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Thursday, 27 October 1983

The PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths) took
the Chair at 11.30 am., and read prayers.

PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE

Statement by President

THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths): I
wish to take the opportunity to read members a
letter that I have received from the President of
the Legislative Council and the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly in New South Wales. It
reads as follows-

Dear Mr President,
You will recall a speech made in the South

Australian Parliament in August this year
dealing with matters raised in the Combe
Royal Commission, which caused the Com-
monwealth Attorney-General to call for an
advising on alleged conflict between Com-
monwealth legislation and parliamentary
privilege in State Parliaments and as to
whether the remarks made in the South Aus-
tralian Parliament involved an offence
against Federal law. Concern was expressed
in New South Wales regarding the serious
assault upon the very basis of free speech in
this Parliament if a Royal Commission could
call into question the proceedings of Parlia-
ment.

This matter caused such disquiet in New
South Wales that the following Resolution
was agreed to by the Legislative Assembly on
14 September and by the Legislative Council
on 21 September, 1983-

"That the Legislative Assembly
(Council) expresses profound concern at
recent statements reflecting upon the
Privileges of Members of Parliament
and, as a constituent House of the Legis-
lature of the Sovereign State of New
South Wales-

()reaffirms its undoubted rights
and privileges including the
fundamental right of every mem-
ber to freedom of speech in Par-
liament; and

(2) asserts that, in the public
interest, the media should be un-
trammelled in their reporting of
the proceedings of Parliament."

In drawing to your attention the concern
expressed by Members of the Parliament of
New South Wales and to the resolutions
agreed to by both Houses of this Parliament,
might we also invite your attention and that
of the Members of your House to the debate
which took place upon both those resolutions.

Yours faithfully,
John Johnson

President
L. B. Kelly

Speaker
INSURANCE: STATE

GOVERNMENT INSURANCE OFFICE

Franchise: Petition
On motions by the Hon. P. H4. Lockyer (on be-

half of the Hon. P. G. Pendal), the following pet-
ition bearing the signatures of 39 persons was re-
ceived, read, and ordered to lie upon the Table of
the House-

The Honourable the President and Members
of the Legislative Council of the Parliament
of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sembled.

We, the undersigned citizens: as concerned
electors and Employees of a Private En-
terprise Insurer, wish to express our objection
to the legislation to grant a full franchise to
the State Government Insurance Office.

In this period of such high unemployment,
we are extremely concerned that many jobs
will be lost if this Bill is passed.

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

(See paper No. 398.)

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION

Bills: Motion

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropolitan
-Leader of the House) [11.42 a.mi.]: I move-

That Standing Orders be suspended so far
as to enable the Stamp Amendment Bill and
the Totalisator Agency Board Betting Tax
Amendment Bill to pass through their re-
maining stages in one sitting.

Question put and passed.

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 25 October.

HON. 1. C. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the Opposition) 1 11.43 a.m.]: The Op.
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position will not oppose this Bill, but I want to
make one or two brief observations.

The Bill will relieve stamp duty on leases which
have been made "for the purpose of a university
or for charitable or similar public purposes". I
agree those organisations should be exempted
from stamp duty, but I am a little intrigued by
the wording "for the purpose of a university'. I
well understand the words "for charitable or simi-
lar public purposes", but in regard to a university
the singular word "purpose" is used. I take it it is
intended that stamp duty on the leases of prem-
ises which will be used for the purpose of a uni-
versity will be exempted, but for no other purpose
will stamp duty related to a university be
exempted.

This leaves the intriguing question: What is the
purpose of a university? Sometimes leases are
made by a university to other bodies or organis-
ations for the purpose of gaining revenue for the
university. I wonder whether such leases will be
exempt from stamp duty. I assume they will not
be, and I understand the lessee of the premi ses
rather than the lessor would pay; but the lease
would still be for university purposes. We will not
object to the provision; I merely raise it in pass-
ing.

It is unfortunate stamp duty must be increased
to the extent it will. For example, stamp duty will
be levied on life insurance policies for the first
time in Western Australia. When we were in
Government we considered this step last year, and
rejected it. I frankly admit that this State is vir-
tually the only State which does not impose this
stamp duty. It is correct that we will conform
with the practices in other States.

I am concerned by the great increase i .n stamp
duty on new motor vehicles purchased, and the
taking away of the maximum duty payable, which
is $900. This will be a heavy impost on people
purchasing new motor vehicles. In addition, the
maximum duty payable on new trucks will not
apply. As I understand the provision, there will be
no limit on the stamp duty payable related to the
value of the vehicle.

The only other item I should mention is the
fairly heavy increase in conveyancing duty on the
transfer and mortgage of properties.

As I said, we do not intend to oppose the pro-
visions because they are Budget measures, and
clearly the Government requires money for the
purposes of government. I can understand the
reasons for these imuposts, I merely express our re-
gret that the increases should be so high.

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [11.47 am.]: On
every occasion a similar Bill has been presented to

this House I have spoken about stamp duty be-
cause I regard it as a totally iniquitous tax, a tax
which I frankly thought a Labor Government
would have sought to reduce. I have pleaded with
previous Governments that stamp duty be reduced
because it makes the rich get richer, and the poor
get poorer. I am amazed the Labor Party should
increase stamp duty.

All members are aware that every time stamp
duty legislation is brought before the House I at-
tack it. I do not support the imposition of this in-
iquitous tax. It is a tax on small businesses. In re-
gard to the exemption level of $80 000 the
Government does not even differentiate between
commercial and residential properties. The
Government stands condemned for its action.

The Minister in his second reading speech drew
the analogy that the present rate of stamp duty in
this State is substantially lower than the rate in
many other States. I have not had the opportunity
to date to check this statement, but on many oc-
casions in the past when similar statements have
been made, such as those made by the previous
Government, upon checking I found the state-
ments to be totally incorrect. Various threshholds
apply to the manner in which this tax is applied.
In Victoria what may appear to be a higher rate
than the rate in this State is a substantially lower
rate because of the way the threshhold is applied.

The increased stamp duty to be placed on new
vehicles is iniquitous. Vehicles are very much a
part of the operation of a commercial enterprise.
Businesses now experience difficulties with higher
petrol prices and increasing service costs for their
vehicles. I cannot understand how this Govern-'
ment can justify the introduction of these in-
creased duties.

If the Government likes to listen to me I will
make a point in regard to its policy on small
business. If it has any interest in small business I
suggest when it next reviews stamp duty it should
exempt transaction stamp duty.

All small businesses in this State borrow money
for the purposes of working capital. The current
rate is in the vicinity of 18 per cent and the
Government is collecting a further I1/2 per cent in
taxes; so the small business people are paying a
rate of 19 h percent.

If any member in this House thinks he knows of
small businesses that have the ability to get a re-
turn of this rate on their capital after the payment
of taxes and other impositions, then he is out of
touch. I am disappointed by the actions of this
Government. I have criticised the previous Liberal
Government for its attitude on stamp duty and I
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will be critical ot other Governments on this mat-
ter.

