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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [2.34 pm]:  Before question time, I was referring to the Labor Party’s claim that it 
had a mandate to introduce a one vote, one value policy, or would thrust that policy on the people of Western 
Australia.  As I said prior to question time, if one were a little uninformed, one could be forgiven for thinking 
that the Labor Party went to the election with one policy only: one vote, one value.  It is clear that members of 
the Labor Party were not out there beating their chests about this issue, and they certainly were not advertising 
the fact that they intended to pull eight country seats out of regional and rural Western Australia and place them 
in the city. 

Mr Omodei:  They did not want anybody to know about it. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Exactly.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke prior to me and said that the Labor Party 
achieved a primary vote of some 37 per cent - hardly a mandate!   

A number of issues come into play when people cast a vote.  They may have cast their vote according to 
individual seats, although I accept that that would be somewhat unlikely in the Labor Party, although I recognise 
that the party has a couple of vibrant personalities on the government benches and some people may have voted 
for them as individuals rather than for the Labor Party. 

The SPEAKER:  Members, it sounds more like Coles cafeteria in here at the moment with about 20 different 
conversations taking place.  I am keen to listen to what the member for Kalgoorlie wants to contribute to this 
debate.  I ask those who are not interested to please leave. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  The other thing worth considering is the apparent swing away from the 
Labor Party in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It is no secret that the Liberal Party advertised the Labor Party’s 
intention to bring in a one vote, one value policy throughout that region.  It is now a matter of fact that the 
Liberal Party won the seat of Kalgoorlie for the first time in 100 years; indeed, for the first time in history.  
There was a reasonable swing away from the Labor Party in the seats of Eyre Kimberley and Pilbara.  We went 
into those areas and told the people exactly what the Labor Party intended to do.  That sort of advertising was 
somewhat absent in a lot of the city seats that were won by the Labor Party.  

One only has to look at my predecessor’s comments in the Kalgoorlie Miner two days following the election 
when she attributed her demise to the issue of one vote, one value.  That speaks for itself. 

Julian Grill, the former member for Eyre, went on ABC radio on 5 January 2001 and said that he as an individual 
could never support the Labor Party’s policy of one vote, one value.  Here is a guy who has been in the Labor 
Party for some 23 years.  He certainly does not subscribe to the view that one vote, one value should be a 
forgone conclusion.  If the Labor Party is so sure that it has a mandate on this issue - we have heard various 
ministers and the Premier out in the public domain saying that they have a firm mandate to introduce the policy 
of one vote, one value - why does it move back from the issue of a referendum like Dracula moves back from the 
stake?  I have a fair idea.  The members of the Labor Party know exactly what will happen if this issue is put to 
the people of Western Australia.  We on this side of the House are well aware that the people of Western 
Australia soundly reject any proposal that involves removing eight country seats from regional and rural Western 
Australia and placing them in city seats.  Far from being the bastions of democracy, Labor Party members are 
running scared of the idea of a referendum.  The reason is quite simply that they know exactly what the people of 
Western Australia will say to them.  One has only to look at the Westpoll.  In a recent Westpoll survey some 47 
per cent of the people polled said that they supported the concept of one vote, one value.  My information is that 
the question posed in the second Westpoll was significantly different from that in the first Westpoll, and showed 
that only 30 per cent of Western Australians supported the concept of one vote, one value.  I submit to the House 
that 30 per cent is probably a reasonable figure.  Once again, that hardly means a mandate for the Labor Party. 

Following the election, some members of the Parliamentary Labor Party made a pretty smart and quite good 
practical move to support country Western Australia.  They formed a little group.  We all know that the Labor 
Party has a hell of a lot of groups.  It has the lefts, not-so-lefts, rights, half-rights, centres and centre-rights, and, 
these days, nobody really knows where any of them fit.  It formed one group that had the potential to fight on 
behalf of country Western Australia.  The name of the group is, I am told, the Country Labor Alliance.  I can 
only assume that all country members got together after the election and said that they had been put into power 
by people in country Western Australia and that they would form the alliance; in fact, the alliance is so strong 
that its members are missing from the Chamber.  I can see my colleague, the member for Eyre. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr BIRNEY:  That is good representation; nonetheless, it is city representation. 

What is the Country Labor Alliance all about?  Its members are supposed to be representing the interests of 
country people.  I can only imagine that is why they formed the strong and indefatigable Country Labor 
Alliance.  They are a mob of fraudsters.  What have they done?  Did they go into their party room as a group, 
stand in one corner and say to the Minister for Electoral Affairs, “Look, minister, we are the strong Country 
Labor Alliance representing the country people of Western Australia.  We do not want this policy.”  Did it 
happen? 

Mr McGinty:  During the election you said that you would take 16 seats. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Did the minister say to them, “Shut up, you fools.  Don’t get out there and say that because we 
have a policy of one vote, one value”?  Did they all roll over and let the Minister for Electoral Affairs tickle the 
alliance’s body?  Did it think it was nice and did its legs start going? 

Mr McGinty:  They twisted my arm. 

Mr BIRNEY:  They have formed a fraudulent alliance that does not represent country people.  If it did represent 
country experience, its members would be prepared to cross the floor on this issue of one vote, one value. 

Perhaps by way of interjection some of the country members might be able to tell me whether the member for 
Geraldton supports taking eight country members out of rural and regional Western Australia and putting them 
into the city? 

Mr Hill:  We would still have representation in the bush. 

Mr Barnett:  Speak up for the people of Geraldton! 

Mr BIRNEY:  What about the member for Mandurah? 

Mr Templeman:  I am proud to support it. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The member for Eyre is a bit sort of funny about it.  What about the member for Collie?  Does he 
support removing eight members from country Western Australia and plonking them into the city?  What does 
he reckon the people of Collie will think about that?  They are a fraudulent little lot.  I call on them to disband 
the Country Labor Alliance.  What a joke! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I know that this issue is dear to everyone’s heart.  I suggest that the member for 
Kalgoorlie not encourage interjections.  We got to a point at which the interjections from my right meant that I 
could not hear the member for Kalgoorlie. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Thank you for your protection, Mr Speaker, after that ferocious attack.  It was fairly important 
that I had a response from the members of the country limp-wristed society - sorry, the Country Labor Alliance - 
because it is important that they put their views on the parliamentary record. 

The member for Geraldton is a very good example of exactly what members on the other side of the House are 
doing.  When I asked him the question, he hid under the table.  It would appear that he does not support a one 
vote, one value policy.  At least the members for Collie and Mandurah have the guts to say that they do not mind 
selling out country Western Australia.  That guy hid under the table. 

