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Wednesday, 23 October 1985

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

BILLS (2): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the following Bills-

1. Liquor Amendment Hill.
2. Fire Brigades Amendment Bill.

CRIME: VIOLENCE
Victims: Ministerial Statement.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [2.33
p.m.]-by leave: The Government has for
some time been developing a number of
proposals in the area of law enforcement. These
proposals are directed in particular at ensuring
that crimes of personal violence are dealt with
severely and that the victims of crime are
provided with appropriate services and sup-
port.

There has been particular concern about the
adequacy of services which offer either im-
mediate relief or long-term assistance to the
victims of crime, especially in respect of crimes
of personal violence.

The package of measures includes the new
Criminal Injuries Compensation Act. Legis-
lation for a new Criminal Injuries Compen-
sation Act has been introduced in the Parlia-
ment. The new Act provides significant
changes to current procedures to relieve the
pressures on victims of crime. In future the
criminal injuries compensation assessor will
have a discretion to determine applications for
compensation without conducting a hearing. If
a hearing is conducted, the assessor will have a
discretion not to call the victim. The offender
will no longer be able to confront the victim at
a hearing. In addition, the victim wilt not be
involved in recovery procedures which will be
a matter between the Crown and the offender
alone.

The range of people able to apply for com-
pensation will be extended to include defacto
spouses.

Legislation to increase by up to 10 times the
current penalties for assault will shortly be
introduced.

In relation to sexual assault, the Government
has recently introduced into the Parliament
tougher and more effective legislation for the
protection of women against rape and sexual
assault. The maxuimum penalty for the worst
types of sexual assault will be 20 years' impris-
onment.

Laws in respect of evidence given at sexual
assault trials will be reformed to protect the
victim from unnecessary hardship by
restricting the admissibility of evidence relat-
ing to the victim.

As to minimum terms, the Government will
legislate in the current session to increase the
discretion of the courts to fix a maximum term
only when sentencing offenders. It is antici-
pated that the proposed change will lead to an
increase in the number of cases where a mini-
mum term is not made available.

The Government has established a major
task force, chaired by Hon. Lyla Elliott MLC,
to report on domestic violence. The task force
has wide-ranging terms of reference including
an evaluation of the adequacy of services
provided to the victims of domestic violence.
Its report is expected in the near future.

The Government has provided the Police
Department with greatly increased resources.
Police strength was increased by 100 in each of
the 1983-84 and 1984-85 Budgets and the
Government has decided to increase police
strength this year by 1 50.

The Government will introduce legislation in
the current session to provide clearer and more
effective powers of arrest under the Criminal
Code. The changes are based on United King-
dom legislation.

The Criminal Code provisions in respect of
restitution and compensation will be amended
to improve mechanisms to secure restitution
and compensation for the victims of crime.
Legislation will be introduced shortly.

In relation to offences against liberty, the
Government has approved the drafting of legis-
lation to amend the Criminal Code to increase
the maximum penalty for kidnapping from
seven to 20 years' imprisonment, and to intro-
duce new provisions to provide for acts of
terrorism.

The Government has strongly supported
Commonwealth efforts at ministerial level to
obtain agreement for complementary Com-
monwealth and State legislation for the forfeit-
ure of illegally obtained assets. The purpose of
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such a measure would be to ensure that
convicted offenders cannot take the benefit of
gains derived from their offences.

I have raised with the Minister for Police the
question of a coordinated crisis intervention
unit to assist the victims of crime. Issues to be
considered include the extent of police involve-
ment and whether such a un-it would most ap-
propriately be placed within the Police Depart-
ment or elsewhere. The question is under ac-
tive consideration and an assessment is also
being made of the adequacy of existing services
offered to victims of crime.

Members may not be aware of the full range
of Government and non-governmental services
already directed to victims of crime. These in-
clude the following.

The Sexual Assault Referral Centre is a 24-
hour crisis intervention centre for the victims
of sexual assaults. The service is client
orientated and provides both medical and
counselling facilities. Medical services include
the treatment of injuries sustained by the as-
sault to on-going treatment and referral of vic-
tims for psychological and counselling treat-
ment.

The counselling service includes attendance
at the victim's home and at the court on the
day of trial to provide moral support to the
victim.

The Child Sexual Abuse Centre is a 24-hour
crisis intervention centre for the victims of sex-
ual abuse to the age of 12 years. This centre
operates on a similar basis to that of the sexual
assault centre.

In addition, financial aid for parents of vic-
tims is available through the centre's Samaritan
trust fund. Staff maintain ongoing counselling
for the victims and, where necessary, the
parents of the victims.

In addition, the Police Department's child
care unit provides support for the victims prior
to any court appearances.

Crisis Care is an agency maintained by the
Department for Community Services. A 24-
hour service is provided and is backed by
radio-controlled vehicles which attend victims
in any location. The centre deals mainly with
domestic violence, although a small percentage
of sexual assault victims contact it. Contact
with the Crisis Care Centre is generally of a
one-off nature, and its main function is to
stabilise a crisis and refer to other appropriate
agencies for ongoing assistance.

The Salvation Army, like other religious wel-
fare agencies, provides a service for the aid of
the family or relatives of victims of crime.
Emergency accommodation is available at vai-
ouis refuges. Domestic violence accounts for the
largest proportion of people seeking refuge ac-
commodation. Supplies of clothing and furni-
ture are also available, as is counselling.

The Department for Community Services is
the central Government body for relief for all
victims of crime. It provides permanent
ongoing relief of material, cash, and
counselling facilities through its network of dis-
trict off ices and cris is centres. All non-Gove rn-
ment agencies use this Government. facility for
permanent relief.

The Samaritans provide a supportive and
counselling role to the victims of domestic viol-
ence. Counselling is available 24 hours a day.

Many women attending the Women's Infor-
mation and Referral Centre are the victims of
domestic violence. Where a restraining or a
non-molestation order is necessary, the victim
wI be accompanied to the court and helped to
complete the relevant application forms.

Ngal-a deals with the child victims of
physical assault. Most children are referred to
Ngal-a by the child life protection unit of the
Department for Community Services. The
centre deals mostly with children up to the age
of six. A day-care centre is provided for chil-
dren who have been the victims of domestic
violence.

The Government is conscious of the need to
further improve the quality, range, and coordi-
nation of assistance available to victims of
crime. The proposed Crisis Intervention Unit
is seen as an important contribution to this
process.

BILLS (3): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

I. Travel Agents Bill.

Hill introduced, on motion by Hon.
D. K. Dans (Leader of the House),
and read a first time.

2. Offenders Probation and
Amendment Bill (No. 2).

Parole

3. Criminal Law Amendment Bill.

Bills introduced, on motions by Hon.
.1. M. Berinson (Attorney General),
and read a first time.
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REGISTRATION OF BIRTHS, DEATHS
AND MARRIAGES AMENDMENT BILL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

CRIMINAL INJURIES COMPENSATION
DILL

In Committee
Resumed from 8 October. The Deputy

Chairman of Committees (Hon. Robert
Hetherington) in the Chair; Hon. J. M.
Berinson (Attorney General) in charge of the
Bill.

Clause 3: Interpretation-
Progress was reported after the clause had

been partly considered.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In previous debate
on clause 3, Hon. Ian Medcalf raised a question
as to the definition of alleged offence which
appears in that clause. Alleged offence is de-
fined to mean a crime, misdemeanour, or
simple offence for which no person has been
convicted. Hon. Ian Medcalf asked why the
definition of alleged offence in the 1982 Act
had not been retained. The 1982 Act defines
alleged offence in terms of "acts, omissions or
events alleged to constitute an offence for
which no person has been convicted".

The honourable member argued for the
retention of this definition on two grounds;
firstly, that it was perfectly adequate; and, sec-
ondly, that the proposed definition in the cur-
rent Bill was defective. If anything, the reverse
is the case. In the first place, the 1982 defi-
nition is circuitous- Reduced to its basics the
definition declares that an alleged offence is an
act alleged to constitute an offence. Apart from
the circuitous nature of the definition it ap-
pears on its face to require no more than that
an allegation be made that a certain act
constituted an offence. Literally there appears
to be no requirement that an assessment be
made as to whether the acts referred to actually
constitute an offence; the allegation itself is
enough.

I do not take that comment further because
the 1982 Act has worked in practice and the
definition has created no apparent difficulties.
Still, the least that might be said of it is that it
is not necessarily ideal. As I understand it,
Hon. Ian Medcalf's criticism of the definition
of alleged offence in the present Bill is on the
basis of the following question: If no-one is
convicted, how have we a crime, misdemean-
our, or a simple offence? That question is ap-

parently based on the view that there can be no
such thing as a crime, misdemeanour, or simple
offence without a person having been
convicted. It 's my view, to the contrary, that
facts and circumstances or acts, omissions, or
events can exist which may properly be de-
scribed as a crime, misdemeanour, or simple
offence although no person has been convicted.
I emphasise that - an essential part of the
proposed definition of alleged offence is the
phrase, "for which no person has been
convicted".

When the question was first raised I offered
the illustration of a dead body in a dark alley
with several daggers in its back. I suggested one
would be entitled to say at least on the face of it
that a crime had been committed-the crime
of murder. At that point it is not known who
the murderer is and there is certainly no ques-
tion of anyone being convicted. Nonetheless
there is nothing wrong in suggesting there is
evidence of a crime; that is, evidence of the
crime of murder for which no person has been
convicted. Where it is accepted to the satisfac-
tion of the assessor that a crime has been com-
mitted, and that no person has been convicted,
the term "alleged offence" as defined can be
applied.

Having said that, it must be remembered
that all that is sought by this definition is a
means of reaching the point at which awards of
compensation can be given in cases in which it
is accepted that a person has been the victim of
some act or action for which no person has
been convicted. Putting it frankly, I believe
neither the 1982 nor the proposed definition is
free of some conceptual difficulties. However, I
would argue that the new definition is prefer-
able, and it is impossible to conceive that the
courts would have any difficulty in its practical
application.

in the course of his previous comments,
Hon. Ian Medcalf asked the following question:
If a woman-says, "I have been raped", has a
crime been committed? I responded by inter-
jection, "It is an alleged offence." For com-
pleteness I should have added, "Where she is
believed, and no person has been convicted."

The same point may be made in a different
way by referring to Hon. Ian Medcalf's com-
ment, "it says in this legislation that an alleged
offence means a crime." That is incomplete
and would be incorrect. What this Bill says is
that an alleged offence is a crime, misdemean-
our, or simple offence for which no person has
been convicted. That is clearly a quite different
thing.
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Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: I am indebted to the
Attorney General for his comprehensive reply
to the series of questions I raised. I raised this
point that the definition had been changed
apparently without any really good reason. I
may still have the same opinion, although I do
not propose to make any great issue out of it. I
think in many respects, as far as most members
of Parliament are concerned, it is a slightly
pedantic issue. However, sometimes when one
finds a change in a definition-and indeed if
one is zealous in examining the Bills which
come before us-one has to question why the
change has been made. It is true that I asked in
the course of the debate how it could be a crime
if no-one had been convicted. That question is
still very relevant, but it may be productive of
slightly pedantic argument. I think it is ex-
tremely relevant.

I am fortified by the definition in the Crimi-
nal Code of offence which is defined as "an act
or omission which renders the person doing the
act or making the omission liable to punish-
ment". The element of a person actually being
liable to punishment is quite additional to the
finding of a body with a knife in it in a dark
alley, because the act has to render a person
liable to punishment. Of course, that depends
on all the facts of the particular case. If the
Attorney will excuse me for saying so, the refer-
ence to the body in the dark alley is rather like
the case of his slipping on a banana skin at the
top of the staircase outside the library which he
mentioned in the debate three years ago on the
same Bill. That is at page 5342 of Hansard,
volume 5, 1982.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I do not remember
what the example was meant to demonstrate,
but I am sure it demonstrated it quite well at
the time.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: As I say, I am not
makcing an issue of it, but I feel bound to de-
fend the view I have expressed by saying that
the word "crime" comes from the Latin cri men
and is defined in Webter's Dictionary as "a
judicial decision; that which is subjected to
such a decision, charge, fault, crime". It comes
from the root cernere, to decide judicially,

There really is good ground for raising this
point. The question is, who decides whether it
is a crime? That is really the question at issue;
whether one says a crime has been committed
because one finds a body with a knife in it
when in fact the butcher may have slipped
while going about his lawful business.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Slipped backwards!

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: He could have easily
slipped backwards!

The word "crime"; and the word "offence"
have meanings at law. If one person says some-
thing is criminal another person may say it is
not. We have had a recent occasion in which a
nolle prosequi was entered in relation to a mat-
ter which the Attorney maintained was not
criminal but was an industrial matter. Our
opinions differ in these cases. That is where I
believe the weakness comes. It justifies my ar-
guments for the Attorney to state that neither
the 1982 definition nor the 1985 definition is
perfect.

I will pursue the matter no further, I have
raised it. I agree it is difficult to adequately
define: this situation. If the Attorney General is
satisfied with it we will leave it at that.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 4 to 10 put and passed.

Clause 11: Application where complaint or in-
dictment withdrawn or nolle prosequi entered-

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move the follow-
ing amendments-

Page 9, line 7-To insert after
"indictment," the following-

,or the person charged has,
otherwise, not been brought to
trial, "

Page 9, line 22-To insert after
"indictment," the following-

,,or the person charged has,
otherwise, not been brought to
trial, "

Amendments put and passed.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I believe these

amendments are an improvement to the Bill. I
wish~ to observe that it is just as well that I drew
attention, during our discussions, to the prob-
lems which might arise under clause I I were an
allegc~d offence to be withdrawn or a n ile
prose gui entered. I did not refer to the speciflic
matter of this amendment, but I drew attention
to the general situation under clause 11. 1 be-
lieve any comment h2;i assisted in bringing up
anothe~r situation" v-ch required attention.

Hon. J. M. BEI NSON: I acknowledge that
the member's conmments earlier in this Bill led
to a fur~ther consideration of possibilities that
may not have been exhaustively set out. As he
indicated, both the amendment of clause II
and a further proposed amendment will, I be-
lieve, meet any outstanding gaps.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
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Clauses 12 and 13 put and passed.
Clause 14: Application and award where al-

leged offender acquitted-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 12, lines 19 and 20-To delete

"information" in both places where it ap-
pears and substitute the following-

"indictment "
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 15 and 16 put and passed.
Clause 17: Persons interested in an appli-

cation-
Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: I move the follow-

ing amendments-
Page 14, line 3-To delete "and".
Page 14, after line 3-To insert the fol-

lowing-
"(c) the Under Secretary for Law;

and ".

Amendments put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 18 put and passed.
Clause 19: Prescribed maximum amount-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move the follow-

ing amendments-
Page 15, line 20-To delete "or 14(l)"

and substitute the following-
,,14(1) or[15(l)"

Page 15, line 26-To delete "or 14(2)"
and substitute the following-

.,,14(2) orl15(2)
Amendments put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 20 to 41 put and passed.
Clause 42: How Judge to proceed-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 25, line 27-To insert

"14(3)" the following-
1, 15(3) "

Amendment put and passts'.
Clause, as amended, put aod passed.
Clauses 43 to 49 put and passed.

after

New clause-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move-

Insert after clause 14 the following new
clause to stand as clause 15-

on7~C 15. (1) Where a person has
of Attorn Suffered injury or loss in consequence
General, of the commission of an alleged of-

fence and it appears to the Attorney
General that a person charged with
the commission of the alleged offence
has not been convicted of the offence
on account of the proceedings being
commenced out of time or for other
technical reasons not going to the
merits of the case, the Attorney Gen-
eral may certify that a claim may be
made under this subsection, and if he
does so the person who has suffered
injury or loss may apply to the As-
sessor for an award of compensation
for that injury or loss.

(2) Where-
(a) the death of a person has oc-

curred in consequence of the
commission of an alleged of-
fence;

(b) any close relative of the de-
ceased person has suffered
any loss thereby; and

(c) it appears to the Attorney
General that a person
charged with the commission
of the alleged offence has not
been convicted on account of
the proceedings being
commenced out of time or
for other technical reasons
not going to the merits of the
case,

the Attorney General may certify that
a claim may be made under this
subsection, and if he does so the per-
sonal representative of the deceased
person may apply to the Assessor for
an award of compensation for that
loss.

(3) Before he makes an award of
compensation pursuant to an appli-
cation made under this section the As-
sessor shall sight the certificate given
by the Attorney General under
subsection (1) or (2) and satisfy him-
self on the balance of probabilities and
shall not make an award unless he is
so satisfied-

(a) that the claimed injury or
loss has occurred; and

(b) where the application is
made-
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(i) under subsection (!),
that the claimed loss or
injury occurred in
consequence of the com-
mission of an alleged of-
fence;

(ii) under subsection (2),
that the death occurred
in consequence of the
commission of an alleged
offence and the loss is
one in respect of which
damages could be
awarded under the Fatal
Accidents Act 1959. "

Both Hon. Ian Medcalf and I have previously
referred to the purpose of this proposed new
clause. It is to meet the particular question
which Mr Medcalf raised as to the position
which would arise where proceedings were
commenced out of time. As members will note,
the clause drawn to cover that position has
been extended to cover other possible cases
where a person has not been convicted for tech-
nical reasons not going to the merits of the
case. I cannot be confident of being able to
produce an exhaustive list of such cases, but
the commencement of proceedings out of time
is one, and has been specified.

Others which have been suggested to me in-
clude a dispute as to the jurisdiction of the
court to hear the charge. Another possibility
arises from section 134 of the Justices Act
which requires a dismissal where the complain-
ant does not appear. Other more general
possibilities conceivably could arise in a case
where there had been a failure to provide for-
mal proof of an essential element of the
offence.

As I have taken the precaution of saying I do
not presume to make those suggestions as
representing any exhaustive list of the
possibilities. However, they will serve, I hope,
as appropriate examples of the type of techni-
cal reason not going to the merits of the case
which this new clause seeks to cover.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I appreciate the
Government's proposal to insert this new
clause. It fills a gap which otherwise existed. I
have noted that it has been extended to include
other technical reasons which do not go to the
merits of the case. Another reason which occurs
to me offhand is the case where it is necessary
to obtain somebody's consent before a pros-
ecution is brought. For some inadvertent
reason the consent may have been overlooked.

One such example could be in a prosecution
under the Adoption of Children Act where the
Attorney General's consent may be required.
Those situations would also be covered now in
this Bill. That is a good thing and I support the
proposed new clause.

New clause put and passed.

Schedule put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported with amendments.

CASINO CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 17 October.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Leader of
the Opposition) [3.17 p.m.]: The Opposition
does not oppose this Bill, but I think it is an
interesting Hill. Perhaps the Minister will be
able to answer some questions and satisfy some
of the queries that I have.

If we consider the history of the Casino Con-
trol Act, we see it has been before the Parlia-
ment with a fair degree of regularity from the
time it was first introduced. Members may re-
call that in 1984 the Totalisator Agency Hoard
was considered to be the appropriate authority
to have control over casino operations. During
debate in the early stages it was generally
agreed that perhaps that was a good idea. Later,
the decision was made by the Government that
there should be a Casino Control Committee.
That committee comprises four people
appointed by the Government to carry out the
work necessary to control and to vet the oper-
ations of the casino.

It was then quite clear that that committee
would require a certain number of staff in the
way of inspectors and officers to service the
committee's needs. The Minister responsible
for the Act made it clear in his early comments
that the committee would be able to make cer-
tain appointments. Section 9(l) of the Casino
Control Act states-

The Committee may-

(a) appoint a Chief Casino Officer
and such casino inspectors and
other officers, either full time or
part time;

(b) employ such temporary or casual
employees; and

(c) engage under contracts for ser-
vices such professional or techni-
cal or other assistance....
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However, subsection (3) makes specific refer-
ence to those officers and inspectors not being
public servants. The relevant subsection
states-

The Public Service Act 1978 does not
apply to or in relation to an officer or em-
ployee of the Committee.

As far as I am concerned, that was a pretty
clear indication of the Government's inten-
tions at that time. I fail to understand why
there should be a sudden change of heart and
why it should suddenly be necessary to con-
sider those inspectors and those officers as pub-
lic servants.

There may be a degree of security of employ-
ment under the Public Service Act. It may be
that the Minister considers that if these officers
and inspectors are public servants they are less
liable to be corrupted or got at. That may not
be the answer, but there was a clear under-
standing in the Act-which was amended this
year-that those officers and inspectors would
not be public servants.

Section 10 of the Act provides what the con-
trol committee may or may not do. Under the
Act it may employ public servants for special
purposes, perhaps to meet the special needs of
the public. We all understand inspectors,
officers, and the like would be appointed, but
they were not to be public servants. I am sure
the Minister has a very good reason for this
change of heart. It seems unusual to have this
turnabout in a very short time.

I ask the Minister the reason for the decision.
I would also like him to give this House an
indication of how many inspectors or officers
are likely to be involved. How many people
does the control committee consider it is likely
to employ to carry out the necessary work? I
am sure a great deal of research has been car-
ried out on what will be required.

Rather than prolong the second reading I will
raise further matters if necessary in the Com-
mittee stage. I hope the Minister can enlighten
the House, and particularly me, on the sudden
change of heart.

Otherwise we support the Bill.
HON. P. H. LOCKYER (Lower North) [3.23

p.m.]: I would like the Minister to make it clear
whether this Bill has any connection with the
agreement which the Government has with the
operators of the Burswood Island Casino. For
instance would the planning of this Bill entail
discussions with the operators of the Burswood
Island Casino?

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Minister for Racing and Gaming) [3.24
p.m.]: It is true that the first suggestion was
that the inspectors would be employed outside
the Public Service Act. That view was arrived
at when it was thought that the TAB would be
the appropriate body to control the casino.

Members must understand there was a port-
folio change and I inherited the Department of
Administrative Services, as it then was. I cast
around to find the best way to handle what was
a very thorny question. My suggestion then was
that it should not be the TAB, but I would set
up on behalf of the Government a Casino Con-
trol Committee. Mr Masters has looked at that.

At the time it had already been decided that
the inspectors would come from outside the
Public Service. If I recall correctly some adver-
tisements had been placed in the paper.

I talked with people from other States. I was
mindful of the restructuring of the Building
Management Authority, and a number of pub-
lic servants were on the attached list. I found
that for those and other reasons, particularly
the Public Service Act itself, which has pre-
scriptions for secrecy and confidentiality, it
would be far better to have these officers under
the Public Service Act.

I shall go one further and say that while it
had been the intention to employ these officers
from outside the Public Service, having no
union covering them, I am not so naive as to
expect some union would not have been down
there before very long trying to gain coverage.
There are unions in other parts of Australia
covering people working in casinos.

We then agreed to seek our inspectors in the
first instance from those officers of the Public
Service who, for want of a better word, were at
a loose end.

Hon. G. E. Masters: They were CSA mem-
bers, were they?

Hon. D. K. DANS: Yes. We thought that was
a safer way to go. That is the way I thought we
should go, based on my experience.

There were sound reasons for that. These
people are under the control of the chief casino
control officer and the chief inspector.

At present-because this is a trial and error
thing-we are in the process of engaging 16
inspectors. I am not going to mislead this
House. There may be a necessity, on further
investigation, to do something else. These in-
vestigations are going on all the time.
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To give members an example, casinos have
been operating in the State of Nevada for many
years. Everyone has heard of Las Vegas, Reno,
Carson City, and all the other places. Recently
a group of people from the Nevada Gaming
Board came to Western Australia to make in-
vestigations. I was amazed to learn that investi-
gations are carried on continuously in the
United States with a view to upgrading and
improving their legislation. More important
than any investigation into people operating
casinos or persons is the cost of that investi-
gation, which is borne by the person or persons
being investigated. In other Words there is no
charge to the State.

I am not saying I am toying with that idea,
but it certainly gives food for thought. If the
State is to be put to the expense of making
investigations, someone must pay for it.

I was told of the sum of money involved. My
officers were told if it takes twice as much as
that, the person investigated will pay or the
investigation will stop. Our American cousins
believe in value for the dollar.

In answer to Hon. Philip Lockyer's question,
this Bill has nothing to do with the agreement;
it is simply a technical agreement. The amend-
ment has been made and the people have been
placed under the Public Service Act for reasons
I have mentioned. First of all, there is security.
We had some officers who were experienced
and could be used, and we thought they would
be better coming under the Public Service Act
than anywhere else, for the reasons I have
mentioned.

There will be 16 inspectors, a chief casino
control officer and a senior inspector. I am not
saying that is the end; we are examining further
inspectors, based on information we have
received from overseas.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth) in the Chair; Hon. D. K. Dans
(Minister for Racing and Gaming) in charge of
the Bill.

Clause I: Short title and principal Act-

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I thank the Minister
for his comments and assurances. I refer to his
statement about the strictness of control
required in a casino operation. Obviously a

great deal of money changes hands and in this
sort of situation there is always the strong risk
of corruption and bribery in these situations, so
it is absolutely essential and critical that the
inspectors and the people involved in the
policing and supervising of the casino should
be above reproach. I just wonder who will in-
spect the inspectors, that is all; but let us as-
sume that they will be all honest men and
women.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I think I flagged that to
you.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That situation should
be okay, but we have to raise with the Minister
the possibility that empire building is occurring
in his department.

We heard recently of the possibility in regard
to the Liquor Act or the Licensing Court that
the administration and the staffing would be
within the same department. I think that idea
has now been dropped, but it seems that there
will be people in Hon. D. K. Dans' department
who are looking to build their empires, increase
their staff, and keep control at a departmental
level rather than it leaving the Government
department's hands.

Notwithstanding that, I recognise what the
Minister has said as a very important aspect of
the control of the casino and its policing. Un-
less the right people are appointed and there
are strict controls and checks and balances
imposed, these sorts of things could get
seriously out of hand. We do not want a casino
with black marks against it or any suggestion of
corruption, gangsterism, or the like, and I am
sure the Minister is following that path as best
he can.

Quite frankly, I expect to see soon a further
Bill to amend the Casino Control Act in order
to mend a few fences, dot a few "i's" and cross
a few "t's".

With those comments, I support the Bill.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.

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

K. Dans (Minister for Racing and Gaming),
and transmitted to the Assembly.
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GAS STANDARDS AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 8 October.
HON. TOM KNIGHT (South) [3.35 p.m.]:

The Opposition does not oppose this Bill; how-
ever, we believe that certain points need to be
clarified.

The Hill intends to give approval for the
Australian Gas Association and the Australian
Liquefied Petroleum Gas Association to test
certain appliances; and I believe this has been
the situation for some time. However, their ap-
proval has to be confirmed by the State Energy
Commission. We believe that to prevent dupli-
cation and the confusion that obviously will
arise from having three different groups ap-
proving appliances and gas standards for ap-
proval, it should be handled by one authority,
the State Energy Commission.

