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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair
at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

FILM: "HAIL MARY"
Banning: Petition

MR COURT (Nedlands) [2.18 p.m.J: I have
a petition which reads as follows-

To the Honourable the Speaker and
Members of the Legislative Assembly of
Western Australia in Parliament
assembled.

We, the undersigned, plead that the Par-
liament, in accordance with the provisions
of the Indecent Publications Act 1902-
1983, request the Government that the
film "Hail Mary" shall not be accepted for
screening in Western Australia as being an
indecent, obscene and blasphemous article
offensive to Christian beliefs and heritage.

Your petitioners, therefore, humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 132 signatures. I certify that
it conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: 1 direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 21.)

FISHERIES: REGUILATIONS
AlIteration: Petition

MR CRANE (Moore) [2.19 pmrn]: I have a
petition which reads as follos-

To:
The H-onourable the Speaker and Mem-

bers of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parlia-
ment assembled.

We, the undersigned, owners and oper-
ators of professional fishing boats, request
the necessary changes be made to the
Fisheries Act to take away the absolute
power of the Minister to:
(a) change the rules and regulations

governing the fishing operations with-
out the consent of at least 80% of li-
censed owners of fishing boats,

(b) cancel fishing concessions on licences
,of any licensed fisherman unless for
reasons of a breach of the Act as
contained in the Act.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, wI ever pray.

The petition bears 163 signatures. I certify that
it conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House,

(See petitian No. 22)

SHOPPING: TRADING HOURS
Meat: Petition

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [2.21 p.m.]: I have a
petition which reads as follows-

To, The Honourable the Speaker and
Members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in
Parliament assembled,

We, the undersigned oppose any change
to. or extension of the existing trading
hours for the retail sale of meat; in the
genuine belief that it would result in--

(1) Higher operating costs for re-
tailers

(2) Higher meat prices to consumers

(3) Reduced services to customers
(4) A marked decline in the sales of

meat
(5) Provide national supermarket

chains with unfair trading advan-
tage

(6) Reduce employment in the Indus-
try

(7) Reduce the number of appren-
tices that can be trained

(8) Disrupt the family and social life
of employer and employees

(9) Disadvantage the majority of con-
sumers that prefer to complete
their shopping within existing
hours, by forcing them to pay
higher prices for fresh meat

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter your earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in
duty bound, will ever pray.-

2316



[Wednesday, 23 July 1986] 21

The petition bears 91 signatures. I certify that
it conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 23.)

BILLS (4): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

I . Environmental Protection Bill
2. Acts Amendment and Repeal

(Environmental Protection) Bill.
Bills introduced, on motions by Mr

Hodge (Minister for Environment),
and read a first time.

3. Miscellaneous Repeals Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr

Pearce (Leader of the House), and
read a first time.

4. Electoral Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by

Laurance, and read a first time.
Mr

FUTURES INDUSTRY (APPUICATION OF
LAWS) BILL

Standing Orders Suspension
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [2.28 p.m.I: I move, without notice-
That so much of the Standing Orders be

suspended as is necessary to enable the
"Futures Industry (Application of Laws)
Bill 1986" to be recommitted and
amended and the remaining stages of the
Bill to be dealt with this day, notwith-
standing that proposed amendments may
not appear on the Notice Paper.

The SPEAKER: Before putting this motion I
advise members that to be successful this mo-
tion needs an absolute majority of the House. If
when putting the motion I hear a dissentient
voice it will be necessary for me to divide the
House.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: I have counted the House,

satisfied myself that there is an absolute ma-
jority present, and the motion is passed.

Question thus passed.

Recommittal
Bill recommitted, on motion by Mr Peter

Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing), for the further consideration of clauses 3
and 10 of schedule 2.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Burkett)

in the Chair; Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for
Employment and Training) in charge of the
Bill.

Schedule 2-
Mr PETER DOWDING: On checking the

changes introduced by the Notice of Motion
yesterday, which had their origin in alterations
to the Commonwealth regulations which have
been picked up by Queensland, it has been
discovered by Parliamentary Counsel that the
change should have related only to clause 3 of
form 16 and not to the whole of the form.

Accordingly I move the following amend-
ment-

Page 13, clause 3-To delete "Except in
Futures Industry Form 16" and substitute
the following-

Except in clause 3 of Futures Indus-
try Form 16

1 am sorry that the matter has to come to this,
and I take the opportunity of thanking the Op-
position for its cooperation in correcting what
is a fairly complex administrative problem.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I move the follow-

ing amendment-
Page 14, prior to clause 10-To insert

the following clause-
10. In clause 3 of Futures Industry

Form 16 in Schedule 2, for the passage
"regulations under the Futures Indus-
try Act 1986" there were substituted
the passage "the Futures Industry
(Western Australia) Regulations"

Amendment put and passed.
Schedule, as further amended, put and passed.

Further Report
Bill again reported, with further amend-

ments, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-

ister for Employment and Training) [2.33
p.m.]: In accordance with the earlier authority
of the House, I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR COURT (Nedlands) [2.34 p.m.]: I would

like briefly to repeat the message I gave yester-
day when we were debating this legislation, that
when we are debating these Bills which involve
the setting of the laws under which companies
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in the securities industry operate in this
country, it is very important that this House
properly knows just what we are actually debat-
ing.

The legislation before the House is a means
by which the State Government is approving
the uniform laws brought in by the Federal
Government. I am a very strong supporter of
the system that we currently have operating,
with the Attorneys General of each State and
the Federal Attorney General forming the Min-isterial Council. It is a means whereby the
States can be involved and participate in the
setting of these laws.

I am told that this week the Attorney General
is at one such meeting, where they are
discussing these issues, and I would like to
think that in future when we are debating this
type of legislation in the House we spend more
time concentrating on the Federal legislation
that we are asked to approve. It is very import-
ant; in this case we were referring to the futures
industry, but other subjects which are very top-
ical at present are the questions of mergers and
takeovers in Australia.

I would not like to see the powers of the State
to enact its own legislation centralised in
Canberra, which is apparently what the Federal
bureaucracy currently is trying to achieve.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and returned to the
Council with amendments.

CONSTRUCTION SAFETY AMENDMENT
BILL

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the
third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter
Dowding (Minister for Industrial Relations),
and transmitted to the Council.

CONSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL

Assent

Message from the Governor received and
read notifying assent to the Bill.

BUILDING INDUSTRY (CODE OF
CONDUCT) BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without

amendment.

AMERICA'S CUP YACHT RACE (SPECIAL
ARRANGEMENTS) BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on mo-
tion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), read a
first time.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

second reading.
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) (2.40 p.m.): I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

At the time when people throughout Australia
were still celebrating the success of Australia II
winning the America's Cup, the Government of
Western Australia initiated a strategy plan that
would ensure the State's ability to host the
cup's defence. What a unique opportunity was
given to Western Australia when the Bond syn-
dicate won what can only be described as one
of the most coveted sporting trophies in the
world.

Arrangements have now advanced to the
stage that sees the introduction of the legis-
lation that is necessary in conducting
Australia's defence of the America's Cup.
Members will appreciate that existing legis-.
lation in Western Australia was never intended
to have superimposed on it an event such as the
America's Cup yacht race and its associated
activities.

This Bill reflects the recommendations of a
legislative working party which comprised rep-
resentatives from the Police Department, De-
partmlent of Marine and Karbours, Fremantle
Port Authority, and the America's Cup Office.

Predominently this Bill is introduced to pro-
vide special legislation for the control and
supervision of spectator craft during the
America's Cup challenge and associated events
in the seas off Fremantle. It is necessary that
the Police Force and officers of both the De-
partment of Marine and Harbours and the
Fremantle Port Authority have the appropriate
coordinated powers to regulate and control all
vessels in the vicinity of the race course,
whether such vessels are within or outside the
territorial sea. Some of -the race courses for the
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elimination selection trials for the America's
Cup challenge extend beyond the outer limits
of the three-mile territorial sea.

Races, trials, and associated activities are
likely to attract all manner of spectator craft
from Western Australia, interstate, and over-
seas. At present, we can expect 200 to 300 craft
from interstate and overseas. This number is
expected to increase.

Currently there are approximately 57 000
craft registered with the Department of Marine
and Harbours, approximately 44 000 of which
are located in the metropolitan area. This num-
ber does not include pure sailing craft.

There will be up to eight passenger liners
travelling out to the course areas to view the
yacht racing, including a modified semi-sub-
mersible oil rig capable of carrying 500 passen-
gers. A total of 6 000 persons will be travelling
on these passenger ships while present capacity
on 75 known charter vessels identifies a further
6 000 daily passengers travelling on a ferry
basis. These figures do not include longer-term
charter vessels and all those persons travelling
on private vessels. Up to 1 000 craft and poss-
ibly 20 000 spectators could be expected out on
the water at any one time.

Major provisions dealing specifically with
crowd control and safety matters in the West-
em Australian off-shore area near Fremantle
can be found in the Western Australian Marine
Act 1982, the Fremantle Port Authority Act
1902, and associated regulations. However,
neither Act adequately addresses the types of
contingencies that are likely to arise in the
event of such a major international yacht race,
with the associated congregation of local, inter-
state, and overseas spectator craft in and
around the waters of the Port of Fremantle.
Both pieces of existing legislation have notable
shortcomings and are not sufficiently compre-
hensive in their application for the purposes of
the forthcoming major yacht races and
associated activities.

For example, the Western Australian Marine
Act contains a range of powers and offences
dealing with crowd control, safety, and
associated matters relevant to yacht races such
as the America's Cup but these do not extend
to that part of the outer harbour of the Port of
Fremantle which is beyond the coastal waters
of the State. Attempts to amend the definition
of "waters" to include water within the limits
of any port of the State conflict with provisions
of exclusive control of the port contained in the
Fremantle Port Authority Act.

Major vessels excluded from the operation of
the Western Australian Marine Act include,
amongst others, trading ships-including pass-
enger ships-proceeding on overseas or inter-
state voyages. These types of vessels coming
from overseas or interstate and cruising in the
vicinity of the race courses would not be sub-
ject to the general powers of the Western
Australian Marine Act. Other types of trading
ships and fishing vessels may be attracted by
the racing; and, as with passenger ships, these
vessels on overseas or interstate voyages are
outside the general powers of the Western
Australian Marine Act.

In addition, hire-and-drive vessels licensed
in another State or country and commercial
vessels licensed outside Western Australia are
not covered by the Western Australian Marine
Act.

While the Navigable Waters Regulations ex-
pressly deal with the matter of yacht races,
their application does not extend to that pant of
the outer harbour of the Port of Fremantle
which extends beyond the outer limit of the
State's territorial sea; and while the collision
regulations deal with the important general
matters of safety and navigation, they do not
specifically address the sort of contingencies
likely to arise in the forthcoming yacht races.

The existing Fremantle Port Authority Act
and regulations do not contain any specific
provisions dealing with the control of aquatic
events, while the penalties under the Eremantle
Port Authority Act are inadequate and have
been increased in this Bill.

It is anticipated that the Police Force, in con-
junction with the Department of Marine and
Harbours, will be responsible for the
controlling of spectator craft in relation to the
America's Cup challenge and associated activi-
ties; and as the Fremantle Port Authority Act
does not enable members of the Police Force to
be appointed as authorised officers or special
constables under that Act, this Bill addresses
such special authorisation and enforcement
provisions.

The simplest course to deal with spectator
craft control and crowd control problems in
relation to the America's Cup challenge and
associated activities has been to introduce this
legislation to-

(a) apply to all vessels within the limits of
the Port of Fremantle and the coastal
waters of the State-refer to the Lands
and Surveys miscellaneous plan No.
1558;
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(b) provide that all current legislation
available can be utilised within the
boundaries as defined in the plan;

(c) provide the adequate penalties;
(d) provide the appropriate authorisation,

enforcement, and policing arrange-
ments with cooperation between the
Fremantle Port Authority, Depart-
ment of Marine and Harbours, and
the Police Department;

(e) be sufficiently flexible to respond to
any activity that has not been specifi-
cally identified.

This Bill also has application in the State
waters around Rottnest Island. Associated ac-
tivities may focus in this area during the yacht
racing and it is considered a necessary require-
ment to police this area.

This Bill also provides the interim excision
of reserve No. 24410, which is designated for
harbour trust purposes and vested in the
Fremantle Port Authority. Reserve No. 24410,
which is classified as a "C"-class area of 9.7
hectares, contains the America's Cup media
centre. The media centre is an integral part of
the infrastructure required in staging the de-
fence of the America's Cup. Basically, the Bill
proposes that the Government assume full con-
trol of this facility by vesting it with the respon-
sible Minister until after the cup defence when
at such time the reserve will be reinstated and
revested with the Fremantle Port Authority.

In conclusion, the Government is
endeavouring to legislate for all anticipated as
well as unforseen circumstances and situations
that may arise during the cup defence; and this
Bill is a major component of such a commit-
ment.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned,

MacKinnon (Deputy
sition).

on -motion by Mr
Leader of the Oppo-

ACTS AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
REFORM) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 8 July.
MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy

Leader of the Opposition) [2.47 p.m.]: I begin
my contribution by indicating on behalf of the
Opposition the Liberal Party's attitude to this
important piece of legislation, an attitude that
has been resolved by debate amongst our mem-
bers which, it would be less than honest of me
not to say, was not an easy debate for us. I am

sure members of the Government and possibly
other members will be quick to remind us as we
continue with debate on this Bill. Our debate
has led us to a position where, firstly, we intend
to allow a second reading of this Bill.

I am not saying that we support the Bill. On
the other hand, we do not want to oppose the
Bill by calling for a division of the House be-
cause we believe that the best manner in which
to progress this legislation at this stage is to put
our cards on the table through debate. We
should then continue the debate away from the
Parliament in the calm of the break between
the parliamentary sessions and discuss the de-
tails of the legislation and find the areas where
the parties differ, prior to coming back for the
next session hopefully having arrived at some
agreement on these differences.

So we will not be formally opposing the legis-
lation. Nevertheless, we do not support it, be-
cause we strongly disagree with many clauses
contained therein. Nevertheless, lest there be
any misconception about our stance, if a div-
ision must be held in the House because a
member calls for one, we will oppose the legis-
lation at that division, bearing in mind that I
said earlier that the Bill contains some clauses
which we could not in any conscience support.
I will detail those clauses in due course.

Further, during the Committee stage of the
Bill we will want to move amendments in line
with our policy, subject, as I said earlier, to the
discussions we hope will ensue between this
and the next session of Parliament. Hopefully
those discussions will see some agreement
reached. In any event, at the time of the Com-
mittee debate on this Bill we will move amend-
ments which we hope will be agreed to by the
House. If those amendments are not agreed to
by the House, we will debate and divide on the
clauses involved. If those clauses are significant
clauses-we would not be moving amendments
unless we thought they were-we will oppose
the Committee's report and we will oppose the
third reading of the Bill to the extent that in
each case we will divide the House to ensure
our opposition is signified.

Thirdly, we would be opposing, either now or
at any time in the future, any move to form a
Select Committee of this House to examine this
legislation or any electoral legislation. We have
consistently taken the point of view, and still
do, that agreement on electoral changes will not
come about from committees formed by the
Parliament where one party dominates and has
the majority; where committees have to go
away and there are the strictures on a Select

2320



[Wednesday, 23 July 1986j132

Committee to hold hearings. Change will only
come about once agreement has been arrived at
between the panties following sensible dis-
cussions in an atmosphere that is conducive
thereto. We believe that to be away from the
processes of' Parliament between the sessions in
such an environment.

That summanises our attitude to this legis-
lation. The Bill itself is obviously another at-
tempt by the Government to change perma-
nently the electoral map of Western Australia.
The operative word in that statement is
"change"; members will note I use ":change",
not "reform", because the word "reform":
implies a move for the better, and in many
cases, as I will indicate throughout the debate,
that is not so. In some instances the changes
may be acceptable to us, and I will detail
clearly to the Parliament those areas where we
are prepared to support the changes mooted.

A significant number of the changes, while
they may appear to be in line with the policies
of both parties as enunciated by the Deputy
Premier in his address to the Parliament, will
need some significant alteration before we can
come to any agreement with the Government
on them. Our position as I have clearly
indicated from the outset will be put forward
clearly, frankly, and openly in the hope that
such an approach will encourage the Govern-
ment to come to the table, so to speak, in the
manner in which we will address any nego-
tiations-that is constructive discussion look-
ing towards arriving at some sensible outcome.

where the Bill diverts markedly from our
policy the Government cannot expect our
agreement. I believe it would not expect our
support, and it will not get that support. We
will again indicate clearly throughout this de-
bate the points on which we feel the strongest
and where our policy diverts markedly from
that of the Government so there can be no
misunderstanding. The Government will be
able to see our position clearly, as we can see
the Government's position, and I am confident
the National Party will do likewise.

We are prepared to approach this debate
with a view to ensuring our views are clearly on
the record and with the aim of encouraging the
Government to sit down in the break to discuss
these issues. I have said that several times, but
I have repeated that hope that the Government
will see its way clear to negotiate and discuss
this Bill because I was concerned at the Minis-
ter's comments in his second reading speech
where it was indicated that this was not the

Government's intention. On page 3 of' his
speech he said-

The present Bill should not be regarded
as an opening gambit.

We sincerely hope that is not the case and that
the Bill is the beginning point for negotiation.
If it is not to be regarded as an opening gambit
we believe ibis debate will be a complete waste
of time, as will be the balance of the debate
during the Committee and third reading stages.
In that event the Bill will probably meet the
fate of other such Bills which have been
brought to this Parliament in relation to which
there has been no basis for agreement and no
commitment by the Government to sit down
and sensibly address the issues.

The Minister went on to say in his next sen-
tence-

Rather, it is a mature compromise which
has incorporated in unbiased form the
considerable common ground which exists.

As I will indicate, that "considerable ground"
referred to by the Minister may not be as great
as first appears, particularly when we have
examined the detail of the Bill. Prior to
discussing the detail of the Bill, let me say on
the basis on which we are addressing this de-
bate-with a frankness I hope the Government
will understand-that at this stage of the game
we are very sceptical of the Government's com-
mitment to this legislation. It can hardly expect
us to be otherwise in the light of the previous
Minister's resignation over this very issue. The
Deputy Premier may not have seen a copy of
the letter of resignation, as he indicated to the
Parliament, and I am still astounded at that
admission.

Mr Bryce: Can I tell you why? I hopped on a
plane for a fortnight overseas at the very mo-
ment that letter was sent to my ministerial col-
leagues. A fortnight after the whole business
and after I discovered I had a copy my recollec-
lion was that at the time I had not carefully
read it.

Mr MacKINNON: I find that an amazing
statement, bearing in mind that the Deputy
Premier now carries the responsibility for the
legislation which was the cause of the previous
Minister's resignation. For him not to have
studied the letter in detail appears to me to be
surprising, to say the least.

If members need reminding, I would like to
quote the words of the then Minister for Police
and Emergency Services in his resignation so
they can understand our scepticism with re-
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spect to this matter. The member for Morley-
Swan had this to say-

To hear my colleagues say, as they did in
Geraldton on Sunday night, that we must
make absolutely sure that the bill, which
will contain the promises we had made to
the people at the election, is defeated was
to hear betrayed all that I have tried to
stand for as a member of the Australian
Labor Party. The fact that I made the
promise on the part of the Government
makes my own position untenahle.

Further on he said this-
If our main purpose is to stay in Govern-

ment and if we are prepared to be
corrupted in the pursuit of that imperative,
then we must pant company.

I have been as critical of other people in the
Parliament as I have been of the member for
Morley-Swan from time to time, but I admire
him for taking a stand on principle as he did in
this case. However, when we are discussing a
piece of legislation which led, it would appear,
to the Minister's resignation we must raise the
question whether this is the same Bill which
was the subject of the discussion which caused
the member for Morley-Swan to resign. If not,
how does it differ from that legislation?

Mr Bryce: It does not differ.
Mr MacKINNON: It is the same?
Mr Bryce: It is the same Bill.
Mr MacKINNON: That is a surprising ad-mission for the Minister to make-that this Isthe same legislation debated at the Geraldton

Cabinet meeting which led the previous Minis-
ter, the member for Morley-Swan, to say that
his colleagues in Geraldton were discussing on
that Sunday night the fact that they "must
make absolutely sure that the Bill, which will
contain the promises we had made to the
people at the election, is defeated.. .". With
the Deputy Premier now admitting to the Par-
liament that this is the self-same legislation he
should not be surprised in any manner or form
at the scepticism with which we will now
aproach the Government's commitment in this
regard.

That scepticism is obviously highlighted also
by the Deputy Premier's comments to which I
referred earlier when he said the Bill should not
be regarded as an opening gambit; he said there
would be no discussion. Our faith in the
Government's approach to the legislation is not
added to when we have taken the time-not at
the Government's insistence, but we have been

criticised previously for not having a policy-
to draw up a policy which has been widely
publicised, yet the Government has chosen to
ignore the most important areas thereof. The
Opposition has good reason to doubt the
Government's sincerity. Firstly, the previous
Minister's resignation came about because the
Government's intention was, as he saw it, and
as stated in his letter, to defeat this exact legis-
lation. The Deputy Premier indicated that
there will be no negotiation; the Opposition's
policies in large pan are being ignored.

Despite this, I repeat what I said earlier: The
Opposition is prepared to enter into this debate
in the hope that some constructive discussion
will be encouraged on that basis. It would
probably be best to look now at the areas on
which the Opposition can agree with this legis-
lation. They may not be major areas of agree-
ment but at least they exist.

Firstly, the decision by the Government to
retain the existing, self-same number of mem-
bers in each House has the Opposition's sup-
port. It is a part of the Opposition's policy. The
Deputy Premier would be aware that pre-
viously the Opposition was critical of the
Government's moves in respect of changing the
numbers of members in each House. This de-
cision is a sensible one which the Opposition
will be happy to support unreservedly.

A second area of support is one which must
be slightly qualified, although the general prin-
ciple is supported by the Opposition. It deals
with the moves to transfer many of the powers
under the Act to the independent Electoral
Cornmissioner. As the Deputy Premier would
be well aware, if he has read through the Bill,
there are many such powers. Consequently the
Opposition would support such a move on the
proviso a commitment is given that the Elec-
toral Commissioner will be independent. I will
outline the Opposition's concerns in that re-
gard in due course.

Thirdly, the Opposition also supports the
Government's provision within the legislation
that there be no election for the Legislative
Council earlier than one year prior to the ex-
piry of the fixed terms of members elected to
that House. Once again, in the Opposition's
view this is a sensible provision and one which
members on this side will support.

The fourth area of agreement deals with the
system of the ballot draw. While there is some
agreement on this area, I am sure my colleague,
the member for Karrinyup, will address our
main concerns over this matter in his contri-
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bution to the debate. The ballot procedure is
referred to on page 60 of the legislation under
schedule 2 wherein the Government is movi ng
to change the method of the ballot. Members
will recall that at the moment when one goes to
determine one's position on the ballot paper,
the paper containing the member's name in an
envelope is dropped into a metal box which is
then rattled around and later the numbers of
the names are drawn from the box.

A common criticism, which I have heard
from members of all political parties in this
place, is that the names come out in the reverse
order to which the envelopes were dropped in
because the envelopes do not pant as the box is
being rotated. That may or may not be the case
and perhaps it is an important matter only to
some people, but it is a valid criticism. In the
legislation the ballot, "means a hollow opaque
sphere inside which a slip may be enclosed".

The Opposition believes that instead of en-
velopes, numbered balls should be enclosed in
the sphere. It would seem to the Opposition
that numbered balls are far fairer as there is no
doubt that they will roll around. This means
that the system of the ballot will be totally inde-
pendent and there could be no chance of there
being any consistency in the manner in which
the numbers come out of the sphere, ballot box,
or whatever.

The differences are probably more numerous
when one looks at the areas of fundamental
change, and I will now address those. One of
these areas, which in principle the Opposition
supports, is the appointment of an independent
Electoral Commissioner. Obviously that would
have the Opposition's support, as I am sure it
will have the support of most members of Par-
liament. However, the details in the Bill are
different from the principle because clause 21
of the Bill indicates-

SB (1) The Electoral Commissioner shall
be appointed by the Governor, and shall
hold office in accordance with this Act.

That could hardly be seen to be "independent".
One has only to look as far back as the time
when the Government proposed to appoint Mr
Dennis Rumley to that position. The Oppo-
sition expressed its concern at that time, and
this legislation does nothing to allay those
fears. The Opposition's concerns are
highlighted when one considers I have already
indicated the Opposition supports the transfer
of a significant number of powers to those
officers under this Bill. The Opposition sup-

ports this change on the proviso that the com-
missioner is independent.

Secondly, the Opposition believes that this
particular officer is now to be also one of the
Electoral Distribution Commissioners, a very
important position in terms of this and the
associated Act, when one is looking at electoral
matters. The Opposition, therefore, wants to
ensure the independence of that Electoral Com-
missioner. The Opposition believes that the ap-
pointments should be made by agreement be-
tween the Leader of the Opposition and the
Premier.

Some people have said to me, "Well, that is
not possible. You are not going to get the
Leader of the Opposition and the Premier to
agree". I find that difficult to believe. If there is
some doubt on the Government's pant about
that matter, I hope that we could discuss some
better way than this Bill proposes to ensure the
independence of the Electoral Commissioner.
Any Electoral Commissioner appointed by the
Government in the Opposition's view gives the
potential for manipulation by the Government
of the day. The Opposition does not want to be
in the position of being accused, when in
Government, of manipulation in this respect;
nor does the Opposition in its present position
want to see the Government having the power
to engage in such manipulation.

The Opposition believes that this is a very
fundamental and important point in respect of
the legislation. The electoral officer must be
independent, and if the suggestion which the
Opposition has made is unacceptable, I indi-
cate to the Government that the Opposition
believes the current method is also unaccept-
able. The Opposition wants to see a far better
method available to ensure the independence
of the officer than is contained within the legis-
lation.

Secondly, another matter which the Oppo-
sition supports in principle but about which it
has some concern in respect of its details is the
appointment of the Electoral Distribution
Commissioners. In clause 88 of the legislation
the Electoral Distribution Commissioners are
defined as follows-

(a) one shall be the Chief Justice of West-
em Australia who shall be chairman;

(b) one shall be the Electoral Corn-
missioneri and

(c) one shall be the Government Statis-
tician.
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Other than in respect of the point I made pre-
viously about the independence of the Electoral
Commissioner, the Opposition has no argu-
ment with those appointments. The Opposition
thinks that it would adequately provide an in-
dependent Electoral Distribution Commission
made up of three commissioners who could be
seen fairly by most parties, anyway, to be inde-
pendent. However the Opposition has some
real concern in respect of its support for this
particular principle in the section of the legis-
lation which details who may stand in for those
particular parties when for any reason they can-
not act. As the Bill currently reads, it indicates
that the Chief Justice can be replaced in this
manner-

..the Governor may appoint another
Judge to act in the office of Commissioner
and as chairman under subsection (1) (a)
during the vacancy, absence or inability.

I will deal with each of the replacement com-
missioners as we come to them in the legis-
lation. I repeat: The Opposition does not be-
lieve that this is reasonable.

Many of the judges in this State were
appointed by the Government and came from
highly political backgrounds. We do not believe
that this guarantees the independence or im-
partiality of a judge. On the other hand,
another Supreme Court judge would have our
confidence. I say that bearing in mind that Jus-
tice Olney was a previous member of this Par-
liament, as the Minister knows, and was
appointed by us to the position. Nonetheless,
we believe that a Supreme Court judge, because
of his position and the eminence of his office,
would be a suitable person. Thus, we do not
believe that the Governor should appoint
another judge, but he should appoint another
Supreme Court judge if we want to see the true
independence of that commission in the ab-
sence of any one of the parties-in this case the
Chief Justice or chairman of that commission.

The second person who may be absent is the
Electoral Commissioner. The legislation pro-
vides that the person to replace the Electoral
Commissioner would be the person acting in
the office of commissioner under subsection
1(b). Again, we have concerns about that par-
ticular matter. For the sake of the argument, let
us assume, firstly, that the Electoral Com-
missioner was appointed by some independent
means which we support. His deputy, however,
may well be a political appointee of some kind.
Given the track record of this Government,
that would not be surprising. Again, in this
instance, we would want to see not only the

Electoral Commissioner appointed on the basis
of independence, but also his deputy, by an
agreement between the leaders of the two
major parties, thus ensuring that if the Elec-
toral Commissioner is absent and his deputy is
acting in his place, an agreed independent, imn-
partial person is acting.

Mr Bryce: That does not happen anywhere
else in Australia, does it?

Mr MacKINNON: I am not sure. I am not
particularly interested in whether that is the
case elsewhere; I am interested in ensuring that
we have legislat ion in which both sides of this
Parliament can have confidence in the inde-
pendence of the commissioners. I cannot see
why we would object to the appointment of
both the Electoral Commissioner and his depu-
ty on the basis of agreement as to their inde-
pendence. I am not saying that an agreement
between the two leaders is perhaps the ideal
way. Perhaps we need also to involve the
Leader of the National Party. We are prepared
to accept that, but there may be some better
way of arriving at the independence of those
two officers. In a moment I will explain why we
have this concern about the three deputies.

The third person is the Government Statis-
tician. In this instance he is a Commonwealth
officer, the head of the local branch of the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. As I under-
stand it, this legislation indicates that in his
absence for any reason, the Governor may ap-
point a "suitable person" in the office of the
commissioner to act. In other words, the
Government can appoint any "suitable per-
son". I say, with all due respect to the officer
concerned, Graham Hawkes, that that officer
would be a highly unsuitable person in our
view. I would have no part in a decision to
make him one of the Electoral Commissioners;
neither would t have any other member of the
ALP as one of the Electoral Commissioners.

Mr Bryce: Or members of the Liberal Party?
Mr MacKJNNON: I thank the Deputy

Premier, neither would I have as Electoral
Commissioners members of the Liberal Party,
or the National Party for that matter.

The point to be made is that the deputy com-
missioner must be an independent person. We
could make provision for the Deputy Govern-
ment Statistician to actL, but as the Deputy
Premier pointed out in his speech, that person
is a Western Australian public servant under
the terms of the legislation. The Deputy Com-
monwealth Statistician is also the Western
Australian Government Statistician, as I
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understand it from the second reading speech.
Thus, in this instance we would like to see the
Deputy Commonwealth Statistician in this
State as second in charge. He would then auto-
matically fall into the position. We would see
that as being reasonable. That person's inde-
pendence could be more easily guaranteed than
the independence of a State public servant. We
have great fears that a State public servant may
be manipulated by the Government, given its
track record to date in that regard.

I indicated earlier why I express concern
about the deputies. I put to you, Mr Speaker, a
scenario in which all three of the appointed
people for one reason or another could not act.
Let us assume the Chief Justice cannot act. A
judge would then be appointed by the
Governor. It could well be any judge. It could
well be a member of the Labor Party or one of
its friends who was appointed to the position.
Secondly, the person acting in the office of
Electoral Commissioner again could be a politi-
cal appointment to that position by this
Government. In fact, it could well be the officer
about whom I spoke earlier, Graham Hawkes,
who is an adviser to the Government on this
issue and who, in my view, is held in high
regard by the Government. The Government
coud see fit to appoint him, or a person like
him, to that position. Thirdly, the Government
Statistician could be replaced by a person
whom the Governor may appoint and, in the
words of the Act, that person would be a
".suitable person". Thus, three people could be
appointed by the Government to act as Elec-
toral Distribution Commissioners. That is the
worst possible scenario, but one that we do not
want to occur at any time. Therefore, we be-
lieve that the suggestions we have put forward
are quite reasonable.

I cannot see anything unreasonable about the
suggestions that have been made. They should
be the basis for further discussions as to the
independence not of the Electoral Distribution
Commissioners-I have already said that the
only concern we have in that respect is with the
appointment of the Electoral Commissioner-
but of the deputies. We must ensure that the
deputies are also independent so that the Par-
liament and the panics that make up the Par-
liament and the public can have faith and con-
fidence in the decisions made by that group,
which would be looking at redistributions.
Under the terms of the Act this is a change
from the current system.

My colleague, the member for Floreat who is
absent from the Parliament on grounds of ill-
health, could not be here today, otherwise he
would be handling the legislation. However, he
has assisted our party greatly in addressing the
legislation and providing some information on
it. On our behalf, I extend to him sincere
thanks for the tremendous amount of work that
he has put into the legislation and his sound
advice. I say that to preface the next comment
I will make. I will read his description of what
the Government is attempting to do with its
changes to the redistribution clauses. With re-
spect to clause 89 and associated clauses, the
member for Floreat wrote that the clause-

Repeals the present provisions (8 L.A.
seats out of a quota by ± 20%) which
trigger automatic redistribution and re-
places it with a compulsory redistribution,
the machinery for which has to start a year
after every second general election. It re-
tains the initiative by Parliament which,
with resolution passed by both Houses, can
initiate a redistribution at any time. It also
sets the date which counts from point of
view of the statistics for enrolments.

As welt as receiving the advice of the member
for Floreat, we have held a series of meetings
with our members. Some concern has been
expressed that no reason has been advanced for
changing the current system of determining re-
distributions. Our members at the committee
meetings expressed a first preference to retain
the current system by which seats must be out
of balance by a percentage before the redistri-
bution is implemented. Their second
preference was for a system which more closely
resembles that which was outlined in our pol-
icy. The essential point of both the current
legislation and our policy is that a number of
seats must be out of balance before the
triggering mechanism is put in place.

We believe it is important as far as possible,
particularly in Assembly seats, to have conti-
nuity of representation. It is important for
members of the general public to know who
their member is.

Mr Bryce: Might I point out one of the
principal anomalies which we addressed was
the corridor development. A very small hand-
ful of seats, such as yours, can be a lot out of
kilter, but one may not achieve the whole eight
seats. One could persist with a situation where
a very small number of seats, like Murdoch,
Whitford and others, are a long way out of
kilter. This is a source of unfairness which re-
quires to be addressed. It is a value judgment.
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Mr MacKINNON: We understand that, but I
am sure my colleague, the member for
Karrinyup, will put forward his views on that
redistribution process. The point of view
expressed by the Minister was obviously put
forward by some members of our party. I am
indicating our preference is along the lines of
the status quo.

Next I would like to address the issue of
filling casual vacancies, although not so much
in the Legislative Assembly, because if a
vacancy occurs there the traditional method
will be followed. But if we are to have regions,
as is proposed for the Legislative Council, there
should be a method of appointment or replace-
ment for the person who has vacated the office,
either by death, retirement or whatever.

The Government has put forward what ap-
pears to be a very complicated process of re-
placement. While not violently disagreeing
with that method, it seems to us to be simpler
to say that each party should be able to
nominate a member to replace the person who
vacates the office.

As the Premier and Deputy Premier would
know, one goes into an election with five or six
people, as can happen with Senate elections.
The third, fourth or fifth person is not elected.
That person may have disappeared, left the
State, lost interest or fallen out of favour with
the party he or she represents. That party
would not be happy then to see that person
elected to the Parliament.

We believe that the fairest process would be
merely to go directly to the party whose mem-
ber has vacated the office and say, "Give us
your nominee".

That raises the question of an independent
member. A couple of suggestions were made by
our members in that regard which are worthy
of consideration. Firstly, each of those individ-
uals could be asked to name a person who
could stand in their stead should they vacate
the office. The other suggestion was that the
position remain vacant in the case of the Coun-
cil until the next election, bearing in mind elec-
tions will be held on a reasonably regular basis.

In any event we believe the situation
proposed by the Government has some diffi-
culties. It is not an easy issue to address in
respect of the Council in terms of regions, but
we believe the most efficient and effective
method would be to ensure that the party
whose member has retired be given the option
of naming a replacement.

The question of multi-member regions was
touched on briefly. This we support. The
Government has obviously seen our party's
policy on electoral change. However, we op-
pose the method of the implementation of
those multi-member regions as proposed by the
Government.

The first and primary reason is that there is
insufficient weighting to country people in the
Council for the non-metropolitan regions. We
have consistently taken that line, both inside
and outside the Parliament. Since I have been a
member, and well before that, our party has
consistently been a supporter of the need for
the weighting of votes in favour of country
people. I could list all the reasons we believe
that is so, but it has been well documented by
people, both in our party and by members of
the National Party. We have not moved from
that position. We believe there should be a
reasonable weighting of votes for the rural sec-
tor, and we do not believe that the weighting
proposed for the Council is sufficient.

Secondly, we believe that the regions
proposed in our policy have more logic to
them. We therefore want to see the legislation
more closely follow the lines we have indicated.

I would be interested to hear the Minister
explain why the Government's proposals have
changed since 1984.

Mr Bryce: Rather than go into every facet
along the way, may I say that that is what we
meant. The Bill is not an opening gambit. We
have already come a considerable distance
from our opening gambit of a couple of years
ago. That was what was meant by that
statement, and that is why a number of things
have actually changed since 1984. You can
probably pick on a few of them now.

Mr MacKINNON: May I follow that up
now? Is the Minister saying that this Bill is
totally non-negotiable from his point of view?

Mr Bryce: Not at all.

