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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 September. 
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.13 pm]: Over the years, this house has received for its 
contemplation all sorts of bills that are meritorious and hold out the promise of making a great contribution to the 
statute book of Western Australia for the benefit of the people of Western Australia. The bill before us today, the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2020, ain’t one of them—no siree! No, no! I am at a loss to understand initially what on earth 
the government is doing with this bill. It has taken a little bit of reflection and research to try to answer that question. 
Other members might have found it much the same, so I propose to all members in this place that we now accompany 
each other on an expedition to delve into what this bill is trying to do and why, and whether it should receive our support. 
I commence by offering on behalf of the opposition our view that the bill does not merit support. Unlike the most 
optimistic curate’s egg, it is not even good in parts. A decent bill brought before this house arrives here because there 
has been a process to develop it—a proper process of policy development involving consultation with interested 
parties. When it comes to an electoral amendment bill, the scope of those who are interested parties is very broad 
indeed. We will see in due course that the bill is deficient in that area. We will also look for the other things we 
expect in a bill, including that there is some policy reason why it needs to be introduced and why the measures 
contained therein need to be adopted and enshrined into legislation. We will search for some redeeming elements. 
There is an expectation that a bill that is brought to this place will somehow contribute to our statute book in a way that 
benefits the people of Western Australia. There is an expectation that a bill that is introduced into this place is prompted, 
in large part, by the need to address a deficiency, to make redress of some wrong, or to provide for some need that is not 
being met. On all of these counts and many more, this bill fails miserably. I know there might be one or two members 
and their associates on the crossbench who might be open to contemplate why on earth they should support this 
bill, in whole or in part. Part of my purpose in leading this second reading debate is to help members explore the 
ins and outs of this bill and what is behind it. What is going to be the net result of it being enshrined in law? What will 
the outcomes be? Members will soon be able to judge for themselves whether those outcomes are individually or jointly 
desirable—desirable from the point of view of the people of Western Australia, and democracy and political practice in 
Western Australia—or whether they are motivated by some other, less worthy, base motivations. We will discover 
in due course what may be behind what the government proposes. We will test whether the government is capable of 
any sort of candour in declaring what is behind all this and we will examine the various clauses of the bill. I propose to 
raise a number of questions now, in the course of the second reading debate, that I hope the minister might be able to 
answer satisfactorily. I have asked a lot of these questions before and I have not had any answers. There is a challenge 
right now for the minister. He is not here in a representative capacity. Our minister here, our colleague, is the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs. I do not know what he did to upset “St Mark” somewhere along the line, but that is what he is, and 
he is responsible for this bill. He has to tell this house why it is required and why it merits support; so far, that information 
has not been forthcoming in a way that could give one any form of confidence whatsoever. 
I will come to the provisions of the bill in due course and, as I say, I will be posing some questions as we go. I am 
pretty sure that that will not obviate the need to go into Committee of the Whole House. Unless the bill is defeated 
at its second reading vote, we will be going into the committee stage; I can guarantee members that. Perhaps some 
of these questions will need to be put again and again, because I do not think the government is going to come up 
with any better answers than the non-answers we have received thus far. 
Let us look at the background of electoral affairs here in Western Australia. Not so long ago I read a quote attributed 
to a former ALP spokesperson for electoral affairs who said that it was a tradition in this Parliament for governments 
to consult with oppositions on electoral reforms. That is news to me. I was here in the days when Hon Jim McGinty 
was Minister for Electoral Affairs. I was here in the days when our former colleague Hon Alan Cadby was here, 
and there were some fairly dramatic changes to electoral laws then. Were they developed in consultation with the 
then opposition? I can assure members they were not. They were created with all sorts of spin attached to them 
about how they were going to be democratic and all the rest of it. The Labor government was trying to dud regional 
Western Australia, in particular, and to dud the parties that represented regional Western Australia, with no 
apology—none whatever. That is what it set out to do, and that is what it did. It is instructive that we have several 
Labor-controlled electorates in some regions where we find the phenomenon that was introduced at that time of 
phantom voters.  
That is the ALP’s history when it comes to declaring equal votes for all Western Australians. It was done to advantage 
the Labor Party politically. That is not my rhetoric; that is what history shows us. It was done to impact adversely 
on regional Western Australia and its representatives. Members representing regional Western Australia need to 
be reminded of that as they contemplate their position on this bill. Fortunately, I am not the only one here who knows 
where some of the bodies are buried. Serendipitously, the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Peter Collier, is himself 
a former Minister for Electoral Affairs. He has substantial knowledge, historical and direct, about how electoral 
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reforms should be progressed. He progressed some, and there was not then the opposition that we are about to see 
in respect of the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. 