At this stage the AGA and the ALPGA do
test certain appliances and have them ap-
proved at the conclusion of their testing. In
fact, it is almost the norm that after they have
approved a particular appliance it is finally ap-
proved by the SEC. However, to stop what we
consider to be duplication-because there
seems to be a need by Governments to cut
down on big government and to put things into
the hands of smaller departments-this is one
matter that we believe could be handled by the
State Energy Commission. The SEC is already
checking and accepting certain equipment, still
accepting the criteria for appliances tested by
the AGA and ALPGA. Why does not the SEC
test the whole lot to avoid the duplication, the
uncertainty, or the confusion which the Oppo-
sition believes will occur with three different
authorities being involved in the testing of cer-
tain appliances?

If the SEC did carry out the testing it would
be done in compliance with its regulations, and
the appliance would be approved and stamped
by the SEC; it would not mean that two private
organisations would have to be involved except
as an advisory council or advisory committee
which has been accepted by many other depart-
ments in regard to many other Acts of this
Government and previous Governments.

In fact, when we look at safety aspects we in
Australia have only the one seal of safety. The
Australian Standards Association is responsible
for approval of vehicles imported for sale
within this State. We believe that the SEC, as
the highest authority of the gas industry, should
be responsible. The SEC has inspectors who are
capable of doing this testing, so why not let the
SEC handle it?

The Minister's second reading speech says-
This Bill proposes to amend the Gas

Standards Act 1972-79 to control the sale,
hire or advertising for sale or hire of any
gas appliances which have not been ap-
proved..

They are approved by the SEC. The Minister's
second reading speech continues-

Provision is made for all appliances
which have been so approved to be
suitably marked, stamped or labelled.

This now will be done by the SEC. It continues
as follows-

Second, the Bill details the procedure to
be followed by a person seeking approval
for a gas appliance.

However, in order not to duplicate
testing work which has already been
undertaken by AGA and ALPGA, pro-
vision is made in the Bill for the automatic
approval by the SEC of gas appliances
which have been approved by AGA or
ALPGA and which meet the com-
missioner's requirements.

After reading those comments, it seems so
much simpler to have every appliance and fit-
ting handled by the SEC, which can approve it,
stamp it, and put it on the market as agreed.

The Opposition does not oppose the Bill, as
we believe it is necessary for consumers to have
this protection. This is a step in the right direc-
tion in regard to having appliances tested and
approved as safe for consumers in Western
Australia. The Bill Provides that protection.
However there seems little point in having
three different licensing or approval authorities
involved when it finally has to come back to
the SEC. Why have the AGA and the ALPGA
doing the testing when the SEC gives the ap-
proval and stamps the article?

As far as I am concerned the SEC should be
doing the lot to stop confusion and duplication,
because that is exactly what is happening. I
bring those points to the attention of the appro-
priate Minister. We do not oppose the Bill.

Question put and passed.
Bill-read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Hon. D. 1.

Wordsworth) in the Chair; Hon. Peter
Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing) in charge of the Bill.
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Clauses I to 7 put and passed.
Clause 8: Sections 131D to 13H1 inserted-

Hon. PETER DOWDING: It is appropriate
in Committee to reply to the comments of the
Opposition because there is obviously a misun-
derstanding in Mr Knight's reading of this Bill.
The Government does not want big govern-
ment. The Government does not want the SEC
to have submitted to it each and every gas ap-
pliance. The Government wants the SEC to be
able to demand that an appliance be submitted
to it if the appliance does not bear the seal of
approval of one of the two organisations
mentioned.

In respect to the vast bulk of these ap-
pliances, they will bear the seal of one or other
of the organisations; and the SEC, under
proposed section 1 3F, will be able to gazette
the nature of the gas appliance and avoid the
necessity of its submission to the SEC. The
concept of every single gas appliance and fit-
ting having to come across from wherever it is
manufactured in Australia or in other parts of
the world to the SEC for approval before it can
be installed in Western Australia, is an apalling
thought and the Bill seeks to avoid that.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: I think the Minister is
missing my point. At present the AGA and the
ALPGA approve appliances. The appliances
still have to go before the SEC to get the stamp
of approval. I refer to new section 13(lI)(a).
Because the commission has to go to that de-
gree with the problem, it should check the ap-
pliance without asking private enterprise to do
so. If private enterprise is prepared to say that
an appliance complies with the regulations laid
down in the criteria by the SEC, it should be
able to put its stamp on an appliance and ap-
prove it, rather than go through the SEC. How-
ever, the Government is demanding that an
appliance should be approved by the SEC,
which means someone has to see that the ap-
pliance complies.

Hon. Peter Dowding: No, it does not.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: Yes, it does.
Hon. Peter Dowding: Look at new secjtion

1 3F.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: It does not cover it. I

believe there should be one authority. That is
my basic point. The AGA and the ALPGA do
approve appliances, but then they are approved
by the SEC before they can be used in this
State. I believe there should be only one testing
authority only over the whole of Australia, If
we look at the Australian Standards Associ-
ation, if one wishes to import a vehicle that

does not comply with the Australian Standards
Association standard, that car has to go to
Melbourne. I would be quite happy for that to
be done in Western Australia. Anything that
has safety provisions has to go to the Eastern
States to be stamped. If the Australian Gas
Association says it is okay, I do not see why an
appliance needs to go to the State Energy Com-
mission if it is accepted on Australian stan-
dards.

The SEC should be stamping and approving
the appliances to save someone else doing it,
because it is a duplicate check. Even if the
AGA and ALPGA approved the appliance, it
still needs to carry the stamp of approval of the
SEC. It is duplicating the situation because
officers have to be employed by the gas or elec-
tricity consumers of this State to check the ap-
pliances which have already been checked by
an association of inspectors who would have
equal standing as far as professionalism is con-
cerned.

Siting suspended from 3.45 to 4. 00 p. m.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 9 and 10 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by H-on.
Peter Dowding (Minister for Employment and
Training), and passed.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND) BILL

Consideration of Tabled Paper
Debate resumed from 10 October.
HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Leader of

the Opposition) (4.05 p.m.1: I commence my
speech on the Estimates of Revenue and Ex-
penditure by saying that Australia has
produced and is known to have produced some
of the very best confidence men in the world. If
one looks at the performance of this Govern-
ment in relation to the Estimates of Revenue
and Expenditure papers which have been
tabled in this Parliament, one will become
aware that two of the very best confidence men
in Australia are, indeed, in Western Australia.

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The last thing I

would do is to pass myself off as a confidence
man, Mr Stephens.
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The two people to whom I was referring are
the Treasurer and the Minister for Budget
Management.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is a terrible thing
to say.

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: I suggest to the Min-
ister for Employment' and Training that he
does not get upset. It is a compliment to the
two men concerned.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That says something
about you.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: As we all know, the
Treasurer is glib and is almost a Professional
entertainer, and he has the ability to foal
people for a time. Mr Berinson is a smooth
speaker, but he is an accident prone Minister
and members of the Opposition are looking
forward, with great confidence, to the next mis-
take he makes. We all know that the Minister
for Budget Management has a very smooth
style, to such an extent that I often despair
when I hear members of the Opposition say
that he is not too bad after all. Of course, they
eventually change their minds.

I refer now to the confidence tricks of the
Government and its Ministers. They are guilty
of a sleight of hand. The Government is a
record breaker as far as the extraction of funds
from the public is concerned. It is busy taking
as much as it can from the taxpayers and, at the
same time, it is trying to convince the public
that it is handing something back to them.

If ever there was a sleight of hand it is the
financial institutions duty. This tax was
brought in with great glee by the Government
and it is now busy trying to persuade the public
that it did not do a bad thing. I know that the
Government is hoping the public will forget
what it has done. The Government will
produce papers in order that the public will say
that it is not too bad after all.

I will give an example in easy terms of what
Mr Berinson has done. 1 relate this example to
the financial institutions duty. Let us say that
Mr Berinson arrived on someone's doorstep
with a box of chocolates under his arn- He has
a disanming smile on his face and because the
person who opens the door thinks he is a nice
fellow he lets him in.

Hon. P_ G. Pendal: It would be a small box of
chocolates.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It would be a small
box of chocolates but, nevertheless, it would be
big enough to fool people.

Mr Berm son goes into that home, enjoys that
person's hospitality, and hands over the choc-
olates, but the next day the person concerned
looks around his home and finds that some of
his silver is missing.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. Robert
Hetherington): Order! I suggest to the Leader of
the Opposition that he is getting close to infrin-
ging Standing Order No. 87 by referring to
another member in this House in that way.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am sure that Mr
Berinson takes it in the spirit in which it is
intended. I am not suggesting he pinched the
silver, but that is the sort of thing he could have
done. He was asked into someone's home,
fooled that Person, and got away with some
valuables. However, 12 months later he goes
back to that place, again with something under
his arm.

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: More chocolates!
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No, he is returning

some of the silver. He has found that he does
not need it all, and he tells the person con-
cerned that he made a terrible mistake and
took too much and asks if he can enter his
house.

That is what the Government is doing. The
Govermnent has found that it has taken too
much as far as FID is concerned, and now the
Government, Mr Berinson, and the Treasurer
have come back to this Parliament and have
said, "We do not need all of that and we will
only take part of it." That is the point I am
making.

The Government was elected to office be-
cause of the promises made by the Premier,
then the Leader of the Opposition, and they are
worth reading time and time again. I know they
have been read a dozen times already, but I
want to read them again in order that people do
not forget them.

In one of the advertisements for the Labor
Party in The West Australian, the following
promises were made-

Labor will seek to freeze Government
charges during the period of the wages
pause.

I think that is what it was called. The promises
continued-

No increases in water rates
No increases in electricity charges
No increases in third party motor in-

surance
No increases in land tax
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No increases in stamp duty

No increases in bus and train fares

No increases in rail freight charges
No increases in irrigation charges

No increases in State petrol tax.
Ever since the Labor Government was elected
and stepped into the Treasury benches we have
had nothing but increase after increase. If the
private sector put that sort of advertisement in
the newspapers and Mr Dowding was in charge
of the Department of Consumer Affairs, the
first thing he would do is prosecute those
people responsible for misleading the public.

Hon. Peter Dowding: You know that is not
true.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I ask the Minister,
who is taking a big interest in this matter,
whether he would consider it too late to take
action for false advertising?

Let us see what has happened. Despite all
those promises which have been put forward by
way of advertisement and statement, tax collec-
tion for the last three years is up by 51.7 per
cent. In 1982-83 the collection for Western
Australia was $475.3 million. In 1985-86 it is
$721.3 million. That is an increase of 51.7 per
cent.

If the Minister is so interested in what I am
saying, and if the Government is so concerned,
perhaps they should look at the scale of charges
and the way charges have been increased. The
increases have been quite extraordinary and
the public have not been fooled one little bit.
An example of high taxation under Labor can
be seen in land tax. In 1982-83, under the Lib-
eral Government, land tax raised $35.026
million. By 1984-85, the Labor Government
had increased land tax collections to the stage
where they amounted to $49.758 million. That
is an increase of 14.7 per cent.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you agree there was
no increase at all in the rate of land tax't

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: What does the Minis-
ter mean-in the sense of cents in the dollar? I
am talking about the Government's take, about
what it takes from the public.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. Robert
Hetherington): Order! Order! There is too
much raucous interjection. I would be
interested to hear what the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has to say.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am saying that,
despite its promises, the Labor Party has been
taking more and more. Just look at land tax. In
our days, the mraximumt we took was $35.026
million, whereas today the Government is bud-
geting for $54 million. It says it has not put up
the rate in the dollar, but with that sort of take
it should reduce the rate in the dollar.

I now raise the matter of stamp duty.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: We have reduced the

rate effectively by 10 per cent this year.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: But the Government

is still taking $4.24 million more than last year
and the year before, when it took $14.75
million more.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is because the tax
base is increasing.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This Government
has taken more and more stamp duty, as it has
land tax. Let us look at the financial insti-
tutions duty. I have already discussed this tax
and the sleight of hand that the Government
has carried out. The Government proposed to
take, in the two years 1984-85 and 1985-86, a
total of $60 million. Sure, it has reduced the
take, and that is what I say. The Minister for
Budget Management comes along with his box
of chocolates and pinches the silver, then
thinks he does not need it all and gives a bit
back. But SID is draining from the public $25
million this year. That is what is in the
papers-they are not my figures but Mr
Berinson's. The Government has reduced pay-
roll tax and I commend it for that, but it will
still collect $300.8 million.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is because of our
boost to employment.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is because the
Government is spending more money.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Order!
The Leader of the Opposition is replying to the
Government in quite an important debate. I
think we can do without the chorus of minis-
terial interjections and the cross-Chamber in-
terj ections from everybody else. I assume that
the Leader of the Opposition will produce a
serious critique and therefore I would be glad if
honourable members would listen to him.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Thank you, Mr
Deputy President. I was talking about payroll
tax. In 1982-83 the tax raised $253.957
million. The Government is proposing this
year to take $300.8 million by way of payroll
tax. That is a significant increase of something
like $46 million. Of course the Government
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can afford to reduce this tax, and I will propose
one or two ideas that Mr Berinson might take
up and address in the area of youth unemploy-
ment. I am sure that, with his preat interest in
these matters, he will progress those ideas.

For all its promises, the Government has
greatly increased the Government take, and I
could go on and on giving examples of
increased revenue it is collecting from the pdi-
vate Sector.

In relation to RID, to which I have already
referred, the new tax introduced by the Labor
Government-by Mr Berirson-is now cost-
ing the average householder $50 per year, as I
understand it. The tobacco licence tax is up
210 per cent under a Labor Government. I
guess some people would say that is a good
thing. In 1985-86, $52.5 million will be col-
lected, which to the average smoker represents
a cost of $270 per year to the Government as a
result of this colossal increase in tobacco
tax-which was supposed to persuade people
not to smoke so much, and which has had
virtually no success at all but has increased the
Government take to the Treasury coffers.

State taxation is up by $246 million. It now
costs the average householder $495 per year
extra, since the Labor Government has been in
power. The State Government revenue-taxes,
charges, rents, fees, rates, and duties-is now
$1.73 billion. If one relates that to the average
householder, it represents $1I 100 per year extra
to this Government-the total is up by $551
million.

When one examines the papers produced in
this House by the Minister for Budget Manage-
ment, it is interesting to note increases in some
of the areas of government. For instance, the
Department of Premier and Cabinet had, in
1982-83, a budget of $4.1 million. In the three
years since then, that figure has increased to
$9.7 million in 1985-86. In moy Government's
day, the allocation for the Deputy Premier was
$ 100 000. That figure has now been increased
to $500 000. In 1982-8 3 the Public Service
Board had a budget of $3.2 million. That has
now increased to $9.2 million. It is interesting
to note that the Department for Community
Services now has a budget of $67.4 million. In
our time it was $39.6 million.

That is an addition to the community ser-
vices. It is certainly an area that needs looking
at because a huge increase has been made in the
allocation.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Do you deny that there is
a need?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I always say that
there is a need for community services, but a
balance must be found. How much can the
public afford to pay for these services? The
taxpayer has to pay the cost. The Government
cannot continue to increase these services un-
less it does something about the tax level.
Somebody has to pay for it. Whether or not Mr
Kelly understands it, people in the community
are up to their eyes in taxes and charges and
they are asking how much longer they can go
on. The Government is continuing to lift
charges and flogging people to death by the way
it is doing so. A balance must be found and a
limit applied to what people can afford to pay.
If we reach a stage where taxes become too
high, employment opport unities decrease, busi-
ness investment declines, and there is no work
for anybody.

I referr ed earlier to payroll tax and I repeat
that the Government's move to reduce payroll
tax is a good one. I am very pleased that the
Government has taken this action. Govern-
ments have always recognised that payroll tax
is a penalty on employment. The more workers
an employer has the more he is wrapped over
the knuckles by the way of payroll tax. The
reverse situation should apply. Employers
should be encouraged to employ more workers.
We have reached the situation in which States
cannot afford not to have payroll tax. Never-
theless it is a disincentive to employ people.

I put it to members that despite the Govern-
ment's kind benevolence with regard to payroll
tax, it is taking considerably more in that area
than it did three years ago-in fact, $300
million. I am sure that it would be the dream of
every Government to be able to scrap payroll
tax but it cannot be done unless special ar-
rangements are made with the Commonwealth
Government to give some form of compen-
sation to the States for abolishing it.
Unfortunately, with a revenue of $300 million
from this tax, no State Government can decide
to draw the line through it and not apply the
tax any more.

1 put it to the Minister that- consideration
should be given to exemptions for employers
for those people under the age of 21 years
whom they employ. The argument could be put
that as soon as those young people pass the age
of 21 years, they are likely to be put off. I do
not necessarily agree with that because I think
that once youngsters have had an opportunity
to prove their worth, many will be able to hold
their lobs quite comfortably. The payroll tax
gives no encouragement for employment.

2766



[Wednesday, 23 October 1 985J 76

Hon. Garry Kelly interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I will not reply to

that; I am anxious to hear what the member has
to say later. Perhaps I am exaggerating a little; I
should have said the member will have his
chance to speak later.

The Minister and the Government should
seriously consider the possibility of exemption
from payroll tax in respect of employees under
the age of 21 years, which would encourage
employers to take on young people. It is obvi-
ous from the Government's youth employment
schemes that its policy is to encourage employ-
menit opportunities for young people. I com-
mend the Government for that; there is a great
deal of benefit in such schemes. The Govern-
ment clearly recognises that subsidies are
required to encourage the employment of
young people and that in some areas of indus-
try, but not all, it is expensive to employ young
people. The subsidies given to encourage the
employment of young people come from public
funds, and at a later stage I will talk about the
Opposition's proposals for youth employment
and voluntary arrangements which are
horrifying the Labor Party. Whether or not the
Labor Party likes it, these things will happen
one day.

The financial institutions duty was
introduced by this Government as a new tax. It
was a typical old-family-silver story; take it all
and then give back a little of it. When it was
introduced it was the highest rate applicable in
any State, at 5c in $100. The rate has been
reduced over the last two years, first to 3c and
now to 2c. That is fine. However, surely the
take in the early days showed a lack of under-
standing of how much would be collected by
this tax and, more particularly, whether there
was any need for it at all. The Government
took $35.1 13 million from all householders in
this State. It was not a tax on industry, business
or commerce; it was applied to everyone, in-
cluding pensioners. It was a mean and miser-
able tax applied to people who were struggling.
This year the Government has very
magnanimously reduced the level of tax and
will get only $25 million revenue from it. The
total revenue of $60 million over the last two
years is a substantial amount to take from the
community.

I refer now to areas in which the Govern-
ment is overtaxing, and FID was one example.
In the Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates
for 1984-85 provision was made for the
transfer of $23.5 54 million from the Treasury
suspense account to the Consolidated Revenue

Fund. That transfer was not effected. This
means of course that it was not effected be-
cause it was possible to use revenue from other
sources to balance the Budget. Had these funds
been transferred the surplus for 1984-85 would
have been $23.6 million higher than has been
claimed. That is a good example of overtax ing.
The transfer of funds was not effected because
the Government was able to take sufficient
funds from other sources. The Police Depart-
ment experienced delays towards the end of the
last financial year in processing 52 000 motor
vehicle registration transactions. Apparently
the delays were caused by workers affected by
repetitive strain injury. As a result an amount
of $5.7 million was not collected. If we add
those figures together; that is, the Govern-
ment's surplus of $0.8 million, the Treasury
earnings allocated to CRF but held in suspense
of $23.6 million, plus the motor vehicle regis-
tration receipts held in suspense of $5.7
million, I suggest that the total surplus for
1984-85 is $30 million. I am sure the Minister
will correct me if that figure is wrong. How-
ever, taking into account the facts I have given,
from my calculation the public were overtaxed
by $26.4 million in the last financial year.

The Government boasts that it is cutting
down on expenditure and has said that it has
increased expenditure this year by only one
per cent. I believe that to be a false statement
and a deliberate attempt to mislead the public.
If the Minister and members look at the Esti-
mates of Revenue and Expenditure papers on
page 80 they will see what I am talking about.
The Government said that it will increase ex-
penditure by one per cent this year. It is
carrying out a con trick in the country water
supply area. Against country services for water
supply it has put a figure of $105.2 million and
from that it has deducted the operating rev-
enues of $59.651 million.

I am not saying that the Government has
done anything that alters the books dramati-
cally. Certainly it has just transferred one sum
of' money from one pocket to another. How-
ever, had the Government followed normal
procedures-and I am talking here about
country water supplies-it should not have in-
cluded it in the expenditures on page 80. It
should have left it in the normal area.

The figure shows a loss to country water
supplies of $105.28 million, but as the Govern-
ment has done this accounting trick, the loss
has been reduced to $42.7 million. That makes
it look as though the Government is to spend
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less money this year, and that is not true. The
expenditure is not an increase of one per cent,
but of 3 per cent. I would like the Minister in
his reply to explain why the Government
adopted this unusual accounting method. It has
certainly carried out an accounting trick to
suggest that the expenditure for this coming
year is to be less than it really is. This has once
again been a sleight of hand.

On 4 July t985 the Deputy Premier said that
the monetary level of State expenditure was up
13 per cent. In fact it was up 13.7 per cent, but
we will not bother about the 0.7 per cent differ-
ence. For the same period the CPI figure was
up 7.7 per cent. This means that the real in-
crease in State expenditure was six per cent.

When we look at that we should also con-
sider 1983-84, when the Labor Party increased
its expenditure more than any Government
had increased its expenditure for seven years.
In 1983-84 the Labor Government's expendi-
ture increased by six per cent; in 1 984-85 it
increased by one per cent; in 1985-86 it is
expected to increase by three per cent-we con-
tend that it is three per cent. So we see an
increased expenditure over three years of 10
per cent. In the previous three years under a
Liberal Government the increase was nine per
cent. That is a difference of only one per cent,
but it is still an increase. In the Government's
first year in office it carried out a sleight of
hand by dramatically increasing taxes and
charges and increasing its expenditure by six
per cent.

In 1985-86 the estimated expenditure is
$ 3.094 billion, an increase of 8.9 per cent over
the expenditure for 1984-85. if we include the
country water supplies additional costs-which
is what the Government should have
done-the real increase is $3. 154 million, or H
per cent.

The growth in Government expenditure
Surely must be limited. The public cannot be
expected to go on absorbing this expenditure
by the Government. There comes a time when
business, industry and the taxpayers cannot
foot any greater bills. There comes a time when
they suddenly say that they have had enough,
and I think it is getting to that stage now. This
expenditure has been going on and on and it
will cause a very serious situation. The burden
of Groverniment expenditure is becoming far
too great.

Government must get smaller. I was
interested to hear Hon. Peter Dowding, when
talking about a previous measure, say that his

Government's policy was for small govern-
ment. This Budget does not demonstrate that
at all, because it makes for bigger government
and greater and greater expenditure. So many
Bills the Government introduces create more
boards, committees and statu tory bodies. The
Government made a big show of getting rid of
a small number of QANGOs yet so many Bills
it introduces, including four on the Notice
Paper now, create QANG~s, all at additional
expense to the public.

We all know, I am sure, that many small
businessmen no longer want to increase their
level of staff employment. They are saying,
"The easiest way to go is to Sell OUr business,
realise our assets, invest our money and put our
feet up or go fishing-or get a Government
job." Plenty of people are getting Government
jobs under this Government. The situation is
very senious.

As I have been speaking about Government
expenditures, let me now turn to deal with the
three Ministers in the House and the Budget
allocations for their areas of responsibility. I
will consider first Mr Dans, the Minister for
Tourism and for Racing and Gaming. His vote
this year is for $ t16. 153 mill ion, while his ex-
penditure for last year was $13.2 million. His
portfolios have received an increase of 22.3 per
cent.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Look at the wealth he
has generated in those portfolios.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We see an increased
expenditure allocation for that Minister.

Hon. Torn Stephens: But we must realise that
his expenditure generated wealth for the State.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Where?

Hon. Torn Stephens:, The casino, for in-
stance.

Hon. G, E. MASTERS: Sure, that is a very
good employment project, and I support the
casino.

Hon. Tom Stephens: That work was
generated as a result of work by the Minister.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Government
does not have to spend a great deal of money to
get that sort of investment; all it has to do is to
allow the project to progress, which is what the
Parliament did.

Let us consider the Attorney General and the
expenditure for his portfolios as the Attorney
General, Minister for Budget Management and
for Prisons. His estimate for this year is
$307.142 million, while his expenditure last
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year was $250.898 million. His allocation this
year represents an increase of 22.4 per cent.
These allocations are increasing all the time.

Let us consider Mr Dowding, the Minister
for Industrial Relations, for Employment and
Training, and for Consumer Affairs. The esti-
mate this year is for $29.62 million, while last
year his expenditure was $22.59 million. His
allocation this year represents an increase of
3 1. 1 per cent.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We have seen 60 000
jobs created.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Minister should
consider what is happening with young people
wanting work.

These figures show that the Government has
a number of Ministers who are greedily grab-
bing more of the taxpayers' money and I
suggest who care nothing for the poor taxpayer.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Oh, come on!

H-on. G. E. MASTERS: The Government
should he reducing the allocations for these
Ministers, yet we see it increasing their allo-
cations by as much as 30 per cent. It is just too
much. If these three Ministers represent all
Government Ministers, the matter is serious.
Does the Government believe the public can
pay forever? Are Government members
suggesting that the allocations to all Ministers
should increase by as much as 30 per cent? This
cannot be done.

Let us consider the Government's wastes and
excesses.

Hon. Garry Kelly: There aren't any.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I have just explained
about the QANGOs the Government has set up
and is setting up. The Government is becoming
what the private sector feared it would be-
come-a pacesetter in wages and conditions.
Mr Dowding says that is not the case, but I was
at a function recently and I spoke with a bank
manager at Midland who had been in the bank
for 30 years and whose income was $40 000 a
year. I do not know how many Government
advisers we have or how many other political
appointments have been made by the Govern-
ment. I suspect there are dozens and probably
hundreds. I do not know and I am sure the
Government does not know. It is very common
for some of these Government advisers to be
paid $50 000 and to receive a car, an office and
staff.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Rubbish!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Is the Minister
suggesting that Mr Tom Butler did not have a
car and an office? Is he suggesting Mr Peter
Willmott did not have a car and an office?

Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you earn more than
the bank manager?

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: I guess the Minister
is suggesting that some of his union cohorts
who are getting these jobs as a favour should be
paid $50 000-more than a bank manager with
30 years' experience. Is that what he is
suggesting?

There is a deep concern in the community;
the Government may think the public have for-
gotten these appointments but they have not.
Hon. Peter Dowding referred to members of
Parliament and their salaries. Let us look at the
Budget figures and the CRF document. One
finds members of Parliament are on about the
fourth grade as far as the Public Service is con-
cerned.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Do you suggest we lift
them?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No. I am suggesting
the Government is becoming a pacesetter, not
through members of Parliament. There are di-
rectors of departments, assistant directors, as-
sistants to the assistant directors, and after that
come members of Parliament. Governments
have become pacesetters in the public sector
since the time of the Whitlamn Government.
That situation has been made much worse by
the political appointments and the union mates
of members opposite getting $50 000 or
$60 000 a year.