In respect of the- powers of the commissioner,
may I suggest that when the Government next re-
views stamp duty legislation it examines the
power of the commissioner for stamps. If ever
there was an example of using a sledgehammer to
crack a walnut, this is the greatest. His powers far
exceed the powers of the Deputy Commissioner
for Taxation in Western Australia.

HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH (South)[l 1.52
a.m.]: I protest also about this legislation. and
would not wish the Government to think, from the
Leader of the Opposition's comments, that we are
not opposed to this legislation. I believe the impo-
sition is iniquitous and it is wrong to double the
rate of taxation, as this legislation proposes. It is
bad enough trying to sustain increases through in-
flation, without having stamp duty doubled.

While in theory the Bill is meant to cater for
small businesses, on behalf of the people in the
rural areas, I protest about its introduction.
Nowadays a one-man farm costs in the vicinityof
$500 000, and if that is not a small business, what
is? After paying out that amount the landowner
has to pay a capital gains tax, one could say, at
the rate of 4 / per cent, on anything over that
$500 000.

One could not Find a smaller business than a
one-man farm. I believe this duty is designed to
attack a certain section of the community. This
imposition affects not only the transfer of prop-
erty; many farmers have been forced to change
properties or sell their farms to reduce mortgages
they have built up. Agriculture has been unprofit-
able (or a number of years and we have seen a
movement down the scale where farmers are
being forced to sell and move into a lower capital
area.

Farmers have been hit by that cost and now by
the new scale of charges for stamp duty on
properties. Of course, stamp duty must be paid
when people sign a hire-purchase agreement and
for motor vehicle transfers, but the increase in tax
is quite horrendous for a person trying to carry on
business under difficult circumstances.

People who have to pay stamp duty for the
-transfer of a motor vehicle will find that it has
doubled. We can say that it is not very much but
when a person decides to buy a motor vehicle and
put it on the road, the costs soon add up.

On behalf or my electors, I protest about the in-
crease in stamp duty for all sectors.

HON. P. H. WELILS (North Metropolitan)
[11.55 a.m.]: I would like to raise a few questions
about the collection of stamp duty on insurance.

As has been mentioned, this is the first time that
collection has been made in the area of insurance.

It is noted in the Attorney General's speech
that reference was made to the time provided for
industry to adjust to this charge. Thirteen days is
not much notice when one considers the massive
amount of paper work required to bring about the
implementation of what the Government seeks to
achieve.

I wonder whether there will be ongoing consul-
tation with the industry to arrive at a date. With
the implementation of this tax the companies will
virtually become collection agents.

It is disappointing that the Government has de-
cided to move into the insurance area. I would
have thought that we should be encouraging
people to take out insurance on a whole range of
things so that we do not have to make payments
out of the welfare budget. The imposition of this
tax will discourage people to insure.

I ask the Government to give consideration in
future to the matter of insurance. As the Attorney
General would know, many people do not have
comprehensive insurance for motor vehicles. If
one has an accident and the owner of the other ve-
hicle does not have insurance, it is difficult for
one to make a claim against the other party.

With the introduction of this further imposition
we may get to the stage where the majority of
people will not insure. Under the present situation
a company registers a policy, and with the im-
plementation of this legislation an amount of
money will be paid to the Government by the pol-
icyholder. The situation could arise where a per-
son requests a policy but then refuses to accept
the policy, even though the company has gone to
the trouble of paying the stamp duty.

I am not too Certain how much that involves
this particular tax, but I point out a problem
exists now with registration. In the event that a
policyholder exercises his right to refuse a pro-
posal after the company has registered the policy
and paid the tax-and the consumer affairs ar-
rangements allow 14 days for the policyholder to
do that-at what stage is the tax charged? Surely
it should be charged after the policy has been
totally accepted by the policyholder rather than at
the stage when it is registered.

That fear has been expressed to me; I have not
been able to research it completely, and I am not
sure how this tax will affect that problem. The
problem exists now and it will become worse if
this duty goes on top of whatever is being paid
now.

Governments have to collect taxes; but this is a
very disappointing method of extracting money
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from people. It is extremely disappointing that we
have to move into an area like insurance; we
should be encouraging people to insure them-
selves.

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [12.01
p.m.J: In this measure we again see the Govern-
ment belting the bush. The Government has
shown it has absolutely no idea about small
business or the needs of people in the bush.

The whole of the mining and farming industries
in this State have been built up with heavy
transport. Unfortunately, our railway system has
not been able to take the full load, so prime
movers and semi-trailers have to be used to move
goods-whether livestock, grai n, or numerous
other minerals and metals, and so on. One can
buy a reasonable unit for $ 100 000, but it is only
just reasonable. This Government proposes to add
SI 500 onto that cost by adding 1.5 per cent duty;
it is loading it onto the producers of this country.

It seems the Government is not interested in
trying to protect those people; it is not interested
in trying to protect owner-drivers. We know the
reason for that is the pressures the union has been
putting on owner-drivers. The union would prefer
to put those people out of work.

Hon. Neil Oliver: There is almost none left.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That may be, but I would

prefer to keep those who are left if we can. The
Government is trying to kill them off. It appears
everything this Government does is aimed at belt-
ing the bush and bringing people back into the
city. The Bills we discussed last night and another
to be discussed later today show that the ALP has
no consideration for the needs of people in the
country or for their financial situation.

If one travels around the country, as do many
of us who have country electorates, and discusses
matters with country people, one realises the
average farmer and businessman is as badly off
now as at any time since the great Depression.
That might sound far-fetched, but I have not been
one to cry gloom and doom about rural products.
I have tended to think that better business man-
agement and rural business and farming practice
could have pulled these people up the ladder and
made profitable enterprises out of them.

In the last two or three months I have been
through a number of sets of books and seen the
costs to which these people are being subjected. I
realise the whole of our fabric and structure in the
country is about to crumble, mainly because of
Government interference and taxes.

This is just another tax the Government feels it
can load onto people in the bush. I ask the At-
torney when he replies to say whether this stamp

duty applies to the licensing of self-propelled
headers and harvesters, swathers, windrowers, and
such like, because if it does it is another nail in
the farmer's coffin. The items Mr Wordsworth
talked about indicate that it is very easy for the
Government to sit back and let inflation do the
work for it.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: They are doubling the
taxes.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Of course the Government
is doing that because of mismanagement. We de-
bated a Bill last night in which not a bob went
back into jobs or the bush and now the Govern-
ment wants to tax people in the bush even harder.
It indicates how far this Government will go to
kill the goose that lays the golden egg.

HON. W. G. ATKINSON (Central) [ 12.07
p.m.]: I rise to add my protest at the provisions of
this Bill. Once again we see the Government has
not shown an iota of concern for country people. I
refer in particular to the doubling of stamp duty
on motor vehicle licences and licence tranfers. I
have already spoken in the House about the
necessity for country people to have motor ve-
hicles. Farmers need not only a car for personal
transport, but also a truck to cart their produce. If
costs continue to rise, the farmer's back will not
be able to bear them too much longer.

