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THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths) took
the Chair at 2.30 p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE
Personal Explanation

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [2.31 p.m.]: I seek
leave of the House to make a personal expla-
nation.

Leave granted.
Last evening I replied to a question without

notice that I had not seen a telex which was re-
ferred to by the Leader of the Opposition. That
was perfectly true, but I also said it had not been
to my office. That was incorrect. The telex had
been into my office, but as I was absent at the
time I did not know that the telex had been
received.

The telex was sent to the Director of Industrial
Relations and the general industrial inspector was
informed of the contents. The inspector, Mr
Stratton, is now pursuing his inquiries.

ELECTORAL: REFORM
Petition

The following petition bearing the signatures of
153 persons was presented by Hon. Fred
McKenzie-

To: The Honourable the President and
Members or the Legislative Council of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parlia-
ment assembled.

We, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia request the following electoral
reforms:

1. The right of each elector to cast a
vote equal in value to each other vote
cast in elections of Members of State
Parliament.

2. That Legislative Councillors be
elected to represent regions using a
system of proportional representation
such is used in Senate elections.

3. The retirement of half of the Mem-
bers of the Legislative Council from each
region at every election. (ie: simul-
taneous elections).

And that the above reforms be decided by
the people voting at a referendum.

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

(See pa per No. 277.)
Similar petitions were presented as follows-

Hon. Robert Hetherington (180 persons).
(See paper No. 279.)
Hon. Graham Edwards (73 persons).
(See paper No. 278.)

CONSERVATION AND LAND
MANAGEMENT BILL

Reference to Select Committee
HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central)

[2.38 p.m.]; I move-
That the Select Committee appointed to

inquire into the Conservation and Land Man-
agement Bill comprise Hon. V. J. Ferry, Hon.
Fred McKenzie, and the mover.
Question put and passed.

TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD BETTFING
AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion by Hon. H-. W.

Gayfer, and read a first time.

STOCK (BRANDS AND MOVEMENT)
AMENDMtENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-

tan-Leader of the Houlse) [2.42 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Stock (Brands and Movement) Act provides
for the registration and use of brands and ear-
marks of stock, and regulates the movement of
stock, and for incidental purposes.

This proposed amendment seeks to amend the
Act-

to enable a livestock carrier to complete a
special carrier's waybill when the owner of
stock fails to provide an owner's waybill; and
to enable other approved documentation to be
used by carriers in lieu of a special carrier
waybill.

The Act requires that the proprietor, Or other per-
son having control of the stock, shall write out a
waybill before movement of the stock.

By tradition livestock carriers have written out
waybills themselves when an owner has not
provided a waybill for them. This practice has now
been ruled illegal.
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The net result is that livestock carriers race an
impossible situation, If they pick up the stock
without an owner's waybill, they risk prosecution.
If they do not pick up the stock after travelling
long distances, they lose the job and run up high
travelling expenses which may not be recoverable.

The amendments proposed in this Bill seek to
remedy this problem by making provision for a
livestock carrier to complete a special carrier way-
bill when the owner of the stock rails to provide a
waybill.

This does not absolve the owner from his re-
sponsibility to provide an owner's waybill, He
must continue to do so as he does at present irres-
pective of whether the carrier completes a special
carrier waybill.

There would be substantial administrative
savings to the livestock transport industry and to'
Government if the proposed special carrier way-
bills are incorporated in existing industry docu-
ments. The amendment seeks to enable suitable
industry documents to be approved by Govern-
ment as a legally acceptable alternative to the
special carrier waybill.

These proposals have been discussed extensively
with industry and relevant Government depart-
ments and have their support.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. C. J.
Bell.

ACTS AMENDMENT (LOCAL GOVERNMENT
ELECTORAL PROVISIONS) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from [ November.

HON. P. H. LOCKVER (Lower North) [2.43
p.m.): The Opposition supports this Bill which is
really consequential upon one introduced earlier
this year after a meeting held at the Sheraton
Hotel of people involved with the Country Shire
Councils Association -and other associations when
agreement was reached for the Government to go
ahead with the introduction of far-reaching legis-
lation concerning local government matters in the
State.

This Bill contains several small amendments,
one providing for owners of rateable property to
have their names transferred from existing rolls to
the new municipal rolls. Another amendment pro-
vides that people who are not owners of property,
but are occupiers only, will now find it necessary
to physically place their names on the rolls.

Basically the Bill is consequential because of the
agreement reached and the undertaking given by
the Government at that meeting with the Country

Shire Councils Association and the Local Govern-
ment Association combined, in regard to that
earlier Bill. We have no reservations about this
Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. J. Mv.

Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (FAIR
REPRESENTATION) DILL

Second Reading: Defeated
Debate resumed from 23 October.

HON. 1. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan) [2.47
p.m.]: At the outset I would like to comment on
the very significant changes which occurred in
1963 in the electoral system of this Parliament. I
will comment on those changes very briefly be-
cause on other occasions I have discussed them
more fully.

Those changes were brought about only as a
result of a long process of negotiation resulting in
compromise positions and a consensus between all
the major parties in this Parliament between 1963
and 1965. The significant package of amendments
of those years included the introduction of adult
franchise for the Legislative Council, the exten-
sion of compulsory voting for the Legislative
Council, the extension of the enrolment for the
Legislative Council, a change in the pattern of
membership of the Legislative Council, and a
change in the pattern of elections, which saw a
change from the system of biennial elections to
one of triennial elections, so that instead of having
elections every two years, they were to be held
every three years and could be held conjointly with
elections for the Legislative Assembly.

Finally, I imagine that the most significant
change for average members was that, henceforth,
instead of having 10 provinces each returning
three members, there would be 15 provinces each
returning two members, giving the same total
number of 30 members, but having areas which
were differently distributed. These were the major
changes and they included a major redistribution.

These changes were brought about by mutual
agreement between the parties. Some doubt has
been cast upon whether there was an agreement,
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and I say this having heard the odd comment
made from time to time. A reference to the
Hansard of those days will completely clear up
that matter. I do not propose to refer to that
H-ansard, but I do suggest that any member who
has any doubts should do so.

I might add that there are members of the Par-
liament-and still serving as members of Parlia-
ment-who participated in these agreed changes
in 1963-1965. 1 was not one of them, but there are
such members in the other House as well as some
in this House. I repeat that those changes were
agreed to by all parties in a true consensus, and
that consensus should have set the pattern for any
future success which might be achieved in changes
to the electoral system.

I would like to record what I have said pre-
viously: The Opposition is again formulating a
policy in relation to the electoral system as it did
in 1963-65. That is in hand at present.

Last year the Government brought in a hope-
lessly partisan Bill which it must have known was
doomed to rejection because of the extraordinary
provisions it contained. I suppose in a sense it
hoped the Bill would be rejected, because it was its
belief at the time that this question of a change in
the electoral system was a sure electoral winner.

However, better advice has been taken and the
Government has realised thai what it did last year
was not a sure electoral winner. Indeed, the re-
verse is the case. I suppose only a few party faith-
fuls, and of course the TLC, would still be saying
that the Bill of last year is the path to success. I
am pleased the Government has changed its tune
to the extent that it has with the Bill presently
before us.

However, when the Government says it has
analysed the comments that were made by the
Opposition and that it has brought in a compro-
mise Bill, chat statement is less than true. The
Government has analysed the comments of the
Opposition and has changed the terms of the Bill
so that the Bill we have this year is, in many
respects, different from the one we had last year,
but it is not a compromise in the sense that it is a
compromise between parties to an agreement or
arrangement.

The 1983 position has been changed, but there
has been no real attempt at negotiation or any
attempt at a real compromise between the parti es
in Parliament. One or two discussions have been
held between Mr Mensaros and Mr Tonkin; Mr
Mensaros as the Opposition representative, and
Mr Tonkin as the Minister charged with the re-
sponsibility For electoral matters.

Mr Tonkin said in another place that he had
made two appointments with me which I broke. I
would like to correct that statement in case anyone
thinks it is true. I would like to say exactly what
the facts are in relation to those two appointments
which I allegedly broke. On the first occasion I
received a telephone message from Mr Tonkin's
secretary. I was invited to attend a meeting be-
tween Mr Tonkin and Mr Mensaros. I was invited
to be present at that meeting which was to be held
in four or five days' time. I agreed to attend the
meeting to be held in Mr Mensaros' office.

About 24 hours before the appointment was due
to take place, I received a message that Mr Tonkin
had doubled up on his appointments and regretted
that the appointment had to be cancelled. That
was the first appointment which I allegedly broke.
The second occasion occurred when I was invited
to a similar meeting, and this was at 24 hours'
notice. I had appointments of my own and I was
unable to break them, so I was unable to accept
the invitation to be present with Mr Mensaros and
Mr Tonkin on the second occasion. I broke neither
of those appointments, and those are the facts. I
am sorry that Mr Tonkin has seen fit to say I
broke those appointments.

I did have a later appointment with Mr Tonkin.
We did meet and had a brief discussion. Mr
Tonkin asked me if I would see him without Mr
Mensaros being present. I readily agreed and I
met Mr Tonkin in Parliament House.

I said to him that he must be aware that the
Opposition was considering questions of policy
and had not finalised them yet. I asked whether he
would delay the present Bill and he refused.

I do not know what coniclusion is 'to be drawn
from his refusal, but one could not describe those
meetings as a situation of compromise. We really
did not get around to discussing points in this Bill
at all. They were not raised. And that was
virtually the totality of the discussion we had on
the subject of the Bill.

If the Bill is a consensus it is very one-sided. I
do not know how one can have a consensus be-
tween one party. After the First meeting Mr
Tonkin had with Mr Mensaros. without telling Mr
Mensaros. Mr Tonkin announced a Royal Com-
mission to inquire into deadlocks between the two
Houses. Subsequently, without warning to Mr
Mensaros, and without asking the Opposition for
any co-operation, the Government announced that
it was to hold Parliament Week.

I would have thought from the point of view of
elementary practice, in a situation where one is
attempting to negotiate or achieve a consensus, it
would be desirable not to create or raise issues of
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contention. That is not the path to successful
negotiation.

I have had a lot of experience in negotiating and
I know one has to be very careful not to allow
other issues to come between the parties to the
negotiations. One has to hold many discussions
and there must be an exchange of views. One has
to spend a lot of time and exercise a great deal of
patience in order to be successful. There is no
other way if one is negotiating to achieve a
compromise of consensus.

I do not wish to make any gratuitously insulting
remarks in regard to Mr Tonkin; however, I would
say he would not qualify as a member of the
diplomatic service. Success will again evade him
through his own folly in negotiating in this way.

If I am doing him an injustice in referring to his
folly, it may be that he is answerable to other
people and it is their folly, not his because his
comment to me when I asked whether he was
prepared to delay this Bill was, "I will have to
proceed with this Bill". I wrote that down.

In the meantime, the TLC has been advocating
the abolition of the Legislative Council. I know
that is not Mr Tonkin's responsibility and that he
has denied that that is his view on this particular
issue. However, the TLC has been advocating the
abolition of the Legislative Council in line with the
Federal Labor platform, a policy which has also
been indicated as being that of the Victorian
Premier (Mr Cain) who has said publicly that he
proposes to abolish the Victorian Legislative
Council.

Hon. Tom Stephens: That policy was changed.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: He is not proposing to

abolish the Western Australian Legislative Coun-
cil.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: One can only suspect
that this question of abolition is still around.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Is he an authority?
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Has the Federal plat-

form been changed without my knowledge? If that
is so, I have not been told.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It was changed on the
motion of the Western Australian Premier.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I know there was a
motion from Western Australia, but it does appear
this is still an issue, and while it is an issue we are
naturally suspicious of any moves in this direction.

The so-called compromise, if it was a compro-
mise, was a false compromise. Really it was not a
compromise at all. There was no real attempt at
any consensus. However, I have said enough about
that. I want to tell the House now why we find this
Bill which is before the House objectionable.

The much hallowed one-vote-one-value system
can produce a less fair result and can produce
more inconsistencies than even the present system.
By way of illustration, I will refer to the 1983
State election results. The Australian Labor Party
gained 55.1 per cent of the votes for members to
the Assembly and 54.3 per cent of the seats. That
is pretty close. If the voting figures and seat num-
bers are within about two per cent of each other
either way, I do not think anyone has any reason-
able grounds to object to the result.

In New South Wales in 1967, before the one-
vote-one-value system was introduced, the ALP
gained 51 per cent of the votes and 51 per cent of
the seats. In 1978, again before the one-vote-one-
value system was introduced, the ALP gained 60
per cent of the votes and 62 per cent of the seats.
As I said, I do not think anyone can object to a one
per cent or two per cent difference either way. The
fact that the party won two per cent more seats
than votes is irrelevant.

In 1981, however, after the New South Wales
Government introduced the one-vote-one-value
system, it won 56 per cent of the vote and 69 per
cent of the seats. That can hardly be described as
a fair system. When I tell members that that is
what happened in relation to the ALP vote, I
remind them that it could also have happened in
relation to the Liberal Party vote, or to a vote for
some other party which may, under the same
system, have Rained 56 per cent of the votes and
69 per cent of the seats. No-one could consider
that to be a fair system.

The optional preferential system will create
much larger differences than the differences
which occur even under the present system.
Hence, if embarking on this wondrous one-vote-
one-value system, one should look at it more
closely. It sounds attractive, but upon examin-
ation, it does not really live up to its expected
image.

Another reason that we cannot accept this Bill
is that it provides for an overall reduction, in
country representation in both Houses, from 47
seats to 31 seats. We do not find that acceptable.
There are, basically, good reasons why there must
be effective country representation. It is necessary
to have greater representation and a weighted vote
for people in the remote and isolated parts of the
State.

We have a situation in Western Australia which
is unprecedented and is not paralleled in any other
part of Australia. There are many penalties for
people living in isolation. There is a need for
greater representation for the people in those
isolated areas.
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The system of preferential voting has been ac-
cepted in ibis country since time immemorial. We
are asked, in this Bill, to reject the system of
preferential voting in favour of an optional prefer-
ential voting system whereby the only candidate
one need vote for is the first candidate one wants
on the ballot paper or the first group one wants.
One need not bother to vote for the others. In
South Australia, where this system is in operation,
that has resulted in effectively preventing any dis-
tribution of preferences because the parties have
encouraged their supporters to vote for one candi-
date and one candidate only. It has, effectively,
become a first past-the-post system as occurs in
the United Kingdom, a system which no-one
would claim as ideal.

The preferential system at least gives people the
opportunity of having their next preferred candi-
date elected if they cannot have their number one
preference elected. If that candidate is struck out
because he does not get enough votes, the prefer-
ential system enables the voter to have his vote
carried over to the next preferred candidate.

In the optional preferential voting system, a per-
son may be denied the opportunity to have
preferences transferred.

As I said, in South Australia and, no doubt, in
other places-we will see it introduced soon for
Commonwealth Parliament elections-it has be-
come a first-past-the-post system. That system
does not truly reflect the preferences of the com-
munity. It will not enable a vote to be transferred

-to other candidates as in a preferential system.
Other clauses in the Bill relate to the voter's

intentions. These provisions are untested and were
not even referred to in the second reading speech.

The system of filling casual vacancies is quite
intriguing. I am now referring to the proportional
representation proposal and the system of filling
casual vacancies where a person has been elected
under the proportional representation system.

The party system is to be enshrined because the
next in line in a pa~rticular group which represents
a party group will take the vacancy which means,
in effect, that party men will get the vacancies in
all cases except where an independent may have
retired or died and there is a vacancy or where a
nomination is not made within a specified time.

In those cases there will be a joint sitting of both
Houses of Parliament. On extraordinary provision
applies that a person who is selected by both
Houses of Parliament cannot take the oath for two
days. When he does take it he must still be a
member of the particular party of which he was a
member before he was elected. What could hap-
pen in that two days is that, if that person becomes

persona non grata with the powers that be in the
party, he can be, presumably, excommunicated
from the party. The party can effectively put him
out of the party which means that the choice that
has been solemnly made by the joint sitting is out
of order because that person cannot take the oath
or his seat in Parliament.

That is ant extraordinary position. It appears in
clause IlI-proposed section 8SD. The Government
has given no explanation for that. It is the sort of
thing that should be explained or discussed. It can
lead to any number of interpretations. If there is a
legitimate interpretation for it, I would like to
know what it is.

Another unusual provision is that, in the future,
you, Sir, as the Presiding Officer, will have your
casting vote taken away from you. You will have a
deliberative vote instead. That is because, under
the proportional representation system, it is
expected that there will be a much closer align-
ment of the parties, or it may well be-as occurs
in South Australia where there are one or two
Australian Democrats in the House-that one or
two people from another party virtually hold the
balance of power. In those situations it is necess-
ary for the Presiding Officer to have a deliberative
vote.

This has been described as a necessary evil
consequence of proportional representation and it
probably is. I would probably be prepared to con-
cede that if we have such a system we must tiave
the necessary evil consequence. Because of the
provision which now appears in the Bill that there
will be automatic redistributions by the Electoral
Commissioners, it is very likely that there will be
three-yearly redistributions which will destroy the
stability of representation. If boundaries are
changed every three years-this is perhaps more
apparent in the Legislative Assembly than in the
Legislative Council under the proposals-a rep-
resentative of the particular district will find he is
representing different people every three years.
Certainly portions of his electorate will change at
each election and this, of course, is a bad thing.

Another item which is very difficult to accept is
the provision in the Bill that groups will precede
individuals in the position on the ballot paper; that
is, groups will automatically take precedence over
individuals. No explanation is given as to why that
should be. There is no provisilon for balloting in
the usual way except between the individuals or
the groups, but the groups take precedence. This
naturally greatly favours the groups which means
it greatly favours the parties. We are back to the
situation of parties being put in a position of domi-
nance in relation not only to this Chamber but also
to getting into it.
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The proposed reduction in the number of mem-
bers of the Legislative Council from 34 to 32 is
unacceptable to us. In the last year or two, when
we have had a number of Select Committees, we
have found that we have barely enough members
to fill the committees and undertake the other
commitments the Council has-for example the
standing committee and the other activities in
which we have to take part. It is unsatisfactory to
reduce the number of members from 34 to 32. The
present Bill last year purported to reduce the num-
ber from 34 to 22, and this present Bill purports to
reduce the number from 34 to 32. Admittedly we
have had an advance of 10, but why should the
number be reduced to 32? What mathematical
basis or formula was used to determine that fig-
ure? No explanation was given in the second read-
ing speech. Miss Elliott may know the reason, but
it has not been explained to the Opposition.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: How many are being
reduced in the Assembly?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: None. The number of
members in the Assembly will stay at 57.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: What about putting up
something?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The only explanation
that occurs to me in relation to the reduction in
mrembers from 34 to 32 is that by reducing the
number it is necessary to hold a referendum. This
will give an excuse for a referendum, so that if the
Bill is rejected the Government can say that the
Opposition has refused to let the people decide. I
can see no other reason for it. If there is a reason,
no doubt we shall hear it in due course.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The reasons are self-evi-
dent in the mathematics of the region.

Hon. L. G. MEDCALF: Mathematics have
never been self-evident to me, and I always want
an explanation. Where people juggle numbers I
want to know why. I have not been able to find a
reason for this except it will apparently be con-
sidered an advantage to have two members for the
north instead of four. At any rate there is no
explanation.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: It is to do with population.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: A more serious
objection than most of those I have mentioned is
the removal of the fixed term for Legislative
Councillors. That is a serious matter because it
takes away the relative independence of members
of the Legislative Council-an independence they
must have if they are to carry out their duties
conscientiously and without a feeling of looking
over their shoulders to see which member of the
Government is eyeing them off.

Taking away the Fixed term provision would
make the Legislative Council far more a tool of
Government than it could ever have been. The fact
that MLCs cannot be thrown out at the whim of
the Government is clearly a safeguard to the pub-
lic. If the term of members is reduced so that at
the dissolution of the Legislative Assembly the
Council is also dissolved, and the term of office of
Legislative Councillors is suddenly ended, mem-
bers lose that quality of independence which is so
important for members of a second Chamber.

Hon. Tom Stephens interjected.

Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: Hon. Tom Stephens
may not have independence, but most of us have.

The term of office of existing members of the
Legislative Council may also be threatened under
this Bill, and certainly the Bill provides for that
because at a subsequent election, their terms of
office would finish, Instead of having a fixed term
which carries over to May 1986 or May 1989,
depending on the year in which a member was
elected, the terms will end when the next election
comes along. We have recently been hearing a lot
of talk of an early election. Certainly it has been
mentioned by a few people and referred to in the
Press.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: You have not heard
it from our side.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: If there is not to be an
early election, the member can get up and say so.
However, I have not heard anyone on the Govern-
ment side who has been prepared to deny it. The
prospect is already looming up and later even
more frequent elections can be expected. In that
case, the term of office of members of this House
will be reduced accordingly under the terms of this
Bill. It is wrong to treat this Council as if it were
the Assembly. It is wrong because it is a second
Chamber, and it has different functions from
those of the Legislative Assembly. It should have
different functions. I admit that it does not always
exercise those functions as perfectly as it should,
but it is doing its best. It clearly has a different
role to perform from that of the Assembly and if
anyone does not realise that, he or she should not
be in the Chamber, because members have been
around long enough to learn that. Unfortunately,
some people can never learn anything.

The situation is that it is wrong to simply put
this Chamber on the same basis as the Assembly
in relation to terms of office and many other elec-
toral procedures. The Council must be different,
and it must be seen to be different for the protec-
tion of the public against the excesses of Govern-
ment.
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On the question of proportional representation
no explanation was given as to why the muetropoli-
tan area has been divided into two. The proposal
of the Bill is that there should be four regi ons in
relation to the Legislative Council. Two parts will
be metropolitan area north and Metropolitan area
south. The third part will be agricultural, mining,
and pastoral, and the fourth will be the northern
and eastern region.

The three first-mentioned regions are to have 10
representatives each in this Council; so we would
have 10 from half the metropolitan area, 10 from
the other half, 10 from the agricultural, mining,
and pastoral region, and two from the north. I
gather from the comments I heard in respect of
the proposed reduction of two in the number of
members of the Council, the explanation is that
the Government only wants two people to rep-
resent the north. Whatever the reason for that,
there is no explanation for two matters. The first is
why the metropolitan area has been divided into
two. I would have thought that the metropolitan
area was sufficiently homogeneous to enable it to
he one region, but apparently somebody has made
a calculation somewhere and decided it will work
out better if it is in two regions-better for whom,
I leave you, Sir, to speculate.

The second point is, how can we have pro-
portional representation in the northern and east-
ern regions, when, at each triennial election, we
have only one place to fill? Members should con-
template this: We have a system of proportional
representation and the northern and eastern re-
gions are to return two members between them.
At each of the elections, of course, we take half of
that number. So at each election, the northern and
eastern regions will return one member by pro-
portional representation. That is the theory as laid
down in the Sill and in the second reading speech.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: What is wrong with
that?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I-ow can we possibly
provide proportional representation for the min-
ority in an area where we have only-one place to
ill?

Hon. Tom Stephens: We will happily go back to
a State-wide seat basis, if you like.

Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: I have not been able to
flnd the answer to this question and I do not
believe there is an answer to it. In fact it is not
proportional representation; no doubt very careful
calculations have been made and, if We reduce the
number of members in the north from four to two,
and we have one member only to vote for at each
election, somebody has worked out which party
will return the one who comes in each time.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you know what the
figures show?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I am just suggesting
that these mathematical calculations about which
Mr Berinson knows so much have been worked out
carefully in terms of electoral results, polling
booths, etc.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes, they have been, and
the results reported to the Legislative Assembly.
What they show is that the party with the ma-
jority of votes will get the majority of the seats.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: There has been no at-
tempt to discuss this extraordinary provision. We
are simply confronted with a fait accompli and
that is that.

Several members interjected.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: In addition, there is a

proposal that we should have a referendum on this
Bill, and, of course, that is necessary if we are to
reduce the number of members in the Council
from 34 to 32. As I have suggested, that may be
the prime reason for reducing the number of mem-
bers in that way. I ask members, on grounds of
fairness-and Australians are basically
fair-whether they would consider it a fair refer-
endum to ask people the question, "Do you agree
to the fair representation Bill?" Of course they
agree to a fair representation Bill, whether or not
they know what is in it.

Hon. Peter Dowding: You don't.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: All one has to do is say,
"Yes". Every voter would say, "Yes" to that.
What an unfair question. Of course every elector
would say, "Yes, I agree with fair representation".

Hon. Peter Dowding: What do you think?
Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: But that does not

mean, for the benefit of Hon. Mr Dowding who is
a Minister and who should have learned that inter-
jections are highly disorderly, that the Bill is fair,
because we are asking people whether they agree
with a fair representation Bill.

Hon. Tom Stephens: We will probably accept
an amendment to the title of it.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: What about an unfair rep-
resentation Bill?

Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: Hon. Tom Stephens
might think there is room for amendment there,
but I do not propose to bother about that, because
it is such an obviously unfair question to ask.
People would wake up to that instantly.

There are other matters to which one could well
take objection in this Bill, matters to which I have
not referred, but I have given enough reasons to
indicate that this Bill raises most serious problems.
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I now want to make a few mare general obser-
vations. Firstly, the Government of the day in this
State has always reflected the main body of elec-
toral opinion.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: But this House has not.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: No party with a ma-

jority has ever been unable to form a Government;
that is, the party which has won the majority of
votes in this State has always been able to form a
Government.

Hon. Peter Dowding: And have legislation frus-
trated in this House.

Several members interjected.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Nor has the Legislative

Council prevented the Government from
governing, although from time to time it has
amended or rejected Government legislation-and
that is its role.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Rubbish! We have
Norman Moore representing 6 000 electors. How
ludicrous that he should have one vote.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: It is the role of the
Legislative Council to act as a House of Review.
This House has never rejected Supply. It rep-
resents an essential check and balance on the body
politic.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: On a Labor Government,
not a Liberal Government.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is right. It has never
frustrated your legislation.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The ALP does not like
it and, indeed, no Government likes checks and
balances; not even judges like being overruled.

Hon. Garry Kelly: There are no checks when
you are in power, Mr Medcalf.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Judges in courts of law
do not like checks and balances.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask members to
come to order and I will not tolerate members
conversing with each other across the Chamber. I
suggest that members stop their interjections and
enable Hon. Ian Medcalf to proceed.

Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: Not even a judge in a
court of law likes to be overruled by a higher
court, yet that is an integral part of our judicial
system, and in the parliamentary system it is a
good thing to have someone capable of looking
over the Government's shoulder to prevent power
going to the heads of Ministers as it inevitably
does.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What do you do when you
are in power? Do you change the system or just
hang onto it?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: If members of the
Government do not believe what I am saying, I
suggest-

Hon. Robert Hetherington: It is not true.
Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: -they ask the man in

the street instead of trying to howl me down.
Hon. Peter Dowding: You are high and mighty

since February 1983 about this business.
Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I will not tell mem-

bers again that I will not tolerate these constant
interjections. Members must be heard in silence.
Every member is entitled to be heard, and I am
saying for the last time that there shall be no
interjections.