Hon. D. K. Dans: That is why we have the
f irst s urpl us i n 40 years.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I do not want to go
all chrough my speech again for Mr Dans. I just
explained at great length that the Government
has overtaxed the public unnecessarily. Of
course the Government will have a surplus if it
screws people to the wall and takes money from
business and industry as it has done through
Government charges.

I would like to put this proposition to the
Government: Most people would know that
workers' compensation is a very heavy burden
on business and industry. I am not suggesting
for one moment that workers' compensation
premiums should not be paid. I am saying that
rebates could perhaps be arranged in certain
areas for apprentices. At the moment the
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Governiment arranges for a rebate of workers'
compensation for first-year apprentices. That
costs about $2 million.

H-on. Garry Kelly: Did you do that?
Hon. G. E, MASTERS: I do not know. I

think it is a good idea, and it should be ex-
tended.

Instead of allowing rebates only for first-year
apprentices the Government, with the vast
amount of money it gets from FID, might con-
sider looking to extending rebates to all appren-
tices. This would cost, I understand, $8
million. That may not be in the. realms of possi-
bility, but I put it to the Government as
another means of encouraging employers to
take on more apprentices. Numbers of appren-
tices are dropping significantly and we need
apprentices and young people we can train, if
not for today then for the future.

I-on. Peter Dowding: You have been reading
our policy again.

H-on. G. E. MASTERS: I have not. The
Government has been reading our policy. The
Minister and the Government do not have a
policy. Every time we bring out a policy we get
a phone call the next day asking if the Govern-
ment can took at the Opposition's policy. Hon.
Tom Knight released a policy recently and it is
now Labor Party policy. The only policies the
Government has are produced at Trades Hall,
and the Government is told what it can and
cannot do.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We have got results.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We will see about

that.
The Government has set aside $13.1 million

in the area of employment and training to
cover 6 600 people.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Would you like to put
$6 million into that?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Please allow me to
continue. I will listen to her speech carefully.

The Government has set aside$ $13.1 million
to help 6 600 people and give them
approximately $2 000 each. I think money is
coming also from the Commonwealth. The
Government's policies, good as they are,
always appear to be subsidising the employ-
ment of young people. It recognises that in
some areas the rate of pay for people is too
high, and the Government picks up the tab and
subsidises. them. Employers cannot afford the
level of wages demanded in our system.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Explain about the I c.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This is perhaps the
time to do that. The speaker who was reported
as saying young people should start on lc was
using a figure of speech because obviously no-
one believes a person should be paid Ilc.

Hon. Peter Dowding: You are dissociating
yourself from her remarks.

Hon. 0. E, MASTERS: Not at all. It was a
brilliant speech which said everything I believe
in. If the Minister thinks Katherine West said
people should get Ic he is being ridiculous. She
said people should be paid what they are worth.
The trouble is that people on the other side of
the House have never been in the situation of
risking their own dollar and starting businesses
and employing people.

Hon. Kay Hllahan: That is rubbish.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No-one opposite has

ever employed anyone; they have all lived
protected lives in either the union movement
or, in a couple of cases, as lawyers. Of course
they are in a different class from most of us.
None of them has risked a dollar in business.

If the Government is really dinkum about
employing people and encouraging employ-
menit I refer members to the McDonald's issue.
We are talking about youth employment
schemes. We say that the McDonald's
proposition was suggesting there wouild be jobs
for young people at next to no cost to the pub-
lic.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What do they say now?
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: McDonald's said

there would be a special rate of pay, but once
anyone tries. to suggest a private agreement the
unions go into a state of frenzy. Their little
soldiers in this House jump up and down and
make the right noises. That is what happened.
McDonald's offered 20 or more young people a
job and to train them. The TLC and the unions
placed tremendous pressure on the company.
The company's premises were daubed and
damaged, and there were threats of black bans
and stoppages. That was all because the
company said it would employ those people. I
want members to understand what happened
because McDonald's offered those jobs with
goodwill and in a genuine effort to get young
people into jobs who were otherwise unem-
ployed. This Labor Government and the Min-
ister for Employment and Training failed to
make any comment at all. McDonald's was
interested in young people getting jobs.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What is McDonald's
doing now?
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I will tell the Minis-
ter, and I am sure he will be proud.
McDonald's was forced to back off.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It was not.
Hon. G. E, MASTERS: McDonald's was

forced to back off;, it was threatened with in-
dustrial action and it was not backed one iota
by this Government or the Minister. He did
not say a word. He said, "Yes Sir, no Sir" to his
TLC mates. McDonald's would have created
jobs for 20 unemployed 15-year-olds and paid
them $103.20 per week. Under Mr Dowding's
Western Australian Youth Scheme he said,
"You naughty boys, you must not do that.
Those young people will get Government
traineeships and $90 a week." Who will explain
to those young people that they are getting SI13
a week less because of the pig-headedness of the
Minister because he is under the dictate of
Trades Hall and the TLC? It is absolutely dis-
graceful! McDonald's was going to employ
those people at $103 a week and keep them on
and train them. Those young people would
have had a trade and something to look for-
ward to. Mr Dowding and his mates said, "No,
you must not do that; it is all wrong."

Hon. Peter Dowding: No, we did not.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Dowding said,

"You are naughty boys; you will take $13 a
week less."

When we talk about people doing training
deals below the award rate, let us look at some
of Mr Dowding's colleagues. A senior member
of the Labor Party stood up in the House on
two occasions and said, "1 would rather see
people on the dole than working for a wage
below the award rate." Mr McKenzie said that.

Hon. Fred McKenzie interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: What a disgraceful

thing to say. It was taken up by Mr Dowding
who said these young people could have $ 13 a
week less. That is absolutely discraceful;, it is
cold-blooded and cold-hearted and I cannot
imagine any man saying it.

We know that McDonald's was threatened
with nationwide picketing, with boycotting,
with paint daubing and with abuse. The
Government stood aside and allowed this in-
timidation to happen, and this Minister did not
raise even one finger to help nor did he say to
McDonald's, "Well done, we will back you up.
Can you take any more?"

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is not true.
lion. G. E. MASTERS: Would Hon. Peter

Dowding like to tell me what is true?

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Minister will
not tell the honourable member what is true
and the Leader of the Opposition will not re-
quest him to do it.

Hon. G. E, MASTERS: The mere suggestion,
Sir, that people, young or old, should be able to
make their own private arrangements with
their employers and could dare to do that on
their own, without the authority of the Trades
and Labor Council and the people who seem to
be controlling and running this State, drives the
Government into an absolute frenzy. It never
seems to occur to Government members, least
of all to Mr Dowding and certainly not to the
TLC, that there are people in the community
who are prepared and want to work hard, and
who are prepared to perhaps earn more money
and benefits as a result of that.

The Government and the TLC object to any-
body making a deal outside the normal ar-
rangements because they fear that people will
earn less. I draw the example of Mudginberri to
the attention of the House once more. The
Mudginberri workers decided that they would
work harder and would work six days a week
instead of five, and by doing so, they doubled
their wages. Mr Dowding thinks that that is
wrong and that they must not do it. To a lesser
extent that is what is happening with
McDonald's, an organisation which is prepared
to train young people for higher wages than
under a Government traineeship.

Hon. Peter Dowding: There are four million
people unemployed under Mrs Thatcher's poli-
cies.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We are not
discussing Mrs Thatcher's policies. We are here
discussing our own policies. The proposition
that the Opposition has put forward on a num-
ber of occasions is a programme which would
include voluntary working agreements. It is to
be found in the document "Western Australian
Liberals-Future Directions". I am sure that
the Minister laughs about that, but it is a policy
which does simply this: It says that
people-that is, employers and em-
ployees-can make their own arrangements if
they wish.

Hon. Peter Dowding: So the Builders
Labourers Federation can get a 35-hour week?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I do not care what
those people do. If they make a private deal,
that is their choice and it is okay under this
system. if Mr Dowding were a person who
agreed with this system and if he made these
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arrangements-in other words, to work for,
say, 35 hours a week and the rate of pay was
agreed-

Hon. Kay Hallahan interjected.
Hon. &. E. MASTERS: Hon. Kay Hallahan

is twisting things deliberately, which is typical
of members of this Government. What I am
saying is that if people feel inclined to do what
we are suggesting, it is right that there should
be alternatives which they can take up if they
wish. Realistically, people will not want to
work outside industry awards in most cases.
However, in some cases they will wish to do so,
and I think they have every right to follow their
inclinations. They should be able to make their
own deals with their employers.

Horn. Fred McKenzie: What about parlia-
mentarians? We might end up working week-
ends instead of weekdays.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I think this policy
has been maligned and abused. It has been the
subject of a TLC campaign which is misleading
and which told straightout lies to the public.
The untruths spread about by the TLC bear no
relationship to the proposal we are putting for-
ward. The TLC has brought out a document
which is headed, "It is un-Australian to have to
beg for a job". The TLC is suggesting that the
proposal our party is putting forward would
mean, in effect, that people would not get any
holidays.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That's right.
Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: It is not right. The

TLC is suggesting that people will not have any
sick leave and there will be no control over
hours worked. I introduced a private member's
Bill this year entitled, -Contracts of Employ-
ment Act", which Government members obvi-
ously did not read. It was introduced in this
House and was left on the Table of this House
for a long time. The Government refused to
progress with it. Clause 6 of the Bill reads as
follows-

The minimum conditions of employ-
ment with respect to sick leave and annual
leave to which an employee employed
under a contract of employment is entitled
are those prescribed by sections 59 and 60
of the Factories and Shops Act 1963.

The Opposition proposed in this Bill that sick
leave and holidays be protected, but the TLC is
deliberately conducting a campaign to assert
that this is not true. The TLC has said that we
are proposing that there be no holidays and no
sick leave. The document it brought out
verifies this, just as this Bill verifies that it is

lying to the public. As I said, Government
members have not even bothered to read this
Bill. They have allowed the TLC to come out
with these lies and these out-and-out untruths.
Clause 7 of the Bill is as follows-

(1) The ordinary hours of work for an
employee. employed under a contract of
employment shall not exceed 10 in any one
day nor 40 in any one week.

This is a control on the hours that can be
worked in a day and a week. Again, the TLC
has suggested that we have provided for no
limit on control.

Hon. Kay Hallah an: What are the safeguards
and who controls it?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Hon. Kay Hallahan
asks who controls it. Let mne say that what I am
quoting from is a Hill that was introduced into
this Parliament which, if this Government had
had enough gumption and had been prepared
to bite the bullet, could have gone through.
Instead Mr Dowding, and people like him,
stood aside and allowed the TLC to announce
that there would be no sick leave, no holidays
and no control over hours worked under a Lib-
eral Government. The Bill also safeguards
people with existing jobs. This is a Bill which
could have become the law of the land and I tell
members on the other side that the TLC is
conducting a malicious and vicious campaign
founded on lies and untruths, which is
intended to frighten people by scare tactics in
the Workplace. I refer once more to Mr
McKenzie's words, which were, in effect, that
he would rather see people unemployed and on
the dole than taking below award rates and
working under different hours and conditions.

Hon. Peter Dowding: And you would like to
see people negotiating 35-hour weeks, would
you? is that right?

Hun. G. E. MASTERS: In answer to Hon.
Peter Dowding, I am saying that people should
be able to make their own contracts and ar-
rangements outside the system. If 1 want to go
along to an employer and say that I am looking
for a job and that I am prepared to work
Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays, and no other
times, I ought to be entitled to sign a contract
and work those days.

[Questions taken.]

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I quote from the
Daily News of Thursday, 3 October 1985. The
article deals with the WA Trades and Labor
Council's extensive campaign against job
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deregulation. Under the heading, "Bold Job
Bid By TLC", the article, describing certain
commercials, states-

Prominent is an auction for a job,' which
goes to the worker willing to work the
longest hours for the least pay and no ben-
efits.

That is a distortion because it is absolutely un-
true. It continues-

In another, parents warn their son not to
mention holidays and sick pay at a job
interview.

Again, that is totally untrue. I have quoted
from the Bill which the Opposition put to the
Parliament and which surely can be read by
anyone. Thus, that is a deliberate distortion of
the facts. The article continues with a quote in
respect of deregulation as follows-

It is the most serious attack made on the
ordinary working people of this country
since the turn of the century.

I suggest that this campaign is deliberately mis-
leading and directed towards frightening
people.

The Budget papers presented to this Parlia-
ment Propose greatly increased taxation by the
Government and higher expenditure in areas in
which we would have thought there would have
been some control and moderation. The
Government has said that it proposes to in-
crease expenditure by only one per cent. The
Opposition has proved-unless the Minister
for Budget Management can disclaim it-that
the percentage is, in fact, three per cent and
that there has been an arrangement whereby
the State expenditure for the year has been
underquoted by something like $59 million.

In speaking about the Government's tax
take, I am not allowed to talk about the Federal
Government's law reform Programmes. How-
ever, I believe we should mention in this de-
bate the failure of the Government in some
cases to explain properly its position. That
could not be better demonstrated than through
the failure reported in The Australian today, 23
October 1985 under the heading, "Labor miss-
ing in a debate". It reads-

The failure of a Labor Party speaker to
appear at a public debate in Perth last
night disappointed the audience almost as
much as the tax-reform package being
debated.

They had to settle for what was de-
scribed as a one-sided debate by Liberal
MUR Peter Shack and Senator David
Vigor, of the Australian Democrats.

The meeting, called by the WA branch
of the Australian Small Business Associ-
ation, was attended by about 200
people-and mumbled anger wa5
expressed at the Labor Party's non-rep-
resentation.

Hon. 0. C. Macxinnon: Wasn't that what
Hon. Kay Hallahan was talking about?

Hon. Kay Hallahan: One of your colleagues
has kindly given the article to me.

Hon. G- E. MASTERS: It is interesting that
this article should happen to be in front of me
at this time because, on two occasions, I have
been invited to attend meetings of the
Australian Small Business Association. I
attended one on health, safety and welfare in
the workplace, and another, on the Govern-
ment's scandalous industrial relations Bill
which was thrown out virtually by public de-
mand. On neither occasion, even though the
Labor Party was invited, did a representative
of the party attend. I think Mr Dans was
invited one time, but he was too busy to attend.
It seems that the Labor Party has little care for
and gives scant regard to the small business
people of this State when its members fail to
attend ASBA meetings to which they have been
invited.' On at least three occasions to my cer-
tain knowledge a Minister of the Crown or a
representative of the Government has been
invited, but no representative has turned up.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Contempt, it is.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I suppose the

association would even have been happy with
Hon. Garry Kelly. I am saying that that is the
attitude of this Government to small business.
It does not understand small business. It has
never been involved in small business and all it
thinks it need do is bleed small business. That
cannot be done. That is why public opinion is
swinging against the Governiment. That is why
Labor will be out next February or March. It
has lost track of things.

I cannot emphasise more strongly than I
have that the scandalous campaign being con-
ducted by the TLC should be shown up for
what it is. The attitude of the Labor Party to
small business in this State should have been
clearly exposed in the comments I have just
made.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon. Fred
McKenzie.
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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL
In Committee

Resumed from 17 October. The Deputy
Chairman of Committees (Hon. P. H. Lockyer)
in the Chair; Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney
General) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 16: Section 61 substituted-
Progress was reported after the clause had

been partly considered.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I repeat the comment I

made on Thursday last that the Opposition
does not intend to hold up the debate on this
clause except to say that it is an unsatisfactory
situation to allow a woman elector to nominate
the surname she wishes to use on the electoral
roll. I suggest to the Committee that it is paving
the way for the sort of confusion in relation to a
person's name we have heard much about in
debates on another Bill in the last 24 hours.

Secondly, we do not think the Chief Electoral
Officer should have any discretion in this mat-
ter. I doubt very much whether he has sought
that discretion.

Thirdly, I make the simple observation that
the proposed section is badly worded.

Beyond that we do not intend to pursue the
matter.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 17 put and passed.
Clause 18: Section 65 substituted-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: This clause and the

following clauses 19, 20 and 21 are quite com-
plicated in their own way but the intent is that
the current time span for a State election will
be altered; that is, from the moment the
Governor issues the warrant for the conduct of
a State election and from the time when the
writs are returned-I think it currently stands
at 49 days.

I put it to the Committee that that group of
clauses is the result of this Government's
effectively digging its own grave in regard to
the time span for an election. Members might
be aware of the starting point for the argument
which is an integral part of these clauses. Prior
to the current Government coming to office, it
was frequently argued by the then Oppo-
sition-and we say invalidly-that the calling
of a State election and the subsequent closure
of the rolls meant that many people were un-
able to get onto the rolls in the last-minute rush
before they were closed. Subsequent to the
Government being elected in 1983, it asked
Parliament to amend the Electoral Act in order

to achieve a number of things, one of which
principally was to provide more time for
people to go onto the rolls once an election had
been called.

Is it not ironic that less than 18 months later,
before any of the provisions have been tested at
a general election, the Parliament is being
asked to change the law? These are not pro-
visions imposed on the Government by the so-
called Liberal dominated Opposition in the
upper House. Members should be very clear on
that point. These are provisions which the
present Government imposed on itself. Does
that not indicate that the Government has
woken up to some serious political miscalcu-
lation on its part? I suggest that it is almost
unprecedented for a Parliament to be asked to
change a law which it had changed at the re-
quest of the Government a mere I8 months
earlier. In general terms that is the argument I
shall mount for the next three or four clauses.

On the face of it clause 1 8 looks quite in-
nocuous and because it does not contain any
negative words, it does not give rise to concern
to those who have given it only a cursory
glance. There is no indication that the Govern-
ment is taking anything away from the electoral
process. In reality as I understand it, it will
abolish for the first time since 1907 the require-
ment whereby the Governor gives 14 days' no-
tice of his intention to issue the warrant which
then starts the election process.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What would be lost by
that?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Two weeks for a start.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What would be lost in
the actual absence of that notice?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Let us just wait a little.
Central to the Labor Party's argument and to
the Government's argument for years, has been
this belief that one does not spring things on
people; one gives people adequate notice. That
was the argument which underpinned the
whole of the present Government's. objection
to the previous Government's activities in al-
legedly closing off the rolls too early. That is a
matter I want to come to a little later, because
that period of notice is interfered with in the
clauses we are now dealing with.

I put it to members that to take away that
fortnight's notice which the Governor gives is a
very serious interference with the process of
giving people adequate notice of a State elec-
tion, quite apart from the fact that these are
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provisions in the main which have been put in
by the present Government and which have
never been tested at a State election.

I want to refer to what happened at the last
State election and to bring members up to date
in case they do not follow the point which I
certainly did not follow before looking into it.
On 7 January 1983 the Government Gazette
published the provision contained in section 64
or 65 about the Governor's intention to issue a
warrant. It reads as follows--

Notice of His Excellency the Governor's
Intention to Issue his Warrants for the
Issue of Writs for a General Election for
the Legislative Council and the Legislative
Assembly.

Notice is hereby given that it is the in-
tention of His Excellency the Governor to
issue on January 21st 1983-

1 interrupt here to say that that is 14 days down
the track. To continue-

-his Warrants directing the Clerk of
Writs to issue Writs for a General Election
for the Legislative Council and Legislative
Assembly.

Dated 7 January 1 983.
D. A. COATES,
Chief Electoral Officer.

I suggest that the Government wants to remove
that provision because if it wants to amend
other pants of the Act, as it seeks to do right
now to alter the time for some other functions
within the Act, it must pick up some time else-
where. That is where the Government is pick-
ing it up the time, by using the two weeks there.
But no explanation is given as to why a pro-
vision which has been in the Act for 78 years,
which has served the State well-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How?
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Because it gives two

weeks' notice of the Governor's intention to
issue writs.

Hon. J. Mv. Berinson: How does that help?
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Just hold on. Under

the proposed section, it is even possible for that
notice to appear in the Government Gazette
after the event. This is what the Government
proposes. It does not say when it is to be
published in the Government Gazelle- it could
be a fortnight later.

That procedure is an important part of
alerting the public to the fact that an election is
to be held. It is very interesting and instructive
that in 1983 the then Premier, Mr O'Connor,
in fact allowed a longer period than he was

required to do under the law. All that was
required under the law was that he should see
the Governor and say, "Your Excellency, I
would like you to issue a notice of your inten-
tion to issue a warrant in a fortnight's time." In
fact Mr O'Connor very clearly alerted the
Governor many days before he needed to do.

Mr O'Connor issued his Press statement on
that occasion on 4 January. So the statement
about a lack of generosity about which we
heard so much from the then Opposition was
clearly not accurate, because three days before
the official notice-which would give two
weeks' notice of intention-Mr O'Connor
announced on 4 January 1983 that the election
would be held on 19 February 1983. The para-
graph of the release read-

The Premier, Mr Ray O'Connor,
announced today a State election will be
held on February 19.

It is also very interesting to note that the Act
now demands, as a result of Mr Tonkin's ori-
ginal amendment 18 months ago, a time span
of 49 days. The Government is now suggesting
that that period is rather too long for political
comfort, as Mr Hawke found last year. That is
the genesis of this part of the Bill. I dealt with
this in my second reading speech.

An interesting fact
under the provisions
virtually the same
voluntarily. He gave 46

is that Mr O'Connor,
of the old Act, gave

amount of notice
days' notice.

It may well be that some of Labor Party his-
torians have done their homework, and found
out that not only did Mr H-awke nearly go to
the wall in 1984 by holding a campaign for
seven or eight weeks, but Mr O'Connor did go
to the wall in 1983. Mr O'Connor held an elec-
tion campaign for 46 days, albeit he did it
voluntarily, as indeed did Mr Hawke.

The Opposition believes that is the
underpinning reason for the proposed change
to the current law. There can be no other expla-
nation, because the current law we are being
asked to change and which the Opposition will
oppose was not imposed on the Government
by some conservative rulers half a century ago,
but was imposed on the Government of its own
free will by its own members in this House a
little more than I8 months ago.

I want to pursue other matters relating to
later clauses, because Mr Deputy Chairman
(Hon. P. H. Lockyer), you have indicated you
will permit us to debate this subject fairly
generously over the four clauses.
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The next piece of information is very instruc-
tive about Lab&i Party tactics. In clause 19 we
are being asked to insert a new section which is
again written in the positive and therefore at a
casual glance does not appear to take anything
away from the electoral system. In simple
terms, it reduces from 14 days to eight days the
opportunity to enrol.

Let us stop and think about that for a min-
ute. Having berated the previous Government
for allowing too short a period for enrolment
after an election is called, 18 months ago the
present Government said it would be the true
protectors of the people, it would give them
more time to enrol. On the face of it that is a
perfectly reasonable thing for the present
Government to do. But why is it that now, I8
months later, before that provision is tested,
the Government wants to decrease that time
for enrolments? After all, it is this Government
and these members on the other side of the
Parliament who have said much more time is
needed to allow people to enrol . However, the
period is now to be reduced from 14 days to
eight days. That does not sound to me or to
members of the Opposition like the actions of a
Government interested in seeing people have
extra time in which to enrol. If one were really
uncharitable, it could be said to be a gross act
of hypocrisy.

In clause 20, the plot thickens. On its face,
clause 20 proposes a fairly innocuous change.
We are being asked to delete the word
"fourteen" in relation to a certain number of
days and insert the number "7". That is the
reverse of what we did 18 months ago, so is it
any wonder that there is a great deal of sus-
picion on the part of the Opposition; that we
smell a rat? Otherwise-and I ask the question
again-why would the Government have
inserted into the Act 18 months ago the words
"7" and "fourteen" in that order and then
come back today and ask us to change it to
"fourteen" and "7" in that order? Either it was
mucked up on that occasion, which is quite
likely to be the case, or it is part of the juggling
trick to which I have referred where the
Government, desperate to find excuses to re-
duce the period of 49 days, needs to find other
methods so that it looks quite I timate.

A similar comment can be made about the
nomination times in clause 21. Juggling is go-
ing on there-it is difficult to explain away
other than to say the Government desires to
change the very legislation that it imposed on
the Parliament 18 months ago.

Therefore the Opposition intends to vote
against those clauses. In order that the public
understand this, the defeating of the clauses
would mean that when an election is held, this
year or next year, it will be held under the rules
set down by the Labor Party 18 months ago.

We oppose the clauses.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. Phillip Pendal

is correct in one respect. He says that the
Government's 1983 amendment to the pro-
visions of the Electoral Act was designed to
overcome the practice of previous Liberal
Governments. That practice was notorious,
disgusting, and shameful. It astonishes me that
Hon. Phillip Pendal, even at this stage, is not
prepared to acknowledge how rotten it was.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Hear, hear!
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: What it relied on

was a capacity for the Government-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Order! Hon. Kay Hallahan and Hon.
W. N . Stretch do not need to carry on a private
conversation when the Attorney General has
the floor.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: -to immediately
close the electoral roll as soon as the calling of
the election became a matter of public record.
That occurred when the Governor gave notice
of intention to issue the writ. There was no
obligation on Liberal Governments to act in
this way.

Hon. Phillip Pendal has given the example of
Premier O'Connor who gave the public three
days' notice that this process was about to be
instituted. He at least gave three days' notice,
and compared to his predecessors that was an
honourable act even though inadequate by far
for all practical purposes. That is not to over-
come, however, the record of previous Liberal
Governments which did not even give that in-
adequate amount of notice. Consequently,
thousands upon thousands of electors,
otherwise entitled to vote, were precluded from
an ability to cast their vote. There is no way of
understanding or interpreting the repeated use
of this device by Liberal Governments other
than to say it was designed to reduce as far as
possible, the number Of People who would be
able to vote.

That brings to light a very fundamental dif-
ference between the Government and the Op-
position on this question. It is the view of the
Government that the number of eligible voters
who are enabled to vote ought to be maximised
by every available means. I still have not heard
the Opposition agree to that proposition, but of
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course its members would be too embarrassed
by their record to take that course. Is it or is it
not part of the democratic process that people
entitled to vote should be enabled to vote? We
say it is.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: We agree.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Good.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Every member of the
Liberal Party agrees.

H-on. J. M. BERINSON: I appreciate this be-
lated acknowledgment by Hon. Phillip Pendal
and the fact that he purports to speak for all
members of his party. I suppose retrospectively
it could be taken as an apology for the past
practices of his party when in Government.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: No apology is needed.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Anyone sensitive to
the real implications of what those Liberal
Governments did ought to recognise the need
for an apology, and I am sure that Hon. Phillip
Feudal, in his own quiet and reserved way,
does recognise this.

