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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 22 August. 

MRS HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [10.04 am]:  As my colleagues on this side of the House have done, I want 
to place on record my opposition to this Bill.  I support our current electoral system and firmly believe that the 
status quo should prevail unless the Government is prepared to hold a referendum.  The Labor Government 
believes it has a mandate to bring the legislation forward posthaste.  It is yet another high mark of its deceit.  
This move is being made by the party that campaigned on a platform of accountability and advocating high 
standards of integrity and enhanced democracy. 

I can see myself repeating this for a long time.  I will not hesitate in reminding government members during their 
term in office of their insincerity and hypocrisy in this matter.  In my electorate of Carine there was no hint of 
Labor’s electoral reform agenda - not to mention anything else.  During the election campaign, the Labor 
candidate for Carine did not send out one piece of literature to the electorate.  Labor headquarters sent out only 
postal voting forms.  Interestingly enough, the Labor candidate for Hillarys distributed literature in my 
electorate. 

Mr Johnson:  I was quite pleased about that as it cost her money. 

Mr McGinty:  We like to cast our nets broadly. 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  The literature distributed did not explain Labor’s electoral reform agenda.  So much 
for the mandate.  The Labor Party won office on 10 February, but to come into Parliament and repeal an Act and 
replace it with another because the Labor Party does not have a constitutional majority is highly deceitful.  It is 
something the community will remember for many years.  My electors never received literature explaining 
Labor’s plans.  That exemplifies Labor’s pretence that it campaigned on electoral reform.  Its so-called mandate 
is a fallacy. 

We are fortunate to live in the most beautiful and wonderful State in Australia.  Having travelled to many 
countries during my 44 years - 

Mr Johnson:  You look much younger. 

Mrs HODSON-THOMAS:  Flattery will not get you anywhere on this occasion.  It is my belief that we live in 
one of the best places in the world.  Western Australia is unique.  It has a magnificent coastline of 12 500 
kilometres and a land mass of 2.522 million square kilometres.  Western Australia represents 33 per cent of 
Australia’s land mass.  It is important that we acknowledge this State’s uniqueness and diversity.  There is much 
untapped potential in our regions, and the notion of reducing representation of regional Western Australians is a 
tragedy for regional communities. 

This Bill will reduce the representation of Western Australians who live outside the metropolitan area and who 
live vastly different lives to those of us in metropolitan electorates.  Regional areas are populated by decent, salt-
of-the-earth people - farmers, miners, pastoralists, and local business people.  To move to reduce the number of 
rural members by eight and increase the number of metropolitan members by eight is staggering.  In my 
electorate-related work activities, I have never met one individual who has told me that he would be better 
served by having eight more metropolitan members.  The general view is that metropolitan electors are over-
represented.  That is why the Attorney General will not commit to holding a referendum.  He knows the 
community believes it is over-represented.  He knows a referendum would most likely fail.  He has come into the 
Parliament by stealth to change the Electoral Act. 

The proposed change will greatly reduce the ability of regional members of Parliament to effectively represent 
larger electorates.  How will they be able to meet the needs of electors in more isolated and remote areas when 
those electorates will have an increased number of electors?  This Bill is a smokescreen and its real intent is to 
give the Labor Party an electoral advantage - nothing more, nothing less.   

It is important that members recognise the complexities involved in representing country regions.  I note with 
interest the comments made by the member for Greenough during the recent debate, when he endeavoured to 
elaborate on the number of local authorities that he and many of his country colleagues work with daily in their 
electorates.  I am certain that Government members did not comprehend the significance of those comments, so I 
will make a few comments on their significance to good representation.  Members of Parliament deal with many 
issues and regularly work with local authorities.  As a metropolitan member, I work cooperatively with two local 
authorities - the Cities of Stirling and Joondalup.  This is part and parcel of the everyday role of members of 
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Parliament and it is a significant part of my role.  However, a significant number of members who represent 
regional electorates must work with a greater number of shires and councils than those of us who represent 
metropolitan seats.  I will use the seat of Ningaloo as an example.  That electorate currently has 10 500 electors 
and covers an area of 440 000 square kilometres and 13 local authorities.  I have looked at this seat in particular 
because it will be most severely impacted upon by the proposed changes contained in this Bill.  The proposed 
changes will more than treble the size of the seat of Ningaloo.  The size of the electorate will increase from 
440 000 kilometres to 1 400 000 square kilometres, and it will have some 21 000 electors.  The member for 
Ningaloo, who is one of my Liberal colleagues, already spends enormous hours behind the wheel of his car or in 
a single-engine charter plane when he is in his electorate.  This travel load already disadvantages his 
constituency by reducing the time he can spend meeting and representing those people effectively.  I cannot 
begin to imagine the load the increase in size will place on him or anyone else who will represent that seat. 

I am surprised the Government is proposing to further disadvantage country communities by lessening their 
ability to meet with their state member of Parliament.  From my experience, my constituents want to meet 
directly with me.  They do not want to meet with my staff, even though those people do a fantastic job 
supporting me in my role as the member for Carine.  I am sure other members find this as well.  My constituents 
want to meet with me because they realise that I am the one who can represent their interests in Parliament.  My 
staff cannot do that.  They have supporting roles that complement the representation I give, but they do not 
represent people in this place.  Giving regional electorates more staff resources is not the answer.  Constituents 
want to meet their member of Parliament.  If the size and constituency of rural electorates is increased, those 
people will be further disadvantaged.  Electorates will be created that will not have similar community interests.  
It will make the task of representing those communities all the more difficult.   

In essence, this legislation will enhance the political power of people who live in the densely populated 
metropolitan area, to the detriment of those who live in remote and sparsely populated areas.  It will further 
disadvantage and alienate those people.  I read with interest the contribution to the second reading debate on the 
Acts Amendment (Representation) Bill 1991 by my predecessor Hon Jim Clarko.  During the debate on that Bill 
on Thursday, 24 October 1991, he said -  

The future of Australia rests on the right of people who live throughout the vast interior of Australia, 
particularly of Western Australia, to have a proper political voice. 

He went on to say - 

How can members represent such vast areas?  A 008 telephone line will not solve the problem, because 
we all know that people get in touch with a member’s office and say that they want to speak personally 
to the member.  A telephone call may be quicker but many members know that people want face to face 
discussions with members.  We do not want the situation that is proposed now. 

Hon Jim Clarko was right then and his argument is still valid today when we are debating this Bill.  During 
debate on a similar electoral reform proposal, he said -  

This legislation which the Labor Party has brought up repeatedly is poor legislation.  It will do a great 
deal of harm.  I have talked about country people, but one could expand that argument and I could talk 
about the interests of Western Australians as a whole.  Those interests will never be met if political 
power rests almost entirely with people who live in the metropolis.  We must have representatives from 
far and wide with different points of view, interests and occupations.  I hope this legislation is well and 
truly buried. 

On that occasion, the legislation was buried.  However, it gravely concerns me that that will not be the case on 
this occasion.  We have already seen the Labor Government’s total disregard for members on this side when it 
prevented us having an opportunity to speak yesterday on the reasoned amendment moved by the member for 
Kalgoorlie to take this matter to the people by way of a referendum.  I am vehemently opposed to this 
legislation.  It is incumbent on the Labor Government to be true to its word that it will ensure enhanced 
democracy and allow the people of Western Australia to have their say.   

We have just witnessed one of the worst droughts that this State has experienced, which came on the back of last 
year’s bad season.  Those rural communities will feel further alienated by this proposal to reduce country 
representation.  Who will represent their plight?  There is already a view that they do not have equity with the 
services provided to their city counterparts.  This will only add to their dilemma.  This Bill will reduce the 
representation of Western Australians living outside the metropolitan area.  They are good, decent individuals 
and they deserve to be fairly represented.  It is appalling to consider reducing the number of rural members by 
eight, and increasing the number of metropolitan members by eight.  I have not yet met anyone who believes that 
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the metropolitan community wishes to have more city-based members of Parliament.  This Bill will rip the heart 
out of regional Western Australia, just to provide an advantage to the Labor Party. 

MR WHITELY (Roleystone) [10.17 am]:  I support this legislation because I believe in equality of economic, 
education and democratic opportunity.  The current electoral system gives some Western Australians four times 
the electoral clout of other Western Australians.  This legislation will at last deliver a fair go and true democracy 
to all Western Australians.  Since this legislation was introduced, members opposite have resorted to some 
outrageous distortions in their efforts to prop up the current undemocratic system.  Liberal members representing 
urban electorates, especially the members for Kalgoorlie and Mitchell, have masqueraded as country members.  
They have done so with the compliance of the National Party.  The coalition of opposition to democracy from 
the National and Liberal Parties is motivated by nothing more noble than self-interest on the part of National 
Party members and an aversion to hard work by some country Liberal members.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  I will come to your electorate and debate this issue with you in a public forum. 

Mr WHITELY:  I am happy to do that.  I will take up that opportunity with the member for Mitchell.  A prime 
example occurred on 8 August, when the Leader of the National Party described the Liberal-held Kalgoorlie 
electorate as having never been anything but very rural and very country.  The Leader of the National Party is 
clearly confused about the meaning of the terms “country” and “rural”.  Given that his party is considering 
changing its name back to the “Country Party”, I think that the leader should look up the term “country” in the 
dictionary.  I took the trouble to look it up in the Macquarie Dictionary, wherein it is defined as - 

9. the rural districts (as opposed to towns or cities). 

The Macquarie Dictionary defines “rural” as -  

1. of, or relating to, or characteristic of the country (as distinguished from towns or cities) 

2. living in the country. 

3. of or relating to agriculture 

The “very country”, and “very rural” Kalgoorlie electorate covers a mere 67 square kilometres.  My electorate of 
Roleystone covers 1 648 square kilometres.  The electorate of Kalgoorlie covers one local government area; that 
is, the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  My electorate of Roleystone covers six local governments.  Roleystone has 
more than twice the population of Kalgoorlie, spread over 24 times the land area, with six times the number of 
local governments.  If, as the Leader of the National Party said, the Kalgoorlie electorate is “very country” and 
“very rural”, then surely at 24 times the size of Kalgoorlie, Roleystone must be very, very, very, very, very, very, 
very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very, very country, 
and very to the power of 24 rural.   

Since being elected to this Parliament on the back of One Nation preferences, the member for Kalgoorlie has 
tried to sell himself as a champion of country Western Australia.  The member for Kalgoorlie does not represent 
country WA - he represents the city of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  The member for Kalgoorlie is not a country member 
- he is a city slicker from the city of Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  However, he is not the only city slicker on the 
opposition benches who masquerades as a country member.  The member for Mitchell could equally be 
described as a city slicker.  For the benefit of members opposite, the Macquarie Dictionary defines a “city 
slicker” as - 

an often flashily dressed and superficially knowing person who shows considerable adroitness in 
dealing with a city environment.  

The members for Kalgoorlie and Mitchell are flashy and superficial.  They are city slickers and not country 
members.  In fairness to the member for Mitchell, his electorate is twice the size of the Kalgoorlie electorate, and 
nearly a full twelfth the size of my electorate.  In fact, I will hold up a scale map of Mitchell, Kalgoorlie and 
seven other country electorates.   

A member interjected:  You should have brought in a blackboard! 

Mr WHITELY:  I did not need one.   

The electorates under the yellow post it stickers on this map are the country electorates.  The big one in the 
background is my city electorate.  If members would like to look at this map later on, I will be very happy to 
show it to them.   

Mr Omodei:  That will look interesting in Hansard! 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 23 August 2001] 

 p2929b-2954a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Martin Whitely; Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr Bill McNee; Mr Mark 

McGowan; Mr Colin Barnett; Deputy Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Bernie 
Masters 

 [4] 

Mr WHITELY:  I thought I would put it in picture form to help members opposite understand.   

The total land area of the seven so-called “country” electorates that I have on that map - Albany, Bunbury, 
Geraldton, Mandurah, Kalgoorlie, Dawesville and Mitchell - is 522 square kilometres, and that is less than a 
third of the size of the Roleystone electorate.   

Mr Dean:  I don’t pretend to be a country member.   

Mr WHITELY:  Of course the member for Bunbury does not, because he is honest.   

Roleystone is more than 63 times the size of Bunbury; 41 times the size of Mandurah; 32 times the size of 
Albany; 24 times the size of Kalgoorlie; 12 times bigger than Mitchell; and nearly nine times bigger than 
Dawesville.  If geographical size were used to determine the number of electorates, Roleystone should have far 
fewer voters than each of these electorates.  However, the opposite is true.  Roleystone has nearly two voters for 
each voter in every one of these country electorates.  This is not a statistical aberration that applies only to 
Roleystone.  The seven electorates that I have mentioned could fit inside the geographical boundaries of Swan 
Hills and Wanneroo.  Based on population, Wanneroo is the largest electorate in this State, and that electorate 
could contain the seven country electorates that I have just identified.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  You have identified seven electorates in the country.  Obviously, you are saying that one 
vote, one value should apply in those seats?   

Mr WHITELY:  No, I am not talking about that; I am talking about the farcical nature of the arguments used by 
the members for Mitchell and Kalgoorlie, who come into this place masquerading as country members.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  According to your argument, you are saying that there shouldn’t be one vote, one value in 
those 16 other seats.   

