we would start thinking in terms of such things as first past the post, 
because it is the concomitant of one vote, one value.  However, that is based upon a proposition of democracy, 
which is about equality.  Our voting system is not about equality; it is about equity, and they are two different 
things.  Members must never confuse equality and equity.  Equality is one vote, one value - one vote counted 
once for one candidate, with the person garnering the majority winning, even if that majority might be 30 or 40 
per cent.  A person can still become President of the United States of America with 40 per cent of the vote.  
However, our system is not like that, because we have a different perception of democracy.  Our system of 
democracy is not based upon equality; our system is based upon equity.  The proposition we have is that 
electors’ choices must be exhausted, because only when the electors’ choices are exhausted will there be fair 
representation of what the electors want.  That is equity.  In the upper house we have taken that one step further, 
because we have this quota system that guarantees that the minor interests, whether they be Greens, Democrats 
or Callithumpian, have an equitable opportunity of representation in this place.  Let us be honest; we do not and 
never have subscribed to the principle of equality in our electoral system.  We have prescribed to subscribe to a 
principle of equity in our electoral system.  We have extended that principle of equity, and not simply to embrace 
the proposition that even the minor parties will have an equitable chance of representation through the 
distribution of preferences on a quota system.  We have also said that equity means that we will take account of 
the geographic reality and distribution of population in Western Australia, so we have had the weighted voting 
system.  That is the principle of equity.  I am not prepared to stand in this chamber and say that system of 
weighted voting has not produced in some respects an unfair gerrymander, because it has.  From what I read in 
the newspapers, we will be accepting a version of the Queensland system, which created a gerrymander for the 
Australian Labor Party that the Joh Bjelke-Petersen National Party seized and used to rule in an authoritarian 
manner for something like 20 years.  In all the discussions that we have had the government has talked of one 
vote, one value.  It is a lie.  I do wish the government would give the bill an honest title.  It is a lie, and I use that 
term advisedly.   

I do wish that we will be honest and explain what it is about, because ever since this proposition came out all the 
parties have been busy with calculators, busy working combinations, permutations, a line here and a line there 
and working out who it will advantage.  They are working out that if this is done it will advantage them, and if 
something else is done it will advantage others.  Whether they be members of the Greens, the Australian Labor 
Party, the Liberal Party or the National Party, what members are concerned about is not equity, equality or one 
man, one vote; it is electoral advantage.  That is what this is about.  It is Labor’s chance to seize the electoral 
advantage.  Those sorts of rorts have an unfortunate way of biting back, as Queensland found out.   

Our system is far from perfect, but it has one virtue; it gives equitable representation to sparsely populated rural 
areas.  In many respects that is a historical anachronism because of the economic history of Western Australia.  
The population was not always as centralised.  The population was not based on an industrialised economy, but 
was based on a rural economy.  The population was distributed much more evenly across the state.  However, 
while the population has become centralised as a result of urban drift, and rural and remote centres have become 
depopulated, the electoral system has remained the same.  There is therefore a historical anachronism.  In that 
historical anachronism, however, there remains a very important principle of equity; that is, the rural vote for the 
rural residents in sparsely populated areas, and the further away from the city the sparser the population, means 
that they have an equitable representation, which is a fair representation.  I am not pretending that it is a flawless 
system, but I think that principle is an important one. It is historically and politically important.  I do not know 
whether we will throw it out the window, because I do not know what the deal is.  I have seen and read things, 
and I have seen diagrams and looked at numbers, but nobody has come into this place and told me what the deal 
is.  I have asked where the amendments are, and Hon Giz Watson said that they had asked for them to be drafted 
three weeks ago.  I thought the deal was done last Wednesday.  Drafting of the amendments was requested three 
weeks ago, and they are still not drafted.  So where are they?  According to Hon Giz Watson - 
Hon Barry House:  Read the bill, in the newspaper.  