The essential purpose of the changed time-
table introduced by the 1983 amendments was
to overcome that disgraceful manipulation of
the system which had previously been open.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Which you are now try-
ing to manipulate.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In answer to all the
arguments Hon. Phillip Pendal raises about
whether we are going back to some extent on
what we did in 4983, 1 point out we do not go
back in the slightest way on the principle then
embodied in the Act. Certainly we propose a
change to the timetable, but there will remain
two fundamental differences between the pre-
1983 position and the position which would be
enacted by this Bill. The first one is that,
whereas prior to 1983 any advance notice to
the public of their need to check enrolments
was a matter of discretion on the part of the
Liberal Party-I have quoted the example
where three days' notice was given-under this
Bill that capacity of the public would be
mandatory; they must be given an opportunity
to enrol once the decision to call the election
has been made.

The second difference is that whereas prior
to 1983 the minimum time available in which
to become enrolled after the date of an election
became known was nil days-

Hon. Kay H-allahan: Shame!

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: -the period
provided under this provision will be eight
days. So two very fundamental differences are
involved.

Hon. Phillip Pendal correctly pointed out
that under these provisions there will be a loss
of a fortnight's notice of intention to issue the
writ. When I asked him, by interjection, to
suggest what purpose was ever served by that
two weeks' notice of intention to issue the writ,
his response was, "Well, that was pant of the
desirable process of giving adequate notice to
electors that an election was in the offing." Of
course I agree again with Hon. Phillip Pendal
that it is desirable that there should be ad-
equate notice, but that is fully secured by the
proposals of this Bill.

There are three sets of figures which need to
be considered in terms of this question of ad-
equacy of notice for all purposes related to an
election. Prior to 1983 the mninimumn period
between notice to the public and the election
itself was 42 days. The 1983 amendments ex-
tended that to 49 days. This Bill now proposes
to reduce that period to 35 days, so the whole
period of notice to the public is in fact reduced,
but amounts, after taking account of the vari-
ous provisions of the impending legislation, to
about 51/ weeks. For current purposes I will
stick to the precise dates to which I have
referred and leave aside the question of the
Interpretation Act, as that would apply to all
the totals as well. For purposes of comparison,
we are looking to respective total periods of
notice to the public of an impending election of
42 days; after 1983, 49 days, and now it is
proposed to be 35 days.

The question is: Is 35 days adequate? There
are several measures involved in this question;
among them is the fact that this minimum
period reduced to 35 days would still leave
Western Australia in the position of providing
the longest minimum period of notice of an
election of any State in the Commonwealth, or
the Commonwealth itself. The relevant periods
of notice for the Commonwealth and other
States are as follows-

Commonwealth-33 days
Victoria-33 days
South Australia-24 days

New South Wales-Nil
Queensland-No Period stated
Tasmania-14 days
Northern Territory- 14 days
Our proposal is for 35 days.
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Hon. N. F. Moore: Didn't you know those
figures when you brought in 49 days?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am not aware
whether we looked at those other periods at all.
What we were concerned about in 1983 was
primarily to overcome the distortion of the
system which had been implemented by those
Liberal Governments. Among other things we
provided 14 days for enrolment after the date
of the election was announced. That is to be
reduced to eight days, the reason being-

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Where did you get your
information?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Most of the infor-
mation I provide to the Chamber is good and,
in particular, it is always accurate. Now Hon.
Phillip Pendal says, "Fancy changing this
period and reducing it down to eight days with-
out it even having been tried," The fact of the
matter is that it has been tried in this State,
though not under the State Electoral Act. It was
tried in the last Commonwealth election where
the eight-day period for enrolment applied and
where it was found that this fully met all
necessary requirements of people who wished
to check their enrolment before the rolls closed.

Something in excess of 25 000 electors in this
State enrolled in the last eight days before the
Federal election, and there was nothing then to
indicate that there was a pent-up demand or a
disappointed expectation by people who found
that eight days was too short. The fact of the
matter is that this has been tried and it has
been tried in circumstances which are absol-
utely comparable to our own position. There is
nothing new to suggest that eight days is not a
suitable and an adequate period. The very
suggestion that it might not be an adequate
period is ludicrous coming from the Oppo-
sition. Members opposite are the people who
said that there needed to be nil days. They said
there was nothing wrong with a sudden death
cut-off of the electoral roll. All of a sudden,
eight days is not enough time. Of course it is
enough, and I do not think that solely because
it is limitlessly, infinitely, greater than that nil
period which the Liberal predecessors of Mr
Pendal provided, but because, objectively, on
the evidence of the most recent Federal elec-
tion, it is in fact enough.

As well as the question of the total period of
notice to which I have already referred, it is
necessary to consider the more relevant length
of time in respect of management and the COOr-
dination of election requirements. These, of

course, go well beyond the question of allowing
electors a late opportunity to enrol. In particu-
Jar, we have to look to the needs firstly of the
Electoral Department, which has a massive
duty to perform once an election gets underway
and, secondly, we have to ensure that candi-
dates and parties are given a reasonable oppor-
tunity to organise themselves for their election
campaign and for the election itself.

To test the requirements in this respect, I
would suggest that the enrolment periods to be
considered are not those from the first notice of
the election, as under the previous system, but
from the opening of nominations.

Under the pre-1 983 position the period from
the opening of nominations to polling day was
28 days. That was extended by the 1983
amendment to 35 days, and for all Mr Pendal's
emphasis on our chopping and changing in our
views on desirable periods, that 35-day period
remains unaltered under the provisions of this
Bill. As I have already indicated, the time for
pre-election enrolments was nil days before
1983, 14 days as a result of the 1983 amend-
ments, and seven days now.

I have already said that the provisions
proposed by this Hill would give the longest
period of notice of the Commonwealth or any
State, and that in our view is too long. Hon.
P. G. Pendal puts it on the basis that this is a
deathbed repentance and we are digging our
own grave. It is not a question of anyone dig-
ging his grave. It is a matter of a period
which, on experience, is demonstrably too long
in terms of the public's own wishes and in
terms of a capacity by all parties to maintain
interest.

Hon. N. F. Moore: The Governments are
usually the ones that lose.

Hon. .1. M. HERINSON: I do not accept that
with the longest period of notice in history, but
the fact of the matter is that the Federal
Government won. It did not lose the election
and people who want to dwell on its loss of
some seats based on the length of the campaign
are offering a compliment to the Federal Labor
Party and not a criticism.

The period is too long. There has been a
consistent tendency over recent years to
shorten the length of the election period to
bring the policy statements closer to the elec-
tion itself rather than further away. This is a
reasonable reflection of the changed circum-
stances affecting the conduct of elections by the
people who are engaged in them. If members
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want me to say that the period we selected in
1983 now appears, on further reflection and
particularly on the basis of the Commonwealth
experience, to have been too long, then I agree.
That is precisely the point of this part of the
Bill and that is the reason that we are now
proposing to shorten it. There is nothing to be
lost in that.

The Government agrees that 14 days is an
unnecessarily long period to provide for these
late enrolments by electors, and it stands by its
earlier position that no point was ever served
by the 14 days' notice of intention to issue the
writ, given that the closing of rolls coincided
with the giving of the notice.

That, as best I can put it, deals with all the
matters Hon. P. 0. Pendal has raised. Like
him, I have somewhat anticipated the amend-
ments to clauses 19 and 20, and later clauses
which he has listed; but it will be apparent to
the Committee that the basic questions
involved all hang together and, in effect the
defeat of clause 18 would leave very little point
to the later clause which he has attacked.

I urge the Committee not to follow Hon.
P. 0. Pendal's lead in this respect. I do so on
the basis that this Bill, while certainly altering
the 1983 provisions, will leave us with a set of
provisions which provide everything necessary
for a fair and proper election. It will leave us
with adequate notice for electors to get on to
the roll and exercise their rights; it will provide
adequate time for the Electoral Department to
go about its duties; and it will provide adequate
time for the conduct of the respective election
campaigns.

These provisions stand on their merits and
not on the precedents. At the end of the day,
that is the basis on which we will have to make
our choice.

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: That was the most
incredible performance I have seen the At-
torney General put up in my time. The At-
torney spent 25 minutes speaking about a mat-
ter on which he has absolutely nowhere to go;
and with all due respect to my colleague, H-on.
I, 0. Medcalf, only a legal man could have put
up such a performance.

This Bill is a gross blunder put forward by a
Minister in another place who has been making
bash after hash of these changes. He was re-
sponsible for introducing changes in this
Government's present term. He was involved
and responsible for extending the time given
for an election to 49 days. Because there is an
election coming up he now says, "Hang on, a

long election is no good to us anid a shorter
time is better for us." That is what it is all
about.

We have listened to long and complicated
arguments from the Attorney General and the
fact is that it suits this Government to have 35
rather than 49 days. All this talk about differ-
ent times and different arrangements has
nothing to do with it. It is purely and simply
that it will suit the Government tremendously
to give less time rather than a longer time to the
Opposition; but it was its proposal that there
should be 49 days. This Government chose the
terms and conditions of conducting an election.
It said, "This is what it should be, why should
we change it now?" The longer time we have
for an election, the better for us; and if the
Government wants to announce an election
next March, that suits the Opposition, but it
will give us the minimum time. It is nothing
more or nothing less than giving the Govern-
ment a better chance in an election campaign.
That is what it is all about and the Attorney
General stands up and says he believes the
maximum period should be given to people to
enrol, but in the next breath he says he is reduc-
ing the time from 14 days to eight days.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I said adequate time.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Incidentally, the

Government will reduce the time given for an
election from 49 to 35 days because it is ad-
equate and it is about the same as in other
States.

Sitting suspended from 6. 00 to 7.30 p.m.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Before the tea sus-
pension I was talking about the terrible pre-
dicament in which the Attorney General finds
himself. He has been presented with an imposs-
ible Bill. Surely we must admit it reeks of hum-
bug and hypocrisy.

Hon. Lyla Elliott interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It does. The odour of

this Bill will rub off on the Attorney General. I
think he is getting fed up with it, and we have a
situation where the Government, at the direc-
tion of a certain Minister in another place, has
done an about-face and is now presenting us
with a proposition which we simply cannot go
along with. Previously the Government de-
cided that a minimum of 49 days' notice
should be given of the intention to hold an
election. That means, of course, that the Oppo-
sition would be given that time-seven weeks.
The Government now suggests that, because an
election is coming up, it will change its mind
because it is more convenient for the Govern-
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ment to give only 35 days' notice. That is what
it is all about. It is simply a matter of turning
about and doing a loop; but the fact remains
that the Government has recognised that it is
far better for it to give five weeks' notice of an
election than seven weeks. That is to the ad van-
tage of the Government.

The Government produced a Bill, whiit be-
came an Act of Parliament, which set a mini-
mum of 49 days. That was not so long ago, in
the time of Hon. Robent Hetherington. He was
a pant of that decision. Now, a Minister has
decided he will throw his own members in this
Chamber to the wolves and try to change things
around. Why on earth would he want to change
it around when Hon. Lyla Elliott, only a few
months ago, was part of a decision proposed by
her own Minister which suggested a period of
49 days' notice?

Hon. Lyla Elliott: A month ago you were
involved in a decision to close the rolls
retrospectively.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Let us deal with the
matter of the length of notice of election. It is a
fact that the Government of the day has an
advantage with shorter notice of an election. It
is a recognised fact, and the Government in-
tends to reduce the period of notice from seven
to five weeks-and I do not blame it for that, if
it can get away with it.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H-.
Lockyer): Order! Order! I remind honourable
members that I will not tolerate interjections
across the Chamber, and I remind the Leader
of the Opposition that he should direct his
comments to the Chair and not ask for interjec-
tions.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Thank you, Mr
Deputy Chairman. It is pretty obvious that the
Government has one intenton, and one only.
The Attorney General has been thrown to the
wolves, and it must be a tremendous embar-
rassment to him. It happens time and again. He
had the dreadful problem with the O'Connor
case, when he got the blame for that and was
left in the lurch. Then Dodd was released and
he had to cope with that; and now he is saddled
with this ridiculous proposition in which the
Government decides it would rather have a
five-week notice period than a seven-week
period. Whatever Hon. Joe Berinson says to
this House, that is all it is about. It is better for
the Government to give five weeks' notice of
an election than to give seven weeks' no-

lice-even Hon. Joe Herinson would agree with
that proposition and would know in his heart
that that is what it is all about.

Hon. Joe Berinson stands in this place and
says the public should have adequate time to
put their names on the electoral roll. Now, for
some obscure reason, he has decided to reduce
that adequate time.

Hon. .1. M. Berinson: I am proposing to re-
duce an excessive time to an adequate time.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Not so long ago, Mr
Berinson said an adequate Lime was 14 days
but now an adequate time is eight days, as far
as the Attorney General is concerned.

A Government member: How much time did
you allow?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am talking about
the Government's proposition. The Govern-
ment's integrity is totally destroyed. It demon-
strates the absolute hypocrisy of its so-called
reform Bills. This is typical of what it is all
about-political expediency, nothing more,
nothing less. The gradual undermining of this
Legislative Council is pant of that policy.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This Bill expresses
the Government's humbug and hypocrisy. How
can the Government, two years ago, say that 49
days would be a proper time to give notice of
an election and now change that to five weeks?
For what possible reason can the Government
say that?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Hon.
Robert Hetherington will come to order.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Government,
led by the Attorney General, only a few short
months ago put through a Bill which said that a
minimum of seven weeks' notice was required
for an election and that people should have 14
days in which to enrol, and that is something
the Opposition will stick with. The Govern-
ment is hoist with its own petard. Why should
we change the Act now for the Government's
convenience, because there is an election
coming up and this will give the Government
an advantage? We would be stark staring mad
to agree to Mr Berinson's proposition.

Several members interjected.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Berinson can
stand up for another 25 minutes and talk, to his
own great embarrassment, but no matter what
he says-
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Order! I
will not sit here saying "Order!" all night if
members will not listen to me. I remind mem-
bers of Standing Order 106.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Minister's own
colleagues in another place, showing the con-
tempt they have always demonstrated for their
own members-let alone our members-in the
Legislative Council, have once again thrown
the Attorney General to the wolves and allowed
him to take the odour of what is just a hyp-
ocritical proposition. I am sure Mr Berinson
will not wish to talk any more on this proposal,
because it is so much of an embarrassment for
him.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Maybe the At-
torney General will be able to confirm my fears
about some of the comments that have been
made by members opposite. I really fear there
is an enormous amount of hypocrisy in those
comments, from my recollections of the experi-
ence that I encountered when I was a candidate
for the by-election for North Province.

My recollection of that period, in regard to
the operation of the Act as it was administered
by the previous Government, is that not only
was the Liberal Government prepared to give a
commitment to electors that it would not shut
the rolls with undue haste to prevent people
getting onto the electoral roll, but having given
that commitment, it was then prepared to shut
the rolls to make it difficult for electors to get
on the electoral roll before the by-election. In
fact the Government closed the rolls
retrospectively by about a week. So, people
who thought they had enrolled for that by-elec-
tion in order to cast a vote, having received an
assurance given by the Premier in the Legislat-
ive Assembly, not only missed out on the op-
portunity to enrol but also found that the roll
was closed retrospectively by a week.

When we came into Government we
proceeded, perhaps hastily, to respond to that
situation.

Hon. G. E. Masters: I bet you thought that.
You are ratting on your own position.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order! Hon. Gordon Masters does
not need to shout across the Chamber to be
heard. He knows that this is the Committee
stage and that he can stand and speak again if
he wishes.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: We are not
reverting to that situation to give ourselves an
unfair advantage of the sort taken by the pre-

vious Government. We are not suggesting for a
minute that a Government should be able to
retrospectively close the electoral rolls to give it
an unfair advantage of the sort grabbed by the
O'Connor Government in July 1982. Rather,
the amendment we now propose would forever
prevent that happening and would allow enrol-
ment to take place in an orderly fashion with-
out preventing people becoming enrolled if
they so chose.

It is extremely galling for us to hear anyone
opposite daring to suggest that we would in any
way tamper with the electoral process to cause
people difficulties in casting a vote. This is be-
cause it is the members opposite who are guilty
of that sont of tampering. When they were in
Government they constantly endeavoured to
frustrate the electoral process and the wishes of
the people of WA. That never became clearer
than by their closing of the electoral roll at the
time of the North Province by-election in 1982.
It was in response to that particular mucking
about with the system-

Hon. G. E. Masters: Tell us why it is necess-
ary to reduce the time from 14 to eight days.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: We are not
reverting to the old system where the previous
Government was able to tamper with the elec-
toral process; we are moving to a system which
is at least workable. Perhaps we did respond
with undue haste to the shenanigans of mem-
bers opposite.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Why change it now?

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I agree with my col-
league, Hon. Mark Nevill, that we introduced a
period that was excessive. But we are now mov-
ing back to a more workable period. The period
chosen at the time when Mr Masters was in
Government was one which allowed for the
retrospective closure of the electoral rolls.

The relevant point is this: Members opposite
should not wave their fingers at us and talk
about any difficulties caused by us in this pro-
cess. Members opposite are the ones guilty of
tampering with the electoral process in an un-
acceptable fashion. We have responded to that
tampering.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I re-
mind Hon. Tom Stephens that we have micro-
phones in the Chamber, so we can hear him
quite clearly. Perhaps the reason he has raised
his voice is that he has tried to be heard over
the intetjections of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, which interjections are about to stop.
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Hon. TOM STEPHENS: In the last week of
the enrolment for the 1982 North Province by-
election, despite assurances by the then
Premier, Hon. Ray O'Connor, that the elec-
toral roll would not be closed to prevent people
becoming enrolled, the Liberal Government
did close the roll retrospectively. Hon.
Margaret McAleer believes it cannot be closed
retrospectively. I assure her that I was under
the firm impression that that was so, too.

Hon. D. i. Wordsworth: What have you got
in this Bill to stop that?

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: Our process for the
closing of the electoral rolls provides for a
period of enrolment up to the issuing of the
writs and then, as I understand it, beyond the
issuing of the writs for eight days.

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: To be reduced by six.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: The member will

find he is wrong. At least we are providing a
time in which people can enrol . Mr Pendal's
party, when in Government, utilised the pro-
visions of the Act as it then was to deny the
franchise to people wanting to cast a vote.
Nothing could be more despicable or abhor-
rent. It was one of the many reasons the mem-
ber's crowd was chucked out of office when the
people had the first opportunity to do so.

We did respond in haste in seeking a period
that was beyond what was necessary, but now
we are back with a sensible amendment which
will not cause any difficulties to people who
want to become enrolled for either a by-elec-
tion or a general election.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: There is a simple
answer to the query raised by Hon. Tom
Stephens, as indeed there is a simple answer to
those comments made by interjections by sev-
eral members opposite prior to the tea suspen-
sion.

Hon. Mark Nevill: You are dishonest.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The simple answer is

one that even members opposite will be
capable of taking into their heads. It is this: It is
known-as in the case of the North Province
by-election to which Mr Stephens has re-
ferred-that to have a by-election, one of the
prerequisites is that we must have someone re-
tire or resign: someone must vacate a seat. That
is clear. If we have that clearly in our minds, is
that not a clear indication to the potential
voters who are not enrolled that they should
say to themselves, "Mr Withers has retired and
I am not on the roll; therefore I need to get on
the roll"?

Likewise with a general election, even a
greater degree of notice is given. For 40 years at
least, general elections in WA have followed a
faithful pattern of being held in either
February, March or April. One does not need
to be a political colossus to work out, in
October 1985, that there is to be an election
either late this year or at the normal time in
February, March or April next year.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I don't think Mr Mas-
ters has worked that out.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Mr Berinson should
Hold on, because even he can learn something.
It means that people who are not on the roll at
the moment and may have turned 18 the other
day know there is an election in the offing and
they have some personal responsibility to see
they are enrolled and ready to vote. They know
from talk in the Press and among parliamen-
tarians, and from the Constitution itself, we are
about to have an election.

It was said quite erroneously a few moments
ago that the then Premier, Mr O'Connor, in
both the by-election which saw the advent of
Mr Stephens and in the following State elec-
tion, denied voters that opportunity of getting
on the roll. I have already explained it to the
Chamber, but I will repeat the words issued
with the Press statement on 4 January 1983
wherein Mr O'Connor announced the State
general election. He said on page 2 of the
statement, and this is an indirect quote, that
the rolls would remain open tomorrow-and
this statement was written on a Tuesday, so he
meant Wednesday-Thursday and Friday to
fulfil an undertaking he had given that he
would keep the rolls open for at least two days
after he announced the election date. That puts
paid to the quite false impression created by
several members on the Government side that
at the 1983 general election the rolls were
closed at the flick of a wrist and people were
denied an opportunity to get on.

-Hon. Kay Hallahan: Three days is not long
enough. It was proven to be not long enough.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Mrs Hallahan insists
on digging herself further into the mire. Mrs
Hallahan says that three days is long enough,
but the Minister came to the Parliament and
said the period should be 14 days.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Both periods are longer
than three.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: Even we can work that
out. That is one of Mr Nevill's more profound
contributions since he came here.
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It was said prior to the tea suspension that
when the Government introduced the period of
14 days 18 months ago it was "just and
proper". Bly extension for the Government to
change its own round rules it means-and I
remind the Chamber we are not debating some-
thing imposed on the Government by the Lib-
eral Opposition-dominated Legislative Coun-
cil, but something the Government imposed on
itself 18 months ago-the new proposal is
something less than just and proper. Even the
Attorney General has acknowledged that the
Government is changing its own ground rules.
If it is said that 14 days was a just and proper
figure, one has to accept that the eight days
now proposed is something less than just and
something less than proper.

Hon. Mark Nevill: What about 13 or 15?
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: What about it? I

would not disagree.
Hon. Garry Kelly: What about two years?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Order, please!
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: That is another of Mr

Kelly's inane interjections. If the 14 days in
that regard, or in terms of the four clauses we
are now debating 49 days, is excessive it may
well be that we need the experience of one State
election to see whether it is excessive. Why are
members of the Government not prepared to
go to a poll based on their own round rules?
The Opposition is not trying to deny the
Government of the day; we want to insist that
the Government take the consequences of the
legislation it introduced in this Chamber 18
months ago. The Government made its bed,
and now it has to lie in it.

Hon. ROBERT HETH-ERINGTON: I have
been quite interested in the odd arguments
floating around the Chamber, and I am glad to
see the Leader of the Opposition back to his old
bravado and braggadocio of the past. All the
huffing and puffing will not make a great deal
of difference to the result of the election when-
ever it is.

When this Government came to office the
rolls were in a shocking state. A vast number of
people were not on the rolls and there had not
been any great attempt to keep people on the
rolls. There were rules designed to keep people
off the rolls.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Order!

Honourable members, I do not mind the odd
light-hearted interjection, but I take exception

when 1 have to raise my voice to be heard and
the speaker on his feet has to raise his voice. I
will not accept that any longer.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: In the
past members of the Opposition changed the
rules when they were in Government. The rolls
were in a shocking state when we came to
Government. We possibly overreacted because
we wanted to give fairness. If an election had
been forced by the recalcitrance of this
Chamber-

Hon. P. G. Pendal: We agreed to your legis-
lation.

H-on. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Mr
Pendal should listen to what I am saying. Why
does he not take his own advice and wait until I
finish the sentence before he interjects?

Hon. P. G. Pendal: I agree, and I apologise.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Had an
election been forced through this Chamber be-
ing recalcitrant or rejecting Supply-and mem-
bers opposite huffed and puffed and looked as
though they might once or twice-we would
have allowed plenty of time for people to get on
the rolls. Since our election things have
changed considerably. We have made it easier
for people to get on the rolls; we have a com-
mon roll with the Commonwealth. In my prov-
ince there are 18 000 more people on the roll
than when my friend and colleague Hon. Kay
Hallahan was elected with a swing in that prov-
ince of 1 0 per cent.

In this Bill we are making provision for pro-
visional enrolment for 1 7-year-olds. In other
words, we are doing everything possible to get
people on the roll, and they are on the roll.
Having tidied this up we are looking at the
problem of tidying the whole business of the
election system, and the period that was seen as
necessary at the time when we came to Govern-
ment because of the disgraceful state of the
rolls left by the previous Government is one
that we can look at now not to maximise
periods for notification of elections and enrol-
ment but to have optimum periods. What is
being offered here seems to us to be an opti-
mum period. If honourable gentlemen opposite
do not want to accept it that is fine. The strut-
ting and posturing from the Leader of the Op-
position does not impress me in the least, but it
never has, and I assume it will continue not to
do so.

Mr Masters in some ways makes a good
Leader of the Opposition because there is a
certain permanency about him.
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I do not want to spend a lot of time an this
point because there has been much pompous
nonsense from Hon. P. G. Pendal and much
confrontationist nonsense from the Leader of
the Opposition. The Government has been
quite reasonable about this. The rolls were in
bad shape but we needed more time if an elec-
lion occurred. The rolls are now in a better
shape and are improving every day because this
Government is interested and anxious that
people should get on the roll. It does not give
lectures to people about a responsibility to get
on the roll and that they should immediately
know what is happening. Not everybody knows
what is happening. Perhaps it is their responsi-
bility to get on the roll, but at the same time it
is a good thing to see about putting them on the
roll so they can vote for or against the Govern-
ment as is their democratic right. I want to see
people exercising their democratic vote, and
because we have the rolls in good shape I think
the proposals in this Bill are eminently sen-
sible. I therefore support the clause.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Government is
seeking to change the period to enrol from 49
days to 35 days. Before the Opposition would
accept the argument, the Government needs to
give it good reason why the period should be
cut down. We are the representatives of the
people and should protect them. The Oppo-
sition has accepted the argument that the time
to enrol is 49 days, and it is now told that
another decision is being made to change the
time limit to 35 days. The clause is important
and it is important that the Attorney General,
in spite of causing members on each side to
sling mud, claims to be disadvantaged by the
current 49 days. What group of people is affec-
ted? It does appear, on listening to the debate,
apart from slinging mud, that there is no reason
to justify a shorter period. Members can talk
about closing up the rolls from now to kingdom
come, but there will always be some people
who will not get on the rolls.

In my electorate, in the Shire of Wannerco,
there are each year some 2 500 new home
blocks approved. There are 10 000 new people
in the district of the North Metropolitan Prov-
ince who cause around 20 000 changes each
year. If members notice their weekly sheets
they will find that what happened following the
last Federal election was that a great number of
people enrolled after the election. An election
reminds people to vote, but when they get there
they find they are not on the roll so they then
take steps to enrol. It does not matter which
party is in power. Certainly, I accept the

suggestion that people from the Australian
Electoral Office knocking on the doors pick up
a few voters. I have a large number of people
working during the day in my electorate and
because of that fact they miss out on getting on
the rolls.

