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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 1 August. 

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.18 pm]:  As we commence what 
undoubtedly will be a very extensive and detailed discussion and debate over the Government’s legislation for 
electoral change, I want to take members back in history to 1947.  I will quote from a member of Parliament who 
stood in this Chamber and talked about the concept of one vote, one value, and about how that system would 
mean a reduction, in effect, of the value of the vote in the metropolitan area.  That member said -  

With regard to the question as to whether the metropolitan area should have a reduction in the value of 
its votes, the fact remains that if one vote were to have one value and we were to permit that evil to 
exist, it would mean 35 seats for the metropolitan area in this Assembly.   

That member stood and referred to one vote, one value as evil.  He also referred to the fact that it would increase 
the number of seats in the metropolitan area.  I am not referring to a conservative member of Parliament.  In fact, 
I am talking about the Leader of the Opposition in 1947, Hon Frank Wise, who was the Labor member for 
Gascoyne.  I raise this point at the beginning of the second reading debate to demonstrate to members that what 
the minister indicated in his second reading speech about the Labor Party consistently taking the moral high 
ground on this issue is really a wafer-thin argument.   

I refer to the 1947 debate and the paragraph before the one that I have just quoted to demonstrate another 
similarity with what we are confronted with today.  I again quote the Leader of the Opposition, the Labor 
Member for Gascoyne -  

We would find that in the area within the 75 mile radius, if one vote had one value, there would need to 
be 35 metropolitan seats out of a total of 50 in this House. 

That paragraph is quite ironic, because at that time this Chamber was debating a proposal for electoral change - 
and we are talking about 1947.  There had been no electoral redistribution since 1922 and 1929, when electoral 
changes were put through the Parliament.  At the time, members were discussing the fact that one vote, one 
value would result in 35 metropolitan seats out of a total of 50 in this Chamber.  The irony is that today we are 
discussing something that would result in an increase in the number of seats in the metropolitan area to 42.  The 
connection is very simple.  In 1947 there would have been 35 metropolitan seats, but at the time there were only 
50 seats in this Chamber; add the extra seven to the 35 that I mentioned a moment ago and we get 42; and 42 is 
the magic number that the Labor Party is trying to achieve with this legislation.  Sometimes we find history 
repeats itself, but we could be on the opposite side of the argument. 

It is interesting that on the same page of Hansard in 1947, the same Labor Member for Gascoyne, the then 
Leader of the Opposition, said -  

The question gets down to the point as to whether the proposals in the Bill are fair, reasonable and 
equitable. 

I suspect that a lot of the debate will revolve around this aspect.  This is the basis for the legislation that the 
Government has put before the House in this current session.  I will argue that nothing much has changed.  The 
Labor Party is engaging in nothing less than blatant vote rigging and, as we will discuss later on, it is prepared to 
manipulate the parliamentary system for blatant party political gain. 

I will commence by touching on the key aspects of the Bill.  The first interesting point is that this legislation 
does not affect the structure of the Legislative Council.  It leaves in place 57 districts in the Legislative 
Assembly but, most importantly, it does not provide for a split between the number of districts in a defined 
metropolitan area and in country regions.  The average district enrolment under this legislation would be reduced 
for country seats and, importantly, the metropolitan area is not defined in this legislation as it has been in the 
current electoral laws. 

The Government’s proposal provides for a variance of plus or minus 10 per cent from the quota that is calculated 
to determine average enrolments in districts throughout the State, except that in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
the Government has provided for a variance of plus or minus 20 per cent, with a further vote-weighting factor 
based on the area of each district.  I will call that the 0.5 per cent vote-weighting factor.  Under that arrangement, 
which I suppose is a similar arrangement in the way it works to the arrangement that the Labor Party introduced 
in Queensland, we would have a situation in which electorates that cover 100 000 square kilometres or more in 
area would gain dummy voters, as I shall call them, to the extent of one dummy voter for every extra 200 square 
kilometres.  They are not real people; they are just statistical manipulations to endeavour to make these seats 
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meet the required quota arrangements.  For example, in Gascoyne, if one had the sort of seat that is likely to 
come out of the end of the sausage machine if this legislation were to be put in place, there would be 
approximately 12 500 electors, but there would be 7 000 dummy electors - unreal people, imaginary people - to 
make up the figure to the necessary quota.  Importantly, the Government’s legislation changes the basis upon 
which the quota arrangements are calculated, and electoral commissioners under this legislation would be 
required to calculate projections of enrolments four years ahead from the year of distribution.   

The current legislation, of course, relies on statistics which are current at the time of the distribution, although at 
least in the last distribution in 1994, the Electoral Commission to some extent took projections into account, 
although it was not required under the law so to do.  The legislation provides for the initial distribution in 
accordance with its guidelines to take place as soon as possible after proclamation and thereafter for 
redistributions to occur two years after every second election. 

They are the key technical aspects of the legislation.  We will undoubtedly refer to a number of details during the 
debate and in the consideration in detail stage of the proceedings.  The impact of this legislation is simple: firstly, 
it removes eight seats from country areas and transfers them into the Perth metropolitan area.  It reduces the 
representation for country people in the Legislative Assembly from 40 per cent to 26 per cent.  The number of 
Assembly seats representing country areas would be reduced to 15, while the number in the metropolitan area 
would increase to 42.  It is fair to say at this stage that, technically, parts of Mandurah may end up in the 
metropolitan area, but the fact remains that eight seats will move from the country to the Perth metropolitan area.  
The other implications are about politics, and I intend to touch on those in more detail further down the track. 

The Liberal Party will oppose this Bill for a variety of reasons.  I want to make one very strong point, which is 
sometimes overlooked by the community and by the media.  More than any other party, the Liberal Party in this 
Chamber is the party that represents the country community.  Of 16 members in this Chamber, nine are from the 
country.  We have a leadership team which comprises a member from the metropolitan area and a member from 
the country.  Our front bench and ministry are well represented by country members.  Therefore, when Liberal 
members speak on this Bill, I remind all members in this Chamber that we do so as a party that genuinely 
represents the interests of the country more than any other party in this Parliament.  We have a firm 
responsibility to our country constituents.  It is not normal for the proceedings of the Liberal party room 
deliberations to be made public or for them to be discussed in this Chamber.  I will break that convention and 
make the point that, when the decision was made by the Liberal Party to oppose this legislation, that decision 
was unanimous and without dissent.  In other words, all city and country members of the Liberal Party are firmly 
behind the country communities in respect of our opposition to Labor’s legislation. 

I want to refer to the specific reasons we intend to oppose the Labor Party’s plan to gut the representation of 
country regions.  The first reason touches on the whole question of what this is about.  We hear from a number 
of government members that this legislation revolves around a principle.   

Mr McNee interjected. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member makes a very good point.  The attendance of Labor Party members 
today demonstrates their interest in this legislation that is vital for country members!   

Mr McGinty:  How many National Party members are here?  They obviously do not care less. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will take that interjection.  I am not speaking for the National Party.  If the 
National Party is not represented at the beginning of this debate today, it is a matter for the National Party.  The 
Liberal Party is here in force, unlike the Labor Party.  I can count its country members on one hand.   

Mr Day:  There are two over there. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We need binoculars to find them.  That is how much interest they have in this vital 
legislation that will touch the lives of country people throughout Western Australia.  

What is this so-called one vote, one value all about?  We hear that it is all about equal voting rights.  Is that the 
case?  Is that what representation in Parliament is all about?  Is it that on the day of an election there must be 
some mathematical formula that in some magical way adds up so that everyone has a so-called equal value for 
his or her vote?  Should the result of a good democratic parliamentary process be an equal and fair representation 
through the whole term of office of a Government and a whole term of Parliament?  If we asked most people, we 
would find that they would be looking for fair and equal representation more than some mathematical witchcraft. 

