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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted - 
Debate was adjourned after the clause had been partly considered. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I made a few remarks on this matter before question time.  The matter raised by the member 
for Pilbara requires some debate.  It is interesting in the context of the quality of the representation that he 
alluded to in his address.  It is worth considering that members can get as few as 54 votes in an election, as was 
the case in one quota.  The two members that the member for Pilbara referred to who received only 46 and 54 
votes were on the upper House ticket for the Greens (WA) and the Australian Labor Party.  Is that right?  Did 
Hon Jon Ford get 54 votes? 

Mr Graham:  Yes. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  What was it for the Greens (WA) candidate? 

Mr Graham:  About 1 900 votes - 59 if it had been in his own right. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is right.  It is interesting to note that the poor old National Party got 1 300 or 
something votes and still ran long last to the person who got 54 votes. 

Mr Hyde:  How is this relevant to the motion?  You are talking about the problems with the system as it is, 
which is fair enough, but surely it is a separate issue from the motion. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  No, I am arguing that we should be able to put those points to the House. 

Mr Hyde:  Okay.  Give us your reasons - not the substantive issues. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The reason is that we have been debating electoral reform.  Much has been dumped on the 
National Party in this debate, a party that has a one vote, one value structure.  The Labor Party is defending its 
structure, in which the union movement has a 60 per cent weighting.  Many members who sit on the other side - 
not all, I agree - rely totally on the 60 per cent weighting of the union movement within the Australian Labor 
Party. 

Mr Marlborough:  Stop guessing. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I know that.  I do not have to guess, because the member for Peel is here.  There can be no 
other reason for his being here.  Under any other system that was not weighted by the unions, the member for 
Peel would not be in the House. 

Mr Marlborough:  That is not based on fact.  You are making it up. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The proof is here. 

Mr Marlborough:  Do sheep vote for you in Avon? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  No, I have just changed from sheep to crabs.  I want crabs to vote for me.  I think they are a 
much better prospect.  I am getting a bit sick of mutton.  The member for Peel gets preselected by the ALP, and 
the ALP and the union movement put up the votes to get him elected.  On the other hand, the unions voted out 
the member for Pilbara.  It did not matter how much the many good friends of the member for Pilbara within the 
ALP appealed, he still had to go, because the union movement, with 60 per cent of the muscle, said that he had 
to go.  Many reams of prose were written about how stupid that decision was to evict the member for Pilbara.  
Everyone knew he would win his seat.  He is a good local member, he conducts himself well, and he lives, part 
of the time at least, in his electorate, unlike many other members for the north west.  Apart from the member 
sitting in front of me, I cannot think of too many members who live in the north west of this State and who 
represent that area in this House.  The situation is obscene when people say they represent the north west yet live 
in Perth and work on a fly in, fly out arrangement.  That is absolutely appalling. 

Mr Marlborough:  There used to be a situation whereby country people ran country electorates and never visited 
them. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have no truck with people who will not live in their electorates. 

Mr Marlborough:  Members holding country seats did not even visit them - they never went anywhere near them. 
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Mr TRENORDEN:  Are they still in the House? 

Mr Marlborough: They never left the metropolitan area. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is probably why they got voted out of power. 

Mr Marlborough:  That is a system you are still supporting. 

Mr Hyde:  Why don’t you take the train home to Northam? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do.  I wrote to the Premier and asked him if I could do that.  He said no.  I am in a stupid 
situation, in that I have to use my gold pass if I want to take the train to Northam, whereas any members who 
want to catch an aeroplane because they live in Roe, Albany or Geraldton - 

Mr McGowan:  What is the problem with that? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I should be on a freebie.  If the members for Geraldton and Albany can hop on an aeroplane 
and fly to this place, why should I not be able to hop on public transport to come to this place?  Can the member 
give me an answer?  The Premier wrote to me and said that I could not do that. 

Mr McGowan:  Should I be able to catch the bus to Rockingham? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes.  Why not?  The principle is exactly the same.  If the member for Albany is entitled to 
hop on an aeroplane and fly to this place, why should the member for Rockingham not be able to catch the bus 
here?  That is the point. 

Mr McGowan:  It probably takes me as long to get home as it takes you. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I am not arguing that.  That is not the issue.  The member asked me whether he should be 
able to use public transport to get here, and my answer to him is yes.  If the member for Albany is entitled to do 
so, the member for Rockingham should be too; and so should I.  However, that was rejected, which I found very 
strange. 

I will be interested to see whether the proposition from the member for Pilbara is supported, because it throws a 
contrary view across the bows of the debate that has been going on for a couple of days, and will continue for a 
fair bit longer.  I was interested that a few of the rabbits have been pulled out of the warren, because this is a 
very touchy issue for the ALP.  That is why it will not be debated. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will make a couple of brief comments.  First, the Liberal Party does not have any 
great problem with the scope of the Bill being extended to enable the member for Pilbara to move the 
amendments that he has proposed.  The member for Pilbara, in parts of his comments, referred to the two major 
parties, and in some way tried to group together their internal administrative mechanisms, particularly in regional 
areas.  However, having said that, he went through the list of upper House representatives for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, and pointed out, quite strongly and rightly, that the Liberal Party’s member for that region, Hon 
Norman Moore, has an extensive and long-term involvement in and commitment to the region. 

I would be the first in the Liberal Party to say that an argument could be mounted that our internal mechanisms 
do not directly reflect a so-called one vote, one value situation. 

Mr Dean:  Did you not start a new branch in Bunbury for preselection purposes? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, I did not.  On the other hand, prominent members of our party did not resign 
from the party because of the its preselection mechanisms, unlike the situation with the former member for 
Mitchell.  Many people in this Parliament would say that David Smith, who was a member of the Labor Party, is 
an honourable person.  He resigned in disgust from his political party because of its preselection procedures.  
That says a lot about the Labor Party.  However, in the Liberal Party, I cannot comprehend a situation in which 
someone would be preselected into a winnable upper House seat if that person was from beyond the region.  The 
Liberal Party has a democratic and grassroots system.  It enables people in country areas to have a firm vote with 
a strong value in a number of respects in the party’s internal mechanisms. 