A number of fairly good arguments can be mounted against the policy of one vote, one value.  The principal 
argument is that all Western Australians, regardless of where they choose to live and work, have the right to be 
equally represented.  That is what it is all about.  Bearing in mind the sheer size of some of the electorates that 
will be created if those electoral maniacs opposite have their way, I do not know how they can say that people 
would be equally and fairly represented. 

The argument that Western Australia is the last State to go down the path of one vote, one value does not wash 
with me.  If members compare the size of Western Australia to the size of New South Wales, Victoria and other 
States, they do not have to be Einsteins - even members with limited intelligence on the other side of the House 
will understand - to realise that a State the size of Western Australia cannot be represented on the basis of a one 
vote, one value policy.  That will not lead to adequate and fair representation for people who choose to live and 
work in country Western Australia.  Let me give a good example. 

Mr Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Member for Roleystone. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The federal seat of Kalgoorlie stretches from Esperance to Wyndham.  Even though the federal 
member for Kalgoorlie, Barry Haase, has two offices - one in South Hedland and one in Kalgoorlie - some 
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constituents in that electorate must drive 1 500 kilometres to see their member of Parliament.  That is what the 
mob opposite is on about.  Does the Minister for Electoral Affairs honestly think that driving 1 500 kilometres to 
see a member of Parliament is fair and equitable representation?  We might as well have that member stationed 
in Adelaide.  Constituents might as well drive to Adelaide every time they want to see their member of 
Parliament.  That is what a one vote, one value policy will do.  The federal seat of Kalgoorlie is 88 421 times 
bigger than the smallest federal electorate.  Anyone who has an ounce of reasonableness in his bones - I know a 
couple of members on the other side of the House who have - will understand that the people living in that 
electorate would probably very rarely get to see Barry Haase, their federal member, who is a very good member 
of Parliament, and are being unfairly represented by him. 

Successive Governments have spoken of decentralisation as opposed to centralisation.  If we explore that 
concept a little bit, we will find that after the one vote, one value policy comes into place, perhaps not in a couple 
or even five or six years but certainly in 10 or 15 years, people living in rural and regional Western Australia will 
be of a mind to move to the city.  Is that what the Minister for Electoral Affairs wants?  Does he want everyone 
in regional Western Australia to pack up and move to the city?  This change would put much pressure on 
facilities and the like in the city of Perth.  No reasonable person would think it a good idea, but it will be the 
ultimate outcome of a one vote, one value policy.  Money and services allocated to country areas will diminish.  
It is a reality that money and services are allocated according to the people who sit in this Chamber and represent 
the views of their electorates.  We have all asked ministers for money for hospitals, roads or police stations, and 
we have had some success.  This is about representation in this Chamber, and that is how members get facilities 
for their electorates.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is about to knock eight members out of the country and 
whack them into the city.  

Mr McGinty:  You could look after Boulder as well. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I do. 

It is also worth considering that city constituents have clear and unhindered access to not only their members of 
Parliament but also government departments and bureaucrats who can make decisions.  Some people in rural and 
regional Western Australia do not have any government departments stationed in their areas.  That is a vital 
point.  What do those people do?  They see their members of Parliament, who then represent their views to 
government departments.  Many government departments do not have offices in rural and regional Western 
Australia.  Why on earth would we want to pull eight members of Parliament from those areas and whack them 
into Perth?  It is a good argument, and I hope the minister considers it. 

Rural and regional Western Australia comprises 90 per cent of the State.  Under the Labor Party’s plan, 26 per 
cent of the people in this Chamber will represent 90 per cent of Western Australia.  That is simply not 
acceptable.  Country Western Australia is a major wealth producer.  I have some figures that might interest 
members.  For instance, during the 1990s, the minerals industry contributed to 70 per cent of Western Australia’s 
exports and 50 per cent of its employment and economic growth.  Mining and capital expenditure in the minerals 
industry over the past five years has been $4 billion.  I am sure members would agree that $4 billion is a 
reasonable contribution to a gross state product of between $50 billion and $55 billion.  In 1999-2000, the 
goldfields-Esperance region had a gross regional product of $4.7 billion.  Why would country Western Australia, 
which had had its representation and members removed, want to contribute that money to the State’s economy?  
There would be no reciprocation from the Government.  The member for Pilbara made a good call when he said 
that the Pilbara, which contributes about $500 million a year to the State’s coffers, should split from Western 
Australia.  We in the goldfields would not get out of bed for $500 million a year.  Perhaps we should also secede 
from Western Australia.   

A lot of misinformation has been floating around.  The Premier has made statements to the effect that country 
people do not want more politicians.  He has tried to confuse people in country Western Australia by telling 
them that we want to thrust more politicians upon them.  That is not and never has been the case.  The Minister 
for Electoral Affairs says his party will support country people.  The Labor Party will support country people in 
the same way a rope supports a hanged person.  It has no intention whatsoever of supporting country people.  If 
and when this legislation is passed, getting the Premier to visit country Western Australia will be like trying to 
get a hog into the Sistine Chapel.  He will belch and scream and dig his trotters into the ground.  I would not be 
at all surprised if we have to drag him kicking and screaming. 

In closing, I call on country people to rise and deliver a telling blow to the Labor Party that will be forever 
recorded in the history books as the blow that threw the Labor Party out of government.  

Amendment to Motion 

Mr BIRNEY:  I move -  
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To delete the word “now” and insert after “time” the following - 

only after it has been submitted to the electors in a referendum held pursuant to the 
Referendums Act 1983 and that it be supported by a majority of electors in Western Australia 

That is a reasoned amendment.  

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.56 pm]:  This reasoned 
amendment would not be necessary if the Labor Party members in this Parliament were able to stand up for the 
communities they represent.  The intention of this amendment is to ensure that this legislation cannot be put into 
force until the people of this State have the final say through a referendum.  We have already debated a motion 
on this issue in this place.  The country members of the Labor Party were given the opportunity to stand up for 
the communities that elected them.  All failed to do so.  Our concern is that no country Labor member will cross 
the floor on this legislation, and that all will toe the Labor Party line rather than stand up for their communities. 