Members of the Government who had the op-
portunity of visiting the Department of
Agriculture's Field day last week may well re-
member the graph shown to us after the excellent
lunch we enjoyed. They may well remember it
showed that costs are ahead of the prices received
for farm produce; indeed the gap between costs
and prices received is still growing. This sort of
measure helps that gap to continue to grow.
When it is combined with the rapid rise in fuel
prices and other charges that rise continually in
the country because of the increasing transport
costs, the cost of living in the country becomes
much higher. The Government cannot deny that
fact; it is something that concerns every person
who lives in the country.

I was deadly serious last night when I suggested
that it may be that the Government wishes us to
commute to our farms from the city because it
would be cheaper for the Government to keep us
here than in the country.

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [12.09 p.m.]:
It is in the normal course of events in parliamen-
tary debate that the Opposition feels obliged to
attack a proposal and the Government feels
obliged to defend it with equal vigour.
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Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: It is more than just an
obligation, I can assure you.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: A number of Oppo-
sition members have attacked this measure, de-
plored it and criticised it, and said that the in-
creases were unfortunate. I hope I will not disap-
point them if I do not come back swinging with a
point of view that says that so far as the Govern-
ment is concerned these increases in duty are a
terrific idea, precisely the sort of thing we enjoy
doing, and given half an opportunity we will do
more of it in the future.

That is not the position. The Government
naturally realises. the difficulties which stamp
duty imposes, in all of the ways that Opposition
members have put to us. We are reluctant to
move in the way that we have on this occasion.
We would not have done it had we not been
forced to it by the context in which the Budget
was framed. I do not propose to cover that field
again. I have spoken previously at some length
about the Budget difficulties which the Govern-
ment has had to face.

It is in the context of those difficulties that
these unfortunate decisions have had to be taken,
for want of suitable alternatives. We debated a
measure earlier that produced substantial savings
to the State in the short term, and we were told
that was a dreadful idea and if we really needed
the money we could get it somewhere else. The
Opposition could go through the range of Govern-
ment revenue raising measures and do the same
thing. Each one is unfortunate and can produce
an argument that we could better obtain the rev-
enue in some other way. In the end there is no
other way, because not the least of the problems
that a State faces is its limited sources of revenue.
We are forced time and time again to resort to
this limited range of options, and that results in
rates which are regrettably high.

As significant as some of the increases in this
Bill are, honourable members will note at all
points that they refer to the attainment of some
sort of uniformity with the all-States average or
at least the position generally applying in other
States. That on its own does not necessarily mean
that it is a good idea. The argument might be
mounted that the duties in other States are ex-
cessive, too. Nonetheless it is at least some
measure of the fact that we are moving in a uni-
form way in being forced to face the same
realities that all States are facing.

There is an additional consideration which
must be brought into the balance when one talks
about this matter. That is the attitude of the
Grants Commission and the way in which the

State, in many respects, becomnes penalised both
in respect of decisions of the Grants Commission
and in the attitude taken towards our applications
for loan approvals when it is pointed out, as is the
general practice, "Well, you are not meeting the
general States' average in this area or in that area
of your activities". Attention is then brought to
both sides of the scale. We are attacked for not
charging enough by way of revenue and for being
too generous for services which we would agree
should be maintained. The end of that process is,
to some extent at least, that the final decision is
taken out of our hands.

I am about to reply at length to a question put
to me by the Hon. Peter Wells-

Hon. P. G. Pendal: I will tell him.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: He raised some

questions relating to the new duty on life
insurance. What I said in general a moment ago
applies in particular to lire insurance. This is a
new duty in this State, but it is an old duty in all
other States and I think I am correct in saying
that the rate of duty to be imposed is also in line
with that applicable elsewhere. The honourable
member drew attention to the amendment that
was adopted in the Assembly to allow some flexi-
bility in the date of introduction of the new life
insurance duty. The criticism had been made
earlier that the original timetable, which only al-
lowed 13 days, was too short. The Government
made an assumption in its original timetable that
the fact that this duty was levied in all other
States would mean that the life insurance
companies would be geared up to simply slotting
the Western Australian provisions into whatever
accounting or computer arrangements they bad.
It emerged from subsequent discussions in the in-
dustry that that was not the case, and the Govern-
ment then agreed that it should be more flexible
in respect of the introduction date and that allow-
ance should be made for the technical work of the
insurance offices to be completed. We are in con-
sultation with the industry, and the date of
introduction of this duty will be on the basis of
that consultation.

Some serious questions were raised by a
number of members concerning the effect of
duties of this kind on country areas in particular.
There is something to be said for the point of view
that was put in that respect. The difficulty, how-
ever, is that it is not really possible from a practi-
cal point of view to impose differing duties on the
same transactions according to the geographical
locations in which the goods are to be used. That,
it would be acknowledged, would give rise to im-
possible administrative difficulties. Even ac-
cepting that there may be some greater difficulty
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attached to the country users, itlis not a difficulty
which lends itself to accommodation in a measure
like a stamp duties Bill.

Mr President, this is a measure which is
fundamental to the Budget of the Government
and its strategy of balancing the Budget. Icorn-
mend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (the

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

Clause 1: Short title and citation-
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: The Government is im-

posing stamp duty on insurance policies for the
First time. In the Budget papers presented a week
or so ago we were told that the estimated revenue
for 1983-84 from that source represented $21.3
million. What is not clear in my mind is how it is
that in the 1982-83 financial year we are shown
that receipts under the heading of "Insurance
Policies" totalled $18.6 million. That may indi-
cate that in the past some other insurance policies
have attracted a stamp duty.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: General insurance, I be-
lieve.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: What sort of insurance
is the target of this amending Bill?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Life insurance.
Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I wish to record

a point that should be of interest to the Hon.
Mark Nevill. The Esperance community is trying
to raise money to build an abattoir, but the tax on
the mortgage alone will now be in excess of
$10 000. This tax is hitting all sorts of people at a
time when this country is desperately looking for
development. I was going to say the Government
was to provide a guarantee for the project, but as
it happens it seems it has not given that guaran-
tee.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What increase does that
represent over the duty that would apply apart
from this Bill?

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: If the Govern-
ment has doubled the duty I suppose the figure
would be $5 000; but this $10 000 is just on the
mortgage, and there is more to pay on al the
other agreements and transfers that will go with
this project.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 7 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-

port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon. ..
M. Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

TOTALESATOR AGENCY BOARD BETTING
TAX AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 25 October.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West) [12.23 p.m.]:
The Opposition does not oppose this Bill. I under-
stand the industry is satisfied with the arrange-
ments that have been made, but I will make a
couple of brief points.

Again we are seeing another tax, another
broken promise. This Bill introduces another
charge on the public, and I recognise it is a selec-
tive tax because it is a tax on the betting public.
Some people might look on betting as a luxury
area, but this is nonetheless a tax on a certain sec-
tion of the public.

In the Minister's second reading speech we
were told something like $2.9 million would be
raised. We were informed this extra charge, or
levy, was being placed in the novelty area of bet-
ting with the TAB. Nevertheless, wherever and
however this tax is applied, it is still $2.9 million
being levied as taxation to help pay for what we
regard as more and more Government extrava-
gances and excesses by way of extra vehicles, min-
isterial staff, and advisers.