If one looks at the recent election and the winnable seats, even those that through the vagaries of the preference 
system Liberal Party candidates were unable to hold, one finds that the people who were preselected for those 
seats were all well and truly entrenched in those regions.  They had a firm and longstanding lifestyle attachment 
to the regions, they had business or work commitments in those regions, and they were eminently qualified in a 
number of respects to represent those regions.  That is different from the situation in the Labor Party, whereby 
Hon Adele Farina suddenly appears on our doorstep in the south west to represent the region and has no ongoing 
or firm commitment to that region.  
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Several members interjected. 

Points of Order 

Mrs ROBERTS:  I draw the attention of the House to Standing Order No 92, which states that a member must 
not adversely reflect on a member of either this or the other House.  I ask that the member be requested to 
withdraw his remarks about Hon Adele Farina.  

Mr BRADSHAW:  I did not hear any adverse reflection on the member from the other House.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition said that that member had no relationship with the south west even though she is an 
upper House member for the area.  She does not live there and has no real relationship with the south west.  

Mrs Roberts:  That is an adverse reflection. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  It is not adverse; it is stating a fact. 

Mrs Roberts:  He said she has no ongoing commitment to the area.  

Mr BRADSHAW:  He was stating a fact.  The point of order is out of order. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:   I am prepared to accept a ruling.  I said that Hon Adele Farina does not have an 
ongoing commitment to the south west.  I seek the Deputy Speaker’s guidance.  I will withdraw the comment if 
is unparliamentary, but I consider it to be factual. 

Mrs Roberts:  It is untrue.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I believe the member was reflecting on where the 
member lives rather than her character.  I therefore ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point I was making before I was distracted by the inane interjections was that 
the operations of the Liberal Party’s internal mechanisms mean that it is impossible to envisage a situation in 
which someone is preselected for a winnable position in an upper House seat in any of the regions throughout 
Western Australia when he does not have a very firm attachment to that region.  We have a very democratic 
system.  Everyone in the Liberal Party gets a full value for his or her vote.   

The Liberal Party members in my region of South West are Hon Barry House, Hon Bill Stretch and Hon Robyn 
McSweeney, who each have a very strong attachment to that region.  They have lived and worked in the area for 
many years.  Those members represent and have an affinity with not only the whole region but also particular 
areas within the region.  The Liberal Party is very proud that its grassroots, democratic approach means that its 
branches in South West have been able to select for the winnable positions on its upper House ticket people who 
represent areas such as Bridgetown, the great southern, Boyup Brook, the Collie region, Margaret River, the 
Bunbury area and so on.  We might one day have a member from the Mandurah region - except that the Labor 
Party wants to take Mandurah out of the south west. 

Mr McGowan:  Will you support the member for Pilbara’s motion? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We are happy for the scope of the Bill to be expanded so that the member for 
Pilbara can elaborate on the appalling preselection processes of the Labor Party.  I do not want to get involved in 
an internal brawl between the Labor Party and a former member.  I know the party has some big problems; I do 
not want to get involved.   

The Liberal Party had a sad loss in the Mining and Pastoral Region, when the vagaries of the preference system 
meant Hon Greg Smith was unable to make it back into the upper House.  However, we are proud of our 
preselection process and, as the member for Pilbara pointed out, our remaining member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, Hon Norman Moore, has a strong, long-term commitment to that region.  He travels extensively 
and is well known throughout the region. 

Mr McGowan:  Does he live in the region? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not know, to tell the truth.  I know that he spends the bulk of his time in the 
region. 

Mr Carpenter:  Why do not you know?  
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Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister should not take my word for it.  The member for Pilbara moved this 
motion.  He would have a better idea than the minister or me. 

Mr Carpenter:  I hope you’re not misleading the House.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister does not live or work in that area; the member for Pilbara does.  The 
member for Pilbara is on the record as saying that Hon Norman Moore is an excellent member for the Mining 
and Pastoral Region.  Members should compare that with the South West Region.  Hon Adele Farina might be a 
lovely person.  I do not know her personally, but nor does anyone else in the south west.  Very few people I 
speak to know her.  That demonstrates one of the big pitfalls of the Labor Party: it is all about number crunching.  
The former member for Mitchell resigned from the Labor Party in disgust over its preselection process.  The 
person who stood against me for the seat of Mitchell in the recent election obtained preselection through what 
some people would say were very dubious means.  Her nomination was certainly against the wishes of the local 
people.  It is interesting that the member for Bunbury has left the Chamber, having been shot down after one 
interjection.  He undoubtedly would have his own views on the preselection processes in the south west.  I would 
be interested to know whether the member for Bunbury is totally enamoured with the preselection processes 
used by the ALP.   

The Liberal Party has a fundamentally democratic system, particularly at the preselection level.  The people it 
nominates for winnable upper House seats are good representatives of and have an ongoing commitment to those 
areas.  The member for Pilbara acknowledged that, and referred particularly to Hon Norman Moore.  I would 
hate for the two major parties to be tarred with the same brush.  I do not want to get involved in the Labor 
Party’s squabbles.  It was marvellous to hear the member for Pilbara be so honest about - I say it diplomatically - 
the vagaries of the Labor Party’s machinations.  Quite frankly, I will leave that mess to those on the other side.  

Mr McGOWAN:  I cannot let what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said about the Australian Labor Party 
go unchallenged.  We are debating a motion by the member for Pilbara about whether the principle of one 
member, one vote, one value should apply to the internal workings of political parties.  I find it duplicitous of the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition to stand in this place and criticise my political party on the basis of that motion, 
when his party has in its constitution a range of measures that offend the principle of one member, one vote, one 
value.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition criticised some members of the ALP Caucus who represent country areas.  
He said that the country representatives of the Liberal Party do a great job and are in touch with their 
constituencies.  He might be interested to know that Hon Greg Smith was such a good representative of the 
Mining and Pastoral Region that he had his office in West Perth.  According to my calculations and the speech of 
the member for Pilbara, the Mining and Pastoral Region is about 500 kilometres to our north east, yet Hon Greg 
Smith had an office in West Perth.  The member for Moore said the other day that his office in is Harvest 
Terrace - across the road.  He is supposed to be one of the representatives of the great country regions of 
Western Australia.  Hon Bruce Donaldson also has an office in West Perth.  Hon Bruce Donaldson, Hon Greg 
Smith and the member for Moore all represent country areas in this State and have offices here in West Perth.   

Mr Barnett interjected. 

Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition let his deputy lecture us about our country representatives.  The 
greatest service those members could provide to their constituencies would be to have their offices in their 
electorates and staffed so that they were available to service the constituents who elected them.  That is service; 
not any of the factors to which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred.  It is gross hypocrisy for the 
Opposition to raise those points when three of its members have offices out the front of Parliament House and 
also have offices in this building.  

Mr Marlborough:  If they want their offices there, they should pay for them.  

Mr McGOWAN:  Absolutely.  I agree with the member for Peel.  A member’s office is there to service the 
constituents.  

Point of Order 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I seek your guidance, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I do not see how the location of 
members’ offices has anything to do with the detail of the amendments the member for Pilbara wishes to move, 
let alone anything to do with whether the scope of the Bill should be extended.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The member for Rockingham was responding to the 
debate, and talking about the motion at hand.  
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Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  The member for Mitchell again shows his thin skin.  He stands in the House and goes on about 
these matters, yet he does not want anyone else talking about the same things.  These are obviously very 
democratic internal principles applied by the member for Mitchell.  He was talking about the preselection 
processes of the Labor Party.  Two Liberal Independents, the members for South Perth and Churchlands, both of 
whom won their seats by large margins, sit in this House.  Both are victims of internal preselection shenanigans 
in the Liberal Party.  It happens every week.  At the moment a dispute exists between the member for Nedlands 
and a number of people in her branches about the ongoing - 

Mr Barnett:  Did the member for South Perth lose his preselection?  

Mr McGOWAN:  As the Leader of the Opposition well knows, stacking was going on in the branches in the 
electorate of South Perth - 

Mr Barnett:  The member for South Perth did not lose preselection.  

Mr McGOWAN:  I will pass on to the member for South Perth that the Leader of the Opposition said that.  
Stacking was going on the branches in the member for South Perth’s electorate.  What about the member for 
Churchlands?  

Mr Barnett:  The member for Churchlands did not lose preselection, and she never won preselection.  

Mr McGOWAN:  When I hear members of the Opposition attack the Australian Labor Party over its preselection 
procedures, I think they are engaging in gross hypocrisy.   

Mr Barnett:  Can the member for Rockingham describe the Liberal Party preselection processes?   

Mr McGOWAN:  Actually, I will.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!  The member for Cottesloe, the member for Rockingham has the 
floor.  

Mr McGOWAN:  If the Leader of the Opposition is saying that he supports the motion of the member for 
Pilbara, he should apply these principles of one vote, one value to his own party.  I support the principle of one 
vote, one value in relation to the election of people to this place, but in relation to the internal operations of 
private organisations, I do not think it is an applicable principle.  I say this because the Liberal Party does not 
apply it, and mechanisms exist inside the Australian Labor Party that are different from the general principle.  
The Leader of the Opposition should apply the principle of one vote, one value to the internal operations of the 
Liberal Party.  The federal council comprises eight delegates from each State, the State president and 
representatives of the Young Liberals, the women’s section, and four other delegates from the Australian Capital 
Territory.  If the principle of one vote, one value were applied to that body, the New South Wales branch should 
have four times as many representatives as the Western Australian branch.  The Leader of the Opposition does 
not support that.  

Mr Barnett:  The Liberal Party is a federal body.  Each state Liberal Party is independently constituted, so the 
federal council’s members are each of the state organisations.  It is strictly one vote, one value.  The members 
are the state organisations.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Rockingham has the floor.  

Mr McGOWAN:  That is an absolutely disingenuous argument.   

Mr Barnett:  That is how the party is constituted.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Rockingham will address his remarks to the chair.  

Mr McGOWAN:  The motion of the member for Pilbara talks about one member, one vote, one value.  Those 
principles mean that every member of the Liberal Party across Australia should have an equal say in electing 
members to the federal council.  That principle is infringed.  

Mr Barnett:  It is not.  The party has a federal structure.  

Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition should not come in here with his tricky little arguments.  That 
principle is infringed in the rules of the Liberal Party.   

Mr Marlborough interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Peel.  
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Mr McGOWAN:  Inside the state council of the Liberal Party, there are all sorts of people who are unelected, in 
appointed positions.  For instance, the federal parliamentary Liberal Party elects six delegates to the state 
council, the State parliamentary Liberal Party elects six delegates.  There are far more state Liberals than there 
are federal Liberals.  The council includes the president and the immediate past president of the state women’s 
council, one of whom is unelected.  There are four delegates from the Young Liberal movement, which may be 
the same size as the Liberal Party, yet only gets four delegates to this august body.  On the State executive of the 
Liberal Party, the president of each branch of the Kalgoorlie division of the party is appointed.  The federal party 
appoints three members to the state policy committee, and the state parliamentary party appoints three.  Six 
delegates from each country division of the party are included on the state women’s council, and only four 
women delegates from each metropolitan division of the party are included.  All these things infringe the 
principle of one member, one vote, one value.  If the Opposition is going to attack the Government over one 
member, one vote, one value, the same things can be thrown back at the Opposition.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I draw the attention of the House to the fact that it is debating the motion of the 
member for Pilbara, and it seems that some of the discussion has got off the track.  I will read part of the 
motion - 

That the scope of the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 be extended to enable consideration of 
amendments which prove in general that - 

This is followed by part (a) and part (b).  It seems to me that the recent discussion has wandered far from 
debating that issue.  

Mr KOBELKE:  I will be brief and address the motion before the House.  The history of this was that the 
member for Pilbara, quite rightly, sought to move amendments to the Bill which is being considered in detail.  
He gave notice of those amendments, but they were ruled to be outside the scope of the Bill.  That was a sound 
ruling.  Standing Order No 177 states - 

(1) Any amendment may be moved during consideration in detail and to any part of a bill, 
provided it is with the subject matter of the bill or pursuant to a motion on notice to extend the scope of 
the bill. 

The amendments, if I can characterise them loosely, relate to the application of democratic principles to political 
parties, and to a residential requirement, with respect to candidates for the rural and remote electorates.  Those 
matters clearly were not within the scope of the Bill, and now the member for Pilbara has quite properly and in 
conformity with standing orders sought to move a motion to extend the scope of the Bill. 