Hon. 1.0G. MEDCALF: I believe the man in the
street supports this Chamber and even some of the
learned academics who comment on public affairs
believe in a strong second Chamber with real
powers, and so do we. So would the ALP if the
present situation were reversed and the Liberals
were in Government in the Assembly and the ALP
had a majority here, because that is just what
happened in New South Wales. The ALP finally
obtained a majority in the Council as well as in the
Assembly, and when the question came up to abol-
ish the Legislative Council, the Government de-
cided against it in case the Liberals were ever in
Government in the Assembly.

Secondly, equality of representation is not
guaranteed by one-vote-one-value. I have already
given some illustrations of the distortions which
can occur and which have occurred in New South
Wales under a system of one-vote-one-value.

Equality of representation means all citizens,
wherever they live, having equal access to a mem-
ber of Parliament-not to a telephone, to a sec-
retary, or to an adviser. That situation cannot
apply under a one-vote-one-value system if the
majority of members live in the city and are
answerable to city voters.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Rubbish!
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: People who apply the

general rule of one-vote-one-value usually live in
the city. Rarely are they found in the country.
They are mainly city dwellers or commentators
from other cities.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Have you ever heard such
hypocritical nonsense?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The physical circum-
stances of Western Australia do not exist any-
where else in Australia, and therefore are not
comparable. As I mentioned on a previous oc-
casion. Western Australia is slightly smaller than
Europe and it is a bit smaller than India. The
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electoral district of Gascoyne is comparable to the
State of Victoria and the electoral district of
Murchison-Eyre is comparable to New South
Wales. I do not want to hear the comment from
anyone that special geographical situations do not
apply in WA.

Thirdly, the relative independence of members
of the Legislative Council is assisted by having
fixed terms. It is an independence which the
Government opposes and which the public wants.
Governments of any political colour tend to oppose
that independence. Fixed terms are a character-
istic of second Chambers everywhere. In Victoria
and South Australia elections for the Legislative
Council cannot be held before a certain date. So
instead of encouraging more and earlier elections,
we should be examining that kind of proposal here
to consolidate and entrench the fixed term system
so that elections might be held, say, within four
months of the end of a term. The fixed term
should be strengthened, not weakened, because it
is the strength that members get from being rela-
tively independent, if they are able to be indepen-
dent but unfortunately, some members of the
Labor Party are not capable of that.

Hon. C. J. Bell: That is a fact.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Labor Govern-
ment's proposals provide that the Legislative
Council may be dissolved at the whim of the
Executive simultaneously with the Legislative As-
sembly whenever it believes that some temporary
political advantage is to be gained by that course.
I shall quote from a statement made by Malcolm
Mackerras.

Hon. Peter Dowding: You would not like the
people to decide?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Would you let the people
decide?

Hon. Peter Dowding: You would not like the
people to decide who will govern the country.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am warning the
Minister for Planning for the last time, and Hon.
P. G. Pendal, that my comment that I will not
tolerate any interjections was serious. The next
time interjections occur I will take some action.
These two members can take it that they have
been warned and the length of their stay in the
House this afternoon is entirely in their own
hands.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Mr Mackerras is
reported in The West Australian of 6 November
as follows-

Malcolm Mackerras, a traditionally inde-
pendent commentator on Australian politics,
has come off the fence.

He has done so to fight the referendum on
simultaneous elections for the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate.

"I am not an apologist for the Liberal
Party," he said.

"My concern is for political stability.
"The referendum proposal offers no benefit

whatever to the Australian people. The only
beneficiaries are the politicians in power at
the federal level.

"The main purpose of the proposal is to
increase the Prime Minister's power over the
Senate.

"Since I believe the Senate performs a use-
ful function as part of the checks and bal-
ances of the Constitution, I see no good
reason why its power should be reduced.

We have already, and very wisely, said no
twice before-to Mr Whitlam in 1974 and to
Mr Fraser in 1977. We were right both times
so let us be right a third time by saying no to
Mr Hawke in 1984 and, hopefully, Prime
Ministers might learn to take no for an
answer."

He said that it would make the calling of
early elections easier, not more difficult.

The Government was also arguing that
simultaneous elections would reduce the cost
of elections.

"Governments don't give a damn about the
cost of elections," he said.

Those comments are equally applicable to the situ-
ation of abolishing fixed terms for the Legislative
Council. Exactly the same conditions apply. This
proposal would put the second Chamber far more
in the power of the Executive of the day. We will
have an early election, if there is a favourable
electorate climate.

Hon. Robert Hetherington interjected.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Government will

hope to change the upper House membership at
the same time.

Fourthly, I want to comment briefly on the pro-
visions in the Bill which provide for entrenching
certain electoral provisions in the legislation. An
entrenchment clause is a clause which provides for
constitutional changes to be passed by an absolute
majority of both Houses of Parliament and
subsequently by referendum.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: We know all about
that.
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Hon. I. G. MEDCALF Section 73 of our Con-
stitution does just that. We debated it on two
occasions. Some members who are present in the
House now were not present when we debated it
on those two occasions, and on each occasion the
Labor Party members bitterly and strongly
opposed the entrenchment clause. Now in this Bill
they are proposing to add to the entrenchment
clause.

H-on. Robert Hetherington interjected.

H-on. L. G. MEDCALF: If Hon. Robert
Hetherington does not believe me he should look
at clause 6. It will amend section 73 which pro-
vides for the entrenching of equality of votes in
electoral districts and also provides for
entrenching the provision that electoral districts
should each return one or more than one member
of Parliament. I do not really know what that
phrase means because no explanation has been
provided, but it interests me that the attitude of
ALP members has changed to the degree that they
are now espousing using the entrenchment clause.

Hon. Garry Kelly: It depends what you are
entrenching though, surely.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I have said that the
Opposition is reformulating its policy. I make that
positive statement. Certain tentative conclusions
have been reached, but the final decision must
await further meetings and quite a number of
details have still to be ironed out. Mr Tonkin is
aware of this matter. lHe was informed of it by Mr
Mensaros and me, and it has been referred to
during debate in another place. He has, however,
declined to hold up this legislation. I invited him
to do so, and he said he would have to proceed
with it.

What choice does the Opposition have? It can
accept the Bill to which I have already raised a
number of basic objections, it can amend the Bill,
or it can reject it. How can we, in practice, and
without any expert advice or assistance, amend
this Bill which is a clause by clause exercise in-
volving considerations of complex questions of
constitutional law in many cases, and involving no
fewer than six existing Acts? No-one but an ignor-
amus would suggest that we have in those circum-
stances the capacity to amend this complex piece
of legislation.

Hon. Robert H-etherington interjected.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I do not know what the
member is saying. I cannot hear his interjections.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I do not know what
Hon. Robert Hetherington is saying so it is useless
my replying to him.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: It would be an imposs-
ible task for an Opposition not provided with
special resources to deal effectively with these
complex constitutional matters with all the pitfalls
that inevitably appear in constitutional Bills.

No Committee stage is possible unless the sec-
ond reading is passed, and then the Bill would be
dealt with clause by clause and that would face us
with an impossible task. If the Bill is rejected at its
second reading, the Minister and the Government,
its advisers and supporters who prepare media
statements, will make the usual unfair comments
about the Opposition in the Legislative Council.
They can be as unfair as they want and there is
nothing we can do to stop them. So far as the
media itself is concerned, I have no quarrel with
the fact that it may disagree with my views or
print its own views. That is a matter for the media.
After all the media can have as many different
views as it likes. On occasions I have different
views from those expressed by the media. I have
always defended the freedom of the Press, and I
will continue to do so. However, I ask the media to
be fair when it criticises; and to appreciate that I
have raised real and valid reasons in objecting to
the provisions of this Bill.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Let us hear them.

Hon. I. 0. MEDCALF I ask the media to not
simply take the line which appears in the Govern-
ment public relations statement, but to read the
Bill and the Opposition's arguments, to try to
reach a fair conclusion. I would like the media to
ask itself a question: Does it seriously believe that
the ALP has not calculated that this Bill will be
for its benefit?

Several members interjected.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The more the Govern-
ment and the TLC rail against us, the stronger
will be our determination not to fall for any smart
tricks.

Several members interjected.

Hon. I. G. MEDCALE: I have already given
Mr Tonkin some advice as to how he should pro-
ceed in relation to his Royal Commission into
deadlocks. We had a discussion on that matter at
his request. That was the basic reason he wanted
to see me. We had a frank, pleasant, straightfor-
ward, and I believe thoroughly honest discussion,
and I respect him for having had that discussion
with me. Mr President, I referred to your
statement that, without parliamentary approval,
the Royal Commission should not proceed. I
suggested that the terms of reference should be
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changed and that, in my view, this would be a
statesmanlike way to proceed. Am I expected to
tell Mr Tonkin now what he should do about this
so-called "compromise" on this Bi11?. 1 would have
thought the Government, with all its resources and
advisers, would know what to do to succeed. Of
course it could have done better.

This haste to proceed must cast doubt ont the
Government's real motive. If it believes it can
bring Opposition members or the Council to their
knees by public abuse, with some assistance from
other quarters, it is mistaken. The opposition does
not exist only in this Chamber. The opposition to
such tactics will be consolidated in the public
arena. There is only one way to succeed and that is.
to use the method used before-a tried and tested
method of proper negotiation and discussion.

There is one basic principle which the Govern-
ment must grasp, particularly those of its sup-
porters who still cherish the notion of abolishing
the Legislative Council, and we know there are
some. We in the Opposition are not prepared to
contribute to the abolition of the Council or to its
weakening to such a degree that it becomes merely
an emasculated version of' the Legislative As-
sembly. Under no circumstances would we permit
a situation whereby this Chamber is merely a rub-
ber stamp for the Government.

Several members interjected.
Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: That may well be the

role Mr Kelly sees for himself, but it is not the role
which Opposition M LCs see for themselves.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. 1. G. N4EDCALF: That is a basic point of

disagreement with the ALP. Members opposite
have proved my point. If any progress is to be
made towards consensus, that principle must be
clearly understood. In the circumstances, and for
the reasons given, I am unable to support the
present Bill.

The PRESIDENT: I will leave the Chair until
the ringing of the bells, but before I do I make this
announcement: There will be no Daily News today
due to an industrial dispute.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 p.m.

[Questions taken.]
HON. CARRY KELLY (South Metropolitan)

[4.15 p.m.J: I rise to support the Bill. During my
remarks I will point out ways in which this docu-
ment represents a real compromise on the part or
the Government.

Last year there was considerable debate on the
Acts Amendment (Constitutional and Electoral)

Bill which this Chamber rejected in November
last year. After that debate the Government con-
sidered the points raised by the Opposition. Criti-
cisms of that Dill were weighed and those which
were found not to sacrifice any great principle to
which the Government was wedded were incorpor-
ated in the Bill now before the Chamber. The
Government has accepted many of the suggestions
raised in the last debate.

In accepting those points the Government does
not retreat from the stand it took last year; it still
stands by those principles. But the Government
has given ground where those principles are not
destroyed. It has done that in an attempt to
achieve consensus. That word has been rather
overworked in the last two years, but I think it has
a real meaning in regard to this legislation before
us.

I want to go through some sections of the Bill
which have gone a long way towards meeting the
objections raised by the Opposition last year.

The first point to which I refer was raised by
Hon. Neil Oliver last year, and that is the fact
that electoral reform should relate to both Houses.
This criticism was made by several members, and
not only in the Legislative Council. It was said the
Bill should deal with the whole Parliament and not
merely with the upper House. The Government
took that criticism on board and this Bill deals
with both Houses-the Assembly and the Council.

Hon. N. F. Moore: All you do is give us another
reason to toss it out.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Hon. [an Medcalf said
that this Bill is simply a Trojan Horse designed to
abolish the Council. He suggests that once the
reforms in this Bill are passed, this place will
simply be abolished. I would like to point out that
although the Federal Labor platform calls for the
abolition of State upper Houses, an interpretation
of the policy is that any step towards reform along
these lines relates to that policy. At the last ALP
National Conference the WA branch of the ALP
moved to change that policy.

In any event, supposing abolition was the policy
of the State party, it would have to go to a refer-
endum before that could be done, so there is no
way that the Legislative Council can be abolished
by stealth. If people decide they do not want the
Legislative Council, it would have to be done at a
specific referendum. There is no way this can be
seen as a stalking horse for an abolitionist position.

Another point raised in the last debate, and a
point which has been raised in this one also, is that
the Bill is a plot to gain absolute power. From
those who have had a monopoly of absolute power,
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it is rather strange that they should try to impute
the same motives to us.

In the 90-odd years since the granting of re-
sponsible Government, the Labor Party in this
State has not been in a position to have control of
the Parliament. The Opposition is trying to impute
its motives to the Government; but the Govern-
ment's motives are not similarly tarnished.

The editorial in The West Australian of I8
October contained the following-

Mr Mensaros says the ALP only wants
reform because it sees an advantage for itself.
What he does not say is that the Opposition
objects to reform because it would lose a huge
advantage.

That is the bottom line. The Opposition has a
vested interest in the present system. It has an
interest in maintaining the status quo because it
benefits enormously from it. When the Liberal
Party has a majority in the other place, this House
simply goes to sleep. Bills come in here and pass
out with little or no amendment.

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is absolute rot, and
no-one would know that better than 1.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: In the nine years of the
previous Liberal Government, no Bills were
rejected by this Chamber. In the three years when
John Tonkin was the Premier of this State, 21
Sills were rejected.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Many others were amended.

H-on. CARRY KELLY: The suggestion that
this legislation represents a power grab by the
Australian Labor Party just does not hold water.
Legislation similar to this has been instituted in
South Australia, and since that time the South
Australian Government has changed twice. It is a
fallacy-I must say it is a belief held by some
members of the extra-Parliamentary Labor
Party-that one-vote-one-value will guarantee a
perpetual Labor Government. That is not true,
and the South Australian election result was a
savage reminder that that is not the case. In 1979,
the Corcoran Government called an early election,
and swings recorded in that election were up to 15
per cent. The people of South Australia rejected
the Corcoran Labor Government and elected the
Tonkin Liberal Government. In 1982, South
Australia turfed out the Tonkin Government and
elected the Bannon Government; so one-vote-one-
value does not entrench parties of either per-
suasion.

A comment was made that some of the rhetoric
regarding the introduction of the last Bill was
unhelpful in trying to obtain consensus during the
debate. Members opposite should agree that the

approach by the Government in this legislation is
much more conciliatory; and the Minister has
made every reasonable attempt to get the Oppo-
sition to contribute to this legislation-without
much success, I might add.

Another of the criticisms last year related to the
reduction in the number of members of the House
from 34 to 22. It was claimed that the House
could not function with such a small number. The
Government has accepted that criticism, and the
reduction in this Bill is simply from 34 to 32
members.

During the last debate, some of the points made
by the Opposition included the following: Ad-
ditional office staff are not a substitute for a rep-
resentative; the cost savings are illusory; there
would be a reduction in representation, especially
in the country; and the committee system would
be made unworkable. The criticism that the
committee system would be very hard to manage
with such a small number is a valid criticism of
the "22 member" proposal. The suggestion was
made that the reduction in size would undermine
the status of the Legislative Council; and it was
alleged that the low number was designed simply
to raise the quota to exclude the small parties.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. .1.
Wordsworth): Order! I ask members on the
Government side to stop interfering with the
speech being made, by their background conver-
sation.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: While some of those
suggestions are debatable, perhaps the most valid
was the one that the committee system would be
hard to operate with a House composed of 22
members. The Government has taken that argu-
ment on board and has agreed that a larger House
is required. The number proposed in this Bill is 32
members.

Hon. N. F. Moore: How did you get that fig-
ure?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: Mr Medcalf made the
point that he could not see why the northern and
eastern sections of the State should have two
members only. However, one of the principles that
the Labor Party is not prepared to jettison is that
there should be a more reasonable relationship
between the representation and what is
represented. We are not here to represent square
kilometres, grass, or trees. We are here to rep-
resent people. The population in the northern and
eastern regions simply does not justify four rep-
resentatives.

Hon. N. F. Moore: So you support taking away
two members?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: Yes.
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Hon. N. F. Moore: I will be interested to bear
from Mr Stephens about that.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Coupled with pro-
portional representation, the actual numbers of
the respective parties in the House will bear a true
relationship to the level of the vote they received
at the election.

One of the criticisms in the last debate was also
raised by Hon. Ian Medcalf earlier today. It was
to the effect that half the members of the Legislat-
ive Council would retire at each election, and that
would affect the independence of members of the
House. Election by proportional representation is
a way of differentiating the Assembly from the
Council; and the fact that only half the members
retire at the time of each Assembly election gives
this House a measure of continuity and, to that
extent, some independence. However, I cannot see
why we should have the ludicrous situation
perpetuated in which after the election last year
we had people sitting in the gallery because they
could not take their places on the floor of the
House, whereas members who had been defeated
were sitting here and participating in the business
or the House. It makes good sense to tie the terms
of the Council to two terms of the Assembly, so
that when an election is held, people take their
seats as at the election date and not after some
arbitrary period.

The retirement of half the members gives the
House continuity, for a start. It differentiates the
Council from the Assembly; and the fact that elec-
tions will be on the basis of proportional represin-
tation is another means of differentiating this
Chamber from the Assembly.

Apart from making sure that Council members
take their seats as at the election day, or are
deemed to have done so, simultaneous elections
make good, economic sense. This was recognised
in 1963 when conjoint elections were introduced.
Now elections for the Council are held on the
same day as elections for the Assembly; and mem-
bers of the Council serve for two terms of the
Assembly. This provision in the Bill takes the con-
joint election proposal a sensible step further.

Another point which was raised during the last
debate, and which was also raised by Hon. Ian
Medealf this afternoon, was that the relaxation of
the definition of a valid vote somehow demeans
the democratic process.

If we have a proportional representation
system-and the best example in this country is
the Senate-we get large numbers of candidates
and we elect only a certain number. If we have a
ballot paper with 30 names on it and we want to
elect just 10, 1 fail to see why it should be necess-

ary to complete the numbers one to 30 without
missing or repeating any. If a person can get
through to 10 without error, what is the point of
declaring that vote to be informal if perhaps No.
29 is repeated or missed? It is ludicrous. After all,
the voter's intention is clear. Only 10 positions are
to be Filled so it is ridiculous that someone should
lose a vote simply because he lost concentration
getting towards the No. 30 mark.

The principle of this Bill is that votes will be
valid up to the point of error. The idea is that
peoples' votes will be as formal as possible for as
long as possible. Any change in legislation which
can increase the formal vote should be applauded
rather than decried.

Most things Governments do get down to is
money matters; and one of the provisions of the
amending Bill last year was to vary the
superannuation proposals to satisfy those MLCs
who would have lost their seats under the "22"
proposal. Last year that proposal was described as
a bribe. This proposal contains no special con-
ditions or changes to the superannuation scheme,
so we cannot be accused of trying to bribe some-
one.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I was shocked by the
alacrity you showed in accepting that because I
consider it reasonable that if a man loses his job he
should be recompensed. I-ow you could shift your
principles so quickly really shocked mne.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: I am saying what the
Opposition said to that proposal last time. I did
not say that I agreed with it.

Another criticism of the last Bill was that no
explanatory notes or explanations were provided,
but I do not think anyone can complain on that
score this time. We have explanatory notes going
through each of the clauses with a fairly full ex-
planation of all the provisions. Members do not
need to read through all the appropriate Acts to
glean information, so that criticism has been
examined and answered.

The Bill of 1983 proposed the State as a single
electorate, and I think Mr MacKinnon made a
contribution suggesting that there should be some
sort of regionalisation of the electorate for the
Legislative Council. In this Bill the Government
has gone along with that, because we have four
regions.

The criticisms of the one-electorate proposition
last year were fairly numerous. It was said that
because we would have the one-State electorate
with the political parties being basically city-
based, there would be a domination of city mem-
bers in the Legislative Council and there would be
pre-selection battles for positions on the ballot
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paper within the parties. This next one must have
come from a country member, because it was said
that the wealth-producing areas would be under-
represented; that MLCs would focus on Perth
where most electors lived and they would ignore
country people; that MLCs would not be account-
able to any particular group; that electors would
not have an identifiable member to approach in
the Legislative Council; and that accessibility
would be a factor because it was argued that most
MLCs would come from the metropolitan area
and therefore would be inaccessible to country
electors-and one of the catches last year was
that, although people would have access to cheap
communications with members, they wanted to
see their member in person rather than to use a
telephone.

The present Bill provides for proportional rep-
resentation, but on a regional basis. This means
that MLCs will represent identifiable areas. Hon.
Ian Medcalf spoke about the north and south
metropolitan areas. I do not know whether he
realises that, although the metropolitan area
might be homogeneous, one almost needs a visa to
get across the Fremantle trafflc bridge because
the two areas are almost like two countries in
some ways. Of course, people in the south live in
the better part of the city! But, seriously, the river
is a real division and it is logical that there sho~ild
be two regions.

The country will have an agricultural, pastoral,
and mining area with 10 MLCs, so they will be
identifiable as country members. This obviates the
criticism that the Legislative Council membership
will be solely determined by city-based parties.

As I said before, the population simply does not
justify having four members for the north, and this
proposition provides for two members.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Have you seen how big it is.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: It has nothing to do
with area.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order!

Hon. Graham Edwards interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Members
will not interject, particularly across thetChamber
to another member.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: I will quote further
from the editorial of 18 October in The West
Australian. That paper is a bit unsure of the case
for the way the Government has handled the
Legislative Assembly, but that is its right. Mr
Medcalf said that he valued the freedom of the
Press, and I hold similar views. I quote as fol-
lows-

Though question marks remain over the
Assembly proposals, the concepe for the
Legislative Council seems more reasonable. A
form of provincial representation would be
preserved, though modified; country votes
would be worth nearly twice as much as city
votes-an important concession.

I said at the outset that this Bill represented a very
real compromise and that the Government had
given ground in putting this Bill before the Parlia-
ment.

The Legislative Council proposals include a
weighting provision of 2:1, so that country votes
will be worth twice as much as city votes. The
effects of that weighting are mitigated by the fact
that we would have proportional representation,
which evens out the huge discrepancies which oc-
cur under the present single member system.

In considering this Bill we must understand that
the Liberal Party will have to come to grips with
the question of electoral reform sooner rather than
later. I was very pleased to hear from Mr Medcalf
that the Liberal Party is considering policy on this
issue. Before this Government came to office, the
Liberal Party had no policty on electoral reform
and no intention of developing a policy. At least
the Government has got the Liberal Party's atten-
tion, so I hope itnow proceeds along that line and
develops a policy which addresses the fact that we
have a very grossly malapportioned electoral
system in this State. It is a truism that without the
Liberal Party's coming to that point of view, the
chances of ever getting any form of electoral
reform of any note will be severely limited. The
Liberal Party will have to reqlise also that it must
be prepared to give away its absolute dominance
of this Chamber.

Any meaningful reform will require that the
representation on the floor of this Chamber bears
a close correlation to the number of votes received
by the parties at the election. At present that is not
the case.

Hon. W. N. Stretch interjected.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: It is a fact, and the
figures are there. If we consider the figures for the
last election, we received the minority of the votes
for this Chamber and the majority of the seats up
for election. That speaks for itself.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Has the Labor Party
ever held a majority in this House?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: I regard the coalition
as the conservatives. The conservatives have had a
majority in this House, but they have changed
their names so often that it is rather irrelevant
what they call themselves! I remember at one
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stage we held 13 seats here. That was prior to the
1963 changes.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You do not remember
that; you read it.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: I ask the Opposition to
look at this legislation. It is a real compromi se; it
represents a great concession by the Government.
If Opposition members are serious about electoral
reform, they will look at the Bill and give it a
second reading.

If, as Mr Medcalf says, because of the
complexity of the Bill and the number of Acts it
amends, it will not be possible to deal with the Bill
clause by clause in the Committee stage without
some assistance, and if the Government wants to
enter into negotiations with the Government re-
garding certain clauses, I am sure the Government
will be only too pleased to facilitate that process.
However, we have to get to the first base, and that
means giving the Bill a second reading.

In concluding I would like to draw an analogy
between this legislation and the land rights ques-
tion. In the continuing land rights debate the Lib-
eral Party-and Mr H-assell in particular-made
great play of equal rights for all. Apropos of that
vie%', I refer to a letter written to The West
Australian on 25 October 1984 by Mr Alan W.
Phillips of Riverton. The letter was published
under the heading "Land-rights principle for elec-
tions". He said-

The Leader of the Opposition. Mr Hassell,
anxious that no inequalities occur over the
question of land rights, said: "All West
Australians must be treated the same." What
about applying the same principle to voting
rights?

That is precisely what this Bill is about. What
about applying the same principle to voting rights
in this State? What about equal rights for all
citizens so that the value of one's vote does not
depend on where one lives.

I call on the Opposition to give the Bill a second
reading so that the negotiations which Mr
Medcalf referred to can take place prior to the
Committee stage. I support the Bill.

HON. LYLA ELLIOT-r (North-East Metro-
politan) [4.45 p.m.]: Once again we have before
the Parliament a Bill designed to achieve some
meastire of equity and fairness in our electoral
system. I have lost count of the number of times I
have stood in this Chamber and spoken on this
issue-

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: It gets boring, doesn't
it?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: -either to support
Labor legislation to introduce a democratic system
to oppose Liberal Covernmant legislation to
blatantly gerrymander electoral boundaries or to
insert some unfair and harsh provisions in the
Electoral Act.

From the beginning of responsible Government
in this State there have always been arguments
about injustice in terms of parliamentary rep-
resentation. As I mentioned when we debated the
Equal Opportunity Bill recently, the reason
women got the vote in 1899 was because Sir John
Forrest wanted to fend off the goldfields miners
who claimed they were underrepresented in the
Parliament.

We could go back even further than that. Quite
an interesting debate appears in Hansard of 1892,
which I was reading last night. The Speaker (Sir
James Lee-Steere) sought to amend a Consti-
tution Act Amendment Bill on electoral bound-
aries.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Even I wasn't here
then!

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I will make a point
which I hope the member will listen to. The
Speaker tried to remove one of the Kimberley
members, because there were only 45 electors in
that area, and to give a member to the 200 miners
in Greenbushes who were included in his elector-
ate of Nelson, which had an enrolment of 400.
Apparently Greenbushes had a potential enrol-
ment of 200.

