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ELECTORAL SYSTEM REFERENDUM 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President 

At today’s sitting it is my intention to move under SO 72 that the House at its rising adjourn until 
9.00am on 25th December 2001 for the purpose of discussing the urgent need for the Government to 
hold a referendum of the people before proceeding to significantly change the State’s electoral system 
by removing vote weighting from regional Western Australia and thereby seriously disadvantaging 
rural Western Australians. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon Norman Moore MLC 

Member for the Mining and Pastoral Region 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.39 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until 9.00 am on 25 December. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You cannot frighten us in this debate. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  This is a very limited debate during which members given the call have just 10 
minutes in which to speak.  If members participate in the debate by interjection, I will take the view that they 
have used their speaking time and, I assure members, they will not be called to speak in this debate.  If there is 
any attempt at a prolonged disruption of any speaker, I will deal with the person who is interjecting.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I am delighted at the enthusiasm of ministers and government members for this motion.  
That demonstrates they are getting the message loudly and clearly that it is time to let the people decide this 
issue.  Mr President, I remember, as you might, the slogan “Let the people decide”.  I am sure Hon Tom 
Stephens remembers it as well I do.  It was a time when the Labor Party was seeking to make changes in 
Western Australia, and it thought a referendum was the way to go.  “Let the people decide” - that is what this 
motion is about.  We should let the people decide whether there should be a significant change to our electoral 
system.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  They have.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  If they have, the Government has ignored some evidence of recent times.  Although not 
everybody agrees with the Westpoll on every occasion, it recently suggested that only one-third of voters in 
Western Australia supported the proposal for one vote, one value.  Let us have a quick look at the referendum 
issue.  It is interesting that in 1983 the Labor Party introduced the Referendums Bill to put on the statutes in 
Western Australia the Referendums Act to ensure we had in place the machinery to hold a referendum in 
Western Australia.  That was brought in by the then Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, 
Mr Tonkin.  That was passed by both Houses of Parliament, and was agreed to by the Liberal Party at the time.  
When one reads the debates at that time one sees that the Labor Party was keen on referendums.  It saw them as 
a way to find out what the people wanted on major issues.  If members on the Labor Party side of the House 
reckon that a change in the electoral system is not a major issue, they should ask the people.  Even if they do not 
have a referendum, they should at least ask people what they think about the issue of one vote, one value.  The 
people will tell members opposite in no uncertain terms that they have a strong view on it - one way or the other.   

I was disappointed in the Premier’s response to a question raised by the Opposition in the other place.  The 
Premier was asked whether he would support a referendum on the Electoral Act; in other words, a change to a 
system of one vote, one value.  The Premier said that a referendum is a joke.  The people of Western Australia 
will be delighted to know that Dr Gallop thinks holding a referendum is a joke.  That is an appalling statement 
from a Premier who has told us over countless years how important these sorts of things are in the total concept 
of a democratic society.  He calls having a referendum on this issue a joke.  It is a pity the Press did not pick that 
up, because the people of Western Australia, who think this is a very serious change to the electoral system, will 
not take a lot of pleasure from the idea that somehow giving them a vote on this is a joke. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Perhaps the Press took the statement in context - unlike the Leader of the Opposition.  
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Hon N.F. MOORE:  I heard what the Premier said; I was listening to him.  The Premier said that a referendum is 
a joke.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Why did he say that?  He gave the reason that we had just had an election on it.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am sure that we will learn of the reason for this from a representative minister from 
the government side in due course.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I listened to the Premier answer a question in the Legislative Assembly on this matter.  He 
was asked whether he would support a referendum on one vote, one value.  He said that a referendum is a joke.  I 
heard him say that a referendum is a joke.  

Hon Kim Chance:  And what else did he say? 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  He then tried to cover his tracks by saying something like, “We already have a mandate.”  
The Government would say that it has a mandate.  I acknowledge that this has been in the platform of the Labor 
Party for many years.  I understand that the Government will claim a mandate for everything it said it would do - 
as Governments have a tendency to do from time to time.  If the Government is so convinced it has a mandate 
for this, why is it frightened to hold a referendum?  Why is the Government frightened if it thinks the people 
agree with its point of view and will decide in its favour?  It is the view of members on this side of politics, 
which does not support one vote, one value, that if the Government held a referendum it would have to go along 
with what the people decided.  We have an opportunity to decide once and for all this issue of one vote, one 
value.  The best way to decide, so that both sides of Parliament know what the people want, is to have a 
referendum.   