I wish to briefly point out why the Government does not believe that the scope of the Bill should be extended.  
The thrust of this Bill is to take one big step towards the establishment, within the state electoral laws, of the 
principle of one vote, one value.  The Labor Party platform is very clearly to establishing one vote, one value 
principles in both Houses of the Western Australian Parliament.  Without going through all the debate, which has 
been covered by the Minister for Electoral Affairs and a number of other people, what we currently have in this 
Bill before the House is only part of that.  It only really deals with one vote, one value in the Legislative 
Assembly, and even then it does not really come down to the purest form of one vote, one value.  

It is a limited but very significant step in that direction.  That is the single, clear intent of the Bill.  The member 
for Pilbara seeks to extend that to other areas.  I recognise that what he is attempting to do has a lot of popularity.  
The member for Pilbara would not be anywhere as popular in his own electorate if he were not a person who had 
a good understanding of his electorate and of the wider electorate.  He is very good at articulating those issues 
and that contributes a large part to his popularity.  He has clearly picked on issues that are important.  I do not 
suggest in any way that they are not important matters.  He has also highlighted - in ways with which I do not 
agree - the need for reform in the Labor Party.  This Bill is not the vehicle that he should use to suggest how that 
reform should be implemented. 

The matters are serious and of some popular appeal.  The member for Pilbara was able to put forward his views 
in his own style.  He is seeking a further opportunity to pursue his views.  That may be good for giving the 
member a platform - and they may address matters of some significance - but they are not within the scope of 
this Bill.  The equal voting rights we are seeking to establish are clearly only for the Legislative Assembly.  That 
is because the Bill is pragmatic in recognising what will gain support in this House and the other place.  We are 
dealing with different jurisdictions, whether it be between the two Houses, the state parliamentary system and 
the need for one vote, one value, or the federal system, where the Senate has a different regime for clear 
jurisdictional reasons.  Political parties are a different jurisdiction and should be dealt with on their own merits.  
It is not appropriate to extend the scope of this Bill to issues that are red herrings and get away from the 
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fundamental issue of the march of this Parliament to a much better representative democracy.  There are many 
bridges to be crossed.   

A number of speakers opposite want to hark back to a golden age of democracy in this State.  They claim that the 
Government is destroying the marvellous traditions that were established 100 years ago.  Those people are 
failing to be honest in recognising that it was only early in the last century that women got the right to vote.  That 
vote was not available to them in our upper House until the property franchise was removed in the 1960s.  
Similarly, Aboriginal people did not have the right to vote until the 1960s.  The Liberal Party did dirty deals up 
to the 1980s so it could draw the boundaries.  Many bridges have been crossed and there are many to go.  This 
bridge of ensuring that we have a system much closer to one vote, one value in the Legislative Assembly is a 
very important step.  That is what we are voting on.  Any attempts to broaden the scope of the Bill, introduce red 
herrings or use procedural matters are primarily delaying tactics to try to stop this House and this Parliament 
from dealing with this important reform issue.  For that reason, the Government does not agree with the motion 
to broaden the scope of the Bill. 

Mr BARNETT:  This debate is about the different interpretations that members may have of what makes a 
structure or organisation democratic.  All members know that this Bill is simply about taking eight seats from the 
country and putting them into the metropolitan area.  That is finally being understood. 

I spent a few hours this morning at the Dowerin Field Day.  There were about 16 000 people there.  The topic of 
conversation that came up repeatedly was this legislation.  As a number of National Party members will be 
aware, petitions were circulated widely and people were signing up in their hundreds about the loss of 
representation in country Western Australia.  That is the reality.  The Government can talk one vote, one value 
and count one person as one vote, but what right has it to turn its back on country Western Australia?  That is 
what the Labor Party in this State is doing. 

Mr Kobelke:  The member turned his back on them with the gold tax and they know it.  He should stand up for 
some principles and he might achieve something.  While the Opposition reneges on principles, it will not stand 
for anything. 

Mr BARNETT:  Give me one example when I ever changed my view on the so-called gold tax? 

Mr Kobelke:  The member sold out country people on both uniform electricity tariffs and the gold tax. 

Mr BARNETT:  Give me one example in which a uniform tariff does not apply? 

Mr Kobelke:  The member did away with the uniform electricity tariff. 

Mr BARNETT:  No, I did not.  Every household and medium to large business has a uniform tariff; they always 
have and they always will.  The R-tariff was taken away, not the uniform tariff.  Does the member know what 
the R-tariff is?  It is the off-peak tariff.  It is not the uniform tariff.  That was the change.  The member should 
not comment on things that he knows nothing about. 

Dr Gallop:  It was more than that and the member knows it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  We seem to have drifted off the point.  I request the member for Cottesloe 
to direct his comments through the Chair. 

Mr BARNETT:  I return to the structure of party organisations.  I acknowledge that most organisations are not 
strictly governed by one vote, one value in the way members might argue.  The Labor Party certainly is not and 
one can point to structures within the Liberal Party that are not strictly one vote, one value.  However, let me 
make it clear that structures have been set up within the Liberal Party for good reason and perhaps, in the future, 
they need to change.  They will not change for the argument of one vote, one value.  It may be as part of the 
development of the Liberal Party or any political party.  Let me point out one significant difference: 40 per cent 
of the executive of the Labor Party comprises representatives of members of that party and 60 per cent comes 
from union membership.  Structures within the Labor Party partly reflect individual membership of the party and 
partly reflect union bodies.  The Labor Party does not even start to come close to identifying and recognising 
individuals.  It has a structure based on individuals and organisations.  There are weightings in the Liberal Party, 
but the membership is based exclusively on the individual members of the party.  That applies to the state 
council, the state executive and branch committees.  People holding positions do so because they are individual 
members of the Liberal Party.  That is not true of the Australian Labor Party.  The Australian Labor Party’s 
constituent bodies comprise 60 per cent of union delegates.  They are appointed people; that is the reality.  That 
is a fundamental difference between the parties.  Even before people start talking about one vote, one value, that 
fundamental difference must be recognised. 
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There are two great parties in Australian politics: the Liberal Party and the Labor Party.  That has been the reality 
for the past 100 years.  The Liberal Party is the only one in which an individual member can get to any position 
of authority in the party.  That is the only possibility.  The Labor Party has constituent organisations - essentially 
union groups - that nominate delegates and put them into positions.  That cannot happen in the Liberal Party.  
People can only be individual members of the Liberal Party.  There is no comparison at all between the parties 
on one vote, one value, and recognising and counting individuals as real people.  The Liberal Party is light years 
ahead of the Labor Party in its democratic structures, before we even start to look at party structures,. 