At present 40 per cent of the Legislative Assembly represents some 99.8 per cent of the State.  Most people 
would agree that in general terms that is providing country communities with a fair go.  One has only to look at 
areas like road funding and the provision of health services to see that the fact there is adequate representation in 
this Chamber has resulted in significant benefits for country communities.  I mentioned road funding.  The 
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region in which my electorate is situated benefited under the last Government from a massive increase in road 
funding of some 80 per cent.  One must wonder whether the Labor Party would have the same priorities if the 
country communities’ representation in this Chamber were gutted.  I doubt it very much.  We probably had an 
indication of the sort of priorities that we would see when we debated the need for the Peel deviation linking the 
metropolitan area to Mandurah and the south west.  The Labor Party resoundingly opposed a firm and quick 
schedule for the completion of that road.  That demonstrates the priorities that we would see if the Labor Party 
were successful in implementing this legislation.   

Ms MacTiernan:  Your Government did not even sign it.  It made no provision for it.  What hypocrisy. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is interesting that the minister talks about hypocrisy. 

Mr McGinty:  Eight years and you did nothing. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs has said that the country does not want more 
politicians. 

Mr McGinty:  Certainly not like you. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The country wants more services.  We on this side of the House are not arguing that 
the country wants more politicians.  We are saying that communities in the country want to keep the same 
number of politicians.  We must always strive to provide more services for the country.  I turn to a comment in 
The West Australian of 7 December last year.  The article was headed “Give country towns a fair go”.  The 
article put forward a very good case for country towns not being deserted by any Government and for making an 
effort to maintain services and provide a sensible and decent approach to looking after country communities 
throughout regional Western Australia.  Part of the article reads - 

Expanding the range of services available would be a significant step in attracting more people to 
country living and to encourage others to stay. 

A number of members on this side of the House, including the Leader of the Opposition and me, have travelled a 
number of times into country areas in the short time since the election.  Only recently we spoke to a number of 
representatives of country communities who made exactly that point.  They need assistance to ensure that their 
communities do not deteriorate and to ensure that their populations are maintained to help ensure that country 
people can stay in the areas in which they have grown up. 

How will we achieve that if representation in this Chamber is gutted and if the voice of the country in this 
Parliament is silenced?  People must be very naïve if they think that they can obtain additional services for the 
country when they have not got parliamentary representatives in the opposition and government ranks and, 
indeed, in the independent ranks who are actively fighting for them through the parliamentary democratic 
process. 

Ms MacTiernan:  In the 1980s, a readjustment of the electoral laws changed the proportions of representation.  
Was that the right move?  Why is the configuration that we have now absolutely right rather than that which we 
had in the 1980s?   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will touch on the history in a few moments when the member will be delighted to 
listen to my account of the history of electoral reform.   

It is interesting to hear that the Premier says he supports equality of opportunity in the electoral system.  He talks 
in very vague terms that do not equate to numbers and representation in this Chamber.  We oppose Labor’s plan 
because of its very severe impact on country representation.  As I mentioned earlier, the country representation 
in this Chamber will be reduced to only 26 per cent.  I also said that 99.8 per cent of the State will be represented 
by only 15 people.  That means that 2 557 133 square kilometres will be represented by 15 people; on the other 
hand, 5 416 square kilometres will receive the attention of 42 members of Parliament.   

Ms MacTiernan:  It is not about area.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I accept that the argument is not all about area, the number of cows or the number 
of traffic lights.  The fact of the matter is that the area covered by any electorate or any region has a strong 
bearing on the degree of representation that area can have.   

A key reason that Labor’s plan deserves to fail is that it does not have a mandate.  We on this side have had some 
debate in the Chamber, so I do not intend going through the matter in detail.  However, I will highlight a few 
points.  First, for anyone to say that the Government has a mandate on this issue when this Government was 
elected with only 37 per cent of the vote, means that person does not understand what democracy is all about.  
The Deputy Premier does understand what democracy is all about.  He has said in this Chamber that democracy 
means that the majority rules.  Some say 37 per cent is not a majority and does not mean a mandate.   
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As we have discussed before, the way the Labor Party proposed its electoral change plans in the lead-up to the 
election was either misleading or, quite frankly, told only half the story.  In Kalgoorlie, people were told that 
Labor would not abolish 16 country seats.  At the time it included representation in the upper House.  They were 
also told there would always be two goldfields members of the Legislative Assembly.  That commitment under 
this legislation has gone completely by the by; the Labor Party will provide for only one member of Parliament 
in the goldfields, contrary to what it told the electors in that area in the lead-up to the election.  The present 
Premier gave a personal guarantee, which he signed, in which he confirmed that the representation of the regions 
would remain in a strong position.  He did not tell people that the number of members of Parliament representing 
those regions would be reduced dramatically.  There was misleading advertising only telling half the story.  It is 
no wonder that the opinion polls show that an overwhelming majority of Western Australians oppose the Labor 
Party’s plans.  It could be said that there is a difference between the Westpolls; however, the same questions 
were not asked in both polls.  Sensible analysis of the polling that has been done on this issue shows that the 
community as a whole has no mood for the change.  Not even people in the metropolitan area or supporters of 
the Labor Party want it. 

The legislation deserves to be defeated for another reason: it is the wrong way to make major change to the most 
fundamental tenet of our process of democracy.  The universally accepted principle of entrenchment applies to 
major aspects of electoral change.  Entrenchment is essentially designed to prevent blatant party political 
manipulation of the electoral process.  It can be provided for in a number of ways.  The laws in this State provide 
for the two most obvious methods of entrenchment: the approval of the people at a referendum, and, more 
commonly, the approval of an absolute majority of both Houses of this Parliament.  The area of entrenchment I 
will touch on relates to the Electoral Distribution Act, which was amended in the 1980s and which was formerly 
known as the Electoral Districts Act 1947.  I referred to the debate on that Bill at the beginning of my comments. 

Entrenchment is exceedingly important.  It has had effect in this Chamber on a number of occasions.  In 1954, 
the Hawke Government was unable to amend the Electoral Districts Act for its own political gain because it was 
unable to obtain an absolute majority.  That also happened with Governments of both persuasions in 1937 and 
1959.  Entrenchment is intended to be a safeguard against political manipulation by the governing political party.  
The key to the entrenchment of electoral matters is section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act, which provides 
that changes to that Act require an absolute majority of both Houses of this Parliament.  The Labor Party was 
faced with a dilemma: to make the changes necessary to achieve its so-called one vote, one value, it needed an 
absolute majority in both Houses, but it could count on an absolute majority in only one House.  I would love to 
have been a fly on the wall during the discussions between the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the members of 
the Greens (WA) about giving the President of the upper House a deliberative vote.  The Premier himself poured 
scorn on that idea in 1987, but the minister a few weeks ago indicated he was prepared to contemplate it.  I 
suspect the minister hit a dead end and was unable to obtain agreement to give the President a deliberative vote, 
thereby achieving an absolute majority in the upper House.  Instead, he cooked up this clever scheme and 
introduced a Bill purporting to repeal the Electoral Distribution Act that will enable the provisions of this Bill to 
come into force.  

Mr Barnett:  It is a fundamentally dishonest approach by the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is dishonest, and it is blatant manipulation of the parliamentary process for party 
political gain.  It is deceitful and dishonest. 

Mr McGinty:  What a load of crap.  

Mr Barnett:  What an informed, articulate comment from the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  You are dishonest.  
This is sneaky and deceitful, and you know it is.  

Mr McGinty:  Here it comes - the big dummy spit from the Leader of the Opposition.  What a grumpy old cow 
you are.  You are a disgrace.  You have taken your grumpy pills again today.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Later in the second reading debate and during the detailed consideration, I will 
demonstrate to the Chamber the similarities between this Bill and the relevant provisions of the Electoral 
Distribution Act.  I challenge members, particularly the minister and the Premier, to explain to this House their 
justification for repealing, rather than simply amending, that Act.  They do not want to simply amend the 
Electoral Distribution Act to try to achieve their goals because that would require an absolute majority in the 
upper House, and they will do anything to try to ram this legislation through this Parliament. 

We have already heard that the Government intends to allow debate on this Bill to extend beyond normal times.  
I suspect we are in for some lengthy sittings.  That is probably no surprise: when I read in the Hansard about a 
similar debate on electoral change that took place decades ago, I noticed that one portion of debate continued for 
29 hours.  I hope that will not happen with this legislation, but this side of the Chamber will do whatever it takes 
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to try to defeat this legislation and point out to the broader community the ramifications it will have in the 
country. 