Mr MacKINNON: I am pleased to hear that,
because we want this debate to be the starting
point for negotiations. In any event, if that is
the case, I have not seen any explanation of
why the Government has changed its mind
from its previous position. Perhaps the Minis-
ter could explain in due course why previously
there were four regions and now there are six,
and the most significant of those would seem to
be the break-up of the metropolitan area into
three regions as opposed to two.
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Mr Bryce: Thai is a fairly major concession
to weighting votes. Quite seriously, it is a major
concession to people in the country areas.

Mr MacKINNON: I am sure members of the
National Party, like me, do not see that as too
much of a major concession.

Mr Stephens: If that is a major concession, I
wonder what other concessions you are going
to make.

Mr Bryce: That was on cue.
Mr MacKINNON: The Government and the

National Party will be able to negotiate their
points of view in due course. What I am
indicating is that the multi-member regions as
proposed for the Council do not have our sup-
port. We believe that our policy, where the ie-
gions are determined by the social, geographic,
continuity and other requirements, would be a
far better basis upon which to base it.

Mr Bryce: Can you just let me know what
that was? What view did the Liberal Party take
in regard to the upper House?

Mr Clarko: Do not give him anything. He
will only use it against you.

Mr MacKINNON: Our policy states-
There should be

a metropolitan region returning 18
members;
a south west region returning 6 mem-
bers;
an eastern and central predominantly
agricultural and mining region
returning 6 members;
a northern mining and pastoral region
returning 4 members.

Members from each region should be
elected (one half of them each 3 or 4
years), that is, the maximum term for the
Legislative Assembly by proportional rep-
resentation using a similar method to that
used in Commonwealth Senate elections.

It then goes on to define what the metropolitan
region should encompass. That is our policy. If
the Deputy Premier would like a copy I will let
him have it.

Mr Bryce: We have looked at that copy. I just
wanted to refresh my memory.

Mr MacKINNON: I refer to the question of
the Council and fixed terms of office. The
Government's aim is that members be elected
for a fixed term in the Legislative Council. It is
a sensible move. The Government has our sup-
port.

The Opposition also supports the suggestion
that there be no election prior to 12 months
before the expiration of that fixed term.

I now refer to a very relevant section of Lib-
eral Party policy about which the Opposition
feels quite strongly, It states-

The present fixed term of twice the
maximum term of the Legislative As-
sembly on a staggered basis should be
retained.

The Opposition continues to express the view
that 50 per cent of Legislative Council mem-
bers should be elected at each successive elec-
tion. The Opposition has not moved from that
position and has no reason to do so now. It
believes very sincerely that the laws relating to
the Legislative Council should be changed sig-
nificantly. This is a significant change and if
agreed to, it would be difficult to maintain the
traditional role of a House of Review. The fun-
damental role of the Legislative Council is that
of a House of Review and if it is seen to be
changed and moved closer to the Legislative
Assembly in all forms, that role and the reason
for its existence will be more difficult to justify.

Mr Bryce: The qualitative difference, and
one of great importance, is that under the Bill
you would have a second chamber elected on a
very different basis. There is much logic in ar-
guing that doubling the length of terms is no
longer justified. We understand the plausible
view as to why they were put there in the first
place. If you are looking at it on the basis of a
House of Review, a second chamber elected on
that basis can very adequately fulfill that pur-
pose.

Mr MacKINNON: I respect the Deputy
Premier's point of view but it is not one I agree
with.

The former Minister, the member for
Morley-Swan, spoke about the Council in 1984
in his opening remarks as follows-

The point that must be realised-and I
am sure many conservatives opposite do
not know this-is that there is no equality
between the Houses.

He went on to say-

So we do not have, and have never had,
equality between the two Houses in West-
ern Australia.

We hope that that will forever be the case. The
Opposition does not want equality between the
two Houses. If it does have equality, the role of
the Legislative Council as a House of Review
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will be diminished. The opposite should be the
case: The review role should be strengthened.

The Opposition believes that the staggered
terms reinforce the review aspect of that
House. One reason for that is because members
of the Legislative Council are not so concerned,
as we are, with electorate matters. Because of
the longer parliamentary terms there is much
more time, as a consequence of less electorate
pressure, for members to adequately address to
the review of legislation. In a staggered term of
Parliament, half the members are not up for
election for at least between three and six years.
The Deputy Premier would well know that this
makes a significant difference to the time mem-
bers are able to put into such a process. That is
a very important point. The staggered system
always ensures there is a pool of experienced
members to aid in that process of review.

I understand the argument that has been put
forward, that under proportional represen-
tation we will always have this system because
the parties would be endorsing three or four of
the same people from the previous session.
However, that is not always the case. There
could be a significant number of retiring mem-
bers at one time. I do believe the staggered
system more properly ensures there is always a
pool of experienced members in any Parlia-
ment, enabling them to sensibly address the
process of review.

I refer to Professor Geoffrey Sawyer who is
an authority in this area. When he addressed
this very important issue he had the following
to say-

There is no point in having a House of
Review unless you have some degree of
difference between the points of view of
the Houses and you get that more with the
staggered system of election.

Six-year terms give councillors greater indepen-
dence when dealing with legislation. If mem-
bers opposite have the same experience with
their colleagues as we do with our colleagues in
the Legislative Council, they will know that
that statement is true. Our Legislative Council
has exercised a preat deal of independence.
While we are not comfortable with that at
times, we believe it is healthy in the process of
legislation through the Parliament.

Giving Parliaments the same term in both
Houses would inevitably reduce the Legislative
Council to being a complete echo of the Legis-
lative Assembly. It would ultimately lead to its
abolition. That is something we should
vigorously guard against.

I also refer members to the experience in
other States of Australia. In many of the States
the change of electoral boundaries has been
brought about by Labor Governments and by
agreement between the parties. Some of those
States have had ALP. majorities in both
Houses.

New South Wales has two Houses of Parlia-
ment, and upper House members are elected
for eight-year terms with election for half the
number of members every four years. Victoria
and South Australia have similar situations.
The Senate also has staggered terms. If one
believes in the House of Review, as the Oppo-
sition sincerely does, there must be some differ-
ence and independence of thought in operation
to the Legislative Assembly, if the upper House
it is to maintain a basis for its existence.

The Opposition's policy has always been one
of support for that role and for the strengthen-
ins of the review function. I quote again from
Liberal Party policy on electoral change as
follows--

The second Chamber's review function
should be strengthened by providing the
Council and its members with enhanced
and adequate research and other facilities
not available at present.

The Opposition would like to think that the
Government will, through the process of this
debate, give a further commitment to that role
of the Council. We reject Government
statements made about the Legislative Council
that it is not a respected Chamber, is illegit-
imate and does not have any status. Those
words were used by the Minister in his second
reading speech. I hope that he did not really
mean them and that they were written by some-
one else without reference to him.

The Minister also said-
The existing arrangement where only

half of the members of the Legislative
Council retire at each election is capable of
frustrating Parliament's abilities to re-
spond to changes in voter opinion.

That is not a point of view with which I agree.
The Minister might be right if he said,
"...frustrating the Government's abilities to
respond to changes in voter opinion", but I do
not think he is right in saying that it is frustrat-
ing Parliament's abilities to respond when,
after all, they are a pant of Parliament them-
selves,

Finally, I would be interested if the Deputy
Premier could indicate what led to the Govern-
ment's change of heart with respect to the
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Legislative Council, because in 3984 the pre-
vious Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform, the member for Morley-Swan, brought
down legislation which referred to staggered
elections in the Legislative Council and the fact
that there were no moves away from that. We
will be interested to learn why the Government
has changed its opinion since that time.

This is an issue about which we feel very
strongly as I am sure the Minister has gathered
from my remarks. In our further debate on the
Bill we will find it very difficult to move from
that position.

I turn now to the issue of four-year terms of
the Parliament which has been proposed by the
Government. Our policy indicates a preference
for the existing situation of three or six-year
terns. From the outset I indicate that many of
our members have a preference for four-year
terms, but the majority view of our party is to
maintain the status quo. There does not appear
to be any argument with the present arrange-
ment and there is no history of early elections.
Indeed, one would have to go back a long way
to find when an early election had been called.

[ understand the Government's argument in
favour of four-year terms, and I have a good
deal of sympathy with it, but our party sees it
as being healthy to go regularly to the electors.
Indeed, that is a policy position indicated in
our policy paper which has been put forward.

One area on which I touched earlier, but I do
so now in greater detail, is the whole question
of having equality of electorates in this House;
in other words, one-vote-one-value. You, Sir,
would be surprised if I did not say -that we
reject that concept. We have never agreed with
it. We have been consistent in our arguments,
be they in relation -to the Legislative Council or
the Legislative Assembly. We do not accept the
basis upon which the Government has put for-
ward that point of view, and I shall detail that
in a moment, and, therefore, we would not
agree with the Government's proposals for one-
vote-one-value. It would not matter much
whether the variance was 15 per cent, 10 per
cent, or 50 per cent, because the Electoral Com-
missioners will be looking to follow the pri-
mary direction in the legislation and, in this
Bill, the primary direction is for one-vote-one-
value. That is the direction the Electoral Com-
missioners will be given and the variance is
there only to allow them to carry out that in-
struction via the legislation. Therefore, we
would not support that proposal.

For the sake of accuracy, I shall read to the
Parliament the policy position of our party as
outlined in this area so that there can be no
doubt about where we stand on the matter. Our
position is as follows-

There should be 57 Legislative Assembly
members as at present. They will each rep-
resent separate individual electorates. 33
will represent electorates in the metropoli-
tan region. 10 will represent electorates in
the South West region, 9 will represent
electorates in the Eastern and Central Agri-
cultural and Mining region, and 5 will rep-
resent electorates in the Northern Mining
and Pastoral region.

All boundaries will be determined by the
Electoral Cornmissioners in accordance
with the legislative guidelines.

Boundaries shall be determined by the
Electoral Commissioners based on:

(a) community of interest;

(b) means of communication;

(c) physical features, and

(d) existing boundaries.

Community of interest should be the
over-riding consideration in boundary de-
termination.

When determining the boundaries of
non-metropolitan districts the Electoral
Commissioners should consider not only
the above guidelines but the additional fac-
tor of distance from the capital.

Special consideration, however, may af-
fect the North Eastern Mining and pastoral
districts as a result of the sparseness of the
population and the great distances, also the
need to maintain community of interests
between the respective mining and pas-
toral area.

Districts within the Metropolitan Re-
gion may have an initial tolerance of 10%,
This tolerance may be 15% in the As-
sembly districts within other regions but
no set initial tolerance applies to the
Northern Mining and Pastoral Region
where only the guidelines will have to be
strictly adhered to by the Electoral Com-
missioners because community of interests
should be the over-riding consideration.
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I shall also detail our rejection in that policy of
the argument put forward by the Australian
Labor Party for one-vote-one-value. Our policy
indicates as follows-

The A.L.P.'s "one vote one value" con-
cept has a simplistic appeal which is diffi-
cult to counter except that it can be shown
to less accurately reflect the will of the
people over all.

While "one vote one value" would de-
monstrably centralise political power in
the metropolis, it therefore deprives scat-
tered and remote communities of any tan-
gible political say, it is difficult to define a
reasonable differential.

Past experience has shown that the
present approximate 2 to I weighting pro-
vides a reasonable reflection of the overall
preferences of Western Australians in
terms of proportion of seats in the House.
There are good prounds for the claim that
this weighting has served the democratic
process well.

Since 1962, there was no larger differ-
ence between the percentage of the first
preference popular vote and the percentage
of the seats obtained by the A.L.P. in the
Legislative Assembly than 5.1%. The aver-
age difference, plus/minus, during these 9
elections has been 2.7% and on three oc-
casions the A.LP. received a higher per-
centage of the seats than the percentage of
its popular vote.

Whatever changes are made, the pro-
ponents of "one vote one value" will
always be able to point to "anomalies".
They choose to ignore or dismiss the very
obvious anomalies of over-representation
which the "one vote one value" system has
already produced, (as in New South Wales
or as in Western Australia at the 1984 Fed-
eral election where just over 50% of the
popular vote gave the A.L.P. 70% of the
seats).

Thai outlines clearly our rejection of the ALP's
argument on that issue and also our policy
position thereon.

One-vote-one-value is not accepted by the
Liberal Party and it has been rejected consist-
ently by it in both Houses. We can claim con-sistency in that regard-a consistency which
our opponents obviously cannot claim.

Optional preferential voting is an issue which
we also reject. It is not a matter which has been
addressed lightly. We have looked at it in detail

and it has been detailed in our policy. Indeed,
on the first page of our policy we said-

Optional preferential voting system, the
way it was provided for in the govern-
ment's last Electoral Bill in 1985, is not
acceptable to the Liberal Party.

Such a system-making the marking of
preferences on ballot papers beyond the
number of members to be elected
optional-can in reality become a first
past the post system. They could elect a
member with relative majority only or in
multiple members' election would re-
in force the Party system and could result
in the falsification of voting patterns.

Should the relative majority principle
(optional preferential) be advocated, then
the Liberal party would entertain consider-
ing it only if accompanied by no preferen-
tial voting at all and voluntary enrolments
and voting.

We believe that the current system is the best
one in the Council-a compulsory preferential
system-the only proviso being the recent ex-
pericee at the Senate election whereby, as I
understand it, if one registered one's party card
with the Electoral Office, one could, by
completing a form, indicate that that vote
could be taken as a complete vote in line with
one's party preference as indicated.

The Opposition does not object to such a
proposal. We feel there is need for sensible
change in the interests of good legislation in
relation to two additional matters. Scrutineers
are addressed under section 62. In this instance
the legislation indicates that we should now
have a change whereby section 114 of the
principal Act is amended so that only one
scrutineer can be appointed to each polling
place. Section 114 of the current Act provides
that each candidate should have a scrutineer at
each polling place and the Opposition does not
see anything wrong with that principle. The
new proposal works significantly against the
major parties and we are surprised the Labor
Party has chosen to introduce it, bearing in
mind that in Council elections several mem-
bers will be up for election and counting of
votes will not be easy. At each polling booth
many votes could be counted and having only
one scrutineer per political party at each
polling booth is not reasonable. Therefore we
would prefer to see the status quo remain-in
other words, each candidate would be entitled
to nominate a scrutineer at each polling booth.
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Finally, I now address the situation of a tied
vote. Clause 72 pmovides that in the case of a
tied vote the returning officer shall make out a
slip bearing the name of each candidate and
shall deal with the slips "in accordance with
Schedule 2"; in other words, for example, in
the case of a dead beat in Scarborough, the
member for Scarborough's name would be
placed in a ballot box along with the person
with whom he tied and out the winning slip
would come. I for one-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Did you notice I
looked up when you mentioned Scarborough?

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, I noticed. I would
not want it to be the case, and I am sure the
Deputy Speaker would not want the outcome
of his seat determined by the luck of the draw.
History shows that-recently in Victoria this
was illustrated-in cases of a dead heat there is
inevitably a Court of Disputed Returns hearing
and a new election ordered. Commonsense
should prevail and in cases of a dead heat, after
three or four recounts, which would exhaust all
possibilities of finding an invalid vote, a new
election should be ordered. It is the only fair
way. The ballot is not an acceptable method of
selection and history has shown that ballots
result in new elections, anyway. I can assure
members that as a candidate in an election, I
would not want the outcome of that election
determined by ballot. I am not very lucky and I
do not usually win ballots. I would rather win
the election fair and square out in the market-
place and I think most members of Parliament
would agree with me; at any rate, I hope so.

To the best of the Opposition's ability in the
two weeks that this Bill has been before the
Parliament we have addressed the issues, we
hope successfully. We now want to go away, of
course, and examine the legislation in detail.
The ensuing couple of months will give us time
to do so. We thank the Government for
deciding on the process of leaving the legis-
lation on the Table of the House between
sessions which will enable us to examine it. Of
course, our examination may reveal other areas
about which we have some concern. I have not
addressed all the areas of concern in this de-
bate; there are smaller areas, some of which I
know the member for Kanrinyup, for example,
will mention. Other members on this side of
the House have also expressed concern about
certain areas of the Bill and we want to take
time to examine them in detail and hopefully
come back and make a constructive contri-
bution to the Committee stage of the Bill. The
Opposition does not want there to be any mis-

understanding about the legislation. As has
been gathered, I hope, from mny comments,
there are significant areas of disagreement
within this legislation, areas such as one-vote-
one-value, optional preferential voting, and the
method of distribution of the regions in the
Legislative Council. These are areas of some
significant disagreement, and the fact that we
may decide not to divide on the legislation does
not indicate our support for the Bill. We will
not seek to divide the House, but if a member
seeks to divide the House we will vote against
the legislation. However, a failure to divide the
House should not be taken as an indication of
support for the legislation. My comments have
indicated the Opposition's attitude, divide or
otherwise, and we want to see the Parliament
adopt a sensible approach to this legislation.
Perhaps a couple of members from each of the
three major political parties could sit down in a
relaxed environment and see whether we could
arrive at some sensible agreement on many of
the major clauses in the legislation.

The Opposition believes that its approach is
a constructive one in that regard and we hope
at the end of the day today's debate will be seen
to be at least a start to the introduction of
constructive legislation.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [3.57 p.m.]: The
National Party has for quite some time now
supported the concept of electoral reform.
Quite clearly, OUr party's views do not coincide
with the views of the Labor or Liberal Parties;
nevertheless we have held for a long time that
there is a need for the State's electoral laws to
be examined and some changes made. In the
main, OUr approach has been to look at elec-
toral reform on the basis of instituting change
that would in fact protect the weighting of rural
votes-this legislation does not do that-and
also to enhance in the minds of the public the
image of the Legislative Council as a genuine
House of Review.

Clearly, the most contentious provisions in
the Bill are the changes the Government pro-
poses for the method of election to the Legislat-
ive Council. I will deal with the Legislative
Assembly first.

The Government proposes to divide the
State into 57 electorates of an equal number of
voters with a tolerance of plus or minus 15 per
cent. It has been our experience in Australia-
and there is quite a lot of statistical proof to
show that what I am about to say is correct-
that while the Electoral Commissioners may be
given a tolerance of plus or minus 15 per cent,
it does not necessarily apply to those areas in

233 1



2332 [ASSEMBLY]

the remote parts of this State. In fact, often the
reverse applies in that the commissioners
examine the population drift and where popu-
lation is static or declining they tend to weight-
up those seats, and where the population is
increasing they tend to take a lesser number of
electors in those seats when determining the
boundaries.

Unless some very specific and very strict
guidelines are given to the Electoral Corn-
missioners the tolerance that has been built
into this system will be applied to those areas
where population is increasing; that is, the
minus 15 per cent will be applied to those areas
and the plus 15 per cent will go to the remote
areas.

It would mean a considerable change of di-
rection if that were to occur. I know it has
occurred in New South Wales with the system
of one-vote-one-value. New South Wales has
been divided into an even number of electoral
districts and that is precisely what happened.
The smallest seats in the New South Wales
Legislature are in Sydney.

Mr Bryce: You appreciate that the critical
thing about this is whether the commissioners
do a fair and dinkum job so that, at the time of
an election or halfway through a term, given
the changes, with depopulation in one area and
increases in population in another, they will
achieve equality. That is fair- This issue was
debated in the Select Committee held in Perth.
Your objective should be to have a system that,
when people express their votes at an election,
things are as near as equal as possible if you are
shooting for one-vote-one-value. Thai is why
the seats are different. At the beginning of the
redistribution exercise there probably were
seats in Sydney that were smaller in number
but, on the eve of a redistribution, they would
all be well and truly overloaded.

Mr COWAN: What the Minister said then
does not apply. All I can say is that the
apprehension felt by the National Party about
this system is that the commission needs to be
very strictly guided as to where it allocates its
plus or minus 15 per cent tolerance given to a
particular seat. Nothing has been included in
the material that has been presented to us to
indicate that the 15 per cent tolerance would be
given to country areas and that we would have
the benefit of it. We think we would suffer
serious disadvantages and, when we consider
the disadvantages already faced by country
people, we cannot accept the Government's ap-
plication of its proposals for the Legislative As-
sembly.

Mr MacKinnon: In fact, the 15S per cent plus
or minus can apply to any seat in the State.

Mr COWAN: Exactly. The Government's
proposal provides for 39 seats with a metro-
politan background or origin and for only 18
rural seats. Under the present law, one dis-
counts seats such as Dale, Mundaring, and
IKalamunda as rural seats and accepts them as
metropolitan seats, 34 seats would be metro-
politan-based and 23 would be country-based.
We favour that position. We would rather see
an electoral system with a certain number of
seats built into a metropolitan area and a cer-
tain number of seats retained outside that area.

We argue, in determining the number of
seats within those regions, that we should be
trying to strike a vote-weighting for country
people of 2: 1. We do not see any need for the
continuation of the sectional seats which now
exist. We would see the definition of a metro.
politan area and rural Western Australia as be-
ing adequate and a division being made witb
perhaps 34 seats in the metropolitan area and
23 seats outside that area.

Mr Bryce: As a matter of interest, I presume
you are not suggesting that that line of demar-
cation between the city and the country be
fixed by a group of politicians from time to
time but that it be fixed by some other system.

Mr COWAN: Yes, we suggest that it would
be determined by the Electoral Commissioner.
We would have to issue guidelines and the
guidelines I would suggest would be the natural
boundaries which already envelope metropoli-
tan Perth. To the north we would have the
Onangara pine plantation and Yanchep, to the
east John Forrest National Park, and to the
south the upper reaches of the State pine for-
ests.

Mr Tonkin: Mundaring would become a
country seat in that case.

Mr COWAN: I am sorry, I did not mean to
say John Forrest National Park. The guidelines
should include the eastern boundary of the
Mundaring electorate.

Mr Tonkin: I would suggest that, if this mat-
ter were given to the Electoral Commissioner,
he could be trusted to do a good job.

Mr COWAN: I am pretty sure he would use
the general concept that is accepted.

Mr Tonkin: By everyone except the Liberal
Party.

Mr COWAN: 1 think the general concept is
the metropolitan region plan. That would be
regarded by many as an acceptable definition
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of the metropolitan area of Perth. I think there
would probably have to be an arbitrary line
drawn in the southern corridor along the
coastal plain and in the north towards the
Bullsbrook and Muchea region. There is a natu-
ral boundary in other areas.

For a long time the National Party has been
prepared to consider ways of ensuring that the
Legislative Council was a proper House of Re-
view. It has done quite a lot of work in looking
at the ways and means of members being
elected to that House. Prior to the amalga-
mation of the rural parties, the National Party
was perhaps the first political organisation-
certainly the first conservative party-to look
at the prospect of election of the Legislative
Council by way of proportional representation.
Since that amalgamation, we have not been
able to define quite so clearly the best method
of election to the Legislative Council. Never-
theless, once again we accept that some changes
need to be made, especially if we are to protect
the weighting of rural votes.

It is usual, when people argue against vote-
weighting, for them to put forward two argu-
ments. The first is to argue about the definition
of the metropolitan boundary and to say that
the seats I have mentioned that form the per-
iphery of that area are nut rural and should be
metropolitan. The second argument is the ratio
of vote-weighting enjoyed between the highest
and lowest Legislative Council provinces. I
think from memory it is about 11: 1 - I may be
wrong but it is a figure very close to thaL.

We feel that perhaps proportional represen-
tation in the Legislative Council would reduce
the level of vote-weighting to a proportion
which was in fact satisfactory and acceptable to
all but those people who have a great passion
for electoral reform and an even greater
passion for one-vote-one-value.

We recognise that this Bill will be fought out
in the Committee stage. We are perfectly happy
to be pant of a Parliament which is prepared to
examine changes to our electoral system. For
that reason we, like the Liberal Party, have no
intention of dividing the House on the second
reading of the Bill. We will support it at that
stage.

We then want to examine minutely the pro-
visions contained in the legislation and to
present alternatives to the Government and we
will argue for those alternatives at the Com-
mittee stage. The final argument will be carried
out in the Legislative Council. It is most appro-
priate that it will be the Legislative Council

which will determine the fate of this Bill with
or without amendments, regardless of what is
accepted by this House. Clearly, it is the Legis-
lative Council which will be most affected by
the legislation proposed by the Government;
there is no question about that.

The National Party recognises that any pros-
pect of success for change will depend very
much on whether two of the three major parties
can reach some accord on whether there will be
change. Naturally if it is the Liberal and
National Parties which reach that accord it will
then be the Government's responsibility to de-
cide whether the changes put forward by the
two conservative parties are acceptable to it.
We recognise that the Government has the
right to indicate that it is not prepared to ac-
cept those changes and that it is prepared to
fight another election on the boundaries and
the electoral law existing.

Over the period that will be available to us to
consider this legislation we should be able to
reach some sont of agreement on what reforms
are necessary. Perhaps, for the first time in my
time in this place, all the parties may reach an
agreement about whether we should make
those particular changes to our electoral system
and decide the method by which members of
the Legislative Council are elected.

I can assure the Minister for Parliamentary
and Electoral Reform that the National Party is
strongly opposed to the concept of one-vote-
one-value. It has made that clear from the time
it started looking at this rather vexed problem
of electoral reform.

The National Party, despite the fact that it
will accept the second reading, will not support
any finished product which embodies the prin-
ciple of one-vote-one-value. We will record our
vote against that as strongly as possible in this
place during the adoption of the Committee's
report and during the third reading, and cer-
tainly in another place.

I look forward to the ensuing months to see
whether some agreement can be reached be-
tween the major parties on this matter of elec-
toral reform.

MR CLARIKO (Karrinyup) [4.13 p.m.j: One
frequently hears the expression "Burke's law"
used ini Western Australia these days-it
means that the Government is once again pro-
moting its narrow interests, or those of the
Labor Party, at the expense of the ordinary
citizen of this State. More succinctly it may be
referred to as jobs for the boys or looking after
Burke's pals.
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One could also call this legislation "Burke's
stew" because it appears to be a bit of every-
thing-it is the leftovers from previous elec-
toral Hills brought in by this Government and
it includes some of the material which the
member for Morley-Swan used to trot out when
he was in Opposition.

However, there has been one cornerstone in
the approach by this Government to electoral
change; that is, it used to hammer the Oppo-
sition and say that any electoral system must be
based on one-vote-ne-value. It stated that if
we did not have a system based on one-vote-
one-value it would not be democratic. Mem-
bets who come into this House every day walk
past the magnificent limousines which are
driven by members of the Government and we
used to see on the back of those cars a sticker
which said that everyone's vote should be
equal. Today we have a Bill before the House
which does not embrace that principle. If mem-
bers look outside, would they please tell me
which cars belonging to the members of the
Labor Party still have a sticker on them staling
that everyone's vote should be equal. If they do
still have one perhaps they should creep outside
and take it off those vehicles because this Bill is
partially about one-vote-one-value and
partially about something quite different-in
other words, a significant weighting of votes.

Mr Bryce: It is a compromise.
Mr CLARKO: One cannot compromise a

basic principle. If one says that everyone's vote
should be equal one either believes every elec-
tor's vote should be equal or one does not; one
cannot then say that we must accept a mixture
of this and this, because it is impossible.

Mr Brian Burke: What do you mean by
"accepting this and this"?

Mr CLARKO: Trying to take up some other
sort of stance or position other than what the
Premier tried to do in a pristine way by placing
stickers on the cars of his gullible members
which stated that everyone's vote should be
equal.

The Bill before the House, together with the
Minister's accompanying notes, state that in
the Legislative Council there is to be a vote-
weighting of 1.4:1. This is a Labor Bill and
Labor members supposedly believe that every-
one's vote should be equal. It is illogical to
have both principles in this Bill. If it is right for
the Legislative Council to have three levels of
weighting, it should be right for the Legislative
Assembly also. If it is right and democratic that
all the Legislative Assembly seats should be

equal in the number of electors, the same
should apply to the upper House.

It is absolute nonsense for the Government
to try to pretend otherwise. Therefore, it en-
courages me to the view that the letter which
fell of the back of a truck and which was writ-
ten by the member for Morley-Swan is true;
that is, the Government is playing a rand pol-
itical stunt in relation to this legislation. I hope
this legislation is not passed by this Parliament.
The member for Morley-Swan said that the
legislation was created in a way that would en-
sure it would not be passed by the Parliament
and I hope that is the case.

I have said before in debates on similar legis-
lation in this House that I challenge anybody to
produce one example to prove that any country
in the world has the principle of one-vote-one-
value.

It appears that the Labor Party no longer
believes in the principle of one-vote-one-value.
If one looks at the various seats which have
been won in the Legislative Council, the
records show that if the Labor Party had been
able to follow up the win of one provincial seat
with the second seat, it could have the control
of the Legislative Council. It is wrong for the
Labor Party to maintain how dastardly it has
been treated. It could have won control of the
Legislative Council if it had held its support
over a couple of elections.

I come now to the question of the 15 per cent
plus or minus tolerance in the quota of electors.
It is a pity the Leader of the National Party has
left the House. The question of the IS per cent
Plus or minus tolerance is a sheer hoax and, in
fact, there is a likelihood there will not be one-
vote-one-value in the Legislative Assembly. It
will be distorted away from rural interests. The
15 per cent plus or minus tolerance is not
mandatory and it is not a requirement of the
Electoral Commissioners to have it at all. They
could, if they desired, create 57 seats with each
having the same number of electors, but I do
not expect them to do that. What I expect them
to do is what the Leader of the National Party
was alluding to. They will look at seats where it
has been proved that the population will row
rapidly, such as the electorates of Karrinyup,
Joondalup, Whitford and Murdoch. The El ec-
toral Commissioners will do what they have
always done and that is take a seat like
Karrinyup and put it at the bottom of that
figure-they will take 15 per cent off the quota
for that seat.
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Areas which have a stable population, which
in Western Australia are basically country
areas, will be put at the top. If the quota for
Western Australia were 15 000 people per seat,
with the I5 per cent on top we would have
17 250, and with the 15 per cent taken off we
would have 12 750. We could have a situation
of having 12 000 people in one electorate and
perhaps 17 000 in another. As the leader of the
National Party stated, we could find that the
country seats were the largest electorates, in
terms of electors, in Western Australia.

Where we have a situation today where a
country seat averages about 8 000 electors-
centainly after a redistribution it does because
of the 2:1 weighting-it will now average some-
thing in the order of 17 000. That is twice the
amount and my colleagues from the country
will agree that under this Bill they will only
obtain half as many seats.

That will be the effect of this Bill; it will
halve country representation in Western
Australia. It contains no direction to the Elec-
toral Commissioners that they shall take notice
of this fact.

I congratulate the Minister for producing the
booklet on this subject for the information of
members, but the way it is written is a gross
distortion. It gives the impression that country
seats will have an advantage, whereas I have
indicated the likelihood that the situation will
be exactly the opposite. This will be a bigger
burden. The very fact that the tolerance will be
I5 per cent instead of the previous 10 per cent
makes the situation even worse. Anyone who
has a keen respect for maintaining the rural
interests in this State-as I have, despite being
in the metropolitan area-and certainly those
who represent the country should clearly vote
against this Bill and toss it out because it will
halve the number of country seats in the West-
ern Australian Parliament. A person who is a
theoretician could vote against the Bill on the
basis of its effect on the upper House.

I am also opposed to the proportional voting
system set down in this Bill. With regard to the
metropolitan area, it proposes that there be
three council regions instead of the current
five. I wonder how big will be the region
representing my area, the northern pant of the
metropolitan area. Will it cover the area from
the Fremantle traffic bridge to Beldon and be-
yond? Is that what will happen? Shall we have a
handful of Legislative Councillors representing
that vast area? How will they manage to do the
sort of thing that you, Mr Deputy Speaker, and
I do every day, such as visit schools, age pen-

sioners and mothers' clubs? These Legislative
Councillors will become completely remote
from the electors and that is a serious fault of
this legislation which proposes to change the
number of metropolitan regions from five to
three.

We shall have members like Winston
Churchill 111; they will be great experts in
theoretical politics and they will have no need
to creat a grass roots basis of support among
ordinary people. They will not worry about that
aspect. Under this system a potential candidate
will have to make sure that the president of his
political party comes to dinner every Saturday
night and that as many people as possible from
the State Executive, who will vote to put the
candidates' names on the list, visit him every
Saturday or Sunday. Once a candidate's name
is on the list among the top three, he will have
no more worries. I assume that in the metro-
politan area for each of the major parties there
will never be fewer than three winning candi-
dates for each of the regions and, therefore, a
candidate would need to worry only if his name
were placed fourth on the list.

That is not a good system; it is disgraceful; it
is not a system for a State such as Western
Australia, which is one of the most sparsely
populated areas in the world. We have a popu-
lation of one million people crowded around
the Swan River and hardly any people in the
remaining one million square miles of the
State. The country areas make an important
contribution to the State, perhaps making sure
that those people in the metropolitan area can
buy a new car every few years for example, as a
result of the products from farming and mining
industries in the remote parts of the State. If
one considers the history of Western Australia
it can be seen that the economy has boomed or
been depressed as a result of activity outside
the metropolitan area;, nothing in Perth has
happened or will happen which has or could
double the rate of population growth or in-
crease the standard of living in WA. Apart
from Federal factors, everything that happens
economically in this State is consequential on
success in outback Western Australia.

Under the Proposed system not only will
metropolitan Legislative Councillors become
remote from the grass roots level but also the
members representing the one million square
miles-Perth is so small that its area is not
worth counting-will have territories of more
than 300 000 square miles if the area is divided
evenly. I remind members that that is
approximately the size of France, the biggest
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European country; it is four times the size of
the United Kingdom; bringing it closer to
home it is four times the size of Victoria. How
can members represent the people in regions of
that size? I remember once listening to Graeme
Campbell, the Federal member for Kalgoorlie,
talking about how difficult it is for him to rep-
resent the people in his tlectorate, an area of
approximately 700 000 square miles. It is a
very difficult job and I know that his
predecessor also said how difficult it is to cover
that area. My friend and colleague, the member
for Murchison-Eyre, represents an area of
approximately 400 000 square miles. These are
huge areas which cannot be envisaged by
people in other countries. The proposed system
will have the effect of keeping a member of
Parliament as remote as possible from his elec-
torate. A good system would be doing exactly
the opposite.

In addition the system of proportional voting
will provide a greater opportunity than ever
before for minority parties to win seats in the
Legislative Council and this will be at the ex-
pense of both the Liberal Party and the
National Party. Bearing in mind the current
situation in the Senate, which follows a system
of the type proposed, a handful of Australian
Democrat senators now have an absolute veto
over every political wish of the Australian
people. The Labor Party is the Government of
Australia and it should be able to get on with
the job of governing Australia. In the last two
elections it has received a significant vote from
electors to govern Australia. Does it do so? No,'a handful of members, representing
approximately eight per cent of the Australian
vote, have complete right of veto.

That is not a sound system; it is dreadful.
The proposal in front of members is for a
system of that type. I am reminded of the situ-
ation in the South Australian Legislative Coun-
cil which has a similar system. Since that
system was introduced it has had a hung Parlia-
ment and two members have the right of veto. I
reject the proposal and I believe that the Minis-
ter's summary note which says that with pro-
portional voting there shall be an accurate
matching between votes and seats won ignores
the argument I have presented which is much
more important- We must have a political
system which allows the party that wins
Government to govern. The proposed system
will produce a hung Parliament and will create
a situation in which for example in the first
election one Australian Democrat could win a
seat, and in the second election a second

Australian democrat could win a seat, and if
the members of Parliament are evenly divided
between the major parties, those two
Australian Democrats-representing eight per
cent or less of the State's vote-will prevent a
Labor Party which has won Government at
election from governing. The Labor Party has
belly-ached about the Liberal Party for years
about its control of the upper House but at
least we have always had a high percentage of
the vote. The Government will replace the Op-
position parties with the members of a min-
ority party.

With regard to proportional voting we are
likely to have candidates who are a name only
and who are not personally known to the
people they represent. They will represent
people in areas of approximately 300 000
square miles; they will represent one-third of
the population of Perth, as opposed in the city
to the present one-fifth.

The candidates are likely to be members of
the hierarchy of the political association to
which they belong, or close friends of the re-
gional association; it is likely that only persons
from big centres will gain seats and people
from small towns and the like will be left on the
outer. The chance of having a local person as a
member of Parliament will go out of the win-
dow.

Even the creation of the six council regions
will not be left to the commissioners. The
regions have a geographic title, an entity, and
the Bill will take away from Electoral Com-
missioners the ability to decide how pants of
Western Australia should be divided. That
ability will be taken away from the start.

With regard to the effects of the provisions of
the Bill for the membership of the Legislative
Council, if this system had been in force for the
last election, based on the party vote then
obtained, the result would have been: ALP 19
seats, compared with its present 16 seats;
National Party three seats compared with its
present four seats; and, Liberal Party 11 seats,
compared with its present 13 seats. In addition
there is one independent member.

Clearly, this Bill is designed to give the Labor
Party control of the Legislative Council. Once
it gets control, this mealy-mouthed legislation
which has a double view about one-vote-one-
value depending on which House one is speak-
ing about, will all go out the window. The
Labor Party, having gained control of both
Houses, will bring in any type of draconian
legislation it likes which will either abolish the
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upper House or create a House which is a
tamed cat for itself.

1 support a system where there are staggered
elections and continuity of experience. I do not
support both Houses coming up for election
simultaneously after four years. We should re-
tain the three-year period and continue with a
six-year staggered term for the Legislative
Council. Local Government has a "one-third,
one-third, one-third," situation as we all know.
Having experience of the system, I know it has
proved worthwhile.