I demonstrate the principal importance of crossing the line.  There are 57 members in this place.  If the Labor 
country members had the guts to cross the floor and represent their communities, this legislation would be 
defeated.  The simple reason is mathematics: the Government would not have the numbers without the country 
members, even after allowing for the Speaker and the Independents on this side of the Chamber and assuming 
the member for Pilbara does the right thing and stands up for his community.  It is no wonder that the Premier 
has said he will refuse to give Labor members a free vote.  He does not have the confidence to give them a free 
vote; yet, on 13 March 1997 he said -  

If we had an unfettered vote on this issue . . . we would have a clear majority; 

He was talking about the whole Chamber.  He is not here at the moment, but he should put his money where his 
mouth is and allow a free vote.  Everyone in the Liberal Party and, I am sure, the National Party, will vote 
against the legislation.  The Liberal Party is opposed to this Bill to the hilt.  If country Labor members had the 
guts to cross the floor, we would defeat this legislation.  That is no exaggeration.  Labor members have the 
ability to defeat this legislation.  It is not a fait accompli.  However, on the understanding that Labor members 
will not do that and will remain shackled to the whims of their Caucus, we have decided to make it appropriately 
the people’s decision and give the people the final say on this matter through a referendum.  We have described 
how the Government does not have a mandate for this legislation.  We have described how the Labor Party did 
not put this proposal to the people at the election.  We have described how the information that the Labor Party 
gave out in some country areas was misleading and deceptive, and did not tell the whole story.  Labor members 
have agreed in that respect.  The former Labor member for Kalgoorlie was quoted in the Kalgoorlie Miner as 
follows -  

She said one-vote one-value and native title had also been influential in the swing away from Labor.   

One vote, one value had helped to swing the people in her electorate away from Labor and had helped to cost her 
that seat.  That is hardly a mandate.  That says that despite the fact that the people in that electorate got 
propaganda from the Labor Party, they still voted against the Labor Party.  I ask the member for Nedlands, who 
lives in the Nedlands area: during the election, how much emphasis did the Labor Party put on what it wanted to 
do with country representation? 

Ms Sue Walker:  None. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Was there any Labor Party propaganda?   

Ms Sue Walker:  No. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It was the same in Carine and Hillarys.  I ask the member for Kingsley: how much 
propaganda was there?  

Mrs Edwardes:  Nothing came through my letterbox.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Nothing came through the member for Kingsley’s letterbox.  Tell me that is a 
mandate!   

Mr Carpenter:  You are right; we certainly did not campaign in the seat of Nedlands on what we would do with 
country seats.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Labor Party did not campaign on that matter in most of the metropolitan area, 
if not in all of it; and even in country areas it misled the community and did not tell the whole story.  The 
member for Kalgoorlie mentioned Westpolls.  In the first Westpoll, a mere one-third of the people supported this 
initiative; and even in the second Westpoll, the Labor Party did not get a majority.  Again, it has no mandate.   
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There are a number of reasons that a referendum is the appropriate way to resolve this matter.  The first reason is 
commonsense.  We are talking about a major and fundamental change to the electoral system and to the 
democratic process of government and Parliament in this State.  It goes without saying that for such a major 
change as this, the people should have sovereignty and it should ultimately be decided by the people.  It should 
not be a scrappy little deal that has been knocked up by the minister and the Premier to ram through legislation 
for party political gain.   

I admit that the Commission on Government, which the Premier has been very fond of quoting from time to 
time, recommended one vote, one value.  However, the report said this change should go into the Constitution.  
The Premier can call me all sorts of names, but it is there in black and white.  I have had discussions with one of 
the people who wrote the report.  I know what the report says.  However, the Premier is not doing that.  He is 
doing it through the back door.  The Labor Party did not say to the community during the election campaign that 
it will bring in this change through the back door by pretending it is a repeal Bill, and that it will fiddle around 
with some legislation and bring in vote weighting in the northern areas of the State. The Labor Party did not go 
to the public on that.  It has no mandate for what it intends to do.   

Mr Carpenter:  We are in the Parliament of Western Australia.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If Labor has a mandate, it is for the system that the Premier, the minister and all the 
Labor Caucus endorsed in November 1996.  That endorsement and support is not qualified and has never been 
rescinded.  That system, which the Premier said he would introduce when he came into government, involves 
putting these changes into the Constitution and holding a referendum.  If the Premier and the minister were 
honest about this, they would put these changes into the Constitution and hold a referendum.  The community 
will always have doubts about any proposal to tinker with the electoral system when politicians are pulling the 
puppet strings.  People are automatically cynical about the political process.  What the Labor Party is doing with 
this legislation will only feed that cynicism.  The least we can do for the people of Western Australia is give 
them the final say on such an important change as one vote, one value.   

I turn now to what the Premier has said about the notion of holding a referendum and letting the people of this 
State decide their own destiny.  On 31 July and 1 August, the Premier referred to the idea of holding a 
referendum as being “lunacy” and “a joke”.  Those are the words that he used in this Chamber.  On 8 August, the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs said, in opposing a Liberal Party motion for a referendum -  

The idea that the Australian people will support any proposition that has any merit is horribly mistaken, 
because of the complexity of the issues, and the understanding that Australian people have of a lot of 
broader issues involved in our processes. 

How demeaning!  The minister said that the people cannot understand the detail of this proposal, and we are 
horribly mistaken if we think the people can make a judgment about important constitutional matters or any 
proposition that has any merit.  I have news for the minister: the people do have that sense of judgment.  I have 
acknowledged exactly what the Minister for Education is saying.  I have acknowledged that the people made that 
judgment in the last election.  I have acknowledged that result, and I am doing it again today.  I am prepared to 
listen to the people.  The members on this side of the Chamber are prepared to listen to the people.  It is clear the 
Government does not want to listen to the people and is closing its ears, for the simple reason that it does not 
want any obstruction to its plans to rort the electoral system.  In simple terms, the minister believes that the 
people should not be allowed to pass judgment on constitutional matters, because they do not know what is good 
for them, or they will give the wrong answers.  Clearly the minister does not trust the people to make the 
decision that he wants them to make.  That is an utterly arrogant stance.  If members opposite do not want to end 
up with an arrogance tag being put on them only six months into this term of government, and if they believe 
that we should let the people decide, they should demonstrate their support for local communities and for the 
sovereignty of the people by allowing a referendum to take place.   