Dr Gallop:  The Liberal Party has another electoral system - it is called the NCB system. 

Mr BARNETT:  Here we go - the little panic man.  He is so pathetic.  I will talk about that.  I do not necessarily 
agree that the current structure of the Liberal Party is suitable for the future.  One of the things I intend to do as 
parliamentary leader is seek improvements to the organisation of the Liberal Party.   

Decisions were made over past decades for various reasons.   

Decisions were made in the Liberal Party - I do not criticise them - to give an increased weighting or 
representation to country people, as we are now supporting in this debate.  People in the Liberal Party made 
conscious decisions to give extra voting entitlements to country people for exactly the same reasons that the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been arguing in this Chamber for the last two days.  Also, decisions were 
made in the Liberal Party, with good reason, to have structures which advantage women and encourage more 
women to participate in the executive of the Liberal Party.  I do not apologise for that although perhaps the 
necessity for that is needed less now than it was 20 years ago.  However, deliberate structures were put in place 
to set up women’s bodies within the Liberal Party to encourage more women to participate in the party and 
politics and to take on executive positions.  That is a reality.  Another structure - perhaps this has been abused - 
was to encourage more young people to join the party.   

Members opposite should not be too smart because we can compare our party with the Labor Party!  I am not 
suggesting in any sense that the Liberal Party is perfect because it is not. 

Dr Constable:  No, it is not. 

Mr BARNETT:  Clearly, it is not.   

One can get into positions in the Labor Party not based on individual membership.  One can get to a position in 
the Liberal Party only as an individual member and that is the only category.  Decisions have been made in the 
history of the Liberal Party, certainly in this State and elsewhere, to give special recognition to country people 
and at times to give special recognition to women and young people to encourage their participation in the party.  
Those decisions have all been very wise and made at the right time.  Perhaps in the future those requirements 
will be needed less.  That is a debate that the Liberal Party will have and should have, and I will be a part of that 
debate.  Therefore, there is no reason at all for any apology as an individual. 

Mrs Roberts:  What about as a lay member? 

Mr BARNETT:  I will do so as an individual member of the party. 

Mrs Roberts:  You will need to because you will not be a leader for much longer. 

Mr BARNETT:  Is that it?  This is terrific stuff!  Is the Minister for Police still president of the Labor Party in 
this State? 

Mrs Roberts:  That’s right. 

Mr BARNETT:  I think she is a very competent person, so I do not mean this unkindly but the principle - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  No, I respect the Minister for Police as an individual, but a member of Parliament holding the 
position of president of the party would not happen in the Liberal Party, and should not happen because in the 
Liberal Party there is a fundamental division between the parliamentary and the lay organisations.  Therefore, it 
would not be acceptable for a current member of Parliament to hold the position of party president.  Past 
members of Parliament such as Bill Hassell have held that position - there is nothing wrong with that at all - but 
it would not be possible in the Liberal Party to compromise or cloud that distinction between the parliamentary 
Liberal Party and the lay Liberal Party.  If members opposite want to discuss principles, division of powers and 
responsibilities, the Liberal Party may not be perfect but, boy, it is a helluva lot better than what the Labor Party 
is. 
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Broadly, with regard to representation, a division of the Liberal Party elects people according to proportional 
representation.  Each division, divisions being based on federal electorates, is entitled to have five delegates to 
attend state council for up to its first 1 000 members and there is an extra delegate for every additional 500 
members.  It is not strictly one vote, one value but membership on state council, which then elects state 
executive and so on, is determined by the numbers of members in the branches in the divisions.  It is 
proportional to the size of the membership.  That is a structure that reflects basic democratic principles. 

The member for Rockingham tried to be very clever and drew attention to the federal council of the Liberal 
Party.  I happen to be a member of the federal council; I am yet to go to a meeting, but I will in due course.  The 
member for Rockingham said that the federal council of the Liberal Party is not elected on the principle of one 
vote, one value.  He did not even understand the most basic point that the Liberal Party in Australia is a federal 
body.  Each state division of the Liberal Party is entirely independently constituted.  They come together and 
form the federal council, which essentially coordinates federal issues.  The constituent membership of the federal 
body is each of the state divisions.  By its membership, it is strictly one vote to one member.  Therefore, the 
member for Rockingham who purported to be an expert on the Liberal Party knew absolutely nothing.  I do not 
purport to be an expert on the Labor Party.  However, when the member for Rockingham was challenged, he 
could not explain to me how his own preselection worked.   

There are always disputes about preselections.  Is it correct that in the Labor Party’s preselections, 60 per cent of 
the delegates are union representatives? 

Mrs Roberts:  No, it is not. 

Mr BARNETT:  How does the Labor Party’s preselection work?  I do not understand, so tell me. 

Mrs Roberts:  It is a complex formula. 

Mr BARNETT:  It is a complex formula!  I do not deny that the Liberal Party gets lobbying and so forth; that is 
part of the political process.  However, at the end of the day, the Liberal preselection committee, which may 
consist of 70 or 80 people, is made up of elected representatives of the branches.  Their membership is checked 
to ensure that it is constitutional.  Therefore, what you get - 

Mrs Roberts:  If you want some information I will give you some.  Every member of every branch within any of 
our electorates gets a vote in our preselections. 

Mr BARNETT:  So do the union delegates. 

Mrs Roberts:  Lots of people get votes. 

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, but 60 per cent - 

Mrs Roberts:  Every member of every branch gets a vote. 

Mr BARNETT:  The unions have 60 per cent say!  They have the dominant say!  This is the fundamental 
difference.  The unions have 60 per cent of the say in the Labor Party’s structures.  In the Liberal Party, and I am 
not pretending it is perfect, the only person who has a say and can get to any position is an individual in his or 
her own right.  In a preselection committee, the branches, the committees and the divisions appoint people who 
form a preselection committee of around 60 people.  In that preselection, each person votes as an individual 
according to how he or she sees the issue.  Members will be lobbied beforehand of course, but they vote on the 
day. 

Dr Gallop:  Are there no factions? 