Mr WHITELY:  I do not accept that argument at all.  I do not accept that Roleystone should have fewer electors 
than a very small electorate.  We should all have an equal vote, and an equal say, because that is what democracy 
should be about.   

It is nonsense to argue that the so-called country seats that I have mentioned have fewer voters because they 
cover greater areas.  The reality is that these pretend country seats - and I exclude the seats held by Labor 
members because they are honest enough to acknowledge that their seats are urban in nature - are all urban in 
nature.  It defies logic, and it is simply an accident of history, that these electorates are over-represented in this 
Parliament.  Many of the electorates that I have mentioned are represented by Labor members.  The seats of 
Albany, Bunbury, Mandurah and Geraldton are all represented by Labor members.  Those members, along with 
the members for Eyre, Collie and Kimberley, realise that achieving democracy will involve their representing 
more people, and that will increase their workload.  Labor members are not scared of hard work, and unlike the 
members for Kalgoorlie and Mitchell, they are not here to bludge.  The members for Kalgoorlie and Mitchell 
seem desperate to avoid their responsibility of representing the people of Western Australia.  I accept that there 
are electorates like Pilbara, Eyre, Ningaloo and Kimberley for which distance represents a huge challenge.  I also 
accept that the members representing those electorates deserve extra staff and resources, and the small voter 
concessions that are contained in this legislation.   

Under the current system, an adult citizen of Wanneroo has only a quarter of the electoral clout of an elector in 
Eyre.  That situation is absolutely unacceptable.  The fact that both Wanneroo and Eyre are held by Labor 
members is absolutely irrelevant.  What is relevant is that all Western Australians have a right to equal 
representation.  At one time we might have hoped that the Liberal Party would have accepted one vote, one 
value.  However, we know that the National Party has always opposed true democracy in WA.   

Mr Birney:  If you really know what you’re talking about, why don’t you say it off the top of your head?   

Mr WHITELY:  I know exactly what I am talking about.  The difference is that I have bothered to do some 
research.   

One vote, one value electoral reform of both Houses of Parliament is my preference, and, but for the hypocrisy 
of the Liberal Party, it would be achievable.  In 1996, before the member for Cottesloe completely abandoned his 
principles to do the One Nation tango, he supported one vote, one value with a 20 per cent tolerance.  
Unfortunately, the Liberal Party of 2001 has completely abandoned principle for pragmatism.  The big “C” 
conservatives who now dominate the Liberal Party have completely squashed any trace of small “l” liberalism 
from the modern Liberal Party.  Therefore, there is no chance of bipartisan support on this legislation that will 
deliver democracy to the people of Western Australia.   
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The other coalition against democracy party - the National Party - has consistently been a staunch defender of 
the current system because it enables it, with just over three per cent of the vote, to hold nine per cent of the seats 
in this place.  The National Party has party status in this House only because it holds the required minimum five 
seats.  Those five seats have a total number of electors that is equivalent to two metropolitan seats.  The National 
Party seats contain 66 524 voters.  The seats of Wanneroo and Southern River alone contain 71 854 voters - that 
is about 5 500 more voters.  The current system enables the member for Avon to be the leader of his party in this 
place even though he has the second smallest primary vote of any current member of the Legislative Assembly.  
The Leader of the National Party polled 2 965 primary votes, which was less than a quarter of the total vote in 
Avon.  In Roleystone, Labor recorded a swing of 12.1 per cent, or an additional 3 414 votes.  That is 449 more 
votes than the Leader of the National Party’s primary vote; therefore, the swing in my electorate was bigger than 
the member for Avon’s primary vote.  I am not alone in that regard.  The member for Swan Hills also recorded 
an increase in Labor’s final vote that was greater than the Leader of the National Party’s primary vote.  As 
absurd as that sounds, it is even more absurd that the member for Wanneroo recorded an increase in Labor’s 
final vote that was more than twice the size of the Leader of National Party’s primary vote.  In fact, the member 
for Wanneroo also increased Labor’s primary vote by 4 103 votes, which is 1 138 more votes than the Leader of 
National Party managed to achieve.  Not only did she receive a swing that was twice the size of the swing to the 
Leader of the National Party, but also her primary vote increased by 1 000 more votes than his primary vote.  
These statistical aberrations do not apply only to the member for Avon. The same comparisons could be made 
with the Deputy Leader of the National Party, who polled only 3 189 votes.   

The combined total vote of the leadership team of the National Party - the members for Avon and Wagin - was 
6 145 votes, 2 705 fewer votes than my primary vote.  Therefore, I polled enough votes to be the Leader of the 
National Party, the Deputy Leader of the National Party and the Vice-Deputy Leader of the National Party.  
Roleystone has more electors than Avon and Wagin combined.  Wanneroo, of course, has more electors than the 
seats of Avon, Wagin and Merredin combined.  If the paltry support enjoyed by the members for Avon and 
Wagin entitles them to lead a political party, surely the member for Wanneroo should be the queen of Western 
Australia!   

A couple of weeks ago in “Inside Cover”, the member for Avon was quoted as saying that during the census 
week, he had worked 99 hours to service his 13 660 electors.  If I spent as much time per constituent as the 
member for Avon claims he spends, I would work 193 hours, or over eight days a week, without sleep or toilet 
breaks.  Of course, the member for Wanneroo would need to work more than 12 days a week.  I am sure that 
even the former member for Riverton, Mr Kierath, would understand that those demands would be excessive to 
any worker.   

In fairness to the National Party, it consistently applies its electoral principles to the party; that is, the fewer 
voters members get, the more powerful they are in the National Party.  It is called the “Max principle” - 
maximum voice, minimum vote.  Not many National Party members are here to listen to what I have to say 
today.  The member for Avon, the Leader of the National Party, polled only 2 965 votes.  The Deputy Leader of 
the National Party, who, together with his leader probably truly represents the voice that the National Party 
should have in this place, polled the second lowest vote with a mere 3 189 votes.  The member for Roe, 
presumably the Vice-Deputy Leader, polled a few more votes with 4 430.  The member for Stirling polled 4 572 
votes.  Finally, the member for Merredin, the former Leader of the National Party, more than doubled the vote of 
his leader with 6 339 primary votes.   

Given the National Party’s commitment to reverse democracy - that is, the “Max principle” - the member for 
Merredin was presumably sacked for being too popular.  We should not overstate the popularity of the member 
for Merredin because most silver medallists in metropolitan electorates poll many more votes than he did.  For 
example, the former member for Roleystone, Fred Tubby, despite suffering a decline of 16 per cent in his 
primary vote, recorded 1 046 more primary votes than the member for Merredin.  That shows the absurdity of 
the current system.   

That is enough said about the old relatively popular Leader of the National Party.  I now refer to the new 
unpopular Leader of the National Party.  Despite the fact that hardly anybody wanted him here, the member for 
Avon is here and he is the Leader of the National Party.  As I said previously, he has had some interesting things 
to say about electoral reform since this debate started.   

On 8 August, he proposed his alternative phone book model for electoral reform, whereby members should 
represent electorates based on sharing a common first letter in their surname.  I bet that the member for Avon 
would want to represent all the Xs and make my friend, the member for Southern River, and me share all the Ws.  
While my friend and I would look after the Watsons, Whites, Williams, Williamsons, Wallaces, Walkers and 
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Wongs, he would look after Mr and Mrs Xylophone and the Xerox family!  The member for X would still 
complain that he had an impossible job trying to represent a whole letter while the member for W and I shared a 
letter.   

An argument that the Leader of the National Party has raised against the proposed changes is that the wheatbelt 
seats would average 23 000 voters and metropolitan seats would average 21 000 voters.  I have not checked the 
member for Avon’s maths, but I presume that his argument is based on the assumption that the populations in the 
metropolitan electorates are growing much faster than the wheatbelt electorates.  On that basis, wheatbelt seats 
would have a slightly larger population immediately after a redistribution.  However, after four years, the 
populations would equalise and, at the end of eight years, the metropolitan seats would be larger.  The net effect 
over the life of the redistribution is that the metropolitan and wheatbelt seats would have the same average 
population.  That was one of his more sensible arguments.   

Another argument he used to try to justify the current electoral system, was that mobile phones do not work in 
his electorate.  Mobile phones do not work in most of my electorate either, but that is no reason to halve the 
population in the electorate of Roleystone.  The Leader of the National Party has tried to make a virtue of the 
fact that the National Party has been true to its position on electoral reform, and that is true, but so has the Labor 
Party.  The National Party’s consistent position on electoral reform has been to protect the biased system that has 
seen it over represented in this Parliament for the past 100 years.  The Labor Party’s consistent position has been 
to end the gerrymander and to deliver a true democratic system to the people of Western Australia.   

It is worth examining some of the other spurious arguments that members of the Opposition offered to prop up 
the current undemocratic system.  I have already dealt with inconsistencies about geographically larger 
electorates being harder to service.  On 8 August, the member for Greenough joined the chorus when he tried to 
justify the current system by comparing the six biggest rural seats to Perth’s six smallest metropolitan seats.  
However, the information he presented was very selective.  He conveniently ignored the seven smaller so-called 
country seats.  Twenty-three seats have reduced population weighting in Parliament; however, seven of these 
seats are much smaller than many other seats.   

An even more spurious and naive argument offered by the Opposition is that somehow residents who live away 
from Perth contribute more to the Western Australian economy.  I reject that argument for two reasons: first, it 
simply is not true; and, secondly, if it were true, wealth or income should not entitle a citizen to extra 
representation.  We cannot ensure that every child is born with an equal economic opportunity, but by supporting 
this legislation, we can ensure that they have an equal democratic opportunity.  Western Australia has a market-
based economy that rewards, albeit in an imperfect manner, economic contribution.  Working people contribute 
to the economy for individual monetary reward.  Citizens do not need, deserve or ask for an extra slice of 
democracy because they earn more money.   

The real growth in the economy is in the knowledge-based tertiary sector.  The population movement from the 
bush to the cities reflects the fact that most of the wealth is created in the cities.  It is a great irony that the 
National Party consistently claims that the bush needs special economic assistance while at the same time it 
claims that the bush creates our wealth.   

I notice that no member of the National Party is here.  Its contradictory commitments to conservative economic 
policy and agrarian socialism are naive, hypocritical and one of the reasons that it is increasingly irrelevant.  
Farmers and other small business people live in my electorate.  I consider it equally tragic when seasonal or 
cyclical fluctuations contribute to any business failure.  I do not differentiate between the concerns of those who 
live in suburban Maddington or those who live in rural Keysbrook.   

This legislation will reform this House and deliver close to equal representation for all Western Australians 
regardless of where they live.  Having electorates of a similar size in the House in which the Government is 
formed will make it less likely that a Government will be elected that is less popular than the Opposition.  If this 
legislation proposed a unicameral Parliament or two Houses based on one vote, one value, perhaps country 
Western Australians would have some reason to be concerned.  However, the Legislative Council will maintain 
its disproportionate representation of country electorates so that the upper House will ensure that the needs of 
country people are not overlooked.   

The coalition’s opposition to the proposal, for all its self-righteous, feigned indignation, is motivated purely by 
self-interest.  The National Party knows that it cannot survive fair democratic competition with only three per 
cent of the popular vote.  The Liberal Party’s opposition to the Bill is a transparent attempt to run a scare 
campaign in country Western Australia and to score cheap political points.  In fairness to the Liberal Party, it is 
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good at running political scare campaigns.  Its ability to run effective scare campaigns and its opportunistic 
opposition to electoral reform would have doomed any referendum on electorate reform.  

The enormous swings achieved in Roleystone and Swan Hills were in part a result of the fact that a voter in these 
largely rural seats has half the political clout of an elector in metropolitan Bunbury, Mitchell, Mandurah or 
Dawesville.  My electorate of Roleystone is very similar to the outer metropolitan electorate of Swan Hills.  
They are similar in geographical size and were both considered safe Liberal seats before the last election.  The 
swings to Labor in Roleystone of 12.1 per cent and in Swan Hills of 11.8 per cent were exceeded only by the 
remarkable 15.6 per cent swing achieved by the member for Albany, who did not disguise his support for one 
vote, one value.  Combining the neighbouring electorates of Bunbury and Mitchell or Mandurah and Dawesville 
would result in seats with a population similar to that in Roleystone or Swan Hills, but with only a fraction of the 
geographical size.  The lack of political clout for Roleystone and Swan Hills voters has resulted in a lack of 
attention, particularly in the lead-up to the last election.  The Court Government launched its election campaign 
in Bunbury, and Mandurah got plenty of attention during the campaign.  Roleystone and Swan Hills were 
ignored for eight years by the Court Government, because it took the electorates for granted.  Spending money in 
Bunbury, Mitchell and Mandurah gave it more bang for its electoral buck.  Because my electorate of Roleystone 
is on the outskirts of Perth, it does not enjoy the facilities of suburban and city electorates.  The reality is that 
many of Perth’s unwanted features are dumped in the outskirts of the metropolitan area.  My electorate has both 
of Perth’s men’s prisons and more than its fair share of landfill sites.  Due to the performance of the Court 
Government, my electorate lacks police, schools and public transport, and that is being addressed.  This lack is 
due in part to the fact that the 27 000 voters in my electorate have one vote in this House as opposed to similar 
numbers of people in cities like Mandurah and Bunbury who have two votes.   