While not opposing this legislation we bring it
to the attention of the Parliament and particularly
of the public and indicate that it is yet another
taxing measure on the public who are probably
getting a little fed up with having to pay for what
we certainly regard as excessive Government ex-
penditure. I certainly hope the Press picks up this
point and draws it to the attention of the public
and explains that yet again another taxing
measure has been brought forward by this
Government at a time when it should be providing
tax relief.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.
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In Committee, -etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
J. M. Berinson (Attorney General), and passed.

LIQUOR LICENSING (MORATORIUM) BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. D. K. Dans (Leader of the
House), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. D. K. BANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [12.27 p.m.]: I
move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to ratify and continue a
moratorium in respect of applications for certain
licences or permits relating to the sale, supply, or
consumption of liquor which was put into effect
by the Government as from 10 April 1983. This
action was announced on 19 March with the ob-
ject of allowing prospective applicants to lodge
applications with the Licensing Court prior to the
moratorium coming into force.

During a period of 12 months commencing on
10 April 1983 the jurisdiction of the Licensing
Court is limited so that applications for such li-
cences and permits as listed in the Bill cannot be
heard or granted by the court.

However, the Bill provides for certain excep-
tions. to the limitations placed on the jurisdiction
of the court during the moratorium and in-
cludes-

extraordinary applications referred to the
court by the Minister;

applications for a licence by the holder of a
provisional certificate for a licence or the re-
moval of a licence;

applications for the removal of a licence;
and

the transfer of licences between persons.

Provision is made for the moratorium to be ex-
tended by Order-in-Council beyond 10 April
1984, either in relation to those licence or per-
mits as listed or specifically in relation only to
those licences or permits prescribed in the order.

The Liquor Act was substantially amended in
1981 as a result of recommendations of a Govern-

4122)

ment committee of inquiry, and although many of
the changes proved beneficial, the problems con-
fronting the liquor industry have not been re-
solved.

Sections of the industry are experiencing
financial difficulties due to a decline in liquor
consumption on licensed premises, and through-
out the State there are many areas considered to
be over supplied with liquor outlets.

In view of this, a committee of inquiry has been
appointed by the Government to review the
rationalisation procedures in the Liquor Act
among other matters which are of concern at the
present time.

The Bill has the support of all sections of the
liquor industry, and I commend it to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the H-on. G. E.
Masters.

Sitting suspended from 12.30 to 2.00 p.m.

LOTITERIES (CONTROL) AMENDMENT BILL
(No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the H-on. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral), read a f irst time.

Second Reading

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) [2.02 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

When the Instant Lottery was introduced by the
former Government late last year it was antici-
pated that in its first 12 months of operation an
amount of $2.5 million would be made available
for distribution to bodies engaged in sport and
cultural activities. The popularity of the Instant
Lottery has exceeded all expectations and to 30
June 1993 a total of $6 million had been made
available for distribution.

This Bill is designed to provide that in each
financial year, commencing from I July 1983 a
maximum amount of $6 million from Instant Lot-
tery funds will be paid into the sports-culture in-
stant lottery account at the Treasury. Moneys in
respect of Instant Lotteries remaining after de-
duction of prize money, the $6 million, Lotteries
Commission expenses, and agents fees will be paid
into the hospital fund.

Under current legislation some of this money
would go to sport and culture and the remainder
would be paid into a special account in the name
of the Lotteries Commission for distribution with
the Minister's consent to charitable bodies.
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In the Financial year to 30 June 1982 sales of
Lotto and traditional lottery tickets provided $2.5
million for distribution to charities. Lotto has still
not reached its full potential in this State. For
example, in the period July to September 1982
sales of ordinary lottery tickets and Lotto totalled
$12.8 million. In the same period in 1983 total
sales reached $13.8 million. This increase oc-
curred notwithstanding the introduction of the In-
stant Lottery in December 1982.

The Lotteries Commission anticipates that
Lotto sales will continue to improve although any
predictions are made More difficult by the
intended introduction of midweek Lotto this
month. However, the trend is undoubtedly
towards increased turnover in Lotto sales, which
will in turn increase the funds available for chari-
table purposes.

The boost to the hospital fund by redirecting
moneys received from the Instant Lottery to th6
hospital fund will provide the Government with
greater control over budgetary planning in gen-
eral, and especially in regard to hospitals.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. Tom
Knight.

ACTS AMENDMENT (CONSTJTUTJON AND
ELECTORAL) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from I1I October.

HON. I. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the Opposition) [2.05 p.m.].- In another
place the Minister introducing this Bill devoted no
less than 114 pages to his second reading speech.
The Minister who handled the Bill in this place, I
am pleased to say, reduced his speech to 22 pages.
Unfortunately, neither of the second reading
speeches makes any attempt to explain the detail
of the Bill. Anyone who seriously wishes to study
this Bill has a problem in attempting to clarify
and elucidate the complex issues in relation to the
five Acts which are amended as a result of this
Bill.

The Minister's speech has set out the general
purpose of the Sill but the problem remains of ob-
taining an explanation of the amendments. The
Bill will amend no less than Five Acts of Parlia-
ment: The Constitution Act, the Constitution
Acts Amendment Act, the Electoral Districts Act,
the Electoral Act and the Salaries and Allow-
ances Act. The easiest of these Five Acts to follow
is the Salaries and Allowances Act.

Perhaps members may follow that Act a little
more easily because it is not such a complicated
measure.

I am surprised that no explanatory memor-
andum, pamphlet or book has been produced with
a view to explaining this measure, not only to
members of this House, but to journalists, re-
porters and members of the public who may be
interested to study it in depth. These consti-
tutional proposals represent changes of the
greatest magnitude. Such changes deserve a full
explanation for the benefit of members of Parlia-
ment and members of the lay public, including
journalists.

It is clear that the ALP and certain of its
Ministers have an obsession in relation to the
Legislative Council. The Minister in this House
has referred to the corruption of the electoral
system by various conservative devices, including
restriction of the vote to property-owning males. I
remind the Minister that the struggle for full
adult franchise was proceeding over the years, not
only in Western Australia but also all over the
world. The Legislative Council in this State
should not be held blameworthy as a result of
those historical struggles which occurred in all
parts of the world at much the same time. The
people who are today members of this Council are
supposed to be tainted with the problems of his-
tory, most of which have been resolved.

The very substantial changes which occurred in
1963 have unfortunately been glossed over and
are said to make no difference whatsoever to the
constitutional processes of this State. I would like
to remind honourable members of what happened
in 1963.

At that time a backbench Liberal member of
this House, the Hon. Dr James Gordon Hislop,
put forward a proposal for full adult franchise
with a compulsory vote, in lieu of the voluntary
voting system and the restricted franchise which
then applied; and at the same time he proposed a
redistribution of provinces. This proposal was dis-
cussed with all members of the House and, in-
deed, with all members of Parliament who were
interested, including ALP, Liberal Party, and
Country Party members. I suppose most of the
members were interested.

It is undoubtedly true to say that a consensus
was reached in relation to the 1963 amendments
after months of discussions by all concerned in-
cluding members of the ALP. If anyone doubts
that the ALP was not in agreement with the
amendments, I suggest he should read the
H-ansard of that time. The new arrangements
came into being in the 1965 State elections. At
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that time the ALP held all the north-west, the
goldfields, and the Kimberley seats, many of
which had very few electors.