When the Burke Government was in power it held three referendums on daylight saving - a seriously important 
issue!  That is a tiny issue by comparison with a significant and dramatic change to our electoral system.  We 
want the Government to go down the path of letting the people decide.  “Let the people decide” was a slogan 
used by Labor Party when it suited its purpose in the past.   

The Commission on Government recommended that major changes to our Constitution should be subject to a 
referendum.  I am not saying that one vote, one value would be a change to our Constitution; however, it would 
be a major change to our electoral laws.  The Labor Party was prepared to say, when trying to curry favour with 
electors, that it supported everything that COG recommended with the exception of one or two minor issues.  For 
example, in a document titled “Accountability: Labor’s response to the Commission on Government Reports” 
the Labor Party stated that Western Australia should have a people’s convention.  The document reads -  

. . . Labor commits to the holding of a binding referendum on a proposed new constitution for Western 
Australia.  

I acknowledge that this debate is not about the Constitution, but it is equally important in my view.  The 
document continues - 

Labor will summon a People’s Convention within twelve months of the commencement of the next 
Parliament.  

We have not heard any more about that; it might happen sometime down the track.  To continue -  

The People’s Convention will consider . . . new clauses pertaining to the following matters - 

And it includes “electoral rights”.  It also states -  

Parliament shall submit to the people at referendum all constitutional clauses that it is proposed shall be 
entrenched in the Constitution.   

If we are to go down the path of a people’s convention that will make recommendations on the Constitution of 
Western Australia, and that contains a section on electoral rights, on which the Government is committed to 
holding a referendum, why will the Government not have a referendum now - ahead of electoral change - to deal 
with the issue of one vote, one value?  Why is the Government going ahead with significant electoral change that 
will have a massive effect on country Western Australia?  For example, it will transfer 16 members of 
Parliament out of the bush and into the city.  Some people might be happy to get rid of 16 members of 
Parliament.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Sixteen? 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Yes; from the upper and lower Houses.  The net result of a one vote, one value system will 
be the transfer of 16 members of Parliament from the country to the city across both Houses.  If we stick with the 
Assembly, eight members will come out of the country.  Some people might say that getting rid of eight 
members of Parliament is a good idea, but they will not wear taking them out of the bush and putting them in the 
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city.  Hon Tom Stephens said earlier that the Government would not be pushed around about this; it would 
defend this because it was right on this issue.  Hon Tom Stephens can be as right as he likes, but people do not 
agree with him.  People in the bush certainly do not agree with him.  He will find out about that very soon - if he 
has not already.  People in the city are equally displeased with what the Government is trying to do with the 
bush.  They know things are pretty tough in the bush right now and have been for a long time, yet the 
Government wants to take away its representation, political clout and local members.  The Government is 
wanting to replace local members with telephones and fax machines or let members of Parliament have more 
travel allowances, as if that will compensate country Western Australia for the loss of local members of 
Parliament.  The Government has not worked it all out yet.  Eight members of Parliament will leave the bush, but 
the worst of it is that they will go to the city.  The city will have massive control over the Parliament of Western 
Australia in a way that it has never had before in the history of Western Australia.  Western Australia is different 
from anywhere else in the world.  It is a huge part of the world and it is a very sparsely populated State.  Massive 
power in the hands of city members of Parliaments will be to the eternal deprivation and disadvantage of country 
Western Australia.   

The Labor Party thought it was important enough when trying to score points out of the COG report to say that it 
would hold a people’s convention.  It said it would consider new clauses to the Constitution, including electoral 
rights, and I put one vote, one value in the context of electoral rights.  It also said that Parliament shall submit to 
the people at referendum all constitutional clauses that it proposes to entrench in the Constitution.  The Labor 
Party said that then to try to take the high moral ground after the Commission on Government report was 
released.  It tried to get itself off the hook after the WA Inc royal commission by saying that it agreed with 
everything.  Now the Labor Party has the opportunity to have a people’s convention, to put aside the electoral 
reform stuff it is now trying to rush through Parliament and to consider it in the context of the recommendation 
of the Commission on Government that electoral rights be considered.  If the Labor Party does not think that 
changing the vote weighting has anything to do with electoral rights, it is not being dinkum. 