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I will read the newspaper later, so that I know what I am debating.  It is 
interesting that the bill was introduced in this house in the form of a newspaper!  That is an improvement.  Those 
of us who were members between 1989 and 1993 remember the bill that waltzed into the house when copies of it 
had not been printed, and we passed a bill we had not seen.  At least this government has the honesty and the 
honour of allowing the Press to tell us what is in the bill.  
Hon Simon O’Brien:  You can’t read that bill either, because there is a standing order against the reading of 
newspapers on the floor of the house.  
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  This newspaper is interesting, because I read on the front page the words “My 
life is in your hands, but I would prefer it in your hearts.”  This Parliament is in the hands of the government, but 
I would prefer it to be in the hearts of members.   
I am genuine in my belief that there is a need for electoral reform.  If the government were genuine about the 
need for electoral reform, it would do it properly, going back to first principles.  If the government genuinely 
believed in one vote, one value, it would have a parliamentary democracy based on equality.  That would be the 
first principle.  Each person is equal, and has one vote, regardless of where or how he or she lives.  They are 
equal citizens in the democratic system who each have a right to exercise one vote to be counted once for one 
person of their choice.  If the government wants to accept that, fine; I would argue for equity because of the 
simple fact of the geography and distribution of population in Western Australia.  Let us go back and make that 
decision.  What counts is not what the political apparatchiks and faceless men with their calculators working out 
the electoral advantage want, but what the people of Western Australia want.  Guess what - nobody has asked 
them!  We came into the house last week not knowing what we would be debating.  We have been here a week 
and we still do not know.  Nobody has asked the people of Western Australia what they want.  If the government 
was genuine about electoral reform, it would do so.  What was the slogan in 1983?  “Let the people decide.”  
Hon Sue Ellery interjected.  
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  My colleague, Hon Sue Ellery, finds letting the people decide distasteful.  
What a big yawn, consulting with the electors!  
Hon Sue Ellery:  You didn’t listen to what I said, did you? 
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I heard what I wanted to hear.  
The second thing we would do is sit down with people from the electorate and consider the options.  Let us call it 
a convention.  Call it what one likes, but let the people have an input because they will decide how they will be 
governed as they will be given the right to voice their opinion.   
When it was “let the people decide” in 1983 - the question was put when the aborted attempt for one vote, one 
value electoral reform in the previous Parliament was debated: why not put this question to a referendum?  
Guess what the answer was?  “We know what the answer will be.  The answer will be, no.  That is not the 
answer that we want.”  Because they knew they would not get the answer that they wanted, they decided they 
would not ask the question.  There is a word for that.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson: Guided democracy.   
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do not call it guided democracy, I call it corruption of power.   
Where is the government’s genuine wish for parliamentary democracy; where is the government’s wish for 
parliamentary reform?  It does not have that, none of us does.  We are all busy with our calculators assessing our 
electoral advantage, are we not?   

How many combinations and permutations of the deal were done?  The number I have from the information that 
came to me from the Electoral Commission, and I understand it was tabled in another place, shows this as run 
number 11.  I do not know how many runs of combinations and permutations followed that, using the total 
knowledge and authority of the Electoral Commission to run combinations and permutations that would be 
suitable to the Greens (WA) and the Australian Labor Party.  I wonder how much the results of those 
combinations and permutations are guiding the amendments we are yet to see.  I know what the results of the 
combinations and permutations are.  The results are to secure one and possibly two more terms of a Labor 
government.   
Members opposite are not honest, none of them - none of us.  We are all playing the same game.  We are here 
pretending to represent a democratic Parliament, representing the interests of Western Australians and governing 
for the benefit of Western Australians and we play these shabby games of electoral opportunism.   
I do believe there is a need for electoral reform.  I support equity over equality.  I understand the value of 
equality in a one vote, one value system, but the one vote, one value system functions unfairly to some groups in 
our society.  If it is functioning unfairly to some groups in our society, then it is not a fair system and we should 
be looking for a system that is truly equitable.  It is not in the bill before us.  If it is not in the bill before us, no 
matter what my intellectual predisposition might be, my conscience would not allow me to vote for it.   
I am looking forward to the real bill, the bill which was negotiated behind the chair, so I can understand the 
extent that these people in front of me are prepared to go to remain on that side of the house.  I certainly will not 
be supporting this bill.  My last votes in this Parliament will be against this bill at every stage.  I am thankful that 
my party will be voting against it also. 
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Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Simon O’Brien. 
 