The Commission on Government’s recommendations about constitutional change to electoral laws contain 
plenty of good opinion to support the holding of a referendum on important matters such as one vote, one value 
and setting the variances between different seats.  In fact, on a number of occasions the Premier has supported 
the notion that key issues be put into the Constitution.  He has said also that any constitutional change should be 
made by the people through a process of referendum.  However, the Labor Party is prepared to circumvent these 
universally accepted principles of democracy for blatant political gain.  The Labor Party says it has a mandate 
for this little gerrymander.  The Labor Party is wrong.  Earlier I quoted from an editorial in The West Australian - 
the mainstream media in this State - of 3 August, which states  -  

Labor asserts that it won a mandate from the people to carry out its electoral changes.  But the people 
had no say in the dubious means that are now proposed to achieve these changes.   
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The people have had no say in this whatsoever.  Why not give them a say?  The best way of giving the people a 
say is by having a referendum; or by taking this matter to the next election as a firm policy and promoting it in 
every seat and letting us fight against it in every seat.  In that way the people can decide what they want.  The 
polls and the public feedback indicate that the people do not support what the Labor Party is endeavouring to 
foist upon them.  The sad part of this is that none of this debate would be needed if members on the other side of 
the House stood up for the people they represent.  The members for Albany, Bunbury, Collie, Mandurah, 
Geraldton and Kimberley should be prepared to stand up for their communities.  I would be willing to bet that 
not one of them has canvassed their electorate.  Has the member for Collie surveyed his electorate on whether 
they support one vote, one value? 

Mr Murray:  No. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He has not.  What does his local council think?  Does his local shire support it? 

Mr Murray interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!  I remind members that comments should be directed through the 
Chair and not across the House. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will refrain from engaging in debate across the House.  I am looking at the 
members for Albany and Collie, and I doubt very much that they have canvassed their electorates.  It is lousy 
representation when a country member sells out his own community; the families, farmers and small business 
people.  They depend on their local member for effective representation in this House.  When there are debates 
on road funding and rural health, members of Parliament must stand up for their communities in this House and 
in the Government’s ranks.  The result of this legislation is that there will be fewer country members to stand up 
for the regions.  The Labor members are compliant.  The Premier will not give them a free vote because if they 
stood up for their communities, the legislation would be defeated.  Make no bones about it; the legislation would 
not pass.  I do not see one country member on the Labor front bench.   

This is what the debate is all about; it is about the Labor Party rorting the system for political gain and saying, 
“We do not need the country after this.”  I have news for the Labor Party: this legislation may not go through 
both Houses of this Parliament.  The minister appears to be a bit edgy.  If the legislation does not go through 
both Houses, this side of the House will crucify the Labor members in seats such as Collie, Albany, Eyre and 
Geraldton.  The member for Eyre has gone public and said he does not support one vote, one value. 

Mr Bradshaw:  How will he vote in this House? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Bet your bottom dollar that he will toe the Labor Party line.  He will sell out his 
community. 

Mr Barnett:  The Labor Party will sell out the energy workers and coal workers just like that. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is an important point.  Do members think that Collie will go ahead with a 
coal-based energy supply system?  Will it expand if there is no effective representation in this Parliament?  It 
will be swamped by other considerations.  Collie will be left out in the cold, activity in the coalmines will slow 
down and the Labor Party’s union mates will be out of a job.  This side of the House made things happen.  The 
Leader of the Opposition made things happen in Collie, and the Labor Party is selling the community down the 
drain. 

While celebrating on the Saturday night of the election, the member for Eyre warned that it was time for his 
party - the Labor Party - to listen to country voters around the State.  I quote - 

We are not listening to the people and if we do not listen to the people we will lose more country seats.   

They (country voters) cannot be treated like a minor irritant that will just go away. 

If the Government puts this legislation through, it may as well spray Mortein over its constituents.  That is how it 
is treating them - like minor irritants.  The Government knows that if the legislation goes through, it will not 
need the country voters.  The Labor Party will be able to dominate the political scene from Perth, through all the 
extra Perth seats it will gain as a result.  The member for Eyre is not in the House at present, but he is on the 
record as saying that he does not support one vote, one value.  He should cross the floor. 

Mr Watson interjected. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Albany should cross the floor.  Because he will not cross the floor, 
the only way his community will get effective representation is if members on this side of the House take the 
matter to the people.  I would love to conduct a survey in Albany.  
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Mr Watson:  I have been doorknocking. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  How has it been put to people?  Has the member said that the Labor Party will take 
away eight country seats and put them in the metropolitan area, and that there will be less road funding and no 
new police station?  The member for Albany wants a new police station.  How does he think a new police station 
will be provided if there is no effective representation in this Parliament?  He has Buckley’s, because the Labor 
Party is treating country constituents like minor irritants.  The Liberal Party is the prime party that represents 
country areas in this Parliament.  We are proud to stand up for the country.  Our metropolitan members feel the 
same way.  When the referendum is held, the Government will find the Liberal Party united.  We want everyone 
to have a say - metropolitan and country voters alike.  What is wrong with giving the people the final say?  If the 
Labor Party believes in democracy - it is not a word I have heard used on its benches although I have heard a lot 
of one vote, one value principles and what the Deputy Premier calls “the rule of the majority” - it will support a 
referendum and let the matter go to the people.  The people should have the final say.  People can see through 
the wafer-thin disguise of this legislation.  We must have a comprehensive debate not just in this House, but also 
in the streets of Albany, Geraldton, Collie and the metropolitan areas.  I would like to see how supportive are the 
people in the Minister for Education’s electorate.  If this proposal is put to the people, it will fail.  Let the people 
decide. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [3.17 pm]:  I am disappointed.  I expected a debate 
on one of the most important issues that affects the integrity of this Parliament, but we have heard nothing but 
tripe from members opposite.  Where are the principles?  Does the Opposition understand the notion that we 
should be having a debate on principles? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands does not support the principle of equality and that every citizen ought 
to have an equal say in electing the Government.  Does she not agree with the notion of equality?  It is very 
simple: every citizen should have an equal say in electing the Government.  What is wrong with that principle?  
Is it unfair to give everyone an equal say?  It applies in every other Parliament in Australia and the western 
world.  Nowhere else has the same degree of malapportionment. 

Ms Sue Walker:  Read the High Court case again. 

Mr McGINTY:  I have read it. 

Ms Sue Walker:  If you have read it, you should be ashamed of yourself.   

Mr McGINTY:  What is unfair about it?  The member for Nedlands is saying her electors should have a lesser 
say in electing the Government than people who live outside the metropolitan area.  The member is standing up 
to debase the vote of her electors.  They will not thank her for that. 

I am disappointed that the Opposition cannot understand the importance of principle.  A fundamental principle of 
this legislation is equality: every citizen in this State is equal before the law and deserves an equal say in electing 
his Government.  The Opposition is trying to deny that.  The Opposition has historically deprived people of that 
right, in the same way that it has deprived Aboriginal people and women of the vote.  The Government is saying 
we should bring forward the process and give everybody an equal say.  It is simple.  The notion of equality 
frightens those who are born to rule, because it means that humble citizens of unpropitious origins will have the 
same say as the people who are economically and politically powerful in this State.  That is what this means, and 
those opposite do not like it because they cannot comprehend the concept of equality, whereby everyone will 
have an equal say in electing the Government of this State.  The Liberal Party does not understand equality. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  You have different enrolments in different seats.  Will you amend your legislation to make 
it one vote, one value? 