Therefore, I put the proposition that the Labor Party should do one of two things: it should do what it said it 
would do regarding the COG recommendations - in other words, put off this Bill until such time as it has had a 
people’s constitutional convention and considered a recommendation to go to the people by way of referendum; 
or the alternative is to have a referendum now.  I am putting to the Government a very simple and 
straightforward proposition.  The Government wants to bring in a significant change to the electoral system.  I 
say to the Government that it should let the people of Western Australia have a say on this matter.  Let us not 
rely on the Westpoll survey that says one in three people wants this system; let us ask the people themselves and 
give everybody a vote to decide whether they want this.  It must be borne in mind that a referendum, in a sense, 
will favour the city because a lot more voters are in the city - we accept that.  The Liberal Party will have to 
accept the result, just as the Labor Party will have to accept it.  If the voters of Western Australia say that they 
want one vote, one value, we could hardly argue against it ever again.  If they say they do not want it, 
presumably the Labor Party will then take that out of its platform because it will know that the people do not 
want it.  It is a simple proposal.  It is a significant change, which I suspect the people of Western Australia do not 
support.  However, I would like to know the people’s position.  The only way to find out is with a referendum - a 
process that the Labor Party thought was a good idea in 1983 on a range of issues. 

I was a bit encouraged the other day when Hon Dee Margetts was reported as saying somewhere in the country 
that she may well be prepared to support a referendum.  I hope that is the case - I do not know.  I do not always 
believe what I read in the newspaper.  However, if that is the case, that is encouraging.  I say to the Greens (WA) 
that they should think about this on the basis of the general attitude they have towards these issues.  The people 
should be consulted, they should understand what this move means, and they should then be given a chance to 
vote on it at a referendum.  A referendum is the simplest and easiest way to sort out an issue of this magnitude. 

I have no doubt that in no time the Government will find that the country people of Western Australia will not 
wear this.  They will expect from the Labor Party a response to this issue in the same way that they got a 
response from the Labor Party on the COG recommendations.  This issue is important enough for a referendum 
to be held.  It is far more important than daylight saving, and we had three referenda on that.  Why will the Labor 
Party not have a referendum?  What does it have to hide and to worry about?  Why will the Labor Party not 
accept a decision made by the people, which it can then go along with?  That is a simple and easy proposition for 
the Labor Party. 

I conclude by again reminding the Labor Party of its slogan; that is, let the people decide.  They should decide 
whether we should have this massive and significant change to our electoral system, which the Labor Party and 
the Liberal Party know will severely disadvantage country Western Australians. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [3.54 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to debate this motion.  However, I 
am disappointed that we have even got to this stage, because the people in country areas do not want to go down 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 7 August 2001] 

 p2027c-2036a 
President; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon John 

Fischer; Mr Tom Stephens 

 [4] 

this path.  The other day at Lake Grace, this side of the House was represented at a meeting.  Hon Dee Margetts 
was there.  However, the Government did not make itself available to attend that debate; therefore, we did not 
get to a situation whereby we could clearly understand the Government’s point of view.  This move by the Labor 
Party will take away the say of country people; it will reduce their representation.  In Parliament, their views will 
have very little impact.  In party rooms or in caucus, their views will have little impact. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  There is still the National Party. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  The National Party has had a major impact in this State.  One need only look at the roads, 
the ports, the airports and all the other infrastructure to see the impact the National Party has had.  I was a 
National Party minister in the previous coalition Government, and, along with the Liberal Party, I am very proud 
to have put in place that sort of infrastructure.  Those areas are the heart of the country.  All the export earnings 
are generated in those areas.  However, this is not about export earnings or about the National Party; this is about 
country people being represented in this place and having a say on the way things are run in Western Australia. 

In the Legislative Assembly, eight seats will be taken from the country areas.  Of course, those seats will go the 
city.  Obviously, at any meeting at which the concerns of and opportunities for country people are discussed, 
their representatives will have very little say.  That is the bottom line in this issue.  At the meeting held at Lake 
Grace, the agreement was unanimous.  However, Hon Dee Margetts indicated that she would abstain if a vote 
was held.  That is an issue for country people.  At that meeting they pleaded with her to recognise the request 
that they were making for the Greens to stand up against this one vote, one value move, which would remove 
representation from country areas.  Throughout my life, apart from when I went to school in Perth, I have always 
lived in the country, and I always will.  I will continue to represent country people, because I genuinely believe 
that they will be disfranchised by this move. 

The COG report stated that primary emphasis should be placed on community of interest as a criterion for the 
allocation of voters to electoral districts.  That clearly indicates that there is a substantial difference.  Not so long 
ago I was in Hon Tom Stephens’ electorate - with his permission, I might add - and I spoke to people from 
departments under his control.  Hon Kim Chance also gave me permission to talk to the Department of 
Agriculture people in the area.  I was pleased about that.  As Minister for Housing, Hon Tom Stephens said that 
he cannot be frightened in this debate.  I plead to those opposite to bring some sense into the argument and to 
recognise that country people are totally convinced that this move is against their interests. 