The Government may say that the rolls are
in good shape, but with respect to my area
there are a number of people on the roll who do
not meet the requirement. I have had many
letters returned to me with the words written
on the envelope "No house on this block". As I
understand it, the requirement is that one must
be a resident for three months. There are a
number of letters returned every week. The
number of people moving will vary, but the
point at issue is that the Government wants to
change the period from 49 days to 35. That
seems pretty dodgy to me unless there is some
good reason; but I wish to see something better
than the antics and slinging match that have
gone on here when members said, "You did
this, we did that." The Opposition needs facts
and reasons.

Why does the Government want to cut down
that period? What are the facts? Who made the
representation, on what grounds, and what type
of inquiry has been carried out to say we need
this change? There has been no evidence put
before this Chamber that there is good reason
for change.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: We have had a
substantial amount of repetition from the Op-
position in this debate. I do not want to follow
that example. Hon. P. G. Pendal said a few
moments ago that one would not have to be a
political colossus to know we are going to have
an election in February or March next year.
What he meant to say was that one would have
to be a political dill not to know. I was pleased
he made that point because it had occurred to
me earlier in the debate that that inevitability
had escaped the notice of the Leader of the
Opposition. Most of his case seemed to be
predicated on the view that the reduction from
49 to 35 days was a clumsy and sinister ploy by
the Government to give itself an advantage.
That in turn involves the impression that the
Government might suddenly sneak in an elec-
tion that no-one was expecting. That is not the
case because Hon. P. 0. Pendal is absolutely
correct. We all know there is to be an election.
There are no tactical advantages. There will be
no elections suddenly sprung on the people of
this State although there appears to have been
some real anxiety for months and months in
the Opposition ranks. Surely everyone realises
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that is not going to happen. Therefore all this
talk about the Government trying to attract
some special benefit for itself is devoid of any
good sense.

We have constantly been asked to suggest
why 14 days is being reduced to eight days as
the period for the lodging of pre-elect ion enrol-
menits. I indicated earlier that one reason was
that the experience of the last Federal election,
where there was an identical period of eight
days, indicated that was fully adequate for the
purpose.

I appreciate the contribution by Hon.. Robert
Hetherington who very properly drew attention
to another feature which distinguishes our cir-
cumnstances. from those which applied in 1983.
In the meantime, the condition of the roll has
been vastly improved by the cooperative ar-
rangements with the Commonwealth which the
Government has entered into and which pre-
vious Governments vigorously resisted.

Earlier Governments were constantly faced
with the clear fact that State rolls from time to
time had as many as 50 000 to 70 000 less per-
sons on the roll than the Commonwealth rolls
had. In spite of that, and in spite of the obvious
advantages which were to be gained by a coop-
erative arrangement in respect of the rolls, that
move was consistently and rapidly resisted and
rejected by earlier Liberal Governments.

The present Government has implemented
those arrangements. The rolls are in a much
better state and Hon. Bob Hetherington was
perfectly correct to point out that with that
advantage we have no reason to reasonably ac-
cept that the eight-day period now proposed is
not fully adequate. I can find nothing further to
say on this Bill, and I suggest to the Chamber
that it would be appropriate at this stage to
allow the question to go to a vote.

H-on. 1. G. PRATT: The Attorney General is
making an attempt, possibly, to fool the
Press-although there is only one member of
the Press in the gallery tonight-and through it
to fool the public. However, he is not fooling
this Chamber by saying that there will be no
advantage to the Government if there were a
shorter run up to an election. The Attorney
General has participated in enough elections to
know that that is not true. The finality of an
election campaign cannot be reached unless
one is aware of the election date.

Hon. 3. M. Berinson: The election in which I
lost my seat was the shortest one I have ever
been involved in.

Hon. I. G. PRATT: I would not have thought
that the Attorney General would want to revive
memories of the Whitlam era.

IHon. Kay Hallahan: You do have to go a
long way back.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order! One of the problems of this
new table is that I have great difficulty in see-
ing some of the worst offenders. I ask members
to cease their interjections.

Hon. L. G. PRATT: If Hon. Kay Hallahan
had listened to the Minister handling this Bill
she would know that he raised the fact, not me.
I was only replying to his interjection.

The shortest period a Government can give
its opponent to print pamphlets, publish adver-
tisements, and do the myriad of things one has
to do in an election campaign is to its advan-
tage. It would give the Government a keen ad-
vantage to be able to shorten the run up to an
election.

For the Attorney General to stand in this
place and tell us that it is not true to say that it
is of no advantage to the Government-

Hon. Mark Nevill: If it is an early election it
may be an advantage.

Hon. 1. 0. PRATT: No matter how normal
or abnormal an election may be, the fi nal stages
of an election campaign cannot be completed
until the date of the election is known. That is
where the advantage lies. The shorter the
period the Government can give its opponent
to plan its election campaign, the greater is the
advantage to it. As the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has said, this is what this clause is about.
The fact is that we are running into an election
and the Government is trying to cut down the
detailed planning time of its opponents.

H-on. 0. E. MASTERS: Mr Deputy Chair-
man, before you take the vote I would like a
better understanding of the situation.

The Opposition is seeking to delete clause
18. If I understand the position correctly, when
the clause is put you will say, "All those in
favour say aye", and the clause will remain as
is. Those members of the Opposition who wish
to delete the clause will say "No". I do not
want my members to have any misunderstand-
ing.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The
situation is the same as it was at the beginning
of the debate. We resumed on clause 18, and it
is not necessary for Mr Feudal to put his
amendments which are on the Notice Paper. If
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members wish the clause to stand they have to
vote "Yes", and if they wish to delete clause 18
they have to vote "No".

Hon. P. K. WELLS: One of the arguments
raised by the Attorney General relating to this
change is that we now have a different roll. I
wonder if the Attorney would tell me how
many electors were not on the Federal roll for
the last Federal election.

Hon. J. M_ lBerinson: I am advised that the
figure was something over 25 000.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I recall copies of ad-
ditions to the roil being sent to my office fol-
lowing the last Federal election. There was a
large number of people not on the roll and that
election reminded many people to enrol. Re-
gardless of what roll system is used, there is
that justification for a Federal election. I can-
not .understand the justification for the change
here.

Last night I was given an instruction by the
Leader of the House to discount any reference
that is made to legislation which operates in the
Eastern States. He said that we should not
think about anything that occurs in the Eastern
States.

Clause put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Ayes 10
Hon. J1. M. Berinson Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. D. K. Dans Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Graham Hon. Mark Nevill

Edwards Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Lyla Elliott Hon. Fred McKenzie
Hon. Kay Hallahan ffdler)

Noes 15
Hon. C. J. Bell Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. V. J. Ferry Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. H. W. Gayfbr Hon. P.0G. Pendal
Hon. Tom Knight Hon. 1.0G. Pratt
Hon. G. C. Hon. W. N. Stretch

MacKinnon Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. G. E. Masters Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
KUan. Torn McNeil Hon. Margaret McAleer

cTeller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Hon. Peter Dowding Hon. 1.0G. Medcalf
Hon. J1. M. Brown Hon. John Williams
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi Hon. A. A. Lewis
Clause thus negatived.

Clause 19: Section 69A inserted-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: We have previously

agreed that the decision of the Committee on
clause 18 effectively carries with it an indi-
cation of the Committee's intentions in respect
of clauses 19, 20, and 2 1. In those circum-
stances I do not propose to call for a division
on those clauses but simfply indicate for the

record that the Government opposes the de-
letion of these clauses in the same way as it
opposed the deletion of clause 18.

Clause put and negatived.
Clauses 20 and 21 put and negatived.
Clauses 22 to 26 put and passed.
Clause 27: Section 78A and 78B inserted-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: In the second reading

debate the Opposition signalled its intention to
defeat those pants of the Bill which refer to
proposed section 78A, which is an intended
innovation by the Government to introduce
party designations on ballot papers in State
elections, and proposed section 78B which
would if passed prohibit candidates from
describing themselves as Independent Labor,
Independent National Party, or Independent
some other party.

I mentioned at the time to place a candi-
date's identification on a ballot paper has some
superficial attraction. However, on deeper
study a number of weaknesses can be seen in
the Government's argument and for those
reasons we are not prepared to support this
clause.

I could understand a demand for the party
designation to go on a ballot paper if we were
to see in this community any evidence of wide-
spread voter ignorance-for want of a better
term. Surely the reason for wanting to place
that designation on the ballot paper is to ensure
that the voter, when making a choice, knows
for whom he is voting. Therefore the Govern-
ment's argument must rest on the basis that we
have such a high level of voter ignorance or
illiteracy that it has now become essential to
identify candidates by their party designation
on the ballot paper. Has that evidence been
presented to us? The comment made by Mr
Wells is relevant here. The evidence presented
by the Government is not strong evidence at all
as to why we should change the system.

To take this one step further, I use as an
example the seat of Victoria Park. This is one
example of literally 57 lower House examples
that could be used in Western Australia.
Victoria Park is a good example because the
suggestion has been made-and it is not a
suggestion to which 1 subscribe-that the
greater number of baliot paper mistakes are
made by Labor voters. That is one of the
reasons advanced for needing the party desig-
nation. By anyone's estimation Victoria Park
must be considered a strong labor seat. In
1983, 85 per cent of the electorate voted. For
one reason or another 15 -per cent did not
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bother to turn up, but for the moment I do not
believe it is our job to direct our attention
towards those people. It could be that many
had no reason at all for not voting and others
may have failed to turn up for valid reasons,
but perhaps that is an argument for another
time. However, the next point becomes the ker-
nel of our present discussion. Of the 85 per cent
who voted, 97.5 per cent cast a valid vote. in
other words, 2.5 per cent of the Legislative As-
sembly voters in Victoria Park cast a vote that
was invalid or informal.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: How many candidates
were there? Two?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Let us discuss that
point; I refer to the Nunawading by-election
and re-election held in Victoria recently in
which the Labor Party has a great deal of
interest. The election in March this year was
decided by a lucky dip and the successful can-
didate won by one vote. A re-election was
ordered, as a result of which the Liberal candi-
date won in a canter. Interestingly, the Liberal
candidate was one of nine candidates, the Lib-
eral candidate was fourth on the ballot paper
and the Labor candidate was sixth. The order
may have been reversed, I am not sure. What
do we learn from that? In that re-election,
120 000-odd voters were not perturbed or
made to feel that they could not understand
that jumble of candidates. They were so dis-
cerning as to pick out some of the crank candi-
dates, to decide that the two major candidates
were the Liberal and Labor Party candidates,
and to give the Liberal candidate a very
comfortable victory.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: What was the informal
vote?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: It may well have been
quite high.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: That is the point.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: That is not the point

at all.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: You said 212 per cent.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Since Mr McKenzie is

embarrassed by the facts of Nunawading, let us
come back to the facts in Victoria Park.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: You are talking about an
informal vote of 21h per cent where there are
more than two candidates.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Members of the Labor
Party are invited to the Library to look for
themselves. I will go over it for the benefit of
Ms Elliott. In the Labor seat of Victoria Park in
1983, 2V2 per cent of the voters were so con-

fused as to vote informally or invalidly. Of
course, in that 21/ per cent are people who
turned up to vote but who could not care less
about either major political party. We have all
had some experience of this. They turn up to
discharge their voting obligations so as to avoid
a summons from the Electoral Department.

In other words, the 2 / per cent who voted
informally did not do so necessarily because
they could not follow the complicated system
which does not include party designations. If
one took out those people who did not want to
vote, the figure would be substantially less than
21/ per cent. One is entitled to think that out of
the entire voting strength in the Legislative As-
sembly seat of Victoria Park there may have
been something like one per cent who voted
informally in the sense that they could not
understand what was on the ballot paper.

Why do we need to change a system which 99
per cent of the people can follow in order to
accommodate the one per cent?

Hon. Garry Kelly: Perhaps that is not the
reason.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: We do not abolish the
study of spelling in school simply because a few
of the kids are unfortunate enough not to be
able to spell. We do not abolish writing lessons
simply because some kids are unable to hold a
pen properly. It is absurd to suggest that we
should alter our electoral system so that a party
designation is put on. Who will it benefit? Poss-
ibly no more than one per cent of the entire
voting population.

If I remember correctly, this clause also al-
lows an optional element.

H-on. Lyla Elliott: Why do you think so many
people ask for a how-to-vote card?

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: I shall come to that in
a second. Obviously the member did not take
much notice of the second reading debate, be-
cause that matter was covered then. However, I
will repeat it.

Coming back to the point about the optional
nature of the provision, that in itself is neither
one thing nor the other. Surely, if the Govern-
ment wants party designations it either wants
them or it does not. If some parties decide to
put their designations on and others not, this is
plainly absurd.

I shall give the example I gave previously. A
person goes to vote. He pops out of his car and
walks down the path towards the local primary
school. If, under this amendment, we have
optional listing of party designations, that

2787



2788 COUNCIL)

person may well pass the barrage of people
from political parties handing out how-to-vole
cards. He will say, "No thank you, I do not
want them." He has, in his mind, the fact that
party designations will be detailed on the ballot
paper, therefore he needs no additional help.
That person may go into the polling booth to
discover the ballot paper shows, "Smith, Lib-
eral; Jones, nothing; Brown, nothing; Green,
National."

Far from being helped as a result of what this
Government wants to do, he is left in the lurch.
Too late he is left in the polling place without a
feather to fly with. He knows the designations
of two of the candidates because they are on
the ballot paper, but he does not know the
party designations of the other two because
they have exercised their option under this pro-
vision.

Hon. J, M. Berinson: Do you think any
major party would exercise that option?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I do not know; that is
not for me to answer. It is the Government's
legislation and I am suggesting that not only is
there no very good reason to put those party
designations on for the reason I have
mentioned, but it is patently absurd to take it
one step further and say it will be of an
optional nature.

Even if members opposite find that argu-
ment hard to accept, let us go further and see
what the Government is attempting to do. In
this pant of the clause I have just dealt with, the
Government wants to help ordinary voters to
identify a candidate by having the designation,
albeit optionally. In the next breath the
Government wants to prohibit a person from
describing himself or herself as an Independent
Liberal or Independent Labor candidate.
Surely, if one is going to argue that panty desig-
nations are helpful to the voter, one cannot
then turn round and simply, because a person
is not part of a party machine, say, "Sorry, pal,
you might be an Independent Labor candidate
but you are going to be on the ballot as an
Independent and nothing else."

Do members see the inconsistency in what
the Government is attempting to do? One is
entitled to argue that if a person nominates and
then distributes his literature as an Indepen-
dent Labor candidate one is entitled to assume
that that person has Labor inclinations,
although he is not endorsed officially, and
therefore that person wants to have the best of
both worlds.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Have you noted the
amendments listed in my name?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: No, I have not.

IHon. J. M. Berinson: They cover the point.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: One may find oneself
in the situation where Australia's first woman
member may never have been elected to this
Parliament back in the 1920s, because there
was a case where that person exercised her right
to describe herself as being an Independent
Nationalist. If I remember correctly, Mrs Edith
Cowan described herself as an independent
Nationalist, and she stood against an identified
and endorsed Nationalist candidate who
happened to be the Attorney General of the
day.

The result was of course that the Attorney
General lost his seat and Mrs Cowan became
the first female member of any Australian Par-
liament with the designation of Independent
National. Under the Government's original
proposals that would have been prohibited;
therefore, one cannot expect us to swallow pro-
visions at the beginning of a clause and then to
find a direct or contrary provision sub-
seqiuently in that clause.

As members know, this is a very long clause.
The original part of the Act which is to be
amended contains only a couple of lines, but
Mr Tonkin and Mr Berinson have been able to
spin that out to page after page after page.

The third observation I want to make-and
the provision is quite ridiculous although on
the surface it looks attractive-relates to the
use by the candidate of the prefix "royal". The
Government says one cannot describe oneself
as a royalist Liberal, a royal National, or royal
anything else.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Excuse me, but this is
also covered by the amendment.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: I know, but I am mak-
ing the point because it was lost by several
Government members during the second read-
ing debate.

We are talking about another situation in
those last two-mentioned examples of the
Government's attempting to bring restrictive
practices into the electoral system at a time
when it claims that it is more interested in
making, for example, voting easier and postal
vote applications far more widespread. The
Opposition identified deliberately those
inconsistencies in the second reading speech
and for those reasons we have not been able to
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accept those matters that have been outlined by
the Government in regard to clause 27 which
contains additions to section 78 of the Act.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I will be
brief. I thought Hon. Phillip Pendal might have
read some of the literature available on the
subject of the donkey vote and people's con-
fusion. A great deal of literature is available on
the question. However, I want to illustrate
what can happen by referring to the simple
example of what happened in the polling booth
in the high security area of Maralinga during
the period of rocket launching when it was part
of the seat of Stuart held by the then sitting
Labor member Mr Len Richie. I am talking
about South Australia. For the benefit of Hon.
Phillip Pendal who may be interested in
this-if he can bring himself to listen-when
the poli was counted it was found that a large
number of people at Maralinga had voted for
the Communist Party. This caused a great fu-
rore and many questions about how it could
have happened. The reason was quite simple;
they did not have how-to-vote cards; they did
not have party designations on the ballot paper;
the people knew that Len Richie was Labor so
they voted against him, but what they did not
know was that the name Elliott Johnston,
which sounds impeccably Liberal, in fact
represented a member of the Communist
Party.

There may be endless confusion in Victoria
Park; I do not know, but certainly we know
from that example that confusion existed.
Some people were so upset that they
immediately wrote to the security police to ex-
plain how it all happened. We have their con-
fessions as well as that exLample.

It would be handy for party designations to
appear on the ballot paper. Certainly at various
times when I have been at polling booths I
would have found it handy not to have to tell
people from other electorates who the Liberal
candidate was so they could exercise a demo-
cratic vote.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Sir Edmund Hillary,
when asked, "Why do you want to climb Mt
Everest?", replied, "Because it is there." Given
the special challenge of Mt Everest, that was a
striking and, one might say, even a gallant re-
sponse, but there is somethieg much less noble
about the constant repetition by the Opposition
of the theme, "Because it is there."

Yesterday we were told that we should not
interfere with traditional naming rights of chil-
dren "because those rights are there." Earlier in

relation to this Bill we were advised that we
should not modify the period over which an
election occurs because the present period "is
there", and now we are being told that we
should not modify the ballot paper either be-
cause the present provisions applying to ballot
papers "are there".

We are challenged to justify any change by
proving that the change is essential. That was
the term, I think, Mr Pendal used. Of course
this change is not essential. We have had elec-
tions for the best part of a century in this State,
and they have proceeded without party names
on the ballot papers and they can continue to
proceed without party names on the ballot
papers. In that sense they are not essential, but
that does not mean that this small and modest
change is not worth having. It is worth having,
and, in the same way as those measures which
went to maximise enrolment were worth
having, this is worth having because it goes
towards improving the information available
to electors and to simplify the procedures with
which they are involved.

Elections will proceed without this amend-
ment but we will be rendering a service to elec-
tors if we adopt it, in spite of all the talk about
this being an unnecessary move essentially be-
cause of the availability of the bow-to-vote
cards. The fact is that how-to-vote cards are not
universally available. They are rarely available
to absentee voters or to postal voters. In many
cases they are not available even at the polling
booths, especially in the case of the minor par-
ties which cannot find the manpower to spread
the information in that way. I am advised that
the single largest source of expressed dissatis-
faction and the major source of questions to
electoral staff are from absentee voters. What
they want to know is which parties the respect-
ive candidates represent, and electoral staff are
not permitted to advise them of that.

By the nature of the question, it is fair to
assurae that in the absence of that advice volcrs
do not know and they are forced therefore to
vote on a basis of incomplete knowledge at best
and ignorance, in mans cases, at worst. Mr
Hethe.ington has air -dy referred to such mat-
ters as the donkey ate and has given examples
of peculiar resul : which do not seem to
measure up with reasonable expectations as to
voting intentions. That, I think, is very relevant
to Mr Pendal's argument about the large pro-
portion of valid votes. There is a difference
between a formal vote and an informed vote,
so this figure of something like 971/2 per cent
formal votes in an election really tells us
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nothing about the extent to which those votes
are informed. That is all the more relevant if
that proportion includes substantial numbers
of absentee and postal voters who may not
have had how-to-vote cards available to them.
We could indeed be looking at a much greater
number of voters who could be helped by this
provision than Mr Pendal is prepared to con-
cede, but again on this clause, as on many
others, the question should really be put in the
negative: That is, why should this sort of in for-
mation be withheld from voters? What possible
harm could it do to provide them with this
information at the point of their casting their
votes?

It is getting tiresome to keep referring to
precedents, but nonetheless they exist and
ought to be noted, and in respect of the printing
of party names on ballot papers, there exist
precedents in the Commonwealth, New South
Wales, South Australia and Tasmania. No
reason has been suggested to indicate that those
precedents are undesirable or have had any
negative effects, nor have the difficulties of the
absentee and postal voters in particular been
addressed at all.

In the course of the second reading debate,
Hon. Phillip Pendal made a number of points
in respect of this clause and while most of those
are on the list that I now ask the Chamber to
reject, he did present some arguments in re-
spect of proposed section 78B (e) and .() which
I thought justified my consulting with the re-
sponsible Minister. Paragraph (e) is the pant of
the Bill which would prevent the word
"Independent" being attached to the name of a
party. Paragraph (f) precludes the use of the
word "Royal" or any suggestion of any Royal
patronage. On the basis of the argument put
during the second reading debate and following
that consultation with Mr Tonkin, I have listed
the amendments which I am now moving and
which will have the effect of deleting those two
provisions..

The basic question to be faced by this clause
is as to whether the Opposition will dig in its
heels in opposition to yet another substantial
provision of this Bill ann. by rejecting the pro-
posal for party names v., be on the ballot
papers, again insist on an entirely negative
attitude-one which simply turns its face from
any possibility of improvement to the present
system even when it is so modest and so neu-
tral in terms of effect on the policies as this
provision is. Whatever may be said about the
advantages to one party or another which
might arise from the length of an election camn-

paign, it is surely impossible to conceive that
the right of all parties to list their names on the
ballot paper can provide any sectional advan-
tage at all. It is in that sense that I call this
provision a neutral proposal and I can only
urge the Chamber to accept it on its merits as a
modest measure but one that is worth pursuing.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: It is not correct to say
that at least in terms of the Bill as a whole the
Opposition is digging in its heels. if the At-
torney General wishes, we may move later to
delete his proposal for oral applications for
postal votes.

If the Attorney thinks that is unimportant,
we can do that. As he would know, an amend-
ment on the Notice Paper proposed by the Op-
position would make that a better proposition.
Therefore, while I will not debate the merits or
demerits of that and other clauses, I simply
remind the Attorney, the Chamber, and others
that it is not a case of the Opposition's rejecting
everything that is worthwhile in the Bill.

First, I am pleased that the Government ac-
knowledges in hindsight the two points that
were raised by the Opposition during the sec-
ond reading debate. However, of the three mat-
ters that were discussed with respect to the
clause we are now discussing, the Attorney
General proposes to delete the two that are the
least important. I made it clear during the sec-
ond reading debate that we considered them
the least important. I do not want the Com-
mittee to run away with the view that all of a
sudden the Attorney General has become over-
whelmingly generous towards the Opposition,
because at most all he has done is acknowledge
the two minor pants of our argument. None-
theless I acknowledge that he has done that
much.

The Attorney General, in effect, is offering us
a redrafted clause. The Opposition would not
be prepared to accept a redrafted clause which
says, in effect, that party designations will be
put on ballot papers. I think it is even true to
say that there have been some discussions
about whether the optional nature should be
removed. I am not prepared to say that the
Opposition would accept that. That was the
substantial part of the Opposition's argument
under these amendments to section 78 of the
Act; that is, that party designations add
nothing.

During the course of the debate 10 to 15
minutes ago, I was taken to task by one of the
Government members for not knowing--or, if
I knew, for conveniently forgetting-what the
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informal vote was in Nunawading. [ now have
those figures. The total formal votes cast were
96 842. For the information of Hon. Lyla
Elliott, the informal votes-

Hon. Lyla Elliott: I already have them, thank
you very much. There is no need to waste the
time of the Chamber.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I am not wasting the
time of the Chamber. I am putting the figures
on the record so that the honourable member
knows and so that 1 know that she knows that
the extent of the informal vote in Nunawading
was two per cent or 1 938 votes.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Probably because the party
names were on the ballot paper.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: Judging from the in-
terjection from Hon. Lyla Elliott, the addition
of party names will neither add anything nor
take anything away.

Only a few minutes ago the Attorney General
said, "Look, what about being good people and
putting it in because it does not actually take
anything away." Now one of his backbench
colleagues is telling us that in Victoria the prac-
tice was to put the party designations on the
ballot paper. What is the result? There was the
same amount of informality in the
Nunawading poli as in the Victoria Park poll
where it is not part of our electoral process to
include party designations. Does that not make
the point that perhaps I was not able to make
before? That eloquently makes the point that
inclusion of the party designations on the ballot
paper will help no-one. It will add nothing.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Could you spell it out be-
cause they are slow learners?

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: I will spell it out; we
have all night.

The argument I put was that in Victoria Park
informal votes were 2 / per cent. I then said
that notwithstanding a very large number of
candidates-

Hon. Lyla Elliott interjected.
Hon. P. G. PEN DAL: Miss Elliott asked the

questions, and whether she likes it or not she
will get the answers in so far as Oppositon
members can understand her questions.

To come back to the point, Labor members
tonight have confirmed that there is no value in
having party designations on a ballot paper.
Perhaps Mr Berinson and his colleagues in
another place would want to go back and start
again and find some reason-not even a com-
pelling reason this time, even a half-baked
reason-why our electoral process would be

improved when I have already indicated that
971h per cent of voters in electorates cast valid
votes without having party designations on the
ballot paper.

Even if we were to accept the amendment
that the Attorney General suggests, all we
would be doing would be to delete those words
which might suggest a candidate has Royal
patronage, which is ludicrous anyway. The
amendment would also delete that provision
which would have prohibited a candidate from
describing himself or herself as Independent
Liberal or Independent Labor. That is as far as
Mr Berm son is prepared to go. The Opposition
at least commends him for that part of it, but
my reading of Opposition members still is that
we would not accept the inclusion or the
retention of that part of the clause which says
that candidates in future would have party des-
ignations on the ballot paper.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Hon. Phillip Pendal
has constructed his own straw man which he
persists in knocking over. He seems to think
that the reason for putting party designations
on the ballot paper is to reduce the informal
vote. He said that; no-one else ever did. He
then proceeded to prove that it is not the case. I
agree with him; it is not the case.

One of the main reasons for putting party
designations on ballot papers is to aid the voter
when he comes to make his vote at the polling
booth. As Hon. Joe Berinson said, inclusion of
party designations would mainly help smaller
parties. It will not make any difference to the
Liberal Party or the Labor Party. They will
have every booth manned-every voter will get
a how-to-vote card. But the smaller parties and
the independents cannot get the manpower on
an election day. They are the ones who will
benefit from this proposal.