The House will deal with two Bills.  Why is there not just one?  These provisions could be rolled into one Bill.  
We will touch on that during the detailed consideration, and reveal the underhanded and sneaky way in which 
the Premier and minister are endeavouring to implement these changes.  Something smells.  It smells rotten. 

Mr McGinty:  It is your lack of principle. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is the putrid stench of blatant party political manipulation eating at the heart of 
our democratic institutions.  

Mr McGinty:  It is the self-interest.  You are trying to defend the indefensible.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is bad enough that the Labor Party wants to circumvent established parliamentary 
practice; but it also has not included any entrenchment provisions in the legislation.  It not only avoided the 
entrenchment provisions of the Electoral Distribution Act but also has not had the decency to include any such 
provisions in its so-called new legislation.  In other words, a provision that in 1904 was passed on from our 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act to the then electoral legislation and was carried through in 1947 to the 
Electoral Districts Act and in the 1980s to the Electoral Distribution Act - under a Labor Government - is now 
being dropped in the bin without thought.  This is not a political argument.  This goes to the heart and foundation 
of the principles of our democratic process.  This issue has been debated throughout the world, most recently by 
the Commission on Government.  It is a fundamental principle, and it is being thrown in the wastepaper basket 
so that the Labor Party can get its way for political gain.  That is the extent of Labor’s commitment to one of the 
most fundamental principles of our electoral system.  

Mr Barnett:  It couldn’t put entrenchment into the Bill because it would have exposed the contrivance of the 
minister. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely.  If the Labor Party had included entrenchment provisions in the Bill, 
people would have asked why it had done that when it was not prepared to go through proper entrenchment 
procedures to see legislation passed through the Parliament. 

Mr McGinty:  You are an absolute hypocrite.  You stand and say you agree with one vote, one value - 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr DAY:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs called the member for Mitchell, the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, a hypocrite.  That has been recognised on many occasions as unparliamentary.  I ask that the 
minister withdraw.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member has voiced an opinion about another member, who finds it offensive.  I 
ask the Minister for Electoral Affairs to respond.  

Mr McGINTY:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is not only members on this side of the Chamber who support the principle of 
entrenchment.  It is useful to look at what the Premier has said about the matter.  I refer to the final reports of the 
Commission on Government, which were released five or six years ago and which covered this aspect of 
entrenchment in considerable detail.  The Commission on Government investigated the two key questions being 
discussed by this Parliament, and it made some firm and unqualified recommendations.  It recommended a 
process of one vote, one value.  It also said that there should be a variance of plus or minus 15 per cent for each 
seat.  I accept that the Government is not bringing in pure one vote, one value and that its legislation provides for 
plus or minus 10 per cent or plus or minus 20 per cent in the northern areas.  Nonetheless, those two key aspects 
of our electoral system - variance in the size of each seat, and equality of voting - were two matters that COG 
considered in detail and said should be put in the Constitution.   

Mr McGinty:  By a simple Act of the Parliament, not by the referendum that you are arguing for. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely.  I am delighted the minister raised that, because that is the next point I 
want to make.  COG said those things should be put in the Constitution.  It said also that any changes to the 
Constitution - even those changes - should then go to the people in a referendum.  I have made a point of 
discussing this matter with one of the commissioners -  

Mr McGinty:  COG did not say that.  You are misrepresenting what COG said.  You and the truth are great 
strangers.  I have already pointed out that you have not told the truth on this matter.  You are completely wrong.  
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You are deliberately misleading the House.  COG did not say anything of the sort.  Read out the section where 
COG said that, because it simply is not true.  You are misleading the place now.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is not often that I take the minister’s interjections, but I will do that this time.  I 
quote from page 99 of the Commission on Government’s report No 5 -  

All proposals to amend the Constitution Act 1889 should be referred to the people for approval through 
a referendum process.  Some of our recommendations in Chapter 4 of this Report, for amending and 
consolidating the Constitution Act 1889 and repealing the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, will 
require a referendum under s.73 of the Constitution Act 1889. 

That is the entrenchment provision to which I referred earlier.  It continues -  

Whether or not the recommendations require a referendum under the existing State Constitution, they 
should be submitted to the people in a manner consistent with our general recommendations for 
constitutional amendment.   

Mr McGinty:  You are deliberately misleading the House. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the minister would take the time to talk to the commissioners in person, he would 
find that they said: put it in the Constitution, and go to the people.  Why did the Premier like the idea of going to 
the people in a referendum to enshrine one vote, one value in the Constitution?  Why has the Labor Party not 
enshrined one vote, one value in the Constitution, when the Premier said it should be put in the Constitution?  
Why has the minister not done that? 

Mr McGinty:  You are even opposing the principle of one vote, one value.  You are not prepared to support the 
COG recommendations, yet you call them in aid of your argument.  That is where the hypocrisy comes in.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the minister thinks this principle is so important, why does he not follow the 
COG guidelines that the Premier himself supported in November 1986?  At that time, the Premier’s support was 
totally unqualified.  The Premier has never rescinded that commitment.  The Premier said he would put it in the 
Constitution.  He has not done so, and the reason is simple: the Labor Party wants to sneak this in the back door 
so that it can silence the people in the country.  The Premier said also that he would enshrine in the Constitution 
Act the composition of the upper House, and he would introduce one vote, one value.  Bingo!  I do not see that 
in this legislation.  The Premier said also that he would hold a people’s convention within 12 months of winning 
office.  That is not happening.  The Premier said also that all changes to the Constitution should go to the people 
in a referendum.  The Premier does not seem to support that any more.  He said the Deputy Premier would be the 
minister in charge of constitutional reform.  However, he has given it to the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
instead.  He said we would have one vote, one value in both Houses.  He has not had the guts to try to bring that 
before the Parliament, because he knows it would not get through the Parliament.  He knows all he wants to do is 
try to rig the boundaries in the lower House for the next election.  Come what may, the Labor Party will ram this 
through for its own political gain, and stuff the consequences.  It does not matter that the Premier has made these 
commitments previously and has never rescinded these commitments. 

Mr McGinty:  Your self-interest is transparent.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Transparency!  Let us talk about transparency!  In January 1997, there was some 
discussion about whether the President of the upper House should be given a deliberative vote.  The Government 
of the day did not have that as its position, but there was some public discussion about that matter, and The West 
Australian ran an article at the time that quoted opposition leader Geoff Gallop as saying that the proposal to 
upgrade the President’s voting rights was a cynical attempt to subvert the will of WA voters.  Only a few weeks 
ago, the minister and the Premier were ducking for cover, because they were considering doing exactly the same 
thing.  The minister indicated that he would be happy to give the President a deliberative vote, because he would 
do anything to get this legislation through this Parliament.   

Labor’s hypocrisy alone is a good enough reason that this legislation should not pass through this Parliament.  
However, there is another foul smell too.  I am not talking just about Labor’s hypocrisy or the ream of broken 
promises that it is leaving in its wake.  I am talking about the stench of vote rigging.  I will refer just to the 
northern regions and to the situation that would exist under pure one vote, one value, if I can call it that.  If we 
were to apply mathematical equality of votes, the Agricultural Region would have enough quotas for 4.36 seats, 
the South West Region would obtain 7.25 seats, and the Mining and Pastoral Region would be eligible for 3.2 
seats.  That is three seats in the remote Mining and Pastoral Region.  This is where the Labor Party would then 
bus in the dummy voters, because it looked at the system in Queensland of vote weighting based on area - I think 
it is 0.1 of one per cent.  It also talked to the Greens (WA) and got some sort of agreement, and the minister must 
have been grinning from ear to ear when the Greens thought this was a good idea as well.  It then brought in the 
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system that I described earlier of dummy voters and additional vote weighting for areas like the Kimberley, the 
Gascoyne, the Pilbara and the Goldfields.  Under this system, the 67 500 voters in the Mining and Pastoral area 
would be eligible for the same representation as the 92 000 voters in the Agricultural Region - and members 
opposite call that one vote, one value!   