Last night at the local government gala dinner, the overwhelming point of discussion was the necessity to have 
voting weighted in favour of country people.  People in the city, who represent about 75 per cent of the 
population in Western Australia, seem to be happy with their representation.  One need only look at the Westpoll 
survey that was done to recognise that fact.  It clearly indicates that people are happy with the current situation.  I 
know that one vote, one value has been Labor Party policy for 100 years.  That does not necessarily mean that at 
this time anybody agrees with it.  A policy is one thing; implementing it is another.  At the last election, the 
Labor Party got 37 per cent of the vote.  I think the Greens got 6.6 per cent of the vote.  I think their primary vote 
in the Agricultural Region was 0.27 of a quota, and in Hon Norman Moore’s Mining and Pastoral Region the 
figure was about 2.25 of a quota.  In Hon Christine Sharp’s South West Region, the Greens got about 0.6 of a 
quota.  In those three regions, the Greens got just over a total quota of the primary vote.  By chance, they have a 
substantial influence here.  I call on them to listen to country people so that they can be well and truly 
represented.  A member of Parliament in a country area may have something like 40 schools in his electorate, 
and 19 shires, as is the situation in the electorate of Merredin.  Therefore, members in those areas have a 
substantial area to represent.  

Hospitals and roads are major areas.  I will be interested to read the budget to see what the Labor Party does with 
road funding in this State and whether the budget will indicate future capital expenditure in country areas.  Does 
the Labor Party care for country people?  This motion is all about a referendum.  Unfortunately, we are getting to 
a stage where that is probably the best way to go.  As a person who lives in the country, I believe we should 
never have got to this stage.  I support the motion if we get to the stage of having a referendum.  Clearly, country 
people do not want to be disfranchised in this Parliament of Western Australia. 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [4.00 pm]:  Once again, those 
opposite say they are opposed to democracy.  That is what this debate is all about.  The Liberal and National 
Parties have never supported democracy.  They are consistent in that regard.  The Labor Party is consistent in 
supporting democracy, and has done so for more than 100 years.  We have a clear mandate - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Opposition speakers were heard in relative silence and I will not have other speakers 
overwhelmed. 
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Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We have a clear mandate to introduce this electoral reform package, which is a very 
modest reform package, similar to the one proposed by the former Speaker, Hon George Strickland, not too 
many years ago.  Members opposite have failed to take into account the recent election.  They ran a campaign in 
the bush on this very issue.  What happened?  They placed advertisements on GWN television almost hourly.  
They spent big.  They based their re-election campaign on this issue, and they lost.  There was a seven per cent 
swing against the Liberal and National Parties. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  They did not vote for you though. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition does not have the call. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Leader of the Opposition does not want to hear the truth.  There was a seven per 
cent swing against the Liberal and National Parties - then in government - in rural and regional Western 
Australia.  They lost, notwithstanding the fact that they campaigned strongly on this issue.  The Labor Party 
picked up a number of country and regional seats.  Have members opposite not heard of Albany?  Have they not 
heard of Bunbury?  Have they not heard of Geraldton?  No.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  You have all these seats.  What are you frightened of? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We won, they lost.  The Liberal and National Parties were in government for eight 
years.  They carried out a number of controversial matters.  They introduced legislation that tore the guts out of 
the living standards of ordinary Western Australians.  Did they on any occasion propose a referendum?  No way.  
The members opposite who oppose what the Labor Party is putting forward do not give a damn about 
democracy.  They will put up any arguments they want to.  They just want to get away with occupying seats in 
this Parliament that they are not entitled to occupy.  However, they can be smug about sitting on the opposition 
benches.  They will be sitting there for a very long time because they failed to represent the proper interests of 
country and regional Western Australia.  They have consistently failed to deliver the goods.  That is why they are 
on the opposition benches and we are on the government benches. 