In the three provinces in that area-North,
North-East, and South- East-there were about
25 000 electors and they returned 16 members of
Parliament, nine of whom were members of the
Legislative Council and every single one of whom
was a member of the ALP. Until this time no-one
had ever heard a murmur of one-vote-one-value. I
mean that nobody had heard a murmur of it in
this Parliament. The reason is obvious. The ALP
was profiting from the system which then applied
and saw no reason for electoral changes.

I-on. J. M, Berinson: And that is your position
now?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALFZ The ALP was the
greatest advocate of the system and a perusal of
Hansard will reveal many statements made by
members of the ALP in support of the retention
of the goldfields and remote area seats.

If I may give an illustration, the I-on. Harry
Strickland, MLC, who at one time was the
Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Coun-
cil and for six years was a well respected Minister
in the Hawke Government, said-and I suggest
members listen carefully-

I think it is rather regrettable that the gen-
eral thought is that representation should be
on a population basis. Considering the large
area of land in Western Australia I do not
think this is fair.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: He was wrong, too.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: That reference can be

found in volume 166 of Hansard, page 3100, on
26 November 1963.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: How long ago?
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I am talking about the

events of 1963.
Hon. Lyla Elliott: That is 20 years ago.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order! The member will be heard
in silence.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF Mr Strickland did not
stop at that; and in deploring the loss of seats in
the Murchison and north-west he said, . .. voices
lost in the wide open spaces could be tragic". That
can also be found in H-ansard under the same
reference I have just mentioned.

Among other Labor members who supported
weighted votes for country electors were Arthur
Moir, MLA, Arthur Bickerton, MLA, and former
Premiers Phil Collier and John Tonkin. These

were not the only commentators but they are suf-
ficient to indicate the change of thinking that has
apparently swept over the Labor Party since it is
no longer in control of those seats in the vast hin-
terland of this State.

Of course, this did happen in 1963 and that is
20 years ago. The Hon. Lyla Elliott anticipated
me when she made that remarkable calculation.
The system was rectified as a result of changes
bought about by a backbench member of the Lib-
eral Party, Dr Hislop, who snatched the initiative
and persuaded other members from the Liberal
Party, the Labor Party, and the Country Party to
agree with his proposals.

The system was changed with the agreement of
the Australian Labor Party and of the other par-
ties, and with the acquiescence of the Liberal
Government of the day, which agreed to put for-
ward the legislation.

It is rather a pity that the Minister here and
the Minister in another place were not prepared
to give same credit to the Liberal Party for the
action it took in 1963 when it introduced compul-
sory voting with full adult franchise, and for the
further action it took in 1970 when it legislated to
reduce the voting age to 18. But to imply that the
advances of 1965 achieved nothing because the
ALP did not get the results it wanted, is a
reflection on those ALP leaders of the time who
welcomed the changes publicly.

The first proposal of this Bill is to reduce the
number of members of the Legislative Council
from 34 to 22. In other words, the establishment
of this House is to be reduced by 12. It is not
Known who the 12 will be, and as I look around
the House I cannot help but wonder which re-
cently elected members of the Government may
find their careers summarily terminated if the
Council is disposed to pass this legislation.

Several members interjected.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I am not pointing the

finger in any direction, Mr Hetherington; that
would be foolish. I am saying I wonder as I took
around the House who may not be here as a result
of this legislation because we are proposing to
reduce the numbers by 12. Obviously it will result
in a number of present members no longer being
members of the House.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Have you counted the
number of heads over there? It is 12.

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

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF It is intriguing to
speculate on this matter, although I doubt there is
much to be gained in such speculation. It reminds
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me of those old paintings that used to be seen in
books and old pictures up in Annie's room in
which a lot of eager young men were sitting
around a table drinking a bottle Or Port, The pic-
ture was entitled "The Night Before The Battle"
and they were looking at one another and won-
dering how many of their comrades they would
see the next night. It is the same situation with
members of the Government.

It astounds me that there should have been no
suggestion from the Minister in another place.
who proposed this reduction in the Legislative
Council, to likewise reduce the Legislative As-
sembly. It is notable that the author of this legis-
lation sits in another place and he suggests we
should reduce our number here but does not
suggest that the numbers there should be reduced.
That strikes me as somewhat extraordinary; I
would have thought he would have made a similar
suggestion for reducing numbers in the Legislat-
ive Assembly.

I would have also thought some bright spark
would have suggested reducing the number or the
Ministers in the Cabinet. What astounds me is
the vehemence with which members of the ALP
took the case before all the courts in the land to
argue that the increase in the number of members
in the Cabinet from 13 to 15 was unconsti-
tutional, illegal and invalid, and everything else,
but when they came to Government they could
not appoint t5 Ministers quickly enough. I would
have thought this was their chance to reduce the
number in Cabinet.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: This Government is doing
more work.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: That the ALP Govern-
ment should have adopted the number it pre-
viously rejected on an issue it took through all the
courts in the land is Perhaps an indication of the
sincerity with which it has approached this pres-
ent issue.

Furthermore, I have noted the Premier and his
Ministers have set an example in other ways.They have agreed quite voluntarily to a greater
reduction in their own salary than the reduction
in private members' salaries, and a greater
reduction than that to be imposed on members of
the Public Service. That is a fine example, and it
is to be applauded. One might have felt therefore,
they could set a similar example in this area and
make a greater reduction in the Assembly than
they are seeking to impose on the Legislative
Council. That would have been entirely logical
and consistent, and such a sacrifice on behalf of
Government members in the Assembly would
have set the tone for the Bill in this House. Alas,

any such proposal is missing. It seems the Minis-
ter in another place is saying-and here I am not
offending Standing Orders because he has not
used these words-"Don't do as I do; do as I say".

Perhaps I am asking too much of the Minister.
It is much easier to make adverse proposals for
other people than it is to accept them oneself.

I shall therefore content myself by attempting
to evaluate in a more practical sense some of the
results of the proposed reduction in numbers and
what might happen if this House is reduced from
34 members to 22 members.

Can anybody doubt that a reduction in the
number of members must automatically put more
power into the hands of Cabinet Ministers and the
Executive Government of the day? Anyone with
experience in Government must know that is so. If
the number of people who stand between the
Government and the public is reduced the result is
to put more power into the hands of the people at
the top, whether they be public servants or Cabi-
net Ministers. Such a reduction must also
automatically put more power into the hands of
the Public Service generally.

This is exactly what happened in New Zealand
when the upper House was abolished. I would like
to quote the comments of Professor Jackson who
wrote in The Parliamentarian as follows-

There emerged a strict two-party system of
Government in the lower House character-
ised by caucus control; the growth of an ex-
tensive bureaucracy and a growing tendency
to centralise all decision making!

An Opposition member: Shame!
H-on. J1. M. Berinson: But that has happened in

jurisdictions with two Houses, including our own.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Fewer members of

Parliament to act as a link or mediate between
the Government and the public will mean that
someone else will be required to perform this
function.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order!
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: If there are not more

public servants then there will be at any rate less
mediation and fewer links between the Executive
Government and the public.