The situation in Western Australia is not like the situation in Queensland; and undoubtedly the members for 
Ningaloo and Kalgoorlie will be able to make that point more strongly than I, because they are more familiar 
with the northern regions.  Our northern and remote areas are not the same as the far west and far north of 
Queensland.  The population of that vast area of Queensland is spread thinly, but generally that area is all settled 
territory and there are not hundreds of square kilometres of unpopulated desert, as is the situation in Western 
Australia.  In Western Australia, the population in those remote areas is concentrated in a way that is almost like 
islands in the sea, so the situation is very different from the situation in Queensland.  The minister is basing this 
system on the system in Queensland, but the fundamental reasons that Queensland has this system do not apply 
in Western Australia.   

Mr Barnett:  How many dummy voters will there be in some of these seats? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As I mentioned earlier, in order for the seat of Gascoyne to make the quota, it will 
need to have 7 000 dummy voters.  I would love to see those dummy voters!  There will probably be some 
opportunities for small business to produce these plastic dummy voters that the Labor Party will bus into the 
polling booths in the Gascoyne and the Pilbara.  The interesting point is what the dummy voters will do.  The 
creation of these dummy voters will give an unfair representational advantage to seats that have a huge land area 
but fewer separate towns and local governments than is the case in large rural seats.  However, for Labor, this 
clever application of mathematical witchcraft will pay big political dividends.  The ALP will end up being in a 
dominant position in all of the four seats that will result from this lovely little gerrymander.  Again, this is very 
different from what has happened in Queensland, because when Queensland applied this principle, five seats out 
of a total of 89 seats were covered by this vote-weighting system.  Two of those seats generally fall to the Labor 
Party, two of those seats generally fall to the conservative side of politics, and the seat in the middle tends to be a 
marginal seat.  The situation in Queensland does not have the same political impact that the arrangements 
cooked up by the Labor Party would have in this State. 

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  It is all for the benefit of the Labor Party. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is what this legislation is all about.  It is something we will continue to 
reinforce throughout this debate.  This is all about benefiting the Labor Party at the expense of country 
communities.  I alluded earlier to the obvious fact that the Labor Party wants to take eight seats from the country 
and put them in the metropolitan area.  It wants to have eight more politicians in Perth and to reduce the 
representation of country voters by the same number.  Gosh, I wonder whether it is a coincidence that the 
Australian Labor Party traditionally tends to do a little better in the metropolitan area.  This is what this Bill is 
about; it is about changing the composition of this House.  This is the joke; the Premier is on the record as 
saying - 

One vote, one value is not in the immediate political interests of the Australian Labor Party.   

He should be on the radio for the two-minute comedy skit every day - one vote, one value is not in the immediate 
political interests of the Australian Labor Party!  Who is he trying to kid?  It is not just members on this side of 
the House who are cynical about the Government’s approach.  I said previously that the mainstream media have 
cottoned on to this in no uncertain terms.  In its editorial of 3 August 2001, The West Australian stated that the 
Labor Party was carrying out these legislative reforms for blatant political gain.  The heading of the editorial was 
“Vote inquiry is a political sop”.  It referred to the inquiry that the Labor Government had agreed to set up to try 
to placate the Greens, keep them onside and do a deal to ensure that the legislation goes through and to stack the 
situation in this House.  The West Australian was not fooled.  I quote - 

. . .   Labor proposes to deny the principle of one vote, one value, which it professes to espouse, by 
allowing exceptions in big, remote regions where it holds seats.  This principle can be sustained only if 
it applies uniformly to all voters.  Anything else is electoral manipulation. 

Labor asserts that it won a mandate from the people to carry out its electoral changes.  But the people 
had no say in the dubious means that are now proposed to achieve these changes. 

Furthermore, a primary vote of just over 37 per cent can hardly be claimed as a mandate - the big 
majority of people gave their primary votes to parties with different electoral policies from those of 
Labor. 
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And now for the punchline - 

This electoral reform agenda looks increasingly like an exercise in securing political advantage and 
cementing Labor in office. 

They got it in one!  So much for the principles that the Premier espoused when he was in opposition.  I like 
quoting the Premier because when he was in opposition he said a lot of things that, since February, he now 
seems to have forgotten.  He has a Labor Party frame of mind that is very good at forgetting things.  On 13 
March 1997 the Premier told this House - 

One-vote-one-value is the only way in which we can have a legitimate basis for determining our 
electoral boundaries in Western Australia. 

In the Commission on Government’s first report, on page 295, he was quoted as saying - 

It is for the properly elected representatives of the community to decide whether or not and in what 
areas country people ought to be compensated for the facts of distance and isolation which they 
experience.  To compensate via malapportionment is an illegitimate method within a democratic system 
as it creates different classes of citizen. 

The Premier has said that if compensation is through malapportionment, which is exactly what this legislation 
provides, then it is an illegitimate method.  He went so far as to say that it would create different classes of 
citizen.  It is interesting to note in the first part of the quote that he refers to the fact that there could be other 
forms of compensation to assist in representation in remote areas.  I presume he was alluding to additional 
resources.  Nothing in this Bill provides for that.  There has been no indication from the Government whatsoever 
that it would provide such resources to help maintain some degree of adequate representation in country regions. 

On 13 March 1997 the Premier said - 

One-vote-one-value is the only way in which we can have a legitimate basis for determining our 
electoral boundaries in Western Australia.  It is philosophically appropriate; it is intellectually 
appropriate; and it is practically appropriate, given that in all States in the Commonwealth it has worked 
extremely well as the basis for redistributions.  In a sense it is a basic condition of democracy.  If we 
say that all people are to have equal rights in a democratic system, we cannot then diminish those rights 
for some in relation to others when it comes to the most basic right - the right to vote. 

The Premier has put all those principles to one side so he can ram this legislation through for blatant political 
gain for the Labor Party.  This has nothing to do with principle, nothing whatsoever.  I will touch on the 
principles that the minister alluded to in his second reading speech.  The Labor Party likes to consider that it has 
taken the high moral ground on electoral reform.  We hear that it has been in its platform for 100 years.  The 
heroes of the Labor Party have tried time and again to fight for the people of Western Australia and give them 
equal representation.  What a load of codswallop!  I will take members through history and show where the real 
milestones in electoral reform were made.  It will surprise members to see which side of politics was responsible 
for the key changes and improvements in this State’s electoral reform process. 

During the 1890s there was little concept of the quality of enrolment.  Through three successive amendments to 
the Constitution Act, the Forrest Government enlarged the Legislative Assembly from 30 members to 50 
members.  Nearly all the new seats were in the metropolitan area, the Murchison and the eastern goldfields - not 
the agricultural area.  Three new provinces in the mining and suburban areas were created in the Legislative 
Council and added to the original seven provinces.  Contrary to later Australian Labor Party propaganda, the 
Forrest Government had clearly done its best to give a democratic voice to thousands of new electors in mining 
areas and Perth’s suburban areas.  Pressure from the Labor Party, which was only in its infant stages, was not a 
factor in those decisions.  In 1899 a key milestone in electoral reform occurred when the Forrest Government 
enfranchised women.  It was before the Labor Party had so much as won a single seat in this Parliament.   

The unsuccessful Electoral Districts Bill 1913, which was an initiative of the Scaddan Labor Government of 
1911-16, was the first and last time that Labor seriously attempted to introduce the principle of one vote, one 
value until the 1970s.  It is interesting to note that Jack Scaddan had to quit the ALP in 1917 and became a 
minister in subsequent coalition Governments.  The McLarty coalition Government was elected in 1947 and 
passed the Electoral Districts Act.  The extracts from Hansard that I quoted earlier refer to that.  The Act became 
the Electoral Distribution Act in 1987, under the Labor Government of the day.  McLarty passed the Act against 
Labor Party opposition.  At the time, the Labor Party objected to reduced vote weighting for the mining and 
remote areas.  I said earlier that the then Leader of the Opposition, the Labor member for Gascoyne, referred to 
one vote, one value as “evil”.  The Labor Party has called one vote, one value evil.  It has not held its current 
position for 100 years.  It has been politically opportunist for most of that time.  Under the coalition Government 



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

 p2731b-2747a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Deputy Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Tony 

McRae; Mr Matt Birney; Speaker 

 [9] 

of 1947 there was a milestone.  Part of the legislation provided that redistributions were to occur regularly, and 
that the decision of the commissioners was to be final.  It had been three decades since there had been a 
redistribution, and the Government of the day said that it had the guts to provide an independent arrangement for 
the provision of electoral districts and so on in this State.  It said that it would break away from the political 
bonds that had tended to persist till then.  It was a major milestone, and it was a coalition achievement. 