Country people want good government.  We will give it to them.  Members opposite failed to give it to them.  
We go into the community and consult.  Members opposite just run around carrying out their usual conservative 
Tory rhetoric.  The facts are that never - other than on the most important issue of daylight saving - have they 
raised a referendum before the people.  They did not put a matter of great significance, such as getting stuck into 
people’s living standards, to a referendum.  They forced legislation through this House before the complexion of 
the Legislative Council changed on 22 May 1997.  There is a word - albeit, Mr President, an unparliamentary 
word - for those who say one thing and do another.  I will not utter it.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  The word is Labor. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The word accurately describes those opposite.  They are opposed to democracy and 
continue to be opposed to democracy.  The Australian Labor Party has said clearly and consistently throughout 
its history that it supports democracy.  We want people to have an equal say in their Parliament, irrespective of 
their wealth, their ethnicity, their background or where they live.  People are equal.  People are not superior to 
others because they live in one part of the State.  People are not inferior to other people because they live in 
another part of the State.  People are people and they should have an equal say in how their State is governed.  
Members opposite have continually derided that view because they do not believe in democracy; they never have 
and they never will.  All they believe in is privilege. 

I shall deal with the question of a referendum, which is another furphy.  I suppose the Tories and the so-called 
Liberals opposite would be pleased to have a referendum on daylight saving.  However, they did not have a 
referendum on industrial laws.  This is a parliamentary democracy.  We have elections and we deal with matters 
by passing legislation through the Houses.  Very little legislation requires a referendum as a prerequisite.  That is 
not the way we conduct matters in Western Australia. 

Hon Barry House:  Only when it suits you. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We do not need a referendum because the people have already decided.  I know that 
members opposite are upset about this issue because it was their policy at the penultimate election.  They may 
recall the current Leader of the Opposition’s view of electoral reform.  He was in favour of it, as was the former 
Speaker, Hon George Strickland, and as were many members opposite in their party room, and they well know 
that. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  That is not the party’s position, and you well know it. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I know what the Liberal Party’s position was in 1996.  Before it went to the election in 
1996 it made it clear to the people that it was in favour of having electoral reform, evolving to a system to 
abolish the stupid undemocratic vote weighting that it has supported for 100 years. 
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Hon N.F. Moore:  You think it is stupid and Dr Gallop thinks it is a joke.  That is the way you respond to people. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The disingenuous position of those opposite is very much a joke.  Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson interjected a moment ago.  He would know the history of this State.  He would be aware of the fact 
that many parts of the electorate that he and I represent, the East Metropolitan Region, was formerly classified as 
non-metropolitan, as country.  What is the difference between someone who lives in Kalamunda and someone 
who lives in Northam?  What is the difference between someone who lives in Gidgegannup and someone who 
lives in Armadale?  I do not know.  I cannot see any difference.  They are all Australians.  However, Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson would also know that the people who live in the East Metropolitan Region - it is called East 
Metropolitan - comprise people from a range of backgrounds who engage in a range of activities, many of which 
are similar to activities engaged in the Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In fact, there is 
significant agricultural production in the East Metropolitan Region.  These people are as much country people as 
are those on the other side of the Darling Range.  The people who live in the northern part of the City of Swan 
are no different from those who live in the southern part of the Shire of Chittering.  Why do members opposite 
treat them differently?  They treat them differently because they perceive that it is to their own advantage.  They 
have no regard whatsoever for principle.  They are undemocratic.  I was brought up in a democratic tradition, as 
were people of former generations, who were pleased to have the honour of serving their country in times of 
great emergency, such as war.  What did they do?  They fought under the banner of democracy.  However, 
members opposite have the gall to stand in this place and oppose democracy.  They do not give a damn about 
democracy. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Hon Barbara Scott, who purports to represent the people of her electorate, interjects on 
behalf of the undemocratic forces.  It is about time members opposite woke up to themselves, realised they lost 
the election and stopped this nonsense.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [4.10 pm]:  There has been a lot of dredging of history already this 
afternoon.  However, it would be more valuable to do a bit of deconstruction of what is going on now in this 
Chamber.  Clearly, we are not debating the substantive issues; it is just one big political game.  It is the sort of 
thing that earns this Parliament, members of Parliament and politicians the disrespect of the community.  This is 
all about grandstanding and point scoring.  This represents what people hate about politics.  I point out to the 
Leader of the Opposition that the irony of this is that in moving this motion and giving the Greens (WA) about 
40 minutes warning of the moving of this motion, he is wrecking the real process whereby the parties may get 
together across this House and work on some real solutions about what would be the best model for electoral 
reform for Western Australia and what would be the best process through the Parliament and the community for 
legitimising that.  Instead of that, we must deal with this stupid and petty political point scoring this afternoon.   