Mr BARNETT:  There are factions and groupings, of course, but they vote on the day.  However, there is 
nothing like the discipline that the Labor Party has; there are no formal factions.  In fact, in the Liberal Party 
today there is no formal faction of any sort.  I am described as being the leader of the moderates.  Well, there has 
never been a meeting of the moderates and there is no such faction. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  Perhaps I am the only moderate here but I happen to be the leader, so something is working.  
The point is that there is no formal factional grouping and we do not break up into factional meetings.  There are 
allegiances and friendships and all the rest of it and there is lobbying but there is no factional group.  People talk 
about the Noel Crichton-Browne faction.  Crichton-Browne has been a powerful figure in the Liberal Party in the 
past, but he is no longer that.  There is no faction. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr BARNETT:  I am sorry, but he is not the power in the Liberal Party that he used to be. 

Dr Gallop:  But he is a power. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order, members! 

Mr BARNETT:  He is an influence, but he is not a member of the Liberal Party.  I do not deny that he has 
friends in the Liberal Party, but there is no faction.  If members opposite want to talk about democracy, their 
organisation, the Labor Party, is dominated - 

Member interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  I just want to say something and then I will take an interjection. 

Members opposite have an organisation, the Labor Party, that is constitutionally dominated by 60 per cent of 
union appointees.  That flows right through the party’s structure.  The Liberal Party is based entirely upon the 
individual person, the member; there are no constituent organisations.  Membership is the individual.  To rise to 
any position in a branch, a division, a state council, an executive or to become president, whatever it may be, one 
can only get there as an individual.  That is fundamentally different from the Labor Party if members opposite 
want to talk about democratic principle.  As I have said, the structure of the party has been designed to assist and 
encourage country, women and young representation.  Perhaps those days will change but that is the structure of 
the party as it sits now.  If members want to talk about democracy, the Labor Party is not a democratic 
organisation. 
Mr Quigley:  But it is democratic because it was the local constituency that preselected me. 

Mr BARNETT:  How wrong did they get that when the member for Innaloo was preselected!  What a disaster he 
has been.  He has misled the public on the Scarborough high school site and I had to apologise to his constituents 
for his behaviour.  What a dreadful and appalling decision it was to preselect the member for Innaloo.  He is an 
appalling member of Parliament.  He even nicks our hors d’oeuvres in the bar and takes things off the Liberal 
plate! 
Mr Quigley interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Innaloo! 

Mr BARNETT:  I did not think he was so easy to wind up. 

Mr GRAHAM:  I am absolutely amazed at the Government’s response.  I did not set out to start a debate 
between the Liberal Party and Labor Party about who had the worst preselection process.  I did not set out to 
have the National Party tell me that it has the best preselection process, although I am glad I have been told that.  
However, it is interesting that apart from National Party members, no member has said that the process in his or 
her party reflects the system of one vote, one value.  Absolutely nobody; not one of the speakers.   

Mr D’Orazio:  Yours is the best one vote, one value system.   

Mr GRAHAM:  It is spot on, in my opinion, but I have a few problems with my leader!   

As the Government seeks to impose this legislation on country Western Australians, particularly those in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, not one member advocated that his or her party had a true system of one vote, one 
value.  I am staggered that the Premier did not speak to the motion.  I am astonished that the Premier did not 
speak, because in April last year he spoke long and hard in response to Mr  Gary Johns’ comments that the 
Western Australian Labor Party had the most crooked preselection process of any ALP branch.  The Premier was 
quoted in The West Australian as saying that he would not be satisfied until the union movement was stripped of 
its domination in the ALP preselection process.  I agree with the Premier, and I agreed with the Premier when I 
was in the Labor Party.  I am trying to help the Premier, as I have always done.  I would love to help the Premier.  
I have tried for a large lump of my political life to help him.  I am astonished that the Premier did not speak in 
this debate.  The Premier has been a lifelong advocate - or certainly as long as I have known him, and that seems 
like a lifetime - of one vote, one value.  My amendments give the Premier the vehicle for the one vote, one value 
system.  However, the Premier will not allow my amendments to be debated.  Not only will he not allow them to 
be debated, but also he will not support the motion to allow them to be debated.  I find it more than passing 
strange that there is absolute silence from the lead advocate of one vote, one value.  The Minister for Electoral 
Affairs, who is the second strongest advocate for one vote, one value, and the Premier’s co-applicator in the 
High Court, is not even in the Chamber to deal with this motion.  I am amazed.  I am further  intrigued, and I will 
think about what I can do in other ways, because I had no idea that the preselection processes of all the major 
political parties, except for the National Party, were so Machiavellian and so secret.  It intrigues me.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 29 August 2001] 

 p3311b-3324a 
Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr John Bradshaw; Deputy Speaker; Mr 

Mark McGowan; Acting Speaker; The Acting Speaker:; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Larry Graham; 
Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Matt Birney 

 [11] 

I am also astonished that not one member from the Mining and Pastoral Region spoke in the debate; not one.  In 
a debate that essentially sought to change the system, or should have been about changing the system in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region to allow for representation by local people in a unique region of the State, not one 
member from the Mining and Pastoral Region, apart from myself, could see his way clear to supporting the 
motion.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  Member for Pilbara, I think I made it quite clear that all members on this side of the House 
will support you on this motion.  If you think about it, the more we talk about whether we should debate the 
motion, the less chance you would have to debate those points.  Members on this side support you, and that 
includes members from all regions.   

Mr GRAHAM:  That is a qualification I can accept.  However, it is interesting that no other member has chosen 
to do that.  I will pursue that in other places.  I find that quite amazing.  What was the member for Pilbara 
seeking to do?  Was he seeking to initiate a great slanging match across the table with the Liberal Party versus 
the Labor Party?  No, he was not.  He was seeking the approval of the Parliament to move amendments to take 
the process of selecting candidates for the Mining and Pastoral Region out of secret meetings in the city, and to 
encourage local people to stand for those seats.  He was also trying to encourage a change in the system, to 
ensure that local people who stand for seats in that unique region have a chance of being elected.  It is 
extraordinary that no member of the Mining and Pastoral Region feels that it is important to have local 
representation in the Legislative Council.   