There is no campaign in Australia that I am
aware of-by Labor or other people in our
community-to make a change about this same
thing in the Australian Senate. If it is such a
good thing that we should get rid of the
staggered system, and introduce a system where
members are elected at the same time and leave
at the same time, why is there not a movement
within Australia, or motions that come from
the Australian Labor Party, that urge that the
Senate terms should be exactly equal to those
of the lower House? I have not heard of that. I
have certainly not seen it in the newspapers or
on television. It is part of an arrangement that
has been cooked up to try to maximise the
Labor Party's position.

I refer to the boundaries. They are implied
by the creation of six regional councils. We
have an Electoral Commissioner who will be
appointed by the Governor. Apparently poli-
ticians, who previously drew up these bound-
aries, are suspect whilst Electoral Com-
missioners, who are chosen by those very same
politicans, are okay. It is absolute nonsense. If
one wants a system which has a truly indepen-
dent commissioner, a group of honest men and
women who are completely remote from party
political affiliation should appoint him.

If one reads the legislation, one will see how
devious this Government is with this Burke
stew. One can be an Electoral Commissioner
after three years' break from being a member of
Parliament. One can imagine the member for
Morley-Swan, who might well stand down from
this Chamber at the end of this term, becoming
a commissioner on Cocos Island-or another
hand-out job that the Premier is a past master
at offering; after three years on this tropical
island, he could become the Electoral Com-
missioner of Western Australia in 1992. That is
what this Bill provides for. It is another reason
the legislation should be voted against.
(74)

I do not support an automatic redistribution
every eight years. All the 57 seats in Western
Australia could have, say, exactly 15 000 elec-
tors in them and, yet, after eight years there
would be an automatic redistribution. It is a
heap of nonsense. The present system says that
if there are eight imbalanced seats, then there
will automatically be a redistribution. We
could look at the question of the imbalanced
seats remaining at eight. I note the Minister's
comments relating to a few seats being out of
balance for some time. A situation could occur
where there had been no redistribution for, say,
12 years and five seats were out of balance;
then a redistribution could occur. A situation
will be created where no-one knows what elec-
torate be is in or who is his member of Parlia-
ment. I do not think there are any bad mem-
bers of Parliament, but a situation could be
created where a member of Parliament had
been in an area for seven years and a group of
people in one of his suburbs started to cause
him trouble about an issue. He might decide
not to get involved with their issue, because in
another 12 months he would be clear of that
section of his electorate. That situation does
not make for better members of Parliament.

I was unimpressed when the Premier chose
to write and tell us how to be better members of
Parliament, how we should not shout and be
abusive. We have had to listen to him year in,
year out, doing just that. It is sheer cant and
humbug for him to write such a letter. It must
have been written by one of his advisers.

The Opposition wants a system where the
public know who their member of Parliament
is. An elector should be able to easily relate to
his or her member. We do not want a system of
proportional voting, vast electorates or vast
numbers of electors. This legislation gives us all
those things.

In addition, I oppose the optional preferen-
tial voting system. It is an attempt by the Labor
Party to creep up to first-past-the-post. I sup-
pose its clever boys have come to the con-
clusion that they can direct their voters to have
an optional preferential vote when it suits
them, and when they are to run last in a seat,
for example, out in the bush, they will direct
their people to give their preferences to the
second party. It is a disguised attempt to move
closely to the first-past-the-post principle.
Utimately, that situation might not help them,
if we look at the situation in the United King-
dom.
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I refer to the proposal that one of the Elec-
toral Redistribution Commissioners shall be a
Federal civil servant. It is a dreadful situation.
Fancy proposing that one of the three people
shall be, say, the Commonwealth Statistician.
That is an absolute vote of no confidence in
every civil servant of Western Australia. There
are many civil servants who could do this job.
Doubtless the statistician could well have a
bundle of information which could be very use-
ful. There is no doubt that a civil servant from
this State could go to the Commonwealth Stat-
istician and ask for some statistics and be given
those statistics. The State civil servant would
then be making the decision based on the stat-
istics provided by the Commonwealth officer.
This is a serious pro-Federal stance and should
be rejected.

I oppose the proposition that the Electoral
Commission should have powers of propa-
ganda, as set out in clause 5F(d) on page 14 of
the Bill. Just imagine the ex-member for
Morley-Swan, as commissioner, controlling the
propaganda that came from the Electoral Com-
mission. How even-handed is that? That
should not be in this Bill.

I recently read an article by an academic
which talked about the five per cent of the
Australian population who do not vote, despite
compulsory voting. About 95 per cent of
Australians do vote under our compulsory
voting system. The weighting is pro-Labor in
the five per cent of people who do not vote, If
the Labor Party could push that figure higher it
would be an electoral plus for it. The Labor
Party will propagandise Western Australia. It is
just about as even-handed as the debacle called
"Parliament Week" which was a "Labor Parlia-
ment Week". It was an effort to promote the
Labor Party's electoral position. It was a stunt
and fortunately it is now behind us.

I also ask the Minister to look at the question
of a numbered ball instead of placing a slip
inside an opaque sphere. I think it is possible to
put a piece of paper into an opaque sphere and
get the ball to run unevenly. I am not saying
that the returning officer would deliberately do
that, but in my experience, until the last elec-
tion, they have put those dreadful envelopes
into a box, with the envelopes being so large
that they could not turn over. In my electorate
of Karrinyup I know that if something went
into that box at the top or at the bottom, it
would come out at the top or at the bottom,
and if it was in the middle, it would come out
in the middle. That has happened every time I
have been a candidate for my electorate since

1971, other than last time when smaller envel-
opes were used. Lotto uses a round, numbered
ball.

Mr Bryce: Do you want to argue about
doogs?

Mr CLARKO: No, I will not do that, but I
ask the Minister to consider it although I do
not suggest it is at the top of the list.

Another point is that I cannot abide the use
of old ballot papers. Somebody told me re-
cently that by using that method in Tasmania,
a fellow who had moved to the Gold Coast and
lived there for eight years was elected.

Mr Thompson: With about 70 per cent of the
vote.

Mr CLARKO: I am not sure about that.
In summary, this Bill is contradictory. It

supports one-vote-one-value in one place and
opposes it in another. It provides for weighting
of votes, about which I have been arguing since
I came here. I support weighting of votes.
although I would have a different figure for the
metropolitan area, for big country towns, and
for the rest; and that "rest" might possibly be
broken into two pants each with a smaller figure
for the remote north-west and far eastern parts
of the State. I would have three or four parts
each with a different weighting, and that should
no longer be anathema to the Government
becmause in fact it proposes here that the Coun-
cil itself have a three level weighting system.

This legislation should be opposed because
the supposed one-vote-one-value in the Legis-
lative Assembly will be used by the Electoral
Commissioners, if they have no particular pre-
dilection for one-vote-one-value to top up
small country areas and put big electorates like
mine at the bottom. That will have the effiect of
halving the number of members of Parliament
from the country in this Chamber.

I do not agree with the four-year term, and
believe we should continue with the three-year
term in this House and the six-year term in the
Legislative Council. I do not agree with the
proposal for six electoral regions. That is actu-
ally designed to enhance the position of the
Labor Party. I am opposed to the proportional
voting system for the Legislative Council, and
to the optional preferential voting system over-
all. I believe that the method of appointing the
Electoral Commissioner is wholly partisan. It is
entirely in the hands of the Government, and if
one looks at the people who have become heads
of departments and semi-Government depart-
ments around Perth, they are all pant of Burke's
law.
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Here we have Burke's stew-a mish-mash of
old electoral materials put together and
brought to this Parliament. It is not an accept-
able electoral system, and obviously it does not
fit the Government's electoral objectives. The
Government has come up with this peculiar
set-up and even the member for Morley-Swan
says it stinks.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan) [4.43 p.m.]: I
will make a brief comment on the Bill and
suggest to members that this issue is much
greater than any member. Just as Ministers,
and Premiers, and Governments of the past
have been judged and condemned because they
abused the trust that had been given to them by
drawing boundaries to suit their own interests,
so we will be judged as to whether we take the
opportunity to write legislation that is honour-
able in the true sense.

I am always amused by the convention of
calling certain members of Parliament
"honourable", and it has always seemed to me
that people who are honourable do not need to
be called it. If people walk around calling each
other honourable all the time, one has to won-
der at the emphasis on such a word.

What I am saying is that we have the chance
to be honourable in a true sense today by seeing
to it that it is no longer possible for members of
Parliament to draw boundaries on an electoral
map that will help to save their skins. That has
been the custom in the past, and as I have said
in this place many times before, if an instru-
ment is faulty all that flows from it must be
suspect. If this Parliament has a rotten foun-
dation because lines have been gerrymandered
and drawn by Ministers of the Crown in con-
junction with the Chief Electoral Officer in a
private house some time in the past, everything
that flows from such a Parliament must be sus-
peat. Yet people talk a great deal about the
need for respect for Parliament. Of course there
will never be respect for Parliament until
people really believe we have been elected on
boundaries drawn not by members of Parlia-
ment but by other people in accordance with
democratic principles that have been accepted
and established for some time now, particu-
larly-if I can use the term-in the Western
world.

I suggest that we have made a great step for-
ward in the past 3t/2 years because today I did
not hear the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
who led the debate for the Opposition,
defending something that!I consider to be inde-
fensible; that is, the drawing of boundaries by
Ministers of the Crown. It seems that at last the

Opposition has come to agree that the system it
used the last time it altered the Act is not really
an honourable system for the State, and that
boundaries should be drawn by people who are
not politicians.

I comment on the contribution by the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition. It was a big im-
provement on some of the contributions we
have heard in past years, where people have
said all kinds of wild things, such as that the
Labor Party is making sure it wins every elec-
tion from here on, and so on. The contribution
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was a
thoughtful one and a great improvement on
past efforts.

Mr MacKinnon: I did say there needed to be
plenty of changes made to the Bill.

Mr TONKIN: I was talking about the draw-
ing of boundaries and who should draw them.
As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would
be aware, the system his party used when in
Government was for politicians to draw certain
boundaries under the Act, and today I did not
hear him defend that system.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also
seemed to put a different emphasis on things
when he talked about the need to sit down and
discuss matters with the Government. Mem-
bers would be aware that when I was the Minis-
ter I continually asked for discussions with the
Opposition, but had no discussions worth any-
thing at all. It seems that the numbers upstairs
have changed things somewhat, so at last the

Opposition is prepared to talk about the mat-
ter.

Mr MacKinnon: You know that you were
also partly to blame in that regard.

Mr TONKIN: That may be so, but neverthe-
less I did offer to have discussions with the
Opposition, and there were no worthwhile dis-
cussions at all. As I said when I first stood up
today, this issue is bigger than any of us and we
should not be petty but should try to work out
legislation that is desirable for the State.

In essence this Bill is what I promised on
behalf of the Government before the general
election-there is no question about that. If
one looks at the Bill and at the election pol-
icy-and that is a matter for comparison, and I
am sure members can obtain a copy from the
library-one can see that the details are essen-
tially the same.

Mr Thompson: Why did you resign, then?
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Mr TONKIN: In answer to the member far
Kalamunda-who, by the way, is one of the
recipients of the malapportionment which
makes his Liberal-held seat a country seat-I
am speaking about the Bill. My resignation
from Cabinet had nothing to do with the con-
tents of this Bill, and I believe this issue is
much bigger than the career of an individual.

It may be that some members will find that
difficult to understand, but I am not interested
in talking about the careers of individuals when
we are here to draw up an electoral system that
is fair and reasonable for the people of Western
Australia.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not think it is

fair that that question be asked by way of inter-
jection now. It has been made abundantly clear
by the member that his actions were not
precipitated by this Bill. I consider any further
inteijections on that matter to be disorderly
because we are debating this Bill and not the
member's resignation. There is a course of ac-
tion open to members if they want to take it to
debate, but the time for that is not during the
debate on this Bill.

Mr TONKIN: The Deputy Leader of the Op-
position spoke about scepticism in his ap-
proach to this Bill. The only way to put an end
to any scepticism that he may have is to see
that the Bill is passed in both Houses. If he has
any sceptisism with regard to the Govern-
ment's intentions, they can be laid to rest by
passing the Bill here and in the other place so
that it becomes law. It does not mratter who is
sceptical about what. The fact is that it will be
law and this State would have made an enor-
mous step forward by enacting such legislation.

I now wish to comment on the question of
vote-weighting for country people. The
Government is against vote-weighting for
country people as a general principle although
it has agreed to a compromise in the Bill. To
argue that country people need vote-weighting
so that they can look after their interests is an
insult, in my opinion, to country people.

Mr Clarko: That is what the Bill does in the
upper House.

Mr TONKIN: It is a compromise Bill. The
Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform has made it clear that this is a compro-
mise Bill. It departs from the one-vote-one-
value principle. However, I do not think any-
one should snigger when somebody makes a
compromise. That shows we are earnest about
the Bill. We have been prepared to depart from

our policy of one-vote-one-value. I introduced
Bills containing that principle in the previous
Parliament and they were rejected. This is a
compromise Bill and it does not behove any-
body to snigger when a Government attempts
to compromise.

Dealing with the principle of one-vote-one-
value,' I do not believe that country people need
the insult that they are somehow so inept that
they need to have special consideration in the
electoral process. I think talking about country
people in that way is divisive and we do not
need that kind of antagonism between country
and city people.

The principle of one-vote-one-value has been
accepted in the Federal arena since 1901. It
Western Australians can vote for a national
Government on a one-vote-one-value basis, I
believe they can also vote that way for a State
Government. The problem with departing
from the one-vote-one-value principle is that
we then invite politicians to devise a system
which will benefit themselves. What would
members say about a political party which said
that it did not believe in one-vote-one-value
because women are disadvantaged and their
votes must be enhanced. I also do not believe
that because Aborigines do not have the same
influence over events as others that their votes
must be enhanced. I do not believe that people
who are employed in non-professional
occupations and who do not have the same
ability to earn as much money or to have as big
an influence on matters should have their votes
enhanced. If a party were skillful enough to do
that, it could enhance its own vote by vote-
weighting in those areas.

I do not believe the Opposition has ever
demonstrated that it is more concerned about
country people than the Government is. The
only reason that the Opposition believes in
vote-weighting is that that is the basis of its
political power.

Mr Lightfoot: Are you saying that, if country
people are less represented in this place, they
will be better off? Are you saying they will be
disadvantaged if they are less represented?

Mr TONKIN: I think it is quite clear that
with the vote-weighting that has existed in this
place since we have had responsible Govern-
ment, country people have not been
disadvantaged by the malapportionment. All it
has meant is that it has been difficult for any-
one but conservatives to win control, for
example, of the Legislative Council. One-party
States, or a system which makes it easier for
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one party to dominate a Legislature, will make
that party less competitive. I submit that no
athlete worth his or her salt would compete
only if he or she had a 10-metre start in a 100-
metre race. Under that system of handicap-
ping, the person receiving the handicap would
not need to be as good and would not need to
train as hard as the athlete who was starting 10
metres. behind.

A political party which builds in for itself an
advantage in the political process can become
slack. If one considers previous conservative
Governments in this State, one will see how
slack they became and how, because they were
conservative and not dynamic, they were not
able to look after country people and have not
done so. I do not believe in vote-weighting.

Finally, I wish to refer to the comments
made by the Leader of the National Party. I
was amazed to hear him say that it is fair that
the Legislative Council will determine the fate
of this Bill because it will be most affected by
it. That is an argument for people judging their
own cases and is surely untenable. One could
argue that the person most affected in a murder
trial, the accused, should be able to judge his
own case because he is most affected by its
outcome. We would laugh at that situation.

I think the Leader nf the National Party put
his finger on what is wrong with the electoral
system in this State. For too long the people
who benefit from the system have been able to
devise a system to ensure that those who had
control of both Houses would remain in control
of at least one House and would give them-
selves a head start in the other House. That is
what is wrong with the system and that is why,
as soon as we depart from one-vote-one-value,
we are inviting politicians to write laws which
will suit their own cause. I am not asking mem-
bers to trust the Labor Party to write a Bill that
will advantage or not advantage us and I do not
expect them to trust the National Party or con-
servative parties to do the same. I am asking
for a system that will allow for a majority of
votes to win a majority of seats. That is fair and
democratic.

MR SCHELL (Mt Marshall) [5.00 p.m.]:
This electoral reform Bill reduces the number
of country seats in the Legislative Assembly
from 27 to 18, thereby reducing country rep-
resentation by one third. If this Bill is enacted
we will have less than one per cent of the area
of the State of Western Australia represented
by 70 per cent, or 39 seats, and 99 per cent of
the area of the State represented by 30 per cent,
or IS seats.

This Bill has been brought about by the rapid
growth of the Perth metropolitan area in com-
parison with population growth in the country
and Labor's belief in one-vote-one-value, but it
totally disregards the contrast in duties be-
tween country and city members in this unique
State. The country member's duties are the
same as those of a city member and more be-
cause of the distance and size of his electorate.
The multitude of extra problems that do not
concern a city member are a great burden to
the country member. They range from road
building to silo construction, and from railway
line closures to droughts and floods. In other
words, they cover many areas which people in
the city would not have to look at. The diver-
sity is often bewildering and complicated.

Then there is the human role of the country
MP. The country elector rings his member on
all occasions on matters in relation to which
the city elector can call a department or an
office. He has many sources from which he can
get information whereas in many cases the
country elector has to approach his member of
Parliament because there is no other source.
The country MP is also the person often called
on to make representations on issues which do
not come into the role of the metropolitan MP.

Then there is the incessant travel in the
larger rural electorates which takes up a great
deal of time. A country MP's expenses are very
high, firstly in terms of cash, although that can
be compensated and is compensated to a cer-
tain extent. At this stage I believe the compen-
sation still fails to meet a member's needs. His
greatest need is compensation for time. The
only compensation that can justify the amount
of time spent is satisfaction in doing the job,
and that is achieved at an exhausting pace.

If this Bill becomes law and rural electorates
are enlarged by half again the workload will be
increased to the point of being ridiculous. The
amount of time required, the electorate work,
and the amount of travel will all increase, and
the standards expected of a State politician in
those areas will not be met, leading to less rep-
resentation of country people.

The last speaker raised the point about the
size of Federal electorates. I do not believe
there is any comparison between the work of
State and Federal politicians; the issues are en-
tirely different. The State MP handles domestic
issues involving citizens in the towns and on
the land; the Federal MP handles issues of
national importance, and is not expected to go
into the same personal contact with people as is
a State member.
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The present representation in this House is
biased in the city's favour with 30 of the 57
seats. Because of the imbalance of population
we can come to terms with this fact, but to
increase the city's representation further at the
country's expense would show a total disregard
for people living in the far-flung areas of this
State. When a future Government comes for-
ward with a successful decentralisation policy
and shifts numbers of people into country
areas, a lesser rural bias would be acceptable
because the area to be covered would not be
any greater. I and the entire National Party
oppose this Bill as it stands.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [5.04 p.m.]: I
begin my discussion of this particular piece of
legislation with two quotations which I think
will establish the type of' context in which we
are dealing. The first looks at the history of
electoral matters in the Australian States dur-
ing the 20th century and comes from Professor
Rufus Davis, recently retired from Monash
University. He described the history of elec-
toral practices in this way-

It appears that the electoral experience
of the Australian states is a mixture of
three things-adventure, heterodoxy and
knavery. Between them, the states have
fathered a crop of electoral devices, con-
founded their textbook behaviour, and at
times and in places used them with a skill
which even a fun-fair poker machine pro-
prietor could admire.

That is the first quotation dealing with the
overall experience of electoral Matters in the
States. The second deals with the system we
have in Western Australia and comes from
David Black who is the head of Social Sciences
at the Western Australian Institute of Tech-
nology, and a well-respected political commen-
tator. He stated-

Whatever the arguments of principle for
and against vote weighting few would gain-
say that the existing system no longer re-
flects any rational pattern of protection for
particular interests, but a confused
amalgam resulting from party maneouvres;
and long standing patterns of represen-
tation.

He was speaking at a Parliament Week seminar
in 1984. He went on to argue that the time had
come in Western Australia for some degree of
electoral reform. He argued that this would re-
quire two things: Firstly, the education of the
people at large about the "inequities and irrel-
evances of the present system". Secondly, it

would require a degree of compromise on both
sides of politics.

On this side of the House we have been ac-
tive in the last few years on both those fronts:
In educating the people about the current
system-and a lot of the credit for that must go
to the former Minister, the member for
Morley-Swan-and in making big efforts to
compromise our party programme to try to
find a consensus solution to what is obviously a
major issue in politics-the kind of electoral
system we have. The time has come for the
Opposition parties to recognise the results of
the 1983 and 1986 elections and to exercise a
little statesmanship for a change-the sont of
statesmanship that has been exercised in the
past by the member for Morley-Swan.

There are five good reasons for supporting
this Bill. Firstly, it goes a good way towards
institutionalising the principle of one-vote-one-
value. Where this principle is qualified-most
obviously in ejections for the upper House-
compensation is gained from the fact of multi-
member electorates and proportional represen-
tation. Obviously that is a point that the mem-
ber for Karrinyup does not seem to understand.

Secondly, it creates an independent Electoral
Commission which will draw the boundaries
and become responsible for the conduct of elec-
tions. We will see the end of direct political
influence in electoral matters.

Thirdly it creates a system which encourages
participation in politics by making it easier for
people to record a valid vote and by allowing
the commission to foster citizenship in the
community.

Fourthly, it creates the electoral basis on
which we can start to look seriously at the
functioning of the institution of Parliament.
Our elections are not only to change Govern-
ments, but also the Parliament overall. It is
crucially important that for both of those
things to happen we have a legitimate basis to
the election system.

The fifth reason is that this Sill provides for
longer parliamentary terms. I believe the time
has come to amend upwards the calculation we
must make of the period needed to ensure ac-
countability on the one hand and to allow for
good Government on the other.

It seems to me that they are the five basic
reasons which make this legislation good legis-
lation. Let me go on to look generally at the
question of the electoral system. The type of
electoral system we have in a democracy is
clearly the most important issue that we face.
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The fact is that there are many different ways
in which a democracy can be run. Each of these
different methods which can be devised has
differing consequences leading to differing out-
comes and each of these consequences and out-
comes has an influence on the political process.
On the one hand, we have a very general theory
of democracy: The idea that government
should be based on the popular Will of the
people, the idea of "majority rule". On the
other hand, we have the specific electoral insti-
tutions which allocate the right to vote, provide
mechanisms for conducting elections and set
up systems for relating votes given to seats
gained.

It is not easy to go from that general theory
of democracy to a specific set of institutions
because the different institutions can have dif-
ferent consequences. There is an ongoing argu-
ment about which is the best electoral system
to have. To start the ball rolling, it is obvious
that there are certain conditions which must be
met if the system is to be regarded as demo-
cratic; that is that elections have to be free, fair,
and periodic. Let us focus on this idea of fair-
ness in the electoral system.

For an electoral system to be fair, it is clear
that all adult citizens, subject to the usual
qualifications made in this area, should be
entitled to vote and should be given one vote
only. For very good reasons voting rights have
become universal and plural voting has been
abolished. That is something I am sure all
members would agree upon, although it is sad
to think that it took many centuries of struggle
to establish it. This was due mainly to the
ultimately pointless efforts of conservative
forces in society. One-person-one-vote is
agreed upon by everyone as a minimum con-
dition for democracy. I believe, by the force of
argument and by commonsense, it follows that
all votes should have the same value. It follows
as night follows day. Why? Because the argu-
ment which established voting rights for every-
one-that we are all human beings, who have
equal rights before God; that we are all equal in
our basic human natures-also establishes, re-
gardless of our religious preferences, the rights
of all people to have one vote of the same
value. Why give a person the right to vote and
then diminish its value in some way in relation
to the votes of others? It is repugnant to corn-
monsense and logic.

It follows therefore that any qualification of
the principle of one-vote-one-value will need
very special arguments which can withstand
the scrutiny of rigorous examination. To look

at the conception of one-vote-one-value, I
would like to go back to 1928 to the arguments
of Mr T. A. L. Davy, who was the member for
West Perth and the deputy leader of the
National Party, which was one of the forerun-
ners of the modemn Liberal Party.
Unfortunately Mr Davy died young. I believe
he would have made a further significant con-
tribution to the politics of this State. He argued
for a number of interesting things. Firstly he
looked at the idea of Parliament, and I quote
from Hansard as follows-

My idea of Parliament is not industries,
or cities, or strips of land to be
represented, but the people to be
represented. The whole scheme of Parlia-
mentary government is designed to give
expression in Parliament to the views of
the majority of the people ...

That being so, I cannot for the life of me
see how it is possible to obtain any logical
or equitable system of electoral districts
that is not based on the scheme of one vote
one value and adult suffrage. Insofar as the
Bill cannot by some logical process be
brought into line with that principle, it is a
bad Bill.

He then went on to reject the view that farmers
have more brain capacity than city dwellers, It
is interesting that when he made that point the
rogue himself, "Moo Cow" Mitchell,
interjected and said that it could be proved
farmers had more brain capacity than city
dwellers. Mr Davy totally rejected that point of
view. He also rejected the implication-we are
talking about a precursor of the modem Liberal
Party, a man of good commonsense-that
country people ought to be given extra political
rights. He said-

We have got to note the interrelated
nature of the economy and the fact that all
persons engaged in legitimate activity play
as important a pant in the life of the State
as the farmer does.

I think if that fair-minded attitude to the differ-
ences between the different parts of our econ-
omy were taken into account by members of
the National Party, we would have a much
easier debate on this topic.

Thirdly, Mr Davy went on to argue, and very
importantly too, that we needed to make a dis-
tinction between our role as social workers-as
representatives of a particular electorate-and
its legislators. That is a crucial argument. He
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argued that our role as legislators was pre-emi-
nent. I quote from the Hansard of 1928-

Each member must be the judge of just
how far his job extends. Hut we can draw
definite lines between the two jobs,
namely, Parliamentary representation, and
that other legitimate job of making rep-
resentations to departments and that type
of work that we are called upon to do. But,
after all, that is a subsidiary matter, and to
make a difference between the voting ca-
pacity of citizens in various parts of the
State from the point of view of the con-
venience of the man who represents them,
seems to me to be quite wrong.

Exactly the same point was made very elo-
quently by the member for Morley-Swan at last
year's Parliament Week seminar-this distinc-
tion between our role as social workers and our
role as legislators, which is our primary role,
and therefore the importance of having the
electoral base of the Parliament as legitimate.

Mr Davy went on to argue in conclusion that
in a State like Western Australia he was willing
to allow that some seats should have fewer elec-
tors but he admitted-and this is an interesting
point-that there is no way of knowing what
the allowance ought to be. As far as principle or
logic was concerned, he said, there was only
one principle and that was the principle of one-
vote-one-value. The advice he gave Parliament
at that time is exactly the advice we have taken
on board. The principle of one-vote-one-value
is a fundamental principle. In the interests of
compromise, and in the interests of the seeking
of consensus the Government is willing in re-
spect of the upper H-ouse to qualify that prin-
ciple.

Mr Crane: Were these his words in Mansard?)
Dr GALLOP: Yes. How do we achieve this

principle? The primary way is to give every
individual one vote and to make the seats that
are given to pantics proportional to the vote
that they get. This is a very simple system of
proportional representation which is used in
many European countries. It is the idea of the
Parliament as a mirror of the division of
opinion within the electorate, where every
voter has one vote and the vote has one value.
We have a system which we have generally
agreed that we will keep, and it is the system in
which there will be multi-member districts or
single member districts. In other words, the
electorate as a whole will be broken up into
smaller units. To achieve the principle of one-
vote-one-value in that case, we must ensure

that districts are of equal size and with equal
numbers of seats if they are multi-member; or,
if their seat numbers vary, the number should
be proportional to the voting populations in
those seats.

What of the problem of variation? Obviously
it is impossible to establish perfect mathemat-
ical equality. Why? It is because, as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition established, as the
Leader of the National Party established and as
the Minister himself established, it is clear that
demographic changes are going on. To ensure
equality in the electorates members have to
make some allowances for these demographic
changes in between elections.

In this legislation allowance is made for a
plus or minus 15 per cent deviation from the
average enrolment to allow for demographic
changes. Equal electoral districts, with that
variation to deal with demographic changes,
would reduce significantly the possibility that
parties with less than 50 per cent of the support
of the people could win an election. Obviously,
that can never be guaranteed with a system of
single member electorates and without pro-
portional representation. However, it is true to
say that it would reduce the possibility of this
occurring. Therefore, it would follow that
Governments almost certainly would have the
support of more than 50 per cent of the people
in any election for the lower House in Western
Australia.

Mr Clarko: Do you know of any example of
that in the last 30 years?

Dr GALLOP: No, I do not, because there are
no such examples. I put it very clearly that the
possibility of that occurring would be reduced.
As well, zoning should end. Zoning has allowed
the Parliament-in reality, the Government,
because when the Opposition pantics were in
Government the upper House was not really an
upper House in the true sense of the word-to
draw lines between the zones and allocate the
numbers of seats to those zones in a way that
was, firstly, unjust in its results because of the
degree of malapportionment and, secondly,
totally improper in the method used.

As the member for Morley-Swan put it very
clearly, the notion of politicians judging their
own cases should not be countenanced. Inct-
dentally, the member for West Perth in 1928
said that it was outrageous that politicians
should judge their own cases. The system is so
bad that the boundaries for the four seats in the
north are not even the responsibility of the
Electoral Commissioners. It is to be hoped that
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we will move beyond that totally unacceptable
system,

The system for the upper House of the State
Parliament has been an exaggerated and, there-
fore, less defensible version of the system for
the lower House. If we are to have a House of
Review, an upper House in this Parliament, it
is important to have a different but equally
legitimate basis for election to that House. We
are offering the people of Western Australia a
choice- We are saying that we will put in place a
single member system with electorates roughly
equal in size to determine the Government of
the day, and the Government will be respon-
sible to that House of Parliament. Thus there
will be a system of one-vote-one-value with al-
lowance made for demographic changes. Sec-
ondly, we will have multi-member electorates
with proportional representation for the Coun-
cil. Here voters for the smaller parties can ex-
pect some results if they are of sufficient num-
bers. In other words, they have to get the quota,
but there will be a choice of electoral systems.

Mr Thompson: Do you think it reasonable
that a handful of people in the Legislative
Council should hold sway over the majority,
particularly over the Government members?

Dr GALLOP: I think the member is asking
the question in the wrong way. He is really
asking what I think the Powers of the upper
House in relation to those of the lower House
ought to be. I am quite happy to tell the mem-
ber that I think the upper House has far too
much power in relation to the lower House at
present. If the Council had less power, the
member's question would be irrelevant.

in the book, The Geography of Elections,
written by P. J. Taylor and R. J. Johnston, it is
argued that the provision of maximum possible
choice is one of the four criteria of a good
electoral system. With the proposal now before
the Parliament, a choice is offered in terms of
the sorts of votes we can deliver in different
Chambers. The other criteria that Johnston
and Taylor put forward are: Firstly, one per-
son-one-vote-one-value; secondly, different
views held by the electorate should be reflected
proportionately by the Parliament; thirdly,
elections should produce Governments that do
not have a narrow sectional base; and fourthly,
elections should give voters maximum possible
choice. The system that we are putting forward
to this Parliament as a proposal allows this
degree of choice, and for that reason it is a good
system.

Originally, the Labor Party went for a State-
wide proportional representation system, in
which the upper House elections would be the
same as elections for the Senate. In the process
of arguing this issue, we have discovered that
the idea of regions is a part of our political
culture, just as the States are in the Common-
wealth. However, to avoid vote-rigging, we pro-
pose that Legislative Council regions be
con structed on the basis of clusters of Assembly
districts. This is a different idea from that of
zoning which has been practised in the past. It
should be noted that given the particular allo-
cat ions of numbers of members of Parliament
to regions, a degree of malapportionment will
result. However, given the use of proportional
representation within each of these regions-
and as the Minister pointed out in his second
reading speech there are three metropolitan
and three non-metropolitan regions-the de-
gree of malapportionment should not be such
as to cause any major concern for the parties.
That is why I am happy to live with the system
that is being proposed and at the same time I
am an advocate of the principle of one-vote-
one value. Therefore, we are not proposing a
"Burke slew"; our proposal takes into account
the views and aspirations of our party and at
the same time compromises according to the
reasonable arguments that have been put.

It is crucial that we see the Bill as a finely-
tuned package of measures. Too much fiddling
with this Hill will see the spirit and purpose of
the legislation destroyed. I mean that in two
senses. Firtsly, all the pants of this Bill are
linked together very subtly to form a new elec-
toral system which can be defended as fair and
reasonable. For example, the establishment of
six multi-member regions for the Legislative
Council has necessitated the ending of the prac-
tice of half the Legislative Council retiring
every three years. Of course, the Liberal Party
does not agree with proportional represen-
tation, but I appeal to the National Party which
does. If we have proportional representation,
staggered elections for the six multi-member
regions would not make sense. Secondly, the
Labor Government has already compromised
significantly to take into account the views of
those opposed to the earlier versions of elec-
toral reform legislation presented to this Parlia-
ment.

Mr MacKinnon: Do you call one-vote-one-
value compromise?

Dr GALLOP: In respect of the upper House
there has been a compromise on the question
of one-vote-one-value, as the figures indicate.
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Mr Clarko: How can you compromise on a
principle? It is a contradiction in terms.

Dr GALLOP: Of course it is possible to
compromise on principles when principles
come into conflict. The member for Karrinyup
should know that because he is a conservative.
It is a basic element of conservative philos-
ophy.

Mr Court: You want to be all things to all
people.

Dr GALLOP: The member for Nedlands
should not regard the opinions of the
undergraduates of the University of Western
Australia as being necessarily good views, even
if the university is within his electorate.

We ought to see this Bill as a total package of
measures which is finely-tuned and which
offers a system that is fair and reasonable to the
parties and to the voters. For that reason, the
legislation should be given very serious con-
sideration. Let us try to consider this issue as
statesmen looking at the question of what is a
good electoral system, instead of fiddling
around with our own party self-interest.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [5.29 p.m.]:
I seek leave of the House to commence my
remarks at a later stage of this day's sitting.

Leave granted.
Debate thus adjourned.

BILLS (3): RETURNED
1. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment

Bill.
2. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment

Bill (No. 2).
3. Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill.

Bills resumned from the Council without
amendment.

[Questions taken.I
Sitting suspended from 6.0)10t 7. 15 p.m.

DUKE AND DUCHESS OF YORK:
WEDDING

Congratulations: Standing Orders Suspension
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) [7.15 p.m.): I move, without no-
tice-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable me to
move a motion of congratulations to Their
Royal Highnecsses the Duke and Duchess
of York on their marriage today.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) 1.16 p.m.]: The Government is per-
fectly happy to accept the suspension of Stand-
ing Orders moved by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, and indeed to support his motion.

Question put and passed.

Motion
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) [7.17 p.m.]: I move-
This House extends to His Royal High-

ness the Duke of York, Prince Andrew,
and Princess Sarah, congratulations on
their marriage today and best wishes for
long life, health and happiness.

The Queen is the Queen of Australia and our
Head of State. Today one of her sons is being
married amid great pomp and ceremony in
London. At this moment the Commonwealth
of Nations, of which she is also the head, is
sorely troubled over the conflict concerning the
Commonwealth Garnet. Nevertheless,
Australia is part of that great Commonwealth
despite all of its failings and deficiencies. It
would be a sad day if this Parliament allowed
this event to pass without giving any recog-
nition to it and to our historical links with the
Royal family.

It is with pleasure I have moved this motion
in order that this House of Parliament may
record its congratulations and good wishes to
the Royal family and, at the same time, give
recognition to this country's historical links
and associations with Britain. This motion will
also give recognition to the fact that Australia
is represented at that wedding by representa-
tives of the Commonwealth Government,
among many other representatives from other
nations of the Commonwealth. Those who
observed the wedding on television tonight
would have seen representatives of many of the
countries which have pulled out of the Com-
monwealth Games for political reasons, but
who were nevertheless at the wedding.

I think that signifies that there is an enduring
link, even though it has weaknesses and prob-
lems. I think we should seek to strengthen that
link and not allow events such as this to pass
unnoticed.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [7.20 p.m.]: On behalf of the Govern-
ment, I am pleased to second the motion
moved by the Leader of the Opposition.

It is obviously a very significant day for the
British Royal family, and the Government cer-
tainly recognises the British connection as the
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Opposition does, in terms of the Queen of
Australia being the constitutional monarch of
this country. The Government recognises that
and accepts it. The Government has no wish to
do anything other than join the Opposition in
the motion which it is seeking to move this
evening.

I might say, on a more personal level rather
than on a general counity-to-country level, that
I hope the Royal couple have a bloody happy
life, because if they do they will be better off
than a lot of other people.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [7.21 pi.m.J: I add
the National Party's support for this motion.
We trust that the Royal couple have a long and
happy life. The National Party recognises; our
heritage and what we owe to the British con-
nection, and long may that prevail.