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  Bunbury and Mandurah have done particularly well because they have two members in 
Parliament.  It will be interesting to hear what the members for Mandurah and Bunbury have to say.   

Mr WHITELY:  What I am saying is that we have done particularly poorly in Roleystone and Swan Hills, 
because some electorates are over-represented and some members are lazy.  The people of Roleystone want, 
need and deserve democratic rights equal to those of all Western Australians.  At the heart of this legislation is 
Labor values and the commitment to equality of opportunity; that is, equality of educational, economic and 
democratic opportunities.  I believe all citizens are entitled to equal representation in this place.  This legislation 
will deliver a fair go and true democracy to all the people of Western Australia.  I commend the Bill to the 
House.  

MS SUE WALKER (Nedlands) [10.42 am]:  I stand here as the member for Nedlands.  If this legislation goes 
through, it will not affect my electorate. 

Mrs Edwardes:  You will have less work to do.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  I have enough work to do at the moment, but a bit less would be okay.  I speak in the 
House because I have lived on a remote sheep station and I know all about the lack of fair representation in this 
State.   

A government member interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The member has had his say.  I speak on behalf of the people who live in remote areas.  
When I was a constituent in Upper Gascoyne, I lived 180 kilometres east of Carnarvon on a dirt road.  I know all 
about living in isolation and the lack of representation that people have.  I wonder whether members on the other 
side of the House have ever lived in remote areas.   

Mr Hyde:  Fitzroy Crossing.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  Fitzroy Crossing.  The member should be on his feet and talking on behalf of country 
people, and I will tell members why.  People should be fully informed and consulted, and then a referendum 
should be held on this Bill, because it will change the system of democratic representation that we have had 
since Federation.   

Mr McGinty:  Except that we do not have democratic representation.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  We hear the political slogan, “one vote, one value”.  It should be “one vote, fair value”.  
That is what this is about; it is about the value of a person’s vote.   

Mr McGinty:  Do you think women should have the vote?  That is the system we had at Federation.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs would not have given it to us because he is not a fair 
person.  Many people from the country who live in the city know what it is like to live in the country.  
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Mr McGowan:  Where are you from?   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The slogan, “one vote, one value” is a simplistic political slogan.  It is being used by the 
Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs to change completely the way representative democracy has 
worked in this State since Federation.  

Mr Kobelke:  Don’t give women the vote!  Don’t give Aboriginals the vote!   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs say that one vote, one value represents 
political equality.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  Members, this is a robust debate, particularly when the member for 
Roleystone spoke.  The difference I draw now is that the voice of the member for Nedlands is being shouted 
down.  I will give some protection to the member for Nedlands because of her voice.  I know it is a robust 
debate, but I need to hear her.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs say that one vote, one value represents 
political equality, but it does not represent equality in Western Australia.  It might in some areas, but not in this 
State.  The question is: what value will Bill Smith get in the seat of Nedlands as opposed to the value that his 
sister Mary Smith will get in Upper Gascoyne, on a dirt road 180 kilometres east of Carnarvon.  I have listened 
to the debate and I have read the High Court decision in McGinty v Western Australia.  It was heard by six 
judges in 1995.  The Labor Party took this political slogan to the High Court and said that representative 
democracy in Western Australia under the Western Australian Constitution and the Commonwealth Constitution 
is all about one vote, one value.  The High Court rejected that, and I will go through why.  The political 
representation that Bill Smith, who lives in Subiaco, gets from me means that he can come down the road in five 
minutes and speak to me.  The political representation that I got when I was living on a sheep station in Upper 
Gascoyne meant that I had to drive 180 kilometres on a dirt road into Carnarvon to speak to my local member, 
who was Ian Laurance at the time.  That is the difference.  Members are talking about what they do in their 
electorates.  It is the value that the constituents get from their political representatives.   
The Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs took the slogan to the High Court and it was thrown out.  At 
page 157 of her submission to the High Court, Christine Wheeler, QC, as she then was - she is now a Western 
Australian Supreme Court judge - said on behalf of Western Australia - 

One vote, one value is a slogan.  The “value” may be affected in many ways in a system of single 
member constituencies with preferential voting. . . . By concentrating on the numbers of electors in 
constituencies, the plaintiffs -  

The plaintiffs were the Minister for Electoral Affairs, the Premier and John Halden, who was a member of the 
Legislative Council -  

ignore the many other matters which affect the fairness of an electoral system.  Different resolutions of 
competing principles will be seen as “fair” under differing circumstances.   

It is important that members understand what this is all about.  It continues -  

Many variables may be altered to emphasise particular principles, eg, boundaries; single member 
districts or proportional representation; preferential voting; number of members in a constituency; size 
of constituencies; length of terms; whether population or enrolment is the basis of electoral distribution; 
frequency of redistribution; and whether voting is optional or compulsory.  A system that ensures 
precise mathematical equality may work unfairly against some sections of the community, eg, where 
support for a major party is concentrated in a relatively small area.  In vast thinly populated areas, such 
as some in Western Australia, real difficulties of distance and communication occur which may impair 
effective representation.  

Ms MacTiernan interjected.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  Was the minister not listening to me?  It goes on - 

They have been lessened by modern technology but have not been eliminated.  Practical considerations 
aside, the State’s electoral system has always given weight to the view that rural and remote regions 
have distinct interests.  Remote areas were seen as being so different that at the time of Federation it 
was even proposed that they should be separated from the State . . .   The need to ensure that important, 
distinct, areas have an effective voice in the State’s government and that residents of such areas they are 
subject to the “tyranny of the majority” justifies differences.  

Ms MacTiernan:  There is no distinction between Mandurah and the Kimberley.   
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Ms SUE WALKER:  What did the judges say about representative democracy?  The Minister for Electoral 
Affairs and the Premier told the High Court that the Constitutions of Western Australia and the Commonwealth 
enshrine representative democracy.  Justice Dawson had this to say about what constitutes representative 
democracy - 

The concept of representative democracy or representative Government . . .  does not have any 
necessary characteristics other than an irreducible minimum requirement that the people be “governed 
by representatives elected in free elections by those eligible to vote” . . .    

He referred to the decision in McKinlay, which is important - 

“The principle of representative democracy - 

Mr McRae:  This is democracy by lawyers.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  These judges thought about it, which is more than those on the other side seem to have 
done.  They thought about and, in this judgment, operated from an unbiased viewpoint.  Those in government are 
not doing that.  I quote - 

“The principle of representative democracy does indeed predicate the enfranchisement of electors, the 
existence of an electoral system capable of giving effect to their selection of representatives and the 
bestowal of legislative functions upon the representatives thus selected.  However the particular quality 
and character of the content of each one of these three ingredients of representative democracy, and 
there may well be others, is not fixed and precise.”   

. . .  

There are hundreds of electoral systems in existence today by which a form of representative 
government might be achieved.  

. . .  

“High priority amongst conflicting criteria would generally be given to such considerations as the 
extent to which a particular system promoted - 

I raise this because the Minister for Electoral Affairs the other night said mandatory minimum sentences are 
unfair because they catch the people they should not catch.  That also applies to one vote, one value.  The criteria 
used for determining representative democracy -  

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure should listen; she might learn something.  I 
quote -  

. . . the extent to which a particular system promoted stable and effective government, fairness of 
representation, a wide choice of representatives, and contact between the electorate and its chosen 
representatives.   

My constituents have almost instant access to me.  The constituents of the member for Ningaloo often have to 
travel hundreds of miles - 

Ms MacTiernan:  What about exercising a vote in this House?   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The minister does not even live in her electorate.  Has she ever lived in Armadale? 

Ms MacTiernan:  One vote, one value is about exercising a vote in this House.  You must explain why people in 
the country should have twice the vote that people in the city have on any of the great issues that confront us, 
such as industrial relations laws. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Premier were told that - 

There can be no implication that a particular electoral system, of the many available, is required by the 
Constitution.  

Our Constitution does not specify the type of electoral system that should be in place.  In determining an 
electoral system, we should ask what system would be most fair for the State of Western Australia and its 
citizens.  Justice Dawson said -  
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. . . no Australian colony at the time of federation insisted upon practical equality in the size of electoral 
divisions and the view was then plainly open that problems of communication and access in 
geographically large electorates outside a metropolitan area justify different numerical sizes in electoral 
divisions.  That is a view which obviously still prevails in Western Australia under the current 
legislation.   

The essence of representative democracy is whether the contact between the Government and its elected 
representatives is fair. 

Mr Carpenter:  The rest of us have moved on since 1899.  

Ms SUE WALKER:  They have gone backwards - back to the future.   

Justice Gummow discussed the way in which the framers of the Constitution adapted representative government 
for federalism.  The minister and the Premier based their case for one vote, one value on precedents in the United 
States.  The High Court rejected that.  Justice Gummow said -  

One point of significance for the present case which does emerge from consideration of the United 
States decisions is the need to consider the doctrine or principle of representative government not at 
large but in its adaptation to federalism.  In Australia, the framers of the Constitution approached their 
task with this in mind.   

They had more wisdom than some members in this Parliament. 

Ms MacTiernan:  We agree with that.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  I refer to those on the other side.  I continue -  

They performed their task in such a way as to allow room for further legislative evolution in the system 
of representative government.  Constitutional rigidity was, to a significant degree, avoided.  But, in a 
sense, the plaintiffs -  

The minister and the Premier - 

- seek to assert and to rely upon such rigidity.   

The system of one vote, one value is too rigid.  The system should be one vote, fair value.  I quote again -  

This notion of “equal value” was not, in my view, an essential or inherent feature of the system of 
“representative government” as understood at federation.  . . .  

The Australian colonies in 1900 had determined, by various means, the geographical areas and numbers 
of persons or of electors in the electoral divisions, and none insisted on practical equality in numbers of 
people or electors in those divisions . . .  

My life experience clearly demonstrates why that was.  My belief has developed not from a book or by talking to 
someone else, but as a result of my life experience.  

Mr McRae:  Was it is a good idea to change conditions to give women the vote? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The conditions that existed at federation still exist in the upper Gascoyne.  The member 
should go and find out during his time off.  

Mr Carpenter:  How long do your constituents have to wait to see you?  
Ms SUE WALKER:  They can see me any time they like.  I have a very open electorate office.  

Clear principles emerged from that High Court decision: first, that representative democracy is enshrined - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I ask members to not engage in cross-conversations at this point in the 
debate.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The clear principles that emerged from the decision in McGinty and Others - the Premier 
and John Halden - and with which the plaintiffs were sent home are: first, representative democracy is enshrined 
in the Western Australian and Commonwealth Constitutions, and, second, representative democracy does not 
equal one vote, one value.  Representative democracy means enfranchisement of electors and an electoral system 
capable of giving effect to its selection of representatives and bestowing legislative functions on those 
representatives.  It means also that the quality and character of each of those three ingredients are not fixed and 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 23 August 2001] 

 p2929b-2954a 
Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Martin Whitely; Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr Bill McNee; Mr Mark 

McGowan; Mr Colin Barnett; Deputy Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Bernie 
Masters 

 [11] 

precise or capable of mathematical formula, and that each enfranchised elector has one vote in an electoral 
system.  However, it must represent one vote, fair value.  The electoral system of a representative democracy can 
be one of hundreds in existence.  Western Australia’s electoral system should be fair.  The criteria that should be 
applied to the choice of an electoral system are: the promotion of a stable and effective Government, fairness of 
representation, a wide choice of representatives, and contact between the electorate and its chosen 
representatives.  Electorates of equal size are not a necessary characteristic of representative government. 

I shall tell the House about living in the bush, and about the people in the vast remote regions of the State, who 
should have a fair-value vote.  The members would not understand, because they have never lived there.  The 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure does not even live in her electorate.  She lives in Mt Lawley.  I wonder 
whether she has ever had any contact with the electorate of Armadale.  When Ian Laurance represented our 
electorate, he drove hundreds of kilometres along a dirt road to see the people in the stations.  

His electorate was not like the Premier’s electorate; it was not by the river, or near cappuccino strips or hospitals 
and it was not minutes away from the city.  The Premier can access electricity at the flick of a switch.  He does 
not have to deal with salty water and he can work in air conditioning.   

When I lived 180 miles east of Carnarvon there was no hospital located nearby.  To get electricity we had to start 
a 32-volt diesel engine.  The roads were not bitumen roads.  There was no local store, no cappuccino strip, no 
petrol station, no hardware store, no garage, no cinema, no entertainment centre, no streetlights, no pavement 
and no parks, rivers or sea.  Members opposite are saying that they will give people in remote areas fair value.  

At the age of 25, when I lived on the station, I had to help a young pregnant Aboriginal woman deliver her child 
while I followed instructions from the St John Ambulance first aid book and communicated with someone on a 
two-way radio.  We had to wait until morning for the Royal Flying Doctor Service to take the young woman to 
hospital.  Those are examples of the hardships suffered by people in the country.  

As the member for Wagin said, it is tragic that city people do not care about or are not aware of the con in the 
Gallop Government’s slogan, which has been roundly rejected by the High Court.  