What is the history of this bill and of the Labor Party in government? When the bill came into this place, we of course 
heard the second reading speech, and I will refer back to it from time to time, as one should. One of the opening 
remarks in that speech is something that I just have to highlight. In the second sentence the minister said, without 
any sense of irony — 

Western Australian electors deserve to know that those with the deepest pockets should not be able to spend 
their way to influence an election. This bill will ensure the public have confidence in the accountability, 
transparency and integrity of elections in Western Australia. 

Honestly; butter would not melt in his mouth! Something I have found from long observation of the Labor Party 
in government—my earliest political involvement goes back to the Burke days—is that one has to watch out for what 
Labor members are pontificating about, or against, because the most likely thing is that they are up to it themselves. 
If that sort of hypocrisy is, in fact, on display in these matters, what confidence can members in this place have in 
supporting this bill? If members are not already acquainted with that reality—they will be, shortly—they ought to 
pause in their ultimate decision on whether to second read this bill. 
Because of the position I hold in Parliament, I generally do not have a frontline political role, but I noticed as the 
Liberal Party went into opposition in 2017 that there did not seem to be a designated spokesperson allocated for 
electoral affairs. I said to our then leader, “Look, do you want me to keep an eye on this? I’ve seen a few of these 
issues come and go over the years.” That was accepted, so that is why I am in charge of this bill. It is not unusual 
for a Deputy President in opposition to be in charge of a bill, of course, particularly in a representative role, but 
that is why I am looking after this bill. I am not normally involved in the hurly-burly of politics at a portfolio level, 
as members know. That gives me the opportunity to stand back and look at how the political landscape is developing 
and shaping, and how governments and oppositions respectively are performing. I think I have enough background 
to know when I have to view things with a degree of circumspection. 
When this term started off, I made informal contact with the then Minister for Electoral Affairs and we had some 
discussions. It was pretty obvious to me then that nothing was going to happen unless, of course, we came along 
and suggested that something might happen, so that the government could be confident of the support necessary 
to get measures through the upper house. Members who observe what goes on in another place might have noticed 
that just yesterday no less a character than the Attorney General referred to members in this place as dinosaurs; 
I take that as a term of affection, so God bless him! But members in the other place do not like the upper house. They 
do not like the upper house because we presume to hold them to account and we regularly take their legislation 
apart, put it back together in some sort of order, and send pages and pages of amendments back to them, so for a whole 
lot of reasons, they do not like us. But we have an important job to do, and the then Minister for Electoral Affairs 
acknowledged that and was pragmatic enough to note that unless it is something the government can be damn sure 
that we will go along with, why would he waste his time with so-called electoral reform, in whatever shape that 
might take? 
Members in minor parties, on the crossbench and Independents might feel a bit miffed about that. I hope I am not 
miffing anyone, because I am not a purveyor of miffedness, I hope! However, the brutal truth is that some people 
have worked out that if the government and the opposition in the upper house get together and decide on a course 
that requires an absolute majority in the upper house, they can just get on and do it, and the minor parties and 
Independent members do not matter—cast them to one side. That is the brutal truth; not that that is a view I have 
ever held or exhibited, but it is exhibited by some. 
The Labor Party, I think, understands this and understands it only too well. I can go back to before the turn of the 
century and recall conversations I had with—what do they call them—powerbrokers in the Labor Party. All these 
plans were being put forward: “What do you want to do about this minor party and that minor party? Aren’t they 
a nuisance?” and all the rest of it. I do not know how many times I have been sent proposals from certain interested 
parties—hangers-on, perhaps—in the political sphere on the Labor side, imploring me to go along with proposals 
that would change our electoral system. They have given me statistics and tables; they have sometimes even shown 
me bar graphs to illustrate the points that they were putting forward. They have even pointed out that if we were 
to go along with their pet project, guess what would happen? On their modelling, the Liberal Party would pick up 
some seats in the upper house, probably at the expense of the Nats. The Labor Party might do the same with some 
of its sometime fellow travellers, who I think have woken up to the Labor Party a bit better now. They have expected 
me to go along with that. They have expected me to put that up as policy. They have expected me to go along to 
my party room and say, “Look, I’ve got an idea. About how we dud the Nats?” Some of my country colleagues might 
think that that is potentially not a bad idea, but, of course, I would never contemplate that. I have to disappoint 
them because I am not interested. 
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The fact of the matter is we have heard all the bleating in the world. Jeez, we have heard some bleating from the front 
bench of the ALP in government! They are never happy. They are never satisfied. They are bleating about how on 
earth they did not get the numbers in the upper house after their very strong showing at the last state election in 2017, 
in which they got—what? 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No. Statewide, they got about 47 per cent of the vote, I think. 
Hon Peter Collier: It was 37. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It was a very high vote historically for them; very much a high watermark. I hope it is 
a high watermark because it is up to our chins! Yet, they are not happy; they do not have a majority in the upper 
house. They do not even have 47 per cent in the upper house because they did not get 47 per cent of the vote in the 
upper house, did they? No. The built-in insurance policy that Western Australian voters have always given themselves 
is that a lot of people voted differently for the upper house. I think the former electoral affairs minister was saying 
that they got about 37 per cent in the upper house. If we do a rough calculation, how many seats did they get in 