MR LIGHTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [7.22
p.m.): I will add to and endorse the comments
of previous speakers from both sides of the
House. It is significant that on this special oc-
casion for the Royal family and for the United
Kingdom and Australia there is genera! consen-
sus in this House. I say as an unabashed royal-
ist who grew up in a period when there was
perhaps more propaganda in schools about the
Royal family-and I do not know whether I am
better or worse for it-

Mr Stephens: Propaganda?
Mr LIGHTFOOT: Propaganda can be truth-

ful, but I take the member's point. I suspect I
am marginally better for growing up in that
period. The Royal family represented to me not
only morality, but also stability. Throughout
those dark years during the Second World War
when I was a child, and through the other times
of conflict on this planet, the Royal family has
always represented stability.

I am thankful I am part of that history' I
believe fervently that the history of the United
Kingdom is my history, although one side of
my family has been here for five generations.
So I take great pleasure in endorsing the com-
ments of the Leader of the House and the
Leader of the Opposition, and say in all sin-
cerity that I wish the second son of Her Majesty
the Queen a long life and happiness with his
new wife, and prosperity, although he already
has that and I hope it does not diminish.

I thank the House for the opportunity to
speak on this special day for the United King-
dom and some Australians.

MR CRANE (Moore) [7.24 p.m.]: 1, too, take
this opportunity of adding my congratulations
and sincere good wishes to the Royal family on

this auspicious occasion for them, the wedding
of Prince Andrew and Sarah, Duke and Duch-
ess of York. Although the previous speaker is
younger than 1, he reminded me of what the
world owes to the British Commonwealth. It
owes its freedom, and it is sometimes good to
remind ourselves of the autumn of 1940 when,
as Winston Churchill said, 'The old lion stood
at bay with only her cubs at her side". The
enemy was poised on the shores of the English
Channel, and it looked as though Britain and
her Commonwealth countries might have been
defeated by an aggressor who, had he been suc-
cessful, would then have defeated the world
and turned the history books around, making
the world a vastly different place than it is
today.

There is a great significance in the Royal
family and what it stands for. This is an oc-
casion to remind ourselves of that earlier
period of history which was a serious time in
our lives, and some of us are old enough to
remember and appreciate the anguish which
was felt at that time. I offer my congratulations
and best wishes to the Royal couple today.

Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
REFORM) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the

sitting.
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [7.26 p.m.):

I did not get the call to have an opportunity to
extend my congratulations to the Royal family
on this occasion, but it is a uniquely important
day in my life because my daughter, who sits in
the gallery, turned 21 today.

Mr Pearce: Would you like to suspend Stand-
ing Orders?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Congratulations
to that very attractive daughter and may I say
she looks as beautiful as she did in the news-
paper photograph.

Mr THOMPSON: I have to concede that the
western boundary of the seat of Kalamunda is
very hard to defend. The proximity of
Kalamunda to the metropolitan area has been
something of an embarrassment to me in the
time I have represented the seat. I have had to
sit and squirm in this House over many years
when that seat has been used as the prime
example for the metropolitan area boundary's
being moved.
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Notwithstanding my discomfort at that fact,
whatever system is introduced will create
anomalies. I admit that the seat of Kalamunda
is an anomalous situation and is very hard to
defend, but I ask members to ponder and come
forward with a system which will not produce
some anomalies. If this Bill were to pass in its
present form, many more anomalous situations
would be created in our electoral system than
the one or two seats in the metropolitan area
which have a country quota and which are in
some respects hard to defend in the present
context.

It is totally unacceptable to have the more
distant pants of the State treated in the same
way as seats within the metropolitan area.
Under the present enrolment we could assume
there will be a quota of 1 5 300. To get that
figure in the metropolitan area one would need
only half a dozen blocks, and a member of
Parliament would be able to walk around his
electorate in a casual stroll on a Sunday morn-
ing. To get to that number of electors in the
remoter pants of this State a member of Parlia-
ment would need a jet aircraft and he would
not be able to get to them in a short space of
time. That will be inconvenient not only for the
member, but for the people he represents.

Mr Bryce: Do you recall how many electors
are on the roll in Kimberley and Pilbara?

Mr THOMPSON: I know. They are
anomalies; I will grant the Minister that. I am
trying to point out that under the system the
Government proposes there will be many more
anomalous situations, and I believe the people
of the State will not be served by the proposed
changes.

Mr Grill: You were pant of the Government
which created the seat of Kimberley, and it was
the most isolated seat in the State and was the
greatest distance fmom the metropolitan area.
There was a reason for it to be reduced in area,
but your Government increased it.

Mr THOMPSON: Under this legislation the
boundary between the Kimberley and Pilbara
electorates will remain the same. It will recede,
but not by much.

Mr Grill: It will recede.
Mr THOMPSON: It will not make any dif-

ference. The person required to represent that
electorate will have an intolerable job just as
the member who represents it now has an intol-
erable job. I ask the Honorary Minister assist-
ing the Minister for Water Resources what it is
like to service that electorate under the existing
circumstances?

Mr Grill: It is hypocrisy on your part to ask
that question when your Government
increased the seat. It flies in the face of your
previous philosophy.

Mr THOMPSON: I have not changed my
mind in respect of there being a weighting to
recognise the problems members of Parliament
have in representing the far flung parts of this
State. I will not recoil from that position. It is
totally inappropriate to expect members of Par-
liament to service electorates in the more re-
mote pans of this State with the same number
of electors as members of Parliament who will
be servicing the seats within the Perth metro-
politan area.

One of the other anomalous situations about
this legislation, if it passes in its present form,
is that the Boundaries Commission will use the
I15 per cent tolerance to cater for expected
growth and decline in electorates. In a seat like
Murdoch or one of the northern electorates
where there is rapid expansion and expected
expansion in the future, the commissioners
could opt for something less, but in the country
areas where there is a decline in population
they will exercise their option to have elector-
ates slightly greater than the nominal 15 300
electors.

Mr Bryce: How do you suggest it should
change? We deliberately increased the plus and
minus figure to 15 per cent.

Mr THOMPSON: It will work in the op-
posite way to that which the Government has
envisaged.

Mr Bryce: How do you suggest it should
work?

Mr THOMPSON: There should be written
into the Act a provision to allow for the delib-
erate weighting of votes in favour of the more
remote pants of the State. This legislation will
work in the opposite way.

Mr Bryce: It is 10 per cent in the metropoli-
tan seats and 15 per cent in the country seats.

Mr THOMPSON: If it is used by the com-
missioners in the way I suggest-

Mr Bryce: It is I5 per cent in the country.
Mr THOMPSON: Written into the present

legislation is a deliberate weighting in favour of
country areas to recognise the vast differences.
When the Labor Party held all the northern
seats in the State there was never any call by it
to change the system. Until a few years ago I do
not think the Liberal Party held any seats north
of Gingin. The seats in the north of the State
were held by the Labor Party, and there was
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never any suggestion for electoral reform at
that time.

I am told by members who served in this
Parliament years ago that in those days mem-
bers of the Labor Party were firm in their view
that there should be weighting, particularly in
the case of the northern seats, because of the
remoteness of those seats.

Mr Grill: How far back are you going?
Mr THOMPSON: I am going back a number

of years, but the circumstances have not
changed greatly since them.

Mr Bryce: Yes, they have. About 90 per cent
of the households in this State today have tele-
phones and at the turn of the century-

Mr THOMPSON: I am not talking about the
turn of the century; I am talking about since the
advent of the telephone. The communications
system may not have been as sophisticated
then as it is now, but communications were
available by telephone in the time to which I
refer.

In my view there is no defence for a system
which will treat the more remote parts of this
State in precisely the same way as the Perth
metropolitan region is treated. I believe that to
be far from being the panacea. This legislation,
if passed, would have a deleterious effect on a
number of people who live in those areas.

Mr Grill: Would you resile from the situation
which applies at the Federal level where we
have one-vote-one-value?

Mr THOMPSON: That is where the Minister
for Agriculture is wrong. In one House in the
Federal Parliament there is one-vote-one-value.
Let us refer to the Senate and consider the
situation which would apply if there were one-
vote-one-value.

Mr Grill: There certainly is not.
Mr THOMPSON: Would the Minister for

Agriculture argue that there should be some
change?

In the Australian Senate there are an equal
number of seats in each of the States, notwith-
standing the fact that Western Australia has
less than one-quarter of the population of New
South Wales and about the same sort of per-
centage as Victoria.

Mr Bertram: There is good reason for that.
Mr THOMPSON: There may be, but there is

still not the principle of one-vote-one-value;
and I suggest to the House that for the same
reasons which give rise to that sort of imbal-
ance in the Senate it should apply in this State.

There is no geographical area in the world
which is as unique as Western Australia.
Approximately one million of the population of
Western Australia live within a stone's-throw
of the Perth GPO, and the remainder live in
the sticks. There needs to be a system which
gives recognition to those circumstances.

Mr Grill: What do you think about the seat
of Kalgoorlie? It is an extreme example of one-
vote-one-value, but a greater number of people
in that seat have met the local member of Par-
liament than would be the case in the metro-
politan area.

Mr THOMPSON: The seat of Kalgoorlie has
a weighting in its favour because it is one of the
more remote seats.

Mr Grill: It is not a big weighting.
Mr Bryce: It is not 2: 1.
Mr THOMPSON: There is still a weighting,

and I suggest that the circumstances do not
require such a heavy weighting. I concede that
there are seats in this State where the people
who reside in them are in a favoured position.
If there is to be a change, that change should
apply to seats like Kalgoorlie, Bunbury, and
Geraldton where the geographical area is rela-
tively small and there are small groups of popu-
lation; but outside those groups of population
the distances one has to travel are greater. I
cannot accept that it is reasonable for the
Government to treat the more remote pants of
the State in the same way as it treats the seats
within the metropolitan area in regard to the
electoral boundary arrangements.

I will be given plenty of opportunity to ad-
dress some of the other issues which are of
concern to me when this Bill is debated in
Committee. It has been my experience in this
place that whenever there has been a change to
the electoral system it has never been to the
advantage of the initiator. I suggest to the
Government that it might find itself in the
same situation in which the South Australian
Government found itself following the Steele
Hall modification of the boundaries; and his-
tory records that that Government lost the sub-
sequent election.

Mr Camr So be it.
Mr THOMPSON: So be it. I still believe the

system in Western Australia to be inappropri-
ate and I hope that before this legislation com-
pletes its passage through both Houses of Par-
liament, changes will be initiated to make it
more appropriate for the unique area serviced
by the Hill.
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The member for Victoria Park, when speak-
ing earlier, did not respond to the point I tried
to make. As a matter of fact I am not too sure
that he understood what I was getting at. Under
a proportional representation system we shall
have a situation in the Legislative Council of
this Parliament similar to that in the Australian
Senate, where disproportionate power will be
put into the hands of a few Independents. I
submit to this House that that is entirely inap-
propriate. Over the years in the Australian Sen-
ate we have seen the tail wagging the dog.

Mr Bryce: They can only play that role with
the support and concurrence of another major
party, whichever one it be.

Mr THOMPSON: The Deputy Premier has
been around a long time and he knows how
politics work. He knows only too well that Op-.
positions, be they Liberal, Labor, or whatever,
do not operate always from the most worthy
motives. At times for mischievous political
reasons they do not behave very responsibly.
Government members were just as guilty of
that when occupying the Opposition benches as
other Oppositions have been. In fact, the
present Opposition has been more responsible
than most.

In the Australian Senate, firstly the Demo-
cratic Labor Party, and latterly the Australian
Democrats, have been in the unique position of
being able to extract things which they thought
were in the interests of the people they
represented while the greater percentage of the
Australian community was ignored.

Mr Bertram: The Democratic Labor Party
was more liberal than the Liberals.

Mr THOMPSON: Whether or not that was
true, the Democratic Labor Party was the
classic example of the tail wagging the dog. I
find it hard to understand how the member for
Balcatta, or members on his side, can defend
the situation. I am sure that they are frustrated
with the Chippocrats throwing their weight
around.

Mr Bryce: The Liberals could easily have
withdrawn a couple of votes like they do here
and elsewhere.

Mr THOMPSON: We are talking about the
real world of politics, not the theoretical situ-
ation. In fact, Oppositions do not always act as
responsibly as they should. The Australian
Democrats in the Senate use their position to
do things which are not in the interests of the
great majority of Australians, and they cer-
tainly do not reflect the majority opinion of
people at elections. National Governments

have been frustrated in the initiation of their
policies because of a handful of Independents.
Under this legislation, the Government will
give that sort or power to a handful of Indepen-
dents.

Mr Stephens: You do not understand the
parliamentary system.

Mr THOMPSON: I understand it only too
wel and Inow that the National Party was
hoping to come back after this election with the
balance of power. In fact, it was touted during
the election campaign as the BOP Party, the
balance of power party. It wanted to be in the
unique position of being able to throw its
weight around. Hon. A. A. Lewis has got him-
self into the unique position of having the bal-
ance of power.

We are talking about who should have the
power to govern. I am saying that notwith-
standing the Labor Party is occupying the
Government benches at present, the Govern-
ment should be able to rely on having a ma-
jority.

Mr Bryce: We have never had a majority.
Mr THOMPSON: I know that the Labor

Party has been in a situation of not winning the
required number of seats to gain control in the
Legislative Council.

Mr Bryce: We have fought 41 elections and
we have not been successful.

Mr THOMPSON: That may be because the
Labor Party has not tried. During the last eight
elections in my electorate of Kalamunda, the
Labor Party's upper House candidate has not
featured at all on the material produced in
favour of the lower House candidate. One can
go from electorate to electorate, and the situ-
ation is the same. There was no sincere effort
on the pant of the upper House candidate in my
electorate. In fact, if I had been standing for the
Labor Party seat in the upper House in my area
I would have been very cross with the Labor
Party because it did not give the upper House
candidate much chance. That is a good
example of how the Labor Party has not been
dinkumn about winning seats in the Legislative
Council until fairly recently.

Mr Bryce: Have you forgotten that the Lib-
eral Party policy provides for PR in the upper
House. You have been berating us about the
impact of PR in the upper House, and yet it is
your party's policy.

Mr THOMPSON: I am personally opposed
to proportional representation for the reasons I
have enunciated.
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Mr Parker: A minute ago you were defending
the Senate.

Mr THOMPSON: I was not defending the
system under which it is elected. I am opposed
to proportional representation. I used the Sen-
ate as an example of where one-vote-one-value
does not apply.

Mr Parker: Do you think Caiwell was wrong
to change the system?

Mr THOMPSON: In my view, no situation
should prevail in any Legislative Chamber in
this country in which a handful of people can
dictate to the majority of members of the
House those things which occur. It is not demo-
cratic.

Mr Bryce: The maverick member for
Kalamunda bucks the party line again.

Mr MacKinnon: Not at all. He is at Liberal
member exercising his right to express his per-
sonal opinion.

Mr THOMPSON: I have made it abundantly
clear to my party that I am opposed to pro-
portional representation, as has my colleague,
the member for Karrinyup.

Dr Gallop: What is your opinion of the
system in Tasmania?

Mr THOMPSON: I think the hairy goat
system in Tasmania is precisely that; it is a
crazy system.

Dr Gallop: It has produced a Government
with a majority.

Mr THOMPSON: The system is absolutely
crazy. Recently a person gaining seven per cent
of the vote at a general election ultimately
found himself appointed to the Parliament
after a vacancy occurred, because of the way
they count back the votes. By the time he was
appointed he had lost interest in politics and
had moved from the country. However,' he
came back quickly enough when he learned of
his appointment.

He was sitting there with seven per cent of
the vote. There is no way in the world I will
accept that system.

Dr Gallop: I was just trying to point out that
proportional representation does not necess-
arily lead to the results you say it does.

Mr THOMPSON: The proportional rep-
resentation system has a number of anomalies.
I do not believe proportional representation is
in the interests of this State. We cannot treat
the people of this State, particularly those in
the remoter pants, in the same way electorally

as those who live in the Perth metropolitan
region.

Before this Bill passes through this Parlia-
ment it should be looked at very closely.

Mr Bryce: What about the four-year terms?
Mr THOMPSON: We believe there should

be different terms in the Legislative Council.
While I am favourably disposed towards four-
year terms in the Legislative Assembly, it
would create problems with the Legislative
Council. I do not think the community would
accept members of Parliament being elected for
eight years. That is far too long.

Dr Gallop: It creates an imbalance between
the two Houses.

Mr THOMPSON: May I finish my point
with the Minister? I believe three-year terms
for the Government are too short because all
the time one is looking over one's shoulder.
The Government is not game to put into force
policies which require some time to take proper
effect, so Governments tend to make short-
term decisions rather than look for those longer
term benefits. There should be staggered terms
in the Legislative Council.

Mr Stephens: Why do you want them
staggered in the upper House?

Mr THOMPSON: It is a House of Review.
There should be some difference between the
Houses. If they are elected in the same way,
there will be no difference in the way they are
structured. The upper House will simply be-
come an echo of this place instead of being a
House of Review.

Mr Hodge: It is that now.
Mr THOMPSON: Let me return to four-year

terms. Eight years is too long for the Legislative
Council; therefore the proposition in our policy
is that we retain three-year terms for the As-
sembly, with the Council having six-year terms,
members retiring each alternate three years.

Mr Bryce: May I ask you to think about these
aspects? Those upper House four-year terms
will be fixed. Ours are not. They will come
from different constituencies and be elected by
a different method altogether. That will create
a second Chamber which is significantly differ-
ent.

Mr THOMPSON: That is the theoretical
situation. I accept the point made by the Minis-
ter, but in practice there will be conjoint elec-
tions. There will be no difference in that re-
spect between the two Houses. Given that each
time there will be conjoint elections, there
should be staggered terms in the Legislative
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Council to give some continuity to it and to set
it apart from the Legislative Assembly. This
should enhance its position as a House of Re-
view.

The Legislative Councillors have let them-
selves down. They should have done what the
Senate did some years ago. The Senate moved
vigorously towards a system of committees
which have an ongoing review, not only of the
legislation coming before Parliament, but also
of a number of social and political issues which
arise in the community.

The Legislative Council should do that. If I
had my way, no Ministers would serve in the
Legislative Council. As long as Ministers of the
Crown serve in the Legislative Council, the pol-
itical connotation which applies in this House
will apply there also. If the Legislative Council-
Iors want to be able to set themselves apart
from this House and demonstrate to the com-
munity that the Legislative Council is a House
of Review-which I believe to be its funda-
mental role-then they must be prepared to
forgo ministerial representation in the
Chamber.

Mr Hodge: Before any of that can happen
they must be democratically elected, and those
people are not. The Senate is.

Mr THOMPSON: The Minister says the Sen-
ate is democratically elected. There is no one-
vote-one-value principle in the Senate. That is
because of the problems of this State with the
vastness of its geographic area and the sparsity
of its population.

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [7.56 p.m.]:
I am pleased to support this Sill and contribute
to the debate. If we look at the changes to the
parliamentary voting system over the last 100
years or so we can see very clearly the process
of evolution. Each major change has been a
step forward, although there have been some
minor steps backwards in between.

Each time a major step has been taken for-
ward, there have been dire and dreadful warn-
ings about the results of the proposed change
by those who have sought to maintain the
status quo. I do not question the sincerity of
those who put forward that proposition. Never-
theless, looking back at some of those changes
and some of the arguments put forward, they
seem to us very quaint and outdated.

We can all see how inevitable those changts
were. The reason they were inevitable is
because essentially they were just. The argu-
ments put forward seem to us now to be
amusing.

I would like to look at some of those major
changes. For example, the Legislative Assembly
was created, as distinct from the Legislative
Council, as the House of the people. Votes were
given to women for the Legislative Assembly
elections. The property qualification for voting
for Legislative Assembly elections was re-
moved. People lost the right to have more than
one vote in the Legislative Assembly if they
owned property in two or three different
places.

Some of the later major steps were the vote
for women for Legislative Council elections
and the abolition of property qualifications to
give universal suffrage.

If we look at those debates, we see they were
very amusing. Some of the arguments put for-
ward in favour of people having two or three
votes because they owned two or three houses
seem incredible to us now. The argument was
put forward that women should not vote be-
cause it might addle their brains.

John Forrest talked about the abolition of
property qualifications for Legislative Council
voting. We are talking now about someone who
is a recognised statesman. He said that the pos-
session of property is an indication that a man
has some sense and some brains, and the man
with property will have a greater interest in the
colony than the man without it. To us that
seems quite ludicrous, but that argument was
put forward sincerely at the time as a reason for
people to need to have property in order to
vote. No doubt history will show the arguments
being put up today as to why. people should not
have one-vote-one-value to be equally out-
dated, quaint, and amusing.

Mr Bertram: It is just as well we have a
House of Review. There is not enough review
by the Liberals.

Mrs HENDERSON: There is a meeting on.
The reason I say that one-vote-one-value is in-
evitable is that it is fair and just. No-one can
say otherwise. it will come in time. Whether it
comes in two years or 10 years, it will come. In
time the arguments put forward in favour of
vote-weighting referred to tonight will sound as
ridiculous as some of the other arguments I
mentioned.

All those reforms I mentioned in detail a
moment ago brought Parliament closer to the
people, and in my view those reforms enhanced
the image and the reputation of the Parliament
because they made it more relevant to the ordi-
nary citizens of the State. If Parliament is seen
as a lofty and distant institution, out of touch
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with everyday life, it attracts little respect. The
greater the distance between the parliamentary
process and the people it seeks to represent, the
more likely it is that it will reinforce the view
that members of Parliament are essentially
there to feather their nests and wallow in their
own power, and have little concern about the
day-to-day lives of citizens. The closer Parlia-
ment comes to being truly representative, fair
and just, the greater will be the respect' that
Parliament commands.

The Dill before the House tonight is the most
recent of several Bills that have been put for-
ward by this Government which aim at bring-
ing Parliament closer to the people, making it
more representative and fairer, and also
attempting to distance the machinery by which
voting processes occur from the people who
benefit from that voting; that is, the members
of Parliament.

The most important, and undoubtedly the
key, feature of the Bill before us is that it pro-
vides for votes of equal value-for every citi-
zen of this State to have the right to an equal
say in the electoral process-and that any vote-
weighting to compensate for perceived prob-
lems of distance is not an outmoded concept,
particularly in view of modern communi-
cations systems. Probably 90 per cent of people
who contact their members of Parliament do so
by telephone, and anyone picking up a tele-
phone can ring to an inner suburban electorate
office Or to the office of his member in the
country-it makes no difference.

I believe it is quite insulting to country
people to somehow imply they need this extra
bit of propping up-that they are somehow
disadvantaged. I think most country people
would argue that they are advantaged. They
have a healthier, happier, and less stressful
lifestyle. It is the lifestyle they choose and they
get great satisfaction out of their productivity. I
believe they would be quite insulted by the
implication that they need extra weighting for
their votes because they are disadvantaged.

Mr Stephens: You need not worry, I can as-
sure you that they do not feel insulted.

Mrs HENDERSON: I am interested to hear
that, but I would be very surprised, if they
understood the full implications of weighted
voting, that they would feel happy; and I would
doubt that most of them concur with that point
of view.

Tonight the Government has demonstrated a
real capacity to compromise and negotiate. It is
unfortunate that it has been said that somehow

the Government has abandoned its principles
because it is prepared to compromise. The
Government holds strongly to the view that all
votes should be equal, that each citizen has an
equal right to input to the electoral system, and
that every person's vote should be of equal
value.

However, the Government is not inflexible.
If it wants badly enough to move to a goal, it
will move step by step, and if each step is small,
so be it. The truth and the justice of one-vote-
one-value in the end will prevail-there is no
doubt about that. In this Bill the Government
has proposed that the votes in the upper House
should be weighted on a 1: 1.4 ratio in favour of
country people, and I am disappointed that
tonight little allowance has been made for this
major concession on the part of the Govern-
ment.

It is also a major compromise to allow a
greater tolerance of plus or minus 15 per cent.
That could give a difference of up to 30 per
cent in the sizes of electorates. I do not see the
ulterior motive here, whereby people say that it
has been deliberately contrived to work against
country seats. I doubt that that is the case. The
Government brought in that 15 per cent
tolerance in good faith, as a way of being a little
more flexible and to allow a little more
weighting between one seat and another. It is
an indication that the Government is prepared
to recognise the difficulties the Opposition has
with the concept of one-vote-one-value, and it
is very difficult for the Opposition to com-
pletely change its policy on an issue that is as
basic as that.

So the Government is prepared to move
partly towards accommodating the Opposition
knowing that ultimately, as more and more
people in the community generally understand
the voting system and the arguments for one-
vote-one-value, there is no doubt that the sup-
port for this concept will be overwhelming.
However, one has to say that the Opposition
has been consistent. In opposing one-vote-one-
value I believe it has been consistently wrong,
but it has been consistent.

The Opposition previously expressed con-
cern about a Bill brought before this House to
amend the voting system for the Council with-
out looking at the Assembly. It criticised us for
that and called into doubt our credibility. The
Bill now before the House seeks to reform the
Council and the Assembly, essentially along the
lines of one-vote-one-value, but with some
weighting.
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The Legislative Council proposal put up by
us in 1983 for one single electorate for the
upper House was rejected by the Opposition
and the Opposition expressed concern about
the loss of personal representation. The Oppo-
sition said people like to identify with local
members whom they know, and to be
associated with a region. I believe it is a major
concession that the Government has shown
flexibility in this Bill. It moved from a situation
of proposing one electorate for the whole State
in 1983, to proposing four regions in 1984, to
proposing six regions tonight.

The regional voting system has enormous
benefits for everyone. Not only does it allow
for special weighting for country voters in the
interim, because that is what they feel they
need, but also it allows votes to be by pro-
portional representation, which I do not think
anyone would doubt is the fairest system. I
have been very surprised tonight to hear mem-
bers criticising the right to seats of the
Australian Democrats and others who get five
to seven per cent of the vote. No-one could
deny that a system which allows people to get a
proportion of the seats in direct ratio to the
votes they gain in the election is the fairest
system.

It is not a system that allows the winner to
take everything with the loser getting nothing.
It also has the hidden advantage that everyone
within a region will have a person for whom
they voted to represent them. We expect that,
of the five or seven representatives for their
region, there would be at least one person
whom they strongly wanted to see elected.
Everyone could expect to get at least one per-
son of the same political complexion as them-
selves. That is an important difference from
single-member constituencies, where perhaps
almost half the people in the electorate can
claim that they lost the election because a per-
son was not elected who represented their point
of view.

The move to have an independent Electoral
Commissioner is commendable, and I am very
pleased that the Opposition has given its sup-
port to this measure. I am sorry the Opposition
has reflected on almost all the judges in the
State by implying that if a judge is appointed
by the Government, that judge will be
comnpromised in his capacity to look at things
in an objective way. Those remarks were most
unfortunate. If a person reaches the position of
a judge and is appointed to do a job, then
regardless of which political party and which

Government appointed that person, it is likely
that he will act with impartiality and fairness.

There have been a number of major con-
cessions by the Government, and some major
moves towards seeking to accommodate the
Opposition and some of its concerns, and
credit should be given for those major moves.

Something that the Government has done in
this Bill which is very unusual is to remove the
power of the Parliament or the Minister to in-
fluence and take any control over the way the
lines are drawn on the maps of electoral distri-
bution. It is very unusual for any Government
to relinquish voluntarily power over such a
process. In fact, almost all the pieces of legis-
lation that come before us tend to increase the
level of administrative power rather than de-
crease it. Therefore the Government should be
given credit for having stepped away from that
arena in a quite statesmanlike way in order to
ensure the fairness of the system and to en-
hance the reputation of Parliament generally in
the community.

The system which is proposed for automatic
redistribution is similar, in my view. Parlia-
ment, under this clause of the Bill, would relin-
quish the power to decide itself when a redistri-
bution would be appropriate. The provision
takes away from any Government the right to
choose the moment at which it thinks it might
be to its best advantage or convenience to call
for a redistribution, and brings in a system
which will remove some of the difficulties we
have at the moment, whereby some seats can
be wildly out of kilter but not quite enough to
automatically trigger a redistribution.

I am disappointed that the Opposition has
not given its support to the idea of four-year
terms. Even though members opposite might
be faced with the prospect of four years in Op-
position, which might seem to be a real prob-
lem for them, they would recognise that if they
put that possibility aside, any Government
would prefer to have a four-year term in which
to implement its policies and programmes.
Members opposite should be able to support
that concept were it not for the political impli-
cations of that at the moment.

Mr MacKinnon- What are the political impli-
cations of a four-year term?

Mrs HENDERSON: If the Liberals were to
lose the next election it would mean members
opposite would have four years in Opposition
instead of three.

Mr MacKinnon: That is rubbish. You didn't
listen to my speech.
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Mrs HENDERSON: Yes I did.
Mr MacKinnon: Not well enough. I said our

policy was for three years and six years but that
we were not rock solid on it. We might be able
to work on the basis of four years and eight
years.

Mrs HENDERSON: I am pleased it is open
to discussion.

Mr MacKinnon: There are many people on
this side who might agree to a four-year term.

Mrs HENDERSON: The member did say
that but he also indicated that his party's
position was to retain the status quo. I am dis-
appointed that the Opposition did not opt for a
four-year term, because as a party it would
probably recognise that four years is a mini-
mum period required by any Government to
implement its policies and programmes.

I turn now to comment on optional preferen-
tial voting, a system we see being able to re-
move obstacles preventing people from
participating in the voting process. This system
would allow people to vote as far down the
ticket as they wished for the number of
positions vacant and this is really just another
move by our Government to try to make voting
simpler and to encourage the widest possible
number of people to have the opportunity to
vote, rather than to have a system which seeks
to lock people out if they make a mistake or if
they find the system too complicated.

I do not think anyone could deny that there
is a very strong spirit of compromise in this
Bill. It still rests very firmly on the basis of one-
vote-one-value, which is our basic principle
and one which I believe will be overwhelmingly
supported by the community as its members
come to appreciate and understand the con-
cept. I have no doubt that in time it will come
to be the standard basis of all electoral reform
in this Parliament.

I was interested that the point was made that
in the Federal election last year, in this State
the Labor Party gained just over 50 per cent of
the votes and ultimately won over 70 per cent
of the seats, and according to the Opposition,
that was a good example of how the system can
be toned by having a one-vote-one-value
system. It seems to be quite a contradictory
argument, because in any seat if a person wins
51 per cent of the votes, obviously he would
win the seat. If all the people in the State were
evenly distributed throughout every seat and
one party won 5S1 per cent of the vote in every
seat, it could win 100 per cent of the seats. No-
one could argue that under that system of

counting votes there was anything unfair with
the system.

It highlights the fact that our Government
has said we will have one system for the lower
House which ultimately is the system of single-
member constituencies, in which it is
theoretically possible for one party to win a
majority of seats out of kilter with the percent-
age of the vote it gains. But that does not give
credence to the argument that one should give
extra weighting to one group of voters who
have traditionally voted in a particular way to
counterbalance this.

If the majority of people in the country were
perceived to be fairly strong Labor voters, I
wonder whether we would have a proposition
before us tonight that country people's votes
should be weighted. I think it is highly unlikely.

I will refer now to a couple of points made by
the member for Karrinyup.

Mr Stephens interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: I inform the member

for Stirling that we represent more country
people than the Opposition, but if we reached
the point where we held the vast majority of
country seats, it would be interesting to see
whether the member's position on vote-
weighting changed.

The member for Karrinyup said that mem-
bers were faced with the possibility of looking
after electorates of 300 000 square miles. He
said what an enormous area it was and how
impossible it would be to service. I find this
argument quite amazing because it rests on the
supposition that members of Parliament are
here to look after land, trees, mines, and sheep.
It forgets that members of Parliament are here
to represent people. Whether the people are
scattered over 300 000 square miles or six
miles makes no difference. We are here to rep-
resent people, not the land and trees in between
them.

I was very surprised when the member for
Karrinyup talked about the Federal Parliament
and said that, in view of the majority of votes
that the Labor Party had gained federally over
the last two elections, it had the right to get on
with the job of governing. He made some very
disparaging remarks about the role of the
Australian Democrats in preventing the Feder-
al Labor Party from getting on with its job. His
was an extremely hypocritical statement in
view of the fact that in the 1983 State election
here the ALP won 51 per cent of the votes in
the upper House and won seven seats, yet the
Liberal Party won only 45 per cent of the votes
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and won nine seats. If we combine the votes for
the 1980 and 1983 elections we find that the
Labor Party won 47.9 per cent of the votes and
won 12 seats, while the Liberal Party won 47.6
per cent of the votes and won 19 seats. So,
while the member for Karrinyup applies one
standard to the Federal Parliament he seems to
have no difficulty accepting the fact that a
group of Liberal Party upper House members
representing a minority of voters can frustrate
a State Labor Government and prevent it from
getting on with the job.

I was also surprised that the member for
Karrinyup discredited moves to make the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Coun-
cil terms similar. He said that if the Labor
Party were really dinkumn about this, why did it
not try to change the system and have simul-
taneous terms for the House of Representatives
and the Senate. I can equally say that if the
Liberal Party is really keen on vote-weighting
in country areas, why does it not try to change
the House of Representatives, because that
House is based on a one-vote-one-value system
with a 10 per cent tolerance, and that system
has always been supported by the Federal Lib-
eral Party. I cannot recollect any occasion on
which the State Liberal Party has called for
reform of the Federal House of Representatives
and has advocated vote-weighting for country
people. The degree of hypocrisy in the kind of
comment the member for Karrinyup made
tonight is very easily put to rest.

I very strongly support this legislation. As I
said at the outset of my remarks, I believe that
one-vote-one-value is a fair and just system and
that it is absolutely inevitable that it will come
to be in this State. People of the future will look
back on these debates with a degree of incred-
ulity.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [8.18 p.m.]: As
an unashamed loyalist I am very pleased to see
that an important debate such as this is appar-
ently taking second place to the Royal wedding,
if the state of the House is any indication.

This Bill is essentially about one-vote-one-
value. As has already been indicated, the
National Party is strongly opposed to that con-
cept. Although we will not be opposing the sec-
ond reading, we will be seeking some changes
at the Committee stage, and if those changes
are not agreed to, our attitude to the Com-
mittee report and to the third reading will be
quite different.

In this State we believe there must be an
equality of representation just as much as an
equality of voting. Any electoral system must
be capable of adequately representing the
varied and conflicting interests of all sections
and regions which make up this great State. It
must be responsive and capable of reflecting
changing attitudes and opinions within the
community. One-vote-one-value is not capable
of achieving this in a State as large as WA with
its centralised population.

One has only to look at this State, which is
over a million square miles in area to find that
virtually 80 per cent of the population-and it
is increasing every month-is centred in the
metropolitan area. This enormous percentage
of people is located in only one per cent of the
State, as a member mentioned earlier in the
debate, an area within 30 kilomnetres of the
Perth General Post Office. That is why it is
virtually impossible for the National Party to
support one-vote-one-value because it will lead
to a situation in which the entire State will be
governed by the metropolitan area in the
interest of the metropolitan area.

I do not think there is much point in our
making great reference to other countries and
other States and looking at their situations. Es-
sentially we must cater for the electorate needs
of this State, taking into account the demo-
graphic nature of the State-the spread of its
population and so on.

Mr Bryce: There are comparable examples. I
mentioned Manitoba and Saskatchewan in
Canada. We cannot claim we are the only part
of the world that has urban concentrations and
vast, sparsely populated areas.

Mr STEPHENS: This State can be broadly
split into regions of economic interest. The
metropolitan area is clearly defined, and there
are agricultural regions, forestry regions,
mining regions, and pastoral regions. Addition-
ally there is the northern area of the State
which covers a vast area and has an exceed-
ingly sparse population. One need not create a
rigid differentiating line, because there is some
overlapping; for example, some mining is car-
ried on in agricultural areas and some
agriculture in mining areas. However, mainly
one can dissect the State into those distinct
regions.

In any electoral system there must be a
cognisance of these essentially different areas.
The conflict of interest that exists at the mo-
ment has existed more or less since the incep-
tion of the State. David Black, in a paper
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delivered to the seminar on "Progress Towards
Parliamenary Democracy in Western
Australia" as part of Parliament Week 1984
dealt with electoral reform since 1829. That
paper indicates that conflict has existed
virtually since the inception of the State. The
paper reads in part as follows-

Tom Stannage writing in The People of
Perth has also argued that during this
period there occurred a 'marked estrange-
ment of town and country'.

Further on he states-
Similarly the Bunbury Southern Adver-

tiser argued that 'increased country rep-
resentation would have a check on the ag-
grandisement of those more populous
parts where so much money has already
been spent and prevent the evil of
centralization which would seek to ad-
vance the Capital City. ... at the expense of
the country districts, which latter are really
the backbone and mainstay of the Colony.

That comment was made before party politics
became an issue in this State.

Mr Bryce: John Forrest when he was elected,
represented 176 people in Bunbury. At the
same time the member for Kalgoorlie
represented 5 000 people. He put 5 000 people
in Kalgoorlie because they voted a certain way.

Mr STEPHENS: That may be so but I am
talking about the regionalisation and conflict of
interest between the regions. This has existed
in this State before party politics reared its ugly
head.

I quote again from David Black's paper-
The electoral politics of the I1890s and

the first years of the twentieth century
centred on two related issues, namely the
struggle for political democracy and con-
flict over the pattern of regional represen-
tation in the parliament.