So instead of the service being provided by a
member of Parliament in some distant centre, the
public who want some help or satisfaction from
the Government-whether from a Minister or a
department-Will have to front up personally to
the department. The public will not have an
intermediary.
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Hon. Tom Stephens: That is rubbish-there are
22 of them.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF:> I cannot believe that
members of the public will find that a satisfactory
alternative.

Points of Order

Hon. V. J. FERR-Y: Sir, I recall that when the
Attorney General introduced this Bill to the
House, the Heuse generally gave him a courteous
hearing.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Not true.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I do not think the same
courtesy has been accorded to the Leader of the
Opposition.

Hon. Tom Stephens: That is not true-there
was even an interjection from the Chair.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): There is no point of order. The
House will hear the Leader of the Opposition in
silence.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Mr Deputy President, the
Hon. Tom Stephens said the Chair interjected on
the Attorney General. I think that is a reflection
on the Chair and the member ought to withdraw
the remark.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I did not hear
the remark. I call upon the Leader of the Oppo-
sition to continue his speech. There is no point of
order.

Debate Resumed.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: If members of the pub-
lic find that fronting up to the counter of a de-
partment themselves is a satisfactory alternative
to having a member represent them and present
their case, I will be very surprised. Fewer mem-
bers of Parliament must necessarily mean more
decisions being made by public servants. I am not
saying that these decisions will necessarily be
wrong; they will be simply that much less per-
sonal, that much less acceptable, and will leave
the public that much less satisfied.

All in all, this is a retrograde development.
Fewer members of Parliament willI mean that the
Government will become more and more inbred
because there will be fewer external influences
brought to bear on it.

In any comparison between this State with
South Australia and the other States, it must be
appreciated-and I know it is appreciated by
most Western Australians-that WA is in fact
one-third of Australia. it is far and away the
biggest State in Australia and bigger than any
State in the United States. We have a special

situation which does not apply in most parts of
the world.

Hon!. J. M. Bierinson: You can say that again!

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I do not need to re-
mind members of the size of WA, but I propose to
make some comparisons because we sometimes
forget just how enormous it is. New South Wales,
Victoria, Tasmania and the whole of New
Zealand fit quite comfortably into WA with
plenty of room to spare. Texas, Japan, the United
Kingdom, and Ireland can be accommodated in
the area of WA, with plenty of room for other
countries. Indeed, a few days ago in this Parlia-
ment we were visited by a Japanese party. The
leader of that party reminded us that the four
main Japanese islands would fit seven times into
this State. The area of WA is virtually the same
as the area of Europe. and just a little less than
the area of India. The State extends over more
than 20 degrees of latitude.

Do we give no significance to this then?
We have an enormous. State and a big urban

population in the metropolitan area. Is there any
good reason for putting all power into the hands
of the big urban population? What about the
people in remote places? Can they be dismissed
lightly on the basis that extra facilities will be
provided to those members of Parliament who re-
main?

If country repesentation is cut out by reducing
the numbers and we have a State-wide basis for
election, how can the members who are left be ef-
fective, even with 10 telephones, two or three
secretaries, two offices, and any number of assist-
ants? How many people are satisfied talking to a
member's secretary? How many people are satis-
fled talking to a recording machine attached to a
telephone? There is no substitute for personal ser-
vice and, if, in WA, we provide service superior to
that provided in other parts of Australia, is that a
fault? Of course it is not. I have not heard people
in the country districts of WA complaining that
they are over- represented. Indeed, the reverse is
the case.

The Government has produced a sudden radical
change by proposing to delete approximately one-
third of the legislative councillors who now service
the people of WA. The Bill before the House pro-
poses a drastic shift of political power to the
metropolitan area which, when it is combined
with the one-vote-one-value proposal of the Aus-
tralian Labor Party, will leave 15 Assembly mem-
bers to look after the rest of the State, excluding
all the members of the Legislative Council. I can-
not believe that the public of WA will find that
acceptable.
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Hon. Tom Stephens: Give them a chance and
we will see.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I certainly do not find
it acceptable.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: They seemed to find it ac-
ceptable at the election.

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

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: Nor do I believe that
members of the Opposition in this Chamber will
find it acceptable.

The proposal represents the tunnel vision of a
city dweller who cannot understand the vastness
of this State and the sparseness of its population.
Although this country is now closer in terms of
communications than ever before, to what extent
does that really mean that people in remote areas
reel they no longer need personal representation?

The Eastern States are now closer to us than
ever before. We can fly to Melbourne or Sydney
in a few hours, but we still feel cut off from them.
Is not this same feeling evident in the remote
parts of the State-in the north and in other
places? The people of Karratha will tell us that
they still feel they are remote or cut off from the
city, and Karratha is a fine, modern town.

Everything is relative.
Hon. H. W, Gayfer: What about the town last

night which was not built?
H-on. Tom Stephens: Well, we want to ask

those people. If you pass this Bill you can ask
them.

Hon. W. N. Stretch: Why didn't you speak up
for them last night?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Everything is relative
and people in the country are still disadvantaged
in terms of mobility, time, and distance. If 15
members of this Parliament legitimately come
from the country because they represent country
areas, who will represent the separate interests of
country people apart from them? Do not these
country people have separate interests? Do not let
us fool ourselves; I am a city dweller, but I know
a lot about the separate interests of country
people.

What about the prices of goods, fuel, freight,
the question of television, and the provision of
other services? How can a city dwelier who hears
about this in a 20e telephone conversation ad-
equately appreciate and represent the feelings,
views, and opinions of those people living in some
remote areas?

I feel these comments arc so obviously true that
it is almost unnecessary to say them. It is so obvi-

ous to peopie who have lived in the country that it
should not be necessary to make these points. Nor
do I believe the public in the metropolitan area
will tolerate neglect of country interests. They
might even condone the inevitable stimulation
which neglect of country interests will give to some
kind of separatist moves which are just below the
Surface in our community.

Nor will there be any actual saving in costs. We
have been told in a rather broad-brush way that
we are going to save about $500 000 by disposing
of 12 members of this House. That is the story.
Against this the Government proposes to dupli-
cate the offices and staff of the remaining mnem-
bers, increase their travel and expense allowances,
and superannuate retiring members who would
not otherwise be eligible for superannuation. The
approximate cost of all that could not be less than
$500 000. Only the most prejudiced optimist in
the ALP could possibly believe the net result of
those rearrangements would result in a profit to
the State. I think most taxpayers would take the
philosophical view that they would expect to pay
more.

What about the committee system which all
parties in this Parliament espouse? They certainly
espouse it outwardly. I ask members: What about
that? We need to have members to participate in
committees, not secretaries, or public servants,
not even advisers.

All in all there is little to be said for the
Government's proposal to reduce the numbers in
the Legislative Council.

Secondly, this Bill seeks to amend the fixed
term which the Constitution presently Provides
for Legislative Councillors so that they will no
longer have a Fixed term of office and their term
of office will be double thai of the members of the
Legislative Assembly. It is difficult to Find any
good reason in the Minister's speech for that pro-
posed change.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Would you care to find a
good reason against it?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I searched the At-
torney's speech with a fine tooth comb for a good
reason and 1 could not find it.