Why are country people on the Government side not speaking up for their electorates?  Why have city Labor 
members not visited remote areas to see what it is really like there?  They are here to represent all people not just 
their electorates.  

Ms MacTiernan interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure should visit those remote areas and tell me 
whether the people there are getting fair value.  Lack of honesty and respect for the Western Australian people is 
demonstrated by the Government’s unwillingness to take this issue to a referendum.  The Government knows 
that if people in the city were properly informed and applied reason to the impact one vote, one value will have 
on their country brothers and sisters - 

Mr McGowan:  Reading your speech is contrary to standing orders.  

Ms SUE WALKER:  I will deal with the member for Rockingham in the future; he should hang five for now.  
City Labor Party members would vote no if they became informed on and applied reason to the argument. 

MR McNEE (Moore) [11.04 am]:  The bunch opposite would not know where to start if they lived in the 
country.  My electorate rejected this Government totally at the last election.  The Labor Party ran a good 
candidate against me.  He is a nice young bloke, who worked his little butt off for 12 months.  He tackled me on 
health and the location of my office.  However, after 12 months of damn hard work he won 400 votes fewer than 
the previous candidate.  Members opposite should not talk about what they can do with my electorate.  They 
would not know where to start if they lived in the country; they are goddamn frightened of it. 

I heard members opposite muttering about the location of my office.  If they have the guts to take me on they 
should do so.  My office is across the street from Parliament House where it has been for as long as I have been 
the member for Moore, and that is where it will stay. 

Mr Hill interjected.   

Mr McNEE:  The member for Geraldton should keep quiet; he may learn something.  As I told him, the sheep 
are brighter than he is.  When my predecessor, Burt Crane, represented the Moore electorate it extended as far 
south as Wanneroo.   

Burt preferred his electorate office to be close to the city.  The mob opposite does not understand common sense 
because it cannot even bring down a budget.  Never mind, when it finds the courage it will bring down the 
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budget.  Eventually, Burt’s electorate office was located here in Parliament House.  Members opposite could 
have had a birthday criticising me if it were still here.  When I took over from Burt, I moved my office to the 
other side of Harvest Terrace.  That location is perfect for my requirements.  I have never had a complaint from 
constituents.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  At least I look after my constituents.  All I saw from the member for Rockingham in the election 
was a photograph of him and a few kids.  Members opposite can talk about taking an election for granted; they 
should not talk rubbish.  Not one constituent has ever complained about the location of my office, which is very 
conveniently located.  

I want to talk about the rotten fish the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs have been hawking around.  
They are the Geoff and Jim fish merchants for dirty products.  This Bill is a bit of stinking fish, which they have 
hawked into the High Court and everywhere else without success.  Now they will have their way and crush my 
people by walking over them with jackboots, as did the Leader of the House yesterday.  He was not even game 
to talk about a referendum so he applied the gag.  That is his right, but country Western Australia should beware.  
That is the justice they will get from this bunch of bandits.  Electoral reform is about keeping Geoff Gallop in 
government.  It has nothing to do with equality, fairness or any other rubbish the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
spoke about.  This proposal is a stinking cartload of rotten fish and he knows it. 

Mr Logan interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  I will deal with the member for Cockburn when I have time.  Right now he is way down the list.  

Members opposite would not know how to start living in the country.  One of them may say that he was born in 
Mukinbudin, so he knows what it is like living there.  However, he may as well say that if a kitten were born in a 
chicken yard it would make it a chicken, but it would not.  At the very best that would be the extent of the 
knowledge of members opposite of life in the country.  

Like all city representatives, the Minister for Electoral Affairs will be home from this place tonight in half an 
hour.  It may not take the member for Roleystone that long, but it will take me the best part of three hours.  I 
hope, as the member for Warren-Blackwood said last night, it is raining like hell and it will take me longer.   

Tomorrow morning when members opposite stumble outside to the front lawn to get their newspaper, they 
should bear in mind that if I want to buy tomorrow’s newspaper, I must drive 52 kilometres. 

Ms MacTiernan:  From Harvest Terrace? 

Mr McNEE:  If I wait for the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to build the roads it will take much longer.  
I will deal with her and her arrogant attitude to her portfolio in a minute.  She is the minister who will not let 
Liberal politicians attend meetings.  What an arrogant person she is. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  It is all very well for members opposite to laugh.  Tomorrow morning when they go out to their 
front lawn, they will probably complain that the lawn is a bit wet.  They should remember that people in my 
electorate who want a paper must drive 52 kilometres.  According to the Minister for Electoral Affairs, that is 
fair.  

This morning I spoke on the phone to a young fellow and his wife.  That young couple are in their thirties and 
are farming.  If the minister and the Premier live to be 1 000, they will never make the contribution to this State 
that that young couple makes. 

Mr Hill:  You should know.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  It is all very well for members opposite to laugh; they will not be laughing in a minute or two.  At 
7.10 am, the young fellow’s wife had gone to catch the bus with their five-year-old child.  Do members know 
how many kilometres they drive every day to the bus?  They drive 112 kilometres.  Since the petrol price has 
gone up - since the Government started fiddling with it - it has not helped. I do not know how many of the 
government members have children, and would understand.  This couple has a baby 14 months old, who has to 
be carried back and forth on the daily trip to the bus.  If something goes wrong - perhaps if the parents’ car has a 
flat tyre - and the child is left at the bus stop, what is the bus driver to do?  Government members do not 
understand, with their absolute arrant nonsense about fairness.  They do not have a clue where fairness starts.  
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The closest doctor for this family is 100 kilometres away.  Of course, the members opposite do not understand 
the significance of that 100 kilometres.  Is that the distance from here to Mandurah?  

Mr Bradshaw:  It is only 80 kilometres to Mandurah.  

Mr McNEE:  Maybe we are talking about the distance between Perth and Bunbury.  If members opposite were 
travelling that far, they would think about taking a cut lunch.  

Ms Sue Walker:  They would buy their lunch.  

Mr McNEE:  Yes, they probably would, but they would understand that it is a long way.  That is how far these 
young people are from their nearest doctor.  They are making a contribution, and this Minister for Electoral 
Affairs says it is fair to take their vote away, and crush them with his jackboots, as he is going to do.  

Mr Omodei:  Where are all the government members?  The front bench is empty.  

Mr McNEE:  That is right, they are not here.  Yesterday, when jackboots, the Leader of the House, came in and 
slapped on the guillotine, that was fine, but it is a clear illustration of his attitude.  His Premier let him do it, and 
it is a constitutional matter.  

Mr Barnett:  Not one minister of the Government is in this House.  There are country people here from the 
Liberal Party, but there is not even one National Party member here.  

Mr McNEE:  That about sums up their attitude.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Hodson-Thomas):  Order, members!  

Mr McNEE:  Yesterday, I would have thought that at least some of the Government’s rural members would have 
had the guts to stand up.  The member for Collie does not look like a bad sort of bloke to me.  I bet he does not 
believe in what the Government is doing.  The member for Collie is only in office by the grace of One Nation.  
He holds the seat by 37 votes.  And the Government tries to say it has a mandate.  It achieved 37 per cent of the 
primary vote - the lowest count on record.  

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  The Labor Party’s vote in Collie went down more than six per cent in this election, and its 
members say they have a mandate.  

Mr McNEE:  If I were the member for Collie, I would very quickly go back to my electorate and tell them I will 
overturn the decision in the caucus room.  The member for Collie does not look a bad sort of a fellow to me, and 
I know he is being rolled by his caucus mates, and all the chardonnay socialists in the Labor Party.  I am 
surprised at the member for Albany - a brand, spanking new member elected to a seat that he will not hold after 
the next election.  I would not be doing what he is doing.  I would be getting out there and supporting the people 
who elected me.  I bet both the members for Albany and Collie did not want to campaign on one vote, one value.  
The Labor Party did not campaign on the issue in my electorate.  I raised the issue, and then the Labor Party 
backed off at a hundred miles an hour.  The member for Eyre said he opposed one vote, one value.  

Mr Bradshaw:  But they say one thing out there and another in here.  

Mr McNEE:  That is right.  I want the people of Kalgoorlie and Eyre to know what the member for Eyre has 
said.  He said he would oppose the measure, but he too has been corralled by the chardonnay socialists, and now 
he supports it.   

Mr Bradshaw:  He will probably go back out there and tell his electors he still opposes it.  

Mr McNEE:  He probably will.   

Mr Johnson:  There is not one minister in the House.  

Mr McNEE:  That is right - there are no ministers here.  Not one.   

Mr Barnett:  It is a contemptuous attitude.  

Mr McNEE:  That is the way they treat country areas.  I will give  another clear indication of the Government’s 
understanding of rural problems.  They brought somebody from the Western Australia Farmers Federation down 
here and gave him a cheque for $50 000, to feed the sheep!  I could not believe it.  On our farm we spent $8 000 
buying food for the sheep, and we were not in a drought.  We certainly had tight times with sheep feed, but we 
spent eight grand.  How far do members think the Government’s $50 000 will go?  It will not even pay the 
freight, which averages about $24 a tonne.  That is the Government’s attitude and understanding of the problem.  
In my electorate, since the Government has been elected, the lime sands routes are finished.  
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[Quorum formed.] 

Mr McNEE:  That gives a clear indication of what the Government thinks about rural people.  Just look along the 
government front bench and tell me which members understand the bush.  Are there any?  What does the 
Premier know about the bush?  What does the Leader of the House know?  The Minister for Electoral Affairs?  
They do not have a clue.  Even my good friend the Minister for Education -  

Mr Carpenter:  Let me resume my seat first.  

Mr McNEE:  Yes, let the member for Willagee resume his seat.  Then he can perhaps tell me which members 
understand the country.  The Government does not want to know.  All it is doing is running the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs’ rotten fish Bill over the top of the people of rural Western Australia.  I would have thought the 
Minister for Health was a fairer man, who could see what was wrong, because of his background and training.  I 
cannot work out why the member for Innaloo is not on the front bench, because I think he has a spark of 
intelligence.   

Mr Barnett:  Only a spark.  

Mr McNEE:  Yes, a spark.  I would have thought that a man like he is would be able to understand because of 
his legal background and training, and his capacity to get a grip on things.  I can understand those who sit in the 
vegetable patch, and have not quite woken up to the fact that they are here yet.  Otherwise they would not be 
supporting this legislation.  This is going to be a one-term Government.  The member for Geraldton spent some 
time in my electorate handing out cheques.  What a waste of time!  The people of Geraldton do not know him.  I 
would not waste time down in Carnamah handing out cheques.  I did not survive at this game doing dopey things 
like that.  I knew which issues to support my electorate on, and I will stand with my electorate as long as God 
gives me breath.  

Mr Bradshaw:  Are you saying that the member for Geraldton was in your electorate handing out cheques?  

Mr McNEE:  Yes, he was handing out cheques.  

Mr Bradshaw:  You are joking!  

Mr McNEE:  No, that is right. I suppose they want to get him some exposure.  They were down 400 votes in my 
electorate, and perhaps they were trying to pick them up.  They were hopeless in my electorate.  I would not 
bother with them.   

I want to talk about something else for a minute.  I was in Carnamah the other day because the shire asked me to 
look at some problems.  The town needs five new houses.  I met a businessman who wants to build two new 
houses.  It will cost him $300 000.  Do not bother arguing with me about the cost, because he has shown me the 
quotes.  He needs the houses for his employees. 

Mr McGowan:  I was on the verge of asking. 

Mr McNEE:  The member should speak up.  If he wants to have a go, he should hop in quickly as I do not have 
much time left.  The businessman has to pay $300 000.  After he has built the houses, he has to subsidise the rent 
and pay the water rates, electricity, maintenance and rates.  That amounts to $300 a week.  He is not like the 
Government - he can actually do budgets.  The Government has not had the guts, the gumption or the ability to 
bring in a budget - but he can budget!  The House has recently spent a day debating regional development.  What 
is the Government going to do about it?  Does anybody know?  I can show a need for five houses in Carnamah.  
People cannot put up an old Homeswest house, because people will not live in them.  Wives want better 
standards than that.  The Government will do nothing about it.  The Government can do positive things such as 
implement the lime sands routes. 

Mr McGowan:  I have a solution.  The member could build his electorate office there and rent out the back part.  
That way, he could serve his constituents. 

Mr McNEE:  I would expect a dopey suggestion like that from the member.  I thought the member should be a 
minister, but when he makes dopey suggestions like that I do not think he will advance beyond being a 
parliamentary secretary.  It is an absurd suggestion. 

The lime sands route has been discontinued.  There is to be another inquiry - we have already had three.  We 
know of the need to transport lime sands through that part of the electorate.  This Government has stopped it.  It 
said stupid things such as it was not in the forward estimates.  We can see why the Government has not brought 
in a budget.  God Almighty!  That is the sort of nonsense the Government wants to go on with.  The previous 
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Government was developing the coastal road.  What has happened to that?  It is finished; this Government 
knocked it on the head.  There are seven projects to the value of $20 million in danger.  The Government makes 
dopey statements about sustainability and all that rubbish.  The Government is in bed with its green mates, and 
that will not help at all.  If the Government wants a viable economy in Western Australia, it has got to get on and 
do something. 