Fundamentally that is what we are still talking
about. Certainly it is what the National Party is
fighting to preserve in the interest of the re-
gional sections of this State. We need to do so
at this time because unfortunately the develop-
ment of this State is such that, as anybody who
is interested in demography would agree, by
the year 2020 at least 90 per cent of Western
Australians will be concentrated in an arc from
Bunbury to a few kilometres north of Perth.
When the State develops to that point and if we
have one-vote-one-value, 90 per cent of rep-
resentation will come out of a very restricted
area. Consequently it will be virtually imposs-

ible for the rest of the State's interests to be
heard or even acknowledged.

Political parties will be fighting to woo the
vote that is concentrated in the metropolitan
area and to hell with the rest of the State. It is
essential at this stage, before the population
becomes so concentrated, that we develop a
system which will allow the interests of the
various economic regions of this State to be
heard. In pursuing this line, the National Party
is not seeking something which does not exist
elsewhere in the world. As I said earlier, we do
not have to follow other pans of the world, we
may just look at them and see how their
systems may be adjusted to suit our own. I
make the point that other countries do have
variations and do have vote-weighting,
although they may not call it that.

In particular one may look at Canada and
Japan. I was very surprised to read recently
that in Japan the rural vote is sometimes four
to five times that of the city vote. Japan is a
very small country with a highly concentrated
urban population, yet it still gives a weighted
vote to rural people. In view of that why cannot
Western Australia follow the same pattern, par-
ticularly when one takes into account the size
of the State and its very sparse population in
large areas? As has been mentioned the
Australian Senate does not use a one-vote-one-
value system, yet 1 have never heard a member
of the Australian Labor Party criticise that
system. I do not want to encourage them to
start criticising it, because there are enough
problems with the Federal Constitution as it is.

Mr Bryce: What if we implemented one-vote-
one-value by leaving exactly the existing num-
bers of country voters and accordingly
increased the numbers in the city?

Mr STEPHENS: If one follows that through,
the city vote becomes so dominant that one can
ignore the wishes and interests of rural people.
If the Deputy Premier has those ideas, he can
develop them when responding later in the de-
bate.

Reference has been made to democracy. One
of the features of the British system of demnoc-
racy-and many countries claim to have based
their parliamentary systems on the
Westminster system-is that while the will of
the majority may continue to prevail, the
interests of the minority have never been
overlooked. That is something that we must
always keep to the fore in our thinking. The
interests of the minority must be understood
and acknowledged, and this will not happen
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under a one-vote-one-value system. There has
been considerable conflict aver a particular
union in the Parliament recently. The union
might be fighting and doing a very good job for
its membership, but I believe that unions in
general do not always consider the interests of
the State as a whole. This is something which
we must guard against and it is one reason I am
completely opposed to the one-vote-one-value
system. Unions for example will do all they can
in the interests of their members--that is only
natural, for it is human nature-but it means
that we have to develop a system which pre-
vents them from being so dominant that they
can only look after their own interests and not
consider the rest of the State.

Under the regional system I have been
talking about, all political parties will need to
seek votes within those regions in order to en-
sure a majority in the House. They will there-
fore consider the interests of each region
whereas, if we accept a one-vote-one-value
principle, and bearing in mind that it will
eventually become a city State, we will only
become interested in winning the majority in
the city and the country will not matter. It will
even further reduce representation for country
people.

The principle of one-vote-one-value is a rela-
tively new hobbyhorse of the Labor Party.

Mr Bryce: It is not.
Mr STEPHENS: I said "relatively new"; I

did not say "new yesterday".
In a speech on 22 August 1979 1 said-

Over recent years the Australian Labor
Party has discovered the principle of one-
vote-one-value, at the same time as it lost
the small country seats it once held. The
weighting of rural electorates is a well ac-
cepted principle in this State, with its vast
areas but concentrated population. Let me
quote a former Premier who said-

I do not quarrel with that basis of
representation in Western Australia,
because this is a very vast State;, the
people in the outback have communi-
cation difficulties, their community of
interest is different; and therefore I
have no objection to their having a
louder voice in the government of the
country than the person in the metro-
politan area.

Those words were spoken by Mr John
Tonkin, in 1965, and if members wish to
read them they appear in Volume 171 of
Mansard, page 1970. They show that

Labor's attraction to the principle of one-
vote-one-value is recent.

Mr John Tonkin is an esteemed member of the
Labor Party and is greatly respected. The Labor
Party has named many things after him, and
that indicates the level of respect it has for him.
Those were his sentiments in 1965.

I realise that most academics support the
principle of one-vote-one-value and that is
indicated in nearly all the reading that I have
done. I do not know that I recall one adopting
any other attitude.

Mr Bertram: The United Nations adopted
that system.

Mr STEPHENS: But most countries do not
follow one-vote-one-value in the United
Nations. Different communities have the same
representation irrespective of the number of
people in the countries.

It may be theoretically desirable but it is not
really practical. Academics are a little divorced
from the real world. Certainly, I believe it is
not in the best interests of the State.

I now wish to turn to the situation occurring
in Great Britain.

Mr Bryce: It is 1986 now. Let us settle for
calling it Britain.

Mr STEPHENS: It is a fairly compact
country with a fairly evenly distributed popu-
lation-certainly more so than exists in West-
emn Australia. I have figures prepared in 1976
by the British Information Service. I accept
that these figures are about 10 years old, but
they are the latest I could get. In February
1975, the average number of electors for each
constituency in England was 65 420, in
Scotland 52 580, in Wales 56460, and in
Northern Ireland 86 760. Members can see
from those figures that there is a discrepancy of
about 34 000 between the largest and the
smallest constituencies, and that discrepancy
occurs in a country as compact as Great
Britain. The fact that those people can live with
that situation helps me to realise that so can
we.

In 1983 the British Labour Party contested
redistributions in Great Britain. It appealed to
the House of Lords, which dismissed the ap-
peal. I wish to read a paragraph from The Par-
liamentarian of April 1983 as follows-

Some rules are definite enough-that
Wales must have at least 35 seats, Scotland
at least 7 1, and so on. But when it comes to
the drawing of boundaries, the rules enter
upon a spiral of qualification upon qualifi-
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cation which leaves the earnest well-inten-
tioned commissioner up in the air. Rule 4
states that the commissions are not to
produce constituencies that cross local
authority boundaries. Rule 5 says that the
electorates in constituencies are to be as
equal as possible (always allowing the pref-
erential over-representation historically
given to Scotland). But Rule 5 also says
that Rule 4 can be broken if the com-
missions think this is desirable in order to
get nearer to complying with Rule 5; and
Rule 6 says that the commissions can
break both Rules 4 and 5 "if special geo-
graphical considerations, including in par-
ticular the size, shape, and accessibility of
a constituency, appear to them to render a
departure desirable".

Although there are rules in that case, virtually
every rule can be changed, modified, or broken
if the commission sees fit. However, they get
around the situation where they do not have
one-vote-one-value. That applies in a country
that has a more even spread of population than
we have. So we are not advocating something
that is unrealistic and something that has not
been accepted in Great Britain.

My personal view-I emphasise that this is
not a party view; certainly not at this stage-is
that!I favour a system of dividing the State into
three regions, the regions being the metropoli-
tan region, a northern mining region, and an
agricultural region. In general terms I suggest a
line be drawn from the southern boundary of
the Gascoyne and Murchison-Eyre electorates,
taking in the Kalgoorlie goldfields, which will
be the northern region; and the area in between
those two will be the agricultural region.

Mr Bryce: You mean for PR in the upper
House.

Mr STEPHENS: Yes. However, the situation
to apply in the Assembly, I suggest, would in-
clude 34 seats for the metropolitan area-I no-
tice that the Liberal Party has recommended
33-five for the northern and mining area, and
19 seats for the agricultural area. That number
of seats would be fixed. The situation to apply
in the Council, I suggest, would include 17
seats for the metropolitan area, five for the
northern and mining area, and 12 for the agri-
cultural area. The boundaries would be fixed
and the commissioner would be given the right
to vary the constituencies within the region.
Once the regional boundaries are more or less
drawn up by the commissioners with strict
guidelines set down by the Parliament, they
would remain that way for all time but the

electorates could vary according to population
changes.

If we adopt that system, all referendums
could be decided an a majority of regions basis;
in other words we would have a mini Federal
system within the State which would allow for
the interests of each region to be given due
consideration and not be swamped by the
metropolitan vote.

If the population got out of balance, Govern-
ments could practice what they have spoken
about for years, and that is decentrallisation. It
could encourage people into regions to make up
for deficiences or, if they feel the vote-
weighting is getting out of balance, it could
develop policies to populate some of those re-
gions.

Under a system like that, all the parties
would be hell-bent on developing policies
which would attract support from the various
regions rather than spending their time in
manipulating the boundaries to fit in with what
they desired.

I reiterate that we do not intend to oppose
the second reading of the Bill, but I oppose any
suggestion that this Bill be referred to a Select
Committee. The National Party has consist-
ently supported any inquiry which would seek
further information, but in this instance all the
information is available. It is just a question of
different philosophies. Thus, I do not think
that a Select Committee would achieve any de-
sirable end.

Mr Evans: Would that apply in another
place?

Mr STEPHENS: I would not know. Members
in another place can speak for themselves. The
member may have noticed that the National
Party has an independent spirit.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said
that the Liberal Party felt that the appointment
of the Electoral Commissioners should have
been made by the Premier and the Leader of
the Opposition. We go along with that sugges-
tion up to a point, but we would also include
the leader of any other recognised party in such
deliberations.

Mr MacKinnon: I indicated that during my
speech.

Mr Bryce: Why would we do that for that
electoral officer and not do it for the Chief
Justice or the Parliamentary Commissioner for
Administrative Investigations when they are
far more important people than the electoral
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officer, except perhaps in the minds of elected
members?

Mr STEPHENS: It would be a safety mech-
anism. Things should not only be correct, but
also be seen to be so.

Mr Bryce: But the Chief Justice of the State?
Mr MacKinnon: I do not agree with that

either.
Mr STEPHENS: 1 would prefer it if members

did not use up my time to debate that issue.
We strongly support the maintenance of a

full preferential voting system so that the indi-
cations of the voters are quite clear. To limit
that preferential voting system because people
cannot understand it is a reflection on the
people. Surely if they are to make up their
minds which party they consider to be in the
best interests of the State, they can handle a
preferential voting system.

Mr Bertram interjected.
Mr STEPHENS: There is a mechanism to

overcome that. Speaking personally, I would
not be opposed to a system of preferential
voting for Legislative Council elections
whereby the parties register how-to-vote cards
with the Electoral Office and the voter need
only indicate his vote for the respective panics
on his ballot paper. That would be consistent
with the Federal system for the Senate voting
pattern. The Senate voting system is a simpli-
fied form of full preferential voting.

The member for Kalamunda went to great
lengths talking about the balance of power and
how the tail could wag the dog. I think he
showed a complete misconception of the situ-
ation, because those members, whether one,
two or three, can achieve nothing without the
support of one or other of the major parties.
Thus, there is a combined approach. In that
respect, even if the members holding the bal-
ance of power do a deal or get some concession
in return for support it must be acknowledged
that sometimes that sort of deal is done within
the party room in order to get the support of a
member to get a majority on a particular point.
There is nothing wrong or strange in that. The
National Party has always been very keen to get
the balance of power because having a member
or members with that power returns to the Par-
liament its decision-making role. One of the
problems of our Parliament these days is that
we are dominated by the Executive. Originally,
the Executive was to be controlled by Parlia-
ment, but unfortunately the Executive now
controls the Parliament. If a party holds the
balance of power, the decision-making role is

restored to the Parliament. That can only ben-
efit the country as a whole.

Mr Bertram: Can you tell me how you rec-
oncile your regional policy with Australia's in-
ternational covenant obligations, that is, with a
one-vote-one-value legal obligation upon us?

Mr STEPHENS: I can reconcile it very easily
because the electoral responsibilities of West-
ern Australia are set out in the Constitution of
Western Australia. It has nothing to do with the
Federal Government, although it has external
powers. Had the member been in the House a
couple of weeks ago, he would have heard me
indicate that in 1870 when Britain still had
control of the colonies she gave them some
responsibility in certain areas. Notwithstanding
the fact that Britain had control, she would not
negotiate a foreign treaty which affected the
colony without the consent of those colonies. I
believe that when our Federal Constitution was
formulated around 1900, our founding fathers
had that in mind when they gave the Federal
Government external powers. They no doubt
thought that the Federal Government would
never try to usurp the constitutional authority
of the States. However, that is what the Federal
Government is doing. That is how I reconcile
it.

It is quite obvious that while there may be a
limited amount of agreement in principle on
this Bill, there is a great variance in respect of
particulars. I suggest that if the Labor Party is
serious in wanting some changes and reform, it
should be prepared to compromise. if it is not
prepared to compromise, it will indicate that it
is seeking only to introduce something which
will be to its benefit rather than something that
will be in the interests of all parties and the
State as a whole. That is where the National
Party stands on most of the issues. I also
indicated my position on one or two of those
issues,

Mr Bryce: Do you support a four-year term?

Mr STEPHENS: Yes, I support a four-year
term. I also cannot see any problem in having a
four-year term for members of the upper
House. It is my understanding that originally,
staggered elections were held for the upper
House on the basis that membership of the
whole House could change if there were a con-
troversial issue. However, under proportional
representation it would be impossible for there
to be a vast change in composition of the upper
House. Therefore, I do not think it is now
necessary to stagger the elections.
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MR CRANE (Moore) [8.47 p.m.): I do not
find myself violently in disagreement with
some parts of this legislation, but I violently
disagree with other parts of it. For that reason,
if it went to a division, I could not support it.
However, I would be happy to see the legis-
lation go through to the Committee stage so
that necessary amendments could be inserted. 1
have no doubt that we will win the debate, but I
have many reservations as to whether we will
win the vote.

The Bill is essentially centred around the
philosophy of the Australian Labor Party over
the last few years of one-vote-one-value. I can-
not agree with this part of the legislation. I have
heard several interjections tonight trying to
make the point that the reason we do not agree
with one-vote-one-value is that it would go
against our chances of winning a number of
seats in the same way as a weighted vote would
support us. However, that is not the reason
for our opposition. As far as I am concerned
one-vote-one-value is a myth; if the philosophy
were adopted throughout the whole of
Australia-i do not see how we could adopt it
in this State without the whole of Australia
adopting il-and if it were adhered to to the
letter, we would probably find that Australia
would be governed by members of Parliament,
70 per cent of whom would come from
Melbourne and Sydney. That would be a most
unsatisfactory state of affairs.

I point out the ridiculous situation of trying
to propagate the philosophy of one-vote-
one-value. I could well imagine the Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs, in IKununurra,
endeavouring to get anything through to his
Federal counterparts about Kununurra or any
of the areas of his vast electorate. They would
not be interested; indeed, probably half of them
have never heard of the place. Therefore, the
premise of one-vote-one-value is just hot air.
Those who propagate it ought to take as their
tools of trade the umbrella, the thimble, and
the pea.

I cannot support this legislation on the
rounds of the one-vote-one-value principle be-
cause it will not work. When we look at what it
would do to Western Australia-and we must
deal specifically with Western Australia-we
find that the electorates would be divided up
into equal sizes.

If this happened, the majority of members of
Parliament would be elected from the metro-
politan area, It would be a Parliament of the
metropolitan area, by the metropolitan area,
for the metropolitan area. The other vast areas

of the State, as has been pointed out very ad-
equately, would not receive very much rep-
resentation at all. This, of course, leads to the
reason we must have a weighted vote. It is said
we should not have a weighted vote because
there are more conservative people in the
country and they will vote for the conservative
parties. If that were true, why is it that the
northern seats in this State are not held by the
conservative members of Parliament? They are
held by the Labor Party. That argument does
not hold water. The reason I believe in the
weighted vote is that some time ago I was a
member on a Select Committee looking into
rural hardship. We travelled to Geraidton
through my electorate. We went through my
electorate on the Great Eastern Highway and
311 hours later we passed out of my electorate
on the other side of Eneabba. When I visit
some of my constituents it takes me 3'/2 hours
in my motor car to drive up and drive back. it
is a seven-hour trip. 1 must admit that the
driver we had that day, a member of the Select
Committee whom I shall not name, did it a
little quicker.

Mr Evans: Have you telephones in your elec-
torate yet?

Mr CRANE: Yes, we do, but we do not use
telephones fur everything. People do need to
see me. People in the rural areas are just as
entitled to see their members, as are people in
the metropolitan area. As I said, it is a seven-
hour trip from one end of my electorate to the
other without stopping to fill up with fuel, buy
a Peters' pie and talk to the people who want to
see me.

Dr Gallop interjected.
Mr CRANE: 1 have just had an interjection

from one of the academics. If the academics
were to be taken 10 miles north of Midland
Junction and turned around three times they
would be lost. They would not know where
they were. They would run into all sorts of
problems. They have the academic theories but
that is as far as it goes. They have never been
put into practice. I venture to say that very few
would have the ability to put anything into
practice. They should sit down and stick to
their theories. It is far better for them to do that
and let the people think they are idiots, rather
than opening their mouths and thus assuring us
they really are idiots. I leave it at that, because
when they do open their mouths they do not
leave us in any doubt. As for you, Madam Act-
ing Speaker, you have lived your life in a
country area. You know what it is all about.
You know that what I am saying is 99 per cent
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correct, but you do not have to answer. So
much for the academics in this place!

The one-vote-one-value principle will not
Work. The loaded vote is necessary for these
reasons. As an aside, I worked out earlier this
year that in the 12 years I have beern in this
place I have owned eight motor vehicles. I
added up the total distance I travelled in those
eight vehicles and it came to 671 000 kilo-
metres. That was in March of this year. I have
probably travelled 700 000 kilometres by now.
That is more than the academics will ever drive
in their entire lives. I just point out the travel-
ling we need to do to represent rural people. I
make the point very strongly. It is very expens-
ive travelling so far and that is one of the
reasons we need our electorate expenses.

Several members interjected.

Mr CRANE: I do not think we are inef-
ficient. We seem to manage to be re-elected
from time to time. I will tell members some-
thing which probably would not shock them
because they would not understand me. It is
not unusual for me to get into my motor ve-
hicle at 1.00 a.m. at Eneabba. and drive back to
Perth. It has to be done. Those are some of the
problems that members representing rural
people have to put up with. I would not expect
some members to understand. They would
possibly not drive that far in the night. Travel-
ling around in a motor car is very expensive.
Back in the old days I used to get 700 miles to
the bag of chaff with the horse and sulky. That
was much more economical. That is the reason
I say the loaded vote is necessary. Rural people
must be represented. If there were not a loaded
vote the majority of members of Parliament
would come from the metropolitan area and
the rural people would not get the benefits to
which they are entitled.

Do not forget that the greatest part of' the
wealth of this nation is earned by the smallest
percentage of the population. Those people are
in the rural areas. I notice the member for
Pilbara is not interjecting. She understands be-
cause she represents one of those areas and
knows the difficulties. We can appreciate the
difficulties. The same can be said for the Feder-
al member for Kalgoorlie. It is ridiculous the
distances he has to cover. I take my hat off to
those people who have those electorates. They
are much larger than my own. This Parliament
ought to be proud of them. It matters not which
side of the House they are on; they are doing a
mighty job.

I refer to the metropolitan boundaries. There
is provision to set up a boundaries commission.
I believe the boundaries ought to be set by a
commission and not by members of Parlia-
ment. What 1 am about to say may not be
received very well in somne quarters, but I re-
mind the House that after I had been here for
two years it was mooted there would be a redis-
tribut ion. I represented eight country shires
and the boundary change was organised by the
parliamentarians. It brought me back into the
den sely populated area of Wanneroo-that
part of Wanneroo which is now represented by
the member for Joondalup. I lost four of my
country shires. They brought me back into the
metropolitan area. It was considered that a
National Country Party member could not win
the seat. That was fixed by parliamentarians
and I had no input. It was felt at the time that
the Liberal Party would win that seat. How-
ever, I tuned my ukulele and knocked on every
door. The electors decided, "That was not a
bad looking young fellow. I think we might
support him". A large number of electors in the
Wanneroo area, who people thought would
vote only for the Liberal or Labor Parties,
voted for me, and I came back here. The mem-
ber for Victoria Park mentioned Mr Black
tonight. Mr Black is supposed to be an expert
on predicting who will win this or that scat. I
remember on the night of that election driving
down from Moors, or somewhere up in the
bush, after the counting had started. I was well
and truly in front-indeed, I was never behind.
An hour after the counting had started and the
figures were coming in, Mr Black still said that
the seat would go to the Liberal Party. I made
the comment, and I hope Mr Black heard me,
that, like the weatherman, it would not be a
bad idea if some of these people poked their
heads out of the window occasionally and had a
look, because they can make some awfully stu-
pid predictions. Mr Black certainly did at that
election and at the next election.

I know what it is like to suffer the indignity
of parliamentarians fixing a boundary. I know
who fixed that boundary. He is not in this place
any more. He lost his seat. However, it did not
work. I won the seat, but I did so only by the
grace of God, my ukulele, and hard work.

I have very good reason for saying that the
boundaries of electorates should not be fixed
by members of Parliament. I hate to admit it,
but there are many occasions on which we
simply cannot trust members, because they
cannot get away fromn their party political affili-
ations. This matter should be left to a bound-
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aries commission. It does not matter to me
whether the commissioners are appointed by
the Leader or the Opposition, the Premier, and
a leader of another political party. I would sup-
port such a commission as long as it was re-
sponsible.

It has been suggested that we have a four-
year term of Parliament. If that were the case,
members of the other House would have eight-
year terms. I am easy about this matter. I am
not really happy about an eight-year term for
upper House members. However, if we had a
four-year term, I suppose we would need to go
to eight years for the upper House. I do not
mind one way Or the other. The issue is not of
sufficient importance for me to get upset about
it.

There are many advantages in going to a
four-year term. It would give the party elected
to ornice two full years in which to govern the
State in the way in which it ought to be
governed without worrying about feeding the
llles to the electorate. If we happen to be in

Opposition for four years, so be it; but it could
well be that we will not be the ones to be in
Opposition. That is the luck of the draw. I do
not mind one way or the other, but I see advan-
tages in a four-year term.

I doubt whether there is anyone in this place
who will agree with my next point, but I make
it very strongly. Parliaments ought to be set for
a fixed term within a month or six weeks of a
certain date in order that elections cannot be
called when the climate is ight and it suits the
political whim of the Government to call an
election.

People are sick of elections. Therefore, we
ought to have a three or four-year term of Par-
liament and it should be set for a period within
six weeks of a certain date, unless the Governor
dismisses the Parliament. The Parliament
would then run its time and we would not have
any hanky-panky or people pulling a swifty and
calling an early election. We have not seen that
occur to any great extent in this State, and I
give credit for that to the present Premier and
previous Premiers. However, I cannot say the
same in respect of the Federal Parliament. The
people in the Federal sphere change their Par-
liaments more often than some of us change
our socks, and the people of Australia are get-
ting a little tired of it.

I make one point strongly about the upper
House. I suppose a number of members would
not agree with me on this point either, particu-
larly upper House members. I get a little tired

and red in the face when I hear arguments put
forward about the so-called I-ouse of Review.
The upper House ought to be a House of Re-
view, but I doubt whether it is at times. As the
Government is appointed from the party or
parties which win the most seats in the lower
House, so too should the Ministry be appointed
from the lower House.

I do not disagree with the solidarity of Cabi-
net. When a Minister takes the oath of Cabinet,
he must stand by that oath, and I agree with it.
Indeed, 1 would comply with it, if I were in
that position. We must have solidarity in Cabi-
net. However, if we have the solidarity of Cabi-
net and Bills are passed by this House and go to
the other place in which Ministers have been
appointed, we will not have a House of Review,
but rather we shall have a House the opinion of
which is dictated by the solidarity of its Minis-
ters.

Therefore, strictly the upper House ought to
be a House of Review and there should be no
Ministers there. More committees could be
appointed in the upper House to investigate
legislation. The Public Accounts Committee of
this House, or a similar committee, could
operate from the other House. That would give
that committee the prestige that it wants;
although I do not think it has a great deal of
prestige, but rather only hard work. However,
if it is said that that is a prestigious committee,
let it go to the Upper House, but let the Minis-
ters stay in this one. The upper House would
then be seen as a House of Review. Presently it
is not a House of Review and it is hypocritical
for anyone to tell me the upper House is
reviewing legislation which is contrary to the
solidarity of Cabinet Ministers there.

This legislation will be debated further in
committee. I am not in favour of it, simply
because I do not like the principle of one-vote-
one-value. It is absolutely alien to me. It will
not do anything for this country and it will
militate against the sparsely populated areas of
this State. Western Australia is sparsely
populated in some areas and densely populated
in Others; therefore, a system of one-vote-one-
value would be unfair.

Other than that aspect, the legislation con-
tains some good points and I hope we can de-
bate it further.

MR P. J. SMITH (Bunbury) (9.08 p.m.I: I
support the Bill. I will not canvass all the issues
contained in it, because most of them have
been covered rather well by members from this
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side of the House. I shall comment on a few of
the reactions of members of the Liberal Party.

The member for Karrinyup said that this was
an unfair Bill and not a fair representation Bill.'I was rather bemused by the fact that he ac-cused us of shifting on our principles. We can
expect that the member for Karrinyup will
stand firm on his opinions and principles, as he
calls them; but I am rather worried as to how
we will get any change in this place or the other
place if all sides say, "We are not going to
changed."

The opening gambit of the Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform was basically
for a system of one-vote-one-value, In 1983
and 1984 we passed two Bills in this House
which we hoped would address the inequitable
situation as we see it in Western, Australia
where basically we do not have fair represen-
tation. When I went back through the speeches
which were made on those occasions, it was
interesting to note that most of them have been
made again tonight. I believe in one-vote-one-
value and I would dearly love to see it
introduced in both the Legislative Council and
the Legislative Assembly.

I am prepared to compromise in the hope
that at some stage we in Western Australia can
get fair representation. I was very pleased to
hear that the National Party has conceded that
there are many good parts in the legislation
before us. At least that party has its principles.
Its leader, Mr Cowan, made it quite clear his
party did not believe in one-vote-one-value.
However, as the Labor Party in Western
Australia has won two elections with clear ma-
jorities, and at the last election we had a clear
mandate for electoral reform on one-vote-one-
value, I would have thought that apart from the
words of opposition we could still look forward
to the legislation being passed in this House. In
fact, I can see no problem with one-vote-one-
value in the Assembly.

The other night when I was on my way home
I spoke to the taxi driver, as I always do be-
cause I find that they give quite a good indi-
cation of public feeling in the country. This taxi
driver said that when he lived in the country he
seemed to always see his parliamentary rep-
resentatives and now that he lives in the city he
cannot ever remember seeing them. I told him
that part of the reason was that there are such
small numbers of people in the country elector-
ates-I have had a wide experience in the
country. That is another reason that one-vote-
one-value can stand up in the country areas;
the people are concentrated in small pockets;

they talk to one another and know what is go-
ing on. When I lived in real rural areas-I do
not count Bunbury as being strictly rural-if
one wanted to know what was going on or
wanted to meet people one attended the local
fair or show, one went to the basketball, the
drive-in or the dances and everybody was
there. If the country representatives want to
meet people and know what is going on they
can go to these places and meet many constitu-
ents in one go.

Mr Crane: They might have to travel 500
kilometres, though.

Mr P. J. SMITH: Yes, they might have to
drive 500 kilometres or maybe only 10 or 20
kilometres or even fly, but country members
receive an electorate allowance which is sup-
posed to cover that sort of travel. Certainly
time is involved. Bunbury is a relatively small
electorate. It is probably smaller than many
other country electorates. When I attend a P
and C meeting or go to the local show I meet
people from four or five different electorates
and 1 never know to whom I am talking. As
most members know, a member of Parliament
can pick up work from all over the place. The
people say, "There is a member of Parliament.
I know him. We will get him to do some work
for us". Telephone calls are also involved these
days. Even in remote areas most people are
within a short distance of a telephone and with
the introduction of the 008 system the majority
of people can get in fairly quick contact with
their member of Parliament.

One of the points that was brought up again
and again by the Liberal Party was the size of
electorates. They said smaller electorates were
needed. One of our members reminded mem-
bers opposite that the Government had created
the Kimberley electorate which at the moment
comprises approximately 18 000 electors,
which is about the same number as the average
metropolitan electorate. This is an area, by the
way, that would extend roughly from
Geraldton to Esperance, including the whole of
the south-west land division. I cannot under-
stand how the previous Government con-
sidered it to be fair for a huge area like
Kimberley to be represented by one Assembly
and two Council members. I do not know how
that Government could regard that as being
fair when it made other deals for electorates
like Murchison-Eyre.

it is interesting when members complain
about travel in the country-I will not name
names-to discover where the members live.
Members from both sides of the House, par-
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ticularly in the Legislative Council, who rep-
resent rural and remote areas, live in the metro-
politan area and commute by plane or car.
They complain about the tyranny of distance.
If members in the Council in particular were
sincere when they stand up and explain why it
is not fair, they should explain whether they
actually live in their electorates. I know that
some Liberal members who did not live in their
electorates were replaced by members of the
National Party at the last election.

Concern was also expressed about the bal-
ance of power, in the Council in particular. If
we examine the history of Western Australia
over the last 50 years we will see that at least
half of the population of the metropolitan area
comprised ex-country and rural people because
of the drain from rural areas into the metro-
politan area. These people remember what con-
ditions are like in the country and they will
support whichever party they think will assist
their friends in the country. I am not saying we
should have one set of rules for the country and
another for the metropolitan area. When the
time comes, when the chips are down, and
when the votes are counted, a whole heap of
people in the metropolitan area will have
remembered the rural areas and voted accord-
ingly.

The system in the Council at the moment
perpetuates the conservative forces. Exactly the
same electoral system is in force in the Council
as in the Assembly, except for the
malapportionment in the Council which
guarantees that the conservatives in rural areas
will maintain power. It is not fair to have such
a system, and that is why I support the pro-
portional representation system intmoduced by
this Bill in regard to the Council. This system
gives the smaller political partics a chance to
fully represent the people, particularly if the
party is a sizeable power. They will represent
small groups of rural people or some members
will represent the Democrats, or perhaps the
nuclear disarmament party, or perhaps even
the left-right-out party-whichever group
has enough power to go to the people and con-
vince them they should have a seat in the
Council. This method will ensure that the
Council is a genuine House of Review and not
a line-up of Government and anti-Govermecnt
people.

I fully support the appointment of indepen-
dent commissioners. I am not quite sure how
much the Government has influenced seats in
the past, but certainly in 1982 there seemed to
be a change of method. We had a lot of input

with the commissioners in considering bound-
aries. At the time Bunbury was divided into
virtually two slices of pie; the area was split
right down the middle. David Smith and I
spent quite a lot of time with the commission
and suggested it stick with the existing bound-
aries and cut them somewhere along the line to
make the electorates of Mitchell and Bunbu-y
of even size. At that stage it meant that from
the boundary that was suggested by the Liberal
Party any extra electors would come from
Labor areas. I made the suggestion that one
section should be included because historically
it has been connected to Bunbury for many
years. It comprised about 500 electors, mainly
Labor supporters. I am not pointing the finger
at the commissioners, but the Government at
the time must have been thrilled because when
the voting particulars appeared on the roll
Bunbury had roughly 9 000 electors and
Mitchell in excess of 10 000. Bunbury now is
down to about 8 800 while Mitchell has about
11 600 and is rapidly growing. The numbers
are getting way out of proportion. That ap-
po~rtionment was pointed out to the com-
missioners at the time. I repeat that I find it
interesting that in 1982 the situation finished
up the way the Liberal Party suggested it
should.

I also support redistribution after every sec-
ond election-that is by far the best system-
rather than waiting until enough seats are out
of kilter. The figures at the moment quite easily
show the problem. At the last election we had
Whitford with 24 619 electors, and growing
rapidly, Joondalup with 28 747 electors, which
is now growing very rapidly-it now has
29 350-and Murdoch at the beginning of the
year with 29 000 electors, probably now about
30 000, while most other electorates are sitting
still or are gradually diminishing in number.

Unless we address that situation it can go on
sometimes for three or four elections, with
some members having unmanageable numbers
of constituents and all the problems of State
housing and new housing areas heaped upon
them, while the rest of us sit back in established
electorates and do not have as many womres.

I am aware that we stand to lose country
seats under the system put up by the Labor
Party. That point was brought home to us by
the Liberal Party in particular. I am sure all
members of the Labor Party are aware of what
one-vote-one-value is likely to do. I do not
know how much work each of them has done,
but I know, as everyone else knows-I think it
was the member for Kalamunda who said
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it-that the party which makes the changes
tends to lose. I think the principle of one-vote-
one-value is far too important for us to say we
should compromise and make sure chat we get
exactly the right proportion so that the Labor
Party will stay in office.

Mr Thompson: We will ask those who lose
their seats whether they reckon it is a good
thing.

Mr P. J. SMITH: That is true. I can see quite
a lot of agony on both sides. If we get one-vote-
one-value the lines will be drawn by indepen-
dent commissioners. Nobody will like where
the lines are drawn, and all sorts of agonising
will go on about who will have the safe seats,
who will have the marginal seats, and who
should retire. That happens every time there is
a redistribution-there is always soul-search-
ing, someone misses out, and someone loses a
seat.

Unfortunately that is what we come here for.
We are put in by parties and we serve our
parties, and whether we like it or not, when the
time comes we go out serving our parties.

I fully support the Bill.
MR LIGHTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [9.22

pm.]: I will find it difficult to cover fresh
ground in speaking to the Bill, but no doubt
you, Mr Speaker, will bear with me for the next
few minutes while I give my impression of
what this Dill does, where it will lead us, what
the present system has to offer, and above all
what it will do to people in country and
outback areas; and that is my prime concern.

There is already adequate representation in
this city and urban area. This Bill proposes to
add to the already over-represented area of
Perth. I do not see this legislation as philan-
thropic or as being any good or of any worth. It
will not make life any better if one-vote-one-
value, God forbid, ever comes into the one
million square miles of this changing country-
the outback, rain forest, farm areas, and graz-

igcountry which make up the diversified
State of Western Australia.

We need to have a balance of power in all
areas, but in order to develop as Western
Australia has been allowed to develop since
Australia achieved nationhood in 1901, there
must be a loading. That loading Must remain
because there is inadequate representation in
country areas. I represent a very large area with
a small population, but the people make up for
it. My job is not made easy by having a small
population in the 400 000 square miles I rep-
resent. My electorate covers a geographical area

from Eucla to j ust south of Newman and takes
in Warburton, Warakumna, or the Giles weather
station, and the small Aboriginal settlements
which crisscross the invisible line which div-
ides Western Australia from South Australia
and the Northern Territory.

Mr Bryce: Perhaps you could take in
Newman.

Mr LIGHTFOQT: I have to give the Minis-
tcr for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform
credit for doing his research because it would
be an unfavourable area to include in my seat.
It would not do well for me as a Liberal.

Mr Bryce: I honestly think the member for
Gascoyne will probably rob you of that oppor-
tunity.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The Minister probably
knows more about how the electorate bound-
aries will be drawn than I do. I take his point,
and if I want some advice 1 will come to him
and ask where the boundaries are to go.

Mr Thompson: Let me give you the benefit
of my advice-

Several members interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The only credible inter-
jections I have had so far have come from the
Minister and my colleague the member for
Kalamunda, who always makes credible inter-
~jections.

Mr Read interjected.

Mr LIGHTFQQT: I want to go home.

Mr Carr: Sit down then!

Mr LIGHTFOQT: It is a very serious matter.
It is not a question of whether this Bill will add
to the life of people in Western Australia; it will
do nothing of the sort. It will detract from their
lives, especially those people in outback and
country areas.

1 find statistics boring, but if we are talking
about weighting in country areas as opposed to
city areas, I point out that Tasmania has a
population of less than half a million people,
but it has 12 senators. I know they are there to
protect the State, but Victoria has over four
million people and the same number of sena-
tors. There are 5.5 million people, in round
figures, living in New South Wales, but that
State still has 12 senators. There is no argu-
ment about that. We have a population of 1.6
million in Western Australia and we also have
12 senators. There is no argument against that
either.
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The same thing happens in the US, the
greatest of all democracies, where Nevada, a
large State with 800 000 people, sends the same
number of senators to Washington as does
California which has 23 million people. There
is no argument in the US about the equal num-
ber of senators for each State. Rhode Island is
geographically possibly the smallest of the 50
States, but it has the same number of senators.
Its situation is similar to that of Tasmania to
Australia. Why is the argument then raised that
we should not have good representation by our
parliamentarians in country and outback areas?

It is a myth that we need the so-called one-
vote-one-value. It will not add anything. It will
not raise the quality of life; it will not help my
Aboriginal people if they have to live in an
electorate which is twice as large as it is now; it
will not help miners or stop towns like Leinster
from closing down; it will not help pastoralists
suffering the effects of droughts if the area of
my electorate is twice its present size.

Mr P. J. Smith interjected.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: Tell me how it will fix

that! The member talks about Bunbury; it is
nice to live there, but it may not be safe for him
at the next election.