In 1963, the Brand coalition Government introduced full adult franchise for the Legislative Council.  That was 
another milestone in legislative reform - not for the Labor Party but for the coalition. 

Moving through history, we find that, admittedly, in a number of years, as I said earlier, Governments of both 
sides have tended to try to put forward legislation that could be construed as having political benefit for them.  
However, because of the constitutional entrenchment safeguards, in a number of years they were unable to 
achieve that.  On two occasions the Labor Governments of the day blatantly tried to increase the vote weighting 
for pastoral and mining areas; yet the minister tries to claim the high moral ground.   

Let us jump in the time machine and go to the period from 1959 to 1971, which was the era of the Brand 
coalition Government.  That Government legislated to give Aboriginal people the right to enrol and to vote, and 
it extended the franchise to 18-year-olds back in 1970.  Everyone in this Chamber will agree that they were key 
milestones in electoral reform in this State.  They were not achieved by the Labor Party.  I am scratching to find 
milestones that were achieved by the Labor Party.  The Labor Party seems particularly good at political 
machinations, but when it comes to principle, it is a little devoid on the detail. 

Things changed in the 1970s.  At the time, there was an attempt to bring in one vote, one value by the Tonkin 
Government, which probably more than any other Labor Government since around 1913 genuinely endeavoured 
to look at one vote, one value.  We then moved into the 1980s with the Burke Labor Government and the deals 
that were done in 1987.  The rest is history. 

I want to make those points clear, because the Labor Party cannot claim the high moral ground on this.  At the 
end of the day, those who should claim the high moral ground in any discussion and in any debate on electoral 
reform are the people of this State.  Any people who believe that ultimately, in a good political system, the 
people are sovereign would also agree that ultimately the people should have the final say over whether there are 
major changes to the electoral system and to the whole process of democracy upon which this Parliament is 
based.  Unfortunately, again the Labor Party is not prepared to adhere to those sorts of principles - principles 
which are upheld by not only people on this side of the Parliament but also universally, within the community, 
within academia and within political circles. 

When one looks at the principles of electoral reform, one finds that the Labor Party does not have a good history.  
When one looks for the principles behind this legislation, one finds none.  When one turns to the politics of it, 
one finds the answer to why this legislation is being put forward in the way that it is. 

Only recently the Liberal Party called strongly for a referendum on the basis that the Government did not have a 
mandate for its change.  During debate we will hear a lot more about this question of why there should be a 
referendum and why there should be entrenchment in the legislation.  However, what I am looking for from the 
Government is not just the rhetoric and the technical explanations for the Bill; I want to hear the principles 
behind the Bill spelt out again, because all we hear is this principle of one vote, one value.  I want to know why 
the Government has two Bills.  I want to know why the Government did not put entrenchment provisions back 
into the Electoral Act that is being amended by this Bill that we are starting to debate today.  Essentially, I want 
to find out what is the Government’s explanation for this legislation, because by the time we have finished this 
long debate - at times I am sure it will not be as restrained and considered as it is at the moment - the Opposition 
will have revealed that the Labor Party is carrying out this exercise for one purpose, and one purpose alone; that 
is, to help ensure the election of the Labor Party at the next general election.  Why do I say that?  It is because if 
one looks at the numbers in this Chamber, one can work out quickly that the Government is only six seats away 
from losing office.  As I have said before in this Chamber and publicly, and as the Leader of the Opposition and 
others on this side acknowledge openly, the last election was a terrible one for the Liberal Party.  It lost a lot of 
good members in this electorate, and it has learnt some very strong lessons from that electorate.  They will help 
the Liberal Party and prepare it for the next election in three and a half years. 

However, despite a strong defeat at that election, the composition of this Parliament and of this Chamber is such 
that the conservative side of politics is only six seats away from government.  Therefore, what could the Labor 
Party do to change that?  It could bring in legislation to create a difficult situation for the Liberal Party in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  It could make it very difficult for the members for Ningaloo and Kalgoorlie to 
retain their positions, and it could, through this legislation, simply move eight members of Parliament from the 
country into the metropolitan area.  If that were done, and one used a calculator, one would find that the six seats 
that the conservative side of this Chamber needs to obtain government start to get stretched. 
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Without going through a redistribution process, it is difficult to determine the exact extent of political rorting that 
the Government is endeavouring to carry out through this legislation.  However, it is significant.  I will not give a 
figure in the debate at the moment, but it is significant.  The Government stands to gain a number of seats from 
passing this legislation. 

Interestingly, some members on the other side - not all of them - will benefit from this political rorting.  If I were 
the member for Albany, the member for Geraldton or the member for Collie, I would be thinking very hard about 
whether my first allegiance should be to the Labor Party or to the seat that I represent.  In this case, if members 
in those areas do what they are supposed to do and represent the interests of the communities that elected them, 
that will be in their personal interests as well, because the communities in those areas will be pleased to hear that 
their members are standing up for them in this debate, and they might reflect that in the vote in the forthcoming 
election.  We have had debate on this previously, and the Labor Party’s country members have already indicated 
that they will desert their electorates. 

The bottom line is that this legislation introduced by the Labor Party will transfer eight country seats to the 
metropolitan area.  There will be less country representation, and eight more politicians will be in Perth.  The 
bottom line is that this legislation smells; it is putrid.  It reeks of political manipulation.  It is being put forward 
for blatant political gain on behalf of the Labor Party.  It is for these reasons that the Liberal Party and the other 
opposition parties have said that we will oppose this legislation to the hilt.  We will do everything in this 
Chamber to defeat this legislation.  If at the end of the day the Government persists, we will continue to push for 
a referendum so the people can decide. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [1.18 pm]:  This is the most serious Bill that has hit 
this place in the 15 years that I have been a member.  It has one purpose, and that is to turn country people into 
second-class citizens.  This Bill will do that; it will turn country people into second-class citizens. 

Mr Dean:  In Bunbury it won’t. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Bunbury will vanish.  Bunbury and Collie will become the same seat.  The member sitting 
beside the member for Bunbury is making Collie a suburb of Bunbury. 

Mr Dean:  What about Mitchell in between?  Will that disappear as well? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The same argument applies. 

Mr Dean:  So the three seats will disappear? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes.   

Mr McGinty:  You are a magician, Max.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  I am glad that I am a magician. 

Mr McGinty:  Anyone who can work that sort of magic must be a magician. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs’ presentation on the Labor Party’s plan was a work of 
magic.  This is the Labor Party’s Bill, not ours.  Electoral reform should be about fairness of representation.  The 
voting system of one vote, one value is the core rule in any western civilisation.   

Mr Carpenter:  I think we are in for a logical inconsistency.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  The Labor Party’s Bill is logically inconsistent.  The Labor Party says that this Bill is for a 
system of one vote, one value; however, it introduces a vote weighting of 10 per cent in the metropolitan area 
and 20 per cent in the north.  The Government wants to introduce that 20 per cent vote weighting system to the 
north because those seats belong to the Labor Party.   

The system of one vote, one value is the premise of every voting system in western civilisation.  If that is all that 
matters, we might as well take all the names from the Western Australian telephone directory and divide them by 
57; that would give us equal representation.  If members of the Labor Party believe in that argument, that is what 
they should do.  Why should it do anything else?  It can have one person in Albany, another in Girrawheen and 
another in Northam.  If the argument were purely about one vote, one value, why would the Labor Party not do it 
that way?   

It does not do it that way because the member for Fremantle, for example, likes to represent the community of 
interest in Fremantle.  Fremantle has particular issues that are important to Fremantle, and Avon has particular 
issues that are important to Avon; that is why we have districts.  That is also why the whole system in the United 
Kingdom, western Europe and the United States has the principle of one vote, one value.  However, all those 



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

 p2731b-2747a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Deputy Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Tony 

McRae; Mr Matt Birney; Speaker 

 [11] 

countries deviate from the base principle of a set of parameters.  The community of interest is one of those key 
parameters.   