Mr McRae:  We are moving on salinity. 

Mr Barnett:  The Government has not signed up on the salinity deal yet. 

Mr McRae:  You know why that is the case.  It was discussed two days ago. 

Mr Barnett:  You are missing out on millions of dollars of federal funds.  The Government has done nothing in 
six months. 

Mr McRae:  Because your colleagues continue to insist - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Hodson-Thomas):  Order, members! 

Mr McNEE:  The Government should not start talking about salinity.  It should learn something about it in the 
first instance.  If the Government continues the way it has been going, it will go in the wrong direction. 

Let us talk about what the then Leader of the Opposition said in 1996.  It will not be long before he is Leader of 
the Opposition again.  In a media statement dated Monday, 18 November 1996, he stated - 

Labor will make government truly answerable to the people with the most radical reforms in memory. 

He was right about that!  I continue - 

Under my $19 million accountability package . . .  

Labor talks about accountability as if its members were all crooks!  They must be!  Who would want to stand 
with them?  They are stripped of any credibility.  Who would want to stand in the shadow of their federal leader?  
One would get a fair few in there, I know, but who would want to stand with him? 

According to Labor, reform is to get rid of the nasty country people so if they vote against Labor, it will not 
matter.  That is what it is all about.  Labor does not care about country people.  It will use nice words.  I heard 
the Premier talk to the member for Warren-Blackwood.  He used lovely words but they mean nothing. 

I continue - 

. . .  Labor will, if elected: 

empower people by holding a People’s Convention to consider fundamental changes to the 
State constitution, such as citizen initiated referenda, a Bill of Rights, resolution of 
parliamentary deadlocks and providing electoral rights.  Labor will hold a referendum on the 
recommendations of the convention, following their consideration by Parliament.  The 
convention will comprise 100 delegates, with a majority directly elected. 

In 1983, the then Minister for Electoral Reform introduced the Referendums Bill into the Parliament.  The 
Government wanted it on the statute books so Western Australians could have a referendum.  People were quite 
keen on referendums in those days.  Two were held on daylight saving.  The old lady who complained that it 
would fade her curtains won the day.  People had a real passion for referendums.  We now have the most serious 
issue affecting country people that I have seen since I entered Parliament.  I notice the member for Merredin.  I 
wonder if he can think of a more important issue.  The Government cannot be bothered asking the people.  City 
people would reject the idea of reducing the country vote.  City people do not want another eight politicians 
foisted on them.  That is what the Government intends.  I could understand the proposal if eight members were 
to be taken out of Parliament, but that is not the minister’s plan.  He is Mr Sneaky with his bag of rotten fish.  He 
wants to put eight into the city to ensure that General Geoff cannot lose.  It is almost September and the 
Government has not introduced a budget.  Why does the Government not skip this year and start again next 
year?  It would be a lot easier.  I cannot believe it.  There are one and a half billion reasons why the Government 
is not doing it.  It cannot fund its promises.   

Mr Johnson interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  When will the Government undertake the police royal commission?  Can members recall the 
performance of the Minister for Electoral Affairs when he sat where the member for Ningaloo now sits?  Now he 
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cries poor!  With all good intentions, the Minister for Health keeps asking us to be bipartisan.  Oh yeah, I know 
all about being bipartisan - been there, done that.  The Government cannot keep its promises.  That is why it will 
not budget.  Two shires rang me today to follow up on their grants.  I have bad news for one, because we found 
there is no money for it. 

Mr Johnson:  The cheque’s in the post. 

Mr McNEE:  The cheque’s in the post!  I would not take this mob on with a cheque in the post.  I would deal 
with this mob on a cash only basis, because I certainly would not want to -  

Mr Johnson:  Don’t take their credit cards! 

Mr McNEE:  The Government does not have any credibility!  The federal leader chucked all that away.  
Credibility!  I bet it worries the guts out of the member for Collie, who won by 35 votes, thanks to One Nation.   

Mr Bradshaw:  He will be a one-term wonder. 

Mr McNEE:  There will be a lot of them.  I would be looking out if I were the poor old member for Albany.  I 
would not make the place too untidy if I were him, because he will be gone. 

Mr McGinty:  Do you drive a long way to get to your electorate? 

Mr McNEE:  What does the Minister for Electoral Affairs mean by that? 

Mr McGinty:  Everyone else has been complaining about driving cars on country roads. 

Mr McNEE:  Like the member for Roe, I travelled about 90 000 to 100 000 kilometres a year when I first came 
to this place.  I am now driving about 80 000 kilometres, and I am flying a fair bit too.  The Minister for 
Electoral Affairs will be home in his electorate in half an hour.  It is lucky he came in here with his basket of 
rotten fish.  If he does not get home in half an hour tonight -  

Mr McGinty:  I specialise in crayfish. 

Mr McNEE:  I would not eat them!  The Minister for Electoral Affairs will be home in half an hour.  It will take 
me three and a half hours to get home. 

Mr McGinty:  To get home?  Are you walking? 

Mr McNEE:  No, I will not be walking.  That is the sort of dopey comment I would expect from the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs, because he does not understand this issue.  As I said earlier, when the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs walks out to get his paper in the morning, I hope he does not stand on a bit of doggy do.  Watch out!  
However, if I want to get a paper tomorrow morning, I will have to drive 52 kilometres.  The Minister for 
Electoral Affairs says that is fair.  A young couple spoke to me this morning and told me that they drive their 
child 112 kilometres a day in order to catch a bus.  I want the Minister for Electoral Affairs to understand that 
when he talks about being fair.  He reckons he can walk over people and have equal votes.  That is not equal at 
all, and he knows it.  I will finish by reading what the Commission on Government had to say on this matter.  It 
was reported in the COG discussion paper No 3 that in a 1991 judgment regarding the Electoral Boundaries 
Commission Act, the Canadian Supreme Court found - 

the purpose of the right to vote . . .  is not equality of voting power per se, but the right to ‘effective 
representation’. 

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.33 am]:  It is always a privilege to follow the 
member for Moore when he has spoken about living in the country, because, as I have said before in this place, 
the member for Moore lives in my electorate.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGOWAN:  The member for Moore has lectured me about living in the country, yet he lives closer to the 
city than I do. 

Point of Order 
Mr McNEE:  The member for Rockingham is displaying the same characteristics as his federal leader.  I do not 
live in his electorate.  However, I must live somewhere when I am in Perth.  He may choose to live under a 
bridge, but I have higher standards.  That is where I live.  I do not know what else I am supposed to do for the 
two or three nights a week that I am down here. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Hodson-Thomas):  There is no point of order. 
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Debate Resumed 
Mr McGOWAN:  There is no point of order from the member for Moore. 

Mr McNee:  Just you tell the truth!  Your federal leader cannot do it; but you ought to try! 

Mr McGOWAN:  I find it rather amusing that the member for Moore is offended by my revelation that he lives 
in my electorate.  A moment ago, he accused the Minister for Electoral Affairs of being a bastard bag of rotten 
fish and none of us took offence. 

Mr Omodei:  You obviously agreed with it! 

Mr McGinty:  Thanks for your support! 

Mr McGOWAN:  It was not because we believe it, but because we realise that people say things they do not 
mean in the hurly-burly of debate.  I know the member for Moore does not think that the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs is a bastard bag of rotten fish.  Things are said in the heat of the moment.  There is no point of order. 
Mr Day:  The Chair decides that, not you. 
Mr McGOWAN:  I am putting a case to Madam Acting Speaker.  That is my privilege. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member!  I have said, member for Rockingham, that there is no point of order. 
Mr McGOWAN:  I did not hear you, Madam Acting Speaker.  As I said, it is always interesting to hear the great 
supporters of the country abusing the Government over this point, when they actually live in the city.  The more 
amusing point is when people like the Leader of the Opposition, for whom I have some respect -  

Mr Omodei:  You don’t have any respect for him at all. 

Mr McGOWAN:  I do.  However, it is hard to take the situation that arises when the Leader of the Opposition 
and the member for Murdoch go through a twisting, turning debate to come up with all sorts of ways to oppose 
the Government’s Bill, when the whole time they support the principle of the Bill.  The Leader of the Opposition 
knows full well that he believes in this principle. 

Mr Barnett:  No, I don’t. 

Mr McGOWAN:  How he manages to get up in the morning and come here and argue every day for matters that 
he opposes defies ordinary psychology and the ability to live life in the way one believes is right.  The member 
for Murdoch damaged his own electorate in his contribution to the debate yesterday.  He said that his electors 
were worth a quarter of the worth of those people who live in the Kalgoorlie region or the north west.   

I began my argument with the point about the member for Moore and the other people who live in Rockingham.  
If a person drives 15 minutes down the road from my electorate, he will reach the electorate of Mandurah.  The 
vote of a person in Mandurah is worth double the vote of a person in Rockingham.  There is no basis for 
someone who lives in Mandurah to have twice the capacity of someone in my electorate to elect a person to this 
democratically elected House of Parliament.  The people who live in the city and in my electorate produce 
wealth, contribute to society and do all those things that we have heard are done by country people.  As I said 
before, 3 000 people in my electorate serve in Australia’s defence forces.  They would represent us in time of 
war.  The argument is that those people are second-class citizens.  Their vote is worth half the vote of someone 
who lives in Mandurah and a quarter of the vote of someone who lives further afield.  It is blatantly 
undemocratic.  The points raised by members opposite defy every internationally recognised principle of justice 
in an electoral system. 

In the course of preparing for this debate, I had a think about the principles of one vote, one value and the fact 
that everyone’s vote should be equal, irrespective of their religion, their upbringing, their ethnic background or 
where they live.  After thinking about it, I realised that the philosophy that we are espousing is correct.  I also 
looked at it from the other side’s point of view.  I acknowledge that the one concern that people on the other side 
of the House could legitimately have is the ability of a member of Parliament to service a large electorate - not 
an electorate like Mandurah, Dawesville or Avon, or even the member for Moore’s electorate, but a really large 
electorate.  I am sure the Minister for Electoral Affairs would agree that the members in the big electorates - not, 
for instance, the members for Kalgoorlie, Bunbury or Albany - should have additional resources.  For instance, 
the member for Pilbara should have another office in his electorate, as should the member for Kimberley and so 
forth.  Those electorates deserve that.  As part of the one vote, one value debate, the Opposition should have 
come to the Government and said that it was prepared to negotiate on this issue because it is right in law and 
principle, and it thinks that those sorts of mechanisms should be put in place.  However, it did not.  That is the 
one point that I will concede to the Opposition. 
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I also examined the different electoral systems around the world that elect representatives to parliaments such as 
we do, but not necessarily Westminster Parliaments.  I looked for the examples that members opposite rely upon 
in their blind faith in malapportionment and in an electoral system that gives some people more say than others 
in electing a Government.  I also looked for examples of electoral systems that support what the Opposition has 
to say.  We know that there was massive malapportionment in Queensland.  It was actually a gerrymander, 
which is a different concept to malapportionment, as I am sure members are aware.  However, that system was 
abolished in 1990.  In South Australia, a malapportioned or gerrymandered electoral system subsisted for about 
50 years until the 1960s.  In eight of 10 elections during that period, the Opposition scored more votes than the 
Government.  In only two elections did Thomas Playford - or one of the Thomas Playfords who governed South 
Australia - actually win more votes than the Labor Opposition.  On eight separate occasions the Opposition won 
more votes than the Government, yet it failed to win the election!  That is fundamentally wrong and should not 
happen, but a malapportioned electoral system promotes that result.  The only lower House in Australia where 
this system still exists is in the Western Australian Parliament.  Every other Parliament has had the sense to do 
away with it. 

From where around the world does the Opposition get its philosophical support for this malapportioned system?  
After doing some research, I found the examples that it has relied on.  Jordan, in the Middle East, is one of those 
countries.  In the 1980s, it had an electoral system with 20 separate constituencies, each electing a different 
number of members.  However, there was a massive disparity in size between constituencies, in which some 
would return two members to the Parliament and others would return nine members.  Do members know whom 
that system was malapportioned in favour of?  It was malapportioned in favour of the Muslim Brotherhood in 
Jordan and other Islamic candidates.  They succeeded in winning more that 50 per cent of the seats with only 
36 per cent of vote.   One of the regimes followed by this Opposition is that which was set up in Jordan to ensure 
that a Muslim fundamentalist party would hold office in that country!  However, what happened to that system?  
In 1993, due to the fact that it was an obviously unfair system, it was reformed.  The Parliament introduced a 
new electoral system to ensure that the people’s votes were equal, irrespective of their religion or where they 
lived and all those things.  That is the same sort of system that we are now trying to put in place.  Another 
example that the Opposition has relied upon for its argument in support of the electoral system operating is that 
found in the African country of Mali.  The Democratic Alliance of Mali - no doubt a member of the same 
fraternity as the National Party in Western Australia - wins 60 per cent of seats in Mali with only 40 per cent of 
the vote due to a malapportioned electoral system.  However, again, the people of Mali saw that this was a rigged 
system and, to their credit, they reformed the electoral system in 1997 by introducing the principles that we are 
now discussing in Western Australia.  Portugal installed an electoral system based upon malapportioned 
electorates.  It subsisted for about 60 years and created a regime that relied on a minority of the votes to win a 
majority of the seats, as well as on violence and intimidation.  In the 1920s, the Italian Parliament, under Benito 
Mussolini, was elected through a malapportioned electoral system, which ensured that his fascist party 
candidates were returned to the Italian Parliament in greater numbers than the number of votes.  However, 
African countries and totalitarian regimes in Italy and Portugal are not the only ones to have relied upon this 
system. 