More importantly, the absentee voter will
benefit. When an absentee voter goes into a
booth in an electorate which is not his own,
and he has not been keeping up with the elec-
tion process, he is not sure who the candidates
are. He applies for an absentee ballot paper, the
names are put on it; he then asks the polling
official which is the Labor candidate and which
is the Liberal candidate. The polling official is
not allowed to tell him. That voter then has
to rush outside to try to find out from the party
officials which candidate is which. If he is
lucky he might get the information. Otherwise,
he is put in the position of making an unin-
formed vote.

2791



2792 COUNCIL)

Hon, Tom Stephens: What does he do with
his ballot papers when he goes outside?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: He has to leave them
behind, I guess.

Hon. Tom Stephens: There are lots of diffi-
culties in that too.

Hon. N. F. Moore: He can pick up a card
outside, can't he?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: There may not be a
how-to-vote card for his electorate outside. One
reason for the inclusion of party designations
would be to help those absentee voters cast an
informed vote when they cast a vote outside
their electorates.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: There is widespread evi-
dence to suggest that those people need help, is
there?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: There is enough frus-
tration and tensions on voting day without
voters having to ask officials which is the Labor
and which is the Liberal candidate and have
those officials tell them they are not able to
give them the information. This advance, this
miniscule change to the electoral laws, would
help those people. I cannot see why in the
world the Opposition would want to oppose
that.

I refer now to proposed new section 78A(l).
Mr Pendal made the comment that the At-
torney General moved amendments which ap-
plied to matters he considered the least import-
ant of those about which the Opposition is con-
cerned- I refer also to the question of a political
party wishing to include the party name on the
ballot paper and the implication that the in-
clusion is optional.

I have suggested to Mr Pendal that he move
an amendment to make this measure compul-
sory but he has not been prepared to consider
that. I do not think the Opposition is
serious-it is simply digging its heels in to de-
feat this clause, even though the clause has con-
siderable meri.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I will address one
point only. If there were evidence of wide-
spread voter ignorance or illiteracy-let us say
five, or 10, or 20 per cent-then the Oppo-
sition might take a different view. However,
the evidence is to the contrary. It is that on
every occasion there is a one per cent or 1.5 per
cent informal vote. Earlier in the debate Mr
Berinson quenied how many of the 97.5 per
cent that I mentioned are "informed" votes.
That is an insult or, indeed, even an attack on
the integrity of the voting system itself.

Several members interjected.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: How on earth does
one determine-when they have been counted
up and 97.5 per cent formal votes are
found-how people anived at their vote and
how they voted? Why should one even be
bothered about knowing? What business is it of
the Government's? I suggest that might have
been a Freudian slip. Maybe the Labor Party
wants to gain an advantage from this.

Hon. Torn Stephens: That is a shameful argu-
merit.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Why would anyone
have said it?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order! Order! This has been a very
good debate so far and I ask members to come
to order.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The donkey vote is an
uninformed vote.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: And it is often a legit-
imate practice on the part of some people. The
donkey vote is sometimes worth two to three
per cent, and if one's name is put at the top of
the ballot paper it can be worth up to four per
cent. Can we be told what it has to do with
party designations? Mr Kelly has already told
us it has nothing to do with keeping the infor-
mal vote down. I suggest that the Government
backbench and the frontbench get their stories
together, because it is very difficult to know
who is putting forward the Labor Party's view.

Finally, I believe that the Opposition would
take a different view if we could see, for
example, that 20 per cent of the voting public
simply could not understand the system. The
public pressure would be such as to push mem-
bers into changing the system if we had a 20
per cent informal vote. But we do not-we
have only one per cent-and on that basis the
Opposition is not prepared to go along with
these Mickey Mouse ideas simply because Mr
Tonkin has put them up.

I-on. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I will be
voting against this clause because I do not wish
to have the name of a political party opposite
my name on the ballot paper.

H-on. Torn Stephens: I can understand that.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Yes, the mem-
ber might be able to see that, but I stand for
election as a person, not as part of a political
party. I believe in maintaining my individu-
ality.

2792



[Wednesday, 23 October 1985] 29

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Order!
One of the benefits of the Committee system is
that members can have more than one say, in
their turn in due course if they seek the call
from the Chair. I will certainly give the call to
one speaker at a time. H-on. David Wordsworth
has the call.

Hon. D. 3. WORDSWORTH: Some people
find themselves in a position where they might
want to change parties-present company in-
cluded.

Hon. Garry Kelly: In the middle of a cam-
paign?

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Not necess-
arily, but during their term in Parliament. I
believe that once we start having the desig-
nation of parties on the ballot paper, members
could be called into gear even more of Iten than
the Labor Party does with its members.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: One of the reasons the
Attorney General has given us for this clause is
that he claims there have been examples of the
use of party names that have brought desirable
results. Is that really the reason? Has there been
a study, or a report prepared? I have not seen
any reported arguments and all I know is what
the Minister responsible for the Bill in the
other place has told me. where did the idea
start? No-one came to my office and asked my
opinion. I have spent a lot of time with people,
inviting their ideas on many topics, and there
has been no demand in my electorate for these
changes, whereas many other changes to other
pieces of legislation have been requested.

We must find a starting point for this idea.
Did it come out of one of the ALP committees?
That would be fair enough; we all have com-
mittees that work on ideas, but they usually
produce a report. Is a report available? Can we
hear the arguments that that committee has
put, and its justifications for the changes?

I also ask the Attorney General whether
something was done in connection with this
matter on the Federal scene-especially relat-
ing to the Senate-which had a tremendous
effect in terms of the number of informal votes.
What was the effect of that on the Western
Australian scene at the time of the last Federal
election? Were party names used, and if so,
what was the effect?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I have no statistics and
no reports. This proposition is based on cam-
monsense.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: So the idea was not
based on a report of any kind?

Hon. Tom Stephens: Commonsense was the
word.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I have
been very tolerant of the interjections during
this debate but I will not tolerate them from
behind the Chair. The honourable member
involved knows a lot better than that.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Having for some years
been involved in the process of decision mak-
ing, I understood that, when changing a pro-
cedure, an idea is generally put forward and
arguments are put together to convince others.
Quite often this process involves very detailed
reports with good arguments. We are presently
being asked to make a major change on the
basis of no evidence. We have been told that
the idea sounds pretty good and that therefore
we should make the change.

Secondly, we have been given the argument
in Parliament that at the last Federal election
the proposed method was used, but when I ask
for the results there are none.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is a secret ballot, Mr
Wells, and that puts some limitation on the sort
of information for which you are asking.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The informal vote is not
secret. If I remember correctly, it was devastat-
ing. There was a higher informal vote than ever
before.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: They were entirely dif-
ferent considerations.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Attorney is saying it
is just a good idea.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is one of your
better arguments.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Mr Hawke thought
it was a good idea.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am glad the Attorney is
taking part in the Committee debate tonight
and not, as his leader does, saying "Either ac-
cept or reject it." Occasionally he comes back
with some suggestions, even if sometimes it is
hard to work out how he gets them.

We are looking to provide additional infor-
mation to enable an informed vote to be cast.
Hon. Garry Kelly is saying that those people
who vote by post might not have a copy of the
how-to-vote card but they will be better able to
fill in their ballot paper. In the Nunawading by-
election postal votes amounted to 10 479. We
havejust heard from Hon- Phil Pendal that two
per cent of the votes were informal. We could
expect 2 10 of those postal votes to be informal.
Because these people had party designations,
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they would know pretty well who to vote for,
yet there was much the same average as the
others- 1. .5 per cent or just over.

The various sections of these rules vary. If
one goes through the various districts one can
find slight variations.

Hon. Garry Kelly: They did not use party
designations in Nunawading.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The only example I can
give is the Federal election. Members will re-
member the Electoral Office was trying to work
out why- the result was so bad. I would be
interested to see the Western- Australian fig-
ures.

Hon. Tom Stephens: The figures have
nothing to do with it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: No report has been pre-
pared. It is as though someone sat down and
said, "We have to put together an electoral Act.
Do you have any ideas to put into the Act to
make a good debate in the Legislative Coun-
cil?" If this sort of thing had been put before a
board with no supporting evidence, one would
be drummed out of the boardroom. I could not
go to the managing director of a company I was
working for and say, "I have no evidence this
would improve things but I want them
changed."

Hon. Garry Kelly: It will.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: It concerns me that here

we are suggesting, as the first stage that politi-
cal names be included on the ballot paper , yet
there is no evidence, no report, and no justifi-
cation for it.

This is the thin end of the wedge. We will
need to have a political party adviser in the
Electoral Department. The Electoral Depart-
ment is independent; politics are kept apart,
yet we have to put in names. I remind members
that many of the people who voted for me
voted for Brian Burke, but not f .or his counter-
part for the upper House.

Hon. Tom Stephens: They will next time.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: Particularly in State

elections, people vote for persons. Here we are
introducing into the Electoral Department pol-
itical party names. There is no evidence, re-
port, or justification of how it benefits people
or what it can do.

I am convinced it is not a good idea. We are
introducing party designations rather than
putting the best person into the Parliament. A
candidate is not allowed to push for votes
outside the polling station. The candidate must
do all his work before that day. We seek to

make certain that when people come to the
polls, that is the last time they are offered pol-
itical information. We are now changing this.
One may as well not put the names of the can-
didates on the ballot paper; one may as well
vote for the party and after the election the
party can send in the people it wants.

Hon. D. I. Wordsworth: That is the next
stage.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: We are shifting the em-
phasis from the people deciding who is to rep-
resent them to choosing the political parties. I
am willing to be convinced if some justification
can be found.

Hon. Tonm Stephens: What about the experi-
ence of all of us?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am not quite certain
that the honourable member who interjected
has any experience of this at all. I would like
him to tell us of his personal experience, be-
cause I have no experience. The only evidence I
have is that of the Federal election, when there
was disastrous confusion. Instead of informing
the voter it disinformed him. If I remember
rightly the Electoral Department spent the next
12 months trying to work out what went wrong.

I-on. D. J. Wordsworth: Mr Hawke said the
Labor people were not as intelligent.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I gather that applies to
different people on both sides of the spectrum.
I have sat through a complete recount. I do not
know if the members who are interjecting have
had experience of this. In terms of informal
voting I have found no inconsistencies.

I saw no evidence in the recount I witnessed
that the use of party designations would have
improved the vote. The Government has
provided not one piece of evidence to support
its proposition. I am interested to know
whether the Attorney is able to provide any
evidence to justify this move by the Govern-
ment.

Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: The Attorney
did provide us with the information he felt
supported the Government's move, because he
said the system was used in Tasmania. It
should be-of interest for members to learn that
in the election for Tasmania's equivalent of our
upper House, when parties were allowed to in-
clude party names on the ballot papers, only
one party political candidate was elected to
that House. As soon as the public saw the
names of political parties against certain candi-
dates' names, they scrubbed those candidates.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move the follow-
ing amendments-

Page 25, line 29-To insert after
"1party;" the following-

or
Page 25, line 36-To delete "may be;

or" and substitute the following-
11may be. ".

Page 26, lines I to 17-To delete para-
graphs (e) and (f).

Amendments put and passed.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.

Lockyer): Members, before I put the question
that the clause, as amended, be agreed to, I
indicate that I will cast my vote with the Noes.

Clause, as amended, put and a division taken
with the following result-

Ayes 12
Hon. 1. M. Berinson IF
Hon. Peter Dowding I-
Hon. Graham IF

Edwards k
Hon. Lyla Elliott F
Hon. H. W. Gayfer I-
Hon. Kay Halls ban

Noe
Hon. C. J. Bell F
Hon. V.J. Ferry F
M-on. Tom Knight F
Hon. P. H. Lockyer F
Hon. 0. C. 1-

MacKinnon F7
Hon. G. E. Masters E
Hon. N. F. Moore

Pa
Ayes

Mon D. K. Dans F
Hon. J.M. Brown
Hon. S. M. PiantadosiF
Clause thus negatived.

Ion. Robert Hetherington
Ion. Garry Kelly
Ion. Tom McNeil
ion. Mark Nevifl
Ion. Tom Stephens
Ion. Fred McKenzie

s 14
Ion. Neil Oliver
Ion. P. G. Pendal
ion. 1. G. Pratt
ion, W. N. Stretch
Ion. P. H. Wells
Ion. 0). J. Wordsworth
ion. Margaret McAleer

rreiler)

irs
Noes

ion. 1. G. Medcaif
ion. John Williams
ion. A. A. Lewis

Clauses 28 to 33 put and passed.
Clause 34: Section 90 amended-

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. Phillip Pendal
has listed two sets of amendments to this
clause: One would have the effect of deleting
the proposed provisions for oral applications;
the second would permit oral applications
provided they were made in person.

As I believe I indicated in the second reading
speech, it was the intention of the Government
that such applications should be personal, and
it might assist the progress of the discussion to
indicate that if Hon. Phillip Pendal moves his
second amendment it will be acceptable to the
Government.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I have no intention of
holding up the Committee unnecessarily, but it
is important to say two things for the public
record. Firstly, the Opposition is prepared to
accept changes to the Electoral Act where it can
be shown that they are sensible changes. I say
that because some remarks were made earlier
to the effect that the Opposition would seek to
dig in its heels in relation to any change at all.
Secondly, it is a serious matter when the
Government says in a second reading speech
that a certain thing will occur in the Bill and
the Bill does not reflect that.

Only a few weeks ago the Leader of the
House reminded me in relation to another con-
troversial Bill that my complaint that there was
no reference in the second reading speech toan
important matter in a clause was my lookout.
The Leader of the House took the view that if a
clause did not necessarily reflect the second
reading speech it was bad luck. Therefore, I
cannot resist the temptation to point out to the
Committee that the Government made a clear
commitment in two Chambers to give the im-
pression that oral applications for postal voting
would be made only in person. Then we found
that that important matter was not pant of the
clause we are now dealing with.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: It is becoming a
habit.

Hon. P. G. PENDALr It is as Mr
Wordsworth says, and it leads one to believe
there was some dishonesty On the part of the
Government in trying to pull the wool over
people's eyes in that respect because it was left
to the Opposition to find that very glaring er-
ror, if indeed it was an error.

That aside, it is true we have indicated that
the first set of amendments as listed will not be
proceeded with. Had they been proceeded with,
the concept of an oral application for a postal
vote would have gone out the window had the
Committee voted that way. The positive clause
is a safeguard. To some extent we can com-
mend the Government for pursuing the idea of
oral applications, but we would insist on the
inclusion of that safeguard which means oral
applications must at all times be made in per-
son. I move an amendment-

Page 3 1, line I -To insert after the word
"4application" the following-

"shall be made in person before an
issuing officer and".

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In view of Mr
Pendal's comments I think I should make
something clear. It was always the Govern-
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ment's intention as expressed in the course of
debate that oral applications should be made in
person. Advice was received that the Bill in its
original farm had that effect. The purpose of
the Government in accepting ibis amendment
is to indicate its acceptance that thai issue
should be made clear. It does not in any way
affect other earlier comments or our own
earlier understanding of the Bill.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 35: Section 92 amended-
Mon. P. G. PENDAL: I seek some expla-

nation from the Attorney in regard to this
clause. It seems to be a puzzling matter unless
there is some reasonable explanation. We are
being asked to amend section 92 (2a) which
says that an elector shall complete the declar-
ation, detach the declaration from the ballot
paper, and do certain things with it. We are
being asked to delete the words, "detach the
declaration from the ballot paper".

My query really arises through lack of knowl-
edge of what happens at that paint. Does this in
any way violate the secrecy of a postal vote;
that is, by having the ballot and the declaration
on the one form? if the current provision is for
the elector to complete a declaration and then
to detach it from the ballot paper in order pre-
sumably to mark the ballot paper, that makes
sense. Are we in any danger of violating the
secrecy by having an elector not detach the
declaration?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As I understand the
position, this amendment is consequential on
clause 34. The previous printing requirement
was that the ballot paper and the declaration
should be attached. Clause 34(e)(ii) deletes the
wards "attach thereto" in the Act which for-
merly required the ballot paper and the declar-
ation to be attached. It will now be the practice
that they are not attached and will be provided
to the elector separately.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 36: Section 93 amended-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I thank the Attorney

General for his comments on clause 35. My
comments an this clause relate to those words
which refer to a person's membership of a re-
ligious organisation or a person's religious be-
liefs. I believe that this is some sont of a quid
pro quo to those people who will be
disadvantaged if the Committee passes the
amendment later referring to an earlier closure
of the polls, that is, at 6.00 p.m.

I know I am not permitted to discuss times
but it was suggested by me very strongly in the
second reading debate that the only reason that
the Government is expanding the provisions
for postal voting is so that it cannot be accused
of making things more difficult for people who
will not be able to vote by virtue of their re-
ligious beliefs if the six o'clock closure is
introduced into Western Australia. Effectively,
we would be expanding the number or type of
people under section 93 of the Act who are
"remote-area people", if one likes, because that
is what section 93 is all about, in substance. It
allows remote-area people to be registered as
general postal voters, I presume as distinct
from casual postal voters. In other words, if the
Parliament slavishly follows thi! Common-
wealth in bringing in the six o'clock closure of
the polls, provision is made earlier in the Bill to
expand the provisions for postal voting.

The Opposition will certainly not oppose or
even criticise the Government for putting into
that general postal vote category, people of a
particular religious conviction. indeed, that ac-
cords with our own view of things. However, I
point out to the Committee that it is being
done in order to accommodate the move for a
six o'clock closure later in the Bill. Even if the
Committee decides, as I hope it will, to reject
the six' o'clock closure of the polls, it will still be
of some value to have the new clause inserted
and therefore the Opposition supports it.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 37: Section 98 amended-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: We do not intend to

amend this clause. However, the clause bothers
me seriously. As I read it, we will be deleting
that reference to any review being made by a
Court of Disputed Returns and instead will be
permitting the returning officer to make that
determination. I think it is true to say that
section 146(2) of the Act appears to give the
returning officer the power to allow or to disal-
low a vote in any case. However, I ask why the
matter should be removed from the juris-
diction of a Court of Disputed Returns and put
in the hands of a returning officer? I am not
casting any aspersions against returning
officers who are employed from time to time.
However, is it not fundamental to our system
that, where a dispute arises which presumably
could affect the outcome of a seat, particularly
because Western Australia has a history of
having a half a dozen or so seats which are
marginal seats and one seat decided in the last
election by something like 16 votes, it would
seem to be a retrograde step to have matters to
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do with postal votes determined by the
returning officer and not by the Court of
Disputed Returns?

I repeat that the Opposition does not feel
strongly enough about the matter to seek any
amendment. However, I will be grateful for at
least some brief explanation or, if my fears are
unfounded, at least to have those fears allayed.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: Section 98 of the
principal Act deals with the review of the de-
cision of an assistant returning officer. The sec-
tion as it now stands has the effect that the
decision of that assistant returning officer can
only be subject to review in the Court of
Disputed Returns.

The effect of the amendment will not be to
make that decision subject only to review by
the returning officer conducting the election
but to his review with the omission of the word
"6only". The effect will be that at the point of
the count the assisting returning officers will be
subject to review by the returning officer, but
the decision of both will remain subject to re-
view by the Court of Disputed Returns under
pant V.

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: Am I to understand
that section 146 is part of that earlier section
98 to which the Attorney General referred, or
has that nothing to do with it at all?

Hon. .1. M. Berinson: Section 98 deals with
postal votes only.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Can I therefore be
assured that the alteration proposed, which in-
volves the decision of the officer conducting
the count of the votes as to the allowance or
disallowance of any postal vote, shall be subject
only to review by the Court of Disputed Re-
turns under part V? The Government's inten-
tion is to delete the Words "only to review by
the Court of Disputed Returns under Pant V",
and the only insertion will be that it will now
be subject to review by the returning officer
conducting the election. The reference Mr
Berinson made seemed to indicate under part
V that that second line of appeal would still
exist, yet are we not going to delete the words
"Part V" and the Court of Disputed Returns as
well?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: We are deleting ref-
erence to part V in section 98 but that does not,
as I understand it, reduce the effect of part V
itself. Section 98 now says that the officer's
decision is only subject to the procedures of
pant V. The present amendment is designed to
make it subject to review at an earlier or lower

stage, namely, by the returning officer; but that
does not in any way affect the independent
operation of the provisions of part V.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL The Attorney General
is giving us an assurance that, in effec, we are
creating a lower level of capacity to sort out a
problem. If the problem is sorted out at that
point to the satisfaction of all parties then pre-
sumably that is fine, but this is what I want
clarification on. Will that affect the capacity for
it to be reviewed by the Court of Disputed
Returns notwithstanding any reference to part
V, because it is the Government's amendment
which is removing all those words?

Hon. J. M. Herinson: Do you mean in section
98?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL No, in clause 37 it is
only a pant or deletion. Section 98 provides-

98. The decision of the officer
conducting the count of the votes as to the
allowance or disallowance of any postal
ballot paper shall be subject only to review
by the Court of Disputed Returns under
Pant V.

That is the present law. The Attorney General
is proposing to take out the words "only to
review by the Court of Disputed Returns under
Pant V" so it will be subject to review by the
returning officer conducting the election.

I can follow the Attorney General to the
point where he says that it is a mechanical
thing in order to sort out lesser problems at a
lower level, and I have no objection to that,
providing we are still saying that if the matter
is still in dispute it can ultimately be deter-
mined by the Court of Disputed Returns. We
have no objection providing the power of the
Court of Disputed Returns is not deleted. The
Government's amendment would appear not to
achieve that end, but if!I am wrong I am happy
to sit down and get on with the job.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. P. G. Pendal
is wrong because the proposed deletion of the
reference to part V in section 98 does not affect
part V. Panl V starts at section 157 and deals
with disputed returns, the Court of Disputed
Returns, and any relevant matter.

There is no amendment in this Bill to the
powers of the Court of Disputed Returns. They
remain intact. It therefore remains open to the
Court of Disputed Returns, on the assumption
that this amendment is passed, to review the
decision of the returning officer as a result of
his exercise of the review power now to be
granted to him.
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Hon. P. G. PENDAL: On the grounds of an
assurance that the Court of Disputed Returns
still ultimately has a part to play in the
resolution of any difficulty with respect to
postal ballot papers, the Opposition has no
objection.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 38 to 40 put and passed.
Clause 41. Section 113 amended-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The deletion that the

Opposition is suggesting is consequential upon
the earlier clause which removed the reference
to party designations. In relation to the inde-
pendent designations the Opposition would
seek to delete those words on page 36. 1 move
an amendment-

Page 36, lines 17 to 28-To delete all
words.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 42: Section 114 amended-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I suggest the clause we

are now dealing with will create chaos at worst
and much confusion at best. The clause deals
with the appointment of scrutineers.

As I understand it, currently only one scruti-
neer is allowed for each candidate at a polling
place during the day. I would have thought that
was sufficient, unless of course we could argue
about a particularly large polling station where
more scrutineers. might be required. The
Government has proposed that a new system
be introduced which will permit more scruti-
neers to be present during the day than are
permitted currently. On the surface that does
not appear to pose any problems and all politi-
cal operatives may see some benefit from it.
However, in a situation in which a polling
station has eight issuing points, with eight can-
didates contesting the seat, technically 64
scrutineers could be present in the polling
station. If members can imagine a hail the size
of this Chamber in which are eight issuing
points, and there are eight candidates standing
for election, add to the 64 scrutineers. allowed
to be present the people sitting behind the
desks, and we could well reach a chaotic situ-
ation in which there is no room for the voters. 1
am uncertain of this; if the Opposition were
more certain it would have moved an amend-
ment.

If my comment is valid I suggest that the
Government may have to consider a further
amendment to reduce the number of scruti-
neers. Although it sounds silly, we may well

find ourselves in a situation in which there
would be no room for the voters because of the
number of scrutineers.

If I am wrong, I shall be happy to be
reassured.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think this question
must be approached practically. There will be
some booths, I am not in a position to say how
many would have eight or more issuing points.
Most would have at least two issuing
points-one for regular votes and one for ab-
sentee votes.

This amendment is designed to meet the
situation where the current limitation to one
scrutineer does not allow an adequate scrutiny
on behalf of the candidate of the various activi-
ties going on in the polling station. There could
be more than one or two issuing points for the
local vote, different considerations arising with
absentee votes, and scrutineers may have their
attention taken by people requiring assistance
to vote. In such cases one person cannot divide
himself sufficiently. I do not believe there will
ever be a question of a candidate, even if we
have booths with a large number of issuing
points, going to the extent of sending in six,
seven, or eight scrutineers. That is the point at
which practical considerations arise. All of us
with experience in the conduct of campaigns
know that there is simply not enough work for
that many scrutineers. There can be more than
enough work for one scrutineer but never
enough for such a large number of scrutineers
for each candidate.

Similarly, none of us is endowed with so
much voluntary labour that we would want to
squander it by taking up our maximum rights.
There would be a very practical solution to this
and we would find that candidates making
proper use of the volunteers available to them
would restrict the scrutineers to the required
number, but not in silly proportions.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I ask the Minister
what is the highest number of issuing points in
the largest polling station in existence in West-
em Australia? If it is true that even in the
largest polling stations there are only four issu-
ing points, the problem is minimised, although
it would still exist. It is not unusual in hotly
contested mnarginal seats to have eight candi-
dates. Mr Moore has also pointed out that
upper and lower House elections could be
involved at the same time.

If we were to reduce the number of candi-
dates in the election and the maximum number
of issuing points is only ever three, I would
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agree that my concern is overstated. If, on the
other hand, in the larger polling stations there
are eight issuing points, the problem I have
referred to will be a real one.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: In replying to the
question I ask for some reasonable margin for
error, but 1 am advised that some booths have
up to eight or 10 issu ing points.

Hon. P. Ci. PENDAL: That confirms my
worst fears. I understand that the Attorney
General does not want to be held to the precise
number and I will not do so. 1 agree with Mr
Berinson that very few political parties are so
flush with party workers that they can afford 10
scrutineers; on one booth. However, they may
afford 10 scrutineers on one booth if the elec-
tion is in a particularly troublesome electorate
being targeted by the major and minor political
parties. On such an occasion it would attract a
greater number of candidates. Therefore, if
there were eight candidates in the election and
potentially those candidates could each appoint
one scrutineer for each of the issuing points, 80
scrutineers could be in the polling station
during the day.

I am not going to push it beyond that. I am
simply saying that in the Giovernment's at-
tempt to be more realistic than perhaps cur-
rently is the case it has again, as so often is 'the
case, gone overboard and tended towards
generosity. It might find that at every polling
station at every election, particularly at a
closely contested election, there were 80 scruti-
neers; it would be not only ludicrous but quite
chaotic and counterproductive to the electoral
process.

Now that the Attorney has confirmed that, I
merely indicate that the Government should
take another look at this to ensure that it is not
something that will prevent the really import-
ant people-the voters-from getting inside
the polling stations.