Mr P. J. Smith: The same applies to you.-
Mr LIGHTFOOT: It does not. If I cannot do

any good I will step down. If the seat is made
twice as big I will step down. I do not have the
slightest ambition to do my job in an area twice
as large as Murchison-Eyre is now. It is too big
now and it cannot be adequately represented
because of its size and diversity, and its ethnic
diversity. Members opposite are telling me I
have to go there and not represent some of
those people. I want to do a good job in my
electorate, but I cannot do it if it is twice the
size.

Mr Bertram: A moment ago you relied on the
US to support your case.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I am not relying on the
US as part of my case. It is not an authority. It
is a myth to say we need one-vote-one-value in
this country.

It is a fact that the fairest and most funda-
mental interpretation of democracy would be
the voting undertaken in local government
elections. It is voluntary and as far as I am
concerned that is democracy. Voting should be
voluntary in Australia, like it is in the United
States which is the greatest of all democracies;
it should be the same as in Britain. There is not
one-vote-one-value in Britain, which is the
mother of the Westminster system which we

follow. We have a peculiar system in this
country. They do not have compulsory voting
in Ireland, France, Japan, or Kiribati.

If members want to talk about democracy
and electoral reform we should have voluntary
voting included in this legislation. Government
members talk about democracy and taking
away the parliamentary representation of
people in the outback to consolidate their
position in this place. It is not even
camouflaged in this Bill; and we all know that it
is a charade to entrench socialism in this young
and vigorous country.

Several members inteujected.
Mr Bryce: Rural socialism or metropolitan

socialism?
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I said the word

"socialism"; members opposite are socialists
and they should not be ashamed of it. They
belong to the Socialist International move-
ment. I am not a socialist; I like free enterprise
and I do not believe in give-aways and the dead
hand of socialism in this country. The Govern-
ment will entrench socialism in this State by
taking away the representation of people in the
country and the outback area. it is subterfuge,
it is covert, it is silent; and members should not
get upset when I say they are socialists.

Mr Bryce: You are saying it is subterfuge.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I suggest to the Minister

that he take this matter up with me outside this
House when the House adjourns.

Several members interjected.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I do not know whether I

would go with the member for Balcatta.
Mr Bertram: I would be too fast for you.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: The member for Balcatta

would not have to run too fast to get away from
me.

Australians introduced the secret ballot and I
do not know why there was compulsion on the
Government to force compulsory voting on us.
Like the overarm method of swimming or the
underarm method of bowling it became known
as the "Australian balot"-over the years that
term has been dropped, but it was used in this
country.

One-vote-one-value was introduced into
New South Wales in 1893, and prior to that
date men could vote only in the area in which
they lived or where they owned property. I am
fortunate enough to own a small office in the
city and I am eligible to vote in the City of
Perth elections even though I do riot l ive in that
local government area. Nothing is mentioned
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about that sonl of voting in this Bill. I get a vote
with the City of Perth and I do not live in that
authority-I do not bother to exercise that
vote.

Mr Bertram: Your people put it in the Bill.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: This Government has
been in office for nearly four years and it has
not included that in this Bill. I did not ring up
the Government's draftsman and ask him to
include it in this legislation because it is up to
the Government to do that.

This is a complacent Bill and it is a piece of
nonsense. I know what the Government is try-
ing to do. It is trying to take away represen-
tation from the! country and the outback
people. I know damn well that the Government
is entrenching socialism and 1 will not have a
pant of it.

Several members interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Members opposite can
laugh, but that is what the Government is
doing.

Mr Tom Jones: We used to have a member
who would look under the bed every night.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Would someone interpret
for me what the member for Collie said?

Mr Tom Jones: He would look under the bed
every night. Hie is not here now because the
bogy got him, so watch out. Be careful. I
suggest you take this little warning from a
gentleman who has been here for a couple of
years because you might meet the same fate.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Mr Speaker, how is it that
one can start his speech so seriously and end up
trying not to smile? I hope I can do that after
the same length of time that the member has
been in this place.

As I said, our democratic system was born in
New South Wales in 1893-incidentally, it was
at the same time as the great gold discoveries in
Western Australia which carried Australia for
many decades-and it was partly due to the
comparative lack of an entrenched conserva-
tive class in the Eastern States, and because of
the large number of convicts and their descend-
ants. If we look into the family history of
members in this House we may find that they
are some of those descendants, and I am not
knocking them. Australia is Perhaps as great as
it is because of the efforts of those people who
came to Australia and worked under the most
extreme and harsh conditions, and many
survived and prospered.

If property franchise had been used in the
same way as it is used by the City of Penth, it
would have meant that the wealthy descend-
ants of convicts would have had a vote as well
as those who were not convicts. The simple
solution was to give all men a vote in the lower
House of Parliament and that is how the
Houses of Assembly evolved in Australia.

On federation in 1901 it was agreed that all
men should have one vote in a new Federal
electoral system and it was agreed that it
should be democratic in so far as it related to
the lower Houses of Parliament. If I can bring
members back to the analogy between the
House of Representatives and the Senate in
Canberra, it is clear that there is not a democ-
racy in the Senate. One cannot say that 12 men
representing fewer than 500 000 people in
Tasmania is a democracy when there are only
12 senators representing five million people in
New South Wales.

I do not find it hard to come to grips with a
system that allows a weighting for the country
area which we need to diversify so badly. We
already have in this one million square miles
800 000 people living in a few square miles. If
we had a system which allowed more money to
be taken from the goldfields, pastoral areas,
and the farming areas to be spent in Perth, the
city would have the only universities, the only
comprehensive hospitals, the only museums
and art galleries of any note, and the only
subsidised train and bus services of any worth.

Mr Hassell: They subsidised the bus service
in Bunbury and they have trouble counting the
people who use that service.

Dr Gallop: What would have happened if
you had an electoral system that was already
weighted to the rural areas? You are defending
a system which you claim is bad.

Mr LIGHT FOOT: I am saying that this
system should perhaps be more weighted in
favou r of country people.

Mr Peter Dowding: You want a more
unbalanced system.

Mr LIGHTFQOT: I am not suggesting that it
should be unbalanced. I can live with the
system the way it is now. I scraped into Parlia-
ment with a few votes and I am not saying that
my electorate should be made any bigger or
smaller. I am quite happy to fight for my seat
on the same basis next time. Some members
opposite must be feeling a little insecure now
about the 1989 elections.
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Mr Peter Dowding: How many electors does
the member for Kimberley have compared
with you?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The Minister for Employ-
ment and Training knows very well how many
electors the member for Kimberley has. If he
does not know he should not be in this House.
He has been here for a considerable time and
he should know that answer. I do not find this
Bill as amusing as the Minister does. I find this
Bill very serious; and the Minister is slumped
back in his usual lethargy, grinning away like a
hyena about a Bill which will alter the very way
of life in this Stare. I cannot understand his
attitude and it is irresponsible. I suggest to the
Minister that he buck up his ideas a little.

Those basic facts have applied to the House
of Representatives since its inception. Today
we have a serious anomaly where the Federal
member for Kalgoorlie represents most of the
State of Western Australia.

Mr Thomas: Better than you do.
Mr LIGHTFOOT. I do nor know about that.

I do not compare myself with Graeme
Campbell and I am inclined to think that he
does a good job. He certainly works very hard.
The member for Welshpool's interjection is ir-
relevant because he does not know my capacity
either. If the member wants to make a
neanderthal grunt like that again, I will answer
him.

Mr Graeme Campbell's domain includes the
Pilbara, Gascoyne, M urchison, Coolgardie,
Norseman, Peak Hill, Yilgamn, and several
other goldfields areas. It includes mineral areas
as well as dairy farms, sheep farms, fishing
areas, iron ore and goldmines, small businesses
and big businesses, and Aborigines,
Vietnamese, Greeks, Irish, and Englishmen. It
is a vast area and it stretches from Esperance to
Kununurra and Wyndham and takes in most of
the Kimberley region.

Mr Peter Dowding: What did your party do
to the member for Kimberley?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: It is all right for the Min-
ister for Employment and Training because he
has not transferred to a safe Labor seat. He is
not grinning all over his face now; at least he is
starting to get serious. I must have touched a
nerve.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The mem-

ber for Murchison-Eyre has the floor but there
are four other members speaking across the
Chamber.
(7s)

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The Federal seat of
Kalgoorlie is the largest constituency in the
world. It cannot possibly be represented by one
man, and although the present member does a
reasonable job, it cannot be properly
represented no matter what he does. Such a
phenomenon exists nowhere else in the world
and that is the system this Government wants
to impose on Western Australia. One member
in this House will represent most of the State.
If that is not an anomaly and a bias against
country people, I do not know what it is.

Mr Peter Dowding: It is a Liberal bias.
Mr LIGHTFOQT: The Labor Government

has done nothing about it in three years and
this is a pathetic attempt. I hope that the Min-
ister for Employment and Training had
nothing to do with this Bill; it is certainly lack-
ing and it smacks of his character.

How can one man represent such a large area
in this place? There are some electorates that a
person could drive around in an hour. How-
ever, one cannot even fly between some of the
towns in one day in my electorate. The
Government is proposing to double or triple
the areas. The system must allow for
substantial weighting in favour of development
in country areas. If that happens it will help
people in the city. The more that can be
produced in country and outback areas by the
mining, pastoral, and farming industries, the
more it will help city people. Can that simple
logic overcome the ideology of Government
members?

Mr Peter Dowding: You are a fraud on this
issue.

Mr LIGHTFQOT: I wish that the Minister
for Employment and Training would not say
that. I do not know anything about the matter
the member has been harping about in the
Kimberley. I was not in this place and I ask the
member not to visit the sins of former Govern-
ments on me. If the Minister is trying to upset
me and put me off he is is not succeeding. I
suggest he pick himself up by his ankles and
continue reading his magazine.

Why should this sycophantic, high-taxing,
parasitic Government keep swelling Perth to
bursting point to keep funding more and more
exclusive public transport systems, such as fer-
ries, luxury coaches, and the proposed multi-
million dollar electrification of the railway,
which outback people will never use but have
to subsidise? I have already mentioned the Mu-
seumn, tertiary institutions, hospitals, etc-all
established because this blood-sucking socialist
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junta wants a system that will entrench it for-
ever in a tiny fraction of its million square
miles. I cannot see the sense in it. Most of these
things are funded by the hard working people
in the outback and the country, and that is
what I do not like. This Government will take
away their representation in this place with this
fraudulent Bill.

I did not intend to speak for so long but I
have been forced to do so because of the inter-
jections.

Mr Bertram: Are you going to let the Bill go
through?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: No, of course not.
Heaven forbid that we should allow a Bill as
disruptive to this State to go through. Of course
I must fight it, and of course every member on
this side'of the House will fight it. It is a de-
structive Bill.

May I seriously suggest that should the gross
injustice of the so-called one-vote-one-value be
introduced in this great State, local regions
such as the goldfields, Pilbara, Kimberley, and
the south-west should seek to negotiate a separ-
ate statehood. How shall we manage if every-
one is living in the few square miles in the
metropolitan area? Members opposite chortle
because they live in the city; they do not know
what the bush is.

When this vast area agreed to federation it
had a population of fewer than 200 000 and it
became a State. What is wrong with creating
other States? In 1901 WA had fewer than
200 000 people; there is nothing wrong with
trying to suggest a way to protect people in the
country and in the outback.

I say this on the hypothesis of this proposed
Bill, a Mr Micawber electoral reform Bill. I do
not know what it is reforming, because it is
doing nothing for the people in the country. it
will have the effect of achieving the entrench-
ment of socialism in this State. It will also
make this obese metropolitan area a greater
millstone around the necks of all people living
outside the Perth metropolitan area. It is not a
matter of equity; equity of this magnitude
could be fair only if the population of this State
were evenly spread. It is not. It has 800 000 or
so people living in the 200 square miles that is
Perth, with the balance spread over one million
square miles of this State. A more magnani-
mous and philanthropic Government. with the
right Premier, the right helmsman, would con-
tinue to load the system in favour of the non-
urban voter to guarantee the development of
this State. The Government should put the de-

velopment of this State first, and not ideology
and party dogma. We need someone brave and
statesmanlike enough to say that the develop-
nment of the State is paramount and that he will
make that his first priority. That is sadly lack-
ing on the Government side.

The reason for the continued failure of
both the conservative and socialist Govern-
ments to dcentralise this subnation, this mar-
vellous State of Western Australia, is that in
relation to the massive urban vote, the vote
that decides which party shall govern, the
country weighting is simply not strong enough
notwithstanding the present electoral system.
Of course, Governments have to pander to
their voting supporters. I refer to the money
being poured into Bunbury, covertly and
openly. I refer also to Geraldton. When elec-
tion time comes around again the usual elec-
tion promises will be made in Albany. A great
deal of money is being poured into Geraldton
to shore up the Government's position in that
area. More importantly I ask members to take
note of the spending by this Government in
Perth.

It will send taxpayers' money on any form of
peculiar neosocialist, socialist, or potential
socialist groups. If a group is weird, as queer as
a French boy scout, non Anglo-Saxon lifestyler,
scared to death of work, but above all, resides
in or near Perth, or submits itself to Govern-
meat coercion to reside in Perth, it too can get
handouts. The only quid pro quo is that a per-
son votes for the State Government and/or the
blundering Federal Hawke Government. That
is the only payback they want.

The danger of disfranchising the country
voter is simply that it is not in the best interests
of anyone in this vast State. It will mean a
bigger Perth and more unemployment because
of lack of dlecentralisation, less authority for
our major country areas, and more control by
this Government over small business, schools,
institutions, and social services, and the inland
will become depopulated even more as money
and power recede to Perth and control by
socialists tightens.

It is a philosophy, a dogma, party politics;
but it is most serious. It is based on the false
and misleading premise that this State needs
one-man-one-vote.

No matter what his geographical position,
level of literacy, or political acumen or back-
ground, the swapping of one kind of weighted
voting for the propagandist's one-vote-one-
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value will eventually see the trade union-
backed socialists drawing the boundaries
wherever they wish.

Mrs Beggs: Where do you live?
Mr Peter Dowding: Nedlands!
Several members interjected.
Mr Bryce: Under a gum tree.
Mr LIGH-TFOOT: I really have struck a

nerve. It really is hurting on the other side.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-

der! The member for Murchison-Eyre has two
minutes to go. If members keep quiet, those
two minutes will go. The member for
Murchison-Eyre.

Mr LIGHTFOOT:lIt does send alarm bells
ringing in me, and it will send alarm bells ring-
ing in the rest of Western Australia if only we
can broadcast the aspects of this Bill that will
put further weight into Perth and depreciate
the country. May I say-a little immodestly,
but it has to be said-that I predict that if a
more substantial favouring of the outback elec-
torates is not negotiated for inclusion in this
Bill, and if this Bill itself, which affects our
lives, is passed, the socialists will be in this
State for a long time and that is not healthy.
Healthy Governments are made up of strong
Oppositions, and we will not have a strong 0 p-
position-there will be no need for one.

Government members: We do not have one
now.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The fact is, we do have a
strong Opposition. If we took one or two key
members from the Government's front bench,
it would not be looking too bright.

Several members interjected.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I predict it will bring with

it all that is inherently bad in socialistic influ-
ence-false propaganda; anti-family; anti-flag;
anti-Royal family, by some members opposite
as we saw tonight; above all it will maintain the
erroneous hypothesis that excellence is a dirty
word and that anyone who strives to achieve-

Several members interjected.

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-

der! The member for Murchison-Eyre has
made a comment about the Government being
anti-Royal family. When the Leader of the Op-.
position rightly moved that motion tonight,
seconded by the Leader of this House, as the
Deputy Speaker and Acting Speaker at the

time, I thought I was More than tolerant when I
recognised that, despite the small number of
members in the House. I would like the mem-
ber for Murchison-Eyre to withdraw his com-
ment about the Government being anti-Royal
family, because Government members did not
show that in my presence tonight, nor did I
show that from the Chair.

Government members: Hear, hear!

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Mr Deputy Speaker, I
apologise for that remark. It was not directed at
the Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: To whom did you direct
it, then?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Let me finish, please.
That is the height of ignorance. It was not
directed at the Government. In so far as it
reflected on the Government I withdraw that
remark unreservedly.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I accept that.

Point of Order
Mr LAURANCE: Mr Deputy Speaker, just

prior to your getting to your feet to ask the
member for Murchison-Eyre to withdraw, it
was quite clear that the member for Morley-
Swan called the member for Murchison-Eyre a
mad dog. He made that interjection from
outside his seat. It was totally unparliamentary
and uncalled for, and I believe he should be
asked to withdraw.

Mr Bryce: The keeper of the morals!

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: For the benefit of
the member for Gascoyne, when I heard all
those interjections, had I heard the member for
Morley-Swan say those wards I would have
quickly brought him to heel, as I have done in
the past. I think I am completely fair when I sit
in this Chair. I have been criticised on occasion
for being too fair. I did not hear that comment
and therefore I am not prepared to take any
action. But if, from the Chair, I hear words of
that nature from either side of the House-and
I have pretty good hearing-I will take the
appropriate action.

Debate Resumed

MRS BUCHANAN (Pilbara) [9.54 p.m.):
Members on this side of the House have clearly
and competently articulated the purpose of this
Bill and therefore I will take only a few minutes
to place on record my support and add my
comments.
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Electoral reform in this State is long overdue.
The Government has already made several at-
tempts to carry out reform of the parliamentary
and electoral system, but each time we have
been thwarted by the Opposition, and it ap-
pears it is set to do the same again. In fact, the
Opposition has held on like grim death to its
advantage in the Legislative Council, and in
doing so has passed up every opportunity to
bring the system into the 20th century.

I have added my voice to support for the pre-
vious Bills on several occasions, and I was
hoping that this time around the Opposition
might realise that it cannot continue to block
reform of the system without damaging its own
image. It is obvious from the speeches of mem-
bers apposite that that is not going to be the
case and that once again they will bring them-
selves into disrepute by blocking this electoral
amendment Bill.

Electoral reform has been raised as a major
issue during the last two State elections, and it
is therefore quite clear that the Government
now has a mandate to update the system. The
community has realised the need for changing
the existing situation, which is so blatantly dis-
honest. In recent days the Premier has drawn
notice to the fact that politicians generally are
not held in very high regard in the electorate,
and there are a number of ways in which this
can be remedied. Clearing away the present
crooked electoral system is only one way, but it
is probably the easiest one to achieve. A fair
electoral system is essential to good Govern-
ment. I point out to members opposite that
they have a very important part to play in this
respect, and they could much improve their
image by giving support to this Bill.

I am very pleased to see that the Hill contains
a provision for the setting of all electoral
boundaries by Electoral Commissioners. It has
always been my contention that members of
Parliament should have absolutely nothing to
do with the setting of electoral boundaries.
Boundary setting by members of Parliament
not only gives rise to doubts as to their integrity
but also brings the whole electoral system into
disrepute and, as far as I am concerned, it
should be a priority when we are considering
change.

I believe that people in the general com-
munity think that when there is an opportunity
for political manipulation it is only natural that
it will be interpreted as already happening-in
fact, they will assume that this sont of meddling
is already taking place simply because it is
possible. Boundary setting has to be absolutely

squeaky-clean, and that is certainly not the case
now.

In the north of this State an absolutely dis-
graceful situation exists in that the seats the
boundaries of which were set by the Parliament
during the Liberal Party Government's terms
of office are grossly out of balance. The four
statutory Assembly seats had the following en-
ro0lents at the last election earlier this year-
Gascoyne, 5 113 electors; Kimberley, 1 7 918
electors; Murchison-Eyre, a mere 3 702 elec-
tors; and Pilbara, 15 034 electors. That meant
an elector in Murchison-Eyre had a vote worth
nearly five times that of a Kimberley elector.

The Opposition's pretext of wanting to give
special consideration to country areas certainly
lost all credibility when it took up the pen and
fiddled the Kimberley-Pilbara boundary but
left the Gascoyne and Murchison-Eyre bound-
aries as they were. I just wonder how the mem-
bers for Gascoyne and Murchison-Eyre have
the unmitigated gall to come into this place and
sit here knowing that they are in a very privi-
leged and most advantaged position which has
been deliberately wrought by the dishonesty of
their party.

It really makes me laugh that members op-
posite keep maintaining that the existing
system is fair in their book, and that they say
that time and time again, when in the north-
west there is a glaring example of where it is
certainly not fair.

When the boundaries between Pilbara and
Kimberley were changed, it also created other
local problems, and the carving out of the
Pilbara of those inland towns is one problem
which has been referred to by interjection by
the Minister for Employment and Training.
The inland mining towns are still considered by
the people up there to be Pilbara towns. Towns
such as Tom Price and Paraburdoo that have a
community of interest with the port town of
Dampier are electorally divided from it when it
is certainly not necessary for them to be so.

It is very interesting to note that the regional
associations such as the Pilbara regional advis-
ory committee and the Pilbara regional travel
association still operate on the basis of the
preboundary-change region. The changed
boundaries have also cut across shire districts;
for example, the Shire of East Pilbara is in the
electoral district of Kimberley while the Shire
of West Pilbara is partly in the electoral district
of Pilbara and partly in the electoral district of
Kimberley, and this causes some considerable
confusion.
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It will always be difficult to set boundaries in
the northern areas because of the vast size of
that pant of the State and the scattered location
of the population centres. We know aspects
must be taken into consideration other than
purely balancing the number of electors; never-
theless, clearly a far more satisfactory situation
could be achieved in the north under the dic-
tates of this Bill. I know the people of my own
area would welcome changes which put an end
to the existing disgraceful gerrymander.

I now raise the question of optional preferen-
tial voting. As a person who has carried out the
duties of a scrutineer on many occasions, I wel-
come the provision in this Dill providing for
optional preferential voting, having witnessed
on many occasions a considerable number of
votes being declared invalid as a result of elec-
tors having chosen to indicate their first
preference only. I noticed an increase in the
incidence of this at the last Federal election,
where many voters transposed the changes in
the Senate voting procedure to their House of
Representatives ballot papers; and where there
were more than two candidates on a ballot
paper, those votes were invalid. There was a
considerable increase in the informal vote on
that occasion, and voters made it quite clear
that they preferred the simplified method of
casting their votes. Electors who vote along
party lines have indicated to me that they have
a positive aversion to being forced to give
preference to candidates of opposing parties in
order to formalise their vote. As a result, this
Hill is welcomed by those people.

The Proposal for an independent Electoral
Commissioner with increased responsibilities
to replace the current position of Chief Elec-
toral Officer will improve the status of the de-
partment and so enhance the public's confi-
dence in the State's electoral system.

Finally, I pay tribute to the member for
Morley-Swan for his forthright and energetic
pursuit of electoral reform. I also convey my
congratulations to the Deputy Premier, the
present Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform, for the way he has taken up this
issue, this being one of our most important
issues of the day. He has certainly wasted no
time in bringing the legislation before the Par-
liament. I am very happy to support his efforts
and therefore I support the Hill.

Mr D. L. SMITH (Mitchell) [10.05 p.m.]: I
support the Hill. In a way I rise to speak be-
cause it will be necessary for me to explain to
my wife, my family, my friends, and supporters
who have helped elect me to this place in the

last two elections why I Support legislation
which may well see my political demise in the
sense that the seat of Mitchell is probably one
of those seats which will disappear if the legis-
lation is enacted. It is only the Mitchell and
Bunbury areas that I would like to represent in
Parliament, so should this Bill be passed, that
will probably be the end of my political career.

Like most people who have been born or
raised in the country, I believe that country
people are deserving of a better deal than their
metropolitan counterparts. I also have that
country suspicion of the city in the sense that I
have not always been satisfied that Govern-
ment Ministers and the Parliament properly
guard the interests of country people when
legislating.

I guess for that reason I used to be inclined to
the view that perhaps there should be some pol-
itical advantage given to country people in
terms of electoral representation. However, I
have now been involved in the political process
for 20 years, and over that time there has been
a gradual maturing in my out-look so that I
have come to recognise that the argument that
country people should be advantaged in elec-
toral matters is no different fronm the argument
previously raised by the propertied classes that
it was only the propertied who should have
electoral rights in terms of voting people into
Parliament. That is nothing more than an argu-
ment for a section or group to advantage themt-
selves against the rest of the community.

Reference has been made tonight to the fact
that one of the Queen's sons, Prince Andrew, is
being married today. I thought it might be
appropriate to quote a statement made by the
Queen-

Parliamentary institutions, with their
free speech and respects for the rights of
minorities, and the inspiration of a broad
tolerance in thought and its expression-
all this we conceive to be a precious part of
our way of life and outlook ... I ask you
now to cherish them and to practise them,
too.

The British parliamentary institution has
always been based on a notion of parliamentary
democracy. What democracy is is very much a
matter of semantics. One element of it that I
think is uniform to most people's approach is
that every person in a community should be
equal before the law; there should be equal pro-
tection before the law.
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In the American situation, that notion is
enshrined in the fourteenth amendment to the
US Constitution. It is interesting that in Amer-
ica it was that fourteenth amendment in the
decision Baker v Carr that led to the US
Supreme Court concluding that an electoral
system which was malapportioned in favour of
a particular region or group was a breach of the
fourteenth amendment. What is interesting
about that is that the fifteenth amendment
deals with the right to vote, yet the Supreme
Court came to the conclusion in relation to the
equality of voting rights that the fourteenth
amendment was more important, dealing as it
does with equal protection before the law.-

The reason for that is quite obvious. The
hasic business of Parliament is the making of
law and the appointment of Ministers to ad-
minister the law. If any group is given a prefer-
ential situation in relation to electing people to
Parliament, in effect the people of that group
can begin to develop a preference before the
law for themselves by electing more people to
Parliament than they should be entitled to as a
matter of fairness. Once those people have
formed a majority in the Parliament they can
start to change the law in a way that advantages
them-not the law in a criminal sense but in
relation to the way in which the State is
operated and the rights and privileges that are
conferred on people either through the public
purse or through particular aspects of legis-
lation.

When we talk in terms of the need for ad-
ditional representation for the country we have
to determine in our own minds what we mean
by "the country". It was said to me that an
earlier speaker referred to Bunbury as a kind of
non-country area equivalent to what he
regarded as the parasitic nature of Perth.
Although he represents an outback area, he ap-
parently regards Bunbury as being non-
country. One presumes he would have the same
attitude towards Geraldton, Kalgoorlie, Port
Hedland, and Esperance, and many of the
larger country towns where there are aggre-
gations of people.

The problem of defining the country is most
critical in relation to the areas immediately ad-
jacent to the metropolitan area. It is apparent
from the speech of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition that the Liberal Party now seems to
concede that the present boundaries of the
metropolitan area are unfair both in terms of
the number of seats in the immediately sur-
rounding area and the number of electors they

represent in comparison with people within the
metropolitan boundary.

If one compares the electorates of Dale and
Annadale, or Mundaring and Helena one can
see there is really no pratical justification for
the distortion that occurs in those adjacent
areas. What the Liberal Party has not done in
this debate to date is to give us any method by
which we can appropriately define the bound-
ary between the metropolitan and country
areas. It has also not given us any consistent
philosophic argument as to how one can equate
the electorate of Murchison-Eyre with
Bunbury, Geraldton, Gascoyne, or Mitchell.
Each of those country seats has particular
demographic features which distinguish it from
other country electorates.

If we are to have a system which
distinguishes between country and metropoli-
tan, it immediately gives rise to the question of
why there should not be some distinction, for
instance, between Bunbury and Murchison-
Eyre. IHow many distinctions are we to make,
and what sort of demographic criteria will we
evolve to make those distinctions?

When I talk about the maturing of my
approach to this matter in the 20 years of my
involvement in politics, one of the reasons for
my change of mind is that it is practically
impossible to devise any system where one can
justify all the elements in terms of protecting or
giving an extra advantage to any one group.
One cannot do that because it distorts the no-
tion of democracy or equal representation be-
fore the law. It creates anomalies which one
cannot justify except out of personal political
interest.

If one looks at the Western Australian system
as it has evolved over the years, one sees it is
one of the most peculiar electoral systems, es-
pecially in terms of boundaries, which one can
only explain by way of the self-interest of the
Governments of the day which set the bound-
aries to satisfy their own political needs.

Historically we are probably at a time when
that kind of self-interest could be done away
with for two important reasons. One is that
historically there has always been an advantage
to the conservative party in terms of the elec-
toral advantage given to country people. At
present, however, the electoral preference is
probably quite the reverse. There would be a
loss of Labor seats in the country and by no
means a guarantee that they would be replaced
by metropolitan Labor seats. In terms of self-
interest there is every reason for the Liberal
Party to support the legislation.
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Secondly, it is apparent from the results of
the last two elections that the L.abor Party for
the first time is almost at a stage where it Can
control the Legislative Council. In the election
just decided the Labor Party picked up the
seats of South-West Province and Lower West.
In each of those two provinces there is cur-
rently a sitting Liberal member. If the same
results were achieved at the next election, those
two members would be replaced by Labor
members. That would effectively give the
Labor Party a majority in the Council and an
opportunity to pass the electoral legislation that
we as a political party, rather than as a Govern-
ment, thought was to our best advantage.

In a way there is now an historic opportunity
for members opposite to participate in the
change in the system which whould perma-
nently advantage them, in a manner which may
not be possible in three years after the results of
the next election are known.

Mr Clarko: There is many a slip 'twixt cup
and lip.

Mr D. L. SMITH: There are also many ad-
vantages and opportunities lost in life when
one could redress future problems if the appro-
priate action had been taken at the right time.
Historically, the Liberal Party is at a stage
where in terms of fairness, democracy, and
equal representation before the law, it has an
opportunity to enhance its reputation in re-
lation to the protection of individual rights and
participation in democracy.

The National Party also has an opportunity
to guarantee its presence in the Legislative
Council in a way which may place it in a
position to have a controlling position in that
Chamber. In turn the National Party would in
a sense guarantee whatever protection it
wanted for country people.

Mr Clarko: This Bill will cut them in half.
Mr D. L. SMITH: It may well do that in this

House, but in the Legislative Council it may
have the effect of substantially enhancing the
National Party's situation because it may per-
manently have the balance of power.

Mr Clarko: The figures would be 19 Labor
and I5 non-Labor. When you got control of
both Houses you would attack the country
again as you always have.

Mr D. L. SMITH: It is a wrong premise that
we would attack the country. As a representa-
tive of the country-I represent Cape[ and
Dardanup, which are tmuly rural areas and not
parts of Bunbury-I point out that under this
Government there has been more enhancement

of country areas and country people than I can
recall in 20 years' involvement in the political
system of the State.

Mr Clarko: I think you could stand in a tele-
phone box and say that. This will destroy the
Liberal Party in the bush, and that is your aim.

Mr D. L. SMITH: We have already de-
stroyed it in the bush. If the member counts the
numbers he will realise that it is on perform-
ance alone and not rhetoric that country people
are coming to judge their politicians. They are
progressively returning more and more Labor
members, and that will continue. We as a party
have nothing to fear from country people nor
they from us. What we all have to fear is
enshrining the present system of voting and
representation which is contrary to any concept
of democracy.

More importantly, it is making us the laugh-
ing stock of the States. With the exception of
Queensland, we have the most malapportioned
system in Australia. The Australian States by
comparison with other overseas democracies
such as the US and Britain are much more
malapportioned, and Western Australia is
much worse than the average in all those
countries which members opposite often cite as
being the kind of democracies we should be
emulating.

Mr Clarko: I bet you cannot win a country
seat with 16 000 voters.

Mr D. L. SMITH: As always, it would de-
pend where the 16 000 were drawn from.

The whole notion of gerrymandering is to
draw the boundaries in the way that the Liberal
Party has drawn them in the past to ensure that
its endorsed candidates will receive a benefit
from them. We are giving the Opposition the
opportunity to consider the fact that everybody
is equal before the law and is entitled to a vote
of equal value. Secondly, we are attempting to
remove the notion that parliamentary electoral
boundaries should be drawn up by the Govern-
ment and have them drawn up by independent
commissioners. The members opposite have
the opportunity to change the present system to
a system that is fair and proper. The only
reason that members, like the member for
Karrinyup, have spoken in the way they have is
that they recognise that the only opportunity
they have to continue their representation in
this place is through malapportionment, as
they have over the years. They recognise that
country people are now increasingly willing to
elect Labor and National Party representatives
only because they know that they have received
nothing from the Liberal Party.
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I promised the Leader of the House that I
would niot dwell unnecessarily on issues Or re-
peat matters that were raised by previous
speakers. However, anyone who has a con-
science about this parliamentary institution
must accept that there has to be a system of
equal representation before the law to ensure
that we have a democracy. The only way we
can ensure that is to allow each vote to be of
equal value. Any argument which advantages
one part of the State against another,
electorally, is an argument which, in the final
analysis, cannot be upheld. I hope, in the full-
ness of time, that members opposite will recog-
nise the truth of those statements.

During the recess we will hold useful and
effective discussions and then return to the
Parliament in the next pant of this session with
historical measures that will rectify the injus-
tices and gerrymanders maintained by the par-
ties opposite for many years.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.24 p.m.j: I
am in the position of being able to agree with
the Labor Party in its real stance on this mat-
ter. However, I cannot agree with the public's
stance, thanks to the member for Morley-Swan.

In speaking to the proposition of one-vote-
one-value, I wish to relate some history to the
House which I spent the last couple of weeks
researching.

Dr Gallop: Don't read too much or the mem-
ber for Moore might get worried about you.

Mr TRENORDEN: I listened to the member
for Victoria Park's speech. There is a descrip-
tion for people like him who have good qualifi-
cations and learning: They drive cars by look-
ing out the back window.

Dr Gallop: If you had ever seen me hit a
cover drive you would change your mind.

Mr TRENORDEN: I would catch the mem-
ber on the boundary. If people who considered
themselves scholars and so crash-hot ruled the
world, perhaps we would not have any wars or
this country would not be in so much trouble.
They have 20-20 hindsight and no foresight.

Great Britain, from where many of our par-
liamentary procedures originate, has elector-
ates with populations from between 22 000 and
11 3 000, a ratio of 5: 1. A quota system is used
in the electoral boundaries of Britain. Other
important factors are also considered that al-
low such huge variations in electorates. That
situation has existed in Great Britain since
time immemorial.

In Canada there is a substantial difference of
between 22 000 in one electorate and 139 000
in another. The Yukon has 14 382 electors. It is
recognised in Canada that areas with sparse
populations are difficult to administer.

One member of the House of Representa-
tives in the United States is elected by 951 527
voters. The smallest electorate has an electoral
population of 177431. That is only a slight
difference! Great Britain, Canada, and the
United States are the greatest democracies of
the Western world and they recognise that it is
important for remote and less populated areas
to receive adequate representation.

In Belgium the largest electorate has a popu-
lation of 976 166 registered voters and the
smallest 63 931. According to the Constitution
of Denmark, the parliamentary seats are split
up among regions and constituencies which
must take into account the population, the
number of voters, and the density of the popu-
lation of a region. However, that does not in-
volve the principle of one-vote-one-value.

Size of area and population numbers are also
important factors in electorate sizes in
Germany. It does not have a system of one-
vote-one-value, either. There must be no more
than 30 000 people and no fewer than 20 000
people, not voters, in each electorate in Ireland.
When those figures are expressed in terms of
electors, the smaller number is 11 950 and the
larger lB 315S. Certainly, no one-vote-one-value
system applies there.

Mr Bertram: The US has a one-vote-one-
value system.

Mr TRENORDEN: I have read out already
the figure for the House of Representatives.
The biggest electorate in the House of Rep-
resentatives has 951 527 voters and the
smallest 177 43 1. Where is the principle of one-
vote-one-value there?

Mr Bertram: Have a look at the Constitution
of the United States. It is illegal for an elector-
ate not to have one-vote-one-value.

Mr TRENORDEN: I will ignore the interjec-
tions, Mr Deputy Speaker.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I think the
member for Avon would do a good job if other
members allowed him to make his speech.

Mr TRENORDEN: Much of the misunder-
standing in the mind of the Australia eletorate
comes from the true meaning of "one-vote-one-
value". The ALP is the author of this great
saying.

Mr Bertram: Which great saying?
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Mr TRENORDEN: One-vote-one-value.
Mr Bertram: Not so. It came from the United

States.
Mr TRENORDEN: Not according to my re-

search. I could not find it in any literature relat-
ing to elections in the United States. What
about Canada, England, Germany, and
Ireland?

Mr Tonkin: Germany certainly has one-vote-
one-value.

Mr TRENORDEN: Not according to its
Constitution.

Mr Bertram: Our Consititution is modelled
on that of the United States.

Mr TRENORDEN: Whose Constitution?
Mr Bertram: Australia's.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is right. I suppose

the member would like to model it on Russia's
Constitution.

Mr D. L. Smith: You should go up to the
library and do a bit of research.

Mr TRENORDEN: I have been to the library
over the last two weeks.

Mr D. L. Smith: The one-vote-one-value
phrase was first used in 1787 by English philos-
ophers.

Mr TRENORDEN: That is teriffic. I will get
the member a brass plaque so that he can chisel
it out and hang it on his wall. What did that
add to the debate?

Mr D. L. Smith: It added the fact that you
were wrong when you said that the Labor Party
invented the phrase.

Mr Bertram: You should base your argu-
ments on facts.

Mr TRENORDEN: I have no doubt that the
books and papers I have read are also based on
fact. It just goes to prove that all experts have
different points of view.