Mr Board:  You are arguing that their forefathers set this up to try to give some political advantage to their party 
regime.  It was set up because of the unique nature of the electorate. 

Mr McGOWAN:  I am absolutely amazed that the member for Murdoch could treat his constituents with such 
contempt. 

In Britain, before 1832, there was a system of rotten boroughs, which I am sure members have heard about.  
Eleven voters in an electorate called Old Sarum, which was a hill in Wiltshire, managed to elect a member to the 
House of Commons while the great developing urban centre of Manchester was not even represented in the 
Parliament.  The philosophy behind that was the same philosophy that the Opposition has, albeit on a more 
moderate scale.  That philosophy was to deny the ordinary working folk in the cities the opportunity to have the 
same vote as those people who lived in this tiny rotten borough of Old Sarum in Wiltshire, the member for which 
was elected by 11 people while the hundreds of thousands of people who lived in Manchester were not even 
entitled to one representative.  That is an example of the philosophical underpinnings of the argument upon 
which the Opposition relies.  That system existed in the House of Commons in Britain for quite a while, but it 
now has a broad system of one vote, one value.   

Throughout the 1920s in the United States, there was a system of electoral districts relating to state legislatures 
in Illinois.  The state legislatures managed to put in place an electoral system that discriminated against the great 
city of Chicago.  That system ensured that the country areas surrounding Chicago elected a Government with 
only 35 per cent of the vote.  In the State of Connecticut, in the north of America, eight per cent of the people 
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could elect a Government because of the malapportionment of electorates.  The famous example is that of 
Governor Gerry of Massachusetts, who designed an electoral system in such a way that he could not be beaten.  
With only 20 per cent of the vote he could ensure that he would win the election because he managed to thinly 
spread his supporters throughout a number of electorates.   

Mr Barnett:  The Bill is all about political advantage.  You are the first member who has focused on the political 
advantage to the Labor Party of this Bill.  You are the first member to have the honesty to say that.  

Mr McGOWAN:  It is incredible that the Leader of the Opposition, a man with a good analytical ability and who 
has been to university, should say that because I am giving examples of malapportionment in other electorates, 
that means that one vote, one value is a malapportionment.  His argument defies reason.  I am referring to 
malapportionment in systems around the world and the Leader of the Opposition equates that to this one vote, 
one value Bill.  

The most stark examples of malapportionment occurred throughout the southern States of America, including 
Alabama, South Carolina and North Carolina.  In the 1950s and 1960s, those States malapportioned the 
electorates so that the African American vote was tied and their votes would not count.  They did that 
deliberately to ensure that those people were not entitled to the same vote as white people in those places.  They 
used malapportionment in a racist way.   

Joh Bjelke-Petersen’s Government in Queensland did that.  In the 1986 redistribution of electorates, the 
Queensland Government ensured that the boundaries of one electorate went along a highway 60 kilometres out 
of a town that voted for Labor.  That electorate included an Aboriginal community.  The boundary went back 
along the highway to that town so that the electorate would incorporate the Aboriginal community.  The 
Government did that so that those Aboriginal people’s votes did not spread into the neighbouring electorate, 
which was a marginal National Party seat.   

Malapportionment promotes that type of unfair system and can be used in a racist and shameful manner.  Those 
types of systems existed in the southern American States and in Queensland.  In the 1960s in America, a series 
of court judgments removed those malapportionment systems, yet we are debating this issue in the year 2001.  

The National Party Government in South Africa relied on malapportionment to ensure that it retained power.  
We all know the history of apartheid in that country.  Malapportionment made sure that people of what that 
Government described as “mixed race” were counted in a certain way to ensure that the National Party remained 
in Government.   

After the Second World War, the Government of Chile relied upon malapportionment - admittedly they were the 
years of dictatorship.  The Parliament ensured that the supporters of the opposition parties in Chile were tied up 
in big electorates.  In that way they elected fewer members than their votes would have otherwise entitled them 
to in a fair system.   

In the 1850s and 1860s in France, Louis Napoleon, the grandson of Napoleon Bonaparte, introduced a system of 
malapportionment that tied up the urban working people during the industrial revolution days.  The urban 
people’s votes were counted in such a way as to elect fewer members of Parliament than they were otherwise 
entitled to elect.  A system of malapportionment was in place in the 1800s in Ireland, whereby when the people 
of Ireland elected members to the House of Commons, the entirety of Ireland was part of the United Kingdom.  
Members would be aware that there are large populations of Catholics and Protestants in Ireland.  In those days a 
system was in place that divided towns into Catholic and Protestant.  The Catholic areas comprised one 
electorate with a certain population and the Protestant areas with the same population comprised two or three 
separate electorates.  A Protestant’s vote was worth two or three times that of a Catholic person.  
Malapportionment was used in a sectarian manner in Ireland.   

In South Africa, the United States, Ireland, Britain, Italy, Portugal, Mali and Jordan that system of 
malapportionment has been done away with.  The electoral system in the Republic of Kenya is similar to ours.  
The Kenyan National Unity Party manages to ensure that with only 30 per cent of the vote it wins elections, due 
to the malapportionment.  That system is still in place in Kenya today.   

All those countries and jurisdictions, including Queensland and South Australia, have done away with that type 
of system.  The sky has not fallen in on those places.  We should allow people to elect the Government by a fair 
system.  Fair electoral systems operate in all of those countries, except Kenya and the State of Western Australia.  
We are at the cutting edge of democratic practice in the world - Western Australia and the Republic of Kenya are 
the only countries with this type of malapportionment in place!  

Mr Johnson:  Sixty per cent of the people did not vote for you.  
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Mr McGOWAN:  The member for Hillarys holds his seat by one per cent of the vote.  

Mr Johnson:  More than one per cent.  

Mr McGOWAN:  He holds it by 1.04 per cent.  He is a member in decline in this place.  He has not contributed 
to this debate although he feels that he is an authority on this issue.  Great Britain, the country that he loves and 
pays homage to, has done away with this system.  

Mr Barnett:  What an appalling thing to say.  You are a very nasty person.  

Mr McGOWAN:  I know that the Leader of the Opposition did not mean that.  I was talking about the republic 
debate.  I was not attacking the member for Hillarys; I would never attack the member for Hillarys.   

Mr Barnett interjected.  

Mr McGOWAN:  They should have the same vote as everybody else, irrespective of where they live.  Thirty per 
cent of the people in my electorate were born in Britain.  They should have the same right to elect a person to 
Parliament as those people who were born in Australia or elsewhere.  They should have the same right as 
everyone else, irrespective of whether they happen to live in Rockingham rather than in Mandurah.  

Returning to my point, we are one of the few places left in the world with this sort of rigged, unfair system for 
electing a Government.  There are ways of overcoming the disadvantage suffered by people living a long way 
from the city.  I would support the member for Ningaloo getting extra resources under a reformed system.  In an 
electorate the size that his is proposed to be, he should have two or three offices.  That would be one way of 
overcoming these difficulties.  However, we do not overcome these difficulties by making some people’s votes 
worth more than others.  That is discriminatory, unfair and out of place in the modern world.  

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [12.01 pm]:  This has been a very ordinary week in this 
Parliament for a number of reasons.  Earlier in the week the Minister for Health misled this House, and denied it.  
The Leader of the House used highly improper language in this Parliament.  However, those things come and go 
in parliamentary life.  The most appalling thing about this week in Parliament is that the Australian Labor Party 
has turned its back on country, regional and rural Western Australia.  That is what this is all about.  The Labor 
Party - one of the two major parties in the history of this nation - has turned its back on country people.  That is 
exactly what is happening.  It does not matter which way one looks at it, that is the consequence of this Bill.   

Ms MacTiernan:  Do you think that the federal system is rigged because it has one vote, one value?   

Mr BARNETT:  It is interesting that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure interjects.  She was the first 
person to give the public of this State a feel for what the Labor Party will be like in government.  

Ms MacTiernan interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr BARNETT:  Despite those indiscretions by members opposite, in time the community will judge the calibre, 
integrity and personal standards of members opposite -  

Ms MacTiernan:  You were going to stand for federal Parliament.   

Mr BARNETT:  If the minister wants to talk about personal standards, she should be the last person to open her 
mouth. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Absolutely not! 

Mr BARNETT:  This Parliament is a public forum for Western Australia.  It is a forum in which people should 
conduct themselves properly.  This week members opposite have displayed their lack of regard for this 
Parliament and for the people and schoolchildren in the gallery, as well as their lack of respect for the country 
people of Western Australia.  That is the reality of this week in Parliament.  All of those are elements of 
misconduct.  While this debate was taking place, most arrogantly, not one minister, including the minister 
handling the Bill, was in this House for an extended period.  They did not pay any respect or regard to what they 
and I regard as an important piece of legislation.  This issue is about how members get elected.  This is about the 
operation of the Parliament.  This is about governance in Western Australia.  Labor Party members have sat in 
this Chamber - the few who have bothered to be here - and have laughed, giggled and made fun of country 
people.  That is what they have been doing.  That has been the whole tone of the debate.  Government members 
have ridiculed and turned their backs on country Western Australia.   

The Labor Party brought in this legislation.  Part of its policy referred to the campaign slogan of “one vote, one 
value”.  It can be used electorally; that is okay.  I do not deny that.  As I said at the beginning of the debate, I do 
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not have any difficulty with the principle of one vote, one value.  In a democratic system of government, or in 
any democratic organisation, whatever it might be, one of the guiding principles is one vote, one value.  That 
point is not being argued by me or anyone else.  However, we are saying that the simple application of that 
principle alone does not produce a Parliament that is properly representative of this State, its people, its regions 
and its diversity.  That is the point; it is not just about one vote, one value.  That is a basic principle of 
democracy, but it is not the sole principle.  The Labor Party’s legislation is based on only one principle. 

Mr McGinty:  Where is your model? 

Mr BARNETT:  I will speak for a long time and the minister can give me extensions and then he can talk.  As 
the member for Nedlands pointed out, the High Court decision, which action the Labor Party initiated, talked 
about fair representation as a principle.  The minister took an action to the High Court and it talked about fair 
representation.  There is more than one principle.  It is not just one vote, one value.  There are wider principles of 
fair representation in a democratic system.  What I find extraordinary is that not one of the country members on 
the other side has stood up for country Western Australia.   

Mr McGinty:  Justify Bunbury and Mandurah. 

Mr BARNETT:  Members opposite have not had any element of backbone to them.  I could go through them one 
after another.  At one stage the member for Collie had views about one vote, one value.  He has not made any 
claim.  He has deserted not only Collie but also the coal industry in Collie.  The member for Kimberley sits there 
and smiles nicely.  The member for Kimberley campaigned -  

Mr McGinty:  You patronising turd! 

Mr BARNETT:  She is smiling nicely at me.   

Mr McGinty:  You are patronising!  You are a disgrace!  You patronising turd!   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I consider it extremely disorderly to have members yelling at each other across the 
Chamber.  I draw members’ attention to the fact that the Leader of the Opposition has the call, and no-one else.   

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr JOHNSON:  I clearly heard the Minister for Electoral Affairs refer to the Leader of the Opposition in most 
unparliamentary terms, and I suggest that he be asked to withdraw the comment.  

Mr McGinty interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I ask the Minister for Electoral Affairs to withdraw his comment.   

Mr McGINTY:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr BARNETT:  The member for Kimberley campaigned, as did the Labor Party, that a Labor Government 
would proceed with a proposed tidal or hydro-power project.  What happened to that?  It has gone up in a puff of 
smoke.  During that campaign, Labor Party members knew there had been a formal tender process for two years.  
They knew that the tidal project had been eliminated long ago; yet they campaigned in the Kimberley on 
something that they knew would never stand up and which had already been eliminated from the tender process.  
They promised it, but a month after the election, they lost interest in the project.   

A couple of weeks ago in Albany, the member for Albany said that one vote, one value did not matter because 
when the Liberal Party held the seat of Albany, it did nothing for the electorate.  I was in Albany last week.  
During the two days I was in the member’s electorate I went to Albany Senior High School and looked at the 
new performing arts facility that is being built.  I looked at the new school oval that has been completed.  It is 
magnificent.   

Mr Watson interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, I do.   

Mr Watson:  It is under water. 

Mr BARNETT:  No; it is fine.  When I was there it was raining heavily and the kids were playing soccer on the 
oval.  I then went to North Albany Senior High School.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
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Mr BARNETT:  I inspected the new teaching block and the new special education facility that was built during 
my time as education minister.  They are fantastic facilities.   

Mr Watson:  Did you ask anyone in Albany about one vote, one value?   

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, I did. 

Mr Watson:  Did you have any meetings with all your friends down there? 