I point out to, first, the members of the Liberal Party, who have decided to raise this issue this afternoon, that it is 
obvious why it is so incredibly convenient for them to discuss the referendum.  It means that they do not need to 
have a position on electoral reform; they can all just duck the issue.  They do not even have the guts to have a 
position on electoral reform.  I can understand the merits or otherwise of a referendum, and I will come to that in 
a moment.  It is convenient for Liberal Party members to focus on a referendum because that lets them off the 
hook of having a position on electoral reform.  They know as well as we do just how difficult the issue is.  This 
is simply a sign of their lack of guts.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition has had the call already.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  When Richard Court was re-elected in 1996, he spoke very clearly in the public 
arena in support of electoral reform.  The present Leader of the Opposition has also put his remarks clearly on 
the public record.  The current Liberal spokesperson on electoral reform, Mr Barron-Sullivan, has also made 
some aspects of his position clear to me in meetings.  Obviously, members of the Liberal Party have mixed 
feelings about electoral reform.  Many of its numbers support electoral reform.  They are using the ploy of a 
referendum as a red herring to let them off a very painful hook.  I understand what a painful hook it is, because 
the Greens are on the same painful hook.  If Hon Norman Moore wants our support and wants to persuade us of 
the honour of his position on a referendum, he should at least have the decency to give us an opportunity to think 
it through and do our research, and not to spring something like this on us half an hour before we come into this 
Chamber.  That is just grandstanding, and it defeats any opportunity of our working together for the common 
good.   

Now I will discuss the Labor Party’s position.  Where were its members when Hon Dee Margetts had to face a 
crowd of farmers in Lake Grace on Friday?  There were 12 members of Parliament in Lake Grace and not one of 
them was a member of the Labor Party.  I say to them, thanks a lot!  Labor Party members told the Greens in 
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early May that they were keen on electoral reform and insisted that we come out with a position on electoral 
reform.  We put a lot of time, effort and pain into doing that.  We came up with a position and we have done it 
publicly.  Now we find ourselves defending the Labor Party’s process.  Where are its members when it really 
counts?  We would like to see them out in the country explaining the issue.  I would like the minister 
representing the Minister for Electoral Affairs to go down to Lake Grace and explain to those people, and to his 
colleagues on that side of the Chamber, just how much we have shifted the Labor Party already, not here in the 
Chamber, but through our negotiations and our reaching a position.  The position put to us was that the Labor 
Party wanted to dump the regions in the upper House as well as those in the Assembly.  In fact, our holding the 
ground in the upper House will ensure that this Chamber protects regional interests.  In fact, our suggesting the 
practical device of vote weighting for the enormous seats in the mining and pastoral region means there will be 
an extra seat in the Legislative Assembly in that region.   

The Greens have great sympathy for the position of the National Party.  We understand that it is in a difficult 
position because it has the most to lose in this situation.  However, in 1987, when the provisions of electoral 
redistribution were reorganised for this House, the National Party conveniently did a deal with the Australian 
Labor Party.  It did not ask for a referendum then, so why is it insisting on a referendum today?   

I again refer to the meeting in Lake Grace, which was covered very extensively by the media.  Hon Frank Hough 
from One Nation was getting totally stuck into the Greens.  When the five members of the Greens had a meeting 
with him after we brought out our position, and had the courtesy to take our position to him, he said, and was 
reported in The Australian as saying -  

. . . One Nation was not too far from the Greens.   

He was certainly a long way from the Greens at Lake Grace.  I would like him to have the guts to say that and to 
stop all this pretence.  Everything we are going through here is a pretence.  No-one is saying where they really 
stand.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Where do you stand? 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Exactly.  Now I will say where the Greens (WA) stand.  It seems that we are the 
only people in this Parliament who have come up with a clear position on this issue, and I would like someone 
else to debate the substantive merits of the real issues of this case.  It seems to me that it is the best solution to 
the very difficult issue of the clear democratic principle of one vote, one value and the need to protect the 
regional voice of Western Australia because of the extreme demographics in this State.   

We are suggesting for the first time that there should be a clearly devised raison d’être of these two Houses in 
our bicameral system.  The raison d’être of the Legislative Assembly, as the people’s House, should be to count 
people - to count heads.  Therefore, it is legitimate that it be based on one vote, one value.  For the first time in 
110 years, there should be a clear raison d’être of the Legislative Council - why we are all sitting here.  The 
House of Review should be based on protecting the regional voice.  We have come up with something that we 
think is good.  Many political commentators, like Professor Phillips and Professor Black, have made comments 
that basically support our position.  It may not be perfect, and it is up to this Parliament to decide how far off it 
is.   