Of course there was shock and outrage at the
time in the Chamber. Mr Alexander Forrest took
up the cudgels on behalf of the member for East
Kimberley (Mr Baker) who was absent and said
he thought it was really absurd and the House
must laugh at the proposal. He said what was
Greenbushes anyway but a small patch of country
with a brook running through it, with a few men
working a little tin, people who had only trifling
interests anyway. Whereas even if his friend, the
member for East Kimberley, to quote his words,

"ddnot represent a large number or' people, he
represented the most important industry of this
colony-the pastoral industry-and a district
where there were more cattle than in any other
district of the colony, and where in a few years
they would have more sheep"

That debate took place on I December 1 892,
almost a century ago. I find it incredible that the
attitude of conservative members in this Parlia-
ment has apparently not changed in all that time.
They *still place more value on property, cattle,
and sheep, than they do on people. If they did not
then they would not continue to frustrate all the
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attempts to introduce fairness and equity into our
electoral laws.

I do not know how members opposite can con-
tinue to be so un-Australian because that is what
it is. There is a strong belief in the Australian
community that everyone is entitled to a fair go,
whether it be at home, work, at sport, or in poli-
tics.

Recently we passed a Bill in this Chamber
which contained the same principle-that is, a fair
go-and that was the Equal Opportunity Bill
which was designed to outlaw discrimination on
certain grounds. Although it did not refer to dis-
crimination in respect of the value of votes, we are
talking about the same principle. This Bill which
is entitled the Acts Amendment (Fair Represen-
tation) Bill, and anyone in this Chamber, if be or
she were really honest, could not deny that its
implementation would achieve just that.

Fair representation in the Parliament or fair
access to legislative power is an essential element
in a democratic society. The principle of one-vote-
one-value has now been accepted by most other
States, by the Territories, and for the House of
Representatives elections.

Last year the Burke Government introduced a
similar system to that which exists in New South
Wales and South Australia, a system which has
been shown to work well and fairly.

That was the Bill that Mr Medcalf seems to
think was so unreasonable and so unworkable, yet
it has been shown to work well in other States.
Hon. Garry Kelly, or someone else, indicated by
way of interjection that the system has worked
fairly for all parties and that no-one has attempted
to change it. However, members of the Opposition
in this State are not prepared to follow the line of
their colleagues in other States and support the
Bill for Western Australia.

The Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform went back to the drawing board in an
attempt to come up with something which,
although not achieving all the Government
wanted, would go a long way towards the principle
of one-vote-one-value and towards meeting some
of the objections of the Opposition. This Bill does
just that.

Mr Medcalf criticised the Government for not
having greater consultation with the Opposition. I
ask Mr Medcalf: When did any Liberal Govern-
ment consult Labor Oppositions when it came to
amending legislation on the electoral system?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: In 1964.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: There have been many

amendments since then.

If I remember correctly, not only was there no
consultation, but also 1 remember sitting on the
opposite side of this Chamber and being disgusted
at the way important Bills were rushed in at the
end of a session so proper time was not allowed for
the consideration of such Bills. I do not think,
therefore, that that was a very good or valid point
made by Hon. Ian Medcalf.

1 believe that the Government has bent over
backwards to meet the objections put forward last
year in debate by the Opposition. The Attorney
General has listed some of these concessions in his
second reading speech. It has even compromised
the Labor Party's long-held convictions against an
imbalance in voting values by allowing a certain
weighting of votes for country areas in an attempt
to gain the support of the Opposition.

Hon. Graham MacKinnon is one person who
should support the Bill because, as Hon. Garry
Kelly said, he suggested the very concept
introduced in it of regions electing legislative
councillors by proportional representation.

I believe that this Bill is a serious and respon-
sible attempt by the Government to reform what is
now the most discredited and unfair electoral
system in Australia. It provides that the people of
Western Australia will be given the right, by way
of referendum, to make the decision whether that
system should be replaced by a more just and
democratic system. It will be an unforgivable in-
suit to the people of this State if the Opposition
denies them that right.

HON. GRAHAM EDWARDS (North Metro-
politan) [4.55 p.m.]: I support this legislation and
support what the Government seeks to achieve for
the people of this State through it; that is, an
electoral system that is fair, just and, above all,
democratic. Furthermore, this fairness, justice and
democracy will be equally distributed in pro-
portion to numbers between those who dwell in the
city and those who dwell in the country. That is a
far cry from the current situation which is grossly
distorted and supported by members who sit op-
posite.

In speaking of country people, 1, too, wish to
quote some people from the east, as was done by
Mr Medcalf. I remind members sitting opposite of
the words of a self-confessed anti-Labor politician,
a former Liberal Premier of South Australia-Mr
Steele Hall-who, during that historical debate
which took place during the Joint Sitting of both
Federal H-ouses in 1974 said-

I have a history of involvement in electoral
reform in South Australia, as I have said. I
could recite the long list of quotations which I
have here and which would make honourable
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senators and members of the House of Rep-
resentatives think that they were listening to
Mr Snedden or Mr Anthony. They are words
spoken by legislative councillors in South
Australia who went through the old theme.
While they might believe in equality of rep-
resentation they have a different view of what
"equality" means. They perpetuate the myth,
which in itself denigrates country people, that
country people are beset with particular dis-
advantages and therefore should have elec-
toral advantages. I have seen members of a
party move through country areas telling
country people for decades how
disadvantaged they are and at the same time,
in a parallel fashion and as a result, they have
drawn that countryside down to a position
where it has been ridiculed by democrats. It is
the result of the Party that has so implanted
that undemocratic viewpoint in the minds of
country people.

I believe that there are many similarities that
could be applied to the anti-Labor people who sit
in this Chamber.

I remind members opposite also of some of the
things I said in my maiden speech in this House. I
refer to page 906 of Hansard of November 1983,
in which I said-

Thanks to the knowledge of the Leader of
the Opposition in this place, we have heard an
interpretation of the word "mandate". I won-
der whether he has ever researched, and
shared with the same diligence in Parliament,
the word "democracy". In case he has not, let
me share the definition applied to that word
by the Australian Oxford Dictionar-

Democracy-

Government by the people.
State in which this prevails.

The principle that all 'citizens have
equal political rights.

Now that is democracy. While Mr Medcalf
can challenge, and play word games with,' the
word "mandate", based on an American dic-
tionary's interpretation, I challeng 'e him to
play word games with this definition of
"democracy", based on an English-
Australian dictionary, because after all, is not
our system based on the English model?

Mr Medcalf has never replied to that challenge.
Perhaps the current Leader, Mr Masters, might
take the opportunity during this debate to take up
that challenge and to tell us how the Opposition
defines "democracy". It will be interesting to hear
hi , comments on that, particularly during the
Committee stage of this Bill.

In his speech during that historical sitting, Mr
Steele Hall also said-

I have seen in my State a so-called non
Labor party destroy itself because it claimed
it was anti-Labor by saying that it had, in
effect, the divine right to govern. If' those
members opposite who sit to your left, Mr
Chairman, will some day understand that
they do not have a divine right to govern but
that they have to earn it they might return to
this side of the House a lot more swiftly than
they are likely to return at the moment be-
cause the speeches that have been given here
today will not stand the analysis of any sec-
ondary school child in Australia.

Strong words; to which the conservative parties in
this State might direct some attention.

Mr Medcalf claimed earlier that it would be an
impossible task to tackle amendments related to
this Bill. I reject that and I would remind him and
those who sit on the Opposition benches that it
was never too hard a task for those of Mr
Medcalf's philosophy to tackle legislation that
condemned young Australians to defend in foreign
countries that which is being denied
here-democracy.

A member interjected.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I remind the
House of the qualities this legislation seeks to in-
troduce. In relation to that interruption I might
say it may not have been a State matter, but it is
certainly a philosophy that binds the people in
Opposition. It is the same philosophy that binds
them to the Liberal Party in the Federal scene.
They can seek to deny their association with the
Federal Liberal Party, but I say they are one and
the same. I would not be surprised if they wanted
to deny it seeing that the party's stocks are at rock
bottom and that their leader in the Federal scene
is at rock bottom and will lead them further into
exile for many more years.

I intend to close by reminding the House of the
qualities this legislation seeks to intro-
duce-fairness, justice, and democracy. Those
qualities will be welcomed by those of us who sit
on this side and who suffer in this Chamber be-
cause of their lack. I support the Bill.

HON. G. C. MacKINNON (South-West) [5.03
p.m.]: Over the years I have become a bit like
Hon. Miss Elliott, except I also get heartily sick of
this holier than thou attitude. I have yet to see a
political party, whether it be Liberal, Labor,
Country, National, Democratic, or any other,
which is prepared to amend an electoral law to its
own disadvantage.
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Funnily enough, I think the first time I heard
anyone talk about Steele Hall in glowing terms
and quoting him as though be were almost
sacrosanct, was Hon. Graham Edwards. Only a
few ALP members had any time at all for Steele
Hall at that time in South Australia. Steele Hall
did not represent a political party. He happened to
be Premier And he pushed his way through. That
is a different kettle orfiAsh.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: To his own disadvantage.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Let us say that
there is only one. There has certainly never been a
Labor Party that has done it; there has certainly
never been a Liberal Party that has done it. It was
not the Liberal Party in South Australia, I think it
was the Liberal Movement.

It is not the habit of political parties to change
electoral laws in favour of their Oppositions. To
give an example, look at the current increase in
the Federal Parliament! It was not done out of any
grandiose idea of giving the people of Australia
better representation. We have all the provisions
already in effect in Canberra that this argument
has been about today, except that the Senate is
elected on a State basis, and it is very much out of
balance on the one-vote-one value theory. We have
talked about that before and I do not think it
should be talked about again.

The Labor Party supported the increased mem-
bership -in Canberra for one reason and for one
reason only. It gave it a better chance of winning
some more seats. The National Party supported it
for one reason ooly, and that was because it
thought it would have a better chance of getting
some seats. The Liberal Party opposed it because
it is quite certain that it is. not going to win any
more seats and indeed might lose a few. The same
goes for the Australian Democrats. That party
opposed it for the simple reason that it thinks it
will make it more difficult to get a quota and some
seats in the Senate. There are no grandiose ideas,
in any of their decisions about principles!

Hon. Tom Stephens: That is not true.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It is true. The par-
ties dress it up in language that makes them look
holier than thou. It simply is not so. It is becau~e
there are more votes. Why do members think the
Labor Party has gone along with the system it
calls-

Hon. Tom Stephens: You have not got your
heart in this speech.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I will get a little
more heart into it in a moment. It is called the
optional system. Every newspaper has had articles
on it. It will mean that the Labor Party will have a

fair chance of getting a better vote. There is no
other reason. It is plainly said, and I could have
brought here plenty of references from which J1
could have quoted to this effect. There are now
more donkeys in the Labor Party because it gets a
bigger percentage of informal votes. The ALP
hopes, by simplifying the system, that fewer of its
voters will cast informal votes. Every newspaper or
magazine from The Bulletin to the Tribune has
such articles in it.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: You believe in making it
more difficult for people.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I do not believe in
making it more difficult for people. My runs are
on the board. I was here in 1963-64, and in 1965
voting for this House was transferred to an adult
franchise, and that made it very easy.

Two first-class speeches on the details of this
matter are recorded in Hansard for all to read.
One speech was made by Andrew Mensaros, and
one was made by Mr Medcalf. I have no intention
of repeating those.

Hon. Kay Hallahan interjected.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I am delighted that
the lady, having passed her 21st birthday, has
finally attained sufficient wisdom to know that
everything depends on a point of view. Mr
Medcalf mentioned that he was quite sure that
much of the legislation of 1963, 1964, And
1965-and it took a while for all to come into.
focus-was achieved by agreement. It was much
easier then. I was talking to Mr Brown earlier this
afternoon and we discussed -this matter. During
those days we were in the House very often for
party meetings and the like from quite early in the
morning and throughout the day. Our only com-
mon room was that currently occupied by Mr
Hoft, and we met and talked together. Over a
period of IS months or so, this matter was dis-
cussed.

One of the drawbacks of our present system is
that'we do not do that anymore. One could talk in
those days with total trust; there was a great deal
of informal discussion. This discussion gradually
became more and more informal, so much so as
Mr Medcalf pointed out, and if one cares to look
at Hansard, it is quite clear that the arrangements
had been worked out in a considerable amount of
detail. I think that is what we are referring to. In
those days that arrangement was much better. I
itust admit I do get heartily sick of this holier

than thou attitude with regard to electoral reform.
One has to bear in mind that 35 alterations had to
be made, and tffey were all agreed to by the con-
servative parties in this State. I hear so much
misquoting of history.
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Hon. Kay Hallahan interjected.

Hon. G. C, MacKINNON: I am not quite sure
what that meant. I take back what I said about
Hon. Mrs Hallahan having reached the age of 21
and having acquired some wisdom. I spoke too
soon.

There was a time when the Australian Labor
Party was the largest party in this House.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It would be an ex-
cellent exercise to go through the records of this
House and see the number of times the ALP had
its way. The Country Party in those days was an
independent party in Opposition. Not only was it
an independent party, but it had some very inde-
pendent people. There was Mr Pat Roche, Mr
Diver, two Joneses, Mr Logan-anyhow, they
were very independent people. You, Sir, would
remember most of them. Two or three of them
would vote for the Labor Party. They had a very
good system. Those who voted with us would
growl about those who voted with the Labor
Party. It was not done with any planning; the
members were looking after their electorates.

Hon. Tom Stephens: That has gone now.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Have a look at the book. If
you want any assistance in the future, say it now,
because you never assist us.

Several members interjected.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You are invitgd over.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: five members of
the Labor Party crossed the floor. Gerry Dolan
crossed the floor about the police being subjected
to the Ombudsman. At the time. Mr Dolan was
perfectly right in his opinion.

Hon. Tom Knight:He is still right.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. C. MacK INNON: The honourable
member was perfectly able to look after himself.
There was Mr Stubbs, Mr Heenan, and Mr
Thompson. Mr Thompson was expelled from the
Labor Party.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Is this somethiing to do
with the Bill?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Have I gone too
far? I am being interrupted so frequently.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think I have made
it clear that most of the attitudes of political par-
ties with regard to seats are realistically taken.
They are not going to throw seats away to their

political enemies. Let us be honest at least to some
extent about that attitude.

Over and above that, there are very real and
cogent reasons for the difficulty of devising a
system to satisfy everybody. During the course of
studies of recent authorities, I had occasion to
represent the Liberal Party at a seminar held at
the university in company wvith Mr Hetherington,
who I think represented the Australian Labor
Party. I took the opportunity of finding all the
text-books I could in the library. The staff found
five for me. One matter which is quite uniform in
all those textbooks is that all the writers were of
the opinion that a fair and equitable system of
voting is difficult to devise, given all the circum-
stances of moving populations, changing areas,
and the like.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Especially if you do not
try.

Hon. G. C. MacKJNNON: Especially if you do
not try. That is fair enough. Bear in mind this
Parliament has tried and has succeeded in altering
the system 35 times. That is not a bad effort.

One of the problems constantly repeated is that
of representation. Mr Kelly made great play, both
by interjection and in his speech, of the fact that it
is people, people, people all the time. It is strange,
but none of the writers-or certainly a minority of
them-accepted that doctrine. They all considered
it was a matter of issues. They considered the
difficulty of representation itself.

It is my belief that a number of matters ought
to be considered. When one has two Houses-and
the plain fact of the matter is that we have two
Houses-the basic method, methodology if one
likes-ought to be made to be different. One does
that by an electoral process. As Legislative Coun-
cillors we ought to be removed from the sort of
area which is the main preserve of Legislative
Assembly members; that is, the day-to-day worry-
ing about matters such as an office and a house. I
know we all do it.

Hon. Garry Kelly: But PR would do that.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: No, proportional
representation will not do it. It depends very musch
on the way in which one is elected. I believe-and
I think many peop~p agree. with me-that the
Legislative Council, while dealing with people,
ought to give a great deal of concern to issues over
and above those which affect just one person, and
property as it affects people. Property is a basic
and vital part of man's endeavour. That is what
most of it is about.

Hon. Lyla Elliott interjected.

Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: I did not catch that.

3741



3742 [COUNCIL]

Hon. Lyla Elliott: That was the point-
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Order! The honourable member will
please address the Chair.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I generally find
H -on. Lyla Elliott's interjections are subject to a
great deal or thought and I generally comment on
them but, unfortunately, I did not catch what she
said.

These are matters which I think the electoral
system of this House ought to be devised to look
after. Coupled with that is the vital need for rep-
resentation. There is no point in saying one ought
to have the same number Of People in the city as in
the country. It is no good saying one can telephone
or write a letter. Any member of Parliament worth
his salt knows that nine-tenths or his work-if he
is active and gets around his electorate prop-
erly-is occasioned because people either cannot
or will not write or phone.

We are a literate society. I do not think we are a
tremendously articulate society in comparison
with America, but that is the fault of the school-
teachers. But we are a literate society; most of us
can write but, Mr Deputy President, you know the
number who, when asked to write a letter about a
subject, are never heard from again. That is an old
trick. New politicians are advised, if they are
snowed under, to ask for a letter. Most of the
people who need help genuinely want one to talk
to them, to understand their difficulties, and go
away to do something about them. It is easy for
people in the city to do that.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: How do you do it with 95 000
constituents?

Hon. Kay Hallahan interjected.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: As Hon. Lyla

Elliott is aware, and as Hon. Kay Hallahan is
more aware because it is a field in which she was
employed, there are a colossal number of agencies
in the metropolitan area which are available to
people. There are social workers with the
Department for Community Welfare, there is a
greater density of churches and church organis-
ations, and there is a greater Percentage of all
sorts of people to whom metropolitan people can
go, discuss various matters, and obtain assistance;
but that does not apply in the country.

I will not accept the argument some members
are wont to put up about members of Parliament
being so busy that they rush around endlessly from
one place to another. Members of Parliament are
recompensed for that, and adequate facilities can
be made available for them anyway. There are
solutions to that problem. A member of Parlia-

ment can be given an extra office or extra staff on
the American senatorial basis.

However, a member of Parliament must still get
around his electorate and he must be in a position
where people can come and talk to him. He can
only have one office. Indeed, I am inclined to the
opinion that the offices of Legislative Council
members should be in Parliament House with 008
numbers so that they can at least be contacted.
Legislative Council members would probably be
better served without offices in their electorates,
because, for example, it would be difficult to ser-
vice Lower North from one office in that elector-
ate. Anyone who looked after that electorate
would probably be better served with an office
either in Parliament House or adjacent to it.

All Legislative Council members would be bet-
ter served by offices in Parliament House, but that
is only a personal view. It does not matter where
one puts one's office in some of these widespread
electorates; it is difficult to service them.

Initially the South-West Province started at
east Rockingham and finished at Walpole. It took
in Boddington and Collie and came within 15
miles of Kojonup. The only way in which a mem-
ber could get around and service that electorate
was to move constantly. Mr Gayfer, who I under-
stand from previous speeches he has made rep-
resents 28 shires, would find that if he visited one
shire a week he would only see his shires twice a
year. If most metropolitan members want to visit
their shires twice a year, they would only need to
visit them once every six months, because the bulk
of metropolitan members represent one shire. At
the most, they represent three, except for Mr
Hetherington who represents four. If he visited
one shire a week, he could see each shire 12 times
a year.

That is a vastly different kettle of fish from the
position in the country. I am not talking about the
work of a member. I am not fundamentally
interested in that. I must give Mr Kelly a mention.
He has indicated he has five shires. He is a very
hard working Metropolitan member, but I am not
interested in the work of a member. It is important
that we consider the ability of the country person
to obtain representation; and that is one of the
matters we ought to consider seriously.

It is considered elsewhere. I understand the
system of senators in America is that they have a
secretary per X number of constituents in the vari-
ous States. Therefore, a small State with a small
population might have two or three secretaries,
whereas Kennedy in New York, might have IOU-
odd. I do not know the figures, but he has a very
big staff.
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Hon. J. M. Brown: He has a staff of 26.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think he has more
constituency secretaries. However, I shall take Mr
Brown's word for it. The staff varies on the basis
of population. Therefore, it can be seen that other
countries give consideration to representation and
one of the problems we face is that these days, as
between the parties, all the conferring is done by
formal meetings between, for example, Mr Tonkin
and somebody else, and Mr Mensaros and Mr
Medcalf. We do not have the interchange of ideas
between one member and another as we used to,
and that is a pity. It is sad that we have reached
the stage of a "them and us" attitude, and that
applies to both sides of the House. It is nobody's
direct fault; it is the fault of the system.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: It is an unfair system.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: No; it is j .ust a
changing system. We now have electorate offices
and members are out in them. It is a different ball
game altogether. There is nothing unfair about it.

I do not want to labour the hardships of country
members of Parliament. At the seminar I
commented that, in my first six years in Parlia-
ment, I never slept in my own bed. I got quite a
horse laugh after that; they must have thought I
was a little stronger than I am in reality.

However, many country members have the ex-
perience of travelling and being away from home a
great deal; but that is the choice they make when
they take up the job, and I am not interested in
that aspect.

I refer to the representation aspect, which is
important. I will at least give the ALP credit for
the fact that it has carried on this argument, de-
spite the fact that it has now won back a few of the
northern seats. When I first came into this place
the ALP held all of the northern seats. When Mr
Wise first talked to me about his electoral district,
he said he had 1 200 people on the roll. He told me
he knew them all and could address them person-
ally. I thought with that number he ought to be
able to address them all by their Christian names.

However, in those days there was not a great
deal of talk about malapportionment. It was ac-
cepted that it was difficult to get around. Indeed,
it was more difficult than it is now and, of course,
communications were very bad. At the best we
had the old pedal radio. It was not really until
Kim Beazley Snr came on the scene that the word
"~malapportionment" was used. He argued the fact
that there was no such thing as a gerrymander in
this country, but simply malapportionment.

Hon. Mark Nevill: The Kimberley boundary is
gerrymandered.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Admittedly the
Kimberley boundary represents a bad decision,
but it is not a gerrymander if one understands the
meaning of a gerrymander in the proper sense.
Unfortunately lately we are bothered by members
who have not done much study on the basics of
politics; but I will not bother with that. It is not a
gerrymander.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It is precisely a gerryman-
der.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: At least I will give
credit to Mr Beazley. He said that there are no
gerrymanders in this country; rather there are
malapportionment moves, and that is one of them.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I give credit to the
ALP, because it has kept on despite the fact that it
has won back some of the northern seats in this
cycle of events.

In the early days in this House when a matter
came up to do with the goldfields, six members
used to speak. They were all ALP members except
for John Cunningham. They all had to speak, be-
cause they knew they had to front up to their
electors in the fullness of time. It was rather
boring to listen to six speeches on one topic, five
from the Labor Party and one from John
Cunningham. However, there was no talk of
malapportionment, because Kim Beazley Snr had
not yet referred to it, nor had the party addressed
it. I give credit to the ALP, because it has stuck to
this matter despite the fact that it has won back
some of the northern seats.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: And despite the fact that
it is one other seat which may be adversely affec-
ted.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Yes, those seats to
which the Minister refers are the sorts of seats
they wi n and lose. They have not got a long-term
lease on them, and there are a number I can think
of which have a very short-term lease under any
circumstances. To give some indication of the
number of changes that do take place, in the last
29 years such has been the movement of bound-
aries and the changes that have been made, that
the area I represent has never been the same for
two elections in a row, Every election I have
fought I have had to fight on different boundaries.
Such a situation tends to keep members on their
toes a little, but again this is a matter where it is
much more of a problem for country electors than
it is for those in the city. City members tend to be
something of a homogeneous mass, when they talk
about a boundary changing down a street.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Thanks very much.
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Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The electorate of
Collie is currently represented by Mr Tom Jones.
When Harry May was a member of this Parlia-
ment it was still called Collie. Tom Jones,
although taking over from Harry May, has had to
represent Donnybrook, Boyup Brook;' Darkan, at
one time, and the surrounding land. He success-
fully held the seal, but Wilson and May
represented Collie only. There are constantly
changing boundaries that makes things difficult in
the country and Government members should ac-
cept that Parliament is not designed to make life
easy for Governments.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That is not the purpose of
this Bill.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Cut it out. I ask the
member to go over the speeches he heard today,
including those speeches made by Mr Tonkin in
the other place, and the members' comments along
the line. One would have thought that the
founding fathers, both of the Westminster system
and this one, were supposed to have sat down
together and made it easier for the ALP when it
finally came to Government. That was not the
purpose of the legislation. The real purpose of it
was to make life, if anything, a bit difficult for any
Government-

Hon. Kay Hallahan: What went wrong when
there was a Liberal Party in power?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Do not worry about
that. Premiers have stopped me in the corridor,
swearing like troopers, about our having stopped
Bills of theirs.

Several members interjected.
Hon. Mark Nevill: Had you lost your sense of

direction?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Order, please!
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Look at the record.

I remember when Bert Hawke brought in the un-
fair trade practices legislation; we fought tooth
and nail, but the Labor Party got that Bill
through. It was almost as bad as Hitler's plan that
every Jew *bad to put the Star of David on his coat.
Shopkeepers were expected to put a sign on their
windows if they were ever caught. It was a terrible
Bill. We amended that. Sir Les Diver voted for it;
Hugh Roche voted for it.
- Do members remember Mr Masters' record
over the "two-bottle" Bill?

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is a good example to
remember. They had to change that one, didn't
they? They soon pulled you into line.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Governments have
no right to expect life to be made easy by Parlia-

ment. They must expect it to be difficult. Her
Majesty's Opposition is there to make life a little
more tedious for Governments, and I can under-
stand the Government being a bit upset about
that. The previous Government was in power for a
long time and the current Government came to
power full of zeal, vim, and vigour, and members
want to rush into everything that they propose
they can do.

Hon. Mark Nevill: They are doing a terrific job.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: They rush into

everything they are planning to do. The Ministers
have calmed down a bit, because the Government
realises that many things it promised to do should
not be done anyway. It did not take it very long to
find that out.

Hon. Carry Kelly: A tall story! What a conde-
scending, sanctimonious speech.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The fundamental
idea of our parliamentary system is to make it
difficult for Governments, to make them slow
down and think again.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Above all, though, to be
representative of the electors.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Without doubt, to
represent every single person, and the electorate is
the whole of Western Australia.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Here it comes!
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I am very glad the

Minister has taken my point. Fortunately I have a
good voice. It is no good Garry Kelly interjecting
because I can be heard in every corner of this
House over and above everyone together, and
there is no 'doubt about that. One advantage in
having a bit of army training for sergeant-major is
that it gives one a good pair of lungs.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: He is on parade again!
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Is my speech heart-

felt?
Hon. Fred McKenzie: Yes, it is heartfelt.
Hon. Mark Nevill: But not very convincing.
Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: I repeat that

country people in this State suffer some very
severe disabilities. I know life in the country-

Hon. Mark Nevill: Are you representing them?
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: -has its pleasant

aspects. I have lived in the country virtually all my
life and I have enjoyed it but, nevertheless, there
are a tremendous lot of advantages in living in the
metropolitan area. One advantage is that one can
obtain the sort of services that people require
much more easily than they can be obtained in the
country. This problem is being redressed. As a
Government we started a great deal of decentralis-
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ation of services and, to its credit, the Labor
Government is certainly carrying it on in my area.
"Bunbury 2000" is an example of this. The cur-
rent Government picked up all the things that we
had suggested, and tied them together into a pack-
age which it is presenting.