Mr BARNETT:  I talked to people at the chamber of commerce meeting.   

Mr Watson:  Did you mention one vote, one value?   

Mr BARNETT:  Yes. 

Mr Watson:  You did not mention that.   

Mr BARNETT:  The member for Albany was not with me for 48 hours.  I did not mention that in my speech. 

Mr Watson:  How can you stand there and say that? 

Mr BARNETT:  For two days I talked to people in Albany.  I went to North Albany Senior High School where a 
new teaching block has been built for $7 million.  A new centre for children with disabilities has also been 
opened.  They are fantastic facilities.  Having dealt with two issues under the education portfolio, I then looked 
at the magnificent new wind farm that Western Power has constructed.  It is the largest wind farm in Australia 
and is now virtually commissioned.  I then went to look at the Mirambeena industrial park and inspected the new 
chip-mill.  Member for Albany, what is the nationality of the companies that are building the chip-mill?    

Mr Watson:  Japanese.  

Mr BARNETT:  Good; they told me he did not know that a couple of weeks ago.  He thought a Korean company 
was involved. 

Point of Order 
Mr WATSON:  Can the member identify his source?  I never said that.  The member should provide some proof.  
It is a misrepresentation; I never said it.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms MacTiernan:  You are a western suburbs preppy.  You are so pretentious.  You think that you were born to 
rule, and that if people do not live in the goddamn western suburbs, they should not be in this place.  You are 
disgusting.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I would appreciate some order in the House.  I consider members’ behaviour to be 
disorderly.  

Mr BARNETT:  Having been to North Albany Senior High School, the Western Power wind farm and the Itochu 
Corporation-Oji Paper Co Ltd plantation chip-mill project under construction, I visited the port and looked at the 
upgraded facilities that will handle the chip-mill project.  I was just one minister in the previous Government; 
yet, it took me two days to see what was happening in Albany.  The local member was foolish enough to tell the 
media that the Liberal Government did nothing in his electorate.  He is stupid and ill informed.  I do not attack 
the members for Kimberley, Albany or Collie; but country members of the Labor Party are out of touch with and 
disinterested in their areas.  They quickly caved in to the agenda of the metropolitan Labor Party.  Country 
members should be arguing and trying to change this legislation.  They are not.  They are going along with what 
the metropolitan-dominated Labor Party tells them to do.  The members for Collie, Kimberley and Albany are 
weak.  They do not argue for the interests of their regions.  

I do not deny that one vote, one value is a principle; however, it is not the only principle.  Other principles that 
should be considered are fair representation, access to members of Parliament and electorates that can be 
reasonably serviced.   

The Australian Labor Party claims it has a mandate.  It has been said a number of times during the debate that 
the Labor Party’s primary vote was 37 per cent.  The Premier has the lowest primary vote of any Premier in the 
postwar period.  That is hardly a mandate.  As the member for Hillarys said, 63 per cent of people in this State 
did not vote for the Labor Party.   

Mr Templeman:  They did not vote for you. 
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Mr BARNETT:  No; they did not vote for us, but they also did not give the Labor Party a mandate for electoral 
reform.  Arrangements in our Constitution that were transferred into the electoral law dictate the sort of mandate 
that is needed for electoral change.  The mandate for electoral change in this Parliament is an absolute majority 
in both Houses.  That is the mandate that in 1904 was written, via our Constitution, into our electoral laws.  The 
law of Western Australia defines the mandate that is required, and the Labor Party does not have it.  It has an 
absolute majority in this House, but it does not have an absolute majority in the other House.  By definition, the 
Labor Party does not have a mandate for electoral change.  According to the law, it does not have a mandate.  
Therefore, we see the sneaky, deceitful and treacherous style of Labor Party politics, and the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs trying to get around our legislative requirements.  The Government seeks to get around the fact 
that it does not have a mandate.  When all the gloss is taken off the Bill, it is clear that it will, as everyone on this 
side of the House has noted, take eight members of Parliament out of the country and put them into the city.  
Country people do not want that, and they do not deserve that.  As other members have said, no-one in my 
electorate has told me he wants more Perth-based members of Parliament.  No-one wants that.  It is farcical to 
have 42 city members and 15 country members in a 57-member House of government and finance.  This change 
will make a farce of democracy and effective government in Western Australia.  It will make an absolute farce of 
representation.  The challenge is for country members to stand up for their areas.  They have not done that.  They 
have been conspicuous in their lack of commitment to their electorates.   

What legislative process has the Labor Party chosen?  There are many ways to enact electoral change.  The most 
honest and accountable option -  

Mr Hyde:  Is an election.  

Mr BARNETT:  The Government does not have an absolute majority.  That is its problem.  Its argument would 
be stronger if it had an absolute majority.  What options are available to the Labor Party?  The most honest and 
accountable option is to ask the people of Western Australia; to conduct a referendum.  That would be the 
honest, principled thing to do.  The Labor Party has held referendums about daylight saving and the like.  It has a 
history of referendums; yet, on something as fundamentally important as the operation of this Parliament and 
governance in Western Australia, it refuses to have a referendum.  It refuses to do the honest, accountable, 
inclusive thing that would allow every voter in this State to express a view.  It refuses to do that.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Should the referendum be about one vote, one value or another principle? 

Mr BARNETT:  A referendum would be a “yes” or “no” case.  Both arguments would be presented.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Will the referendum you are proposing be on one vote, one value; and if so, why?  If one vote, 
one value is not the only - 

Mr BARNETT:  Let us have a referendum and debate the cases for and against. 

Ms MacTiernan:  How would the referendum be determined?  Would it be on one vote, one value?  You tell us.  

Mr BARNETT:  Let us agree to a referendum; to put it to the people.  This is a big step forward.  It is the first 
time a minister - albeit an appalling minister - has at least talked about a referendum.  For the first time, someone 
in the Labor Party has at least acknowledged that there is a case for a referendum.  There is a case: it is the 
fundamental democratic right of people in this State - country and city - to express their views on their system of 
government.  It is a fundamental right that the Labor Party has denied.  

Ms MacTiernan interjected.  

Mr BARNETT:  The Labor Party will not have a referendum; but maybe this is a glimmer of hope 

Ms MacTiernan:  You don’t want it. 

Mr BARNETT:  We want it.  We accept it.  Let us do the deal. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You don’t want one vote, one value.  It is an absolute contradiction.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I have brought it to the attention of members that although I have no problem with 
some interjections between one or two members across the floor, when they are welcome, I cannot tolerate the 
discussions at the back of the Chamber.  I ask the members to cease interjecting or go outside.  

Mr BARNETT:  Will the minister commit to a referendum on one vote, one value? 

Ms MacTiernan:  I want you to explain to me the logical contradiction in your position.  You want a referendum 
based on one vote, one value.  You say that that is the only fair way to decide it; but then you say that you do not 
support one vote, one value.  It is an absolute contradiction.  It shows how absolutely morally and intellectually 
bankrupt you are.  
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Mr BARNETT:  It is well established that any constitutional and parliamentary change should go to a 
referendum.  Let us ask the people.  Why is the Government so afraid of asking the people?  Why is it so 
terrified of democracy and of letting people have a say?  Having decided that it will not support a referendum - 
that debate is not over by a long shot - the Labor Party looked to the second way of getting this Bill through; that 
is, by introducing a specific piece of legislation designed to give the President of the Legislative Council a 
deliberative vote.  That would have given it an absolute majority in the upper House.  Why did it not do that?  It 
would have been the next honest thing to do.  The Government did not do it because it would have been obvious 
that it was bringing in such a Bill for the sole purpose of electoral change.  It would at least have been relatively 
open and accountable.  However, it did not do it because, as I said in the debate yesterday, its motives would 
have been as obvious as the nose on my face.  Its reasons for such a Bill would not have been on high principle 
about the operation of the upper House or the role of the President.  

The Government simply wanted to change the rules so that this legislation could be passed because it does not 
have a mandate in both Houses.  The Government, therefore, sought to rort the system.  It failed to take the most 
honest step of conducting a referendum.  It considered the second most honest course of introducing a Bill to 
give the President a vote, but failed to do that, so it took a typical Labor Party action.  It brought in two pieces of 
legislation, which is an interesting action.  One is a new Bill to replace the Bill with its constitutional and 
electoral safeguards requiring an absolute majority.  That is being thrown in the bin.  With arrogance and deceit 
the Government seeks to replace it with a new electoral Bill reflecting its view of one vote, one value.  What has 
been left out?  The constitutional safeguard, the requirement for an absolute majority, has been put to one side.  
How dishonest can a Government be?  I suppose that, as it is, the Labor Party can be even more dishonest.  That 
is disgraceful.   

There are three options for dealing with this issue.  First, a referendum could be held so that the people can 
decide; but the Government is scared to seek the people’s view.  They would not have voted for it.  Secondly, the 
Government could have introduced a Bill to give the President a vote.  That would make its motives too obvious, 
so that was scrapped.  The Government then contrived to get rid of the existing Bill, and to introduce a Bill 
without the absolute majority requirement.  The Government has been dishonest and deceitful and its behaviour 
reflects poorly on not only the Labor Party but also this Parliament.  

The Labor Party is treating this Parliament with no respect, no dignity and no regard.  The events this week, 
including the comments of the Minister for Electoral Affairs, is about the fourth example of the conduct of the 
Labor Party.  

I refer now to the issue of one vote, one value as portrayed by the Labor Party.  As I said, one vote, one value is 
a principle.  There are other principles of fair representation, practicality and the like.  How strong is the Labor 
Party in supporting its so-called principle of one vote, one value?  It has not applied it to the Legislative Council.  
It has left it the same.  Why?  I presume it needs the support of the Greens and it does not want to upset the 
applecart.  The principle is a principle only as long as it suits the Labor Party.  The Government has left alone 
changes to the system of voting for upper House members.  How real is this great democratic commitment to one 
vote, one value?  It is not real; it is a cynical approach by the Labor Party. 

The Labor Party described one vote, one value as representation of electorates of equal numbers of electors.  The 
interpretation of one vote, one value is equal numbers of voters in geographically defined electorates.  We need 
not scratch too far to find that even that does not work.  The Government proposed to introduce in the Gascoyne 
the concept of dummy voters.  I suppose that in the twenty-first century they would be called “virtual” voters.  
Effectively there will be 7 000 votes in the Gascoyne from people who do not exist.  Is that one vote, one value?  
It is absolute nonsense.  Somehow some ephemeral, phantom or dummy voters who do not exist - we can call 
them what we like - must materialise in the Gascoyne.  Is that one vote, one value?  It could be argued that in the 
existing system there is different weighting between country and city voters, but we do not have virtual or 
phantom voters.  The Government will give a vote to people who do not exist, while calling it one vote, one 
value.  They are not walking, breathing, talking or eating human beings.  They do not exist.  That is an example 
of how strong the Labor Party’s commitment is to one vote, one value.  That is a subterfuge because even the 
Government recognises that, on a geographic basis, one vote, one value destroys representation in regional areas.  
It has not been honest enough to admit that it has created the concept of virtual voters.  That concept is not even 
based on geographic boundaries because it has virtual voters that the Labor Party does not want to talk about.  
However, the public will regard that as a joke.  It is a way of getting around the fact that even the Labor Party is 
forced to realise those areas are not properly represented.   

This matter is not just about how voters are distributed into electorates, the geographic criteria of one vote, one 
value.  It involves the second aspect of how votes are cast.  We have a compulsory preferential system, of which 
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I am not particularly in favour.  However, as occurs under that preferential system, why should my second or 
third vote cancel out another person’s first vote?  That is hardly one vote, one value.  Why can voters’ second, 
third or fourth preference - 

Mr Hyde interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  The member for Perth, the worst behaved member in this Chamber, is continually interrupting 
me while I am addressing my comments to the Chair. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Perth to order. 

Mr BARNETT:  The issue is not only about how we allocate people to electorates.  As I say, on a geographic 
basis, the system will not be one vote, one value because the Labor Party has had to invent virtual voters.  The 
outcome will not be an equal vote among country and city electorates.   

Under preferential voting, why should someone’s second or third vote cancel out another person’s first vote?  
There is nothing democratic about that, nor is it truly one vote, one value.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs has 
talked about equal allocation of voters to electorates but not about the equal value of a vote.  Beyond that is the 
third criteria of counting votes and the way people cast their vote.  I defy anyone to understand how votes are 
counted in the upper House.  In the Mining and Agricultural Region the Greens member, for whom I have no 
disregard, is elected with a vote of less than four per cent.  Is that one vote, one value?  Based on how people are 
allocated to electorates geographically, how their vote is cast and how their votes are counted, this legislation 
does not produce one vote, one value.  It is selective use of a principle by the Labor Party.  There is no integrity 
in that.  

Dr Gallop:  You have sold out your Liberal principles; admit it. 

Mr BARNETT:  Members opposite have called me a few things this week.  Sell out is one of the more polite 
terms. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members to my right.  I call the House to order. 