Mr McGINTY:  The Liberal Party can go ahead and do that. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  No, I said will you do it?  I don’t want it. 

Mr McGINTY:  The Liberal Party does not want equality; I know that. 

I came here today thinking that this would be a moment of great historical importance for this State.  For the first 
time in the history of this State, we will have a Legislative Assembly of which we can be proud because it is 
based on principle rather than on rorting; for instance, those opposite going up - the member for Nedlands knows 
a bit about this - and plying Aborigines at Turkey Creek with alcohol to deny them the vote.  That is what the 
Liberal Party did.  It went up there and tried to deny people the vote.   
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Point of Order 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Point of order! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  I will hear the member for Nedlands’ point of order in a calm manner.  
What is the point of order?  I assume the member has a point of order. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Yes.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs said that I would understand something about 
buying alcohol for Aborigines.  I ask him to withdraw it.  It is unparliamentary. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I do not see it as a point of order.   

Mr Barnett:  That is absolutely disgraceful!  This is a Parliament under the Westminster system.  

Mr McGinty:  Throw him out! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Many of us probably know a lot about buying alcohol.  I do not see what the slur 
was.  It was not a slur on the member’s character.  The minister did not say the member did it.  There is a slight 
difference. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGINTY:  The history of the Liberal Party in this matter is an absolute disgrace. 

Mr Carpenter:  Sit down!  Resume your seat! 

Mr McGINTY:  Is the Leader of the Opposition threatening the Acting Speaker?  He should be ashamed of 
himself.  The Leader of the Opposition should sit down.  He is threatening.  That is his traditional behaviour in 
these matters - threatening and overbearing. 

Mr Barnett:  Ask the Acting Speaker if I threatened him. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Leader of the Opposition drew my attention to Standing Order No 92, which 
deals with imputations of improper motives and personal reflections on the Sovereign, the Governor, etc.  I still 
do not believe that it was an improper reflection on the member for Nedlands. 

Mr McGINTY:  Liberal Party members throughout this State have a sad and sorry record of trying to deny 
people the vote by rorting electoral boundaries.  They know what happened at the Court of Disputed Returns.  
They know the absolutely shabby arrangements that they entered into to deny people in this State the vote.  By 
propping up the Liberal Party’s current vote rigging - 

Points of Order 

Mr DAY:  The House is considering an amendment moved by a member of the Opposition to refer this matter to 
the people by way of referendum.  It is about whether the people of Western Australia should be able to have a 
direct say on this legislation through the vehicle of a referendum.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs has not 
addressed that issue since he stood.  He certainly has not addressed it in the past few minutes or so.  He should 
be directed to address the question of whether there should be a referendum - in other words, whether the people 
of Western Australia should be able to have a say - rather than continue his tirade of abuse against the Liberal 
Party.  If he wants to debate the substance of the issue, he can do that in his right of reply later on.  

Mr KOBELKE:  Mr Acting Speaker, I ask you to consider that the statement made by the member for Darling 
Range has nothing to do with a point of order.  You will make your judgment on that supposed point of order.  I 
also ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, and other Acting Speakers who may take the Chair, to consider that this is a 
time-wasting exercise, and that if members opposite wish to take frivolous points of order in order to delay the 
proceedings of the House, perhaps they should lose their right to even suggest there is a point of order.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  That is your attitude to a T. 

Mr Barnett:  This is a jackboot Labor Party.  Here we go - boom, boom, boom!  That is the Labor Party - walk 
over people right, left and centre.  Jackboots come in!  The unions are in town! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order.  I take the point of order as one of 
relevance.  This debate is rather robust and far ranging in all its content.  I do not see anything out of order in 
what the minister is saying.  It is a fairly wide-ranging debate, and the sooner we bear with the minister, the 
sooner it will be over. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGINTY:  I will tell the House what is going on here.  A procedural motion is before the House, which is 
designed to have the effect that the Bill will not be debated.  That is what it is all about.  That is exactly what the 
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Liberal Party is trying to achieve - that is, that a Bill designed to bring the concept of electoral equality into the 
Western Australian Parliament will not be debated. 

I say to the member for Nedlands that I did not mean to refer to her personally; I meant to refer to her as a 
member of the Liberal Party.  I do not think any members opposite could be proud of the Liberal Party’s track 
record in this matter.  What was shown up at the Court of Disputed Returns was among the darkest hours of 
democracy in this State.  The Government has already outlined to the House the history of malapportionment 
and the redrawing of electoral boundaries - for instance, to include in the seat of Kimberley the town of Newman 
to achieve a particular outcome; that was done by Sir Charles Court - with the aim of neutralising Labor’s 
influence.  The Liberal Party’s history in this matter is appalling.  This is yet another attempt to stop debate in 
this Parliament on a move to bring Western Australia into line with what applies in every other Parliament in 
Australia - that is, the principle that every citizen deserves an equal say in electing his or her Government.  That 
is what this is about.  We have heard about everything other than that in this debate.  We now have a stunt to 
stop debate on this Bill.  If the member for Kalgoorlie’s amendment is carried, we will not even debate this Bill. 

Here today I am left with a sense of disappointment.  I expected today to be a historic day, when members would 
embrace a very important principle.  However, they are shunning it yet again.  When I look back, it does not 
really surprise me, given the Liberal Party’s track record, which is very grubby and disgusting in the way in 
which it treats the citizens of this State.  Those opposite do not have the ability to appreciate what a principle is, 
and we are seeing that increasingly.  The Leader of the Opposition recently jumped into bed with a pig in order 
to do a deal with One Nation.  Then suddenly the result came in from the Northern Territory election.  It was not 
a debate about principle any more; suddenly the Liberal Party realised it had backed a loser in that proposition. 

I will continue to bring principle into this House and to advocate the causes of equality and decency and treating 
every human being as equal.  If members opposite keep opposing it, they will be sitting over there for a long 
time.   

The question has been posed: how many Labor members will cross the floor and vote with the Opposition?  Let 
me put it this way: how many Liberal Party members will cross the floor and vote with the Labor Party on 
principle?  Not one.  Let us cut away all of the rubbish.  If the members opposite believed in principle, they 
would be on this side of the House to support the Bill.   