Hon. Garry Kelly: So are you saying we stole
your ideas?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I wish Hon. Garry
Kelly would do some political research. Within a
week of 'Bunbury 2000" being announced I wrote
a letter to the newspaper suggesting it was a good
idea and suggesting that the man the Government
had chosen to run it, Dr Manea, was probably the
best fellow it could get in the south-west area. If
the member had bothered to read any country
newspapers, he would have seen that. The member
is in the city and would not know what goes on in
the country. This is the difficulty with the country
and this is why it is so vitally important and urgent
to have good representation. I am glad that the
Minister appreciates, as indicated by his interjec-
tion, that there is a need for representation of the
people in country areas. I am not referring specifi-.
cally to Bunbury, but to people in Mogara in Mr
Stretch's area.

Hon. J. M. Herinson: You are not talking about
representation in its proportions of support , are
you? You are talking about a different sort of
representation.

Hon. Mark Nevill: How many members should
we have?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order, please!

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: That is why I sup-
port the fact that there are fewer people on the roll
for North Province than there are for the South-
West Province. I can accept that, because it is
harder to get up there. I think that is reasonable
because those people need representation and
always have done. Hon. Lyla Elliott conveniently
forgot that the Kimberley region always has had a
very large population of Aborigines.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you accept it is also
reasonable that there are fewer people on the roll
at Kalamunda than there are in the Pilbara?

Hon. Carry Kelly: That one is too hard!

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It is not too hard.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The interj ections
and private conversations are unparliamentary.' I
am sure the Minister will have his opportunity to
speak later. Hon. Graham MacKinnon will ad-
dress his comments to the Chair and will not re-
spond to these unparliamentary interjections.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Thank you for
reminding me of that, Mr Deputy President. The
difficulty is that I was encouraged to put my heart
into it a bit more by an earlier interjection and I
got a little carried away with enthusiasm.

Hon. Mark Nevill interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, please!

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The problems that
the Minister mentioned were discussed very care-
fully at the seminar and if he likes to ask Mr
Tonkin-he would probably doubt my veracity in
speaking here-he will give him chapter and verse
about it.

There were some areas of disagreement at that
seminar, but we have already announced that
there are other areas in which we agree some
changes should be made-for instance, in some
key regi onal towns.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That is good news.

Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: It has been in the
paper. Thdre are other areas in which a weighting
is almost an absolute essential, and Mr
Hetherington will remember that matter being
discussed at the seminar. The obvious seat which
springs to mind is Murchison-Eyre. Wherever We
put it, Murchison-Eyre would be swamped. Who
would go to those little districts? That was dis-
cussed in great detail. There is a need for a
weighting, and indeed country after country has a
system of weighting. One of the countries the
Government does not quote too often is Canada
where the weighting, I understand, is infinitely
greater than in Western Australia.

Hon. Carry Kelly: That does not make it right.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Why not? For more
years than I care to remember I have heard dis-
cussions about what is meant by democracy. It is
not only Mr Kelly who Claims the divine right of
democracy, but also Gromnyko and Chernenko,
and so did Stalin. They have all claimed it.

Hion.' Robert Hetherington: [ told you that once.
Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: That is why I

quoted it because I knew Mr Hetherington would
not deny it. In this field he is without doubt the
most knowledgeable man on that side of the
House.

Every time we get bored with this matter we
hear the topic of democracy come up. Let us talk
about representation.

Hon. Robert H-etherington: You always do that.
It gets away from democracy, doesn't it?

Hon. C. C. MacKINNON: It does not. Some-
one said earlier it was a matter of country voters
versus city voters. Of course it is not.

(118)
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One of the electoral lobby fellows asked me at
the seminar how the Labor Party campaign went.
I said it did not make a ripple on the surface. The
ALP had spent about $100 000-it is a rich party
now-on hoardings and the like, and it did not
amount to a row of beans. He asked me why I
thought that. I said that when I walked down the
streets of Bunbury, as one does in one's electorate,
a fellow stopped me and asked me what was meant
by his vote being worth twice the votes of a fellow
in the city. I said there were only 7 000 voters in
Bunbury and 14 000 in a city electorate. He said,
"What is wrong with that?" I said people
reckoned it was unfair. He pointed to a chap
across the street and said "I get one vote, how
many does he get?" I said he got one vote. He
said, "So I can vote for or against you?" I said,
"That is right." Everyone else in Bunbury gets one
vote and they can vote for or against me. That is
about as democratic as one can get.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That is beautiful.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not even a good
try.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. P.
Lockyer): Order!

H.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think members
opposite practice that forced laughter in the
Caucus room. I do not know what else they do
there, because their Ministers tell them what is
going to happen.

It is not a matter of those people competing
with metropolitan voters; they compete with each
other. Let me give an example. I have forgotten
the year, and it does not matter, but it was about
12 or 13 years ago and a number of members here
were in Parliament then. There was an election,
and because of a by-election there were two
nominees for North Province. One was Jack Hunt
and the other was Bill Withers. A Labor fellow
opposed Bill Withers and a Liberal opposed Jack
Hunt on the same day on the same issues, with the
same boundaries and the same voters. The election
was held and lack Hunt won one seat and Bill
Withers the other. Within six months we were
hearing the same rubbish all over again-that the
Government had drawn the boundaries and
cooked the books, and it was a crooked set-up.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Bill Withers said that to
you.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The by-election was
held on the same day with the same voters, the
same issues, and the same boundaries.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Not the same personalities.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The Government
really must do something about Mr Kelly.

On the same day with the same boundaries,
voters, and issues the people elected one Labor
and one Liberal candidate, and within six months
we were listening to the same rubbish.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: No excuses can be

offered. I have seen better candidates beaten by
lesser candidates, and dumb candidates beat
bright candidates. There are all sorts of
reasons-it depends on the change or the tidle and
whether it is towards the Liberal Party or the
Labor Party.

I had a great admiration for Whitlam. I thought
he was a clever fellow, but he wrecked the Labor
Party. After 1977 1 did not expect to see a Labor
Government in Australia until the year 2000 be-
cause he bad wrecked the ALP to such an extent.
It is marvellous that the ALP has come back. How
it did so I do not know, It got an inflow of bright
people who were able to override the big number
of dummies in the Party.

I want to make sure this point is remembered:
All this talk about boundaries was totally
disproved by that election.

Several members interjected.
Hon. Tom Stephens: That is utter rubbish.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It is a matter of

how the voters see it. I have determined that there
were something like five seats in this House where
the representation was one Labor and one Liberal
member or one Country Party and one Labor
member.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Were they elected
at the same time?

Hon. G. C. MacKIN NON: No, they were three
years apart. The Labor Party had 13 members,
and we whittled them away on the basis of adult
franchise when everybody had a vote and we got
rid of the property franchise. We gradually
knocked off Labor members one after another.

I would like to deal with one other issue because
I was credited by Mr Tonkin with having put
forward a proposal which he accepted as the basis
for this Bill. I felt a bit upset about that because
Mr Medcalf mentioned the reason and some
people might imagine I had suggested one person
should be returned for the north. If we are going
to have a system which is different from the
present one, no matter what it is, I suggest a
uniform system is adopted, whether proportional
representation based on the Tasmanian system, or
whatever. At least let it be the same system. If it is
proportional representation let us ensure it is
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designed in such a way that it eliminates the very
small minority groups so that we get some degree
of stability. Above all, let us have a system which
works equitably and properly for everybody. Mr
Medcalf pointed out in his speech that the idea of
a proportional representation system returning one
member is ludicrous. Either one adopts a different
system, or that one member must be put in
another group.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You could describe it as a
regional representation system and overcome that
little semantic problem.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: If a proposal is to
be put forward, the best way of overcoming it is to
go back to the proposal I suggested. We cannot
have a proportional representation system of block
voting. I think the population is there, and it can
be used in some other way. It is one of those things
which indicates that there arc serious flaws in the
proposition which has been put forward.

I want to make quite sure that the point Mr
Medcalf made about one member making it ludi-
crgus is appreciated. It would make the whole
process unacceptable.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: On that one point?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Yes, it is one of
those things that would have to be rewritten. It is a
pastoral and mining area, and I see nothing differ-
ent about it; but it had separate representation. If
one mentions the Aboriginal vote, I think the
Aborigines are spread far more widely than that.
There are probably more Aborigines in that area
than anywhere else. The number of Aborigines
who are there now is the same as in the early days
and I always credited members who represented
that area with taking a real interest in their prob-
lems. Even though they were not counted then, the
Aborigines felt they were represented. I am sure
that Mr Wise, Mr Willesee, and Mr Strickland
took a keen interest in them. Those three Labor
members represented them until 1965.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: They tried to disfranchise
them too.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: It was up until 1982.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: As Mr Gayfer said,

the person who represented that area in 1982
would have taken that into account.

Unfortunately, there is nothing new in what I
have said. It has been said over and over again and
this is one of the Bills we seem to be getting into
the habit of discussing with monotonous regu-
larity.

Miss Lyla Elliott took the place of Hon. Ruby
Hutchinson, who once a year used to bring in a
Bill to get rid of the Legislative Council. We

always gave her credit for total and absolute
honesty. She did not hide her desires under a
bushel, and she did not use any devious methods of
getting rid of the Legislative Council-she just
brought in a Bill. I remember how immensely
proud she was about the fact that she would be
replaced by Miss Lyla Elliott whom she thought
was one of the most beautiful women she knew.
She was always full of praise for Miss Elliott in
those days. At least Miss Lyla Elliott has not
consistently brought in a Bill as Miss Hutchinson
did. I am delighted that she agrees with me that
this Bill is a matter of quite tedious repetition.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Miss Elliott did not say it
was tedious repetition.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Is that what he said I said? I
should have been listening. I did not say that at
all.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It must be clear to
all concerned that I have no intention of support-
ing the legislation.

HON. TOM STEPHENS (North) 15.54 p.m.]:
I have been straining my ears to hear if there
would be any pearls of wisdom come from not only
the previous speaker, but also Hon. Ian Medcalf.

As members would be aware, the Government
members and the Minister with responsibility for
this legislation took the opportunity of combing
through the speeches of the former debate which
was held on this subject almost 12 months ago to
the date. In fact, tomorrow is the anniversary of
the Opposition's rejection of that piece of legis-
lation on 9 November 1983.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: We could not work out
why the Bill was brought in.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Unfortunately, in the
contribution of Hon. Graham MacKinnon, there
were no pearls of wisdom at all. As a new member,
I am impressed by the oratorical style of Hon.
Graham MacKinnon. Nevertheless, I would have
hoped that at some point during his contribution
on this issue he would have made some valid or
valuable points from which we could learn and
which we could utilise for good legislation in this
place.

Several members interjected.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I strained with every

muscle in my ears.
Several members interjected.
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Solid muscle-nice

juicy muscle!
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I will go through

some of the points raised by Hon. Graham
MacKinnon, and I would like to correct some of
them. Firstly, he talked about weighting, and
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suggested that it is justified. He also suggested
that the weighting which applies to North Prov-
ince insofar as it has less voters than his province
is a justifiable thing. Hon. G. C. MacKinnon can-
not even get his numbers right. His province is
smaller in number than mine. I have more voters
than he does. I suggest that he try to state the
facts. His party is skating over the facts of this
debate as though it were thin ice. It is not
interested in delving into the issues. I can under-
stand that.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You cannot say that
about Mr Medcalf. He delved through every
single issue that is written into the Bill.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Mr Medcalf skated
over those very thin issues.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: There were a couple

of other issues which were mentioned as interjec-
tions during Hon. Graham MacKinnon's contri-
bution. One made reference to the fact that in
1892 the members of the North Province were
interested in the Aboriginal vote. It was an uneven
bag at that time. My wife's great-uncle, M. P.
Durack, was the conservative member for
Kimberley soon after that period. He was
interested in the Aboriginal electorate in a very
real and concerned way. However, his colleague
on the other side of the Kimberley was Alexander
Forrest, whose impassioned speeches against the
interests of the Aboriginal people one would now
find only being mouthed by the shadow
spokesperson against Aboriginal people, Hon.
Norman Moore.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Don't be so pathetic.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: He was horrific in his

contribution in the issue of Aboriginal people.
The proportional representation system that the

members of the Opposition talk about is simply
one of the systems we are trying to integrate into
this reform of the Legislative Council. Principally,
we are taking up the Opposition's suggestions
from its former contribution on this issue that we
should have a regional system. It is simply the
name that the Opposition is quibbling over.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You mucked it up.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: If the Opposition

wanted to come forward with an amendment to
that legislation in the Committee stage-

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I put you on the right
track, and I considered that enough from me.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: We could argue
about whether the Opposition wanted three mem-
bers for the North Province elected at the one

election. Perhaps that is the way we would have
legitimate proportional representation. The
Government is taking up the Opposition's sugges-
tion that we should have regions represented. My
party is of the view that the best system in the
Legislative Council in this State would be a State-
wide electorate, but we have not been able to come
forward with that legislation because the Oppo-
sition rejected it. We have come forward with
compromises, and now it is up to the Opposition-

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: No-one in his right
mind could accept that proposition.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: We believe it is the
best system.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: That shows how mis-
guided you are.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: We have provided the
opportunity of taking up the Opposition's sugges-
tion, but it is not even dealing with them seriously.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: You manipulated them
too much.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: No manipulation is
involved.

The PRESIDENT: Order! All the other
speakers have been heard in relevant silence, and
it was a state of affairs that pleased me. I am
suggesting to Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon, who has
just Finished his speech, not to interject, and I
suggest to Hon. Tom Stephens that he does not
direct his comments directly to Hon. G. C.
MacKinnon but more properly to the Chair.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent.

One of the comments that was made during
Hon. Graham MacKinnon's speech was a refer-
ence to the 1971 election for North Province.

That occasion, which was apparently celebrated
by the other side of the House, was an occasion on
which members from different parties were
elected at the same election. Remember who was
elected on that occasion-Hon. Sill Withers. He
was a most extraordinary member for the area and
was very popular.

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.32 p.m.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Before the dinner sus-
pension I referred briefly to the 1971 State elec-
tion. For the North Province two members from
different parties were returned at that one elec-
tion. The only point that election result proves is
that the profile of both those members returned
was high in their electorate and that the people of
the electorate made a choice of individuals, not
parties. It proves nothing other than that the elec-
tors, particularly in my electorate, are discrimin-
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ating and make sure they return members whom
they want to represent their areas. It proves
nothing other than that.

The whole thing about the Opposition's argu-
ment is that it is reduced to no principle at all;, its
argument has no principle. It is simply anm argu-
ment that weaves obscure paints around support-
ing the principle of weighting for country voters
and it develops a mythology to support that argu-
ment.

Mr MacKinnon said that the Kimberley gerry-
mander was somehow not an instance of a gerry-
mander. But it is clear that the Kimberley seat is a
clear instance of a gerrymander. It was my Liberal
predecessor who made great play about what a
gerrymander it was, and in his resignation speech
he referred to it as the worst gerrymander in the
western world. It typified the great lengths to
which the Liberal Party was prepared to go i n
order to try to cement itself in office, by foul
means or fair.

Hon. N. F. Moore: How will that boundary
change under this legislation?

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: The electorate would
have the opportunity to go back probably to a
geographic region.

Hon. N. F. Moore: It could not possibly do that.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: It could on full enrol-

ment, which is gradually developing under the ef-
ficient Electoral Department organised under this
Government. We have sufficient numbers now in
the area, with a plus or minus 10 per cent, to
create an electorate on the old geographic bound-
ary of Kimberley.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I doubt that very much.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I am assuring the

member that this would be the case, and I invite
him to come across to this side of the House and to
vote with us so that we can prove that this legis-
lation will do that.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Your legislation would ac-
knowledge what the last legislation did.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Our legislation would
ensure that the boundary for the seat of
Kimberley was based on the geographic region.

Hon. G. E. Masters: It could not be.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Members opposite

should look at the figures and at the census re-
sults. They will find that my Figures are right and
theirs are wrong. They constantly trot out figures
and arguments that are inaccurate, just as were
the arguments of Hon. Ian Medcalf and Hon.
Graham MacKinnon.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Mr MacKinnon also
referred to the Federal legislation and suggested
that it was somehow introduced only in the
interests of advancing the National and Labor
Parties to the disadvantage of the Liberal Party.
The point that was picked up in that legislation
was the recommendation made to the Joint Select
Committee by Malcolm Mackerras, whose com-
ments have been quoted in other arguments. By
extending the Federal Parliament in the way it
was done, the Federal Government was faced with
the possibility of ensuring, as near as practical,
that Federal seats would be based on the principle
of one-man-one-vote-one-value. That really is the
crux of the reason that the Federal Parliament
was expanded.

Mr Medcalf said that the Labor Government
had made no attempt to compromise. We made
every attempt to compromise; for us this legis-
lation is full of compromises. What has become
clear is that the Opposition was not prepared even
to discuss this issue with us, apart from those
points it threw across at us during the last debate
and which we took up.

This Bill provides an opportunity to move from
a compulsory preferential system to an optional
preferential system. That step has been incorpor-
ated into this legislation in order to ensure that the
high informal vote that is sometimes consequent
upon a multi-member constituency can be
reduced.

In this situation, where there would be only five
members for the three regions of the south, it
would be necessary for a person to mark his ballot
paper only from one to five. But a person would
still have the opportunity of completing the form
and extending his preferences all the way through
the ballot paper.

As part of our efforts to ensure that the high
informal vote is reduced, two other errors on a
ballot paper will be permitted when this legislation
is finally proclaimed, if it is. In a region where five
members are to be elected, a repeated number or a
gap in the order of preferences will not invalidate
a vote. A ballot paper will still be counted up to
the point of the error.

Under the existing legislation, the conservatives
of this Chamber, of this Parliament, of this State,
have the opportunity of drawing the boundaries to
their own predilections, to their own advantage, to
their own preference-particularly the four north-
ern seats-and in dividing off the agricultural and
metropolitan areas. The independent Electoral
Commissioners can draw boundaries only inside
the agricultural and metropolitan areas.
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Under this legislation all boundaries would be
drawn by independent Electoral Commissioners.
Surely this is a desirable goal, a desirable aim, in a
situation where we have seen what happened
under the Administration of the previous Govern-
ment when crooked men could draw crooked lines
to the advantage of the interests of the conserva-
tives in this Parliament.

Under this legislation redistribution would be
required when the enrolment of eight or more
districts was more than 10 per cent above or below
the quota for a period of two months. A redistri-
bution would not be permitted in the last 12
months of the term of the Legislative Assembly.

People will be invited to make suggestions to the
Electoral Commissioners and to make comments
on the suggestions of others, and the com-
missioners will be ready to act when required by
the situation. Indeed, the guidelines for the com-
missioners will be extended to include, in addition
to the community of interests, means of communi-
cation, distance from the capital, physical fea-
tures, the existing boundaries of districts, and the
trend of demographic change. This sixth guideline
is in most other electoral Acts in this nation, cer-
tainly the Commonwealth, and in New South
Wales, the South Australian and Victoriab Acts.

The proposed electoral areas of course will be
the northern and eastern region of three districts
and one region of two members. The agricultural
region will be 16 districts and one region of 10
members. The metropolitan region will be 38 dIls-
tricts and regions of 10 members each, which
makes a total of 57 districts, with 57 members,
and four regions with 32 members.

The Bill outlines ways of ensuring a sensible
filling of a casual vacancy. That is necessary in a
situation of proportional representation. The
proposed arrangements are such that a casual
vacancy could not have the effect of distorting the
wishes Or will of the people as expressed at the
previous election.

It was Mr Medcalf who outlined the argument
as to why the Legislative Council should necess-
arily be different from the Legislative Assembly.
He argued that this Bill would somehow reduce
the Legislative Council to being tie same as the
Legislative Assembly. That is simply not the case,
except to the extent that we are moving in the
direction of ensuring that this House, like the
other, would be based on the principle of one-
person-one-vote-one-value. What we are doing at
the same time, however, is ensuring that the Legis-
lative Council would be different in so far as mem-
bers here would represent regions, not districts.

Indeed, there is a different counting system
which is applied to the count of the ballot. As well
as that, MLCs will be elected for a double term
rather than one term as in the Legislative As-
sembly.

Mr Medcalf put forward the most extraordinary
argument that somehow the Legislative Council
would be at the mercy of the Government, if it
could be forced to face the electorate, even if only
half the Chamber had to do so. Somehow he was
arguing that we should be independent of the will
of the people.

I think that is the crux of the matter as far as
the Opposition is concerned. All the Opposition's
arguments have been reduced to that fact. Oppo-
sition members want to ensure that their numbers
reflect their advantage situation and have no bear-
ing upon the vishes of the electorate.

During the short time I have been here, I have
found myself in the process of having to put for-
ward an argument, again and again on electoral
matters, while members on the opposite side show
no attention to the fact that the Government
wishes to canvass these issues in and outside Par-
liament-

Hon. Peter Dowding: There are only six Oppo-
sition members in the House.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: They are obviously
determined to scoff at the wishes of the wider
community for electoral reform in this State.

Under the provisions of the existing Bill, a can-
didate must receive 20 per cent of the votes in
order to get a refund of his or her deposit. Under
the proposed legislation a candidate must receive
10 per cent of the valid votes.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members are
embarking on far too much audible conservation
and I am asking members again nolt to pursue that
line of activity. The member on his feet is entitled
to be heard in silence. I will not tolerate this con-
stant babble of voices of people holding meetings
inside the Chamber. If members wish to hold
meetings, there are places outside the Chamber to
have them. In the meantime, let us listen to Hon.
Tom Stephens.

Hon.'TOM STEPHENS: Ten per cent of the
valid vote for the province that Hon. Miis Elliott
represents would not even constitute the full con-
stituency of Hon..Norman Moore:' Indeed, if Hon.
Norman Moore's electoral support were translated
into a test for the seat of Miss Elliott, he would
lose his deposit. .

Hon. N. F. Moore: Having 60 per cent of those
already voting for me?
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Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Hon. Norman
Moore's constituency is so ridiculously small that
he would have to struggle to try to retain his
deposit if he were to contest the huge constitu-
ency-

Hon. N. F. Moore: That is absurd. You could
have the same argument against the fellow I de-
fea ted.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Order! Order means

do not interject, in case anybody wishes to know
what it means!

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: The proposed vote
counting system for the Legislative Council will
ensure that the regions will use the Australian
proportional representation system where each
member must win the vote of 16.7 per cent of the
constituency, where ive members are to be elected
for the region. In the region of the north-ebast,
obviously we have balanced the principle of one-
person-one-vote-one-value with the desirable goal
of proportional representation, wo 'ven in with the
argument introduced in the last debate that we
should look at the regional representation. We
have ended up with a double member constituency
without the proportional counting system as exists
in the Bill at present for the other regions.

If members take objection to that particular
section, there are other ways of handling it.' I-
invite members to address themselves to the
possibilities that may attract them. We have never
shown ourselves to be blind to the suggestions of
the Opposition if they have been reasonable
recommendations. The Burke Government has
shown itself willing to accept sensible and reason-
able suggestions from the Opposition.

The situation of Presiding Officers would
change under the proposed Bill. For the main part
at present the Presiding Officers of both
Chambers are only dragged into the conflict of
day-to-day politics in a situation where we come to
the most crucial and critical issues and the vote
hangs on them. That is when the Presiding
Officers of both Chambers are dragged into the.
issues of politics. I remember well the time when
Speaker Ian Thompson voted with the Labor
Party, against his own Government, in a situation
of an evenly divided House on the question of an
amendment to the Electoral Act. The Liberal
Party was trying to ensure that the Aborigines of
the, north-west would be deprived of the oppor-
tunity to vote.

It stems to me that at present the Presiding
Officers are dragged into debate only in the most
turbulent periods in Parliament. Under the

proposed legislation the President and Speaker
would have a vote on all matters, and if a vote
were tied, the question would be resolved in the
negative.

There is a limited amount of vote weighting that
will come under this proposed system: In the As-
sembly it will be plus or minus 10 per cent; in the
Legislative Council, for the north-eastern province
it would be as high as 17 per cent.

Of course, the crucial part of this legislation is
the Fact that we will call for a referendum on this
Bill once it passes this place so that the people will
havd the opportunity of deciding upon it.

I am really disappointed with the tontributions
of members from the other side of thp Chamber. It
is really time that the Opposition addressed itself
to this issue in a serious way.

This Bill provides the Opposition with an oppor-
tunity to do just that. It is no good trotting forth
the fact that 12 months after the Opposition pre-
viously debated this issue, it has to debate it again.
It is floundering and looking for a policy for its
party on this issue.

When we were in Opposition we produced pol-
icy document after policy document with the lim-
ited resources available to us at that time. In the
12 months since this issue was last debated in this
Chamber, the Opposition has not produced any
new ideas. It cannot even produce any defence for
its current position. There are no principles at-
tached to its current position. The only issue, as
far as it is concerned, is to hang on to its unfair
electoral advantage.

So many times when in government, the Liberal
Party distorted the electoral system, changed the
Constitution, and changed every aspect of the
democratic process in this State to try to cement
itself into office.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It was so bad that Mr
Withers resigned.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Yes, it was so bad
that my predecessor resigned from this Parliament
and provided the ground swell of public support,
coupled with so many other issues, that ensured
that we were put in office.

The time has really come for the Opposition-to
face this issue squarely. I am not pessimistic about
the prospects of democratic reform in this place.
Or course, there are other ways of achieving it.

In my previous address to this Chamber on this
issue 12 months ago, almost to the day, I referred
to the prospects that the Opposition forces us into
having to face. That, of Course, constitutes our
looking at the powers that are available under the
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Federal Constitution for looking after the interests
of the Western Australian community.

There are ways of ensuring that the Opposition
parties do not continue to attract the odium that
they have currently attracted as parties that have
wanted to cement themself into office unfairly and
then, when losing office, to retain the power with-
out any glory associated with it.

Members of the Opposition are an ignominious
bunch who are prepared to hang on to power
against the interests of the wider community. I
look forward to four members of the Opposition
crossing the Chamber and becoming men and
women of respect in the wider community and
people who are held in the same high regard as
Steele Hall is now held in South Australia after
having assisted the birth of democracy in that
State. I look forward to being joined by people
from the other side of this House. While those
members may meet some short-term opposition
from their own benches, I believe that is the path
they should follow in order to ensure that they
have the respect of the Western Australian com-
munity.

I support the Bill.

HON. N. F. MOORE (Lower North) [7.55
p.m.]: I am afraid that I will have to disappoint
Hon. Tom Stephens because I am not going to be
one of the four to vote with him. I have, on odd
occasions, supported legislation put forward by the
Australian Labor Party and when the Labor
Party, in Opposition, opposed the previous
Government, 1, unlike members on the other side
of this Chamber, crossed the floor on two oc-
casions. However, this is not to be an occasion
when that will happen.