Mr BARNETT:  This is a regional, provincial Parliament modelled on the Westminster system.  It is a bicameral 
system about which a debate may be held at some stage.  It is a small Parliament.  What does a State do?  This is 
not a national Parliament; it is about the governance of Western Australia.  The decisions made in this 
Parliament relate essentially to the broad provision of services to the community.  The services attracting the 
greater proportion of the budget allocation are health and education followed by housing and disability services.  
It is very much about service provision.  The other constitutional charter of a State is essentially the role of 
economic development.  The State has jurisdiction over land, development, ports, roads, utilities, power and 
water supply.  Its role is to provide services to the community and to administer, promote and encourage 
economic and social development.  If the Labor Party succeeds with its proposal in this House of government 
where financial decisions are made and with its constitutional role in service provision, economic and social 
development, 42 members will come from Perth and only 15 from country areas. 

The agricultural and mining sectors are the economic and employment base of this State’s economy.  Together 
those sectors provide nearly 90 per cent of Western Australia’s exports.  Those sectors, and the people who work 
in them and support them, make this State significant internationally.  They are the things that make Western 
Australia count.  That is why it is so critically important that this Parliament reflect the regional interests from 
which our economic strength is derived.  If we become a Parliament based on the city, we will become less 
relevant, not only in Western Australia, but also internationally.  The government members snigger and carry on 
in this way, laughing at country people and turning their backs on them.  The Opposition does not mind engaging 
in debate about electoral change and the future of this Parliament.  It supports a referendum on these issues.  The 
Opposition will not turn its back on country, rural, and regional Western Australia.  It will stick up for the 
country people of this State. 

The Premier will go down in history as one who used a subterfuge to bring in change without a referendum.  He 
does not have the courage to bring in a specific Bill to give the Legislative Council President a vote.  He will go 
down in history as the one who denied country people an effective voice in this House of the people, of 
government and of finance.  This has been an appalling week for this Parliament.  The conduct of the Premier, 
the Minister for Health, the Leader of the House, and, more recently, the Minister for Electoral Affairs has made 
this an infamous week.  The greatest infamy, however, is the way this Parliament, through the Labor Party, is 
turning its back on the country people of this State.  
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MR WATSON (Albany) [12.32 pm]:  I support one vote, one value.  It is very interesting to follow up the visit 
of the Leader of the Opposition to Albany.  This is the most important piece of legislation ever introduced into 
this Parliament, and the Leader of the Opposition did not mention it once during his time in Albany.  

Mr Barnett:  Was the member for Albany with me for the whole 48 hours?  

Mr WATSON:  Forty-eight hours is about the amount of time the previous member spent in the electorate.  The 
newspaper coverage of the tour said that the Liberal leader was in the port city for two days, as both a public 
relations exercise and an opportunity to view some of the city’s recent developments.  Mr Barnett said that the 
visit was part of his role as Leader of the Opposition, and he would regularly visit the city.  He said nothing, 
during his visit, about one vote, one value.  He had the chance to raise the issue in the city of Albany, which had 
been bombarded with all these advertisements about one vote, one value, but nothing about standing on the 
record of the previous Government.  Yet when the Leader of the Opposition was visiting Albany, he did not 
bring up the issue once.  The Leader of the Opposition is a disgrace.  He came to the country and swanned 
around with the chardonnay set for two days, met all his mates, and did everything he was supposed to do, but 
what did he do about one vote, one value?  Did he go into the streets and ask the people about one vote, one 
value?  Did he have any meetings with the pensioners?  I doorknocked the whole electorate before the election.  
Despite all the propaganda the Liberal Party put out, not one person asked me about one vote, one value.  I am 
talking about the real people of the country.  The Leader of the Opposition comes down for two days - 

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I am more than aware that the member for Albany actually invited 
an interjection, but I think he was inviting it from the Leader of the Opposition, not the whole Chamber.  I would 
like the member for Albany to resume, and for members to keep that in mind.  

Mr WATSON:  The Opposition’s argument seems to be that country people would be worse off with fewer 
members of Parliament.  In the Albany area, there were four government members of Parliament.  The 
Legislative Assembly member was a cabinet minister, we had the Whip in the upper House, and another member 
in the upper House.  In the “doughnut” that encircles Albany, the seat was held by another cabinet minister.  

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  The member for Albany has not mentioned the other Labor member, Hon Bob Thomas.  

Mr WATSON:  He was not sitting in on cabinet meetings and making decisions which affected my area.  He was 
a member for the South West Region.  

For eight years, these four members of Parliament stood by and watched at least 200 jobs being ripped out of our 
town, due to the coalition Government’s policy of privatisation and contracting out.  The damage that coalition 
policies did to my town made me stand up and be counted, and run for Parliament at the last election.  I wanted 
to get a better deal for Albany, not for the Labor Party.  It was interesting that the major plank of the campaign in 
Albany was to oppose Labor’s plan for one vote, one value.  The Opposition claims that the Government does 
not have a mandate, yet it went to the polls in the electorate of Albany running on that issue.  It could not stand 
on its record.  The Liberal Party candidate out-spent me by a factor of 10, with this scare campaign.  The net 
result was a drop of about 23 per cent in the Liberal Party primary vote.  The same happened in the neighbouring 
National Party seat of Stirling, and I notice the member for Stirling is not here to debate it.  

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  The Labor Party primary vote went down by two per cent.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  

Mr WATSON:  The Liberal Party primary vote went down by 23 per cent.  The issue of electoral reform was a 
low priority for the voters of Albany at the last election.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, it is becoming increasingly difficult to hear, and I am sure that, if I am 
struggling, then Hansard is having an equally difficult problem, although their hearing skills are probably better 
than mine.  I ask members to respect the need for Hansard to get down the words correctly, and I call the 
member for Albany.  

Mr WATSON:  The issue of electoral reform was a low priority for the voters of Albany at the last election.  The 
major issue was the way in which the coalition had run down government services and facilities in Albany, while 
building monuments to itself in the city.  The Opposition is now arguing that its members are the only ones who 
have country interests at heart, but I will refer to the coalition’s legacy in Albany.  First, in 1995, Westrail was 
closed and 37 people - locomotive drivers and mechanics - lost their jobs.   

Mr Trenorden:  Who did the first lot of cuts?  
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Mr WATSON:  I will get to the member for Avon in a moment.  Second, 100 jobs were lost from Western 
Power, due to some services being contracted out and others ceasing altogether.  Third, Main Roads had a huge 
work force of local people and contractors who provided us with high quality roads.  Because of the previous 
Government’s fetish with privatisation and contracting out, that service was lost, and metropolitan contractors 
were brought in, leading to the loss of 90 jobs and a decline in the quality of road work.  The problem was not 
only the loss of jobs, but also the loss of infrastructure.  Local contractors have gone broke because they have not 
had a chance to get this work, and the problem runs right through the local infrastructure, not only in Albany, but 
also in the hinterland.  Fourth, the Albany Regional Health Service was shut down.  All the decisions are now 
made in Perth, not on the ground in Albany, where they should be made.  Seventeen jobs were lost when the 
office was closed.  Seven general-purpose beds were lost from Albany Regional Hospital, which is in an area 
with an increasingly aging population, and more jobs were taken from the hospital.  More jobs taken from 
hospitals!  As if that is not bad enough, government enterprises in country towns no longer assume responsibility 
for the training of apprentices.  All our young workers have to go to Perth.  Due to the former coalition 
Government’s privatisation policy, only one apprentice in Albany is being trained.  That person works at the 
Albany Regional Hospital. 

Damage is not confined to Albany.  It is in most country areas.  Westrail Freight was privatised by a National 
Party minister in spite of opposition from traditional supporters.  The minister visited Albany and 100 farmers 
booed him.  Farmers are traditionally core supporters of coalition Governments.  Farmers now face a 24 per cent 
increase in rail transport costs, which will average about $10 000 a farm. 

Country people are fair-minded.  They can see that every person is entitled to an equal vote no matter where they 
live.  My colleague the member for Wanneroo has 40 000 constituents.  Some electorates in this State have only 
8 500 constituents.  Country people do not want more members of Parliament than their city cousins - they just 
want a fair go!  They want more teachers, doctors, nurses and apprentices, and cheaper petrol.  If one vote, one 
value legislation is passed, the electorate of Albany will include such areas as Little Grove, Goode Beach, Lower 
King, Many Peaks, Kalgan and Elleker.  The people in those areas already see themselves as part of the Albany 
community.  Many people from those areas told me after the election that they wanted to vote for me but they 
had to vote for someone in Mt Barker.  I will be proud to represent those people.  If any member thinks his task 
is too much, it is time to give it away. 

The coalition Government only ever saw the bush as dollars and cents and not as people.  The coalition 
Government’s election advertisements in Albany were a scare campaign against one vote, one value.  Bang bang 
- guess what?  It did not work! 

Over the past few days I heard various learned members quote members from many years ago.  Some quotes 
were from 1947.  I am not a learned man; I am just a hard worker.  I came across a quote the other day.  It was 
from the Earl of Derby in the House of Commons in 1841.  The Earl was a Conservative Prime Minister.  He 
said - 

When I first came into Parliament, Mr Tierney, a great Whig authority, used always to say that the duty 
of an Opposition was very simple - it was, to oppose everything, and propose nothing. 

That is what the Opposition is doing. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The disorderly behaviour must cease.  I gave the call to the 
member for Vasse. 

MR MASTERS (Vasse) [12.43 pm]:  Before starting on the main part of my address on this Bill, I will refer to 
the government members who are wetting their pants with excitement over the fact that they have to meet this 
election promise.  They have made a commitment and they say that they have a mandate.  They know that they 
cannot back away from their election promise.  I remember an election promise about the Scarborough Senior 
High School.  More than 30 per cent of the school’s land was promised to the community of Scarborough for 
public open space.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure fronted the residents about one month ago and 
told them the promise had to be broken. 

Another promise - couched in tricky language - was that the Australian Labor Party would fund the victims of 
the mortgage brokers scandal so they could have their day in court.  The promise was to allow the victims to use 
taxpayers funds to challenge the Government and the mortgage brokers.  What do we find?  The Minister for 
Consumer and Employment Protection has broken the promise.  The Government is worried that it will have to 
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provide an open cheque to underwrite the action, and the Government cannot find the money for that as it has 
already made $1.5 billion worth of promises. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  It is interesting that the member for Albany did not mention that in his speech. 

Mr MASTERS:  Did he not?  That is interesting.  Another promise was for a royal commission into the Police 
Service.  There might be one next year, but it will be at least 12 months after the promise was made.  Using 
tricky language, the Australian Labor Party created the perception that the royal commission would investigate 
matters up to 20 years ago.  It was supposed to take into account issues such as the Birnies and Eric Edgar Cook.  
Once in government, the Attorney General said that there would be a 10-year limit on how far back the royal 
commission can inquire.  I have a constituent whose daughter suffered attempted murder at the hands of the 
same man who is believed to have killed Anne Zapelli.  Shortly after Anne Zapelli was murdered, my 
constituent’s daughter was attacked and partly strangled.  The case was thrown out of court for reasons of which 
I am not aware.  When he was in opposition, the now Attorney General promised that there would be no time 
limit on this investigation.  The election promise has been broken. 

The Government promised it would solve the health crisis.  It has not happened.  The electorate of Ningaloo was 
promised that Onslow would get a seawall.  It was considered to be an urgent spending priority and it was to 
protect residents against storm surges during the cyclone season.  That promise, if not broken, has been delayed 
by at least another year.  There was an election promise, again couched in tricky language, that the Government 
would review and fund a Derby tidal power scheme.  I refer to the full-scale one, not the tricky-dicky one that is 
being talked about at the moment.  Richard Nixon would have been proud of the tricky language that the ALP 
used during the election campaign to con the people of Western Australia.  He would have been proud of its 
deviousness.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is not in the House at present.  It is a great shame 
because she was getting very excited and said that if we have a referendum on the basis of one vote, one value, it 
is an admission that one vote, one value is a fair and proper process under which all elections and referendums 
should be held.  No-one is questioning whether a referendum on a one vote, one value basis would be fair if it 
were a vote on electoral reform.  The Government is scared of the outcome.  No-one is questioning whether it 
would be an unfair process.  The Opposition proposes a referendum in which there would be only one issue - not 
a thousand issues.  It would not be a judgment on whether the Government was doing a good job or whether the 
Opposition was doing a good job.  It would be a one-issue referendum on whether the principle of one vote, one 
value should be enshrined in the way in which we conduct our democracy. 

Mr McRae:  How would you vote? 

Mr MASTERS:  I would support it.   

Mr McRae interjected. 

Mr MASTERS:  What would I say in relation to what? 

Mr McRae:  You will find out.   

Mr MASTERS:  The Government would pose the question.  If the Government agrees to a referendum, it can tell 
me what the question will be.  I do not know what the question will be.  I support a referendum. 

Mr McRae:  The question is about one vote, one value. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  If a referendum on one vote, one value were held, would the member for Riverton support 
that recommendation? 

Mr McRae:  I support one vote, one value. 

Point of Order 
Mr O’GORMAN:  The issue of a referendum was debated yesterday and it was defeated.  It should not be 
reintroduced today. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I am sure the member for Vasse was about to get on with 
his speech.  However, it is now time for members’ statements. 

Debate Resumed 
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.] 

Debate thus adjourned. 

[Continued on page 2963.] 
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