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  You are selling out.   

Mr McGINTY:  Rubbish! 

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  Not one constituent says that they would be better represented by more members in the 
city.  

Mr McGINTY:  Only three months ago on, 10 February, a historic election result occurred in this State that 
elected the greatest number of new members to this Parliament in its history.  What a great collection of new 
members they are!  To win government we needed to win a historic 11 members.  Not only did we win that 
number of seats, but we also won many more.  What a great collection of members they are!   

During the election campaign, members opposite ran a vigorous campaign against the Labor Party on this issue.  
The machine gun dishonestly mowed down country voters, but he did not frighten them.  The Labor Party won 
an enormous number of seats in rural and regional Western Australia at that election.  Country people rejected 
the previous Government notwithstanding that its members told constituents that 16 seats would be taken out of 
the country.  That has been proved to be a lie.  This Bill does not take 16 seats out of the country, but we have 
not heard an apology from members opposite about misleading the public over that issue.  We are not likely to 
hear an apology because honesty, integrity and the principle of equality does not rate highly with members 
opposite.   

This amendment has been moved to prevent this House and the Legislative Council from voting and debating a 
Bill about electoral equality.  Members opposite should not do that.  They should encourage debate to take place 
in this House.  They should not stop debate on the Bill.  If this motion were carried, that would be the end of the 
debate on the Bill.  Frankly, it escapes me why the Opposition would want to take away that right from members 
of the House and, indeed, from the people of this State when we are debating the most important principle that 
underpins our democratic system: the notion of equality.  The Premier has already said that a referendum on this 
issue will not be held.   

We will vote against the Opposition’s amendment for reasons that have been clearly understood.  If members 
opposite were genuine in what they said rather than being motivated purely by self-interest, a number of Liberals 
would cross the floor because the principle of this Bill is right.  Deep down in their hearts, members opposite 
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know that.  If they want to deny equality, it is at their own risk.  Members on this side will vote against this 
amendment.  It is a stunt to stop debate, and we will not tolerate it.  

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.33 pm]:  At least the members for Collie and Albany, 
who represent country areas as members of the Labor Party, have sat in the Chamber for the majority if not all of 
this debate.  I draw attention to that because the Premier of this State has been absent throughout this debate.  
This debate is clearly an important issue about the operation of Parliament and about the representation of people 
throughout Western Australia, yet the Premier of Western Australia has not shown his face in this Chamber.  
That is an appalling state of affairs.  I commend the country members for Collie and Albany who have generally 
been here.  At least they have had the courage to debate the issue and to be seen to stand up and take it on the 
chin.  

Why is the Premier of Western Australia not here today?  I suppose he is not here for two reasons.  He fancies 
himself as a political scientist; indeed, he is a competent political scientist.  He has high academic qualifications 
and he is well versed in the theory of parliamentary systems and would regard himself as a practitioner of 
parliamentary systems.  He is probably protective of his academic standing on these issues, which I respect.  
However, the most qualified person in Parliament on parliamentary procedure, parliamentary history and 
parliamentary practice on the theory and practice of politics does not come into this Chamber to participate in 
this debate!  He is not here because he, more than anyone because of his academic background, would appreciate 
that this legislation is a subterfuge.  The Labor Party’s Bill is a deceitful, sneaky contrivance to get around what 
is the spirit and content of the constitutional and electoral laws in this State.   

As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, getting this legislation through and making a change to electoral 
laws in this State requires an absolute majority in both Houses.  The Labor Party did not get an absolute majority 
in both Houses at the last election.  It has been said before that the Labor Party’s primary vote at the last election 
was only 37 per cent.  If the Government were to claim a mandate, it would have to have achieved an absolute 
majority in both Houses.  It would then be able to claim a mandate, but the Government did not achieve that.   

The Government does not have the type of majority that gives it the power to make these electoral changes.  
Where is the Labor Party’s mandate?  It is not there.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs went back to his natural 
inclination to be sneaky, mischievous and misleading.  The Government had two options: first, it could have 
introduced legislation to give the President in the Legislative Council a deliberative vote - in other words, change 
the rules.  Why did that not happen?  It did not happen because it would have been as plain as the nose on one’s 
face.  Everyone in Western Australia would have seen through the contrivance for what it was.  Everyone would 
have seen that it was a legislative change designed to get around the protection in the Constitution and the 
protection in the electoral law.  That would have been too obvious.  Even blind Freddy would have seen through 
it.  The public would have seen it for what it was.   

What have the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Premier done?  The Premier, the champion of political 
science and the Westminster system, has acted in concert with his Minister for Electoral Affairs to introduce a 
contrived new electoral law and they want to repeal the old one.  It is nothing more nor less than a contrivance to 
circumvent the well and long-established constitutional and legislative protection.  That is what the Government 
is doing.   

The Minister for Electoral Affairs should not come into this Chamber and say that the Government has a 
mandate.  He should not talk about integrity and honesty when every Labor member is party to this contrivance.  
The Bill is deceitful, despicable and dishonest.  We have a dishonest Labor Government.  In the 1980s, we had a 
corrupt Labor Government.  Now we have one that, in only six months, is clearly dishonest.  There is no doubt 
that it is dishonest.   

What does this amendment do?  It simply says that if the Labor Government wants electoral change, it must ask 
the people of this State for it.  Where is our Premier, the champion of the political system of democracy?  Why is 
he not in this Chamber to argue and support the right of the people of Western Australia to have their say?  The 
Premier knows that if the people of Western Australia were asked at a referendum whether they would support 
eight seats being removed from the country and given to the metropolitan area where no one wants them, they 
would not support that.  That is why this contrivance has been pursued.   

The Government knows that if this Bill goes to a referendum, the country people will not support it and the city 
people will not dud their country cousins.  They will stick up for the country people and argue that they should 
maintain a reasonable representation in Parliament.  That is why this sneaky, deceitful, dishonest Labor Party 
will not go to the people.  Why is the Government afraid of the people of this State?  Why is it afraid to put this 
matter to a referendum?  That is all this amendment suggests.  If the Labor Party were to win the referendum, 
good luck to it.   
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Why does the Government not have the courage to let the issue be decided democratically?  Give it a wing and 
let it fly.  Why will the Labor Party not allow democracy to run its course?  It will not do it because its measure 
is a contrivance and it knows that the people of Western Australia have a lot of commonsense.  The Government 
should ask the two million people of this State whether they want eight more members in the metropolitan area 
and whether they want eight members taken out of the country area.  Ask the people of this State if they want 
this Government in this house of finance with 57 members to have 42 represent Perth and 15 represent the rest of 
the State.  What does the Government believe the people of Western Australia would say to that?  They would 
say no, and the Government knows that.  The Government is denying the people a say and denying them their 
democratic right because it knows the answer will not suit it.  Each member opposite knows that is the absolute 
truth.  This Bill is about doing anything except allowing the people of Western Australia a say on how their 
Parliament, their system of representation and their democracy will work.  How can members opposite - the 
champions of free speech and of democracy in the voting system, as they purport to be at their little Labor Party 
gatherings - sit and giggle and snigger, as they do, and deny the people of Western Australia a say?   