One of the sobering things about this legislation
is that it makes one think about what one is doing
here, who put one here, and what is one's job. I
was elected in 1983 by 60 per cent of 8 000 people
to represent a particular electorate. Whether
members opposite think that is being elected to
Parliament is beside the point. The fact is that I
am here as a representative of the constituents of
the Lower North Province. When one sits down to
think about this it is my job to represent iheir
interests. Because I happen to bea Liberal member
of Parliament does not matter. Those constituents
know what my political leanings are. That helps
them to make their minds up in voting for me.
They know my attitude towards this matter of
electoral change and they know that I support the
continuation of the boundaries that exist now.

What I have to do when looking at this Bill now
before the Parliament is to see what effect it will
have on my constituents; and the effect it would

have is quite disastrous. I propose to produce fig-
ures in relation to electorates and see what would
happen to my constituents under this legislation.

Hon. Tom Stephens interjected.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: That is a dubious as-

sumption to make, Mr Stephens.
Hon. Peter Dowding: You would not be game to

test it.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: We might see, At the

present time, in the existing seat of
Kimberley-rhe seat that has been referred to
today as a gerrymandered electorate-

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is Mr Withers' de-
scription.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I agree that is what Mr
Withers said.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you agree?
Hon. N. F. MOORE: I do not agree that it was

gerrymandered. There are 17 000 electors in the
present seat of Kimberley.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What are the figures for
Kalamunda again?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am making this speech.
In the present seat of Pilbara there are 14 000
electors, making a total, if the two are added
together, of 31 000 electors in the Kimberley and
Pilbara electorates.

Under this legislation, those two seats would
presumably remain roughly the same because we
are told that each Assembly electorate under this
Bill will have 15 000 electors give or take t0 per
cent. That allows for a range of 13 500 to 16 500
in each electorate.

I repeat; the Kimberley seat has 17 000 electors
and the Pilbara has 14 000. Give or take a few
hundred, the boundaries could remain the same.
Those Figures are based on the statistics as at 16
October this year.

I am suggesting to the House that, under the
existing figures of the enrolments in those two
seats of Kimberley and Pilbara, the boundaries
will remain almost identical to the so-called
gerrymandered boundary that the members on
that side argued so vociferously against when we
changed the boundaries before. What will happen
is that the numbers in the electorates will remain
almost identical to the figures the Government is
using in the Bill. It is, therefore, putting forward a
Bill in which the boundaries will be left as they
are.

Government members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am endeavouring

to ensure that all members are heard in silence.
Those members who have already spoken agree
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that I have endeavoured to extend to them that
privilege. Let us give that privilege to the member
on his feet.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: The point I am making is
that, with some minor variations-one town or
another might have to be shifted-the boundary of
the electorates of Kimberley and Pilbara, on
today's figures, will remain the same as they are
flow.

Hon. Tom Stephens said in his speech that he
expects the populations under the geographical re-
gions of the two electorates to be about 15 000 or
maybe about 13 500.

Hon. Tom Stephens: I was talking about elec-
toral enrolments.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: That is right. That is not
the case at the present time. In 1983, only 18
months ago, there were only 23 000 electors on the
electoral roll for North Province. There are now
31 000-that is a significant increase of about 25
per cent.

I doubt very much that there are enough people
who are not now enrolled to make up the figures to
the number of people whom Tom Stephens
suggests will be located in the Kimbertey, to give it
the quota required to have a seat of its own.

Hon. Peter Dowding interjected.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: The Minister should

make his own speech. It is Thursday and I would
like to get this finished and get into my electorate.

A Government member: And see all your elec-
tors in one day!

Hon. Peter Dowding: You could fit them all in a
small office.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I have already told

the Minister once today that his constant rude
interjections and total disregard for the r ules of
this House are unacceptable to the Chair.' I do not
mind, his making an occasional interjection that
will contribute to the debate, but for goodness
sake understand that I am driven mad-I do not
know aboutt'ther members-listening to the con-
stant barrage of unruly interjections.' I will not
tolerate it on any occasion and I certainly will not
tolerate it tonight. The honourable member will
continue with his speech and will address his com-
ments to the Chair. I assure him I -vill not inter-
ject.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Thank you, Mr President.
Based on the figures of tht enrolments at 16
October this year it would seem, with minor vari-
ations, that the existing boundary between the
Kimberley and the Pilbara will be the same under
this legislation as it now is.

I now Move to that area which is the Lower
North Province, including Gascoyne with 4 500
electors and Murchison-Eyre with 3 500 electors,
making a total of 8 000. Under this Bill, for there
to be a third seat in the northern -and eastern
region, it would be necessary to have an additional
7 000 electors. Therefore, we would have to find
another 7 000 or 8 500 voters, depending on
whether one takes the plus or minus 10 per cent
variation.

One needs to look at the adjacent electorates of
Murchison-Eyre and Cascoyne to find out what
sections must be put in the area-that is half of
Western Australia-to get the required number of
voters. If we move into Kalgoorlie there are 10 000
electors who could be included, but that would be
a few too many so it would be necessary to shave
some off. Esperance-Dundas is an enormous seat
with I 1000 electors-a few would have to be
shaved off. Greenough extends a considerable way
south of Geraldton and it has 9 000 electors. Mt.
Marshall, which extends down to the Great
Northern Highway east of Northam, has 9 000
electors. That would provide enough electors for
the third northern and eastern region seat. That
third northern electorate would be bigger than
half of Western Australia because it would be
bigger than th 'e existing seat of Lower North-my
seat-which covers half of the area of Western
Australia. Most of Kalgoorlie, or most of
Esperance, or Greenough, or Mount Marshall
would have to be added to that. It would provide
an enormous seat and the people in the area would
be considerably disadvantaged, particularly in
comparison with the representation they now
have.

The proposition that has been put forward in
this Bill in respect of the Legislative Assembly
provides that there shall be no change in the
North Province. There will be significant changes
in Gascoyne and Murchison, changes which will
be to the detriment of the constituents in the re-
gion. The seat will be absolutely enormous and it
will be totally impossible for one member to rep-
resent it in an efficient and proper way.

In addition, if we look at the proposal 7for the
Legislative Council, we see a similar situation
which also would be a great disadvantage to those
constituents.

At present four members represent the North
and Lower North Provinces. This Bill provides
that that area shall have only two members, but it
does not just provide that North and Lower North
shall have two members; it provides that North,
Lower North, and the extra Assembly area to
make up the numbers for the Assembly seat, shall
be added to it. It would involve 75 per cent of
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Western Australia stretching from Eucla in the
south to Kalgoorlie, to Kalbarri, and to the top of
the Kimberley. It is an enormous area of Western
Australia and almost the total area less the South-
West Land Division.

At present the area returns four members, plus
an additional member who represents a part of
that area. The Government is proposing to signifi-
cantly reduce the representation of my constitu-
ents. It will halve its representation by reducing
the number of members from four to two. If we
work out the number of members for each con-
stituent and my constituents in Lower North total
approximately 8 000 it can be seen that their rep-
resentation would be reduced by approximately
seven-eighths. That is a significant reduction of
their representation.

Therefore, as I am here to represent the
interests of my constituents, and they will be
severely disadvantaged both in the Assembly and
the Council under the proposition put forward by
the Government, it would be totally wrong for me,
as their member of Parliament, to support this
legislation. If I did so they would lose in a dra-
matic way the representation they currently have
in the House.

The ALP believes that my constituents are
advantaged by virtue of the electoral represen-
tation they get. If they are advantaged by way of
electoral representation-and I happen to believe
they are because of the calibre of their mem-
bers-they are certainly not advantaged in any
other way. People living in Wiluna, Mt. Magnet,
Carnegie, and Eucla are not advantaged in any
other way. Therefore, it is appropriate that they
should have an advantage by way of electoral rep-
resentation. I believe this Bill will severely disad-
vantage them and take away what advantage they
have and, therefore, there is no way I can support
it.

I find it extraordinary that Hon. Tom Stephens
and Hon. Peter Dowding, who represent the same
type of constituents as I do, are prepared to vote
for the legislation. Hon. Tom Stepens made a
speech in a very vindictive way, criticising me and
my colleagues for trying to protect te interests of
my constituents, who also happen to be similar to
his constituents. It is unbelievable that a member
could be so fired up against the interests of his
constituents. No doubt if Hon. Peter Dowding
were making a speech he would say the same
thing.

This Bill is against the interests of my elector-
ate, Tom Stephens' electorate, and Peter
Dowding's electorate; and for those reasons there

is no way in the world I can support the legis-
lation.

HON. FRED McKENZIE (North-East Metro-
politan) [8.08 p.m.]: It seems that no matter how
we try to accommodate the Opposition in respect
of bringing about some democratic representation
in this place, we will never do so.

The Bill which we introduced in 1983, and
which provided for proportional representation,
would have overcome all the problems the previous
speaker mentioned. It would have evened out the
malapportionment which now exists between his
province and the one which I represent with Hon.
Lyla Elliott. The member for Lower North has a
little more than 8 000 constituents and Hon. Lyla
Elliott and I represent almost 95 000. That is an
enormous difference, and yet, when we vote in this
Chamber, our votes count one for one. I do not get
I I votes or 12 votes to Mr Moore's one. I would be
satisfied with I I votes.

Hon. Robert H-etherington: You would be worth
every one of them.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The same applies to
Hon. Norman Moore, Hon. Lyla Elliott, and Hon.
Phil Lockyer. No matter how often we put Bills up
here, some sort of argument will be advanced as to
why the system should not be changed. I suppose
it is understandable the Opposition does not want
to change the system since it has enjoyed a ma-
jority in this House ever since it has been in exist-
ence. This is the oldest House of Parliament in
Western Australia. It will be very difficult to have
a change. It is not long since the principle of one-
person-one-vote-one-value got under way in
Australia. It was introduced in South Australia in
1973.

The problem is that those in power want to hang
onto power. Those who control the rules of the
game want to hang onto power. That is the
position with this House. No matter what we put
up to bring about some fair reforms-we are pre-
pared to concede that this Bill is designed to reach
some sort of consensus in respect of political rep-
resentation in this Chamber-we have not been
successful. The people who control the rules will
attempt to continue to do so.

The people of Western Australia have become
more active in trying to bring about some democ-
racy in this Chamber. The only way to do that is
by the Labor Party continually bringing this mat-
ter to the fore. It has happened in other States,
and it is happening here. We now have a Govern-
ment, since it was elected in 1983, which has
indicated its determination to bring about change.
Every member on this side of the House is sin-
cerely committed to that.
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I want to talk about the position in some of the
other States. In most other Australian States and
Territories the transition has already occurred.
There are nine lower Houses in Australia amongst
all the States and Territories. Under the electoral
systems. the enrolments for the electorates in
seven of those lower Houses must be
approximately the same. There are some vari-
ations give or take a tolerance of 10 per cent either
above or below the average.

In the Northern Territory enrolments must be
within a range of plus or minus 20 per cent of the
average. In the remaining States, the tolerance.
must be plus or minus 10 percent of the average.

As 1 said earlier, one-vote-one-value was
introduced in South Australia in 1973. Since that
time it has been adapted in other territories: The
House of Representatives, New South Wales, and
more recently, in Victoria. Strangely enough, the
adoption of this fundamental principle of the
reform of lower Houses has been on a bipartisan
basis in most cases, but here regrettably, this does
not seem to apply.

Unfortunately two of the nine States that I
mentioned have not adopted the system and do not
satisfy the criterion of equality of votes. Those
States are Queensland and Western Australia.
One would think that the malapportionment in
Queensland would be greatest, but that is not the
case. The greatest degree of malapportionment is
here in Western Australia, and it applies in re-
spect of this particular House.

Several of the Australian lower Houses have
single member electorates. The exception can be
found in Tasmania. We could say that in the
Australian context the single member electorate is
not an enrolment within plus or minus 10 per cent
of the average or popular model. 'That is the model
adopted by lower Houses. It is easy to see why the
Western Australian Government has proposed this
Bill as a mode! for the Legislative Assembly. It
can satisfy some of the criteria of a given electoral
system.

four criteria have been suggested for the elec-
toral system. The first criterion is one-person-one-
vote-one-value. The second criterion is that differ-
ent views are held by the electorate they are
reflected proportionately in the Parliament. The
third is that elections should produce Govern-
ments which do not have a narrow, sectional base.
The fourth is that elections should give voters the
maximum possible choice.

It is on those criteria that we have endeavoured
to develop this Bill. Whatever system one intro-
duces, none will be perfect in many respects.

On the basis of assessment of systems, using
other examples, this Bill is the one which should
be adopted and brought into this Parliament.

IHon. G. C. MacKinnon: To satisfy those cri-
teria you would not need to change.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: We do need to
change and that is the purpose of the Bill.

Several members interjected.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: All those criteria~are

not being abided by.
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: They are.
Hion. FRED McKENZIE: The popular model

also discriminates against parties. Support is
widely distributed. These are the reasons that the
fair representation Bill proposed multi-member
electorates in this place.

Several members interjected.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The Government ac-
cepts the generall1y-accepted view that an upper
House should be elected under a different system
from a lower House. This is indicated in this legis-
lation which we support. That is why we have
developed this model. Other States provide a var-
iety of solutions as to how to elect the second
Chamber of Parliament. If I am permitted to go
through them one by one, looking at the Victorian
model, that is the closest parallel we have. In
Victoria there are 22 provinces, each made up of
four equal enrolment Assembly electorates.

Here in Western Australia, I represent an area
equal to five very large Assembly electorates.
Hon. N. F. Moore represents two. There is no
equity, even in the number of Assembly districts,
let alone the composition of each of them. Mr
Masters, far example, whas6 boundary adjoins
mine, represents a province that covers three As-
sembly electorates and a total enrolment of
30000, including the electorate of Kalamundla,
which has been mentioned before, and which has
about half the enrolment of Kimberley.

Nobody but this Parliament drew up the bound-
aries that allow Mr Masters to enjoy that Sort Of
luxury. Let us look at the position in South
Australia and New South Wales. It is very simi-
lar. A much greater choice is available to electors
in South Australia and New South Wales. In each
of these States, the Senate has formed a model
and members are elected by proportional rep-
resentation from the whole State as a single elec-
torate . This approach is capable of delivering a
satisfactory answer to the four separate tests
mentioned earlier. Mr MacKinnon said that we
did not need to have any change, because we
already abide by those four tests, and I disagree
strongly with him. This approach is capable of
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delivering that criteria and that is what New
Sou th Wales and South Australia have. It is a
system which treats electors equally, accurately
reflects opinions, prevents reliance on a narrow
sectional base, and also gives electors a wide
choice.

The system of elections in Tasmania is different
from that in any other State and is based on the
single electorate system.

The Senate situation has been quoted exten-
sively by the Opposition. That is the very worst
example that can be used, because there is cer-
tainly very heavy malapportionment in the Senate
but, of course, we must understand that was
probably one of the prices we had to pay so that
we could develop as a nation and bring the States
together.

I-on. P. G. Pendal: It is respectable in that case,
is it?

Hon, FRED McKENZIE: I do not think it is
respectable. I am not justifying it, but that is the
sort of example the Opposition wants to use here.
That is the worst possible example that can be
used, but the reason we have such heavy weighting
is obvious. In an attempt to develop Australia as a
nation, that was the price we paid at that time and
that system is long overdue for reform. However,
it is still a far better system than the one we have
in this State.

The variety of electoral systems which operate
in Australia can generally be seen to be either of
two types. They are the single member election or
the multi-member election model. There are 10 of
the former and five of the latter. These two
approaches are different. The strength with the
multi-member election is that it is fairer in terms
of accuracy, while the single member model is
somehow more personalised and accountable. The
fair representation Bill seeks to create a balanced
system which enables the Parliament as a whole to
better represent the real opinions evident in the
community.

Hon. H-. W. Gayfer: What reference are you
quoting from?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: These are my own
references. I am not quoting from anyone's refer-
ences. They are telling arguments and that is why
they are being used. I am not saying they are of
my own origin, but they have been developed by
other people and, of course, in the process of
developing an argument on this Bill I have utilised
them.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I just asked you what the
reference was.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I thought you might
have been reading them out of a book.

I-in. FRED McKENZIE: I am not reading
them out of a book. I have notes which indicate
that these are the reasons that we should pass this
Bill and they have been developed over time. They
have not all originated from me.

The problem in respect of this debate in this
Chamber is that we have had it many times over.
Government members on this side of the House
have entered into very sensible debate on this issue
on many occasions, without success, and it amazes
me that people like Mr MacKinnon, who has been
around for a long time, can produce new
examples, weak though they may be. In fact, Hon.
Graham MacKinnon's examples had no substance
at all; but he has an amazing ability to bring
forward arguments that might convince primary
school children, although beyond that there would
be problems.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: My arguments have
been notably successful for a number of years.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Of course, Hon.
Graham MacKinnon has always had the numbers.
If one has the numbers one's arguments are suc-
cessful, but that does not mean that those argu-
ments are valid or that they have any substance.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon, You have hurt me.
Several members interjected.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The proposals of this
State Government fit in with the pattern of
reforms which has been evident in other States.
We have had a look at those examples and, as a
matter of consensus, have introduced this Bill. It is
not as good as the legislation we introduced in
1983, when we all had the opportunity to share the
State and to overcome the problems in these other
areas. As a result of that legislation, we would
have had equal representation over the whole of
t he S ta te. I t alIready operaties i n a n umber of ot her
States, as I have outlined already, but in the
interests of trying to get this Bill passed or of
achieving some sort of reform, we have produced
this package. I do not believe it is as good as the
earlier legislation, but I thought it would be ac-
ceptable, because it means we are giving ground in
the other place. We were prepared to do that, but
it is fairly evident, unless some surprises take
place, that this Bill will not be successful either.

I indicate my support for the Bill and I hope
that, when future Bills come before this House,
they will be supported. I do not know where we
can go from here. I do not think we can water
down the position any more. We will have to come
back to this Chamber with the original proposal as
many times as possible, so that the arguments, no
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matter how tedious, can be repeated in order to
convince the people of Western Australia, through
the media and by other means, that there is a need
for change. It is very frustrating to be in Govern-
ment, and yet not really be in power. When we are
in Government we cannot change the rules, but
when the Liberals are in Government it is a very
simple matter to do so. I trust members will note
the sincerity of members on this side of the House
and their desire for change so that we have democ-
racy in respect of representation in this House.

On that note I indicate my support for the Bill.

HON. KAY HALLAHAN (South-East Metro-
politan) [8.27 p.m.]: I support the Bill. This Bill
has a philosophical underpinning which is not un-
like that which has underpinned other Bills which
have been passed by this House recently. I refer,
of course, to the Equal Opportunity Bill, and also
to the legislation which abolished the death pen-
alty. Those two Bills, like the Bill we are debating
tonight, were based on a belief in equality and
human dignity. However, the debate we are
witnessing tonight is very disappointing, because
no reference has been made by the Opposition to
anything to do with equality or human dignity.
Given that we know Opposition members have a
grasp of those concepts, it is wrong that they
should ignore them in this debate.

Hon. H-. W. Gayfer interjected.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I am saying that in
this debate Opposition members have ignored
those principles.

-Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I have spoken on legislation
of this nature many times and 1 am not going to
waste the time Of the House repeating what I have
said.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Mr Gayfer should
not waste his time talking about a Bill which re-
lates to equality. That was his statement, was it
not?

Hlon. H-. W. Gayfer: We have just passed two
Bills dealing with that subject.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I appreciate that
and I think the people of Western Australia ap-
preciate it also. Debate in this House was
improved by that action. However, it shows up in
stark contrast to what is going on in this Chamber
today, and it indicates the different situation
which pertains when members opposite feel per-
sonally threatened. Hon. Norman Moore made a
ridiculous speech about how his electors would not
be well-served by the contents of this Bill.

Hon. N. F. Moore: There is nothing ridiculous
about that. It is absolutely factual.

Hon. KAY HALLAl-AN: It is not. The mem-
ber is doing his constituents a great disservice by
continuing to represent them in a State in which
people do not have equal opportunities. I do not
think any member does his constituents a favour
by pursuing that line.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Don't talk to me about equal
rights.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Here we go, standover
tactic s!

Hon. N. F. Moore: You support land rights,
don't you?

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask Hon. Kay
Hallahan to address her comments to the Chair
and things will go along nicely.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Thank you, Mr
President. I would like to point out to members
opposite, although they apparently do not want to
have certain things pointed out to them, that in the
passing of the two Bills I have referred to there
has been in the community an enormous accept-
ance of or acquiescence in the actions of this
House in doing so; and should this Bill also be
passed, I am sure that we will find that the com-
munity would accept the concept that everybody's
vote should be equal and that people should not be
discriminated against in respect of the value of
their votes. Again this House will have an oppor-
tunity to fall in line with community attitudes. It
really is a question of the numbers game, and I do
not think that members opposite believe that they
can continue for another decade to deny our com-
munity an equal electoral system.

Hon. Mark Nevill: It will cost Mr Pendal his
seat.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: It will cost more
than Mr Pendal's seat. Other people will be under
quite a serious challenge at the 1986 elections if
they pursue this line with this Bill. It is a Bill
fundamental to democracy, but members should
not think that they can just stonewall their way
through this Bill and toss it out at the second
reading stage. That is the indication we are get-
ting; apart from making me very angry about it, I
must say I am also quite depressed about it.
Nevertheless, they will not mobilise the ALP from
its determined course to get a fair electoral system
in this State.

The effect of this Bill on the fabric of our so-
ciety causes me grave concern. That is part of the
responsibility of members of Parliament. We can-
not expect to maintain social cohesion and respect
for our laws when the laws are not respectable.
We have been hearing very poor debate indeed for
1984, yet we expect our citizens to abide by the
laws that are passed in this place when they do not
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have equal Or fair representation in respect of
what takes place here. That is the serious
consequence of what is going on here today. Mem-
bers in this place must take responsibility if we
have disaffection in the community and lack of
respect for our social and legal institutions;, we can
have the responsibility right back here on the
members in this Chamber.

I refer again to the figures which other mem-
bers have mentioned. In the Legislative Assembly
the figures range from 3 720-that is under
4 000-for the electorate with the smallest enrol-
ment up to 24 958. This one happens to be the seat
of Murdoch, which is contained within the prov-
ince that Hon. Robert H-etherington and I
share-South-East Metropolitan Province. That
shows an enormous disparity and in no way can it
be justified. Quite frankly, I must say that the
contribution of Hon. Ian Medcalf really did him a
very grave disservice.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I just remind
honourable members that the practice of walking
in front of another member when that member is
addressing the Chair is not only rude, but is out of
order. I ask honourable members to bear a few of
the basic simple rules of this place in mind. I am
not suggesting that honourable members are doing
so deliberately; it is obviously accidental, but it is
a state of affairs that is of increasing concern to
me that members disregard a member who is ad-
dressing the Chair.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I do not intend to
quote a lot of figures although, quite frankly, the
quoting of figures does justify everything that is
contained in the Bill before the Rouse. My second
point is that the 17 provinces that are represented
here range from enrolmnents of 8 217 to 95 339.
Again I refer to Hon. Norman Moore. Quite
frankly, if I were representing an electorate the
size of his electorate in this place I would perhaps
have chosen not to speak, but his speech will go
down in the history books of this State-

Hon. N. F. Moore: I am here to support my
constituents and that is what I did. That is what I
was elected to do.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I do not think they
will thank the member.

Hon. N. F. Moore: They keep voting for me.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: They will not thank
the member for maintaining a situation such as
this. Hon. Norman Moore is taking a very
simplistic and personalised view, that what is good
for him is good for his constituents.

Hon. N. F. Moore: No, what is good for my
constituents is good for me.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: We are witnessing a
major wrangle between two political parties-!
suppose we could even make it broader than that
and say two political philosophies. We have, on
the one hand, a commitment to fairness and
equality and, on the other hand, a reluctance to
relinquish any power, prestige, and privilege. That
is what we say in relation to the argument put
forward by members of the Opposition although
they are not honest enough to put it in that ter-
minology. I refer to the issue of putting this Bill
before the Western Australian people. The only
argument that has been put forward so far against
that proposition is that the question that would be
put to the people of Western Australia is not clear
enough or is not spelt out enough. I personally
challenge that matter but, of course, it would be a
matter that could be discussed if people had a will
to discuss it, but it would seem to be just an excuse
to damn the Bill and to resist going to a refer-
endum.

1 remind members that the laws we have in this
State were put in place by the British House of
Commons and the House of Lords upon represen-
tation from the citizens of this State prior to 1890.
Our constitutional base has never been put to the
people of Western Australia. It seems to me to be
an extraordinarily great and courageous thing to
do, but it seems that this House is not inhabited by
great or courageous people.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Have you ever seen Mr
Berinson's definition of a referendum? It is an
appeal from those who ought to know to those who
could never possibly know.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: 1 am sorry. I am
very unamused by a lot of the arguments that have
come from Mr MacKinnon's side of the House.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That definition came
from Mr Berinson. He wrote it.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: According to Mr
MacKinnon, he wrote it.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I used to have the
report.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: It is quite clear that
at this stage we could put a Bill before the people
of Western Australia whereby they could endorse
the electoral system by which they live. The
Australian Labor Party had within its election
promises a proposal to put a referendum to the
people. There is no doubt, and nobody is
contesting the fact, that it was part of the mandate
of our election win, It was a significant win, one
which, I guess, it is difficult for members opposite
to accept, so we see them clinging onto power and
onto their personal integrity at any cost. The ALP
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won the election under malapportionment and it
was turned into a minority in this House.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Disgraceful!
Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: It seems to me that

it is not the role of people who win a minority of
votes to decide what will and what will not go to
the people in a referendum; and that is what the
Government faces. It is a most unsatisfactory situ-
ation.

It is not the role of members opposite in this
House to say what will be put in the question to
the people. Nevertheless, this Government has
made itself open 10 negotiations, and the point I
would like to introduce here, although it interrupts
my point about the referendum, is the lack of
substantive comment or proposals from the Oppo-
sition. That is the aspect history will remember
this current Opposition for-its utter lack of any
contribution to this debate, although a small con-
tribution was made by Hon. Graham MacKinnon,
and that has been taken into account. I thought
Hon. Fred McKenzie maybe did him a little dis-
service. At least Mr MacKinnon tried to make
some sensible comment, and we cannot say that
about Hon. Ian Medcalf or Hon. Norman Moore.

The whole question of minorities deciding what
will happen is anathema to Australian society.
People are really quite capable of making their
own decisions. If they are not, something is very
wrong with our social fabric. Personally, I do not
subscribe to that idea; I think the social fabric of
this community is healthy and people are able,
given the attributes we have in this country, to
weigh up political arguments and make their de-
cisions accordingly. A referendum is a legitimate
way of resolving the dispute. Two giants in our
political scene cannot find any area for compro-
misc in spite of the attempts by the Government to
find common ground.