here? It was about 14, I think. It was 14 out of 36. Hello! It sounds to me that under their valued system of proportional 
representation, I would say that 14 seats out of 36 sounds like a very generous 37 per cent return; in fact, a bit better. 
Look at what the Greens got. 
Hon Alison Xamon: It’s proportionate. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It is directly proportionate, in round figures, to their representation in this place. The Nats 
are a bit hard to calculate because they did not compete in all six regions; nonetheless, we can draw parallels there as 
well. One Nation, as well, did not achieve members returning from every region, but, as it happens, their proportional 
return of members out of the total is directly proportional to their vote. We could even get down to individuals in 
the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party to see some similarities. 
But for how long did the poor old Labor Party front bench spend moaning in this house after 17 March? I would have 
thought they would have been more cheerful after 17 March. They were moaning and moaning and moaning that 
they did not have control in the upper house in their own right. Neither should they have, because the people of 
Western Australia did not give it to them; yet, at the same time, they have been running amok down in another place, 
where they got 40 per cent, or something, of the vote—I think it was about 47 per cent—and they got 68 per cent 
of the seats. They are grizzling that they did not get an adequate return on the vote that they got and that the system 
is all wrong. I would be quite happy if they did have 47 per cent of the seats in the lower house at this time—absolutely 
happy—and it would serve them jolly well right, too. But they do not; they have 68 per cent. A bit of tweaking 
happened with a few by-elections and so on, but they certainly cannot grizzle about their return in another place. 
A couple of observations need to be made about that, all within the context of this bill. The first thing it tells us is 
that the ALP is never satisfied. It does not come with the attitude that I saw exhibited by Richard Court in our 
party room in 1997, when he said, “Look, I think they’re reduced to about 11 members. I do not want to see anyone 
on our side lording it over them.” That is what he said. I was there to hear him say it. But, of course, as a family 
the Courts are well known for their dignity, propriety and sense of proportion. Similar sentiments were expressed 
by Colin Barnett in 2013 after a similar landslide result in our favour. But do we get that from the Labor Party 
when it comes into power? No. There is no sense of that. They just want to stick the boot in, be the bullies that 
they are. When they have us outnumbered 41 to a dozen, or whatever it is we have lately, no—no quarter there—
they are not satisfied with that. They want to take more. They do not care about balance between government 
and opposition—balance in a Parliament. They are not concerned about proportion. No. It is all about power, 
power, power. 
To the question of whether we want to hop into bed, or propose to hop into bed—because it has to be at our initiative 
apparently—with these people and do we want to accept the glittering prize that we might take a seat or two off 
the Nats, in each case I have said, “No, thank you; not interested.” Has anyone ever heard me grizzle or complain 
about the Labor Party’s 47 per cent vote that gave it 68 per cent of the seats in the Assembly? I am not complaining 
now and I never have. That is the system. When a party gets a thumping result, it happens to pick up quite a few seats 
with a variety of margins, from close calls to safe seats. That is the system. Similarly, that is the system in the upper 
house. I am not grizzling about that either. I will leave it to the Labor Party to grizzle about that. If there is one party, 
despite the several others here, that has a membership proportionate to the vote that it got, which was actually dudded 
in the views of some, it is the Liberal Party. The vote for the Liberal Party at the last election was abysmal because 
electors were fed up with us and they wanted to give us a good thumping. By jingo, they certainly did. Our challenge 
of course, as a political party that forms government from time to time—we are always looking forward to working 
closely with potential colleagues in coalition, in an environment of mutual respect and common purpose—is that 
we got nine seats out of 36 in this house, or 25 per cent cold. Our result was bloomin’ awful. But even our result 
was not that bad. It was not that low; it was not 25 per cent. But, again, have we grizzled that we missed out on 
some seats that we thought we would win—number 2 in East Metro and others like that? No, we have not because 
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that is the system. We take the good with the bad, and ultimately the electorate decides what the make-up of this 
Parliament will look like. There is no point in taking any comfort from silly sentiments such as, “The electorate 
got it wrong.” The electorate never gets it wrong! If members think the electors got it wrong, see the previous rule, 
because they are the ones who have the only say that counts. 
I have pledged to this house and anyone observing this debate that the Parliamentary Liberal Party owns the result 
that it suffered at the last election, and that gives us a base to move forward. While we do that, there are others who 
do not have our best interests at heart, which is tragic. But we will see how much of that is on display as we work 
through this political Electoral Amendment Bill. The first Minister for Electoral Affairs in the McGowan Labor 
government—or, as it is now, the McGowan socialist Labor government—came and went without troubling the 
scorer. I think the WA Labor Party decided at its last annual state conference to put “socialism” back in its platform; 
it is a socialist party. That was adopted at its last annual conference, in between walkouts and what have you! He 
had a perfect score—no foul-ups in the electoral affairs portfolio whatsoever. There were no slip-ups, no aborted 
operations and no problems—because he did not do anything! Then of course we got electoral affairs minister 
number 2, who is the incumbent minister. I thought, “That’s good; here’s a chap I can talk to.” I could talk to the 
other bloke quite well; the member for Cannington is my local member. We talk quite often when we run into each 
other. He trusts me on electoral matters—he has told me so. I looked him in the eye and said, “Bill, I’m not going 
to vote for you at the next election.” He said, “Simon, I know I can rely on you when you tell me that”! One thing 
you can trust in this game is when someone looks you in the eye and says, “I’m not going to vote for you.” 