Mr Bertram: You are lacking in discernment.
Mr Lewis: Ask him about democracy in trade

unions.
Mr TRENORDEN: I wonder whether there

is any democracy in the trade union movement
and whether the one-vote-one-value principle
is applied in it. I wonder whether trade unions
have secret ballots.

Mr P. J. Smith: What has that to do with
Western Australia?

Mr TRENORDEN: It is the same principle.
If it is to be applied it must be applied every-
where-

In order to make votes of equal value for the
sake of the country, four points must be taken
into account: Firstly, the ability of one parlia-
mentary member to service effectively his
people, his industries, and the institutions in
his electorate, taking into consideration his
area, the ease of transport and the population;
secondly, the ease with which people in an elec-
torate can contact their parliamentary rep-
resentative when necessary; thirdly, it is very
important to maintain a community interest as
much as possible. For example, at the turn of
the century the station country kept this State
and the State totally ignores it now. The fourth
point is that it is necessary to achieve a balance
of representation to ensure that all areas have a
full opportunity to develop their potential by
giving them representation in this Parliament.
Every Australian, no matter where he lives, is
entitled to enjoy the same quality of represen-
tation and the same attention from a parlia-
mentary member and the same degree of access
to that member. Much of that has already been
said, so I will not debate the point further.

The whole concept of democracy relies on
the fact that all sections of the community are
entitled to an adequate voice and a vote to
protect their interests. That is what has been
taken away from country people in this Bill.

Mr D. L. Smith: Would your electorate be
the same size or have the same number of elec-
tors as the electorate of Esperance-Dundas?

Mr TRENORDEN: What is the member try-
ing to get at?

Mr D. L. Smith: It must be more difficult for
the member for Esperance-Dundas to get to
Perth than for you to get to Perth.

Mr TRENORDEN: We are not talking about
him getting to Perth; we are talking about him
getting around his electorate.

Mr D. L. Smith: It is much easier for you to
get around your electorate than it is for him to
get around his.

Mr TRENORDEN: I concede that fact. I
have one of the few country electorates actually
growing in size. Mitchell and Bunbury may also
be growing in size. Each of my towns are grow-
ing, unlike those in the areas east of me. In fact,
if this Bill was passed by the Parliament I
would be one of the people in the Parliament
who would have little to worry about in terms
of boundary changes. l am not speaking from a
position of believing that my seat is under
threat, because it is not. Whichever direction
one moves from the seat of Avon, the density
of voters will not change very much.
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It cannot be over-emphasised that an ad-
equate spread of political power is a vital pre-
requisite for the decentralisation of industry
and population and an aid in balanced devel-
opment. People must have representation of
their points of view in the place where de-
cisions are made, If political power is
concentrated in one area, that area will enjoy
the greatest proportion of Government expen-
diture to the detriment of other areas with less
representation in the Parliament. Country
people will lose. This is best illustrated in the
United States of America which has achieved
the highest degree of decentralisation of indus-
try and population of any country in the world.
This has been achieved to an extent by the
maintenance of an effective balance of rep-
resentation in Parliament. I obviously disagree
with members on the other side, but that does
not worry me; I always will.

As at 29 April 1986 in New South Wales the
average country seat outside the city metropoli-
tan area had almost 41t 000 voters. The average
metropolitan seat had 31 000 voters. It is obvi-
ous that that is a gerrymander for the benefit of
the Labor Party of New South Wales and that
is what is attempted in this Bill. Of the eight
electorates of 40 000 voters or more when the
quota is 34 266, seven are outside the Sydney
metropolitan area and the one that is in the
metropolitan area is on the fringe of the metro-
politan area. Of those seats with fewer than
34 266 voters, 14 are in the country and 44 are
in the city. Members opposite talk about
gerrymanders; there is a good gerrymander in
New South Wales.

Dr Gallop: Are you saying that the Liberal
Party cannot win an election in New South
Wales?

Mr TRENORDEN: I am not talking about
that at all; I am talking about -country represen-
tation.

Dr Gallop: That is what we have elections
for.

Mr TRENORDEN: The member may not
have noticed, but I am not a member of the
Liberal Party.

Dr Gallop: You were talking about the New
South Wales electoral system, You said that it
was not fair; but it is fair.

Mr TRENORDEN: I am not accusing the
member of being a communist; perhaps I
should be accusing him of that.

Dr Gallop: It is a fair system.

Mr TRENOR DEN: The member might be
God and he might be judge, but he will not
convince me.

Dr Gallop: I am asking the question; I am
not trying to be a smart alec.

Mr TRENORDEN: Who weighted the New
South Wales system in 1927?

Dr Gallop: That was 60 years ago.

Mr TRENORDEN: Jesus was born 1 986
years ago. Very little in human attitudes has
changed. People have not changed over the
years.

Mr Bertram: The world has changed dra-
matically since 1950.

Mr TRENDORDEN: What has changed dra-
matically since 1950? Subiaco's performance? I
would probably agree with the member if that
is what he said.

In 1927 Jack Lang brought in weighted
voting in New South Wales. He was a very
famous Labor Party politician. Mr Leon Punch
was the Leader of the New South Wales
Country Party in 1980; it is now called, of
course, the National Party of Australia. On 14
April 1980 Mr Punch said-

With the report of the NSW Electoral
Commissioners, something tragic, in my
view, happened to country people.

The number of rural seats in the NSW
Legislative Assembly was cut from 33 to
27. This means that since 1950, 13 NSW
rural seats have been abolished-about 50
per cent of the proposed rural represen-
tation in the next NSW Parliament.

This diminution of country represen-
tation has been caused by amendments to
the electoral laws and by the relative faster
population growth of metropolitan areas,
particularly Sydney. These two events pose
considerable problems for the future, but
the central issue is political representation
of country areas. Crammed into less than
10 per cent of the State will be the great
majority (72 seats) of the elected represen-
tatives for the State (99 seats).

Mir Punch has been proven right. That
weighted voting is heavily in favour of the
Labor Party. He continued-

Unequal representation? Statistically no.
Fair representation? In my view, no. I say
this because one has to contrast the duties
of a country member of parliament with
those of a metropolitan member.
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I will not continue with that quote because the
member for Mt Marshall had a lot to say about
the duties of a country member. The point is
that the views and the fears of Mr Leon Punch
of the NPA, as expressed on 14 April 1980,
have been borne out by events. They are now
fact, On 22 March 1979 an article in the
Sydney Morning Herald stated-

In spite of its arguments in support of
the changes, it is no secret that the Govern-
ment expects to benefit from them more
than the Opposition.

That would have to be a joke. The Goverment
benefits well and truly more than the Oppo-
sition. Accepting this as just a game, we are
going through the motions because the panties
are basically in agreement.

Let us get down to a bit of dreaming and split
the State into three, because there are three
different areas of interests. Draw a line below
Carnarvon and call the area above that line
Paradise.

Mr Laurance: Very astute!
Mr TRENORDEN: I thought so. From

Carnarvon down we will call Southern Cross.
A member: Call it the banana republic!
Mr TRENORDEN: No, we do not want any

banana republics. The metropolitan area we
will make another State and call it Pittsville.

Look at Paradise. It will be able to produce
minerals and meat. There will be fishing indus-
tries and agricultural products. All those things
will be available for export, and it will be quite
a wealthy State.

Southern Cross will be a wonderful place in
which to live. There will be agricultural
products, mining, and timber. Those things are
bound to be exported from wonderful places
like Albany, Esperance and Bunbury. In
Pittsville, Fremantle would be the port. What
would we have to export? Fertiliser and poli-
ticians; that is about all.

Which State would go broke first? Would
anyone like to bet? I put my money on
Pittsville. Is anyone backing any other place?

The point I am trying to make is that other
people are not thinking about it, but they are
fleecing country people. Where is the wealth of
this nation earned? Outside the metropolitan
area. Whether they like it or not, metropolitan
people are taking money from those who live
outside the metropolitan area, and they are
doing it as a result of the representation which
applies too heavily in the metropolitan area.

Mr Bertram: The boundaries were drawn by
your Government.

Mr TRENORDEN: I was not in Govern-
ment. I have been here three months. When a
Government of my persuasion gains power
members will really know all about it. We will
have a few electoral successes in the next few
elections. Country people are ordinary
people-miners, farmers and grader drivers.
All of them are paying for what is happening in
the metropolitan area. They are paying for the
high standard of living enjoyed by people in the
metropolitan area.

I have taken longer than I intended in talking
about one-vote-one-value. Country people are
producing the wealth of the nation and the city
people are spending it because they have the
political power. The Labor Party is attempting
to promote this situation in Western Australia.
It is trying to create a gerrymander of its own

mking.
Country people are being insulted by many

members of the Labor Party, who say they
do not have the ability to think or be
represented. What a load of rubbish! Country
people are concerned about the grab for tax
moneys which the Labor Party is on at the
moment, and the city people are living on the
taxes of country people.

A member: They are parasites.
Mr TRENORDEN: I would not say that. I

have many friends in the city. People should
recognise what is happening to the country.
Those people producing the wealth will not
stand it for much longer.

Since 1974 the demise of rural Australia can
be related directly to the time when the Federal
House of Representatives went to one-vote-
one-value. The rural problems started from
that time. When my time comes, one-vote-one-
value will certainly not have the vote of the
member for Avon.

DR LAWRENCE (Subiaco) [10.45 pi.m.]: I
add my strong support to the electoral reform
proposals before this House. I have actually
thought about this a little and read a lot over
the years. That is not likely to invite acclaim
from the Opposition because it seems to have
become a sin to think about things in this
House. Some of the hectoring of my colleague
has been directed to the opinion that to think is
to err.

The commitment of the ALP, both in Oppo-
sition and in Government, to electoral reform
has been evident for a long time. That is not to
say it has always been the party's platform, or
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part of its main interest, but it has been consist-
ently pursued through the last few years. That
consistency has been evident in support at pol-
icy level. We have gone before the people on at
least two occasions with electoral reform as a
strong platform.

Similarly the Government has attempted on
numerous occasions to pass legislation to effect
electoral reform through this Parliament. It has
shown a willingness to compromise with the
views of the Opposition.

I am convinced of the need for reform, and
have been for many years. This is reinforced by
many discussions I have had with constituents,
and petitions from members of my electorate
during the last Parliament. It is also clear that
electoral reform has enjoyed strong cross-party
support. For example, the last member for
Subiacoi also supported the need for electoral
reform.

The essential principle-which seems to be
almost a dirty word on the other side of the
House-of a representative democracy is that
the people's views are fairly represented, re-
gardless of their status income, race, sex or lo-
cality.

Australia has been a pioneer in many areas of
electoral reform which have resulted in the ex-
tension of the franchise, in secret ballots, in the
abolition of the property franchise, in the inno-
vation of voting methods such as preferential
voting, in the introduction of compulsory
voting, in the impartial conduct and arbitration
of polling and counting of ballots, and in the
abolition of multiple voting.

I am not convinced by comparisons with
other nations because we have always been
pioneers. It is with great regret that I say we
now lag seriously behind the rest of Australia
and much of the rest of the world.

The principles which are critical in guiding
the electoral process and ensuring that the
views of the people are genuinely represented
in Parliament are simple and compelling. The
questions we must ask in this House are: Is the
proposal fair? In other words, is everybody
treated equally? The average five-year-old has a
clear notion of what fairness and justice mean.
We should ask whether this Parliament, which
is elected, reflects the wishes of the voters. This
means that no special interest or lobby group
should be given preference over others.

Mr Clarko: That is what you have done in
the upper House.

Dr LAWRENCE: That is what the Oppo-
sition did when it redrew the boundaries to
give the Pilbara electors 9 000 votes.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: It was a compromise,

recognising that the Government is formed in
the lower House. The Government will still be
formed by one-vote-one-value.

The second principle is whether the system is
practical. In other words, are voters able to
show their preference for candidates and par-
ties in such a way that a stable Government
will be formed? The proposals before the
House clearly ensure that this principle is
enshrined.

Thirdly, does the system provide personal
representation? This has become part of the
Australian political scene and one which is
valued. It must be possible for each voter to
call on the services of a specific member to
represent his or her interests. We must ask
whether the proposal preserves a special link
between the member and his or her constitu-
ents. The proposals before the House do just
that.

The election of a particular member should
be determined by the majority will of the con-
stituency. If the member is in Parliament de-
spite the express wishes of most of the voters in
the constituency, talk of a special relationship
with the constituency begins to sound hollow,
no matter how valuable the work done by that
member between elections.

The fourth principle is: Is it technically
sound, relatively easy to administer, impar-
tially arbitrated and easy for the voter to under-
stand? Again I believe this principle is one
which has been honoured in the proposals put
before the House.

I will look briefly at the proposals in a little
detail. Firstly I refer to the pmoposal that elec-
toral boundaries should be drawn by indepen-
dent Electoral Commissioners, which guaran-
tees that political interference, evident in the
statutory boundaries imposed in the North-
West, will no longer be possible. It will no
longer be possible, for example, to do what was
done in 1981 when Pilbara lost 6 000 electors
whereas Kimberley went from 6 000 to 12 000
voters and Murchison-Eyre stayed the same at
around 2 000. The end result of that was that in
order to get from one side of his electorate to
the other, the member for Kimberley had actu-
ally to go through the electorate of Pilbara.
Some of the complaints about the difficulties of

2380



[Wednesday, 23 July 1986) 28

country members do not always seem to have
been respected on the other side of the House.

The proposals of the Government to draw
electoral boundaries on the basis of one-vote-
one-value, and without political interference,
are clearly fair, practical, and technically
sound. The provision that people's votes are in
general of equal value is a fundamental require-
ment for a fair system, and one which enjoys
widespread support.

The malapportionment in Western Australia
has been a continuing source of embarrassment
to thinking people. I have never accepted that
my vote in Subiaco is worth about half that of
my father's in the electorate of Greenough,
although I respect him. I listened to the special
pleading of country members and some rural
voters for many years; after all I was brought
up in the country and that kind of political
argument was my bread and butter. I fully
understand the special difficulties faced in ru-
ral constituencies. However, I do not believe
that I have ever accepted that accidents of birth
or occupation should confer special powers
when it comes to electing a Government. The
1.41 weighting conceded in the upper House
gives adequate redress to the perceived diffi-
culties in the country, but it cannot be allowed
to interfere with the fundamental question of
which party or group is elected in the House
which forms the Government-the Legislative
Assembly.

Practical remedies such as increased allow-
ances, travel concessions, and additional facili-
ties may be required to assist members
representing rural electorates, but the mem-
bers' difficulties of covering large distances
need not influence the fundamental principle
of equality of voting power, which has been
fought for with great energy and sacrifice since
the founding of Australia.

Automatic redistribution again provides for
a process which operates with the minimum of
political interference and which preserves the
principle of equal voting power within the
practical limits prescribed in the legislation.

Finally, four-year terms are a suitable and
long advocated remedy for short-term planning
and vote-watching Government admini-
stration. It also brings WA into line with a
number of other Australian States, and places
us with the majority of other democratic Par-
liaments. A very important principle is
enshrined in the four-year term in the upper
House as well. I would be the last to support
having people up there for eight years at a time,

reflecting the history of the State rather than its
present political views. If the upper House be-
came something more than it historically has
been at times-a dumping ground for retired
property holders and party hacks-facing the
voters at regular intervals would be a salutary
antidote to apathy and complacency.

With these few comments, I support the
proposed legislation.

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform) [10.54 p.m.J: I
thank all members who have contributed to the
debate.

In doing so, I would make the observation
that there has probably been more partici-
pation in this particular debate from a greater
number of members than there has been in any
other issue debated during the course of the
session. I suppose there are very few issues that
go closer to the heart of the average member of
Parliament than the fundamentals of how
members are elected to this place. As someone
who spent a good many waking hours on the
different principles involved in this legislation,
let me say I am very mindful that no-one has a
set of tablets which he has received on the
Mount and which he can hold up as the Biblical
figures of the past did and suggest he has all the
answers.

The member for Floreat has often said to me
over the years in debates on this subject, and
on similar subjects when we tackle these sorts
of issues, that there is only one thing of which
we can be absolutely sure: There will be some
very smart people who will follow us and who
will have the benefit of hindsight and say,
"They did the wrong thing back in 1986; didn't
they realise the implications of what they were
doing then with this, this, and that?" They will
itemise a string of all the perceived impli-
cations 10, 15, or 20 years hence. We can argue
in this context about our differences of opinion
concerning what will happen, but other people
will, with the benefit of hindsight, discover
things which happened subsequently and per-
haps they will seek to gloat over some of the
errors of judgment which we made in this pro-
cess.

I make no apology about that because I hap-
pen to know enough about the process of poli-
tics to know that no-one here at this time can
be absolutely certain about the implications of
every single decision on which we will be asked
to sit in judgment. That is no reason for mem-
bers to shrink from actually making decisions
about the need to modernise and reform a
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system of electing representatives to Parlia-
ment, which has, to say the very least, become
quite wobbly over the last decade or so.

It is an appropriate time, in winding up the
debate, to remind members exactly what the
essential objectives of the legislation are. I shall
be very brief in this respect. It is a truism to say
that as late in this century as 1986, our system
of electing representatives to Parliament dem-
onstrates a number of fairly serious weaknesses
which require attention. This has been
recognised and referred to by members
representing all three parties in this Chamber
during the course of the last 10 hours of debate.
I guess one of the most important thrusts
contained in the legislation is the proposal to
establish an independent Electoral Com-
mission to make in the future many of the de-
cisions which were previously made by mem-
bers of Parliament.

Members of different political panics during
the course of this debate have conceded that
there is a great deal of logic and fairness in a
system which allows independent Electoral
Commissioners to make so many more of the
key decisions than have been made in the past
by members of Parliament. Members of Parlia-
ment in the ALP and in the conservative par-
ties of this country over the last 50 years-and
nobody, but nobody, wins any particular credit
in this House for being able to point to
examples where members in opposing political
parties did the wrong thing because they werein a position of power-have made mistakes.
The Labor Party did so in Queensland; the
National Party has done so in Queensland; the
Liberal Party did so in Western Australia; the
Labor Party has done so in New South Wales;
and the basic reason for advocating a system-

Mr Rushton: The Labor Party is doing so in
Western Australia.

Mr BRYCE: I do not intend to descend to
the tit for tat mentality of the member for Dale
on the issue.

There are some very serious issues, as the
member for Morley-Swan has said, which are a
great deal bigger than the simple tit for tat that
often goes backwards and forwards across this
Chamber. There are a number of ideas which I
have heard floated in this Chamber tonight by
members who did do same serious homework
on the Bill, starting with the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition when he opened the Oppo-
sition's case, and which I think are worthy of
serious consideration. Indeed I think we could
spend a great deal of time on some of these

ideas. Some of them would improve the quality
of the legislation. Despite the enormous
amount of time and care which has gone into
the preparation of this Bill, I have never
suggested that it constitutes a set of tablets
which are somehow sacrosanct and cannot be
improved.

In all seriousness I look forward to the Com-
mittee stage and to meeting with all representa-
tives of both political parties opposite between
now and the next session of Parliament with a
view to distilling some of the ideas that have
been brought forward in this debate.

Members of Parliament representing all pol-
itical parties in this country over the years have
demonstrated that they cannot be trusted to do
a fair and reasonable job of drawing up the
boundaries and the basics of a system of
electing members or' Parliament, and it requires
a system of independent commissioners to do
the job.

Every one of us in this Chamber knows that
1981 was the last occasion when substantial
changes were made to the Electoral Districts
Act; and those changes were made by poli-
ticians who drew the key lines on a map. Since
we came into Government we have discovered
that meetings were held between Cabinet Min-
isters and bureaucrats to discuss where those
lines would go. Malapportionment in this
State-and not only in this State-has become
such an art form that it was actually used in
1981 to gerrymander.

Two very different concepts are involved.
The member for Kalamunda has admitted to
the Chamber that his seat is an anomaly. He
has found it embarrassing in his political life
since 1981 to defend to his constituents in
Forrestfield why the line goes through the
middle of a metropolitan suburb, defining
people on one side of it in the city as country
dwellers, and people on the other side of it as
city dwellers. That line causes the same prob-
lem in Armadale and has created a similar
anomaly in Rockingham.

That was not a simple question of vote-
weighting for people in country electorates. It
was the use of malapportionment for
gerrymandering purposes, as was the case in
the northern and most remote regions of the
State. The member for Pilbara. drew attention
to the phenomenon of the Pilbara and
Kimberley boundaries. There has never been a
more apparent use of malapportionment to ger-
rymander than in the case of the Pilbara and
Kimberley electorates.
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The member for Gascoyne, who has made a
great show of his desire to see the seat of
Gascoyne retained in this Parliament with only
5 000 constituents in it, uses the arguments
associated with difficulties of representing a re-
mote community, yet he actually sits there
representing a seat which adjoins the seat of
Pilbara, which has 15 500 electors and the seat
of Kimberley, which has 17 500 electors.

Some members opposite complained earlier
in the debate when I drew their attention to
this particular form of gerrymander which was
really started by John Forrest. When he was
first elected to this Parliament he represented
179 people in the town of Bunbury, and by the
time he had finished his career in this place he
represented just over 500 people. He never
stood for a single election because on each oc-
casion he was elected unopposed. I suppose it is
to his credit that he could achieve that situ-
ation.

Mr Clarko: His bmother Alexander
represented about 17 people.

Mr BRYCE: His brother, who held a north-
ern seat, represented an even smaller handful
of people. The number has been presented to
*me in the past in the form of the basic case to
show the gerrymander. When Forrest entered
his last term as Premier of this State, he had 19
supporters in a House of 30. They were called
the Ministerialists and altogether they did not
represent as many electors as the two members
who came from Kalgoorlie and Coolgardie,
who each represented in the vicinity of 5 000
electors.

So even that far back there was no consist-
ency to show that remoteness was important
and the really valid reason politicans imposed
weighting provisions, because in those days the
people of Kalgoorlie and Coolgardie did not
vote for John Forrest and malapportionment
was used to gerrymander.

Some members tonight have made great play
about what certain Labor Premiers have done
in the past in Queensland and New South
Wales. I do not seek to shrink from what any of
those people did. I am asking members on both
sides of the House to look at the validity of our
saying in 1986, "The evidence is there; MPs
cannot be trusted to draw those lines fairly.
The time has arrived for us to put that re-
sponsibility into the hands of independent
commissioners."

Mr Stephens: No-one really disputed the in-
dependent commissioners.

Mr BRYCE: A very silly argument was ad-
vanced about who would appoint the indepen-
dent commissioners. It really is passing strange
that in 1986 the Leader of the Opposition and
his deputy should argue that if we are to have
truly independent commissioners to do this
job, someone has to be the guardian of their
morals-we cannot trust the Government of
the day to appoint a person to do it.

Mr Hassell interjected.
Mr BRYCE: Many things have changed since

1983. Through the process of careful consul-
tation and consideration and the distillation of
ideas, we have arrived at this Bill.

Mr Peter Dowding: The member
Cottesloe introduced the Pilbara Bill.

for

Mr BRYCE: He was probably the Minister
responsible for the Electoral Districts Act
amendments when the last crime was commit-
ted in the context of drawing lines on a map.
The previous Chief Secretary of WA would
have been responsible for taking the proposals
to the Cabinet to say, "Fellows, here is a set of
lines which we have worked out this way which
I think will help us win." That same former
Chief Secretary is now saying that we cannot
trust the Chief Justice.

Mr MacKinnon: We never said that at all.
Mr BRYCE: I am sorry; I withdraw that im-

plication. The Leader of the Opposition is now
saying in this debate that we cannot trust the
Government to appoint an independent Elec-
toral Commissioner. He is saying that we can
trust the Government to appoint a Chief Jus-
tice and a Parliamentary Commissioner for Ad-
ministrative Investigations, but when it is a
matter of Ml's putting themselves on a pedestal
with their special set of vested interests and
responsibilities, he asserts we cannot trust the
Government to appoint the guy who will be
only one of three people responsible for draw-
ing the boundaries.

I tell the Leader of the Opposition that his
behaviour as the Leader of the Opposition is
enough to indicate to all of us that it would be
an absurdity to write into the Act that the only
time that such a commissioner could be
appointed was after agreement had been
reached between the Leader of the Opposition
and the Premier.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! When I call for order

members should at least try to do the right
thing. Three or four members were interjecting
at the same time, which is just crazy.
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Mr BRYCE: I say to the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition that I believe the Government
has the responsibility for the ultimate appoint-
ment of those people and must suffer the
consequences.

For the last 90 years in this State the Govern-
ment of the day has actually appointed the
Surveyor General, the Chief Justice, and the
Chief Electoral Officer, the three people who
have shared the job of drawing up the electoral
boundaries.

Mr MacKinnon: Can I ask you one other
serious question? In my nine years in Parlia-
ment, and probably before that, not once has
an Opposition questioned the appointment of
those officers until the Government's proposed
appointment Of Mr Rumley. Obviously we are
concerned. Can't you understand that-that a
blatant political appointment could be made to
such a position?

Mr BRYCE: Is it not extraordinary? He
seems to denigrate Mr Rumley by calling his a
blatant political appointment.

Mr MacKinnon: Correct.
Mr BRYCE: The Opposition has taken this

course. It has embarked upon character deni-
gration of appointments the Government has
made.

Mr MacKinnon: Doesn't he support your
party?

Mr BRYCE: No, he does not.
Mr MacKinnon: Does he not?
Mr BRYCE: To the best of my knowledge, he

does not.
Mr Clarko: He does not give out how-to-

vote cards with his wife on election day?
Mr Taylor: What is outrageous about that?

Is this a democratic society or not?
Mr BRYCE: If members want my speech to

degenerate, I might ask members opposite
some questions about their appointment of Mr
Coates and just where his little set of political
ideologies happen to lie, and ascertain his back-
ground in the process.

Mr Hassell: He has been a public servant for
30 years.

Mr BRYCE: Why is it that members op-
posite did not approach the Leader of the Op-
position of the day and ask us, "Do you ap-
prove of our appointment of Mr Coates?"

Mr Hassell: You approved of his appoint-
ment at the time. It was a normal Public Ser-
vice appointment.-

Mr Lewis: Is that why you sacked him?

Mr BRYCE: He was not sacked.
Mr Parker: He retired.
Mr Clarko: Would you like me to list your

tainted political appointments since attaining
office? Why do you think the newspapers write
stories repeatedly about jobs for the boys?

The SPEAKER: Order! I suggest that the
Minister ignore interjections which have
nothing to do with the Bill.

Mr BRYCE: The member for Karrinyup ac-
tually made a contribution to the debate
earlier this evening.

Mr Parker: That is hard to believe.
Mr BRYCE: Yes, it really was a most extra-

ordinary contribution from a man who has
had a tertiary education and a man who is
known by this House to have studied the sub-
ject of electoral systems over the years.

Mr Brian Burke: The member for
Karrinyup?

Mr Taylor: Did you not know that he had
been to university?

Mr Brian Burke: I thought he was an oil
company salesman.

Mr Parker: He studied electoral systems like
Dracula studied blood diseases.

Mr Clarko: Brian, I passed and you failed;
that is the difference.

Mr Brian Burke: One would never have
known.

Mr PeterDowding: It has surprised everybody.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRYCE: The member for Karrinyup had

two essential messages for the House this even-
ing. Let me remind members of them in case
they have lost track. He accused us of departing
from our principles. The member for
Karrinyup took it upon himself to be the con-
science of the Labor Party, and I found that
passing strange.

Mr Clarko: I wouldn't do that. I want to
keep my hands clean.

Mr BRYCE: The member for Karrinyup is
one member of this House who has partici-
pated in debates on this subject for more than a
decade and he has screamed his argument at us
about what he believes to be the
inappropriateness or the disparity of the one-
vote-one-value system. He has urged upon us
the process of compromise.

Mr Clarko: No, I never said that.

2384



[Wednesday, 23 July 1 986J138

Mr BRYCE: The Government brings this
Bill to the House and he screams about the
question of our principles; and now that we
have changed our principles and when we actu-
ally cornpromise-

Mr Clarko: You have changed your prin-
ciples, have you? That is what you said.
Hansard would have got it down.

Mr BRYCE: When we announced our
compromise the member for Karrinyup
screamed at us because we had departed from a
purist position.

Mr Clarko: You cannot do it with a matter
like this. You either believe in one-vote-one-
value or you don't.

Mr Brian Burke: Tell him to shut up.
Mr Clarko: Have you got a stomach ache,

Brian? Do you need an aspirin or something?
The SPEAKER: Order! I suggest that the

member for Karrinyup cease interjecting in
that manner, If he has something to contribute
to the debate I would be happy to hear his
interjection, but interjections in that vein I
would rather not hear.

Mr BRYCE: The other message the member
for Karrinyup had for us this evening was very
strange indeed. It concerned an argument that
he mounted in which he used the 1983 and
1985 successes of the Labor Party in Canberra
to show that a party that wins elections like
that successively, with good majorities, should
have the right and the opportunity to be able to
govern and to have control of the upper House.
We preeted that argument with absolute incred-
ulity. We could not believe that the member for
Karrinyup would recognise it that way, particu-
larly as the Labor Party of this State has won 14
out of the last 28 elections in the Legislative
Assembly, yet has been denied the right and the
opportunity to govern effectively because of
the structure of electing members to the second
House.

Mr Clarko: When did you win the majority
in two Legislative Council elections and not
have the numbers?

Mr BRYCE: In 1983 and 1986 the Labor
Party won a majority of the vote in both
Houses of Parliament and we still do not have
the majority in the other House.

Mr Clarko: But you are very close to it, aren't
you? You only have to do it one more time and
you will get it.

Mr Parker: So we have to win three elections
in a row in order to get a majority? What an
extraordinary thing.

Mr BRYCE: There really is a message for us
to take on board. This member is actually
sounding his concern about the prospects and
the future situation in this State where the Lib-
eral Party would be returned to Government in
the Legislative Assembly and where another
party apart from the Liberal Party in the Legis-
lative Council may have the balance of power.
He considers that situation to be absolutely un-
acceptable.

Mr Clarko: I didn't say it was absolutely un-
acceptable. You are putting wards in my
mouth.

Mr BRYCE: He has the hide to sit there as a
member of this House with the knowledge that
the Australian Labor Party lost the last 42
Legislative Council elections in this State. He
will tell us in a minute that that is because we
did not try and we did not really want to win.

Mr Clarko: Under the system of one-vote-
one-value in the Federal election a few years
ago, we got 96 per cent of the seats with 56 per
cent of the votes, so your one-vote-one-value
does not produce an exact result. Proportional
voting for a single electorate gives an exact fig-
u re.

Mr Parker: That is nonsense.
Mr BRYCE: I want to refer to another issue

before concluding. I have indicated that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has made
some suggestions tonight-one or two other
members did also-that I think are worthy of
perhaps a little more refinement in certain
ways and which, if incorporated into the Bill,
would result in a significant improvement to it.

In summary, the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sit ion made reference to the appointment of
Electoral Commissioners and suggested that in-
stead of it being the Chief Justice it be a Su-
preme Court judge. I-e made suggestions in
respect of the other two officers, and I think it
is quite reasonable for us to have a serious look
at his suggestion. I raise that sort of issue in the
House to indicate that in respect of electoral
reform nobody has a mortgage on good ideas.
The Government will probably have significant
differences of opinion with some members in
relation to this Bill.

As I said, nobody has a mortgage on good
ideas in relation to this legislation. I believe
they will be the subject of valuable negotiation.
It heartens me that representatives of all three
political partics represented in this Chamber
have said that the time has arrived for a serious
examination and reform to be made of certain
aspects of our electoral system. There will be
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differences but I take a real deal of heart in
the belief that we will be able to find a signifi-
cant number of very real areas or compromise
and mutual understanding.

The SPEAKER: Order! Before putting this
matter to the House, I advise that a
constitutional majority is required for this mat-
ter to pass. If, when I put the motion, there is a
dissentient voice, I will have to divide the
House. The question is that the Bill be now
read a second time. Those of that opinion say,
"Aye"; to the contrary, "No".

MrCarko: No.
The SPEAKER: This is rather an unusual

case. Under normal circumstances one "No"
would not be enough for a division to be called.
However, in view of the statement I made, a
division has to be called for. Ring the bells.

Division taken with the following result-
Ayes 31

Mrs Beggs Dr Lawrence
Mr Bertram Mr Marlborough
Mr Bridge Mr Parker
Mr Bryce Mr Pearce
Mr Brian Burke Mr Read
Mr Terry Burke Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Burkett Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Can Mr Taylor
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Thomas
Mr Evans Mr Tonkin
Dr Gallop Mr Troy
Mr Crill Mrs Watkins
Mns Henderson Dr Watson
Mr Gordon Hill Mr Wilson
Mr Hodge Mrs Buchanan
Mr Tom Jones Te'

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis

Noes 22
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nalder
Mr Rushton
MTrSchell
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Spriggs

aTeller)

The SPEAKER: I declare the second reading
of the Bill passed with an absolute majority.

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

EXPLOSIVES AND DANGEROUS GOODS
AMENDMENT BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council without
amendment.

House adjourned al fF27 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

FIRE PREVENTION AND PUBLIC SAFETY
REVIEW COMMITTEE

Recommendations
881. Mr MacKINNON, to the Honorary

Minister assisting the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Does he recall that in answer to ques-

tion 1610 of 7 November 1984, he
indicated that public comment had
been invited on the recommendations
of the fire prevention and public
safety review committee?

(2) Has that public comment now been
received and assessed?

(3) If so, when is it likely that the final
report of this committee will be avail-
able?

(4) More importantly, when is it likely
that any decisions as a consequence of
this committee's work will eventuate?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) to (4) The report and recomn-

mendations are about to be placed be-
fore Cabinet for consideration.

INDUSTRIAL AWARDS
Increases: Government Employees

900. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) Referring to his statement in this

House on I I June this year, in which
he explained the component pants of
the anticipated I I per cent growth in
State wage and salary costs for 1986-
87, and to question 740 of 9 July this
year, is he aware of the inconsistency
between his statement and his answer
to the question, in that in the
statement he included 3.7 per cent as a
"flow-on of award increases granted
last year" while in his answer he said
iht 3.7 per cent was for award in-
creases in the 1986-87 year?

(2) If the answer to the question is factual,
how does he explain that in another
section of his June statement he said
between two and 3.5 per cent had
been allocated for award increases in
1986-87?

(3) If the statement was factual, how can
he attribute 3.7 per cent to a flow-on
from the previous year when the pre-

vious year's Budget had already al-
lowed 3.3 per cent for award in-
creases?

(4) Is it a fact that the actual growth in
wage costs for 1986-87 will be no
more than 6.7 per cent, made up of
3.7 per cent for award increases over
the 1985-86 budget figure, 0. 1 per cent
for cost of staff appointed in 1985-86
over the budgeted 0.6 per cent, 2.1 per
cent for broadhanding, and 0.8 per
cent for prospective sectional in-
creases?

(5) Is it also a fact that the difference be-
tween that 6.7 per cent and his figure
of I1I per cent equates to a saving of
some $87 million?

(6) If "No" to (4) and (5), what are the
real figures?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (3) To avoid further confusion I will
enideavour to explain more fully the
relevant award adjustments affecting
salary and wage costs granted in 1985-
86 and those in prospect for 1986-87.

Firstly, however, let me say that there
are no inconsistencies in my previous
statements.

The wages factor of 3.3 per cent
budgeted for in 1985-86 represented
the pan-year effect of two national
wage decisions which were expected to
be handed down in October 1985 and
April 1986. The impact of decisions
announced during 1985-86
represented an actual full year cumu-
lative increase of 6.2 per cent which
resulted in an impact of 2.5 per cent
during 1985-86 with a flow-on of 3.7
percent into 1986-8 7.

For 1986-87, a wage award factor of
3.7 per cent was initially assessed on
the assumption that there would be a
continuation of the centralised wage
fixation system with six-monthly cost
of living adjustments based on move-
ments in the Consumer Price Index.
As the assessed award provision of 3.7
per cent in 1986-87 again represents a
pant year award cost-the full year
award impact is of the order of 7.5 per
cent with a further flow-on of 3.8 per
cent into 1987-88.
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However, the initial estimate of 3.7
per cent for the future anticipated
award adjustments in 1986-87 has
now been revised downwards in line
with recent decisions of the com-
mission.

(4) No, because no allowance has been
made in the 6.7 per cent for the part-
year cost of estimated awards in pros-
pect.

(5) and (6) Not applicable.

EDUCATION: SCHOOL OF NURSING

Churchiands: Ceiling Products
902. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Works and
Surveys:
(1) With regard to Building Management

Authority contract No. 24337 at the
Churchiands School of Nursing, is the
Minister aware that imported ceiling
products were used to the exclusion of
locally manufactured products?

(2) Was it ascertained that similar
products could not have been pro-
cured locally on a more competitive
basis and, if so, will the Minister elab-
orate?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) and (2) Yes. The Building Manage-
ment Authority has calculated that the
cost penalty in using local ceiling tiles
on Government projects is in the or-
der of 20 per cent for the tiles them-
selves. In addition, there is a further
cost penalty for the installation of the
local product.

PLANNING: CANAL DEVELOPMENT
Dawesville: LandAcquisition

908. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Lands:

(1) Referring to question 277 of 18 June,
when was the land acquired by the
Government to accommodate the
proposed Dawesville channel?