Members opposite such as Hon. Phillip Pendal
interrupted with monotonous regularity and
tedium about a referendum on Aboriginal land
rights ancf the casino, but he does not suggest we
should have one on this Bill. This would seem to
me to be the supreme Bill (acing the House this
session.

The shadow Minister for electoral matters (Mr
Mensaros) was quoted in The West Australi.an on
Tuesday, 6 November, 1 think in response to an
article which appeared in relation to the Royal
Commission into deadlocks. I will read what he
said, and one can only suppose that it reveals the
gross stupidity and ignorance of the Opposition.

He stated-

"To suggest that almost every piece of
disputed legislation should be sent to refer-

endum is a further mockery of the
Westminster system," Mr Mensaros said.

The claim that the Opposition controlled
the Council and interfered with Labor legis-
lat ion but not Liberal legislation was mislead-
ing, he said.

That has been put to the House today, arid I am
astonished at that point of view.

Hon. Garry Kelly interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams) Order! Hon. Garry Kelly will allow
Hon. Kay Hallahan to continue her speech with-
out interruption.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I round the mem-
ber's interjection very constructive.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Interjections are
not constructive to the Chair.

Hon. KAY HALLA HAN: I think it shows the
weakness of the argument against the proposal
that we should have a referendum on this vital
issue. The daylight saving referendum was useful,
and referendums have a role in conflict resolution
in a society like ours. This rundamental issue
above all should be decided by the people.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Land rights.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: 1 have just been
through that. Was the member not hqre?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Very unsatisfactorily.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Referendums are
not proposed by this Government on every issue in
dispute. For Mr Mensaros to say that reveals the
Opposition's need to cloud the issue and bring out
the extreme situation. We would not want a refer-
endum on everything. Nobody wants that, but it is
a legitimate mechanism on important issues.

I challenge the Opposition to put its position to
the people or Western Australia. If they are hold-
ing onto something which is a marvellous system I
am sure the people of Western Australia will want
to stay with that system. I wonder why the Oppo-
sition is not taking the bull by the horns and
saying. "let us get this into the community and
discuss it" so that their electors will support them,
as Hon. Norman Moore does, because he believes
he is doing the best by his electors. If that is so, he
has nothing to fear. Let him put this Bill to the
referendum.

Hon. N. F. Moore: They voted for me and obvi-
ously they expressed an opinion.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: That may be be-
cause the member is such a terribly charismatic
person. Let them vote on the issue.
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I would like to refer briefly to the make-up of
the Chamber had the system now proposed in ibis
Bill been in operation. In 1974-77, the make-up of
the Council would have been 16 Liberal, two
Country Party and 14 ALP members. In the
period 1977-80 it would have been 17 Liberal, two
Country Party, and 13 ALP members. In 1980-83,
the numbers would have been 17 Liberal, two
Country Party, and 13 ALP members. Members
will note we would only get the number of seats in
relation to the vote we attracted. That does not
seem to be a frightening thing to (ace.

Hon. Garry Kelly: They are frightened of that.
Hon. KAY H-ALLAM AN: I think they are.

In this current period of the 3 1st Parliament the
make-up would have been 15 Liberal, one Country
Party, and 16 ALP membe-rs. Thai would be a
very different make-up to that which we face now
with a split of 21-13. The numbers would have
been l6-t6. I take Hon. Ian Medcalf's point when
he referred to that situation as an evil. I thought
that was an extraordinary description of a balance
of numbers in the House. It is a fair representation
system. It may lead to some situations where we
have to overcome problems we do not (ace now,
but we would not have the present disgraceful
system.

We must look ahead, and if the Labor Party
continued to attract the vote as it did at the last
election the make up of the House would be 14
coalition members to 18 Labor Party members.

Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: I was quoting Mr Tonkin.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I thought they were
Hon. Ian Medcalf s words.

Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: He said that in the other
place.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I thought that on
the Equal Opportunity Bill, Hon. Ian Medcalf put
forward a very good position, but I think his con-
tribution on this Bill was abysmal.

Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: No, you misunderstood me.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: It shows what a poor
judge you are.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: It is also proposed to
have a redistribution in another place, and that
really is essential. It is a poor situation when a
Government cannot govern because of the situ-
ation in this House, but in the Assembly there are
seats which are quite unrepresentative. The point
put forward about that, a point which is a bit of a
red herring, is that in New South Wales the Labor
Party won 69 per cent of the seats with 56 per cent
of the vote. They won those single constituency
seats and that was agreed to be a fair thing. How-
ever, we are living in a bicameral system and as

Hon. Fred McKenzie pointed out, the upper
House would reflect a broad view of the electorate
and the representation in this House would differ
from that in the other place.

I see that quite clearly as a valuable system. I
am not one of those who suggest that we should
abolish this Chamber, but members can imagine
the frustration of Government members when
legislation, put forward on a majority vote from
the electorate, gets confounded in this House.
Then there is no doubt that people will be led to
believe this place should be abolished.

On that score, Hon. Ian Medcalf put forward to
this House that the stronger we are on wanting to
abolish this House and threaten it, the stronger
would be the members on his side against nego-
tiation. I advise members that the converse works.
The more the legislative proposals of this Govern-
ment are confounded by this House, the stronger
will be our determination to reform it, and indeed
the abolitionists will have a stronger platform
from which to work.

I challenge the Opposition to put forward its
figures. Mr Mensaros, the shadow Minister for
electoral matters, has been heard to say some
revealing things. One of them was about votes
being attracted to the ALP: The ALP stood to
ben ef it even more greatly because of the increased
popular vote for it. I would have thought that in a
democracy, if one attracts a popular vote, one
shoul d at tract the nu mber o f seats i n propo rt ion to
that vote.

It was reported to me that at some discussion he
referred to a synthesised seat model and came up
with some extraordinary figures. 1 would like to
challenge one of the members opposite who might
choose to speak on this Bill-although the lack of
members opposite wanting to speak on it is noted
at this stage-to produce a copy of that
synthesised model, showing the polling places and
the voting figures that apply to each of those
polling places. It would be very interesting ma-
terial to add to this debate and I would like mem-
bers opposite to consider tabling that information
during this debate.

One more matter I would like to deal with for
the elucidation of members opposite-a matter of
which a really big issue was made-is the business
of one member returned at each election in the
northern zone.

The minimum number of votes needed to be
elected to the North Metropolitan Province or
South Metropolitan Province seats would be some-
where between 47 000 and 49 000 votes. In the
agricultural area that quota would be between
37 000 and 39 000 votes, and in the north it would
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be between 20000 and 22000 votes. With that
sort of weighting there would be enormous advan-
tages for the northern sector.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I will show you a map after
you have finished speaking.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Hon. Norman
Moore can show me the map.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Democracy has
something to do with voting and people.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon.

Norman Moore will come to order. Hon. Kay
Hallahan.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: On the point of rep-
resentation, a member who represents something
like 84 000 electors-as Hon. Bob Hetherington
and I do in our electorate-cannot provide the
race-to-face interaction that I think Hon. Ian
Medcalf mentioned. I have looked at the figures in
reference to his seat. On 5 September this year
there were 90 000 electors in the Metropolitan
Province. If he was to see all those electors in one
year it would be 7 500 a month. That is a ludi-
crous argument for him to put forward. There is
no way that he can represent that electorate well.
Hon. Norman Moore can service his 8 000-plus
electors in his electorate much better.

Hon. N. F. Moore: That is a typical bomment
from someone who does not understand remote
areas.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I would like to make
the point that I do have some understanding of
remote areas, and I do not think Hon. Norman
Moore has any notion of what it is like to live in a
large, populous metropolitan seat where people
cannot even get through to their member by tele-
phone.

Hon. Carry Kelly: That is where he lives.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: He does not trly to
represent people. He has a loaf when he is in the
metropolitan area because he has to save his en-
ergy to visit the people in his electorate.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Absolute nonsense!
Hon. Carry Kelly: It is spot on.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: Another point which
concerns me, but which is of great interest to me,
was the reference made by I-In. Ian Medcalf to
the long slow process of change that needed to be
gone through in order to amend the electoral rules.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Glacial speed!

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT Order! Order!
Hon. Kay Hallahan will resume her seat when I
call order. I am going to warn Hon. Carry Kelly
that one more interruption from anyone will cause
me to take the appropriate action. Hon. Kay
Hallahan has the floor and she will be heard in
silence. If members wish to conduct conversations
between themselves, I suggest they do it outside
the Chamber. Hon. Kay Hallahan.

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN: I found the refer-
ence to which I just referred an interesting one. It
was in relation to changes which took place in
1963. It really is astonishing that in this day and
age we should need to go through long and labori-
ous changes over an indeterminate period. No
time limit was given and no quote was given, but it
seemed to me to be a glimmer of hope coming
from Hon.' Ian Medcalf that the Liberal Party
recognises there is a need for change. He said that
his party is going to look at the whole question of
electoral reform. That is an admission that some-
thing needs to be done. It was an idea put out by
one member and not conceded by any other mem-
ber of the Opposition, but nevertheless it was a
reference to it and I regard it as promising, if not
exciting.

Do we have to wait until the year 2000 for the
Opposition to go through this process? That is the
question that Western Australians will be asking
and demanding to know well before the year 2000.
1 suggest to the Opposition, if it does not want to
be run over in successive elections until that
period, that it moves that process along a little
faster.

In reference to the comment by Hon. Graham
MacKinnon, he made a sad reference to the fact
that members used to be able to talk to one
another. I tell Hon. Graham MacKinnon, through
you, Mr Deputy President (Hon. John Williams),
that while this system continues it is very difficult
to have an interchange of ideas which would facili-
tate legislation and which would benefit the people
of this State when one is aware of hostile and
resentful feelings and when we operate in the con-
text of a system as we do with our electoral laws.
It is a fact of life that we will not get a lot of useful
interchange in this place. I regard that as a very
serious detriment to the well-being of the people of
Western Australia.

Reference to the homogeneous mass in the
metropolitan area was a classic! The problem for
the Opposition is that the homogeneous mass in
the metropolitan area has developed a sense of its
own rights before the law and it is moving in a way
that will demand equality before the law and in
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making the law. If the Opposition believes that its
view will persist then I challenge it to let this Bill
pass and let the people of Western Australia de-
cide.

HON. MARK NEVILL (South-East) [9.00
p.m.]: Electoral reform of this House is essential if
the Legislative Council is to fulfil its role as a
genuine House of Review. As a House of Review,
it has been selective over the years; and it has the
worst record of any House in Australia. During
the last 31 years, about 50 Labor Government
Bills have been rejected by this House, while one
conservative Government Bill was rejected during
that period.

I was recently reading the history of the late
Premier, Mr Jack Scadden, and one of the
interesting things I noticed was that a Bill came
before the Legislative Council in three or four
years in succession for the establishment of the
Esperance- Kalgoorlie railway, and it was knocked
back each year. Eventually, after its fourth try, it
was accepted. I am not sure of the reasons for the
rejection of that Bill. However, that shows that
this House has not been frustrating Labor Govern-
ments just for the last 30-odd years; it goes back to
the turn of the century.

Since that time, this Chamber
little in its role. Its role is almost
of the other House. The debates

has evolved very
the same as that
are very similar,

and this House has not evolved, for reviewing
legislation, its own forms which are any different
from those of the other House. This House will
continue to languish while there is gross
malapportionment within the State. When it is
removed, as Hon. Kay Hallahan said, there will be
a chance of having mutual trust between the mem-
bers, and removing much of the resentment on this
side of the House.

In the last 90 years, not one member of the
Labor Party has occupied any position in this
House, with the exception of the Ministers. All of
the other positions are controlled by the conserva-
tive parties. That is a source of resentment to
many members on this side of the House.

Many reasons were given for the rejection by
the Opposition of our 1983 Bill. The criticisms by
the Opposition have been reviewed thoroughly, In
response to them, the Government has made sig-
nificant changes for the 1984 Bill. It has included
the electoral reform of both Houses in this Bill, in
response to a criticism.

The explanatory notes on this Bill were put for-
ward in response to a criticism last year by Hon.
[an Medcalf. In this Bill, we have increased the
number of members of the Legislative Council to
32 instead of 22 as proposed in the previous Bill.

That is a sound change which will be important if
we are ever to have a committee system working in
this House. The Bill proposes four separate re-
gions, and that move was favoured by Hon.
Graham MacKinnon as against a single-State
electorate, so that members could be identified
with particular areas and be accountable to those
areas. Also, we have made the compromise of
including weighting for country regions. We have
given ground to the Opposition in that respect.

I thought Hon. Graham MacKinnon would
make a more significant contribution than he did.
He dismissed the Bill, despite its overcoming
many of the criticisms that he outlined last year.

Hon. Graham MacKinnon stated that political
parties do not support electoral reform Bills which
do them harm. My assessment of this Bill is that,
if it is passed, we would probably pick up two seats
in this House, and we would lose four country
seats in the other House. Of the eight new metro-
politan seats, I would be very surprised if four of
them did not go to the Labor Party and four to the
Liberal Party. Therefore, this Bill does us signifi-
cant harm. The reason weare putting it forward is
that it is part of a principle that we should have
more justice in our electoral system, and more
equality.

Before the tea suspension, Hon. Tom Stephens
started talking about the 1971 election in the
North Province. He did not finish developing that
point, so I will do so now. Hon. Graham
MacKinnon made quite an issue of that. His argu-
ment was a little phoney. I lived in the Kimberley
at the time, and the candidates were Bill Withers,
Jack Hunt, and Ted Archer, a man from Perth.
There was terrific resentment in the North Prov-
ince because a Perth candidate had been put up. I
put it to the honourable member that that is why
Ted Archer was not elected. In the 1974 State
election, we saw another candidate who was not
local; and many people did not vote for him simply
because he did not live in the area. I was told by
one old pastoralist that the candidate did not know
one end of a horse from another and, "How could
any self-respecting person in the Kimberley vote
for him?" I put to Hon. Graham MacKinnon that
the reason Ted Archer was never elected, and the
reason that a Labor Party member and a Liberal
Party member were elected, was that Ted Archer
came from Perth.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That is rubbish. Bill
Withers came from New South Wales.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: Bill Withers lived in
the electorate.
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Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I was in Kununurra
when he arrived. I saw his bus. You are talking
utter rubbish.

Hon. P. H. Lockyer: I was there, too. You are
incorrect.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. MARK NEVILL: If I am incorrect, I
would like to know the reason.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The fact remains that
a Liberal and a Labor-

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon. Graham
MacKinnon will come to order.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: Either by interjection
or by speeches, the Opposition has conspicuously
avoided debate on this Bill. Likewise, it has
avoided negotiations and discussions. It did not
want to be committed to any concessions because
it knew its position was absolutely immoral.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Untenable, it is.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: The Opposition did not
want to be seen to be hollow. It would have had to
make some concessions. The truth of the matter is
that the Opposition wants to maintain the present
grotesquely unfair and dishonest system because
the Liberal Party is the beneficiary of that system.

The Legislative Assembly has had a Labor ma-
jority for 30 of the last 90 years. The Government
in that House has changed hands quite regularly.
Yet during that time the Legislative Council has
had a system that allowed 91 years of continuous
conservative control. That is the sort of electoral
system that one would expect to Find in countries
like Russia and South Africa, not in Western
Australia.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: What is your philosophy in
respect of the Senate?

Hon. MARK NEVILL: The Senate is a differ-
ent situation. The States went into Federation on
the agreement that each State would have 10
members of the Senate. Federation would never
have taken place without that agreement. I do not
think the analogy is a correct one.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: It is still not proportional
representation.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: It is not proportional
representation. We would not have had a Feder-
ation without that so-called protection of the
States.

Although the Senate is not elected on the basis
of proportional representation, it is a very effective
and useful Chamber. I would like to see this
House evolving in the same way. Some concessions

on the part of the Opposition would go a long
way-

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: How do you agree with
that sort of representation when you are criticising
it here?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): I draw the attention of Hon. H. W.
Gayfer to the fact that I have said there will be no
interruptions when a member is on his feet.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: That was a pre-con-
dition of entering Federation. There was no such
pre-condition on the establishment of the Legislat-
ive Council. This is a different case, as can be seen
by anyone with a knowledge of history.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That was the price of
nationhood.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: Finally, I will dispose
of the argument that the grotesque weighting we
have now is still needed in country seats. I am a
country member, and I have no complaints about
the size of my electorate.

I would welcome taking Norman Moore's elec-
torate east and north of my own. He complains
about how hard he has to work to represent the
Murchison-Eyre region. That seat is one of the
easiest in the State to represent. As much as 80
per cent of the electorate is uninhabited and I have
never heard any reports of that honourable mem-
bers having travelled out along the Eyre Highway.
He may have gone to the gymkhana on a couple of
occasions. Most of the people in the area along the
train line go to Kalgoorlie to see Ian Taylor MLA
for their representation. I would regard it as a
privilege to represent those two areas and the
western desert area of the Warburtons. So, if Mr
Moore is keen on relinquishing that area, I would
be happy to take it up.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I am happy to continue
representing that area and I do not think they
would want you.

Hon. MARK NEVILL: The reason the gro-
tesque weighting is not needed any more is that
communications and access have improved vastly
in country areas; we have far better services. We
have bitumen roads through much of the country,
better Phone links, and good air services to many
country areas. Many of the services will improve
further when the satellite goes up; we will have a
second ABC national country network and we will
have extra commercial and ABC channels. We
will have other facilities such as videotex; better
equipment in our offices so that we can service our
electorates more efficiently; photocopiers; and
much improved telephones and dictaphones. In the
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future many of us will have computers to assist in
looking after our electorates.

On the remuneration side we have far better
allowances now to look after our electorates. I get
a very healthy electorate allowance which covers
my expenses. We have facilities such as car hire,
air charter, and molar vehicle allowances; we have
postage allowances. Just recently country mem-
bers were provided with typists at Parliament
House, and I have found this a tremendous fa-
cility. I am sure that if country members can put
forward other worthwile suggestions to the
Government, and particularly to the Minister for
Budget Management, those suggestions will be
favourably considered.

Times have changed. The Opposition should at-
tempt to make some concessions because there is
no justification for the present distortion in the
Legislative Council representation. The present
electoral system is an abomination which cannot
be justified on any moral or ethical grounds. I
strongly Support the Bill.

HON. ROBERT HETHERINGTON (South-
Fast Metropolitan) [9.13 p.m.]: I hope Hon.
Graham MacKinnon will forgive me if I use a
remark I have made before, but after listening to
the arguments of the bonourable gentlemen op-
posite tonight, I am reminded of the famous con-
servative Minister who said. "Our arguments are
bad on this one; we will just have to use our
majority". I suppose that after their pitiful argu-
ments tonight, their majority will in due course
roll over us, although that remains to be seen.

Perhaps I should tell Hon. Norman
Moore-because I like to take note of his
example-that I was elected by 58 per cent of
67 000 people. I do not know what that proves
except that the interests of my electors would
mean there would need to be more people like me
to look after them, but I do fairly well.

I am in a difficult situation because under our
peculiar system we are elected for six years and we
can have a redistribution in the middle of that. I
now represent an electorate where three-quarters
of the electors did not vote for me. In due course
they will, because they gave my colleague, Hon.
Kay Hallahan, 59.5 per cent of the vote in the last
election. Although I know I could not do as well as
her, I expect to do reasonably well. But Ilam in the
uncomfortable position of representing people who
have not voted for me. If the system we are argu-
ing for in this Bill were introduced, it would mean
that I would still represent a proportion of the
people in thie seat because I would have been
elected from the southern province as a whole,
along with my friend Hon. Garry Kelly.

I did not find Mr Moore's arguments terribly
interesting because he talked about what his elec-
tors would do and whether a line drawn for one
reason would be the same line drawn for some
different reason, and he threw numbers out the
window, which is what I would more or less expect
of him.

I also noticed that Hon. Graham MacKinnon
did the kind of thing he so often does in this
House: First he talked about representation and
therefore got away from the principles of the Bill
altogether; next he talked about representation in
an old-fashioned reactionary way; and then he got
on to a reminiscence about how good chaps they
all were in the past. We heard both from him and
Hon. Ian Medcalf that there had been all sorts of
consensus in the past and that somehow that made
what we have now all right.

I can look back to the time-and in case one of
the pedantic people opposite wants to pick me up,
let me explain that I do not actually remember it,
but I have read the debates and I know about
it-when, during the 1933 to 1938 Parliament in
South Australia, a new electoral system was
introduced by consensus. It did not occur to any-
one, least of all the Liberal Government that was
introducing the new system, that it would produce
a massive malapportionment that would keep the
Playford Government in office in South Australia
from 1939 to 1965. But it did just that because
quite often when people are coming to a consensus
on a political change, an electoral change, it will
have the same kind of effect as it has had in the
past. They overlook that when we have three-
member electorates or single-member elector-
ates-electorates where people are elected one at a
time-the results are quite different. So whether
people disagree or agree, whether there is consen-
sus or no consensus, it has nothing to do with the
situation as it stands.

The other thing Hon. Graham MacKinnon said,
adopting his man-of-the-world attitude, was,
"Let's face it; no political party does anything that
is going to be to its disadvantage". But sometimes,
something that is going to get rid of a disadvan-
tage that appertains to a political party is also
something that is inherently just. Therefore, we
are not being sanctimonious when we bring for-
ward arguments about justice; we are just putting
good arguments. Because the arguments are good
we get all these funny references to consensus in
the past and to the attitude that in the past politi-
cal parties have done things to suit themselves.

So far that seems to be the Liberal Party philos-
ophy. All we have heard from its labouring-and
the mountain, I am told, is labouring-is that the
little mouse of the three-zone trick was run up the
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flagpole a few months back. The Liberal Party
here seems to be quite good at doing this because
Mr Jeremy Buxton is good at reading what goes
on in South Australia. It has taken over the
scheme that Sir Thomas Playford tried to intro-
duce, but found he was too late. That is the
scheme where they have a great big "daddy bear"
quota for metropolitan seats, a middle size
"mummy bear" quota for country industrial seats,

and a teeny weeny "baby bear" quota for rural
seats.

The end result is meant-to use the words of my
Liberal co-writer in the South Australian Elec-
tion, 1959-to crib and confine Labor votes and to
make it harder for the Labor Party to win a ma-
jority.

I point out to the House that it is all very well to
quote history selectively when it suits one and say
that we have a representative system. Of course
we have a representative system, we started off
with a representative system in 1296 when
Edward I called for two burghers from each
borough, and two knights from each shire to rep-
resent their shires and boroughs to grant him
moneys for his wars.

They represented the men of property, not the
women of property, and gradually they evolved
into a House of Commons, which was a property
House. They had the House of Lords, the second
Chamber above them, of great landed magnates
who were there to make sure that the little prop-
erty owners did not go too far. Wherever Great
Britain has left colonies with free institutions she
has always left behind an upper House which rep-
resents property, in the words of Governor Sir
Richard Grave McDonald in South Australia in
1856, so that the dangers of democracy did not
overtake the colony. That is what upper Houses
were put there for; they were not just put there to
make life difficult for Governments, they were put
there to make sure that the people who controlled
the colony kept controlling it and if any democ-
racy was eventually introduced into the colony it
could be contained, as it is contained today in this
House, in this Chamber, where the representatives
on the other side of a minority of the people of this
State can frustrate the wishes of the elected
Government of this State. That is the system that
honourable gentlemen opposite are defending
when they talk about representation and mince
round with words.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I thought Peter Wells was
speaking.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: There is
a difference: I am talking sense. I wanted to make
sure that all members could hear me and I just

wanted to make sure they understood what I was
saying.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: I do not think the
Assembly members are interested.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I notice
that members do not want me to continue and Mr
MacKinnon is once more trying to interrupt me
and throw me off what I was saying. It is just one
of his past tactics. However, I would be quite
happy to leave that matter for the moment, be-
cause I want to go to something that Hon. Ian
Medcalf said in his speech.

He talked about the way in which one-vote-one-
value would help the Labor Party. He is relying on
phoney and dishonest figures that were drawn up
by the shadow Minister in another place to prove
an argument that cannot be sustained. Anyone
who has studied electoral systems at all will know
that single-member constituencies distort the
vote;, and the greater the proportion of the vote,
the greater the distortion will be.

It is true that if we had one-vote-one-value and
the Labor party got 53 per cent of the vote it
would have a certain proportion of the seats. If it
got 55 per cent the proportion would be higher
than 55. Sometimes there can be houses with 70
per cent of the seats held by a party with 55 per
cent of the votes, but that would apply to a Liberal
Party with the same percentage of the votes as
well as the Labor Party. And if the Labor Party
under the present system in the Legislative As-
sembly is not getting that kind of distorted vote, it
is because the system is malapportioned against
the party, because otherwise a system of single-
member electorates would produce that kind of
distortion, and it has been defended by-and I am
glad some of the members opposite have read lots
of books about this-almost anyone who defends
the Westminster system as producing stability of
government; that means there are not close con-
tests and that the party which wins a great ma-
jority of the vote wins a majority of the seats gives
them stability until the next election. This is an
intellectually dishonest argument that I was sur-
prised to bear from Mr Medcalf, because I know
he has the intellectual understanding to follow it. I
thought lhe would take enough time to look at it
and not present i t.

The other thing I would like to point out is that
all sorts of interesting things can happen and have
happened under the system that people seem to
dislike so much. A system of equal-member elec-
torates with optional preferential voting was first
used in Australia in 1974 in the Northern Terri-
tory elections and that produced a grossly dis-
torted vote. It was not that the elections were
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unfair, they were quite fair, but the end result was
that the Country-Liberal Party got all but one of
the seats and that was won by an Independent.
The Labor Party got none of the seats while get-
ting more than 40 per cent of the vote. That was
because a single-member electoral system was not
likely to produce an adequate democratic result in
the Northern Territory because there were no
areas where the two parties could be sure of
maintained and continuing support as we have in
the industrial areas, and some of the better resi-
dential and rural areas here. We know that certain
areas always return parties of one political com-
plexion. This did not apply in the Northern Terri-
tory, therefore, if we wanted to get a better
balanced but reasonably stable Legislative Coun-
cil in the Northern Territory we could have had
four or five multi-member constituencies using
proportional representation with five members
each. That would have produced under the 1974
result a clear majority for the Country-Liberal
Party which had obtained a clear majority, but it
would have made it possible in the following elec-
tion, if the Labor Party got over 50 per cent of the
vote, for it to get a majority.