I reiterate some of the points I made earlier.  Currently, there is no requirement that members for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region must live in that region; they do not even have to know where to find that region on a map.  In 
the ALP, a candidate must simply be given number one or number two place on the upper House ticket, and he 
or she will be elected.  In the Liberal Party, a candidate must pull up number one place to be elected.  In the 
minor parties, a candidate simply must know someone who will carry out the negotiations that will put their 
name somewhere around the middle of the ticket, and then they will be elected.  They have absolutely no duties 
or responsibilities to the region once they have been elected.  They never have to go to that region.  They do not 
have to maintain an office there, nor do they have to do any work there.  However, they must maintain their 
relationship with the organisation that put their name on the ballot paper.  That is the responsibility they incur.  
That is a crooked system.  When that system is in place and there are equal numbers of or more directly elected 
members of Parliament, it gives them a different standing, because those of us who are directly elected can argue 
that point.  We can say to the people in authority that we are directly elected and, from that, we devolve some 
power, some authority, and some ability to represent our electorates.  However, when we are outnumbered by the 
people who are preselected from outside the region, and who have no responsibility for the region, that is a 
fundamental and deep shift in our electoral system.  This legislation does that, and it does it without one member 
of the Mining and Pastoral Region in this place, apart from the member for Pilbara, standing up in that region’s 
defence.  That is disgraceful.   

The second point that I find disgraceful is the farcical manner in which the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the 
Government are ignoring the views of democratically elected people to negotiate with people who are 
undemocratically elected; by that I refer to the current negotiations that are taking place between the Greens 
(WA) and the Government.  I have been through that chapter and verse.  That is a crooked deal.  Nobody is 
involved in that deal other than the Government of Western Australia, through the Minister for Electoral Affairs, 
and man who would have lost his deposit.  Although Hon Robin Chapple has no mandate, no authority, and no 
right to representation, he is sitting in secret meetings and making deals with the Government of the day.  This 
Chamber is being blackmailed.  That view is reinforced by the Leader of the House’s speech in which he said - 
and I am only paraphrasing him - that the legislation before the House is the first step, and it is a pragmatic step.  
It is a pragmatic step being dictated to by the negotiations between the Government and the minor parties in the 
other House.  Be that as it may, that is called politics, and I understand that.  However, the Government should 
get it out of the backroom and into the public.  The constituents in the north west of this State have every right to 
know the arrangements, agreements and trade-offs that are taking place between Hon Robin Chapple and Jim 
McGinty, of which they know nothing.  

We know what the Minister for Electoral Affairs tells us the Greens (WA) say, and we know what the Greens 
tell us the Minister for Electoral Affairs says.  However, not one member representing the Mining and Pastoral 
Region has had any input into that issue.  Apart from the number two candidate on the Australian Labor Party 
ticket, he is the least democratically elected person in this Parliament.  That is wrong and it is the product of a 
corrupt system that needs fixing.  I am bitterly disappointed that the Government will not allow me to move the 
amendments so that we can have a debate and listen to its reasons for supporting a crooked system.  The 
Australian Labor Party is not inherently crooked.  I was a member of that party for a large part of my adult life, 
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and most members of my family have been involved in it for nearly 100 years.  It is not inherently corrupt or 
crooked, but it is being made that way.  It has as its leader a man who is not corrupt or crooked.  I know that and 
I will vouch for him anywhere.  Why is he sitting silent when it is being brought to his attention that his 
organisation is corrupt and crooked?  The Premier must deal with this issue.  He can deal with it this way or 
another way.  In 10 or 15 years, his party will not have these processes.  I hope it changes, and quickly.   

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (21) 

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Edwardes Mr Masters Ms Sue Walker  
Mr Barnett Mr Edwards Mr Pendal Dr Woollard 
Mr Board Mr Graham Mr Sullivan Mr Bradshaw (Teller 
Dr Constable Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Sweetman   
Mr Cowan Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden   
Mr Day Mr Marshall Mr Waldron   

 

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pair 

 Mr House Mr Ripper 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Mr GRAHAM:  This clause is designed to reduce the number of country seats in Western Australia by eight.  I 
understand that, although it is not an argument put by the Government - nor should it be - this amendment is not 
constitutionally valid.  Some constitutional changes would be necessary if the amendment were passed, but that 
does not preclude debate about the amendment.   

This legislation proposes to transfer eight seats from country Western Australia directly into the city.  That move 
is unpalatable to country Western Australians.  It is hard to explain to city people the effect that that would have 
on country areas.  There is no subtlety about this clause and there is no attempt to soften the blow.  If passed, the 
legislation will take something from the country and give it to the city.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is 
Robin Hood in reverse.  He is directly transferring representation from some of the poorest and neediest areas of 
country Western Australia to the metropolitan area, where one can reasonably assume it will be distributed 
across the suburbs.  The abolition, rather than the transfer, of those seats would make this legislation more 
palatable to country people.  I do not put it any higher than that or present any sophisticated argument.  The 
Minister for Electoral Affairs has been happy to taunt Liberal Party members across the Chamber.  I do not 
discourage him from that - it is a healthy activity for him.  

Mr McGinty:  For everyone.  

Mr GRAHAM:  He quotes Wilson Tuckey at length.  I discourage that - it is not a healthy activity.  Nonetheless, 
he makes the point that Wilson Tuckey says that country and metropolitan state members do not work as hard as 
do good, high-quality federal members.  I do not know how he knows about good, high-quality federal members.  
He might have bumped into Stephen Smith at some point.  I certainly would not put Wilson Tuckey in that 
category.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is happy to say that city members of Parliament work harder than 
do country members.   

I disagree with him, and have done so for many years.  I will not go into detail about who will do what to whom.  
If the Minister for Electoral Affairs is happy to quote Wilson Tuckey about making the seats larger, this is the 
way he can do it; given the opportunity, city seats can become larger.  This amendment has the added political 
advantage of being easy for the Government to sell, because there would be fewer politicians.  I am not sure 
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whether that is a good or bad thing, but it would be easy to sell it to the public.  This amendment to the 
legislation would maintain some sort of relationship between country and metropolitan seats.  It has some merit 
in that it effectively leaves country seats with a weighting and allows the electoral commissioners to remove 
anomalies in the city.  It also allows the electoral commissioners to make decisions about how to draw up the 
electoral boundaries.  Purely coincidentally, if passed, this amendment would require a referendum to be held 
before the legislation could be enacted, because it would reduce the number of seats in the State.  I will be 
interested to see how members opposite vote. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I was a little caught out.  The time is close to four o’clock.  The motion is to reduce the 
membership of this House by eight seats.  A point occurred to me during question time.  What an entertaining 
time it was; I have not had so much fun for a long time!   