Senators in the Commonwealth Parliament
have a fixed term under that system as do mem-
bers of upper Houses in most other places. In-
deed, it has been common for some time for upper
I-ouses to have different terms from lower
Houses.

Hon. Carry Kelly:. That does not make it
necessarily good, though.
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Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: One of the integral
conditions under which upper Houses function is
for their members to have different terms of office
from those of members of lower Houses. The
reason for that is simple; that is, to give upper
Houses some independence from the whims of the
Executive Government. That is a very good
reason if one believes in upper Houses, as I do. Of
course, the Attorney may not.

Hon. J3. M. Berirtson: How about giving the
Government protection from the whims of the
upper House?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Government's pro-
posal to do away with fixed terms for Legislative
Councillors is also puzzling in view of the Federal
ALP proposal to have a referendum For a fixed-
term for Parliament. A motion was before the
Constitutional Convention in the name of Mr
Hawke but that referendum proposal on a fixed-
term for the Federal Parliament has been shelved
temporarily.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But this Bill does not in-
corporate provision for fixed-term Parliaments.

Hon. 1.0G. MEOCAIF: The Government wants
to do the opposite from the proposal of the Feder-
al ALP.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not the proposal
of the Federal ALP.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The State ALP
Government is opposed to a fixed term, but it has
not put forward one good reason for its proposal
to do away with the fixed terms of members of
the Legislative Council.

The proposal in relation to the abolition of
Fixed terms for Legislative Councillors cannot
improve efficiency or assist the bicameral process.
It is a totally negative move. The Government has
indicated also it will institute optional preferential
voting.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order! There is noticeable debate
at the other end of the Chamber between mem-
bers. There is only one person making a speech
and I ask members to listen to him.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I shall try not to stir
up the members.

The Government has proposed to institute
optional preferential voting instead of preferential
voting which has always applied to date. No par-
ticularly good reasons are given for this proposed
change other than it is apparently considered that,
irrespective of any problems which it may cause,
the intention of the voter will be more accurately
determined.

A new system of assessing the validity of votes
will follow with the voter's intention to be divined
by the returning officer on rather flexible
grounds. In this respect I can only say not only
will that proposal be likely to cause more prob-
lems than it will solve, but also why should we be
asked to abandon a system which is well under-
stood and accepted? What certainty is there that
under that proposal the number of informal votes
will be less than at the present time?

Tied in with this is a proposal which will enable
the voter's identity to be disclosed, thereby abro-
gating the secret ballot provision which has
always been regarded as a cornerstone of democ-
racy. That is a horrifying thought and the pros-
pect is raised also that under these proposals it
will be possible to defeat the distribution of sur-
plus votes under a proportional representation
system by how-to-vote cards which only allocate
I I places to one party. Therefore, there would be
no distribution beyond the I I places and therefore
no proportional representation.

It is our view that the electoral laws are not the
place in which to experiment with loose practices
such as are proposed.

Apart from the proposed reduction of the
Council numbers by 12, the Government would
no doubt regard the most important change con-
templated by this Bill as the proposal to introduce
proportional representation. The unfortunate side
effects which may occur have been ignored en-
tirely as one might well expect, in a speech made
on the basis that we have heard. We have been
asked to agree to proportional representation on
the basis of the system used in the Senate. There
is, however, a most significant difference between
the effect of instituting proportional represen-
tation in the Legislative Council and its use in the
Senate.

The Senate is a House of Parliament in which
equal representation is given to all six States.
Tasmania has 10 senators; New South Wales also
has 10 senators, yet that State has 12 times the
population of Tasmania.

Every State has equal representation, and pro-
portional representation involves a State elector-
ate in each case. Although this Bill proposes pro-
portional representation on a State-wide basis,
there is no representation of the constituent parts
as occurs in the Senate. If the proposal in this Bill
were to involve the division of the State into re-
gions, provinces, or districts which separately re-
turned by proportional representation their re-
spective representatives, one could agree the pro-
posal would be similar in effect to the way PR
applies in Senate elections.
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Hon. J. M. Berinson: Is that what you would
support?

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: In the absence of any
arrangement for provincial representation it must
be pointed nut that the public will be misled if
they believe the Government's proposal will give
us a House constituted like the Senate.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Is that what you are pro-
posing, Mr Medcalf?

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: So, the selection of
candidates to represent the various parties will be
made on the basis of State-wide selection com-
mittees which will clearly be located or
headquartered in the metropolitan area. In each
case candidates will be selected by a centrally
oriented party committee, and will owe their al-
legiance andl, indeed their membership of the
Legislative Council to that committee and to no
other group, province, district or constituency,

We will have a system of city selection domi-
nated by parties, and the persons selected no
longer will be representatives of communities;
they will be repr eentatives of parties. Indeed,
there will be a part~dominated Legislative Coun-
cil-

Government members interjected.

Hon. Peter Dowding: As opposed to what?
Hon. Garry Kelly: It is dominated now.

Hon. G. E2. Masters: They are embarrassed.
Hon. Tom Stephens: You are embarrassed in

your own House.

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: Well may members op-
posite laugh; already they ard dominated by their
party.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We are dominated by the
Liberal Party. It is your party that dominates us,
and we don't like it, and neither do the people of
Western Australia.

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

Hon. ]. G. MEDCALF: There will be a party-
dominated Legislative Council in a far stricter
and more defined manner than the Labor Party
knows even now.

Hon. Garry Kelly: In that case, more of the
same in this place.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Mr Deputy President,
should anyone doubt this, and obviously members
opposite do, may I quote from a paper delivered
in this very Parliament last year by Professor
Joan Rydon, who is a Professor of Politics at
Latrobe University. She spoke of the recent
changes in New South Wales and South Australia
which have been held up to us as models. The

paper is entitled "Upper Houses-The Australian
Experience", and the quotation is from page 15.
She says-

The methods of proportional represen-
tation with party lists adapted for the recon-
stituted Councils-

That is New South Wales and South Australia.
To continue-

-make them party houses par excellence,
though they may be leavened by the odd in-
dependent or Australian Democrat.

There is little doubt that under these proposals of
proportional representation parties will most
surely dominate the Legislative Council, and the
members will be under permanent party control
with entrenchment of proportional representation
and the appointment of party nominees to casual
vacancies.

There will be a loss of accountability under pro-
portional representation where the whole State
will be a single electorate. The provisions which
appear in the existing Electoral Act that bound-
aries should take into account "community
interest" will go. Representatives will no longer be
representatives with a local link as spokesmen for
their districts: they will be nothing more nor less
than members of the party, centrally selected and
answerable to the party machines.

A Government member: If any party did that,
it would do so at its own peril.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: This may be no change
for members of the Labor Party, but I assure
members of the Government it would represent a
significant change for many members of the Op-
position and for their constituents.