Mr McGinty:  How can you say that with a straight face? 

Mr BARNETT:  We do not have any problem.  Have a referendum.  Put a clause into this legislation that gives 
the people of this State a say.  The Government will not do that. 

Mr McGinty:  You don’t believe in it yourself. 

Mr BARNETT:  I do.  I believe absolutely in a referendum. 

Mr McGinty:  You used to believe in one vote, one value. 

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, I do. 

Mr McGinty:  I rest my case. 

Mr BARNETT:  As I said at the beginning of this debate, it is a principle of democracy but it is not the only 
principle.  The application of one vote, one value in this State in the strict and narrow sense interpreted by the 
Labor Party means that the Parliament will no longer represent the regions of this State.  It will be a city-
dominated Parliament and will not contribute to the development of Western Australia.  This State must be 
progressive and forward-looking.  This Government will make it a totally city-centric Parliament, which will be 
detrimental not only to country people in this State but also to city people.   

I return to the point I started with: where is the Premier?  Why is the Premier running and running and running 
from this debate?  He has not entered the Chamber to join in the debate.  I challenge him to do so.  He knows this 
legislation is dead-set unpopular in country areas.  He has therefore left his Minister for Electoral Affairs to do 
the dirty work.  That will not wash with the people of Western Australia.  It is the Premier, Dr Geoffrey Gallop, 
who has initiated this attack on rural and regional Western Australia and it will be on his neck.  He uses the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs because nobody likes the minister.  He is the man who handed over the Swan 
Brewery site to Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd for $1 a year.  This is the character who did that sort of stuff and 
he is entrusted with the principle of democracy in this State.  I am sorry; it simply does not wash with us.  The 
Minister for Electoral Affairs is the guy who handed over the Swan Brewery for $1 a year; what a terrific deal!   

Mr McGinty:  Your party tried to deny Kimberley Aborigines the vote.  It sent lawyers up there to harass them 
and deny them the vote.  Rorting, rorting, rorting, that is your track record.  You do not like the truth, do you? 

Mr BARNETT:  I have absolutely no problem with the truth any day of the week, my friend.   

This amendment is a very simple one.  The Government has its views about one vote, one value.  I do not have 
an argument with the principle.  However, the application of the principle in isolation would lead to a 
dysfunctional Parliament in Western Australia and is not in the interests of the people of this State.  I challenge 
the Government to take the legislation to the people.  Why will it not let the decent, hardworking men and 
women of this State make a decision?  Why is the Labor Premier so terrified of letting the people of Western 
Australia have a say?  Why does he hide behind this legislation and not have the courage, integrity, decency, 
honesty and fortitude to let the people of this State have a say?  Members opposite sit there, look glum, look at 
their feet, fiddle and carry on, but they have no guts at the end of the day to go to the people of Western 
Australia to let them have a say.  The vote that comes up next in this House -  

Mr Hyde interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  The member for Perth will come to order. 

Mr BARNETT:  Government members do not have to compromise their views on one vote, one value.  I say to 
the members for Collie and Albany who have returned to the Chamber that they do not have to go against Labor 
Party policy on this amendment.  They can abide by the policy put forward by the Premier and the Minister for 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 22 August 2001] 

 p2753b-2766a 
Mr Matt Birney; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Acting Speaker; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Sue Walker; Mr John 

Day; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Mike Board 

 [12] 

Electoral Affairs, although I think it is wrong.  However, they can also support this reasoned amendment, which 
simply says that the legislation will go to a referendum.  That is the implication of this amendment.  They do not 
have to change their view.  They can argue the same case.  The vote we will have shortly is not about one vote, 
one value.   
Mrs Martin interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  This amendment that we will vote on shortly, member for Kimberley, is about whether 
members support the people of this State having a say.  This vote on the reasoned amendment is about one thing.  
It is not about one vote, one value.  It is about one question: should the people of Western Australia be entitled to 
have a say through referendum, yes or no?  Whatever the views government members might have on one vote, 
one value, they will vote no because they follow like sheep.  They will vote no against the rights of the people of 
Western Australia to have a say in this matter.  They have an opportunity now, by going into caucus, or 
wherever, to stand for the principles of democracy, if they believe so strongly in them, and give the people a say.   
Mr Hyde interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  Okay, loud mouth, I shall tell the member for Perth something about 10 February.  On 10 
February the Government won the election.  If it had been given a mandate for this legislation it would have had 
an absolute majority of both Houses.  It has not got it and therefore does not have a mandate for this legislation.  
It needs an absolute majority but does not have it.  The reality is that this Bill is a grubby little compromise with 
a grubby little contrivance because the Government does not have the mandate it needs.  It is interesting that 
only the member for Collie - 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  I ask the members to my right to direct their comments through the Chair, not to each 
other. 

Mr BARNETT:  Although the member for Collie ditched his coal workers, he at least has had the guts to be in 
this place.  At least the member for Albany, who claims that nothing was done under the previous Government in 
his electorate, has had the guts to be in this place and join in the debate.  The member for Kimberley is in the 
Chamber.  However, Mr Acting Speaker, where are the rest of the members?  Where are the country champions?  
They are not here.  They are ditching their community and denying the most fundamental aspect of democracy - 
the right of people to have a say.  What is wrong with a referendum on something that fundamentally changes 
our parliamentary system and therefore our system of government?  It is not only I who has made that point. 

The safeguards in our constitutional arrangements are reflected in our electoral law.  The requirement for an 
absolute majority is a safeguard, not a nicety.  It distinguishes electoral changes from almost any other Bill.  
Why does it distinguish it?  It is because there is a constitutional need for a safeguard.  This Government is using 
a sneaky subterfuge to get around what is effectively a constitutional safeguard.  The Government should 
understand what it is doing.  It is cheating on the history and the Constitution of this State.  It is cheating on the 
right of the people of this State to have a say.  That is what each member of the Government is doing 
individually.  The Opposition will go around each government member’s electorates one by one to talk to their 
constituents and tell them what they as individuals have done. 