There is a lot more I would like to say, but I am running out of time.  A referendum raises as many questions as 
it answers.  Is it real democracy or is it a political device?  It is nearly always determined in the negative.  That is 
why so many people are advising us and why we are looking at it slowly and carefully to decide whether that is a 
genuine move.  Then there is the question: what model would we put to a referendum?   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.20 pm]:  I take this opportunity to put forward several views 
held by One Nation.  The party is definitely in favour of a referendum to allow the voters of this State to express 
their opinions.  I am not convinced by the arguments put forward that the Labor Party achieved an overwhelming 
electoral result.  The support the coalition parties lost most definitely came to One Nation.  The small increase in 
vote that the Labor Party attracted does not enable it to go ahead legitimately with a change of this nature.   

In backing this call for a referendum, I point out that it is a strong pillar of One Nation policy to promote the 
virtues of citizen-initiated referendums.  The establishment of legislation allowing for such referendums has been 
a One Nation policy since the party’s inception.  If it were taken on board by the major parties, both federally 
and in this State, we would reach far better conclusions for the benefit of the people we purport to represent.  If 
that avenue had been available to the Country Shires Council of Australia today, its meeting would have most 
certainly embraced the prospect of individual shires and their constituents having a say in a referendum on this 
issue.  I received a letter from the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder today stating its total rejection of the proposals put 
forward to remove vote weighting in regional Western Australia.   
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Equality for all is an admirable objective.  However, people in rural and regional Western Australia have been 
disadvantaged for too long, and they are certainly not treated equally.  If they were treated equally, former 
Governments would have done something about the terrible petrol prices these people pay.  People in Sandfire 
and Broome pay $1.15 or $1.25 a litre, while people in the city pay much less.  The unfair and unequal taxes, 
such as the goods and services tax, that are added to the daily living costs of people in the country merely 
emphasise the inequality of these processes.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Hear, hear!   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I reiterate, One Nation wholeheartedly supports a referendum being held on this issue.   

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing and Works) [4.22 pm]:  The 
Government’s position in supporting the bringing on of this debate must be understood against the backdrop that 
the Labor Party fought and won this issue in the political debate that preceded the recent state election, most 
especially in the country areas, where it was the single most important issue on which the former Government 
campaigned.  This issue dominated the airways, television advertising and press articles day in and day out.  It 
was the major issue run by the Liberal Party when in government.  The people of Western Australia delivered 
the Labor Party to the government benches with this policy, which has been part of the party’s policy platform 
for over 100 years.  The party has pursued this policy despite the current Leader of the Opposition and all of his 
predecessors arguing against the democracy that he now represents.  It is important to project the leader’s 
position against that context and against the memories I have of him.  He has argued in this Chamber, from both 
sides of the House, against all forms of electoral reform, even when he won his seat in this place as a result of a 
weighted vote of one to 11.   

Hon N.F. Moore interjected.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  He sat there unashamed and unblushing.  This same man has argued against voting 
rights for Aboriginal people.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The minister is audible.  If the Leader of the Opposition does not interject, the 
minister will not need to shout.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  This same Leader of the Opposition has championed the cause in this place that has 
made it difficult for Aboriginal people to get onto the roll and to cast their votes.  

Point of Order 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I do not believe that Aboriginal voting rights has a lot to do with referendums about one 
vote, one value.  I ask the minister to confine his remarks to the debate.  

The PRESIDENT:  There is no point of order.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The principle of democracy is the same.  The Labor Party has championed the right of 
all sections of our community to vote.  This member, in his various roles, has done his darnedest to prevent those 
people getting the right to vote.  While responsible for the Electoral Act, he and his party went into country areas 
and championed the cause of roll cleansing.  I am not referring simply to the roll weighting that he is now 
advocating, but to the conservative extinguishment of the right of country people to cast their vote by organising 
a regular cleansing of the electoral roll, especially of those who might vote Labor.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  Would you like to say that outside the House?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Leader of the Opposition has championed all the undemocratic measures on offer.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  You have used and abused Aboriginal voters for the past 20 years.  You are a disgrace!   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition may have a right of reply, but not at the rate we are 
having interruptions to this speech.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Throughout the history of this Chamber, this Leader of the Opposition has been one of 
the strongest advocates of every cause that might result in an undemocratic system.  Every time an argument has 
been presented for change, he has found a way to position the undemocratic argument.   