It has been pointed out by members in the
Legislative Assembly that in the elections so far
we have had one of the criteria of democracy; that
is, the party with the majority of votes has always
got the majority of seats. However, the Tonkin
Government got a very bare majority. The Liberal
Party has more seats with a smaller majority than
the Labor Party has because the electoral system
is stacked at present against the Labor Party.
When we say that we want it changed, people talk
of our crying about it when all we have to do is get
out and win the seats. We heard that specious kind
of argument put forward by Mr MacKinnon today
when he said that everyone in his electorate has an
equal vote. He said they can vote for him or
against him. In my electorate everyone has an
equal vote too, for or against me, but if all the
metropolitan area were put into one electorate
that one member would still get in on a maj ority
of the vote, but we could not call it a democracy.

Although more and more members sitting op-
posite do not claim this, we claim to be a democ-
racy. What we have done is turn our representa-
tive system, in which property owners were
represented, into a democracy or we have tried to
so that whichever party gets the majority of the
votes-it will only work on a party system in a
modern independent state-forms the Govern-
ment. That no longer happens in the United King-
dom. The party with the minority votes can form
the Government. While the UK was our exemplar
because it has followed the first-past-the-post

system and has not introduced any form of pro-
portional representation or form of preferential
voting, it cannot be said to be a democracy. We
have never been a democracy because the Labor
Party can get a majority of the votes in this House
overall, but it will not get and has not got a ma-
jority of the seats.

So we pit our tiny 13 against the rest and,
although Hon. Margaret McAleer is shaking her
head, it is undemocratic and unfair, and it does
not give the people the right to the legislation they
want from the Government they have elected. It
allows a minority of the electorate to control the
elected Government as it sees Fit.

This is one of the reasons we are introducing
this Sill. We are trying to change that system. Of
course, if members opposite do not like our Bill I
would be glad to see what they can put up. How-
ever, they are still working on it. They have run
the three-card trick up the flagpole, but it did not
seem to flutter very well because it was obviously
designed to be in the blatant political interests of
the Liberal Party. It had no decency or fairness.
So, the Liberal Party has to try some other way of
fooling the public, but I do not know whether that
will work.

The other thing I want to say to Hon. Ian
Medcalf is that he talked about the use of optional
preferential voting where a person votes as far as
he likes. One votes for the candidate one wants to
vote for and one expresses one's preferences if one
desires to express them.

In .1974, one of the present members of the
Tuxworth Government in the Northern Territory,
Mr Marshal Perron, was elected on the
preferences of the Labor Party candidate, MT
Geoffrey Loveday, defeating a sitting Indepen-
dent. In other words, the preferential system can
be used if members want to vote preferentially; it
can affect the results. I know about that case
because I was there. I know about it, particularly,
because the Labor candidate was my brother-in-
law. I was sad to see him so badly defeated be-
cause he was worth something better. However,
that is politics.

Certainly, if a party wants, or if the electors
want, they can vote preferentially and it can and
has changed the vote. So let us face the fact that
optional preferential voting can and does work.

As I suggested when Hon. Ian Medcalf was
talking, we should make a few more strawmen for
him to tilt at because that is all he seeks to do.

I have suggested that the Legislative Council
was here to make sure that demos, the populace,
the ordinary working-class people, could never
elect a Government that could have full control.
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That has worked very well. So far the Labor
Party, although it has been the major party in this
House, has never been the majority party in the
House. It is not at present and, if we win the next
election and if we get a majority of votes in the
Legislative Council overall, we will still probably
be a minority in the House and then, in their usual
way, members opposite will talk about the import-
ance of the Legislative Council as a House of
Review and will want to set up a whole range of
committees which they will have the manpower
and woman power to man or staff.

While we have to throw our small numbers into
the fray, I know that we have got the quality, but
a bit of quantity is sometimes helpful.

It might mean that we could have a useful, and
decently organised House which would do some
good committee work instead of having the
present Government relying on the dubious good
graces of the overwhelming majority of the Oppo-
sition.

The other matter that was brought up was the
fact that this is a responsible House and we do not
want simultaneous elections because this enables
the Government to control the House. It does not
enable the Government to do anything to the
House. It enables the electors to control the House
if the Government cares to go to the electorate,
but it does not enable the Government to do any-
thing. What the present system does enable is for
this House to be completely irrespoosible if it
wishes, without having to face the electors. That
scems to me to be a bad system,

Hon. Neil Oliver: You have to face an election.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Wait a

minute and I will try to explain to the honourable
member. One of the things about responsible
Government is that if a Government loses its ma-
jority in the lower House, if it loses the confidence
of the lower House, it has to either give way to
another Government or go to the electorate. How-
ever, this House, if it wishes, can reject Supply,
prevent a Government from governing, and force
it to an election. In other words, it can be quite
irresponsible.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: How many times has that
happened.

I-on. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: How
many times! Hon. Ian NMedcalf said proudly, "but
we have never rejected Supply". That seems to be
a good thing. Why leave the power in this House
because, if it is a good thing not to reject Supply,
why retain the power? If I might point out to Mr
Pendal, it used to be said-

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): The member can point it out to me.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: For the
information of Mr Pendal, through you Mr Depu-
ty President, it used to be said in the nineteenth
century that the House of Lords, which had the
undoubted power to reject Supply, had never done
it since the time of Queen Anne, and Queen Anne
was dead. In 1910 the unbelievable happened and
Supply was rejected.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: The world did not come to
an end.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: No, it did
not, but the House of Lords nearly did. It
produced a grave constitutional crisis about which
Dr Blewett has written a book, if the member
cares to read it. It is a learned and able book
which he wrote for his Ph.D thesis. Anyway, it
meant that the Constitution of Great Britain was
changed, the Parliament Act was passed, and
there is no longer the power for the House of
Lords to reject Supply. I think it would be a good
idea if we followed that model here.

The argument, therefore, about simultaneous
elections giving power to the Government means
that simultaneous elections will allow a Govern-
ment to bring out half of the Legislative Council
and the whole of the Legislative Assembly at a
time of political crisis. That might help to keep
this House on its toes. The members of this House,
or half of them, would have to face the electorate
and they may not like that.

As an academic, I advocated, for many years,
that we have simultaneous elections for upper and
lower Houses. I am one of those people in the
Labor Party who believes that we will benefit from
a properly elected, properly structured upper
House. I believe in a two House system if we have
a non-hostile upper House. However, because of
the way this House is behaving at present and the
way this House refuses to look at any sort of
decent reform except to just reject, reject, and
reject, and to take over the legislation of the
Government by its brute numbers, there will be a
movement for reform.

I get a little tired of people opposite telling me
that the TLC wants to abolish the upper House as
if this means something to us. The TLC is not our
master. Members opposite should learn something
about the facts of the situation because all mem-
bers of the TLC are not affiliated with the Labor
Party. The policy of the Labor Party is the policy
of that party, and it is not the policy of the TLC.
The policy of the Labor Party is to maintain and
reform this upper House. I hope we shall be able
to do that and are not forced by obstruction from
the other side and its refusal to face the fact that
changes must come, to the situation where this
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House is, in fact, abolished. That is not what I
would like to see.

I would like to see a balanced House, a House
elected on proportional representation, a House
elected on a different basis from the lower House,
and one elected on democratic franchise. It would
not be a House that we would necessarily control,
even if we won government, or a House that the
Opposition would necessarily control if it won
government. It may be a House where the balance
is held by Democrats or Independents, but it
would be a better House than we now have.

Therefore, I suggest-although I do not expect
it to happen-that members think again and per-
haps give this Bill a second reading. They should
look at it in Committee and if they still do not like
it they can knock it out in the third reading. At
least we shall have had some discussion in this
House in Committee towards that dialogue which
Hon. Graham MacKinnon thinks would be a good
idea.

I commend the Bill to the House.

HON. W. N. STRETCH (Lower Central) [9.42
p.m.]: I oppose this Bill. It is high time that this
House heard the views of members from the
south-west. It has been said that the point of view
of country members is different from that of
metropolitan members.

I think it is important that we look at the
reason s for this and accept the contribution that
country people make to the economy of the State.
We must defend the position of country people at
all costs and that is why this House of Review has
made some meaningful decisions which have been
in the best interests of the State.

Before proceeding along that line, I think we
should define the word "democracy". I know that
Mr MacKinnon said it had been debated ad infi-
nitum, but it has been used with such abandon
that I believe we should define our use of it.
Simple democracy is the ancient Greek democracy
where meetings were held in the marketplace and
the people raised their hands in favour of what
they thought was the best proposal.

As the populations increased we went on to a
representative democracy where representati.ve
people made decisions. That later led to a
constitutional democracy which took the process
even further and finally, we reached the stage we
now have of constitutional government. Around
the time of the French revolution social democ-
racy arose. The difficulty in that case is that the
basic aim of social democracy is the distribution of
wealth. That is a great idea in theory, but in
practice it means cutting up the goose that lays
the golden egg to give everyone a bit of it, but one

is left with no goose to lay more golden eggs. Two
of the great exponents of the social democratic
process are the USSR and the East German Re-
public. That system may suit those countries, but
it does not suit me, and I do not believe it suits the
Labor Party members either if they think it
through.

I return now to the question of country rep-
resentation and its importance. Any system of
government must look at the basis of its wealth,
how it is earned, and its part in the distribution
process. It is absolutely vital, and the major role of
government, to preserve the country's manufactur-
ing and productive base. It is ignored at a Govern-
ment's peril. It is no good distributing everything
to the deserving poor if there is nothing left to
distribute. That makes for a very lean meal.

The policy of the Labor Party seems to be that
if one cannot win an argument by logic, one
should resort to ridicule, coarse laughter, vituper-
ation, derision, and above all, bumper stickers.
That is all very well if one believes what one is
putting on the bumper stickers. However, the
stickers used by the Labor Party are totally incon-
sistent with the views of Government members in
this House.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is rubbish. Give an
example.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I intend to. The Sen-
ate argument has been trotted out many times
tonight. It obviously has not sunk into the vital
receptive ears of Hon. Kay Hallahan so, I will
repeat it. Senate representatives are equal among
all States; Tasmania with approximately 400 000
people has 10 representatives and New South
Wales with a population of more than 4.5 million
has 10 representatives. The Labor Government
says that it supports the system, but it is support-
ing an 11: 1 bias.

Hon. Graham Edwards: You do not understand
'it.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I understand it per-
fectly.

Hon. Kay H-allahan: Let us reform that too.

I-on. W. N. STRETCH: Where shall we stop?
Hon. Robert Hetherington says that he has no
intention of abolishing the upper House and the
crusading Hon. Kay Hallahan says we should
abolish the Senate.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: I did not say that; that is
misrepresentation. I said we should reform the
Senate.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I am sorry. I suggest
we go further and look at whart might happen
further down the track. I refer to the areas pre-
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viously mentioned when the Opposition members
tried to deride Hon. Norman Moore in his at-
tempts to point out the difficulties of representing
his -area. I have no doubt that they will do the
same to me and to Hon. A. A. Lewis. The diffi-
culty of representing country areas such as ours
was well-demonstrated in a debate not long ago
regarding the timber industry.

Hon. Tom Stephens: If that was the case, why
did you do what you did to the Kimberley and
leave it in contrast to Kalamunda?

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Referring to some fig-
ures I have researched, I asked the Attorney Gen-
eral representing the Minister for Parliamentary
and Electoral Reform if he would supply me with
a list showing the area of electoral provinces in
Western Australia in square kilometres.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: What has that to do with
votes.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: If the member will be
patient and stop her interjections, I will explain.
The Minister did not have these figures, but later
gave me the answer to the question. I can recall
the President giving directions that questions
should be brief and so should answers. I received a
very good list of the areas, on one side were the
provinces and on the other areas. Also, in answer
to that simple question, I received a dissertation
on electoral reform. It covered almost a whole
printed page. 1 am glad the Minister did not at-
tempt to read that answer in the House because it
would have been ruled out of order. That is the
sort of fanaticism with which we are dealing in
this debate. I do not believe the Government is
serious about the legislation; it has been
introduced to embarrass the Liberal Party and to
weaken the resolve of the upper House. It has not
succeeded. It is a Propaganda exercise and I shall
now prove that. In this connection I received a
letter from a lady living in the metropolitan area,
a lady whose name I shall not give unless
requested to do so. She said-

I write to express my strong support for the
current proposals of the State Government to
reform the parliamentary and electoral
system in Western Australia. I believe that it
is necessary to ensure that the Parliament
reflects the will of the people as expressed at
State elections.

A system where any party which receives a
majority of votes is able to hold a majority of
seats in either or both Houses of our Parlia-
ment seems to me to be one that is fair and
democratic.

It was a good hand-written letter. Seeing I did not
have secretarial assistance at that time, I rang her

up. We had a long talk about it. The lady said she
had been a Labor Party supporter for
approximately 60 years. I said, "What made you
do this?" She said, "I have been fed a lot of
literature by Mr Tonkin. He has been a good
supporter and a great leader of the State." I won-
dered which Mr Tonkin she was talking about!
She turned out to be a very intelligent lady. She
then repeated the point she made in the letter.

I said, "Do you accept that 1. as a country
member, have certain difficulties which are not
encountered by city members?" She accepted
that. She said, '1 do not have relatives in the
country, but I understand that you cannot get
round as quickly or as often." I said, "Perhaps
there should be a better telephone service so that
we can ring up and our constituents can come
back to us." She said, "That is not right, when you
want to see your member, you want to see your
member. 1 can see the difficulties you have."

More secretarial staff, more telephones, and
more telex machines cannot replace personal con-
tact.

I said, "What do you feel about country mem-
bers? Do they have a role to look after the land?"
She said, "Of course, that is the very important
part of their job. I have been down your way, I
have seen the forests and things you have to look
after." She said, "I have no objection to weighting
of votes, you need to consider the rights of country
people". I said, "Would you accept such a system;
that is even if it is not one-vote-one-value?" She
said, "Thank you, young man, for the time you
have spent, but I admit that you have disturbed
me greatly."

Hon. Tom Stephens: You liked the "young
man" remark.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: She is now a friend for
life!.

Hon.* J. M. Berinson: She probably could not
believe that the taxpayer was paying you to say
those sorts of things.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I spoke earlier about
derision and scorn. I will ignore that interjection.

The point it makes is that the people of Western
Australia are being subjected to a barrage of this
sort of literature with general innuendos.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You have not seen any-
thing yet.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Sadly I believe you!
The member is quoting from a greater source than
1. This sort of programme is falsely based. One
should look at the performance of this upper
House. I have the analysis of the figures here.
Look at the Bills actually passed. The total num-

3769



3770 (COUNCIL]

her of Bills introduced in the Assembly, 100; in
the Council, 94. This was for the last sitting. Hills
facilitated by Opposition action in the Assembly,
71 Bills; in the Council, 78. I do not have to tell
the few remaining members on the Government
side who controls which House. This House, in
which the Government asserts it has no control,
passed more Bills than the Assembly which it con-
trols.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Give us the figures for
the previous nine years?

Hon W. N. STRETCH: I am sorry, I was not
here then. In the Assembly, 10 Bills were strongly
opposed; in the Council, four. The Bills in which
amendments were sought by the Opposition-nine
in each house. Bills diverted to Select Com-
mittees-in the Assembly, one; in the Council,
none. Bills withdrawn by the Government or de-
feated by the Government itself, in the Assembly,
nine; in the Council three.

One could put forward the argument on the
figures that we have actually helped 300 per cent
more than the colleagues of members opposite in
the lower House.

Bills defeated by the Opposition in the Legislat-
ive Council were four, so we passed 96 or 97 per
cent of the legislation which came before this
House.

I do not believe it is responsible or truthful to
say how obstructive this House is. Members have
to take cognisance of the fact that we have
facilitated the passing of many Bills because we
recognise that the Government has the majority in
the lower House.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What rights does that give
the Government in this House?

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I do not know what
rights it gives.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What rights should it give
us.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: But it gave the Minis-
ter and his Government 96 per cent of his legis-
lation. That is a pretty fair pass rate.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Just give US this Bill and
we will not say anything nasty again.

Several members interjected.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I quote a letter which
appeared in The West Australian of 19 March
1984. It is from a Mr Kevin Moore, not Mr
Norman Moore.

Hon. Peter Dowding: He is Norman's mate!

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. Robert
Hetherington): Order! I would like to hear from
the member on his feet.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I think members will
enjoy this letter. It reads-

KEVIN MOORE, Francis Street, Marble
Bar: So Australia's socialists are vying for the
privilege of having a representative seated in
the United Nations Security Council.

If successful, and their one-man-one-vote
principle were to be applied in the council,
Australia would rate as having only a fraction
of one per cent of a vote when compared with
other member nations such as the USSR or
China.

When it suits the socialists' purpose, re-
gional representation is quite all right.

The socialists in WA, however, have de-
cided that representation is to be based on
numbers, with the objective I suspect of
centralising power in Perth.

This is a good example of marxist dialec-
tics.

The final sentence might be a little extreme, but I
do not think members can argue with his
sentiments.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Is that what the League of
Rights is preaching at the moment.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I do not know.
Hon. Peter Dowding: Ask Mr Moore, he is

friendly with them.
Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I will ask Mr Deputy

President, he might know.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: You should just

speak to Mr Deputy President, not ask him ques-
tions.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I have difficulty
ignoring this Minister.

I shall now give Government members another
opportunity to heap derision and scorn on me,
because I stand here to defend that which they
would consider to be old-fashioned, but which I
consider to be a very responsible concept, and
which, in earlier times, would have been called the
"Stewardship of the Estate". However, I believe it
should be accepted generally that country mem-
bers have a great responsibility which involves
more than just those human beings out in the
electorate.

I do not intend to tell stories about the sand
dunes on the edge of the Gibson desert or anything
like that, but there is a case, and it has been
recognised since the early days of the'settlemein of
Western Australia, that members of Parliament
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have a responsibility, because there are very
serious difficulties in country areas and they must
be represented through Parliament.

The fact that Hon. A. A. Lewis and I have
gleaned so much information on such industries as
forestry, mining, and the like in our travels around
our electorate is very important to that area and to
the economy of Western Australia. The same goes
for every member. Hon. Tom Stephens has some
very important developments in the north. Inci-
dentally I was very interested to hear the details of
his wife's family, because my grandfather was liv-
ing up there about the time of Michael Durack's
family.

I accept that all members have particular prob-
lems in their electorates, but I believe that country
members have special needs. I do not accept that
these-can necessarily be met by the electronic wiz-
ardry of the age. As the Government's very
staunch lady supporter to whom I spoke agreed,
there is a need to weight those country votes. In-
deed, the Government has accepted this. It would
not accept it last year, but it has accepted it this
year. Government members say that perhaps we
are moving towards their point of view. I say that
perhaps Government mfembers are coming some-
what towards our point of view and that we ma~y
ultimately meet on mutual ground which will be a
lot closer to-our way of thinking than it is to the
Government's.

I shall indicate a further measure of the fanati-
cism with which this matter is being pursued. I say
here that I believe the Government has its
priorities very wrong when it puts such enormous
resources, manpower, and money into pursuing
this goal when there are so many other real needs
waiting to be met. Certainly that is the case i n my
electorate, and I believe it applies also in other
electorates. Far more deserving causes are being
ignored in the obsessive chase after this wild
dream of the Labor Party.

.1 have here a report on the "Seminar on Prog-
ress towards Parliamentary Democracy". Minister
Tonkin very kindly circulated that report to all
members of Parliament, I think to most schools,
probably to all shires, and no doubt to Uncle Tom
Cobbley and all. When he was speaking, the
Deputy President (Hon. Robert Hetherington) re-
ferred to the three bears-not Goldilocks-and
yes, perhaps they all received copies too! I gather
this was all done at taxpayers' expense.' However,
much of it was not necessarily as much in favour
of the goal Minister Tonkin pursued as he
thought.

On page 26 of the report on the "Seminar on
Progress towards Parliamentary Democracy" in

Western Australia. dated 22 September 1984, the
keynote speaker. David Black, talks about the
election in 1888. He says-

Similarly the Bunbury Southern Advertiser
argued that 'increased country representation
would have a check on the aggrandisement 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 remark was true then and I submit it is just
as true now. I believe the next address at the
seminar was composed for Hon. Arthur Tonkin,
but delivered by Mr Dans. Halfway down page 51
we see the followin g comment-

I have digressed a little in relation to the
special case of the Senate because it is the
example most popular amongst those who
seek to justify malapportionment in
Australia. I think it is more accurate to say
that vote weighting was the price we had to
pay for nationhood.

That has been quoted in part previously tonight,
but I draw members' attention to the parallel that,
in the same way as it was the price we had to pay
then for nationhood, now in 1984 substantial
country weighting is the price we must pay for real
prosperity and representation in our base indus-
tries in Western Australia.

On page 65 of that report we get down to a
discussion of the word "gerrymander". The key-
note speaker in this case is Dr Dean Jaensch a
reader in politics at Flinders University in South
Australia. It reads as follows-

Electoral rigging of this nature is clearly
detected from an electoral map. In this strict
sense, there are no gerrymanders in
Australia. But there is overwhelming evi-
dence of malapportionment.

It is most notable that in 1 983 the word
"gerrrymander" rang out in unruly interjections
all over this Chamber. In 1984 at least the Minis-
ter for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform has
read his members a lecture recognising that there
is no ieal gerrymander in Western Australia. The
last technically accurate gerrymander was in the
deep south iind disappeared before the 1930s.

Hon. Tom Stephens: What do you reckon about
the Kimberley?

Hon. N. F. Moore: One-vote-one-value.
Hon. W. N. STRETCH: It is not a gerryman-

der. One of the Government's own speakers
brought over to the conference to discuss this mat-
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ter went to some pains to indicate that there were
no real gerrymanders in Western Australia. For
the benefit of Hon. Tom Stephens, I was told by
an old parliamentarian that the last example of a
gerrymander that we had was two small towns,
some distance apart, joined by a corridor less than
a mile wide, but many miles long, which was there
purely to join two centres of population to gain
electoral advantage. That is an actual gerryman-
der.

Hon. Tom Stephens: I shall deal with that in the
adjournment debate, if you like.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: That is fine by me;
that is the member's privilege.

Country weighting is a very real and necessary
part of this legislation. It is accepted by anyone
who understands the role of the country member.
When the Government's supporters understand
and have the whole story told to them, they will
accept this position. I honestly believe that, if
there were not this fomenting of public opinion in
the community by certain dedicated members of
the Labor Party, this matter would not be an
issue.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Nonsense!

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I do not believe it is an
issue. Let us have a few more jobs created and not
quite as many principles at stake.

Hon. Graham Edwards: You can't address the
issue, can you? You can't understand it.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I understand the issue
perfectly! The Labor Party has put this statement
about and no doubt it will be greatly relieved to
see in the latest issue of The Western Teacher
where the president of the Teachers' Union, Mr
John Negus, in supporting Mr Tonkin,' admitted
that electoral reform was a mioral issue.

It is Labor members who have put this issue
about. It is not an issue among people who care
about their jobs, homes, future prospects, where
Western Australia is going, and how we will pay
off our international debt-

Hon. Graham Edwards: Fortunately we have a
Labor Party to look after that. You people
couldn't do it. That is why you are in Opposition

Hon. N. F. Moore: Temporarily.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. Robert
Hetherington): I am interested in hearing from
the honourable member.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: We forever live in
hope, Mr Deputy President. The only way the
ALP can get any mileage out of this issue is to
take it out of the commonsense category and put it
up there in the so-called moral issue basket, where

by propaganda, television, by bringing
schoolchildren on tours through this Parliament-

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Or by education.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: -and through this
sort of extravaganza, they can try to get their
points of view across. I believe it is a false issue.
Not one person has come to me in my electorate
about this matter; indeed, the only person to
whom I have spoken in Perth is a lady who
contacted me. She wrote a letter and, after having
discussed the matter with her, she became more
receptive to my way of thinking. She admitted
that because of her deep dogma she stuck to her
guns and continued to vote Labor. That is her
prerogative and I respect her for sticking to her
guns, but she did accept my point of view. She said
it was interesting to hear the other side of the
argument because she said she had never been
informed of it.

It is the case that people are not told our side of
the argument. The public are affected by this
propaganda and that is the only way an issue can
be made out of this matter. The member
interjecting does not care to believe it! When these
matters are brought forward, if the Government
cannot better the propositions it moves them into
another area where it believes we have no control
or else it derides scorn and tries to belittle the
difficulties by saying they do not exist, whereas
people in widespread areas of our electorates know
that problems exist; they know what the real prob-
lems are.

For the sake of my electors whom I am standing
here representing, I point out that no-one has ap-
proached me to say this is a burning issue. The
Opposition can artificially pump it up as much as
it likes, but I ask the House to bear in mind that
the management and care of the natural environ-
ment is as much a part of looking after my elector-
ate as is looking after the needs of the people who
live in it.

The sad side of it is that we have so little time to
devote to that side of our electorate care. It is a
worry. It is all very well to play games with this
issue, but I warn the House that if we ignore the
basis of the wealth of this State-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Who is ignoring it? Do
you think it is not possible to tackle both economic
and environmental issues at the same time?

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I was coming to a
conclusion and I am sure all members of the
House would be glad of it.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: You are making a very
good speech.

Hon. N. R. Moore: Excellent.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. Robert
Hetherington): I would be glad if the honourable
member was allowed to complete his speech with-
out interjections.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: So would the honour-
able member, Mr Deputy President. This aspect of
the legislation has been conveniently overlooked. I
am not sure whether the Attorney was in the
House when I dealt with this aspect earlier or
whether it was his turn to be elsewhere, but it is
vitally important that be continues to show the
commonsense he has shown in coming towards the
point of view put by members on this side of the
House. The Government has come a long way
since 1983 and I congratulate it for doing so. The
Government must firstly realise it still has a long
way to go, and when it reaches the point of
accepting the need for country vote weighting to
make sure that what I regard as the economic
basis of this State is preserved in a realistic way
rather than clutching at imagined concessions, we
will be on the way to agreement and will be mak-
ing some headway, but I do not believe the people
in the community want this underhand attack of
the Constitution by way of bumper sticker, tele-
vision screens, and the manipulation of
schoolchildren.

I do not think people believe the Government's
story.

Hon. Tom Stephens. Let us have a referendum.

Hon. Kay H-allahan: Let us have a referendum
and let them tell us what they believe.

Hon. V. J. Ferry: There is nothing in the Bill
about a referendum.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: Every time Ilam about
to resume my seat another giant red herring walks
across in front of me.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I would
be glad if the member would ignore the inter-
jections and address the Chair.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I am not red and I am
not a herring.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Neither is the referendum.
Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I have now been

corrected. Red Herrings do not walk. Okay, they
swim, or are dragged along on a string. Hon.
Graham MacKinnon has already quoted the At-
torney's definition of a referendum. I hope I para-
phrase him correctly. It is an appeal from those
who should know to those who cannot possibly
know. If members want an example of that situ-
ation, I refer them to the lady whom the Govern-
ment so successfully propagandised by telling her
only half the story. Give the people the whole
story. I wonder how she would now vote in the

referendum. The Government should tell the
whole story. If we tell the whole story the matter
will not receive the exciting sorts of responses in
the future about which the Government becomes
so excited.