Mrs Martin interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  I shall visit the member for Kimberley’s electorate shortly.  I shall ask the constituents how 
they are going with the hydro-power plant. 

Mr BARNETT:  This reasoned amendment is not about one vote, one value or electoral change; it is about the 
very simple question of whether the people of Western Australia are entitled to have a say through a referendum.  
The Liberal Party supports the people’s right to have a say.  I shall wait to see what Labor Party members do.  
Will they give the people their democratic right to have a say in something that fundamentally changes the 
parliamentary system and therefore the system of government in this State?  Will government members give the 
people a proper say or will they deny them that say?   

Question to be Put 

Mr KOBELKE:  In accordance with Standing Order No. 106, I move - 

That the question be now put. 

Mrs Edwardes:  That is disgraceful.  I was on my feet. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There can be no debate on the motion.  The question is that the question be now put. 

Question put and a division called for. 
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Bells rung and the House divided.   

Mr Barnett:  You have guillotined on a constitutional issue.  That is what you have done.  That is the most 
shameful act in this Parliament.  

Mr Kobelke:  Your hypocrisy is monumental. 

Mr Barnett:  That is an absolute disgrace. 

Mrs Edwardes:  We always let you guys do it.  It is unlike you.  

Mr Barnett:  You have guillotined on a constitutional issue.  It is disgraceful conduct!  Where is the Premier?  
Will he have the guts to vote on this guillotine?  Where is he? 

Mr Kobelke:  Colin’s a wanker.  Colin’s a wanker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  The bells are ringing. 

Mr Barnett:  Where is the Premier?  You have guillotined on a constitutional issue.  You have guillotined after a 
40-minute debate.  

Mr McGinty:  If you had improved the quality of your contributions, they might have been worth listening to.  

Mr Barnett:  At most it was an hour’s debate and you have guillotined it.  

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  So much for their enhanced democracy.  

Mr Barnett:  This is absolute jackboot stuff! 

Mr Kobelke:  You people think democracy is filling Aboriginals full of grog.  

Mr Barnett:  Is that your level?  Aboriginals full of grog! 

Mr Kobelke:  That is your democratic tradition.  

Mr Barnett:  Where is the Minister for Indigenous Affairs?  Do you support that claim - Aboriginals full of grog? 

Mr Kobelke:  It is on the record.  There are transcripts of it. 

Mr McRae:  Read the transcripts! 

Mr Hyde:  You did it all through the third wave.  This is the fourth wave now.  You will reap what you sow and 
you will sow it all day.   

The division resulted as follows -  
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Ayes (28) 

Mr Andrews Mr Hill Mr McGowan Ms Radisich 
Mr Bowler Mr Hyde Ms McHale Mr Ripper 
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr McRae Mrs Roberts 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kucera Ms Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr D’Orazio Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Watson 
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Mr Whitely 
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Quigley Ms Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (20) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Cowan Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mr Day Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Birney Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Board Mr Edwards Mr Sullivan Dr Woollard 
Dr Constable Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Sweetman Mr McNee (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr Marlborough Mr House 
 Ms Guise Mr Bradshaw 

Question thus passed. 

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question now is that the amendment be agreed to.   

Amendment put and a division called for.  

Bells rung and the House divided. 

Mr Barnett:  You are the first Premier in the State to guillotine a constitutional issue!  That is your legacy!  That 
is your place in history!  

Dr Gallop:  When are you going to accept the election result?   

Mr Johnson:  You should just wait and hear what they have to say. 

Dr Gallop:  Fancy calling a stunt by the Opposition a constitutional matter.   

Mr Johnson:  The Premier said that this should go to a referendum when the Commission on Government 
brought down its recommendations.  That is what he said.  There were only two recommendations that it did not 
agree with.  He is not being very truthful, is he?  It had proper safeguards and you have used the guillotine to 
override constitutional and electoral safeguards! 

Dr Gallop:  Do you know what your name is?  Dummy spitter!  You are the biggest dummy spitter this State has 
ever had.  There is not a dummy big enough for you in Western Australia.  

Mr Barnett:  You have betrayed the people of this State!   

Dr Gallop:  One day we might tell your side of the House what you say about all of them.   

Mr Barnett:  And make up more lies.  

Ms Sue Walker:  We will tell you what the High Court said to you when you went there. 

Mr Johnson:  We will tell you what some on your side say. 

The division resulted as follows - 
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Mr Matt Birney; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Acting Speaker; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Sue Walker; Mr John 

Day; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Mike Board 

 [15] 

Ayes (19) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Day Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Birney Mr Edwards Mr Sullivan Dr Woollard 
Mr Board Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Sweetman Mr McNee (Teller) 
Mr Cowan Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden  

Noes (29) 

Mr Andrews Mr Hill Ms McHale Mrs Roberts 
Mr Bowler Mr Hyde Mr McRae Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Ms Martin Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kucera Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Dr Constable Mr Logan Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr Quigley  
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Ms Radisich  
Dr Gallop Mr McGowan Mr Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr House Mr Marlborough 
 Mr Bradshaw Ms Guise 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Debate (on second reading) Resumed 

MR BOARD (Murdoch) [3.57 pm]:  The Bill we are discussing today, and which we will discuss in the course 
of this week, will probably be one of the most contentious Bills that this Parliament will address in the next few 
years, and probably in the life of this Labor Government.  I say “contentious” because it goes to the heart of what 
Western Australia is about, the history of our State, what we have tried to achieve as a State and the unique 
nature of Western Australia.  The challenge for any Government in Western Australia - certainly our 
Government, Governments preceding the current one and Governments right from Federation - is to get some 
equity and justice for Western Australia.  There is no doubt in anybody’s mind that Western Australia has always 
been up against it in terms of equity in a federated system in Australia and being able to substantiate, with a 
small population and such a large piece of land, what it represents and what it is as a State; hence the referendum 
result in 1933.  Perth is often referred to as the most isolated city in the world.  Visitors, dignitaries and foreign 
leaders who come here are always amazed at the pristine nature of our State and its coastline; yet about 90 per 
cent of our population live in one part of the State.   

The challenge has always been how to maintain growth throughout the State.  Western Australia has huge 
resources and towns have developed throughout our State.  Developments in the north west, wheatbelt and 
agricultural areas have been under huge pressure throughout their history, but that is happening more and more, 
with resources being taken out of country regions and deposited in the city, mainly for economic reasons.  The 
same has occurred with some major companies, which have left Western Australia and opened head offices in 
Melbourne or Sydney. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2790.] 
 