In the United Kingdom, Tony Blair is vigorously fighting the conservatives who are using the dead opposite 
argument of that used by the ALP.  The conservatives support a strict one vote, one value process and the Labour 
Party wants vote weighting.  Why is that the case?  

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  It might interest members on the other side to know that Scotland, Wales and Ireland have 
traditionally been over-represented in the English Parliament by the one vote, one value system.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  The Labour Party in the United Kingdom fought bitterly on that issue.  Three or four years 
ago, the UK Labour Party produced a major publication on this issue that strongly supported vote weighting.  At 
the time Labour was fighting John Major, who was going hell for leather for what the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs would call a one vote, one value system.  The Labour Party, headed by Tony Blair, argued for the 
opposite.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I do not want to raise this matter at this stage; however, I will.  
Members opposite should refer to the member speaking as the Leader of the National Party or the member for 
Avon, not Max.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Maybe they are just saying, “Go to the max”!  The points that have been made by way of 
interjection are fair.  The Labor Party’s Bill is straight out of Graham Richardson’s right wing ALP New South 
Wales text book.  This legislation is about giving the advantage to the Labor Party, and nothing else.  If the 
Labor Party principle were applied, and if our Premier and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom are such 
great friends, why are their arguments poles apart? 

Mr Carpenter:  They are not.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  They are.  Each of us who speaks in the debate in this House will talk about vested interests.  
In the United Kingdom Tony Blair is fighting for vote weighting because it is to the advantage of the Labour 
Party to do so.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is arguing for his system of one vote, one value because in the 
Graham Richardson book of political rules it is in Labor’s interest.  This Bill suits the Labor Party’s interests and 
its vested position.  The minister will bat for it until the cows come home.   

I will move on because, unlike other speakers, I do not have unlimited time.  The debate about representation 
should be about fair representation.  It should include the concepts of fairness and community of interest; 
however, this Bill totally removes those concepts.  The current electoral system should represent all Western 
Australians.  Any change to that system of representation should be made by the people, not by members of 
Parliament.  As members of Parliament, there is no difference in our debating this issue and debating our own 
superannuation; we have a vested interest.  The public goes berserk about our debating our own salaries and 
superannuation benefits, yet, we are debating the power of this place, and our vested interests.  

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call those to my right to order. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do not mind how they carry on. 

Mr Carpenter interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is fair enough, and nor should it be, because the Labor Party’s position was foolish.  I 
would love to debate it, but I do not have the time.  

Mr Carpenter:  If you hand over your superannuation cheque to me, I will be happy to debate it at any time.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  If I could have an extension of time, I would be happy to enter into that debate.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The time allocated to the Leader of the National Party is limited.  I would prefer 
members on the right not to speak across the benches, and to allow the member for Avon to make his point.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do not want to back off that debate.  I would be happy to have that debate.  I have served 
as a non-voting member on a superannuation board for some 15 years; it is a topic about which I have some 
knowledge.  I will not debate that issue now because I have only a limited time to debate this Bill.   

I will talk about adequate representation.  The other day I listened to someone who rang a talkback radio 
program.  He said that an oxymoron existed because although the country regions produce the vast majority of 
the wealth of this State, a list of the poorest localities in the State includes Pingelly, Gingin, Boyup Brook, 
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Albany, Nannup, Beverley, Denmark, Murchison and Toodyay.  Three of those localities are in my electorate.  
He said that the situation is nonsense and that it does not make sense for those communities to be broke if all the 
money is made in the country areas.  It does make sense because the political representation does not allow those 
communities to keep the money.   

Back in the 1980s, when the previous droughts struck this State, I visited the tiny community of Trayning and 
examined its financial situation.  During the middle of a drought that community of some 900 people earned 
$20 million.  However, the community could not keep enough money from the $20 million to keep its doors 
open.  Why?  The Government made a decision to take that $20 million away.   

The issue of representation is critical.  Members are partly right; to a large extent country people do have 
themselves to blame.  If 26 per cent of the population cast their vote over a spread of eight political parties, they 
will not be represented; they will be left in the wilderness.  

Mr Ripper:  They should all vote for Labor. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  They would be better to do that than do what they are doing now.  At least they would then 
have a Labor Party member representing the rural areas.  In the future, they will have no-one to represent them.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  This place has had some good members on both sides, as well as some bloody awful ones.  
The member is right to say that my comments show some lack of balance. 

Mr Ainsworth:  Some of those old-fashioned country Labor representatives would fight tooth and nail to keep 
the vote weighting we currently have in this House, because of the special needs of the electorate they 
represented in the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have no doubt that if Ken McIver were alive today he would be in my office, as he used to 
be, saying, “Maxie, this is one point you can’t lose.”  He was a great man.  However, I am getting off the point. 

This Bill will disfranchise a great number of people with diverse interests, and no greater a group of people than 
the Aboriginals.  There is one Aboriginal member in the House and she stands every chance of losing her seat 
under this Bill.  All members are as pleased as punch that she was elected to the House.  I sat in the Chamber, 
listened to her maiden speech and was very moved by it.  It is fantastic that she represents that seat.  However, 
that counts for nothing in this Bill.  The only thing that matters to the minister is numbers.  The attitudes of 
people and where they come from are of no consequence to him. 

Mr Birney interjected. 

Mr McRae:  Be careful, member for Kalgoorlie, about your throwaway line.  You are a disgrace.  You are a 
racist. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr OMODEI:  The member should withdraw that remark. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I ask the member for Riverton to withdraw that statement, as it reflects 
on the member for Kalgoorlie. 

Mr McRAE:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr TRENORDEN:  My earlier point was correct: country people have become second-class citizens.  The 
minister will think this is a joke but to me it is not: when I visit my electorate people ask me when we will debate 
the one vote, one value Bill because their vote is of no value.  I hear that everywhere I go.  I do not say it.  
Members will find not one press release of mine that says that.  However, that is what my constituents are saying 
to me.  That is how they feel about it. 

The minister’s Bill is a rationalist Bill.  It is an absolutely peak, rationalist Bill.  It takes into account neither 
fairness and community interests nor the difficulties of communication.  The minister loves to talk to me about 
communications in my electorate.  People in Beverley, which is a stone’s throw outside the metropolitan area, 
cannot operate the Internet.  I have asked my secretary to ask all callers to my office for their e-mail address.  
The minister will probably laugh about this too: when that question was asked of three people they said they did 
not use airmail any more because it was not available to them.  That indicates the height of consciousness of e-
mail; it is not available to them so they do not think about it.  They can plug in and turn on their computers but 
they take forever - a whole day - to connect to the Internet.  It is therefore not an option.  They cannot 
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communicate by e-mail with me.  They can communicate by phone but most cannot communicate by mobile 
phone.  In the bulk of my electorate mobile phones do not work. 

Mr Omodei:  What about pony express? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is good.  However, there is a drought in rural areas and we cannot feed the horses. 

Mr Acting Speaker, this Bill will take seats out of country areas, which will take away the diversity of 
representation.  It could be argued that we should all be representing our electorates.  A good friend of mine in 
my electorate - when I was thinking about euthanasia - argued that only lawyers should be able to be elected as 
members of Parliament. 

Mr Ripper:  That is a terrible argument. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I agree. 

Mr McGinty:  When you were thinking of euthanasia, you were thinking of applying it to her! 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes, because I believe if one’s mind has gone that far it is probably time for it!  However, 
some people in the community hold that view.  A great aspect about any Parliament in the western world is the 
diversity that it brings into the Chamber.  I am not talking about bringing in political parties because that is the 
worst aspect of western politics.  However, I will not debate political parties because they do form.  When the 
debate over a republic occurred and we sent independent members galore across to the old Canberra House of 
Representatives, they formed political parties in five minutes. 