Hon. V. 3. FERRY: I too am concerned
about this provision. I take a different tack
from Hon. Phillip Pendal. I am mindful of the
excellent work done by the people who man the
polling booths-the poll clerks and the
returning officers in charge. My experience is
that they do a marvellous job, often under
tremendous pressure. In some areas, perhaps
because of a particular local issue, these people
are under pressure from the time the polling
booth opens in the morning until it closes at
night. I am therefore concerned on their ac-
count.

I am mindful of the need for the electoral
system to be protected, just as I am very mind-
ful of the responsibility of the poil clerks and of
the returning officers in charge to ensure that
the elections are held in accordance with the
law and that everyone gets a fair go.

I am concerned that in some areas, at least
on some occasions and perhaps in isolated
cases because of some controversial local issue
which causes a great deal of interest, we could
face an excessive number of scrutineers at a
booth.

I strongly urge the Government to reconsider
this clause. Instead of having one scrutineer per
booth perhaps there should be two, rather than
one for each issuing station. Perhaps that
would cover the Government's requirements.
This provision seems to go too far in trying to
tidy up something that may not be such a big
problem. I make my suggestion in good spirit
in order that we might get something workable.
I believe there should be no more than two
scrutineers per canditate per polling place.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not know that I
can take my own contribution to the discussion
any further. There is a problem of deciding
what is an ideal number once we accept that
one is almost certainly not enough when we get
to the larger booths. Whether we should open
the way to the possibilities being suggested is
another question.

I suggest the Committee permit the clause to
pass in its present form. The most I can do is to
undertake to consult with the responsible Min-
ister, and I am prepared to do that. I have
already indicated that at the report stage I will
ask for at least one clause of the Bill to be
recommitted. If I have different advice from
the responsible Minister, I will be able to act on
this clause as well at that time.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 43 put and passed.
Clause 44: Section 117 amended-
lion. P. Gi. PENDAL: This clause seeks to

change what has been the case in WA probably
since the turn of the century, whereby people
can east their vote on polling day between the
hours of 8.00 am. and 8.00 p.m. Members of
the Opposition put forward a number of argu-
ments during the second reading stage that very
seriously and closely questioned the Govern-
ment's view that we should have a 6 o'clock
closure on the night of polling day. I am yet to
find out for whom we are catering. No-one has
said, apart from an interjection during the sec-
ond reading debate to the effect that,
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"Wouldn't we all like to get home a bit earlier
on that night?", just what is the reason for this
proposed change.

It always amuses me to hear on election night
people saying that if such and such happened
we would get an earlier result. Quite frankly, in
a Federal or State election in Australia it would
not matter a jot whether we got an election
result a couple of hours later. The only elec-
tions anywhere in the world where that
probably would have any sont of impact might
be the United Kingdom's or the United States'
elections, bearing in mind that in the UK they
vote on a Wednesday or a Thursday. It well
might be conceded that they need to get a
quicker result because it might affect the
trading on the Stock Exchange the following
day. In places like Australia, every election we
know of is held on a weekend. In most cases,
and except in the most precarious of outcomes,
the result is known by late on Saturday or
Sunday.

Secondly, the Attorney might tell us that the
Government is doing this because the Com-
monwealth did it, but I can advise that the
Commonwealth did it for no better reason than
that one of the States did it. lie might think
this is a reasonable reform. I challenge this sort
of so-catted reform quite strongly. I can under-
stand that a State like Victoria, which is a
pocket handkerchief-size piece of ground,
would not see this as a problem for country
people. It would still be a problem for people of
certain religious persuasions, although I am as-
sured by Mr Berinson, who should know about
these things, that it is not a problem. if it is not
a problem to him, it is a problem represented
to me by other people who find difficulties with
religious observances on that day.

I come back to the Victorian experience and
indicate that an early closing would not be a big
problem for Victoria's country people simply
because they do not have far to travel. A person
living in so-called outback Victoria has a dis-
tance to travel of probably no more than from
Perth to Bunbury. Precious few people in that
State would have to travel that distance.

A number of us made the point during the
second reading debate that this amendment is
just a mimicry of the Commonwealth's and the
Victorians' action in saying that it is a good
thing to close the polling booths at 6 o'clock in
the evening.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Wouldn't it eliminate con-
fusion with Commonwealth elections?

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: Perhaps a couple of
people might get confused about whether it is a
State or a Federal election which closes at 6.00
p.m.

I know that argument will be mounted, but
we also have a Bill to allow a 6.00 p.m. closure
of local government elections. We are dealing
therefore with an entirely different kettle of
fish. In the first instance we are dealing with
voluntary voting at local government elections
and, therefore, we are not demanding that
everyone vote in a compulsory sense. I do not
think that argument holds water. Apart from all
of those matters, the best estimates are that
some eight or nine per cent of Western
Australians vote between the hours of 6.00
p.mi. and 8. 00 p. m. I do n ot th in k the world will
come to an end, and I do not think Western
Australians will be awfully disadvantaged if we
were to impose a 6.00 p.m. closing time.

I-on. J. M. Berinson: What about even'
earlier than that?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I think they would be
disadvantaged, Mr Berinson; otherwise the Op-
position would not have put two amendments
on the Notice Paper.

Hon. Garry Kelly: You did it just for the hell
of it.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: We did not do it for
the hell of it.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Qf course you did. You
are taking instructions.

Hon. P, G. PENDAL: 1 repeat, for the sake
of Hun. Garry Kelly, who has just resumed his
interjections, that if the Opposition wanted to
be bloody-minded about this we could have
thrown out the clause providing for oral appli-
cations for postal votes.

Hon. Garry Kelly: You seem to put a lot of
store in that.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Why does not the
honourable member pull his head in for a sec-
ond? If the member so desires, I might be able
to persuade my colleagues to start throwing out
wholesale portions of the Bill. Opposition
members have made clear that most of the Bill
represents a perfectly legitimate amendment to
the parent Act, even to the extent that we have
gone along with thb Government to achieve
oral postal voting applications, which appar-
ently is so important to the Government. It was
put to us in that instance that adequate safe-
guards were provided. I regret that the people
who are interjecting most frequently are the
people who have read the Bill the least.
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Hon. Garry Kelly: You would not know.

Hon. P. G, PENDAL: I know. Mr Kelly. by
the tenor of his interjections, has not read it.
Eight or nine per cent of the people of WA are
known to vote between those hours, and that
percentage represents approximately 65 000 or
75 000 voters. Why would we want to do some-
thing which would inconvenience them?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How do you know it
would inconvenience them? How do you know
that another time might be equally incon-
venient?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: In that case, why not
end the voting at 12 noon? We would save a lot
of money.

Hon. .1. M, Berinson: Why not go to 12 mid-
night, on your reasoning?

Hon. P. C. PENDAL: Because, in the ab-
sence of any argument to the contrary, if the
Attorney wants to bring forward an amend-
ment, we will consider it. The time of 8.00 a.m.
to 8.00 p.m. is not just some sort of old
fashioned tradition.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: No, it had a certain ring
to it.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: That is the level of
argument that Mr Berinson and his friend, Mr
Tonkin, have been wont to give us in regard to
many matters. I suppose the Opposition might
well have been a bit too generous in some of
the legislation we have passed because, if we do
not get better explanations than that, I wonder
whether the Government deserves to have any
of its legislation passed. Do members of the
public challenge the fact that eight or nine per
cent of Western Australians vote between the
hours of 6.00 p.m. and 8.00 p.m.? There is a
deafening silence.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Ninety per cent of them
vote between 4.00 p.m. and 6.00 p.m.

Hon. N. F. Moore: How do you know that?
You do not know.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The point I wanted to
make is that we are going to such a lot of
trouble in order to inconvenience that eight or
nine per cent, for example, about 70 000
people-

Hon. Graham Edwards interjected.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Mr Edwards has just
made another monumental contribution to the
debate.

Hon. Graham Edwards: More than you have
made all night, I can tell you.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order!

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: Last Thursday we
went to a lot of trouble during the Committee
stage to talk about the provision for itinerant
voters. I asked the Attorney, I think by way of
interjection, to tell us how many itinerant
voters we were accommodating. He said, "A
few over 100." We went to an awful lot of
trouble to help those 100 voters, for God's
sake, yet we consider a provision which will
affect 65 000 or 70 000 voters, and the Govern-
ment wants to wipe its hands of them!

The Opposition thinks that no good reason
has been put forward and, if there had been,
some members on this side of the Committee
might have been differently disposed.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I in no way consider
myself to be an obstructionist. This Bill has
been debated with a great deal of responsibility
today. The clauses of the Bill referring to
democracy are among the most important parts
of the Bill.

As Hon. P. G. Pendal pointed out, we have
compulsory voting in our system of electing
representatives to this Parliament, but the situ-
ation is quite different in other countries,
which have different systems of voting-for
example, the first past the post system in the
United Kingdom with voluntary voting, It is
incumbent upon the State to allow all voters as
much opportunity as possible to record their
vote, because they are obliged to vote.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Why not 14?
Hon. V. J1. FERRY: The member should

move an amendment. We might accept 14.
That is the sort of inane interjection we expect
from Hon. Garry Kelly. I have pointed out that
I do not intend to be obstructionist. I am trying
to put forward a reason for contradicting this
clause. Further to that, if voters who are
obliged to vote fail to do so, they are liable to
be fined. It is reasonable for that tradition to
continue and that, in these Circumstances,
polling booths should remain open for 12 hours
from 8.00 a.m. to 8.00 p.m. on polling day.
Some members will say that is stupid, un-
necessary, and all the rest of it, but that is my
opinion and I am forthright in my thinking as a
result of experience over many years, both long
before I was a member of Parliament and since.

There are people in the community who, for
their personal reasons, do vote during the last
two hours prior to the poll closing. Those
people, if they went to the trouble, could obtain
postal votes and arrange to vote in a way other
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than by attending the polling booth. Because it
is compulsory to vote the people should be al-
lowed to vote with as much ease as possible.
That is part of our democratic system. It is a
very small price to pay to allow people the
privilege of voting when they choose. The point
is, they will do so at a time convenient to them.
I do not think it is incumbent upon the State to
restrict them to shorter hours, for all sonts of
reasons.

I will leave it at that for the time being.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: I did not intend to
rise during this debate but, as we are discussing
this point, I want to make it quite clear, as has
been emphasised by Hon. Phillip Pendal, that
the time restriction does inconvenience people.

I represent a rural electorate and many
people have approached me in regard to the
proposed 6.00 p.m. closure. Obviously, there
are many farmers in a rural electorate and it is
more convenient for them to vote after they
have finished their day's work. They combine
their social outing with it. They come to the
town, record their vote, and carry on with a
social evening in the centre in which they have
voted. It is a habit that has continued, as Hon.
J. M. Berinson said earlier, for many years, and
there is nothing wrong with that habit. People
have grown to utilise a certain system of voting,and it should not be made a hardship to them.'
It should be made a privilege that people enjoy.

They do this so as to be able to tie their trip
to the polling booth in with their social engage-
ments. It has been pointed out to me that that
is the reason people in country areas would
oppose cutting back to 6.00 p.m. That would
interfere with their working day because they
do not work five days a week as do many other
people and it would interfere with their social
engagements if they had to vote by 6.00 p.m.
They have been accustomed to coming into
town after working; then they vote and go on to
their social engagements. Some 65 000 country
people are accustomed to being able to vote
after 6.00 p.m.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It seems to me that
no particular 'reason has been given for the
suggestion that polling booths should be closed
at 6.00 p.m., two hours earlier than in the past.
Hon. Garry Kelly has no idea of the problems
in rural areas. For example, in the province I
represent-Carmel, Bicton and those
areas-there are a great many Seventh Day
Adventists, who always vote late in the even-
ing. Those people will be disadvantaged if they
vote in any other way.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How did they manage
in the Federal election?

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: I suppose they were
put out and had to make other arrangements.
Why should these people be put to a disadvan-
tage in voting on a day when people are given
the opport unity and, in fact, are required to
vote? It does not matter whether 12 hours, 14
hours or 16 hours is allowed for voting. We
open those polling booths for the benefit of
people who want to vote. Even if polling booth
workers had to work overtime that would be no
excuse, because people would be severely
disadvantaged if polls were to close at
6.00 p.m. The polls should be left open for
them rather than closed for the benefit of
people who are running the election, the people
manning the polling booths, and the people
handing out the how-to-vote cards and so on.
The people who want to vote are the important
people and they should be given adequate
opportunities to vote in adequate ways. I know
that this probably does not matter to members
opposite because they probably do not under-
stand it, but I suggest that if they go up into the
hills and into other areas that have already
been mentioned and ask the people, they will
find a different attitude. Polling booths are
provided on election day and they should be
open for whatever length of time is required to
enable people to vote conveniently.

People in the country would be
disadvantaged by this reduction in hours from
8.00 p.m. to 6.00 p.m. and unless there is some
reason for these people being disadvantaged, I
will not support the Government's amend-
ment.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is not one of
those cases where it can be simply said that
other precedents exist in Australia for
6.00 p.m. closing. This is a case where all other
mainland States and the Commonwealth now
close their polls at 6.00 p.m., and to repeat
what I have had to say in Other Contexts, it is
not just a matte r of following the leader, but of
learning from the experiences of others. West-
ern Australians were limited to voting by
6.00 p.m. in the last Federal election. I am pre-
pared to accept Hon. Tom Knight's assertion
that some of his constituents have put to him
that they would not want the State arrangement
to change, but I wonder how many of them
actually complained about the Commonwealth
provisions when they were in fact changed.

I personally can say that I have not received
one complaint and I have not noticed one com-
plaint in letters to the editor or in all those
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other venues in which indignant people can
express their views. I have not come across one
such complaint arising from the amended ar-
rangements for the Commonwealth election. I
really believe that this is one of those situations
where the fear of some potential inconvenience
would not be matched by experience. This
question as to justifying one time or the other
cannot be approached on any definitive basis.
There is no single answer, but it is impossible
to conceive that 10 hours is not enough or that
the 60 000 people who voted between 6.00 p.m.
and 8.00 p.m. would not vote or would be
inconvenienced by the need to vote at some
other time. There is nothing at all to suggest
that and certainly the absence of complaint
supports it. I do not believe that the working
conditions of people who man the polling
booths are irrelevant, nor for that matter, do I
think the conditions of workers representing
our parties are irrelevant. They would be irrel-
evant if consideration for them was to be to the
detriment of voters or of the electoral system
itself, but there is no evidence of that at all.
This is really just another case of staying with
what we have because that is what we have, Or
opposing something for the sake of opposition.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Or change for the sake of
change.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What about the people
that I mentioned? They are severely
disadvantaged. They have had to make other
arrangements.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: What about the people
who go to watch the cricket? That often goes
past 6.00 p.m.

Hon. J. M. RERINSON: I assume it does not
start at 8.00 a.m. Alternative arrangements are
possible with respect to voters whose religious
convictions prevent them voting in daylight.
We have already passed a Provision in advance
simplifying postal votes to the ultimate extent,
and we have simplified them to the point where
such voters will not even have to apply for a
vote; they will get it automatically.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Why don't you abolish
polling day? Move an amendment so that we
can all vote by postal vote.

Hon J. M. BERINSON: I take it that the
member is suggesting that as a serious
proposition because of the inconvenience that
might attach to perhaps less than one-quarter
of one per cent of the voting population?

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: Nine per cent.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I thought Hon.
Phillip Pendal was referring to the people who
preferred to take postal votes because of re-
ligious convictions. If he is talking about the
eight or nine per cent who vote between
6.00 p.m. and 8.00 p.m., I feel that Hon. Phillip
Pendal is caught in the same confusion as he
exhibited in his argument about the extent of
informal votes. I am not going to traverse that
round again, but just as he was then not

willing to accept the difference between a for-
mal vote and an informed vote I can only take
it that Hon. Phillip Pendal also would deny the
possibility that people who previously voted
between 6.00 p.m. and 8.00 p.m. could con-
veniently vote at any other time.

Moreover, if the conditions attaching to cer-
tain individuals are so serious as to create a real
obstacle to their voting between 8.00 a.m. and
6.00 p.m., they too would fall within one or the
other of the provisions, which provide a ca-
pacity to apply for a postal vote. I do not think
it is possible to take the argument further.

The Opposition again appears to insist on
having Western Australia as the only man in
the platoon who is marching in step. it is not
prepared to accept that experience in other
areas has any application here at all, and in
those circumstances it will be guided by its own
lights. So far as the Government is concerned
this again is just a politically neutral, but use-
ful, amendment to the electoral system.

It will reduce the hours of polling which, in
the Government's view, are excessive under
modern conditions. There is really nothing that
can be added to that, and again this is a case on
which we can simply indicate our views by pro-
ceeding to vote,

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I was
interested in the throwaway line of the At-
torney General's speech. I refer to his reference
to modem conditions. Why in modem times
do we need less time to vote than in past times?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The working hours are
shorter and travelling is easier. Those are two
examples. Do you deny them?

IMon. D, J. WORDSWORTH: I would say
that probably neither of those examples
applies. I do not think anyone would have ever
spent 12 hours travelling to a polling booth.

The Attorney General said that he had not
received one personal complaint, but the obvi-
ous thing to do would be to check the letters
that were sent to the Federal Chief Electoral
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Officer from those people who failed to vote in
the last Federal elections. I refer particularly to
country people.

I am sure members would find that of those
people who failed to vote the reason they used
for not voting at the elections was because of
the six o'clock closing.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I want to finish my
contribution to this clause by asking the At-
torney General if he would tell the Committee
the number of people who approached the
Government and asked for a reduction in
polling hours,

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will not carry on at
length because it is obvious that the Attorney
has given up answering questions, and that is
nothing new in this place. He begins to sulk and
gives the matter away.

Hon. Graham Edwards: He has put more
time into it than you have.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: And you, Mr Edwards.

Hon. Graham Edwards: I have been follow-
ing the debate very closely. I am not getting any
sense from you.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H.
Lockyer): Order! Honourable members, Hon.
A. A. Lewis has the call at the moment and
interjections are out Of Order. I will not tolerate
them.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I take exception to the
comments made by the Attorney about work-
ing hours and mobility. In my electorate I have
a large number of Seventh Day Adventists, and
those whom I approached in regard to this Bill
advised me that year by year their beliefs have
been whittled away by decisions of the Govern-
ment. They are some of the hardest working
people I know, and I hope the Attorney will not
interject and criticise the Seventh Day
Adventists working in my electorate who hap-
pen to have a real problem. As the Attorney
knows, Federal law and the numerous
measures we have taken are interfering with
their beliefs and their religion.

There will cpme a time-[ do not know if it
will be in relation to the forthcoming election
or not-when we go to the polls and these
people will say that they are sick to death of
people pushing them around and that they
have had enough.

I believe that further consideration should be
given to this aspect of the Bill. I know that the
Attorney is representing another Minister's
portfolio, but in most cases he is a fair person

and the people to whom I am referring are
extremely hurt that their views and wishes are
being overridden.

What really hurts me is the sort of glib inter-
jection made by the Attorney that these people
are not hard workers.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: Do not be ridiculous.
That is an appalling thing to say and arn appal-
ling misrepresentation of what I said. You
know that I would not say such a thing.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General
was glib enough to slip into Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I take genuine excep-
tion to that. It is a serious misrepresentation of
what I sai d on an ent irely d ifferent matter.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: On both occasions the
Attorney was out of order, because he
interjected.

H-on. Tomn Stephens: At least he makes some
damn sense.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That may appear to be
the case as far as Hon. Tom Stephens is con-
cerned. I am prepared to stand here all night
and discuss this issue.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Get the bully boys
out.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The
honou rabie gentleman will d irect h is com ments
to the Chair. I will give him the protection that
he requires

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I certainly will, Mr
Deputy Chairman; and I value your protection.

I believe in regard to this clause that people
who work and have certain religious beliefs
should be considered more than they have in
the past.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: Let me make this
clear, although I cannot believe it would not
have been clear to everyone in the Chamber
except to Mr Lewis. My interjection in relation
to work and travel related to a specific question
asked by Mr Wordsworth as to the relevance of
an earlier comment I had made to modem
times creating conditions different from those
which applied earlier, and which supported a
move to a shorter voting day. Nothing was
further from my mind than the linkage which
Mr Lewis attempted between the answer to that
restricted question and his comments in re-
lation to people with religious objections to
voting during daylight hours on Saturdays.
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It will not surprise the honourable member
to know I am sensitive on that question be-
cause the beliefs and practices of the Seventh
Day Adventists are my own in that respect. It
would be absurd to suggest that I would be a
party to any point of view or any sont of com-
ment which denigrated people with those be-
liefs.

Mr Lewis is drastically distorting the situ-
ation. To refer to his actual words, there is'no
question of anyone's beliefs being whittled
away, nor is there any question of interfering
with his religion.

Earlier tonight, in advance of giving this item
consideration, we moved to a point where
special arrangements were made to provide
alternative voting methods for people with re-
ligious beliefs which would prevent them from
voting during shorter hours. We respect that
position, and there should be no doubt on that
score. I do not believe there is any doubt on
that score among members of the Chamber
who are prepared to apply their minds to this
seriously. I regret very much and very intensely
the quite gratuitous and incorrect interpret-
ation which Mr Lewis is attempting to put on
the matter.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am sorry I have
offended the Attorney. I am repeating exactly
what the people of that faith have told me. The
fact that there is provision for them to vote in a
different manner does not ease their pain one
little bit. The fact we have modern times upon
us should not mean that we should whittle
away anybody's perceived rights. The Attorney
is far too sensitive on this.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I do not believe people
can be sensitive enough on such questions.

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: Why change the polling
day hours? We agree with you on that score.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: People are worried about
it. I will leave it at that because I can see that
the Attorney is getting tired and upset; he can-
not put his mind to it. I am repeating what
people have told me over two or three weeks.
They have serious questions and we have been
going backwards and forwards to try to see
some way round. Are we doing the right thing
in this modem day by depriving some people
of what would normally be their right? This
does not seem to me to be logical.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 10
Hon. J. M. Berinson Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. Peter Dowd ins Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Graham Hon. Mark Nevill

Edwards Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Lyla Elliott Hon. Fred McKenzie
Hon. Kay Hallahan (Teller)

Noes 15
Hon. C. J. Bell Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. V. J. Ferry Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. H. W. Gayfer Hon. 1. 0. Pratt
Hon. Tom Knight Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. A. A. Lewis Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. 0. E. Masters Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
R-on. Tom McNeil Hon. Margaret McAteer.
lion. N. F. Moore (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

N-on. D, K. Dans Hon. 1. 0. Ntedcalf
Hon. J. M. Brown Hon. John Williams
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi Hon. G. C. MacKinnon

Clause thus negatived.

Clauses 45 to 49 put and passed.
Clause 50: Section 128 substituted-

Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: This is the start of
those clauses which would introduce optional
preferential voting in such a way that the Op-
position suggests the Government might as well
introduce first-past-the-post voting and be
done with it.

We are aware, of course, that the Govern-
ment implored us, both here and in another
place during the second reading debate, not to
read into the legislation that it was an attempt
at first-past-the-post voting. I have consulted a
number of people eminent in the field, and
even those who favour a first-past-the-post
voting system-and there are not many of
them-will say that this sort of amendment to
an electoral system is nonsense. It is neither
chalk nor cheese; it is not one thing or the
other.

Hon. J. M. Herinson: It is optional.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I have already said

that. It is optional and the practice elsewhere
has been that people take the line of least resist-
ance in this exercise. That is why I say, for the
sake of Mr Kelly and Mr Berinson, it is tanta-
mount to first-past-the-post voting.

Secondly, it is argued that we ought to give
the maximum opportunity to people to cast a
valid vote, and the Opposition has no quarrel
with that. It is argued that we ought to have
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ballot papers made out in such a way that,
understandably, does not allow for confusion
to be brought into the system.

I will ask one of the attendants to distribute
for the benefit of members a form which I have
here, in order to demonstrate the point I am
making. The form is a very complicated public
document-it is called Mid-week Lotto. Every
week ordinary, simple Western Australians fill
in up to 60 squares on one of these documents.
The Lotteries Commission says people have
the brains to take part in Mid-week Lotto by
filling in 60 of those squares, but the Govern-
ment says people do not have the brains to fill
in three, four, or five squares on a ballot paper.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: The Government does
not say that.

Hon. P. H. Wells: It says so by inference.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: That is what I

meant-by inference. The Government says
that ballot papers are so complicated when
there are three names on them that it is a mam-
moth task for people to write in the numbers
,,I" and "'. Even the Opposition accepts that
a blank space represents the number -3" in
that case. The Government says it is so compli-
cated and so, far beyond Western Australians
that the system should be thrown out and we
should bring in optional preferential yoting.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Have YOU ever
scrutineered a count?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Many times.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: Have you never seen

occasions when people were confused?
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I have witnessed many

occasions on which, at the end of the day when
the number of informal votes is added up, be-
cause of people's confusion there is about 1.5
or two per cent.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you not think that
is important?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: No, I do not think it is
particularly important if in the final analysis
people are incapable of moving to that 97.5 per
cent who can follow the system. I assure the
Committee that if we bt-ought in a system of
first-past-the-post voting, or a system where
people had to mark only one numeral, there
would still be people who would muck it up.
What does the Attorney General say to that?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is possible.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The Attorney General

is honest enough to admit that it is possible.
The truth is that of that two per cent of people,
many make it a deliberate informal vote in any

case. Therefore, it cannot possibly be an impo-
sition on people to ask them to follow what in
most cases we know to be a party how-to-vote
card and to write that out to the extent of 1, 2,
3,45.

Hon. Garry Kelly: People resent having to
express preferences when they do not have one.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: Some people resent
having to vote, but under our law they must.
Many people resent having to go out on polling
day and go through the motions of voting. The
point remains, and Government members
know it.

Many other reasons were put forward in the
debate as to why the Opposition does not
favour this wishy-washy, dribbly little business
that says we will have optional preferential
voting. The Government did not even have the
courage to go into what some people would
regard as real reform, and go the whole hog, but
decided to leave the option open.

I remind the Committee that at the time of
the debate, the Government asked us to change
the current Act on the grounds that 85 per cent
of the Australian voters had indicated in some
sort of gallup poll they supported optional
preferences. However, 91 per cent of
Australians have also indicated through a simi-
lar poll that Aboriginal land rights ought to be
abandoned, but the Government does not take
any notice of that. That is selective use of that
very questionable material to prop up what is
otherwise a pretty poor old argument.

The Opposition will insist that we delete
those words on pages 39 and 40 and so keep
intact a system which is acknowledged to be
simple and one which people can follow with-
out any great application of their mental
powers; and thus, that we keep the system of
ordinary preferential voting in western
Australia.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: The ar-
gument that optional preferential voting is the
same as first-past-the-post voting is contrary to
the facts. The first time optional preferential
voting was used seriously in Australia was in
1974 in the elections for the new Legislative
Assembly in Darwin. I was up there at the time
having a look at the election as an academic,
and a book has been written on it, if the
honourable gentleman wishes to read it.

lion. P. Hi. wells: Written by you?