Hon Alison Xamon: You know they’re not lying. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: You know they are not lying in that case. 

I know that the Acting President does not want me to digress too far from the bill, but on matters electoral, I wondered 
secretly: does he vote for me? I will not be going around again so I guess we will never find out! 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I can tell you now he never has! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: How would you know? Are you “caucused” on these matters? Is there a show-and-tell 
matter in your polling booths? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: You can rest assured he would never vote for you; and he will not be, as the member 
has indicated. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Does he put me last? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: He follows the ticket. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Where does he put me—ahead or behind the Greens, do you think? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: He is a good party man; he follows the ticket. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Martin Aldridge): Order, members! Perhaps we can return our concentration 
to the bill. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sorry I allowed unruly interjections to distract me. It will not happen until it 
occurs again! 

We are onto the new Minister for Electoral Affairs. He is a friend of us all; he is a colleague here in this house and 
I thought: right, now things are going to happen. I asked him some questions. I have not dug out the old Hansard 
to quote from questions without notice. He will probably recall what I asked him because he hardly ever gets any 
questions. He likes to be involved, so I try to involve him. I asked, “What are your plans in the electoral affairs 
portfolio?” He gave me a wonderful answer. His answer was, “Nothing”—he did not have any plans. There was 
nothing at all he could point to. 

Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am paraphrasing a little; I will give the minister that! If this debate lasts much longer 
and I get a chance, I will look up the question and I might stand corrected. But the gist of it was that he did not 
have anything much coming, but they might be working on something. He did not make any reference to any 
specifics that I can recall. But he did say, however, “The McGowan government is always wanting to improve 
things, so if anybody has got any good ideas, we’d love to hear from them.” 

Hon Stephen Dawson: And I never heard from you. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: That is because I did not want you to do anything because so often — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Are you sure it was not because you did not have any good ideas? 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I have plenty of good ideas, but that is another story. He needed some ideas. Obviously, 
he had idle hands and being the devil’s instruments, they have come up with this wretched bill here—so more fool 
me! I could have told him things to do. I could have told him where to go. I could have done all sorts of things. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Are you sure you would have told me where to go? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Never, my friend. 