Mrs Roberts:  We thought you must have eaten some magic mushrooms or something. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  No.  Government members were very entertaining. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Have you been exploring the south west?  Have you been loitering around Balingup? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I like to do that.  There are a lot of things I like to do.  I have had a few good times with the 
member for Armadale, here and there.  She will have to take me down to that part of the world one day to show 
me the treats.  I have never actually been there. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You have never been to Balingup? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have never been to the area which the member insinuated that I had visited - where the 
magic mushrooms grow.   

Ms MacTiernan:  I wasn’t insinuating that. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have known the member for Armadale for a long time!  One of the points raised during 
question time was that the one vote, one value Bill should be titled the Qantas Bill, because it will bring seats to 
Perth.  I thought that was a -  

Ms MacTiernan:  That was a good line, but don’t give up your day job Maxie! 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I thought it was good line.  It was not my line - I am stealing it.  It was one of the lines that 
popped up from this side during question time.  I thought it was appropriate.  Why not call it the Qantas Bill?   

Mr Watson interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  We had a lot of fun.  The Leader of the House is a constant inspiration for a bit of mirth.   

Ms MacTiernan:  You could always try the Pol Pot solution, which is to force the people out of the capital and 
into the countryside.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Pol Pot just lined them up and shot them! 

Ms MacTiernan:  I know what he means. 

Mr Graham:  I think it would be fair to say that it reduced the number of people in each district. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Considerably! 

Ms MacTiernan:  He had a very active decentralisation program. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  He did.  What was the number of people that he decentralised?  Was it two million or 
1.5 million?  It was a very sad time in history. 

Ms MacTiernan:  I know what you think about people in the city.  I am surprised you are not advocating his 
policies. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  About shooting city people, or country people? 

Ms MacTiernan:  The negativity that has come through in this debate about the contribution people who live in 
the city make to society has been disgraceful.  The subtext is that people in the city are a mob of bludgers who 
make no useful contribution whatsoever to society. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The member for Armadale will be pleased to know that I often quote her and her efforts in 
Toodyay.  She has said that if those people were not such lousy farmers, they would not need lime.  That was a 
good line! 

Ms MacTiernan:  I did not say that. 
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Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes, the member did.  She said it in front of about 80 people. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You were not there.  How do you know? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The other line that she used, which I thought was outstanding, was that Western Australia is 
a fragile place with such fragile soils that people should not be farming it anyway.   

Ms MacTiernan:  No. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I thought that was an excellent line as well. 

Ms MacTiernan:  I will tell the Leader of the National Party what was interesting about that.  I posed the 
question about whether agricultural lime was the only way to resolve the problem and suggested that some sort 
of breeding program should be examined to create plants that were resistant -  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I did not make one comment during the whole meeting. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You raced around to “Inside Cover” with that story.  It turns out that the Department of 
Agriculture has been investigating that idea for years. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I am sorry to disappoint the member for Armadale, but I have never rung “Inside Cover”.  If 
it got into “Inside Cover” - I did not realise that it had - it was not from me. 

Ms MacTiernan:  It did not go in because they realised what a dopey story it was. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The member for Armadale’s idea about growing genetically-modified crops on farms in that 
area was - 

Ms MacTiernan:  No.  The Leader of the National Party should read a bit of Australian history.  There were 
breeding programs in Australia long before the technology for genetically-modified plants arose. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Gee whiz!  It is news to me that we have had breeding programs! 

Mr Watson:  What are you talking about, member for Avon?   

Mr TRENORDEN:  I was just about to enlighten members that three new grains were announced at the Dowerin 
Field Days this week.  I was pleased that one wheat variety which will be a dominant strain came from and has 
been named “Wyalkatchem”.  I was pleased that it had come from my home town.  Having stood to debate this 
issue and, thanks to the interjections, not having said a single word on the Bill, I will perhaps have another go in 
a few minutes. 

Mr McGINTY:  I thank the member for Avon for his insightful contribution to the electoral reform debate.  
Apart from the fairly obvious point about the amendment moved by the member for Pilbara, which he has 
already stated, if his amendment is successful, it would not become law until it was submitted to a referendum 
and, for that matter, it would require certain other constitutional procedures to be followed.  I refer members to 
section 73(2)(d) of the Constitution Act 1889, which provides for, among other things - 

A Bill that -  

expressly or impliedly provides for a reduction in the numbers of the members of the 
Legislative Council or of the Legislative Assembly . . . shall not be presented for assent by or 
in the name of the Queen unless - 

There are two requirements, the first of which is that the Bill would require passage by an absolute majority in 
both Houses of Parliament.  The second requirement is that it be submitted to the electors in a referendum.  The 
member for Pilbara might have considered this to be a cunning way to achieve a referendum on this piece of 
legislation, but that is not my objection to this amendment.  A range of people have said that this Bill will take 
representation away from country people.  If this amendment is successful, it will reduce the size of this House 
by eight members.  There is a nice media-oriented simplicity to this amendment, which says that if this 
legislation takes eight members from the country, those eight members should not be given to the city, but 
should simply be abolished.  However, the effect would be that the total population of the State would be divided 
by 49 rather than by 57; every country seat would become proportionately larger.  That is the effect of this 
amendment.  More than eight seats would come out of the country as a result of this amendment because it 
would require each seat to be a proportion larger again.  While it was a nice little manoeuvre to say that city 
people should not benefit at the expense of country people, the real effect, when examined closely, is that the 
amendment would take more than eight seats from regional Western Australia.  The Government would 
obviously not support a proposition that would have that net effect.  I do not see any benefit in requiring the 
average-size electorate in Western Australia to be greater than approximately 21 000 electors, which each 
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electorate will be if this legislation is passed.  I do not see any benefit in bumping that number up to 24 000.  In 
my experience, and this is always a fairly arbitrary matter, it is not a full-time job to represent 9 000, 10 000 or 
11 000 people.  To represent something of the order of 20 000 electors is, and I do not see any reason for us to go 
through the process of reducing the number of seats and adding to the number of people that both country and 
city members are required to represent. 

Mr BIRNEY:  While I acknowledge that the member for Pilbara says that if we are to take these seats out of the 
country we should not put them into the city, it is my view and the view of a lot of people that the city certainly 
does not need any more representatives. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3349.] 

 
 