(2) How much to date has actually been-

(a) committed;

(b) spent,

on this land acquisition programme?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) and (2) This question is wrongly
addressed to the Minister for Lands. It
has been referred to the Minister for
Transport, and he will answer the
question in writing.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Australind: Tenders

930. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Education:

(I) (a) Have the tenders for the proposed
Austraiind High School been
advertised;

(b) if not, why not?

(2) Can the people of Australind expect a
new school to be built in time for the
1987 school year as promised by him?

(3) If tenders have not been let, when is
the project to be put to tender?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) to (3) Documentation of this project is
approaching finality and decisions on
the most appropriate methods of pro-
viding education facilities in this area
will be made shortly.

EDUCATION

Textbook.- "Teaching for Human Rights"

932. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is the book Teaching for Human
Rights by Ralph Pettman available at
any of the State school libraries or at
Education Department resource
centres?

(2) Is the same book subject to any disci-
pline thought in any State school?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes. A copy of the book Teaching for
Human Rights by Ralph Pettman is
sent to Government schools and re-
source centres upon request.

(2) Schools may choose to use ideas from
that book in their lessons.

2388



[Wednesday, 23 July 1986]138

MINERAL: IRON ORE
Exports: Japan

933. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Adverting to his reply to question 3 in
this session, could he please explain
the discrepancy of his figures in reply
(1) with those of the information
contained in Mitsui's iron ore report
No. 81, issued 9 May 1986, page 6,
which shows the relevant shares of
iron ore import to Japan being, in
financial years-

1985 1984 Chang

Australia

arazil

India

Mr PARKER replied:

43.01% 46.5% -9.4%

22.9% 23.2% .2.9%

15.7% 12.9% +19.8%

The member has attempted to dispute
iron ore market share statistics which
I provided to the Parliament by quot-
ing an alternative source.
A note immediately following the
table from which he extracted his fig-
ures explains that a significant
tonnage of ore from Western Australia
is shipped to a sinter plant in the
Philippines, and from there it is taken
to Kawasaki in Japan, and hence is
traditionally counted as pant of
Australia's share of the Japan market.
This procedure has always been fol-
lowed, not only by this Government
but also by previous Western
Australian Governments and also by
the Commonwealth Government.
Using the source quoted by the mem-
ber, the following adjustments would
be required-

In 1985 increase the percentages
for Australia and Brazil by 1.5%;
in 1984 increase the percentages
for Australia and Brazil by 1.55%.

These adjustments, after allowing for
rounding, will show that there is no
disagreement with the figures which I
presented for Australia and Brazil.
There is a slight discrepancy in the
case of India, which is attributable to
the use of a different source for the
raw data.

HEALTH
Community Nurses: 38-hour Week

936. Mr BRADSH-AW, to the Minister for
Health:
(I) (a) Did the Government agree in the

past to a 38-hour week for com-
munity nurses;

(b) if so, has this agreement been
carried out;

(c) if not, why not?
(2) If "No", does the Government intend

to implement a 38-hour week for com-
munity nurses?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) (a) Yes;

(b) community health nurses have
been working a 38-hour week
based on a shorter working day
since January 1985;

(c) not applicable.
(2) Not applicable.

POLICE STATION
Cottes) oe: America's Cup

938. Mr HASSELL, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services:
(1) Will more police be stationed at the

Cottesloe Police Station during the
America's Cup?

(2) If so, how many extra members of the
Police Force will be stationed theme,
and when will they commence duty at
that post?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) and (2) It is not considered necessary

to station more police officers at
Cottesloe during the America's Cup
because additional patrols by criminal
investigation branch and police traffic
branch members of the America's Cup
task force division will include cover-
age of the Cottesloc area during the
America's Cup.

HEALTH
Spas: Risks

943. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is he aware of any potential health

risks associated with the use of heated
spas?
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(2) If so, what measures does he intend to
introduce to reduce these risks?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) It is intended to introduce regulations
dealing with the standards of con-
struction of spas and the quality and
required treatment of water used in
them. The regulations will be based on
recommendations currently being pre-
pared by the National Health and
Medical Research Council. It is antici-
pated that these recommendations
will be available next year, and the
regulations will be introduced as soon
as possible after that.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION

Perth College: Examination Results

944. Mr CASH, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is he aware of the delay in the release
of examination results to students by
Perth Technical College?

(2) If "Yes", can he advise the reason for
the delay in the release of examination
results?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yet.

(2) Examination results are processed by
a computer centre servicing the needs
of the Education Department,
Treasury, and others. Examination re-
sults were slightly delayed by the need
to process work of a higher priority.

WA MINT

Air Pollution

946. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:

(1) Will operations at the new Mint
complexes to be located near Perth
airport and at Kalgoorlie result in the
emission of toxic fumes and dusts?

(2) If "Yes", what effect will these fumes
and dusts have on occupants or on any
other persons working or living within
the vicinity of the Mint complexes?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Some fumes will be emitted.

(2) See answer to question 947.

WA MINT

Air Pollution

947. Mr CASH, to the
Environment:

Minister for

What effect will the emission of toxic
fumes and dusts in the operations at
the new Mint complexes near Perth
airport and Kalgoorlie have on the lo-
cal environment?

Mr HODGE replied:

All emissions will be controlled to
comply with guidelines established by
the Australian Environment Council
and the National Health and Medical
Research Council for new, stationary
air pollution sources.

DEPARTMENT OF PREMIER AND
CABINET

Restructuring

948. Mr CASH, to the Premier:

(1) Referring to his answer to question
283 of Wednesday, 28 August 1986,
has the restructuring of the Depart-
ment of the Premier and Cabinet been
completed, and if not, will he advise
of the reasons?

(2) Did the restructuring lead to a saving
in excess of $3 000 per annum, and if
so, how much will be saved by this
restructure?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) The particular phase of the
restructuring of the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet referred to in my
answer to question 283 has been
completed. However, good manage-
ment practice dictates that the struc-
ture of any organisation, public or pri-
vate, be reviewed on an on-going basis
to ensure the most effective use is
made of available resources.

That phase of the Department's
restructuring led to a saving in excess
of $3 000 per annum.
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HEALTH: HOSPITAL
Armadale-Kelniscott District Memorial:

Salaried Specialists
949. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for

Health:
(1) Is it a fact that the Government in-

tends appointing further salaried
specialists to the Armadale-IKelmscott
District Memorial Hospital thus
duplicating and apparently competing
with the services of local private
specialists?

(2) Is it a fact that the recent appointment
of a salaried geriatrician to the
Armadale-Kelmscott District Mem-
orial Hospital was made with little
consultation with local doctors?

(3) Is it a fact that the specialist appointed
was receiving a salary for some time
while having no consulting rooms and
no patients?

(4) What was the amount of salary paid
during the period identified in (3)?

(5) Is it a fact that the specialist position
was not advertised?

(6) What justification does the Govern-
ment have for further State Govern.
ment spending to compete with local
private practitioners who have com-
mitted themselves financially and
logistically to provide this service?

(7) Will he detail how it is more efficient
for the Government to appoint
specialists and general practitioners
locally to undertake medical care
which is already being carried out ef-
ficiently without cost to the Govern-
ment?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) There are no immediate plans to ap-

point further full time specialists to
the Armadale-Kelmscott Hospital.
However, the Government has a duty
to provide specialist services where
these do not exist or are inadequate.

(2) A full time geriatrician was appointed
to provide an adequate service to re-
place an inadequate service of two
half days a week. The medical advis-
ory committee was advised.

(3) The appointed doctor was being
orientated to the WA services, and
during this time was seeing patients in
consultation with his colleagues.

(4) This is a private matter, but the salary
was in accordance with the salary
agreements operating at the lime.

(5) See answer to question 547 (d).
(6) There are no local practitioners who

are consultant geriatricians.
(7) Medical care in Australia is a cost on

the taxpayer whether the practitioners
are paid through Medicare or by the
State Government as salaried officers.
There were no specialists in geriatric
medicine in Armadale, and it is the
Government's responsibility to pro-
vide a service to the elderly in the
Armadale area.

HEALTH: HOSPITAL
Princess Margaret Funding Withdrawal

952. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is it a fact that no further Government

funds are going to be supplied
necessitating the withdrawal of the fol-
lowing medical services at Princess
Margaret Hospital-
(a) biofeedback treatment for bowel

incontinence;
(b) artificial sphincter implant for

bladder incontinence?
(2) Is it the Government's policy, when

applying commendable cuts to expen-
diture, to apply them First with items
and services affecting handicapped
people or items and services which are
not in the category necessary for
health and wellbeing?

M r TAYLOR replied:
(1) and (2) Please refer to the answer

provided in another place to question
306.

STOCICGOATS
Exports: Grants

955. Mr COURT, to the Premier
(1) Have the officers and consultants to

Exim Corporation been involved in
negotiating with Mr Jim Quinlan in
connection with a plan to export live
goats from the Kimberleys?

(2) If "Yes", is it fact that a member of
the Government offered Mr Quinlan a
$60 000 consultancy fee just prior to
the recent election as compensation
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for this deal being passed on to
another company?

(3) Will any futher action be taken on this
matter?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.
(2) and (3) Not applicable.

LIQUOR
Shafiesbury Hotel: Purchase

957. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Planning
(1) How much did the State Government

pay for the Shaftesbury Hotel in
Northbridge?

(2) (a) Has the Government leased the
hotel;

(b) if so, for what term?
(3) What funds were required to be spent

on the hotel before it was leased?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) $950 000.
(2) (a) Not formally;

(b) monthly tenancy.
(3) None that I am aware of.

WA GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD
Functional Review Committee: Examination

959. Mr COURT, to the Premier'
(1) Have the Functional Review Com-

mittee or members of this committee
examined any of the operations of
Western Australian Government
Holdings in the past year?

(2) If "Yes", what recommendations have
they given the Government on their
operations?

(3) Was the advice instrumental in the
Government announcing it would
turn Exim Corporation into a statu-
tory authority?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The Functional Review Committee

has not conducted any examination of
the operations of Western Australian
Government Holdings.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.

EDUCATION SERVICES

Overseas Marketing

960. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) What State Government and semi-
Government bodies are involved in
the marketing of Australian education
services overseas?

(2) Do these bodies liaise with Austrade
Export Development Strategy in this
field?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Exim, Education Department, tertiary
institutions-Murdoch University,
University of Western Australia,
Western Australian Institute of Tech-
nology, Western Australian College of
Advanced Education, and Karratha
College.

(2) Yes.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS

Great Eastern Highway

965. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for
Transport:

Have the recent accidents on the
Wooroloo section of the Great Eastern
Highway increased the possibility of
its being included in the 1986-87
Budget?

Mr TROY replied:

I have assumed the member for Avon
is referring to the 15 kmn section of this
road between Sawyers Valley and El
Caballo Blanco which is of a lower
standard, with respect to the width of
seal and its horizontal and vertical
alignment, than adjoining sections.
Although this length of road is being
maintained in a safe and serviceable
condition, it would nevertheless suffer
by comparison with more recently
widened and upgraded sections. There
is, however, some scope for improve-
ment, and an allocation of $50 000 is
being considered in the 1986-87 pro-
gramme.

2392



[Wednesday, 23 July 1986] 29

WATER RESOURCES
Charges: Northam

967. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Is he aware that there are two families

within the towasite of Northam who
are required to pay $15 000 between
them to obtain water for their blocks?

(2) As this cost is considered high, is he
investigating ways for country families
to obtain water services at a reason-
able cost?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) Yes. I understand the two families in

question live on rural lots of
approximately two hectares on the
outskirts of the town.

(2) The Water Authority is continually
investigating ways to provide water
services to all members of the com-
munity, including country families, at
a fair and reasonable cost.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
North Ff4ileton: Plans

969. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:
(I) Is the Government still considering

building the North Willetton primary
school?

(2) If so, when is it likely that this school
wilt be constructed?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) The Government owns a site

in the area, but there are no firm pro-
posals for actual school construction
in the immediate future.

HEALTH: HOSPITAL
Princess Margaret: Spina Bafida Patients

970. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) (a) Is it a fact that, due to recent cut

backs, Princess Margaret Hospital
will be unable to continue vital
treatment for children suffering
Spins bifida-these programmes
include the artificial sphincter im-
plant project and biofeedback
treatment;

(b) if so, why have these cut backs
been made?

(2) If these cut backs have not been made,
why is it that people who have been
benefiting from these programmes are
no longer being provided with these
services by the hospital?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) and (2) Please refer to the answer

provided in another place to question
306.

PERTH MINT
Nugget Coins: Iniergold Advice

972. Mr LAURANCE, to the Premier:
(1) Has a company known as Intergold

provided advice or assistance in con-
nection with the establishment of a
new Mint and with the marketing of
the gold nugget coin?

(2) If so, will he provide details?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) and (2) There is no relationship be-

tween the Australian nugget pro,-
gramme and the company known as
Intergold. The redevelopment of the
Perth Mint and the development of
the Australian gold bullion coin pro-
gramme is being managed by Western
Australian Development Corporation.
Between August and December, 1985
WADC held discussions with all the
major institutions in the international
bullion market, including the world's
leading international banks, precious
metals distributors, marketing organ-
isations, and mints, to obtain advice
on the product concept, design, speci-
fications, and distribution for the
Australian gold bullion coin pro-
gramme.
These institutions included Swiss
Banking Corporation, Union Bank of
Switzerland, Credit Suisse, Deutsche
Bank, Commnerzbank, Dresdner Bank,
N.M. Rothschild London, Sharps
Pixley, Johnson Mattbey Bankers,
Samuel Montagu, Mocatta Goldsmid,
.1. Aron & Company (UK) Ltd,
Mocata. Metals Corporation USA,
Phillip Brothers, Shearson Lehman
Brothers, Republic National Bank of
New York, International Gold Cor-
poration, The Gold Institute USA, J.
Aron & Company New York, A-Mark
Precious Metals, Royal Canadian
Mint, Sumitomo Corporation Tokyo,
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Mitsubishi, Tanaka Kikinzoku Kogyo,
Hongkong Bank, N.M. Rothschild
Hong Kong, Po Sang Bank, Wing
Lung Bank, Hang Seng Bank, Mawe-
Westpac, Macquarke Bank Limited,
and the Royal Australian Mint.
For the information of members, the
redevelopment of the Perth Mint is
being undertaken on the advice of
Mining & Pmocess Engineering Ser-
vices, a Western Australian company,
and the Perth Mint technical staff.
The Australian Nugget will be
produced by the Perth Mint and
marketed internationally on the ad-
vice of WADC.

NATURAL DISASTER: FLOOD
Fitzroy River: Levels

974. Mr LAURANCE, to the Honorary
Minister for Water Resources:
(1) How does the 1983 flood of the

Fitzroy River compare with previous
floods?

(2) How much was paid to victims of the
1983 flood by way of compensation?

(3) How many deaths were associated
with this flood?

(4) What was the estimated cost of
repairing roadworks following this
flood?

(5) What was the estimated cost of losses
to the pastoral industry in the Fitzroy
River valley as a result of this flood?

(6) Has the Government any plans to im-
plement an "early warning" system to
give adequate warning to townships
and Aboriginal communities on the
Fitzroy River so that the effect of fu-
ture flooding could be minimised?

(7) 1! so, what form would these plans
take and when does the Government
intend to implement them?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The 1983 flood was generally the

largest recorded flood of the Fitzroy
River to that time. The 1986 flood
flows at Willare Crossing exceeded the
1983 flows, but the reverse applied at
Fitzroy Crossing.

(2) The sum of $84 919.98 was paid by
way of grants for personal hardship
and distress under the Common-

wealth-State natural disaster relief ar-
rangements.

(3) Two.
(4) Actual Cost, $1 811 569

Breakdown: State-SI 703 569
local authority-
5108 000

(5) Losses estimated by the Department
of Agriculture are within the range of
$1.9 million to $2.6 million. Losses
include livestock and damage to fenc-
ing, tanks, bores, and yards.

(6) and (7) The Water Authority has es-
tablished a system, in liaison with the
State Emergency Service, to provide
flood warnings based on the analysis
of information becoming available
from eight river gauging stations and
pluviometers in the area.

EDUCATION
Compulsory: Availability of Subjects

975, Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is the compulsion to send children to

schools in his own area being dropped
where education sought is unavailable,
e.g. foreign languages?

(2) In these cases, are living-away-from-
home allowances payable?

Mir PEARCE replied:
(1) It is not compulsory for rural children

to attend the local school if parents
elect to make alternative arrange-
ments, such as sending their children
to a private boarding school or a
Government countr hostel.

(2) if parents elect to bypass the local
school which offers primary or sec-
ondary education, living-away-from-
home allowances will not be paid un-
less it can be shown-
(a) the subject required is a definite

prerequisite for tertiary studies
and is not available at upper sec-
ondary level at the local school;

(b,) there is serious educational disad-
vantage in attending the local
school, as acknowledged by the
Education Department;

(c) there are remedial, medical, or
psychological reasons for special
placement; or
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(d) the student has gained entry
through Statewide competition to
be placed in a secondary school
offering special programmes for
the gifted and talented.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

STOCK: MIDLAND SALEVARDS
Sale:- Contract

208. Mr KASSELL, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Is it correct that the Minister has now

been advised that the purported con-
tract between the Government and the
interests of Mr Peter Ellett in respect
of the Midland salcyards was ineffec-
tive?

(2) If so, what action has the Minister
taken in response to that advice?

The SPEAKER: Order! I am aware that
after the Select Committee of this
House was set up, a number of ques-
tions were asked in respect of matters
being canvassed by the Select Com-
mittee. I believe that I erred in my
duty by allowing those questions to be
asked. On checking to see whether
that belief was true, I found a number
of precedents which indicate that
questions of that nature should not
have been asked while the Select Com-
mittee was investigating. The Select
Committee has not yet reported, and
in view of that I believe the question
to be out of order.

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: On that point, the terms of

reference -of the Select Committee do
not in any way go to the question of
the validity of the contract. Since the
Select Committee was set up I have
made public legal advice to the effect
that the contract was not valid. I am
asking the Minister a question about
the actions which the Minister may be
taking, and decisions which the
Governor may be making on the ad-
vice of the Minister or the Executive
Council, none of which will be matters
within the purview of the Select Com-
mittee.
If you were to prevent this question
being asked you would leave the
Government free to proceed with a

course of action without any parlia-
mentary scrutiny for a number of
months. I submit this is a question
which in no way conflicts with the
terms of reference of the Select Com-
mittee. I am happy to hand the ques-
tion up to you. It relates totally to the
validity of the contract. If you look at
the terms of reference of the Select
Committee-on which I sat for some
time-this question is not covered in
any way.

The SPEAKER: I think that is the best
course of action. I will review the
terms of' reference and give a ruling
long before the end of question time
so that if it is in order you may ask the
question a little later.

Questions without Notice Resumed

TOURISM COMMISSION
Staffing

209. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Tourism:
(1) What is the staffing establishment for

the Western Australian Tourism Com-
mission?

(2) How many personnel resigned from
the commission and were replaced
during 1985?

(3) How many personnel resigned from
the commission and were replaced
during the first six months of 1986?

(4) How many personnel have resigned
since the Premier made his economic
statement on 24 June 1986?

(5) What positions did they hold?
(6) Are the vacancies to be filled by new

appointments?
(7) Is it a fact that the secretary of the

Country Tourism Association has re-
signed and, if so, how is the associ-
ation expected to function effectively?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) 163.
(2) 53 staff members resigned and were

replaced during 1985.
(3) 22 staff members resigned; 21 staff

members replaced.
(4) 6 staff members.
(5) Director, Human Resources

Assistant General Manager, America's
Cup Unit
Holiday Consultant
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Advertising Coordinator
Secretary, Country Tourism Associ-
ation-relieving
Market Development Manager,
United Kingdom-Europe.

(6) Subject to the necessary approvals
required in accordance with the recent
directive by tbe Government on staff
replacements.

(7) Yes. The association will be fully
serviced by an executive member of
the Country Tourism Association as-
suming secretarial responsibilities for
the Country Tourism Association.
The new secretary of the Country
Tourism Association will work
approximately three days per week
and will be situated within the invest-
ment and regional development div-
ision of the Western Australian Tour-
ism Commission on the I11th Floor, 16
Si George's Terrace, Perth.

POLICE FORCE
Inadequacy

210. Mr BURKETT, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

Are the statements attributed to the
member for Mt Lawley in the recent
edition of the Community News-
papers publication, Stirling Times,
concerning the inadequacy of the
Police Force, factual?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
It is regrettable that I must yet again
correct an elementary factual error
broadcast by the member for Mt
Lawley in his criticism of police per-
forrnance. In the Press article
attributed to the member, he alleges
that the neighbourhood watch scheme
could not go ahead in Stirling because
of what he says are inadequate funds.
The simple truth is that in the im-
plementation schedule developed by
the police, the City of Stirling is to
have neighbourhood watch in early
1987. He should desist from seeking
short-term personal, political gain by
his continual criticism of the fine ef-
forts of the police administration.
The member also referred to a short-
age of police manpower. Let me say
that the vacuum was created by the

neglect of the previous Liberal
Government when in 1981 it did not
recruit any additional police officers
in this State. There was no increase in
the police intake in 198 1.

Mr Brian Burke: The year after the elec-
tion they did not bother.

Mr GORDON HILL: In 1982 the Liberal
Government provided only 60
officers. That vacuum created by the
Liberal Party when it was in Govern-
ment in 1981 and 1982 has put ad-
ditional and unavoidable pressures on
the Police Force today.
Nevertheless this Government has
increased police numbers by at least
100 per year in each year of office, and
it is maintaining thai rate during the
present term. Actual recruiting is well
ahead of that objective. The Burke
Government has presided over an un-
precedented expansion of the forces of
law and order.
As a matter of interest, it would be
worth the House noting that in the last
three years of the Liberal Government
in this State, a total of 144 additional
police officers were recruited. Since
then we have increased numbers by at
least 100 per year. It is interesting to
draw the comparison. It is not only
with this Government that com-
parisons can be drawn. In the three
years preceding the election of the
Tonkin Government in this State, 150
additional police officers were
recruited. During the term of the
Tonkin Government 302 additional
police officers were recruited in this
State. So the comparison is obvious.
In view of the call by the member for
Mt Lawley for the immediate appoint-
ment of a full-time neighbourhood
watch coordinator, it may come as a
surprise to him to learn that the police
already have a full-time liaison officer
to coordinate neighbourhood watch,
and the simplest inquiry by him would
have allowed him to avoid his embar-
rassment at calling for such an ap-
pointment to be made.

Mr Cash: Have you read the article?
Mr GORDON KILL: I have read it. Not

only is the member for Mt Lawley un-
informed on that issue, but he should
keep up to date on this issue, because
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in the last few days we have
announced a further appointment to
that scheme. A further two officers
have been appointed to assist in the
coordination of the neighbourhood
watch scheme.

The member's direct comparison of
our neighbourhood watch scheme
with such schemes in the Eastern
States is mischievous. He must have
known, and should have been honest
enough to disclose, that our system is
based on local government regions
whereas those in the Eastern States are
based on modules of 600 houses. It is
tnite nonsense to compare
unfavourably our system with others
on the basis of relative numbers of
schemes in operation.

We presently have 12 schemes, seven
in the country and five in the city.
Each of these schemes literally in-
volves many thousands of households.

It would appear that the member for
Mt Lawley has some difficulty in
understanding the administration of
the neighbourhood watch programme
in Western Australia, and my advice is
that he can avoid making himself ap-
pear foolish by checking his infor-
mation before speaking publicly on
such matters.

The Government fully supports the
scheme as part of the broader com-
munity policing policy, and I call on
the member for Mt Lawley to put
aside his petty politicking and give his
support to the efforts of the police
administration in a bipartisan way.

GOVERNMENT BUILDING: BUNBURY
TOWER

Industrial Disputes: Report

211- Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

(1) Does the Minister recall his commit-
ment made on 2 July 1986 in answer
to a question to arrange for a report to
be made or to review a report into the
industrial problems associated with
the construction of the Bun bury tower
block, including the level of disruption
caused on the site by the BLF?

(2) Bearing in mind what he said, did the
Minister actually request that such a
report be prepared, or did he review a
report?

(3) If the answer to (2) is "Yes", when will
that report be completed, and will the
Minister undertake to provide me
with an unabridged copy of it?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) to (3) At the relevant time I indicated
I would make some inquiries about
the matter and ask my department for
a report, arid I did so. Neither the
Leader of the Opposition nor anyone
else has raised the matter with mec
since, and I do not have the written
document with me. However, at the
time I found out that in fact there was
no industrial disruption on the site at
the time the Leader of the Opposition
raised the matter. Indeed, although
there had been a couple of disputes
over the weeks preceding the Leader
of the Oppposition's raising the issue
with me, both of those disputes had
been resolved fairly quickly. I know
that the Leader of the Opposition in a
desperate attempt to try to-

Mr MacKin non: You should read the com-
ments made by the member for
Mitchell, as reported on the front page
of the South Western Times.

Mr PETER DOWDING: However, I have
noted the-

Mr MacKin non: Industrial disruption on
that project has jeopardised all other
projects in the south-west.

Mr PETER DOW DING: Little Miss Echo
over there seems to want to keep go-
ing. However, I have noted the activi-
ties of the Leader of the Opposition in
trying to escalate industrial difficulties
that have been occurring on a site in
the Perth metropolitan area recently. I
am absolutely astounded that the
Leader of the Opposition, who
occupies a responsible position,
should try to get himself into the fray
to get some publicity. I know there has
been talk of a leadership challenge, but
driving around in a car pretending to
be escaping from the union mob
seems to be an absurd way to shore up
one's position and try to get votes.
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TRAFFIC
Pedestrian Bridge: Pinjarra

212. Mr READ, to the Minister for
Environment:

Can the Minister advise the present
position with regard to the bridge
constructed by the Army over the
Murray River in the Shire of Murray
and which has been declared
substandard by the Waterways Com-
mission and its removal requested by
that body?

Mr HODGE replied:
Yes. The Waterways Commission has
now received a copy of the consulting
engineers' report on the bridge, which
was commissioned by the Shire of
Murray. The report conducted by Ove
Amup and Partners concludes that in
order to bring the bridge to a standard
required by the National Association
of Australian State Road Authorities,
substantial additional works would be
required. At this stage the Waterways
Commission has not been advised of
the cost of these works.
The decision by the Waterways Com-
mission to declare the bridge
substandard is thus totally vindicated.
The consultant's report is tabled here-
with.

(See paper Na. 300.)

SMALL BUSINESS
Rural: Bankruptcies

213. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Small
Business:
(1) Is the Minister aware that a number of

small rural businesses have recently
been forced into severe financial diffi-
culty or, in some instances, bank-
ruptcy, as a result of the demands
from machinery manufacturing
companies for repayment of their
June quarter floor plan commitments?

(2) If the answer to (1) is "Yes", what
proposals are there in the report of the
small business interdepantmental
committee of inquiry to assist rural
businesses facing this difficulty?

(3) In addition to that, does the report
contain any recommendations to as-
sist with interest rates subsidies?

(4) When can we expect the report to be
tabled and then implemented?

M rTROY replied:

(1) to (4) 1 appreciate the member for
Merredin pursuing this question. I
have indicated previously that the
matter is currently before Cabinet and
when it is finalised, I shall be able to
answer the question.

Mr Cowan: It will be too late. They will all
have gone to the wall by then.

Mr TROY: There is one point that the
member needs to appreciate and it
was made some time ago. The difficult
position of small businesses in the
country did not emerge in April of this
year about two or three weeks prior to
cropping; it was evident a consider-
able time before that. In all fairness,
the member must admit that we took
the necessary action in that area as
soon as we could. We have a very
substantial report before us which, out
of courtesy, I have shown to members
of his party on the Opposition side of
the House who have asked for certain
details of it; but the member for
Merredin comes in here and pursues
the question.

When Cabinet finalises the matter he
will have the response he is seeking.

STOCK: MIDLAND SALEYARDS SALE

Contract: Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: I have re-examined the
question asked by the Leader of the
Opposition and have been convinced
by him that it should proceed on the
basis that there is some difference,
small though it may be, between the
saleyards and the abattoir.

Questions without Notice Resumed

214. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) Is it correct that the Minister has now
been advised that the purported con-
tract between the Government and the
interests of Mr Peter Ellett in respect
of the Midland saleyards was invalid
or ineffective?

(2) If so, what action has the Minister
taken in response to that advice?
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(3) What action does the Minister pro-
pose to take in the matter-that is, in
the matter of the contract of sale and
purely in that area?

(4) If the Minister claims not to have
received such advice, what advice did
he receive?

(5) What action is the Minister taking on
that advice?

(6) Was the advice in writing?
(7) If so, will he table that advice?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) to (4) When the Leader of the Oppo-

sition asked this question initially he
indicated that be had made public an
opinion on the matter. If he has made
public that opinion, he certainly has
not given me a copy and in fact I
doubt whether he has made it public
at all. I expect what he has done is
what he normally does in these situ-
ations; that is, he makes selected ex-
cerpts of material available to a fairly
gullible section of the media. If the
Leader of the Opposition wants a full
response in respect of that opinion, he
should either table it or-

Mr Hassell: I am asking about the opinion
you have.

Mr GRILL: I am just mentioning the
Leader of the Opposition's so-called
publicly exhibited opinion, and I am
indicating that in fact he has not made
it public. If he would like to make it
public, in that event-

Mr Hassell: You will have to go before a
Select Committee of Privilege for say-
ing that, because it is totally untrue.

Mr GRILL: Would the Leader of the Op-
position like to give me a copy of the
opinion in that event? is he prepared
to table a copy of it?

Mr Hassell: I will give you a copy.
Mr GRILL: I rest my case.
Mr Kassell: Why don't you answer the

question?
Mr GRILL: When will the Leader of the

Opposition give me a copy of the
opinion?

Mr H-assell: When would you like it?
Government members: Now!
Mr Hassell: You will get it after question

time.

Mr GRILL: Very well, In the event that I
receive a copy of that opinion, I can
give the Leader of the Opposition a
full answer,

Mr Hassell: What about the Crown Law
Department opinion that you have?

Mr GRILL: In the event that I receive a
copy, I shall be able to give the Leader
of the Opposition a full response, but
until such time as I see it, I will not be
able to do so.

Mr Hassell: I was not asking you about my
opinion; I was asking about yours
from the Crown Law Department.

Mr GRILL: The Leader of the Opposition
has asked a number of questions and I
shallI answer them in my own way.
If the Leader of the Opposition wants
to ask more questions he should carry
on, but it will take a fair while. He has
already asked a seven-pant question
which will take me some time to
answer.
Yes, I have received some advice from
the Crown Law Department. That ad-
vice does not indicate that the action I
have taken is invalid. On the contrary,
it indicates that as far as that action
goes it is valid and as soon as other
formalities are undertaken-

Mr Hassell: Oh, you have to go back to the
Governor, have you not, through
Exco?

Mr GRILL: -the sale might proceed.
Mr Hassell: Yes, on the basis of another

contract.
Mr GRILL: At all times a whole range of

formalities have to he undertaken in
respect to the sale of any Government
land, and where it is appropriate for
Exco or the Governor to give their
consent, that consent will be requested
and obtained. The Leader of the Op-
position rather smugly thinks, on the
basis of an opinion he has received,
that it is in fact an invalid contract. I
inform him that his opinion, as far as I
can make it out-I have only seen the
Press reports that related to it-

Mr Hassell: And you said I didn't make it
public! You have seen Press reports.
You have admitted the untruth of
your statement.

Mr Peter Dowding: He said Press reports
that related to it,
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Mr Hassell: He did not mention Press re-
leases?

Mr GRILL: I have already indicated that
the Leader of the Opposition has
made selected excerpts available to
the Press, and on the basis of the re-
ports that I have seen in the Press,
presumably on the basis of those
selected excerpts, the opinion seems to
be based on the assumption that the
property belongs to the Crown and
that it has only been vested in the WA
Meat Commission for the purpose of
operating abattoirs. I suspect the
opinion overlooks-I believe the de-
fect is in the instructions given to the
counsel who prepared the opinion-
the fact that the previous Govern-
ment, of which the Leader of the Op-
position was a member, actually made
a decision and put a minute through
Cabinet directing that that land
should be vested in the Meat Com-
mission in fee simple. That is a defect
in the legal opinion the Leader of the
Opposition received. It also indicates
a defect in his memory and, as a mem-
ber of the previous Government, he
should have been aware of that fact. I
suggest that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, given the defective instructions
given to legal counsel by Ric New and
the Cartel, will be left with just a little
bit of egg on his face.

(5) The Government will proceed down
the required road to effect the necess-
ary transfers of the land, which will
take place in due Course once surveys
have been completed and the necess-
ary formalities are complied with.

Mr Hassell: And new contracts drawn up!
Mr GRILL: To continue-
(6) 1 have already indicated that the legal

advice was in writing.
(7) No, I will not make a copy of the ad-

vice publicly available.
Mr Hassell: You won't?
Mr GRILL: No.
Mr Hassell: You want a copy of my advice

but you won't make a copy of your
advice available?

Mr GRILL: I did not make the assertion
made by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Hassell: You asserted your contract
was valid.

Mr GRILL: Neither the previous Govern-
nment nor this Government has ever
made matters of that nature public,
and this Government does not intend
to do so at this stage. in a case of
exceptional circumstances we migt
be prepared to do so. I repeat that the
matter will proceed in the normal
course and all the formalities as a re-
sult-

Mr ilassell: Yes. Formalities be damned;, a
new contract!

Mr GRILL: -will be completed.

MINERAL: NICKEL
Agnew; Closure

215. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

I have given the Minister a copy of my
question. With respect to the Agnew
Mine closure at Leinster-
(1) Is the Minister aware that unions

in Leinster may be prepared to
accept a 20 per cent pay cut?

(2) What would be the Minister's ad-
vice to the unions with respect to
the pay cut?

(3) As the Minister has not been to
Leinster since before the election,
is he considering a visit to the
town?

(4) As a result of the Agnew joint
venture suspending operations at
Leinster, has the Minister
threatened BP Minerals and/or
BP Petroleum with respect to its
equity in the North-West Shelf
project and/or the Kwinana re-
finery?

(5) When the Minister referred to the
Agnew management as
'~abysmaI", to what management
or to whom was he referring
specifically?

(6) Will the Minister table all rel-
evant documents with respect to -
his offer to the joint venture oper-
ations to forgo or reduce
royalties, to deregulate transport,
and to extend the SEC power grid
to the town?

(7) if not, why not?
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Mr PARKER replied:
I thank the member for some few min-
utes' notice of the question.
(1) and (2) 1 am not aware of any

details of that matter, but cer-
tainly one of the offers I made in
my discussions with the Agnew
joint venturers was that I was
aware that the wage rates at
Agnew were somewhat higher
than those at Kambalda and that
I was convinced, to whatever ex-
tent they were higher, that there
would be no doubt that the
unions at Agnew would be pre-
pared to negotiate on the basis of
a lower wage rather than have the
operation shut down. I under-
took, if necessary, to speak to
them about that matter and to or-
ganise negotiations along those
lines. However, the joint ven-
turers told me in so many words
that it would not matter if the
claims were certain, they still
would not alter their decision to
close the mine.

(3) 1 have visited Leinster on a num-
ber of occasions-it is true that I
have not been there since the elec-
tion was held-in order to discuss
this and other issues relating to
the Agnew operation and other
matters affecting Leinster. If I
were asked to go there, and if
there seemed to be some reason
for it, I would be happy to visit
Leinster.
What is more important is that I
have assembled a team of people
in cooperation with some of my
ministerial colleagues and some
Commonwealth Government de-
partments to visit Leinster to as-
sist in meeting the undoubted dis-
ruption to people's lives that will
occur by way of services such as
social security, housing, employ-
ment, and so on-the sorts of
matters in relation to which one
would expect problems to occur
in an issue such as this. That is
the most useful thing I can do.
Certainly, if anyone particularly
wants me to go to Leinster, I
would be happy to do so.

(4) No.

(5) 1 did not refer to the Agnew man-
agemetit as being abysmal. I said
the way in which the operation
had been conducted indicated
abysmal management. Indeed,
only this afternoon I received a
visit at Parliament Mouse from a
person who held a very senior
managerial position in the oper-
ation and he revealed to me that
some of the things I had known,
perhaps to some degree, existed
on the site for some time. He told
me about them in very direct
form and spoke about decisions
that were or were not taken, as the
case may be; and in a very direct
manner he spoke about the vi-
ability of the operation at various
stages, and about MIM Holdings
and BP, and problems in dealing
in particular with BP manage-
ment in London, and its problems
with the sorts of solutions which
had been sought by corporate
management in Australia but
which were not able to pass
through the appropriate decision-
making levels in senior manage-
ment.

I am not talking specifically, and I
have never spoken specifically
about continuing projects on this
site. I am talking about the gen-
eral attitude towards the strategy
of managing this particular proj-
ect.

(6) No.

(7) For the very good reason that
all negotiations between the
Government and the proponents
and operators in this State are
confidential. It has never been the
situation that such matters are
revealed except at the conclusion
of any negotiations which led to a
ratified agreement. It has been a
very firm policy of this Govern-
ment, and former Governments,
and I certainly do not intend to
deviate from it.

(75)
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