The one thing I could rely on was this: as a former ALP opposition spokesperson for electoral affairs, who has 
now gone on to much higher office, used to claim, “We insist, in the ALP, that any changes to electoral laws should 
be done on a bipartisan basis.” Does the minister remember that person saying that? I wonder whether he does. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I do not recall. I am thinking about it, but I do not recall the statement being made. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: He got up here in this house and said that it is always done on a bipartisan basis, and 
unruly people, like me, said, “That’s news to us because you’ve never exhibited that in the past.” But how reassured 
I was because that now senior member of the ALP said, “The way forward is that we’re going to have a tradition 
that it’s always done on a bipartisan basis”—no shonkiness, no dirty dealing—none of that. Even if the subtext 
was, “How can we do over the minor parties?”, at least there would have been bipartisan arrangement. That was 
reassuring. The current minister said, “Come and let us know if you’ve got any ideas; otherwise, I’m too busy with 
the environment portfolio to worry about it.” Next thing you know we get rumblings from the crossbench: “We’re all 
being approached about bills about disclosure laws and things like that.” Nobody ever said boo to me or anybody 
else in the Liberal Party. Right from the start we are seeing that the bipartisan tradition is to be betrayed even 
before it was entrenched, after it was asserted—more or less a shame—but before it was put into practice.  
I heard nothing about this except from a whole lot of other people about the town, but no-one came to me to show 
this bipartisanship that the ALP allegedly stands for. Gee, that was useful! It told me what I needed to know up-front. 
The government is trying to do something to advantage itself—that is a given—but it is trying to disadvantage 
the opposition. 
An opposition member: That’s a given too. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It certainly is, and the government never approached us, saying that it had some perfectly 
reasonable arrangements, as was said in the second reading speech, about ensuring that the public has confidence 
in the accountability, transparency and integrity of elections in Western Australia. Who could disagree with that 
motherhood statement? If anyone had come to me or the representatives of my party and said, “Here’s what we 
want to do: we want to have some accountability, transparency and integrity of elections in Western Australia”, 
I would have said, “Hey, I’m the electoral affairs spokesman; the coffee’s on me! Let’s sit down and talk about it.” 
It never happened until this bill appeared. There was no consultation with perhaps the biggest individual identifiable 
stakeholder in this state—so much for bipartisanship; so much for playing a straight bat. But, I am happy to say, 
so much for playing true to form and going about things in a way that we knew exactly where the government was 
coming from. That is what we have learnt out of that process so far. 
We were not completely taken by surprise. As I say, we have had many people talking to us to say that the government 
is up to something—it is always up to something, is it not! Where does that flow from, though? Is it about 
accountability? Is it about transparency? Is it about integrity of elections? No! This particular hyena does not change 
its spots. There is always a hidden agenda—one that is unworthy and the government knows it is unworthy. How 
do we know the government knows that it is unworthy? The government seeks to hide it behind a smokescreen of 
spin about how it is doing things with the purest of intentions, such as gold-standard accountability, transparency 
and integrity—all these things that in terms of its reputation are in an increasingly tattered state. 
I have been looking out for the government’s bill. I did not know exactly what was going to be in it, but I had some 
ideas. I was looking out for it from the middle of February this year. That is another time and another place, is it 
not, Mr Acting President? One month before the whole COVID thing made everything very different, members might 
recall it was a different time, a different place and a different political environment here in Western Australia. An 
article was published in the weekend issue of The West Australian of Saturday, 15 February. The article was written 
by Peter Law, the state political editor at The West Australian and he interpreted it in this way. I will selectively 
quote from the article, but it is available for everyone to read. The second paragraph spelt out what the government 
was going to do, but the first paragraph, in its opening lines, said what the government was all about. It reads — 

Clive Palmer would be banned from bankrolling a multimillion-dollar advertising blitz at next year’s 
State lection under a plan by the McGowan Government to cap political donations and campaign spending. 

If members were in my position, sitting down and reading Saturday’s The West Australian, that would pique their 
notice and it certainly piqued mine. It continues — 

New laws to overhaul WA’s political donation rules will be unveiled this year as the mining magnate—
whose attack ads last year targeted Mark McGowan—looms as a potential threat to WA Labor. 
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After spending $80 million on a failed attempt to re-enter Federal Parliament last year, a spokesman for 
Mr Palmer said the billionaire was considering whether to run United Australia Party candidates at next 
year’s March poll. 
Mr McGowan was targeted by the Queensland businessman after he last year threatened to rewrite 
a State agreement to resolve a dispute between the Queensland businessman’s Mineralogy company and 
Chinese-backed CITIC over the expansion of a Pilbara mine. 