The sweep of history is in favour of democracy.  I stood for election 19 years ago supporting democratic 
principles, including one vote, one value.  I won my seat in this place at a by-election despite the gerrymander 
that this man supported as secretary to the Cabinet.  The then cabinet members used electoral maps that defined 
the processes of not only weighting votes but also weighting them to the conservatives’ advantage.  I have sat in 
this Chamber for 19 years and heard this man and his party colleagues argue against democracy.  I am proud to 
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be a member of the Labor Party, which champions the cause of people in the bush by getting the policy settings 
right - something this man has never done.  He has still not developed fair policy settings for the supply of 
power, water, housing and telecommunication services.  They are the issues about which the people in the bush 
are concerned; they are the areas in which they want correct policy settings.  Regardless of the degree of vote 
weighting favouring country areas, those policies have not been delivered.  The electoral laws have allowed the 
Liberal Party to take those voters for granted.  Members opposite have assumed that their votes will be cast for 
the conservatives.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  Like you have done with Aboriginal voters all your life.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  They have ignored the aspirations of those people.  Time and again, this member has 
come into this place and voted against the best interests of country people.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  That is rubbish!  I will vote against this legislation, too.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That particularly includes issues affecting Aboriginal people -  

Hon N.F. Moore:  You can tell us what you have been up to.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I refer particularly to those associated with the goldmining industry.  He has voted 
against their interests.  Members on this side have raised the issue of uniform tariffs. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member who has the call should not need to yell over interjections.  The 
interjectors will desist.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The leader did not speak up against his Government’s policy when it smashed the 
uniform tariff that this Government has now restored for country people.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  When have you opposed your Government?  When did you oppose Burke?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Time and again we have debated issues in this Chamber and the leader has had the 
opportunity to support the people of the bush, but he has rarely, if ever, spoken out against his party.  This issue 
is about making sure that democracy reigns in this State.  The sweep of history is against the undemocratic 
arguments of members opposite.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  It being 4.30 pm, I am required by standing orders to interrupt the debate. 

Point of Order 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  With regard to the one-hour rule and your decision, Mr President, to change the way in 
which the decision is made, a standing order relates to the House deciding whether to proceed with the debate 
beyond one hour or to deal with other business.  The process that has been in place for many years has been 
changed as a result of that decision.  I would be grateful if you would explain to me, Mr President, why you 
made that decision.   

An urgency debate can go for one hour.  In the good old days of our previous understanding of the one-hour rule, 
if the House gave leave for the urgency debate to proceed beyond one hour, it could continue for an hour and, if 
my memory serves me correctly, the mover of the motion was given the right of reply.  I ask you, Mr President, 
to contemplate your position on the one-hour rule and the effect it has on the urgency debate.  The urgency 
debate may not start until five minutes to four, for example, due to motions and so on in which the Government 
may wish to indulge.  With your ruling, Mr President, the debate cannot go beyond one hour.  I ask that you 
indicate why the position has been changed. 

President’s RulingRuling 

The PRESIDENT (Hon J.A. Cowdell):  It is my view that the wording of Standing Order No 195 does not allow 
me any discretion.  However, Standing Order No 72 covers urgency debates.  If I were to put the question at one 
hour after commencement of the House that leave be granted and it was granted, in most cases it would add only 
between three and four minutes to the debate because the debate would have begun soon after the 
commencement of the House.  I have taken account of the views of the House, and that members would like 
some flexibility.  I therefore propose that within the next sitting week the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges consider an amendment to standing orders whereby an hour is allocated from whenever the debate 
commences, without interruption, and that, if leave is granted, the debate can continue for a further 15 minutes.  

I hope that the House is able to consider an amendment to clarify Standing Order No 195 in the light of Standing 
Order Nos 72 and 164, which would take account of the concerns raised by the Leader of the Opposition, and 
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accommodate his view more generously than the three or four minutes extra that is provided by the granting of 
leave one hour after commencement of the debate, which is a very limited extension.  

I have seriously taken into account the points raised by the Leader of the Opposition, and I hope the House will 
rectify that with a solution that is more satisfactory than that which occurs now, even under Standing Order No 
72. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  In practice, Standing Order No 164 has taken precedence over Standing Order No 195.  
Standing Order No 164 provides that debate shall thereupon be interrupted unless the Council otherwise orders.  
Since I have been a member of Parliament that standing order has applied at the end of an hour.  You have made 
the decision, Mr President, that Standing Order No 195 should take precedence.  Will you please explain why 
you have made that decision, Mr President? 

The PRESIDENT:  I have taken that course because I do not believe that Standing Order No 195 allows any 
discretion and, therefore, it overrides Standing Order No 164.  However, I realise that the two appear to be in 
conflict and by virtue of amendment to the standing orders, I will seek a resolution of that apparent conflict at the 
earliest opportunity  
 