This Bill is based on a false premise of fairy
floss in fairyland. Take away the fanatical
statements of a few Labor members, and the
whole thing would collapse and perhaps we would
get back to where the Government should
be-running the country and dealing with the
issues that really matter.

Hon. Garry Kelly: What has the Liberal Party
done?

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: It has allowed the
Government to pass 96 per cent of its legislation.
Do I have to repeat that for the honourable mem-
ber's benefit?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The honoturable
member could probably read it in Hansard.

Hon. W. N. STRETCH: I hope the honourable
member will read it in Mansard because it is im-
portant. I hope we hear nothing more about ob-
stacles created by this House. This House has
acted responsibly. A 96 per cent pass rate is pretty
good. I would certainly settle for that rate of suc-
cess, but unfortunately this Bill is not a case where
I will improve that percentage.

I oppose the Bill.
Hon. Tom Stephens: Shame!

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Shame!
HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central

Metropolitan-Attorney General) [10.18 p.m.]:
There is a sort of sad familiar feel about the stage
of debate which has now been reached. Once
again the Government has advanced a set of fair
and reasonable proposals for electoral reform and
once again the Opposition is set to reject them.
Why? Certainly not for any reason which has
been advanced in this debate. The Opposition has
spoken about matters such as regional disadvan-
tage, frequent redistributions, and lack of consul-
tation, but not one of those purported reasons is
worth a scrap. Every one of them is a sham, a
piece of window dressing of the most shabby and
transparent kind. There is only one reason for the
Opposition's continued obstruction of electoral
reform in this State, and we all know what that is.
Even the Opposition does not have a hide thick
enough to bring itself to express it.

The reason is this: the anti-Labor parties gain,
enormous advantage from the current electoral
system and, as far as they are concerned, "If
you're on a good thing, stick to it". The question is
this: just how good is this good thing to which they
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are so determined to stick? It is a system which
leaves one man's vote worth less than one tenth of
another's. It is a system which, in this House in
particular, election results are distorted to a
shameful and indeed grotesque extent.

In the most recent election for the Legislative
Council the Labor Party with roundly 53 per cent
of the vote won 42 per cent of the seats. The anti-
Labor parties with 47 per cent of the vote won 58
per cent of the seats. That was in a vintage year
for the Labor Party. Is it any wonder then that in
over 90 years of this State's independence the
Labor Party has not once had a majority in this
House?

Some Opposition members at least have had the
good grace to concede that the present electoral
system might not be altogether perfect. They have
even suggested in the most qualified and tentative
way that some change might be on the way. Hon.
Ian Medcalf says the Opposition is developing pro-
posals of its own. Bravo! Very good! Excellent!
The only problem is that is what they said last
year as well.

A further problem is that when the Opposition
was invited to put some sort of tentative timetable
after which something might emerge from all its
efforts there was not the slightest indication of a
response. When can we expect some sort of result
to emerge from its labouring? The time is unspeci-
fied, but I think I am on safe ground in suggesting
it will not be very soon.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Not this side of Christmas.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Or soon-or if the
Opposition has its preference, ever. That is the
truth of it. That is the nature of this committee; it
is the sort of committee which one shunts things to
in the hope that nothing will ever emerge.

Hon. Ian Medcif made another point several
times over, relying on the 1963 experience in
which the House agreed to amendments to the
electoral system to extol the virtues of consul-
tation. There are two things to be said about that.
In the first place, it would be nice to have at least
some faint, subtle hint as to the sort of direction
the Opposition has in mind. So far we have not
been given any indication whatever. The second
thing to be said about the process of consultation
is that before one can engage in it there must be
someone to consult with. In this respect I refer to a
report on the matter which has been provided to
mne by the Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform, and I quote-

Last year on 10 November 1983 the Legis-
lative Council defeated a Bill for a refer-
endum on electoral reform.

All Opposition criticism of this Bill was
carefully examined to identify all the areas
which were of concern. Another proposal was
prepared to incorporate constructive re-
sponses to the criticisms. This compromise
was announced on 10 April 1984 as a blue-
print for electoral reform. At no time in the
period between the defeat of the Bill last year
and the announcement of the blueprint was
there any request from the Opposition for
consultation and nor were any suggestions
forwarded.

On 10 April an invitation was issued pub-
licly to members of the public and to political
parties for comment and suggestions. Two
weeks later nothing had been received from
the Opposition so a letter was sent to them in
case they missed the public invitation.

On 6 June 1984, the Leader of the Oppo-
sition replied and referred the responsibility
for the talks onto the member for Floreat.

At long last on I8 July a meeting took
place between the Opposition's spokesperson
on electoral reform and me-nine months
after the defeat of the 1983 Bill. That meet-
ing was unproductive because the position
stated by the member for Floreat on behalf of
the Opposition was that he had no authority
to make any arrangement, there was no Op-
position proposal, there was no response to
the Government's proposals, there was even
reluctance amongst some Opposition mem-
bers to talk at all and there had not been
enough time to respond.

Clearly something was needed to assist the
process of consultation, so I wrote to the Op-
position setting out the compromises that the
Government had made and again inviting
further discussion. This letter went on 26 July
1984 and was tabled in the House in August.
On 29 August a follow up letter to all
members restated the concessions made by
the Government and again invited contri-
butions.

Explanatory material relating to the fair
representation Bill has been circulated and
the covering letter contained the same invi-
tation.

At no time throughout this entire period
has the Opposition taken any initiative to es-
tablish consultations.

It is 20 months since this Government won
the election on promises which included a
package of electoral reforms. When loud and
persistent protestations about lack of consul-
tation are accompanied by a complete ab-
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sence of initiative to seek consultation, the
sincerity of those who protest can be called
into question.

Mr Medcalf had some other interesting things to
say. For example, he said "One-vote-one-value can
produce a less than fair result". Compare that
with what we have now. We now have a system
absolutely guaranteed to produce a grossly unfair
result. Hon. Ian Medcalf gave the example of the
lower House of the New South Wales Parliament
where 56 per cent of the vote for the Labor party
was translated into 69 per cent of the seats. There
are good reasons for that, and I need not go into
detail, given the explanation of that matter by
Hon. Bob Hetherington.

One thing which no-one can say about one-vote-
one-value, whatever he may say about the
distorting effect of a very favourable vote, is that
it will give a majority of seats to a party with a
minority of votes. That is precisely what happened
in this House in 1983, as I demonstrated in the
figures presented a few moments ago. Not only
that, that is precisely the result which the system
is designed to produce.

Mr Medcalf also said this when referring to the
position in this State: "The party with the
majority of votes has always formed the Govern-
ment". I think I interjected to say "True", and of
course that is true. I will not even go into detail on
the difference in the size of the majority of seats
which Liberal and Labor Parties have gained with
a similar percentage of the popular vote. I put that
also on one side. The point is that the formation of
a Government depends on the balance of numbers
in the Legislative Assembly, and there it is true
that a majority of votes has historically produced a
majority of seats. That is not so in this House, and
that is a vital factor in reducing the respect in
which decisions of this House are held or in which
they are entitled to be held.

The accusation has been made that the system
proposed by this Bill is designed to advantage the
Labor Party unfairly. In its own way that accu-
sation is very revealing. It reveals the fear of mem-
bers opposite that we may copy from their
example the opportunity to distort the system in
our own favour-that we will copy the example
they have given us through the history of this
State. The fear is misplaced and the accusation is
wrong. From a party point of view the proposed
system is neutral. Its purpose and effect is
straightforward-it is simply to ensure that a ma-
jority of votes will produce a majority of seats. Of
course, that will advantage the Labor Party, but
only in the limited sense that it will remove the
gross adverse distortions which now favour the
Opposition.

There is nothing more to it than that because
the system itself is neutral. The Minister has made
an analysis of the likely result of the voting pat-
tern in the last four elections had the regional
system proposed by the Bill been in place. The
result of that analysis is summarised in this paper.

By leave of the House, the following document
was incorporated-
ESTIMATE OF POSSIBLE OUTCOME OF

PAST
FOUR ELECTIONS IF THE PROPOSED
REGIONAL SYSTEM HAD APPLIED

Year/Party Nih Metro Sib Metro Agric. North Total

1983
Lib

Country
ALP
1980
Lib

Country
ALP
1977
Lib

Country
ALP
1974

2 2 3

3

3.

2

3

2

7

2 1 9

2

3

2

3.

3 I. 7

9

6

Lib 3 2 2 1 8
Country II

ALP 2 3 2 7
(*very close contest)

SUMMARY OF ABOVE TABLE
POSSIBLE PARTY COMPOSITION OF THE

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 1974-86
1974-7 1977-80 1980-3 1983-6

Lib 16 17 17 15
Country 2 2 2 2

ALP 14 13 13 16

Debate Resumed
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I thank the House for

granting me leave. This table indicates, that under
the proposed system the Labor Party would have
won only 7 seats out of 16 in 1974; 6 out of 16 in
1977; l out of 16 in 1980, and 9 out of 16 in 1983
when, as I have said, it polled 52 per cent of the
votes.

Another interesting calculation on the table
shows the likely composition of the Council had
the provisions contained in the Bill been in place
since 1974. Over the period 1974-77, Labor would
have had only 14 seats out of 3 2-a clear min-
ority. In 1977-80 it would have had 13 seats out of
32-even worse: in 1980-1983 it would have had
I3 seats out of 32, which is just as bad; and in
1983-1986 it would have had 16 seats out of
32-that is, equal numbers in this House, but
neither an ordinary nor a constitutional majority.

I hasten to add that the Minister has freely
acknowledged the limitations of the calculations.
It is impressive to note that this table was
presented in the other House some weeks ago and
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no attack or criticism of the figures has come from
any source.

There is really no point in going further with a
detailed response to other matters raised by Oppo-
sition speakers. Apart from any other consider-
ation, it is clear that the Opposition is not open to
persuasion, but is determined to stay with its nega-
tive and discredited position.

I have some news for the Opposition: One way
or another its time is running out. There is an
important difference between the efforts of this
and earlier Labor Governments. Earlier Labor
Governments attempted reform and when de-
feated accepted that philosophically. We do not,
and will not accept the rejection of our reform
programme philosophically, stoically, or in any
other way.

Electoral reform is already 90 years late and it
is time the Opposition realised that its obstruction-
ism on this issue is not only against the pro-
gramme of the Government, but contrary to the
basic sentiment of our people. That sentiment
need not be expressed in sophisticated or ideologi-
cal terms.

Suffice it to say that Western Australians are
interested in a fair thing. They are also interested
in not being taken for simpletons, or worse, as an
acceptance of the argument in this debate would
require.

This is an unusual Bill in that it would not take
effect even if we passed it. Over and above the
agreement of this Parliament there is the need for
the acceptance of this measure by the people of
the State by way of referendum.

The Government is prepared to accept the
people's judgment. The Opposition is not even pre-
pared to let it be tested. The time is due, and
overdue, for the reform which this Bill represent.
That is demanded by democratic principle. I
suggest to members of the Opposition that it is
demanded as well by considerations of their own
self-respect.

Question put.

The PRESIDENT: This Bill requires the con-
currence of an absolute majority.

Division taken with the following result-

Ayes 13
Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. Kay Hallahan

Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. S.M. Piantadosi
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)

Hon. C.]J. Bell
Hon. V.]J. Ferry
Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon. 1.0G. Medcailf

Noes 18
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon.!1. G. Pratt
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. Hl. Wells
Hon. John Williams
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)

Question thus negatived.

Bill deleated.

BEE INDUSTRY COMPENSATION
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 25 October.
HON. C. J. BELL (Lower West) [10.39 p.m.]:

The Opposition supports this Bill and the Bee-
keepers Amendment Bill, which is like a sister
Bill.

An unsatisfactory situation has developed in the
beekeeping industry over the last few years. Some
beekeepers have claimed funds from the compen-
sation fund and have not been paying into it. Obvi-
ously, this has caused some concern within the
beekeeping community.

A provision in this Sill allows for compensation
to be paid on a sliding scale, and adjustments will
be made.

During the second reading speeches on this Bill
and on the Beekeepers Amendment Bill, I could
find no mention of the number of people involved
in the industry. The point is made that at present
$80 000 is owed to the Treasury because the
claims have been greater than the compensation
levy received in recent years. I am advised that
something like 100 to 130 beekeepers are involved
in the industry, but I can find no direct reference
to that fact.

If $80 000 is to be recovered from the bee-
keepers to repay the Treasury-that is fair and
reasonable-my fear is that some beekeepers may
evade the payment of the levy. The beekeepers
with the greatest potential for that are the hobby
farmers-people with three to six hives. Another
group with a potential not to pay the levy is in the
horticultural industry. A number of fruit growers
and horticulturalists of various sorts keep bees on
their properties for the purpose of direct polli-
nation. If they see themselves as having to front up
and pay compensation levies in the next couple of
years, they may not pay the licence fees and,
therefore, the compensation levy. I urge the Min-
ier to keep this in mind when the legislation

becomes law.
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I will deal with the second Bill at the same time,
because the Bill are so closely related that it is not
possible to deal with them separately.

H-on. D. K. Dans: They are consequential.

Hon. C. J. BELL: The Beekeepers Amendment
Bill refers to the branding of hives to identify
which hives have been registered, and those for
which the compensation levy has been paid. Those
hives will be eligible for compensation in the event
of an outbreak of disease. It is obvious that a
method of identification should be used so that the
people who pay their way are entitled to be
protected by the compensation fund, as opposed to
the people who seek to evade their responsibilities.

With those few comments, I indicate our sup-
port for the Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by H-on. D. K.

Dans (Leader of the House), and passed.

DEEKEEPERS AMENDMENT DILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 25 October.

HON. C. J. BELL (Lower West) [ 10.45 p.m.]:
As I indicated earlier, we have nothing further to
say other than that we support this Bill because it
is consequential to the previous one.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. D. K.

Dans (Leader of the House), and passed.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL

Third Reading

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) 110.47 p.m.]:I
move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

HON. TOM KNIGHT (South) [10.48 p.m.]j:
Before the Bill is read a third time, some infor-
mation that I have should be put before the
House. Until I do that, we should not agree to the
third reading.

Firstly, I congratulate the Minister and the
Government on introducing this Bill. The House
would be well aware of the time it has taken, with
successive Governments, to do something like this.
The problem dates back to 16 September 1981
when one of my shires approached me to have
something done about firefighting vehicles.

I have here three pages which list the corres-
pondence between shires, Ministers, and depart-
ments relating to this legislation. I am grateful
that commonsense has prevailed, and now we have
the licensing of trailers for firefighting.

However, I do not believe the legislation has
gone far enough. We have gone halfway towards
meeting the problem. The fact is that many
farmers use motorised vehicles for firefighting on
farms. It was indicated that there were
discrepancies, but some problems have been over-
come.

I ask the Attorney General to pass to the Minis-
ter the views of the people I represent. They ask
the Minister to look further at the situation and
deal with the problem of motorised vehicles that
go on roads to attend fijres.

We have agreed that the situation is such that
we need to have people at the scene of the fire
along with their equipment in order to save life,
property, and money. If the Attorney can pass on
to the appropriate Minister the thanks of my
people, but more importantly the need to look
further to allow, in special circumstances, the use
of motorised firefighting vehicles, I would be most
grateful.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time, and returned to the As-

sembly with amendments.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TRIPARTITE
LABOUR CONSULTATIVE COUNCIL

AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropolitan-
Minister for Industrial Relations) [10.51 p.m.]: I
move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Government, in November 1983, introduced
the Western Australian Tripartite Labour Con-
sultative Council Bill to fulfil its policy commit-
ment to establish tripartite consultation in the
area of industrial relations.

(111)
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The council constituted pursuant to the Act has
to date worked successfully at reaching a consen-
sus on a great deal of the Government's industrial
relations legislative programme.

The amendment contained in the Bill now be-
fore the Parliament, providing for a deputy chair-
man, is designed to provide for greater flexibility
and to formalise a practice which has occurred on
many occasions.

The amendment relating to the deletion of the
Director of the Western Australian Government
Industrial Relations Service from the membership
of the council is considered necessary for the pur-
pose of balancing employer-employee represen-
tation on the tripartite council.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. G. E.

Masters (Leader of the Opposition).

MINES REGULATION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 24 October.

HON. N. F. MOORE (Lower North) [10.52
p.m.]: This Bill seeks to increase the size of the
ventilation board from five members to seven
members by adding a member from the mining
industry and a union representative. The Oppo-
sition supports the Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. J. M.
Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

House adjourned at 10.56 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

394. Postponed.

WATER RESOURCES: DAM
Harris River

395. Hon. H. W.GAYFER, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Water
Resources:

In connection with the $100000 mooted
to be spent in July 1981 on a detailed
investigation of a possible dam site on
the Harris River-

()What was the result of such detailed
investigation?

(2) When is it proposed the dam will be
commenced?

(3) What size will the dam be?

(4) What were the feasibility Findings
in respect of the hydroelectric
possibilities?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) Engineering and environmental studies
for a dam on the Harris River have been
completed and a detailed report is in the
course of preparation. The report will be
finished by the end of January 1985. The
studies show that a dam on the Harris
River is a viable solution to overcoming
the salinity problem of Wellington Res-
ervoi r.

(2) No decision has been made as to whether
the dam will be built. The decision to
proceed and the timing of the construc-
tion of the dam will be influenced by the
review of the report by the Environmen-
tal Protection Authority and the extent
of financial assistance provided by the
Commonwealth under the Federal water
resources assistance programme.

(3) The Final size of the dam has not been
determined.

(4) The hydroelectric power potential from a
dam on the Harris River is minimal.

ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS
Great Cats Enclosure

396. Hon. P. G. PEN DAL, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:
(1) Is it correct that, on previous occasions,

local members of Parliament
representing the area in which the zoo is
located have been invited to functions
associated with the zoo?

(2) Is it correct that the new complex ac-
commodating the great cats is to be
opened on 17 November 1984?

(3) If so, why have not all local members
been invited?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) to (3) It is correct that the new great

cats enclosure will be officially opened
by the Minister for Lands and Surveys
on I7 November 1984. The Minister ad-
vises me that invitations to the official
opening ceremony for all local members
are being issued by the Zoological
Gardens Board.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS:
GOVERNMENT GAZETTE

Restricted Publications
397. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for

Administrative Services:
(1) How many determinations have been

made of-
(a) restricted publications; and

(b) publications subject to Section 2 of
the Indecent Publications and
Articles Act;

by him or the former Chief Secretaries
in each of the past five years, and from I
December 1983 to the most recent date
of publication of the Government Ga-
zette?

(2) During the past year has he made the
determinations on the basis of-
(a) his own judgment:
(b) his Publications Advisory Com-

mittee; or
(c) any Commonwealth Government

body?
(3) If the latter, what body or bodies?
Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) to (3) The information requested is not

readily available and will take some time
to compile.
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The information will be supplied to the
member as soon as possible.

ELECTORAL: ROLL
Register of Postal Voters

398. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) Does the State Electoral Office still

maintain a register of postal voters?
(2) Is this register available to members of

Parliament?

(3)
(4)

If not, why not?
Can the Minister advise whether or not
the Commonwealth Electoral Office
maintains a register of postal voters now
that the rolls have been amalgamated?

Hon. J. M. BER INSON replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) It is available for inspection by members

and candidates prior to an election.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) The Australian Electoral Commission

maintains a register of postal voters
under the Commonwealth Electoral Act.
The register relates to Commonwealth
rolls.
State and Commonwealth rolls are not
amalgamated although a co-operative
enrolment procedure has operated for
the past 12 months, which has the effect
of ensuring the rolls are substantially
comparable.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: ETU
Standover Tactics: F. R. Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd.

169. IHon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) I s t he M in ister stillI responsible for ind us-

trial relations and more particularly, the
operation of the Industrial Arbitration
Act?

(2) If that is the case, why is it that the
Minister has not been advised of investi-
gations that were undertaken?

(3) After the receipt of the telex from F. R.
Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd., who authorised
those investigations?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) to (3) I made my position perfectly clear
this afternoon. A telex was sent, under
my direction, to the Director for Indus-
trial Relations, who referred the matter
to the Chief Industrial Inspector (Mr
Stratton), who, at this point in time-he
may be finished-is making the necess-
ary investigation. I can go no further
than that.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTES
Industrial Inspectors

170. Hon, G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

I acknowledge the Minister's previous
answer and I advise that I am not argu-
ing the truth of that statement. I ask-

floes the Minister recall repeated
statements that he has made in this
House on a number of occasions
that under no circumstances would
he permit industrial inspectors to
become involved in industrial dis-
putes?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

I do not think I have ever said that. I am
trying to ind out what the dispute is all
about. That is the first step. I have used
industrial inspectors in the past to find
out similar information and I will use
industrial inspectors in the future to do
the same thing.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: ETUJ
Standover Tactics: F R. Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd.

17 1. Hun. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

(1) With regard to the telex that was sent by
F. R. Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd.. to the
Premier's office and to the Minister for
Industrial Relations, was Mr Tom Butler
involved in this matter?

(2) Did he receive or consider the telex from
F. R. Tulk and Co.?

(3) What action did he take in advising the
Premier or, more particularly, the Minis-
ter for Industrial Relations?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) to (3) I cannot answer that question be-
cause I do not think he is in this State.
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INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Butler, Mfr Tom

172. Hon. G. E. MASTERS. to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

(1) If Mr Tom Butler is not in the State, is it
correct that he received an official invi-
tation from the Libyan Government at
one time?

(2) Is he taking advantage of that?

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It was not a fa-
cetious question. However, I will direct a
further question to the Minister for In-
dustrial Relations.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: ETU
Standover Tactics: F. R. Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd.

173. Hon. G. E. MASTERS. to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

(1) Would the Minister agree that there is
,an apparent breakdown in communi-
cations between the Department of
Premier and Cabinet and Mr Dan's
office?

(2) Will the Minister take action so that in
future when people complain to the
Premier he receives that complaint di-
rectly'?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) and (2) 1 do not understand the question.

Hon. G. E. Masters: There is a breakdown in
communications.

Hon. D. K. DANS: My office received a telex
and, as Minister for Industrial Relations,
that is the department for which I amt
responsible. I am not responsible for the
Department of Premier and Cabinet, for
Mr Toni Butler, or for anyone else who
does not work in my department.

I have told the House and the Leader of
the Opposition about the actions I have
taken, and I am confident this dispute
can be effectively resolved when all the
information is to hand. I repeat: When
all the information is to hand. I also re-
peat what I said yesterday. The Leader
of the Opposition may ask as many ques-
tions as he likes, and I will endeavour to
answer them, but everyone must under-
stand that the questions are asked for
political reasons and that I am interested
in the solving of disputes.

I know the problems associated with this
dispute because we were able to resolve a
similar dispute last July. Whether there
are other factors involved at the present
time, I do not know, but when I have
that information to hand I will be able to
do something about it.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING:
COMPLAINTS

Members of Parliament

174. Hon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Employment and Training:

Would the Minister be prepared to con-
sider complaints made in this House by
members of Parliament on behalf of the
public; and, where necessary, take the
appropriate action?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
I receive quite a lot of correspondence
from members of Parliament and others,
and like the Leader of the House, I am
more than prepared to react to the ques-
tions that are raised by members of Par-
liament. Further, like the Leader of the
House, I am disgusted at Mr Masters'
efforts to use this House to try to inflame
industrial situations for political pur-
poses.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: ETU
Standover Tactics: F. R. Tulk and Co. Pty. Ltd.

175. Hon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Employment and Training:

Does he support the action of the ETU,
and particularly the actions of Mr Ken
Robinson and Mr Gandini. who are
operating in their electorate and
preventing F. R. Tulk and Co. from
carrying out work, and who will cause an
industrial dispute if the matter is not
solved?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
It is a debasement of the role of the
Opposition to try to stir up problems for
business people, unionists, and the com-
munity at large, by trying to inflame the
situation. Mr Masters did his best to do
that when he was Minister for Industrial
Relations, and the State had a very bad
industrial record. However, since Hon.
Des Dans has been Minister for Indus-
trial Relations, there has been a marked
change in the climate of industrial re-
lations in this country.

3781



EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
F R. Tulk and Co. Pry. Ltd.: Job Security

176. Hon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister for
Employment and Training:

I ask the Minister whether he will rhake'
inquiries to see whether any moves were
made in his electorate to bring about
stoppages in the mining industry, stop-.
pages which will in turn create unem-
ployment? Will he make inquiries to see
what he can do to overcome problems
being fostered and developed in his elec-
torate. problems which will greatly af-
fect 106 employees of F. R. Tulk and
Co.?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
Industrial relations is the responsibility
of the Minister for Industrial Relations.
My responsibility as a member of my
electorate is to try to stop people like Mr
Masters from stirring up matters for pol-
itical reasons.
If Mr. Masters wants to see us end up
like the United Kingdom, where com-
munities are at each other's throats, he is
going the best possible way about it.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

F R. Tdilk and Co. Pty Ltd.: Job Security

177. Hon. G. E. MASTERS, to the Minister'for
Employment and Training:

I ask the Minister whether he would con-
sider it part of his role as a Minister for
Employment and Training to make sure.
that the jobs of the 106 employees of F.
R. Tulk and Co. are secure?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The honourable member is really acting
in the guise and role of an agent
provacateur. He knows perfectly well
that industrial issues are the responsi-
bility of the Minister for Industiral Re-
lations and not me. If he is driven to
asking such poot, old questions to get his
name in the paper, I suggest he gets
someone else to help him write them.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS:
GOVERNMENT GAZETTE

Restricted Publications

178. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Administrative Services:
(1) Has he or the Government received any

complaints or objections .from the

Government Printer for the printing of
certain matters in the Government Ga-
zette and the use of certain words which
the Government Printer's staff allegedly
refused to print?

(2) If so, what is the nature of those
objections?

(3) -What action, if any, has he taken, or
does he propose to take, regarding those
compaints?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) to (3) 1 have had no complaints referred

to me, but if I do I will certainly take
some very quick action. Like my col-
leagues in other States, we are alarmed
at what goes into the Government Ga-
zete. To date I have received no com-
plaints.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS:
GOVERNMENT GAZETTE

Restricted Publications

179. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Leader of the
House:

I thank the Minister for his frankness. I
know that he is aware of the matter to
which I refer.

Hon. D. K. Dans: That is one thing of which I
am very much aware.

H on. P. G. PEN DAL: I ask-

Does the Minister or the Government
have any solution to the problem that if
the Government takes action and
accedes to the wishes of the Government
Printer not to be put in a position of
having to print certain words and titles in
the Government Gazette-something
which the Minister now acknowledges is
a probl ' m-From then onwards, how
does the public become aware of the of-
fensive nature of those titles and, there-
fore, have grounds to object to them?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
At this stage I simply do not know. It is a

problem bedevilling every Government
in Australia. I have thought of a number
of ideas but they have all been scuttled
when I have discussed them with the
people who are supposed to know the
answers.
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