The article continues — 
The Premier has walked away from intervening in the longrunning dispute because of the likelihood of 
a costly legal battle. But behind the scenes, his Government is drafting legislation that would likely stop 
individuals such as Mr Palmer from funding a big-spending election campaign next year. 
The reforms — 

What a twee word to use! — 

would deliver on a pre-election promise to introduce election campaign spending caps for candidates and 
political parties, reduce the threshold for disclosure of donations and speed up disclosures. 

Electoral Affairs Minister Stephen Dawson would not reveal the details of the spending cap but said 
legislation to reform donation and disclosure laws would be introduced this year. 

That is interesting, is it not? Here is the first evidence we have of an intention to change electoral legislation after 
the first minister had basically said that he was not interested in doing it and demonstrated that by way of his inaction. 
There was nothing—no imprimatur, no sense of “we have to deliver in this area”, no desire or interest at all. Well 
ahead of this newspaper story, I had asked the present minister whether the government was doing anything and 
he intimated that something might come in due course but he did not know what, and if anyone had any ideas, he 
would love to hear them. That was the record then, and then this article appeared with this sort of announcement. 
This is how this government works. It likes to put its stories out through The West Australian and try to claim the 
agenda that way. What was the total motivation that we can discern through this reporter in this particular story? 
It was about a fight by a Queensland mining magnate who had been targeted by Premier McGowan and felt threatened 
by him. 

The Premier, or the government collectively, decided to do something to neuter this bloke as a political opponent. 
I do not know Clive Palmer from a bar of soap. I have never clapped eyes on him. I am not aware of any association 
he has with anybody in the Liberal Party, despite the strenuous and extraordinary attempts by this government, 
with every resource at its disposal and every spin doctor it can throw into the fray, to try to not only demonise this 
Palmer person, but also link him in the eyes of the public to the Liberal Party. They are trying to kill two birds with 
one stone. Apparently, that is the genesis of this bill. 

It was put to the Minister for Electoral Affairs in this house that the government was bringing in this bill. Somehow, the 
reporter knew about it. I wonder how. It would have come from an official source. When interviewed, Minister Dawson 
would not reveal details. He knew all about it, six months before this bill came to the house. I never heard boo 
about bipartisan things and so on. We eventually got a bill that refers to introducing accountability, transparency, 
integrity, disclosure of this and expenditure caps on that. There is also something about foreign donations, which 
I will come to in due course. 

The root cause of this is base-level politics. It is about a Premier who is not satisfied with his 40 seats in the 
Legislative Assembly. He is not satisfied with that. He wants to annihilate the opposition because he feels so insecure. 
He is determined to do anything. We have an often sycophantic media in Western Australia, but we hear that 
government members actually criticise reporters who do not praise them enough. We have seen all sorts of nauseating 
headlines day after day about how wonderful “Mr 91 Per Cent” is. He is probably up to “Mr 110 Per Cent” by now, 
if there has been another poll. But that is not good enough for the government. Power is not enough; it wants more. 
We have seen so much of that in recent times; the government has been using the COVID-19 excuse to get more 
and more for itself. Hell, I am surprised that the government has not called this a COVID bill and said that it is 
urgent because of COVID-19. Perhaps it will bring forward a COVID-19 electoral bill, which will say that people 
do not have to turn up at a polling booth because they will not practise social distancing. The government will say, 
“People don’t have to go and vote; we’ll just assume that they are voting for us! Hey, I know; we’ll get them to 
run one of those polls that The West runs. That’ll give us 91 per cent of the vote.” That would give the government 
a fair old majority in the upper house! I wonder: is it that much of a joke? When I consider some of the comments 
that have been made by the likes of the Attorney General in recent months, I wonder what sort of excess some of 
these people are ultimately capable of. 