Diversity of representation is a very important point, which is why I am pleased to see a female of Aboriginal 
ancestry elected to this place.  That must be a good thing and I am sure that is every member’s view.  However, 
it is a terrible thing that diversity will cease with this Bill.  There can be no debate that the current system is 
unfair because by the end of this Government’s term the Australian Labor Party would have been in government 
for 12 out of 20 years.  That is reasonably fair to the Labor Party.  The old electoral system, therefore, cannot be 
argued for politically - Labor versus the other side, and I am unsure whether that should be the argument - but if 
the Government wants to argue that, it is the Labor Party that is winning, not us. 

Mr McRae interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The member can go back as far as he likes. 

Another point that concerns me about the Bill - again the minister brushed this matter off when he was good 
enough to brief the National Party - is that the commissioner may decide to put Midland and Northam or 
Armadale and Beverley in the same electorates.  That concerns me because the community interest -  

Mr Whitely interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  A lot more in common than Armadale and Beverley. 

Mr Whitely:  What about Kalgoorlie and Boulder?  They have lots in common.  It is a mighty little electorate.  
You are defending that rubbish. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Talking about rubbish, I suggest the member for Roleystone go to Kalgoorlie one day 
because he might stop talking drivel about the difference between Kalgoorlie and Eyre.  The member is saying 
that the situation for people who live on a station 100 kilometres out of Kalgoorlie or Leonora is the same as it is 
for those living in Kalgoorlie.  Kalgoorlie has many more services than those places.  The member’s drop-kick 
argument is absolute drivel.  Mr Acting Speaker, I will run out of time and I do want to keep going. 

Mr Birney:  Ask for an extension. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I will ask for a 10-minute extension and I may go well beyond that.  With the other electoral 
system, including the one that the Opposition loves to throw at us is the federal House of Representatives where 
Tasmania and the Northern Territory get special consideration.  We all know what happens in the Senate.  
Talking about the Senate, in reality do members expect that if there were just one Australian electorate in the 
Senate, a member who lived in Wentworth would bat for the interests of someone who lived in Dalkeith?  Do 
members believe that would happen?  The answer is no, it would not.  However, members believe it will happen 
in the State.  I can tell members that it will not happen that way.  What will happen is that the divide and 
bitterness between city and country will be even greater. 

Mr Whitely:  Not in my bit of country. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do not represent the member’s piece of country. 

It occurred to me when I read The Weekend Australian that disconnection is a terrible and bitter thing and it is 
happening all over Australia.  I read a story in The Weekend Australian, a very Sydney-centric newspaper, about 
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Akubra hats, moleskin trousers, boots, kangaroos and horses.  Readers love the symbols but they do not love 
country people.  That is now a very sad but true statement about Australia.  It was announced last week that the 
kangaroo is the greatest known symbol in the world, better known than the Eiffel Tower.  How many kangaroos 
are there in Gosnells? 

Mr Whitely interjected.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I am sorry, there are a few in Gosnells.  There are a couple of rabbits there as well.   

The point I make is that those icons that Australians - not only me - in the heart of Sydney hold dear, 
representing Banjo Patterson and Henry Lawson, are a part of that disconnection.  The bitterness between city 
and country areas is growing, and this Bill will perpetuate that feeling.  People will feel absolutely lost in this 
sea.  I do not want to speak for the member for Roe because he can speak for himself.  However, I make the 
point that when he drives from Esperance to Lake Grace, he travels 450 kilometres in a direct line on the road if 
he does not go left or right.  Lake Grace is actually closer to Perth than it is to Esperance, which is in the 
member’s electorate. 

Mrs Hodson-Thomas:  They do not care about that. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I know they do not care about it.  I live a stone’s throw over the hills, but I drive a minimum 
of 60 hours a month.  I know that does not matter to government members, but that is what I do.  I have one of 
the smallest electorates outside the metropolitan area.  

Mr Dean:  It is not as small as mine. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  No, it is not as small as the member for Bunbury’s electorate.  It is not as small as Geraldton 
or Albany.  However, it is smaller than most.  That disconnection will be the cause of great bitterness.  
Unfortunately, the political party that will suffer the pain as a result of this will not be the Labor Party; it will be 
the Greens (WA).  The Greens are already heavily disliked in country areas.  At least members of the Labor 
Party had the decency to say that they wanted to do something like this; the Greens members did not.  Three of 
them were elected to represent rural regions; yet they are voting to get rid of representation.  They are paying a 
major price in those areas, and somewhat unfairly, because it is not their Bill.  Nevertheless, they decided that 
they wanted to be in the game, and they will pay the price for it.   

The argument that the efforts of country people will be replaced by technology is a nonsense.  I hope the minister 
now accepts that it is a nonsense argument.  If anyone is to be replaced by technology, it should be the minister, 
for whom the technology works; not me, for whom the technology does not work.  

Mr Carpenter:  We will make it work.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Who will make it work? 

Mr Carpenter:  We will make it work.  We will get good representation.  You have given us a catalogue of 
neglected country electorates.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Two weeks after pigs fly! 
Mr Carpenter:  We can do that, too, given enough time. 
Mr TRENORDEN:  On the point about knowledge, only a few weeks ago - 
Mr Ripper:  Pigs seem to have other business than flying according to The West Australian.  
Mr TRENORDEN:  I am not sure whether we have a Minister for Small Business - 
Mr Ripper:  We do. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Only a few weeks ago the Minister for Small Business stood in this place and talked about 
the difficulties that small business is facing in this State.  Last year $1 billion of income from grain did not come 
in from the previous year.  Did the minister mention for one tick that $1 billion was not circulating in the 
Western Australian economy?  No, he did not because he did not know that; and he would not know it today.  
The reason he does not know that is that he lives in Perth.  He would not have a clue what happened in those 
areas.  
Mr McNee:  Nor would he care. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is right.  That is the fundamental point.  This place would not have debated this year’s 
adverse conditions had the members of the National Party not raised the issue.  That is what occurred.  That 
cannot happen with the new Parliament. 

Mr Carpenter:  Can’t you get elected under the new regime?   
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Mr TRENORDEN:  It will not happen. 
Mr Carpenter:  Why can’t you get elected?   

Mr TRENORDEN:  We will need five seats.   

Mr Ainsworth:  I told you before that it is not about party politics. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  A party needs five seats in this place before it can raise an issue.  There will be no party 
with five seats other than the ALP and the Liberals.  The best we can get is four seats.  I said earlier - 

Mr Carpenter:  You will get there. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  My seat will be in Merredin - 

Mr Carpenter:  How many seats do you want? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Under the Government’s plans, my seat will comprise Merredin, Northam and Narrogin.  

Mr Whitely:  How many seats do you want? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Three members cover that area now.  

Mr Whitely interjected. 

Mr Omodei:  The member is talking to you.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do not want to listen to him.  He is one of the rabbits.  Myxomatosis obviously does not 
work, so we should go for another system.  The old shotgun was good; that got a pretty sudden result.   

It is true that $1 billion did not flow through Western Australia.  It is true that some businesses are feeling the 
effect of the $1 billion that is not in the system.  Why did the Minister for Small Business not recognise that 
point?  He did not know.  

Mr Carpenter:  I think he did know.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  If he did know, why did he not mention it?  He spoke about bankruptcies and the number of 
small firms going into bankruptcy.  He went through the goods and services tax and a number of other issues.  
However, did he talk about the $1 billion from agriculture that did not come into the State? 

Mr D’Orazio:  Did you come in here and talk about the GST and the effect on small businesses in your area?  

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes, and I do support the GST.  

Mr D’Orazio:  Exactly, and that has destroyed all small businesses.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  No, it has not.  Destroyed all small businesses, good grief!   

A number of years ago I was lucky enough to go to Chile.  There are very unhappy people in Chile.  Allende was 
elected to power with 30 per cent of the vote and took control of Chile.  Then Pinochet, who was not elected at 
all, came to power and took control of that country.  Both leaders proved to be disasters for Chile.  Labor Party 
members were elected to this House with 37 per cent of the vote.  The Greens members were elected to the other 
place with six per cent of the vote.  However, those two parties will now change the political landscape in this 
State.   

Mr Whitely:  You got nine per cent of the seats with three per cent of the vote.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is not true.  The point is that members of the National Party run in seven or eight seats.  
The Government wants to divide our vote between 57 seats.  We listen to that argument all the time, but that is 
not the point.  If there were one vote, one value in the seats we run in, all of us would have won our seats.  It is 
as simple as that.   