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I had a
finger in the pie.
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Hon, P. H. Wells: More than a finger in the
pie.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I was
interested to see how optional preferential
voting would work. The interesting thing was
that in circumstances where there were only
two candidates, it worked quite well. In one
seat a person-I think he is now Treasurer in
the Northern Territory Government, Mr
Marshall Perrin-defeated the sitting Indepen-
dent on the preferences of the Labor candidate.
He happened to be my brother-in-law, so I
watched the voting with some interest.

New South Wales then had optional prefer-
ential voting in marginal seats. In other words,
in using this system it gives people an option. It
allows people to express preferences if they
wish to do so. Normally, in marginal seats or
where they are likely to matter, preferences are
used and parties take a great deal of trouble to
see that they are used.

Mr Pendal probably knows-I presume he
does because anybody who studies it finds
out-that many people are confused because
they come from countries where the practice is
to put a cross on the ballot paper and they
cannot see the point of this preferential voting
system.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: So we change our system
to accommodate those countries. How silly!
Other countries are dying to get the system we
have-people are literally dying.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: That is
a highly dubious and fatuous statement.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Ask them in El Salvador
whether they would like our system.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. P. H
Lockyer): Order! Order! I called for order, and I
expect to get it, I ask the honourable member
on his feet to direct his comments to the Chair
and to disregard the unruly interjections.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I am
talking about the difference between first-past-
the-post and preferential voting, and the
honourable member over there brings up El
Salvador and the business of some Latin
American countries, and the difference be-
tween dictatorship and democracy. I regard
that statement as pathetic and stupid; it is
really debasing the debate.

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: This is your cross voice,
is it?

Hon. ROBERT H-ETHERINGTON: Some-
times the honourable gentleman disgusts me,
and he has just disgusted me.

I-on, P. 0. Pendal: I get used to your per-
sonal foibles.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I have
made the point I want to make and that is that
optional preferential voting does not necess-
arily mean it is first-past-the-post voting. The
Labor Party does not want to go the so-called
"whole hog". I personally do not believe in
first-past-the-post voting; it is a bad system. I
believe in optional preferential voting. It works
well, and it enables people to make a choice
and to put preferences as far as they want to go.

What can happen in a highly complex system
like the Senate ballot paper was well-illustrated
when I was scrutineering some yearn ago and
the Democratic Labor Party was on the job. I
came across a number of ballot papers where
the voters had started off with the numbers 1,
2, 3 for the DLP, and then marked numbers for
the Liberals and so forth, until they came to the
Communist candidates and there %Aore no num-
bers at all. That meant the papers were invalid,
yet the preferences would not be counted at any
stage. The intentions of the voters were quite
clear, but because they had this funny notion
about not putting numbers against the Com-
munist candidates' names, they left the spaces
blank. I would be the last person in the world to
desire that the DLP should get votes, Or I was
at the time, but I thought it was a pity their
supporters could niot democratically express
their preferences, because they did not puit
numbers against the Communist candidates.

It would be a good idea to go to optional
preferential voting. It is a sensible system, and
one that gives people a choice. For the last two
days in this Chamber I have round myself
preaching freedom of choice for individuals to
the Liberal Party. I do not expect any really
sensible statement from the honourable gentle-
man opposite because he has made up his
mind. I suggest to the Chamber that we face the
fact that, under optional preferential voting,
people have been defeated on preferences and
will continue to be wherever that system is in
use.

H-on. J. M. BERINSON: I am surprised that
Hon. Peter Wells has not spoken on this
clause-surprised but not disappoint-
ed-because time and again in the course
of debate on this Bill he has challenged us to
provide hard facts and statistics, and here at
last when we have some he has declined to ask
for them. Perhaps he has declined to do so
because he knows what they are. They are de-
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rived from the Morgan poll published in Thre
Bulletin on 12 February, a poii which indicated
that 66 per cent of Australian voters support
optional preferential voting.

Of course, Mr Pendal says that is of no sig-
nificance at all because there are other gallup
potls which indicate a majority view for a cer-
tain line of thought and the Government has
not been inclined to adopt the majority view or
to implement it. That is Mr Pendal's approach,
but I know Mr Wells has a different approach.
He takes public opinion seriously and he be-lieves he ought to be guided, not only by his
electors in particular, but also, where the
preferences of his own electors cannot be
isolated, at least by the general preference of
the population.

I do not take it for granted, as other members
might, that this clause is going to be defeated. I
think there could be a serious split in the Oppo-
sition ranks here, and I look to Hon. Peter
Wells, in accordance with the traditions he so
often espouses, to lead that charge.

In addition to the evidence of public opinion
on this matter, there just happens to be good
reason and sense for the clause. The first point
to be stressed is that the Government is arguing
here for optional preferential voting. The em-
phasis is on optional. This means that no-one is
deprived of the opportunity to express a
preference. What is to be given for the first
time is ant option for voters to either express a
complete set of preferences or to indicate a
lesser set of preferences. They will be entitled
to vote only for the candidate of their choice.

What seriously can be said against that?
What is the argument for compulsory preferen-
tial voting? We have not heard that argument
except in the form that it would be another case
involving a change from what we have and
what we are used to. That is not an argument
on merit, just as almost all the preceding de-
bate from the Opposition ranks has not been an
argument on merit. It is an argument for the
status quo for its own sake, and it has nothing
more to commend it than that.

I repeat, as has been done several times and I
therefore need not do it at length, that this Bill
does not involve the introduction of first-past-
the-post voting. That is not its intention and it
is not its effect. There is a serious argument in
support of optional preferential voting, and
that has also been indicated many times and
even this evening by way of interjection so I
need not do more than mention it. That argu-

menit is that there are clearly significant num-
bers of voters who do not have a preference
after their first choice.

They know who they want to vote for and
they positively do not want to vote for anyone
else, nor do they want their vote in any way to
go to the advantage of another candidate. That
is the preference which a number of
Australians clearly want to be able to express. It
can only be expressed, unless we move to first-
past-the-post, by optional preferential voting,
and that, no doubt, is one of the signficant
reasons leading to this clear majority view as
reflected in the Morgan Gallup poll.

It might be noted in passing that, in any
event, the vast majority of preferences are
never examined. In the 1983 State election,
only 1.56 per cent of the preferences were
distributed in the Legislative Assembly, and
only 5.6 per cent were distributed in the Legis-
lative Council. Where there are closely fought
electorates there could well be a greater tend-
ency for people to opt for full preferences, but
that is properly a matter to be left to their
choice.

In principle, there is no argument against the
freedom of choice which this clause seeks to
provide, and in spite of the negative attitude of
the Opposition so far on this Bill and in spite of
the indications members opposite are giving
that they are not to be diverted from their in-
tention to pull this Bill to pieces, I do put it
seriously to them that there is no argument in
principle for their opposition to this clause. I
would certainly urge the Committee to support
the Government in its proposal that optional
preferential voting be adopted.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Far be it from me to
disappoint the Attorney General. I welcome the
information the Attorney General provided,
although it is the first time tonight that we have
heard him make use of surveys or statistics, For
my part, his use of statistics gave rise to a fleet-
ing hope that he might have had some reason
for referring to this matter at all. Hon. Garry
Kelly has helped me to make up my mind, and
I suggest to him that he should consult with the
Minister in an attempt to convince me. We are
discussing a number of matters which deal par-
ticularly with the freedom of choice of voters.
We are not providing voters with total freedom
of choice, of course, because voting is compul-
sory and so certain requirements which
preclude total freedom of choice are inherent in
the Bill.
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I would not like the Minister handling the
Bill to think that I believe that legislation
should be handled by means of referenda, nor
do I think that it has to be approved all the
time by the popular vote. I think Ministers
should be entitled to go out and consult, but I
think they should also take notice of what
people say and want. The suggestion that 66
per cent of Australians support optional prefer-
ential voting is a good reason to seriously
examine that particular arrangement. When I
consult with people, I do so in order that they
may help me to understand certain matters.

I have yet to be convinced that first-past-the-
post voting is entirely fair. If one has five can-
didates in an election and the first gets 22 per
cent of the vote, the second gets 21 per cent, the
third gets 20 per cent, the fourth gets 19 per
cent and the fifth candidate gets 18 per cent,
then it seems to me that those candidates in the
third, fourth and fifth positions on the ballot
paper could have half the people casting
preferences for only the first candidate. in fact,
if they count all preferences other than for the
first candidate, there would be something like
28.5 per cent of the voters who did not take
pan in deciding the final choice. These people
could lose their rights because in this situ-
ation-by only putting and casting one
preference-they would lose their right to par-
ticipate in other preferences. I would suspect
that the best position one could have on the
ballot paper would be the first position.

If we had an election each week and one
chopped off the bottom name with the least
votes, one would eventually find that in the end
there would only be two people left on the bal-
lot paper from which to make a choice. My
understanding of the Preferential system is that
people are able, in practical terms, to exercise
their freedom of choice. We cannot afford the
cost and the time involved in having elections
whenever a controversial matter comes up. We
can never devise a system which will be 100 per
cent perfect, but to ensure that there is freedom
of choice we can provide a system whereby
preferences can be taken into consideration. I
suggest that the proposed system could well by
default elect a candidate who has not got ma-
jority support. A preferential system allows
that, in any event if the first choice is not there,
one can indicate what one's preference is. I
would like to think that what happens all the
time-although I suppose that as we live in a
real world this is not possible-is that people
make a decision about their preferences. Cer-

tainly the system has a tendency to achieve that
the person who is elected is the person who has
the majority support. That is why I find it hard
to understand the argument put forward by the
Attorney General. He was very pleased tonight
when he was able to produce some statistics.
His arguments this evening have been a little
weak but once he found some statistics, he
brightened up. However, when we come to dis-
cuss these statistics, they do not seem to stand
up.

I sat with the returning officers who were
counting the votes for my election to this
Chamber and watched them count the in-
coming votes. I noticed that the most consist-
ent aspect of the votes passed was that people
either used a tick or a cross to mark the candi-
date of their preference, not realising that this
made their vote informal. Unlike the Federal
leader in Canberra, I would not have derided
ALP voters who voted informally. The reason
people tick and cross ballot papers has not yet
been fully studied. One simply does not know
when people put ticks and crosses whether they
are indicating that they do not want such and
such a person to be elected or whether they do
want that person to be elected. I have seen ticks
and crosses on the same sheet.

By far the majority of informal votes that I
saw fell into that category. Therefore, I do not
think the problem is related to informal votes. I
suggest that, if members are honest about the
matter, they will accept that the confusion
comes about because in some countries people
place a cross against the name of the person
they want elected. I gather that goes back to the
early days when, if someone such as a shearer
could not sign a cheque, he put his mark. What-
ever the reason, it appears certain that the
Government has not studied this matter and
sought to eradicate the informal votes by
confronting the problems that confront many
people who want to use ticks and crosses. The
reality is that in State elections we are only
considering two or three candidates, not like in
elections for the Senate where many candidates
are listed. If we wish to get rid of the informal
voting system we should get over this problem.
The result will be that less than the majority of
people will decide who is elected.

The Government is denying people their
right by encouraging them not to fill in all
places on the ballot paper. People will become
confused. This situation is analogous to the
situation of a road designer allowing six
alternatives at a crossroad. He will increase the
choices but will also increase the number of
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accidents at that crossroad. The alternatives
should be narrowed down so that not so many
accidents take place.

I believe the arguments put forward by the
Government will deny Western Australians the
chance to ensure that their elected representa-
tives are elected by the majority.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I do not want to pro-
long the agony of this debate but Mr Wells has
raised a point which I have heard very often to
justify preferential voting, and that is that
under the compulsory preferential voting
system we get the candidate that the majority
of people want. That is not always the case and
there is a situation where that certainly does
not occur. An example is an election for a seat
with 22 000 electors for which three candidates
are standing, a Labor candidate, a Liberal can-
didate and a National Party candidate. The
ALP candidate receives 10 000 primary votes,
the Liberal Party candidate gets 8 000 and the
National Party candidate receives 4 000. The
National Party candidate is excluded after the
first count and no doubt his votes will go to the
Liberal Party candidate. The Liberal Party can-
didate therefore will have received 12 000
votes after the distribution of preferences
against the ALP candidate who received 10 000
primary votes. The Liberal is elected. The
weakness in that system is that the preferences
in the 10000 ALP primary votes were never
counted. If the ALP candidate had given his
preferences to the National Party candidate-a
remote possibility in the future-the National
Party candidate would have received 14 000
votes and he would have been elected.

I think it is about time that we laid to rest the
theory that under the preferential system, the
candidate that is elected by the majority wins
the seat because in many cases the candidate
with the highest number of primary votes does
not have his second preferences counted.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I was
fascinated by Mr Wells' exposition on the pref-
erential system. There are many forms of
systems in the alternative voting system. The
gentleman may not realise that in France, for
example, they have a system of the alternative
vote where they hold an election one week and
everybody with an absolute majority is elected.
In the electorates where there was no absolute
majority, they hold a second election and can-
didates' panties do deals and some of them
stand down so there is some sort of preference
and some sont of proportionality.

I make it quite clear that, whenever I vote
optional preferential as we do in the Labor
Party, I vote full preferential because I believe
in the preferential system and I want to exer-
cise my full preferences. I do not believe in the
first-past-the-post system because I think this is
necessarily limiting. An example of what the
first-past-the-post system will do is dem-
onstrated by the system in Great Britain where
the Mother of Parliaments can quite often
produce a minority Government. They have no
idea who would get the majority if the
preferences of the third party were distributed.
There have been minority Labor Governments
and minority Conservative Governments, and
with the rise of the third party, the Social
Democrats, in Great Britain, the situation now
exists where nobody knows really who has the
support of the majority of the people.

I have said in the past that I think Britain is
now an example of what not to follow and that
our preferential system is a better system. How-
ever, I believe that I am not one of those people
who say that, because people do something
differently in some other place and then come
here, that we should force them, as I said the
other night in another context, into the pro-
crustean bed of our own rigid habits. Happily
we can quite often Compromise and get better
systems and something that is wore suitable
because electoral systems are something that
are, in one sense, relative.

Hon. Lyla Elliott pointed out that we could
never be sure that we would get the majority.
What happens under the preferential voting.
system where there are three candidates and
preferences are counted is that we get rid of the
person that those people do not want; but we
do not necessarily get the person that most
people do want. However, this is still a better
system than many of the others. We do not
need to be too pontifical about the operation of
optional preferential.

One of the things about this great concern
over the notion of getting an absolute majority
through preferences that Hon. Peter Wells is
talking about, is that when we look at electoral
systems, we have to look at systems as they
work.

We have to be pragmatic in our principles. In
other words, we watch the principles and if
they are working in practice, that is fine. Once
the principles are not working we should look
for another system. For example-I revert to
the Northern Territory election in 1974-the
Labor Party got about 40 per cent of the votes,
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but won no seats whatever because of the dis-
tribution of the population. I thought then, as I
still do, that the Northern Territory should be
divided into four seats and the members
elected under a proportional representation
system.

I just make the point that this clause is not
something we should worry about unduly. I
also point out that most preferences are never
examined. Well over 90 per cent are not
examined. In the 1983 State election only 1.56
per cent of the preferences for the Assembly
were distributed. Thus on Mr Pendal's own ar-
gument, with his 21h per cent, he should not
worry about those kinds of things.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth:- They might decide
who was going to be the Government.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: They
could still do so under an optional preferential
system, as I have illustrated. If the parties did
not get out their how-to-vote cards with
preferences on them, they would probably lose.
For this Council only 5.69 per cent of
preferences were distributed at the last elec-
tion.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I feel that I must just
correct the figures presented by Hon. Lyla
Elliott because if we were to go down the path
that she suggests we would have a situ-
ation in which the first person's second
preferences were distributed, because we can-
not have two members elected. I suggest that
we would get into a very complicated situation
in terms of deciding that sort of outcome.

The fairer system in a situation in which
three candidates stood for election would be to
drop off the last candidate and come back the
next week to vote for the other two. The situ-
ation put forward by Hon. Lyla Elliott sup-
posed that the third person was a National
Party candidate. In that case the National
Party candidate would be dropped and the next
week the election would be contested by the
Liberal candidate and the Labor candidate.
The reality would be that National Party voters
would have to make a choice between those
two. Thai is the sure system and the one that
happens to be the system followed by the Labor
Party in the election of its president.

lion. Lyla Elliott: But you are throwing away
10 000 votes.

Hon. P. HI. WELLS: I do not know how the
honourable member would expand that theory
in terms of fairness, but I would expect that she

would agree that if there are only two candi-
dates there would be a better reflection of the
intention of the electors.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Which two?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: If there are only two
candidates in an election and one gets 51 per
cent of the votes, one could say that that person
is the person with the majority of votes. Does
the honourable member agree with that?

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Yes, but if the Labor man
did not stand and only a Liberal candidate and
a National candidate stood, the Labor votes
would probably go to the National Party candi-
date and he would get elected rather than the
Liberal candidate.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I was trying to say that
there is a question about the best course of
action to take in a situation where there are
only two candidates and it is impossible to run
an election the next week. I have a lot of faith
in people's ability to give notice of their future
intentions. That happens in many instances.
For example, my wife gives me a number of
options. She says, "If you cannot get this, get
that." In many situations in life the second
option is offered.

Hon. Graham Edwards: That's the option
here. You are building an argument to support
the Government.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: No. I am saying that
under the circumstances put forward by Hon.
Lyla Elliott, if an election were to be held the
following week there would be only two candi-
dates, not three. In terms of the argument Hon.
Graham Edwards has brought up, I am saying
that in a three-party contest, if half the
National Party voters decided not to give a
preference, they would be denied the oppor-
tunity of participating in the final vote. At least
Hon., Robert lHetherington recognised the truth
of that.

The proposition before the House would al-
low for a system which would deny the people
who do not exercise their right to distribute
preferences from having their vote considered
so that we could determine what was the ma-
jority vote in an election.

Clause put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Hon. JT. MI. Berinson
Hon. Graham

Edwards
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. Kay Hallahan

Ayes 9
Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. Garry Kelly
Hion. Mark Mcviii
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
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Noes 14
Hon. C. 3. Bell Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. V. J. Ferry Hon. P. Q. Pendal
Hon. H. W. Gayfer Hon. 1.0G. Pratt
Hon. Tom Knight Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. G. E. Masters Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. Tom McNeil Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. N. F. Moore Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Hon. D_ K. Dans Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
Hon, J. M. Brown Hon. John Williams
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi Hon. G. C. MacKinnon
Hon. Peter Dowding Hon. A. A. Lewis
Clause thus negatived.
Clauses 51 to 55 put and passed.
Clause 56: Section 139 substituted-
I-on. P. G. PENDAL: This set of deletions is

consequential upon earlier ones with which we
have dealt regarding party designations on bal-
lot papers. The Opposition does not wish to
make further comment.

I move an amendment-
Page 42, lines 26 and 27-To delete

"and (3)".
Amendment put and passed.
The clause was further amended, on motions

by Han. P. G. Pendal, as follows-
Page 43, lines 7 to 9-To delete para-

graph (d).
Page 43, lines 19 to 34-To delete all

words.
Page 44, lines I to 4-To delete all

words.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 57: Section 140 repealed and

substituted-
Hon. P. 0. PENDAL: This is also conse-

quential upon clauses with which we have
already dealt regarding optional preferential
voting and, therefore, we do not intend to
make further comment.

I move the following amendments-
Page 44, lines 20 to 21 -To delete the

words "it does not indicate the elector's
first preference for one candidate." and
substitute the following-

"it is not marked as prescribed by sec-
tion 128 so as to indicate by numerical
sequence the voter's preference as re-
gards all the candidates.

Provided that if numerals in ar-
ithmetical sequence are placed
opposite the names of all the can-
didates but one, the next follow-

ins numeral shall be deemed to be
placed opposite the name of the
remaining candidate."

Page 44, lines 22 to 35, and page 45,
lines I to 24-To delete subsections (2),
(3), (4) and (5) and substitute the follow-

(2) Subject to subsection (3) of this
section, a ballot paper shall not be
informal for any reason other than
the reasons enumerated in
subsection (1) but shall be given ef-
fect to according to the elector's in-
tention so far as his intention is
clear.

(3) In particular, where there are only
two candidates a ballot paper is not
informal by reason only of the elec-
tor having indicated his vote or first
preference by a cross instead of the
numeral "I" but is informal if the
elector places a cross against the
name of one candidate and the nu-
meral "I" against the name of the
other candidate."

Amendments put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clauses 58 to 70 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Bill reported with amendments.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
ORDINARY

HON. .J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [ 12.08 a.m.]:
I move-

That the House do now adjourn.

Members of Parliament: Letters
HON. P. H. WELTS (North Metropolitan)

[12.09 a.m.J: I received today a copy of the
Press release put out by the Minister for Edu-
cation on Sunday which advises that he is
writing a letter telling me that I am not allowed
to distribute what he claims is political ma-
terial to his schools. At this stage I have not
received the letter, but the document indicates
that the Minister is seeking to muzzle me and
prevent me from writing to adults at their place
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of work. I did not know that it was a criminal
offence to write to a person at his place of
work. I wonder whether the Joint House Com-
mittee vets letters to people who work in Par-
liament House and says that they cannot have
letters delivered to their workplace.

I was required to make a decision on a mat-
ter before the I-ouse and for trying to gain
information to help me to make that decision, I
have been condemned.

Just prior to this the union met and passed a
motion that the Minister do something about
my having access to the teachers. It would seem
that the union said "Jump" and the Minister
said, "How high?" The outcome was that I was
given a message to make certain it does not
happen again.

I am not certain that legally the Minister has
the right to stop me from presenting a letter to
any person in his workplace, or to deny me
access to adults in the workplace. I was not
using school children, unlike the Premier, who
currently issues a letter, showing his photo-
graph, which goes with a kit to every student in
years 10, 11, and 12 claiming what the Govern-
ment does. That does use schoolchildren as
part of a political exercise.

My exercise was to provide me with ad-
equate information from adults who were being
affected. I received a copy of the Minister's
Press release. Possibly next week or the week
after I will receive the letter. He mentioned
that I had a generous allowance for postage. He
says-

If Mr Wells wants to write to his con-
stituents he can buy stamps and post let-
ters as all other politicians do.

Unlike Ministers, members such as myself and
Hon. Fred McKenzie have the generous allow-
ance of 13 stamps a day. That enables us to do
something, but it does not cover 1 000 people,
or 1 400 teachers, as it was in this case. In any
case there was no mechanism whereby I could
have written to these teachers at their homes
because the electoral roll does not identify
Government schoolteachers as distinct from
private schoolteachers or retired school-
teachers. If the Minister is saying I should have
paid for a stamp so that Australia Post could
take the letters to the school rather than Peter
Wells delivering them himself and explaining
to the headmaster what is going on, 1 do not
understand it. There was no political conno-
tation and [ saved myself some of the cost.

It staggers me to think there is some import-
ant difference between Australia Post
delivering a letter and Peter Wells delivering a
letter. I cannot think what is unethical in what I
did trying to consult people.

Perhaps the House would like to hear a letter
which arrived on my desk today at the same
time as I received a copy of the Minister's Press
release. The author comes from the area
represented by Hon. Fred McKenzie and Hon.
Lyla Elliott. It was addressed to me and it
said-

Dear Sir,

Please accept my personal thanks and
admiration for your action in circularising
schools in your electorate re the affirm-
ative action proposals contained in the
new regulations for promotion to a Pri-
mary Principal, Class!I or IA.

Regardless of what the Minister for Edu-
cation might say, the way to find out what
teachers at the "grass-roots" level thought
of the proposals was to elicit their views,
which the Honourable Minister obviously
did not do! You should feel no remorse
whatsoever for having done what was both
logical and democratic.

The fact that you and many of your fel-
low Liberal MLC's overturned the unfair
affirmative action proposals brings you
great credit and highlights the irrational
behaviour and thinking of Mr Pearce.
Unfortunately I voted for his party in the
past few elections, but we all learn by our
mistakes!

I gather he might have been one of those the
Morgan Gallup poll researchers interviewed to
indicate that if there was an election there
would be a change of Government.

He goes on to say-

Once again, congratulations on your
commonsense approach and best wishes in
safeguarding our laws against abuse in the
future.

He makes a number of other references in the
letter.

This happens in other States. I wonder if the
Attorney General says to his staff, in regard to
any letters that come in, that they are not al-
lowed to have them? If someone delivered a
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letter to a counter in a workplace, what is
wrong with that? One may criticise the contents
of the letter and debate whether it is biased.
Any person who writes a letter has the bias of
his life in that letter. It may be argued that it
can be improved, and that is another matter,
but!I claim the right as a member of Parliament
to have access to my constituents. In this case I

wanted them to help me make a decision re-
garding teacher promotion and be sure that
knowledge of what we are doing in this
Chamber is put before those people. I exercised
that right which I believe I have.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 12.16 am. (Thursday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

274, 276 and 277. Postponed.

ROAD

Lord Street, Bassendean: Widening

278. Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the Minister
for Employment and Training representing
the Minister for Planning:

(1) Are there any plans to widen Lord
Street, Bassendean?

(2) Iffso-

(a) what are the proposed dimensions
involved; and

(b) when is it anticipated the work
would be carried out?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) (a) The reservation provides for a 14-
metre widening on the east side;

(b) not likely within the next 15
years.

279 to 282. Postponed

FISHERIES: CARNARVON

Catch: Value

283. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife:

What was the total amount in dollar
terms of the entire fishing catch from
the Carnarvon region in the last 12
months, including prawns, scallops,
and wet fish?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

Approximately $19 000 000.

284. Postponed.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Country Regional Councils Association:

Funding
248. Hon. W. N. STRETCH, to the Minister

for Budget Management:
In correspondence with the Country
Regional Councils Association some
time ago, the Minister refused to re-
quest a finance grant on the grounds
that there were constraints on the
State's finances. In view of the alleged
improvement in the State's finances,
is the Minister now in a position to
grant the association a carry-on
amount of money? The association
received $3 000 in 1977 to carry it
over until now. I wondered whether
the Minister is in a position to con-
sider another carry-on grant so that
the association could carry on for
another eight years?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
I am unaware of the particular case to
which the member refers. I think that
it will be accepted that I cannot be
expected to remember all the requests
for grants which come through my
office. In general, the reason for the
improved state of the Budget is a com-
bination of two factors: One is the
improved state of the economy, to
which we have contributed; the other
is the restraint to which the member
has referred.

PRISON
Maximum Security: Location

249. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Prisons:

When can it be expected that a de-
cision will be made regarding the lo-
cation of the new maximum security
prison?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
The selection of a site is under con-
sideration. I am unable to indicate a
timetable.
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