Anyway, it is what it is; we have a bill before us and we have to consider it. However, in the first instance, members 
need to understand a bit of the history. The genesis of this bill is that a mining magnate was being threatened by the 
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Premier and the Premier was worried about how he might retaliate, given his past form. I have stated and will say 
again that the Liberal Party is not in league with Clive Palmer. It is wrong for anyone to identify me or any of my 
colleagues as being in league with this enemy of Western Australia, as he has now been painted. I will not shed any 
tears if I see him spend millions and millions of dollars in a federal election to denigrate the federal Labor opposition 
and Prime Minister Morrison gets up. That will not particularly bother me, but I do know that there is no actual 
conspiracy there. If there was and if he had us professionals doing it, I think there would be better value achieved 
for the money spent! Anyway, we are not involved in that way. The person who is involved with Clive Palmer is 
Mark McGowan. He is involved in a dispute. The Premier was threatening him prior to February this year, and 
then he started worrying about what the results might be. 

Not satisfied with the predominant position that Labor holds in Western Australian politics at the moment, 
Mr McGowan and the Labor Party are determined to squeeze some more out of it. How do they do that? By attacking 
every opposition or non-government party that there is—there are a lot of them in this house—that is not under 
its thumb. I am glad to say that not one of the non-government parties in this house is under the government’s 
thumb. That is not good enough for Mr McGowan and it is not good enough for his colleagues in cabinet. They have 
brought forward this bill. They are going to try to kid us that it is about accountability, transparency and integrity of 
elections when it is nothing of the sort, as we will discover in a moment when I conclude my introductory remarks 
and move on to some of the specific clauses in the bill. 

Before we do that, let us just go back and contemplate some of the things that will come up in this debate. There is 
a document that is headed, apparently without any sense of embarrassment or being overly dramatic, “Disclosure and 
Democracy in the Digital Age”. I am referring to an information sheet from the election manifesto of the state 
Labor Party. This document included some undertakings or proposals that Labor had put forward, which apparently 
slipped the notice of the first Minister for Electoral Affairs. I do not know whether they were immediately in the 
mind of the current minister, until he dug them out and found that they might be useful to the dialogue that has led to 
this bill, but there were some provisions in there. There were some other proposals, but I will not go into them because 
they are not touched on by this bill. Various claims were made and proposals put forward by the Labor Party in 
opposition. Frankly, some of them were so loopy that I am glad the government has not proceeded with them. 
Anyway, we are not debating those now, so I will concentrate on what we do have. There is not much of it, but it 
displays the sort of mindset that I have been describing to the house and exposes what really is the thinking behind 
what is contained in this bill. 

I have several points to mention. Firstly, it states — 

Whist a public online system is being developed WA Labor will speed up the public disclosure following 
an election by: 

• Amending the Electoral Act disclosure period from “within 15 weeks after polling day” to 
12 weeks. Allowing, the Electoral Commissioner to review the returns and make them available 
to the public 14 weeks after polling day. 

We will compare and contrast that with what is in the bill and how that may or may not work. A flagship promise, 
again I think in part for public consumption but with a private agenda as well, comes under the heading “Reduction in 
public disclosure threshold for donations”. It reads — 

WA Labor believes that all organisations and individuals have the right to participate in our democracy, 
including through the provision of financial support to election candidates and political parties. 

Boy, Labor members sure believe that! That is going to form a focus of our debate—that is, how Labor wants certain 
organisations and individuals to most definitely participate in democracy by funding Labor. That is okay, but others 
apparently have to be restricted.  

Labor is proposing to do that through disclosure laws. It goes on to say — 

Currently, gifts or donation amounts of less than $2,300 do not need to be disclosed. 

Of course—again, I thought it was in a bipartisan way—long ago the state attached itself to the federal thresholds for 
disclosure, but that is too convenient for this government, so we will introduce a whole new regime of red tape. 
However, that is not the worst of it. The document goes on to say — 

WA Labor believes that any contribution greater than a $1,000 is significant. 

• WA Labor will legislate to lower the public disclosure threshold from $2,300 to $1,000. 

At least there is an election promise to go through with. But why? What was in the mind of the ALP spokesperson—
I cannot remember who it was—when they drafted this? The document goes on to say — 
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It is important that this fundamental right, is also as transparent as possible and significant contributions 
to election candidates and political parties are made public. 