Mr Whitely:  With less than one-quarter of the primary vote you won your seat! 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes.  There were 13, 11 and eight candidates in those electorates.  That is what happens 
when there is a high number of candidates.   

As all members know, we are totally opposed to the Bill.  It will provide the opportunity for the Labor Party to 
win government out of the metropolitan area, and not ever have to worry about winning another country seat.  I 
am not saying that the Labor Party will not try to win country seats, because it will.  However, in theory, it gives 
the Labor Party that opportunity.  The eight seats that will go from country areas will go into this area.   

We are most things in the country areas that we represent.  Merredin, Narrogin and Northam have very few 
federal officers.  I would like to know what percentage of complaints are from people who come through my 
door and complain about state and federal agencies.  They just do not connect.  Those officers are in the city.  
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Much of my office’s time is spent dealing with matters for which people have no other point of contact.  Some 
people in my electorate live 200 kilometres from my office.  I agree that they could just make a telephone call.  
However, if they live at the bottom end of my electorate, they are still 200 kilometres away if they want to see 
me.  In the future, we might say that it is all right for people to live 500 kilometres away; it is no problem that the 
only way those people will ever contact a member of Parliament is by a telephone call; and there is no problem 
that we represent 40-odd local government bodies, 100 schools and so on. 

We will be opposing this Bill as hard as we can.  The disenchantment in rural Western Australia is immense.  At 
a time when country people are down, this legislation will bring them down even further.  It is sad that the 
Government will not represent its own Bill among country people; it has left it to the Greens (WA). 

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [1.49 pm]:  I note that a number of country Labor Party members are in the Chamber 
and I invite them to stay for my sermon.  I further note, and am pleased, that the Australian Labor Party’s 
number one motormouth, the member for Perth, has rejoined us.  However, I am somewhat disappointed that his 
good friend and fellow motormouth, the member for Riverton, has left us.  Before I talk about the issue of one 
vote, one value, I remind members that the member for Riverton made a disgraceful comment about me earlier 
today.  Here he is! 
Mr Hyde:  Say it to his face! 

Mr BIRNEY:  I will wait until he sits down.  The member for Riverton made a disgraceful slur on my character, 
which Mr Acting Speaker recognised as being unparliamentary.  The member for Riverton appears to have an 
interesting agenda that is unparliamentary.  If he would like to re-engage in the native title debate, I am more 
than happy to accommodate him.   

Today is the darkest day that Western Australia has seen for a long time.  In particular, it is a dark day for the 
people who choose to live and work in country Western Australia.  Those people in country, regional and rural 
Western Australia choose to contribute to the growth and wellbeing of our State.  Today we are faced with a 
chardonnay-set Labor Party.  The St Georges Terrace, city-centralist Labor Party is slapping the faces of people 
who choose to live and work in country Western Australia.  Its members are a filthy little mob of electoral 
maniacs.  Have any Labor Party members been out to country Western Australia and rolled up their sleeves? 

Mr Templeman:  I was born there and I am proud of that. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr BIRNEY:  You might not be there for much longer.  I note once again that some country Labor Party 
members are with us today.  I am interested to hear what they will say during this debate.  When talking about 
the position of the Labor Party on this issue, we are not talking about principles.  It is certainly not a democratic 
crusade on behalf of a Labor Party that is saying it is attempting to represent all Western Australians equally.  
That is certainly not the case today.  Labor Party members have come into this place and have said that the party 
has supported the principle of one vote, one value for many years.  However, there have been frequent chinks in 
Labor Party armour.  In 1986, the Labor Party’s minister for electoral affairs resigned, because he thought the 
Labor Party was only playing games when it came to the issue of electoral affairs, and its members had not taken 
the one vote, one value principle to heart.  That would appear to be the case today.  The Labor Party wants to 
create a gerrymander.  It wants to deliver power to itself for the next 50, 60 or even 70 years at the expense of 
people who choose to live and work in country Western Australia.  If that were not the case, the Labor Party 
would introduce a true one vote, one value system.  If it truly believed in the principle of one vote, one value, the 
Labor Party would introduce not only a clean-cut one vote, one value system in this House, but also in the upper 
House.  Why has this principled political party not done that?  Because it does not believe in that principle.  The 
Government knows that it will receive flak from country Western Australia when this legislation is passed.   

Mr Hyde:  Country people will continue to vote for Labor. 

Mr BIRNEY:  It would sometimes be better if the member for Perth shut up.  That way, people would just think 
he was a bit thick, rather than his proving it by opening his mouth.  The member for Perth would do well to heed 
that advice.   

The Labor Party has introduced a dog’s dinner.  This legislation has a 20 per cent variation.  The idea of dummy 
or non-existent voters is another fantastic concept.  This is an absolute dog’s dinner.  It does not represent one 
vote, one value and I would like the Labor Party to tell me why?  If the Labor Party is slapping country people 
around under the pretence that it will introduce a system of one vote, one value, why will it not introduce that 
system?  Furthermore, why have the State Labor Party’s federal counterparts not spoken about introducing one 
vote, one value in the Senate?  The Senate is a good example of vote weighting.  What is the argument for the 
Senate?  The argument is that if the current system were not in place, less populated States would be drowned 
out by more populous States.  That rings a bell for me, because it would appear that is exactly what is about to 
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happen if these filthy little electoral maniacs get their way.  The Labor Party has all sorts of funny concepts.  In 
New South Wales, a female candidate in the preselection process is given a 20 per cent weighting over a male 
candidate.  Members should also consider the level of union involvement in the Labor Party.  The Labor Party 
hardly stands for the principle of one vote, one value.   

Mr Ainsworth:  They stand for the principle of self-interest, as you know. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Absolutely. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Here we go; another ferocious attack from the goon gallery.  They cannot help themselves.  Being 
attacked by the goon gallery is similar to being savaged by a dead sheep; it does not hurt.  I invite those members 
to continue to amuse themselves.  Some country Labor Party members have said to their local media that one 
vote, one value is not bad and that they have fought really hard and have managed to get a few concessions.  
They say that they have managed to get some dummy voters and might even get another office with another 
photocopier and fax machine.  There is a 20 per cent variation.  Those members are out in their electorates trying 
to defend the indefensible.  My colleague the member for Eyre is doing exactly that in my electorate.  He is 
being belted up, metaphorically speaking, by the voters of Kalgoorlie at every corner.   

Everyone knows that the Labor Party wants to silence country people. 

Opposition members:  Hear, hear! 

Mr BIRNEY:  I guess that is a fairly easy statement to make.  However, why is that the case?  Why is the Labor 
Party intent on silencing country people?  I wonder whether it might be because of its stance on old-growth 
logging down south.  The Government has just put hundreds of people in the dole queues in the electorate of the 
member for Warren-Blackwood.  I wonder whether the Labor Party’s stance on native title might be the reason it 
is trying to desert country Western Australia, because it knows that its policies are not in tune with country 
people. 

Mr Hyde:  Save him for 3.00 am when we can really do him! 

Mr BIRNEY:  I hope not!  The Labor Party has said that it has a mandate.  I will address that issue.  If the Labor 
Party is hell-bent on introducing this one vote, one value policy, why was material from the ALP on this issue 
absent during the election campaign?  I do not remember going out to my letterbox and finding a brochure which 
said that if Labor won power, it would knock off eight country seats and stick them in the city.  Where did the 
information come from?  It came from the Liberal and National Parties.  That is how people found out about this 
disgraceful little policy of one vote, one value. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER (Mr Riebeling):  Order, members! 

Mr BIRNEY:  Labor Party members were cowering under their office desks.  They were too frightened to 
campaign hard on the issue of one vote, one value.  It is now a foregone conclusion that the Government’s 
submission to the Commission on Government contained the information that should have been conveyed to the 
entire electorate.  The Labor Party should have done its letter box drops.  The Premier should have gone on 
television to tell electors that eight country seats will be knocked off and put in the city.  With all the talk about a 
mandate, anyone who is uninformed might have thought that the Government only went to the electorate with 
one issue - that of one vote, one value.  The policy of one vote, one value was strangely absent from Labor Party 
election material.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  
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