There is a bit of “Burkeism” there, which I referred to earlier. The ALP starts off by saying something that everyone 
had agreed to, even though no-one is asking it to say it. Then it whacks them with the other bit that is designed to 
affect its opponent, even though the ALP will not take any notice of it—the fundamental right, transparent as possible. 
The transparency, accountability and integrity oozing off the page almost makes one misty eyed. Is that really what 
is in this bill, though? We will have a good examination of this bill and I think we will find that the agenda is rather 
different, and I think members might be appalled to find out what it is about. Even people who might champion 
all this stuff about disclosures and so on might find that they have to look at things a little differently. To do the 
document justice, it goes on to say, and this is the sting, that there will be greater transparency around third party 
fundraising bodies—those naughty third party fundraising bodies. Is it not the case that most members have not 
even got into their office and people are banging on their door? They say, “Mr O’Brien, you’ve got to do something 
about the transparency around third party fundraising bodies.” Rubbish! Nonsense! However, the Labor Party 
wants to say it is an issue. Why? The document states — 

WA Labor believes that all donations to election candidates and political parties should be able to be 
traced back to their origin. 

Why? I say to the minister through the Chair that I will ask him that question. I will ask him why it should be 
able to be traced back to its origin. What will be the outcome from that? What is the Australian Labor Party’s 
motivation? I will expect a better answer than I received in the briefings I have had so far, for which I say thank 
you very much to his officers who were very helpful in organising those briefings. The experts from the 
Western Australian Electoral Commission were very, very good and very professional in the way they delivered 
those briefings. They were perhaps a little bit candid in that the first five or 10 minutes were basically an apology 
that this will add greatly to the administrative burden of our respective parties, but that was just being polite, 
I am sure. 

It was a good briefing. I will tell members about this briefing we had. It tells us how important this matter, and our 
consideration of this bill, is. Normally, when we have a briefing, as you might recall, Madam President, from when 
you were a humble opposition spokesperson, let us say, for argument’s sake, on something or other, and as most 
members would — 

The PRESIDENT: Perhaps for electoral affairs indeed. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Surely not! A briefing is put on — 

Point of Order 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I query drawing the Chair into the debate. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The President jumped into the debate. 

The PRESIDENT: I was trying to provide assistance to the spokesperson. Thank you for your assistance, minister. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sorry, Madam President. That is the second time he has led us astray just in this speech 
alone. I do not know whether there is a third strike proviso, but I again apologise for my colleague’s unruliness. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: When a briefing is provided for some bills, quite often we are lucky if the attendance 
comprises the person organising the briefing; one other member, perhaps from the other house, who must be the 
spokesperson there; and another member who accidentally wanders in, thinking it is another meeting and is too 
polite to turn around and walk out. Not this one! The briefing we had was well attended by not only advisers, but 
also members of the state Parliamentary Liberal Party. I reckon we had a majority of the opposition present at this 
briefing, together with some of our own staff and others. That briefing went ahead and showed that we were taking 
it seriously and that these things matter. 

Noting the time of day, I made sure that we provided sausage rolls and scones for the assembled masses. However, 
my daughter makes a very nice banana loaf, and Joy and Nadika spent a bit of time preparing a platter with nice slices 
hot out of the oven with butter on them and what have you, and they did not last very long. Two things came out 
of that briefing. The first was that the standard of catering was better than that at the average briefing. I think there 
was general agreement about that. The other one was that there is something really wrong with the motives behind 
this bill, and that is something that we will tease out very thoroughly in the course of this debate, because the 
document “WA Labor: Disclosure and Democracy in The Digital Age” went on to say — 

Currently there are a number of 3rd party bodies (or associated entities such as think tanks, or dedicated 
fundraising groups such as the 500 Club) that fundraise and accept donations then pass those—sometimes 
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significant amounts of money—on to election candidates and political parties without disclosing the 
origins of the funds raised. 

It then goes on to pontificate and states — 

This is not transparent and can lead to individuals and corporations anonymously donating indirectly to 
election candidates and political parties. 

That is what this document tells us, anyway. What this does tell us is that the ALP is targeting someone with 
this policy. When I read the bill and went to the briefing, it soon became abundantly clear whom it was targeting. 
My opening remarks are not all froth and bubble and scaremongering. No; this is further evidence that with this 
legislation, the ALP is up to no good to try to do over its political opponents, specifically the opposition—
specifically the state Liberal Party of Western Australia. Why does the government single out the 500 Club as 
an associated entity? It is transparently obvious! It does not single out the Trades and Labor Council or any other 
form of associated entity, as it calls it, that fulfils the same function of raising, collecting and passing on funds to 
people of like political mind. That is something that we really need to examine in detail and, in the course of 
dealing with this bill, we will. 

The PRESIDENT: Member, as you draw your breath, noting the time, I am going to interrupt the debate and we 
will now take members’ statements. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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