There will of course still be some local rep-
resentatives in the wake of this Bill, who will sit in
the Legislative Assembly, but the representation
which local people now enjoy will be cut from
three to one in each area of the State. Country
interests will be swamped by the city, irrespective
of the productive or other importance of country
areas, whether it be in mining, agriculture, or any
other area of interest or enterprise.

it must be understood quite clearly that under
proportional representation, the representative
base of the upper House will disappear. Council
members will no longer represent people in prov-
inces. Indeed, they will no longer be representa-
tives at all in the proper sense; they will primarily
represent their parties.

The increasing power of political parties and
the lack of representation of country people will
not be the only ill-effects. Stability will go, be-
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cause a single Independent or a minor party may
control the outcome of voting in the Council.

In this connection it is interesting to look at the
situation in South Australia, which has been held
up by some as a fine model for this State to fol-
low. That State has a Legislative Council which
has been reduced to 22 members, and its present
composition, after all the shenanigans that have
gone on there, is I11 Liberal, nine Labor, and two
Australian Democrats. The result is that the
Council in that State has a stalemate on virtually
every issue. This may be a happy outcome for the
Executive Government because a stalemate in ef-
fect negatives the ability of the Legislative Coun-
cil to perform many of its functions. Presumably
that would fit in with the objectives of the totality
of this Government's so-called electoral reform
legislation; namely, to emasculate the Legislative
Council.

If it is invalid, as I believe it is, to compare the
situation here with the situation in South Aus-
tralia because of the enormous difference in size
between that State and ours, it is equally invalid
to compare the situation here with that in New
South Wales, a State which has always had a
nominated Legislative Council.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Get your facts
right.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Queensland was in the
same category as New South Wales with a nomi-
nated Legislative Council, but it met the fate that
might have been expected of it-it was abolished.
The New South Wales nominated Council would
have met the same fate had not some of the ALP
nominee appointed to it for the purpose of abol-
ishing it, ratted on their party. If those words,
"'ratted on their party" seem to members to be
rather emotive, I inform the House that they are
not mine. I am quoting from page six of Professor
Rydon's paper delivered in this Parliament.

The Council in this State is elected on universal
compulsory adult franchise with different elector-
ates from the Legislative Assembly, and with
fixed, staggered terms of office of members longer
than those of the Assembly members. Therefore it
has sufficient of the basic democratic require-
ments and sufficient points of difference to justify
.its existence as a second Chamber or upper
House.

No doubt after the Legislative Council in South
Australia was reconstituted in the 1970s, the Aus-
tralian Labor Party in that State believed that its
problems were at last finally resolved. In their
book the Council then had a universal franchise
with compulsory voting, to say nothing of pro-
portional representation, and the number of mem-

bers in the Council had been rod uced to 22-the
kind of things the ALP wants to do here.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: They increased the
number, they didn't reduce it.

HaIn. 1. G. MEDCALF: Yet the ALP in South
Australia is just as busy as ever it was with fresh
plans to reform the Council. Having already
reformed it, the ALP now has fresh plans to re-
reform it. If' members do not believe me I will
quote from The Australian where it says-and I
hope Mr Hetherington will listen for a moment-

Hon. Robert Hetherington: I have been
listening for a long time.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: But you don't understand.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The member cannot

listen and talk at the same time. The paper
states-

The saga of electoral law reform in South
Australia continues probably the longest
running political show in the land, a kind of
parliamentary Blue Hills with as many epi-
sodes as there have been Hansards,

Hon. Robert Hetherington: That is very sweet,
but it doesn't say anything.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform in this State
may think he is about to make his mark in his-
tory, but he may care to consult with his col-
leagues in South Australia before he goes down a
track similar to the one they have followed. The
Minister has referred to a situation in which a
majority of members represent a minority of
voters. He referred to the nine provinces with the
smallest enrolmnents, that is, with 18 members
representing 28.1 per cent of the electors.

The Minister did not point out that not only
does the ALP hold two of the three provinces with
the very lowest enrolments, but also the four ALP
councillors from those two provinces would be un-
likely to vote alongside the 12 Liberals who rep-
resent six of the remaining provinces. The other
two seats are held by other parties, one of which
was supported by the ALP at the State election.
Hence if the Government is suggesting that those
18 members may control the Council, this is
nothing more than a statistical exercise, without
factual prospect.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It is possible.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Everyone knows that

people tend to vote differently in different regions
of the State. This favours the ALP in the mining
regions just as the Liberal Party or rural parties
have been favou rod in some rural areas. Indeed,
there is nothing surprising about this but it is not
necessarily a permanent state of affairs. I am not
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objecting to the fact that people vote differently in
different areas. It is well known that many of the
mining areas favour the ALP.

That this is not necessarily permanent has been
illustrated by what has happened in the north and
in the Kimberley where seats have changed their
allegiance sometimes from election to election.
We have cases where on a number of occasions
one Liberal member and one Labor member have
represented the same province.

If one believes in giving more advantage to
country people one has to accept the fact that
they do have their prejudices, whether it be for
one party or another; but it is not a permanent
situation. It is likely to change, particularly in the
kind of political climate we have today. If one
does not accept the idea of a weighted vote as the
ALP does not, then any number of statistics can
be produced, and some deep, dark plot can be
found in every one of them.

The Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform has made great play in the Press of stat-
istics in relation to the number of electors per
member of Parliament in Western Australia as
compared with the rest of Australia. He has
rightly pointed out that in the Parliament of the
States and the Territories, the average represen-
tation is one member to 25 460 people. In West-
ern Australia the average figure is lower, with one
member representing 14 850 people. However,
what he does not say is that for Western Australia
to come down to the figure given as a national
average, we would have to lose 38 members, not
12; that is, the 12 members of the Legislative
Council whom he proposes to delete, and 26 mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly about whom he
has said nothing.

Figures are capable of manipulation. One can
prove almost anything by using figures in
juxtaposition. Statistics can always be used in
favour of different propositions.

Furthermore Western Australia's enormous
size in relation to other States and Territories is
surely also material to this discussion. The
unanswered question in the Minister's mathemat-
ical exercise is why the Minister sees the Western
Australian population purely in terms of statistics
rather than in terms of people. The Minister
wishes to change a system which has given the
Western Australian people the highest possible
representation.

The ALP platform provides for "The reform of
State upper Houses and ultimately their abol-
ition". Will a member of the Government deny
that?

Several members interjected.

Hon. Robert* Hetheringt on: You will never
make a qualification, you are trying to mislead
the House.

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: All right, members
agree with me.

Several members interjected.

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

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I am pleased that
members opposite agree that the ALP platform
does provide for the ultimate abolition of State
upper Houses.

Several members interjected.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Although this is so, the
ALP has changed its tack temporarily in Western
Australia. Perhaps Mr Hetherington might listen
for a moment because virtually what the ALP has
said in Western Australia is that it will not abol-
ish the upper House at the present time, because
it cannot. The real reason it will not is because the
public would not support the abolition of the
upper House and the ALP knows it. That fact has
been made clear by ALP speakers from time to
time, even in this Chamber. I am not proposing to
quote their statements, but it has been made clear
in this Chamber and those statements are re-
corded in Hansard.

It was the case before this modified proposal,
that Labor periodically took steps to move for the
abolition of the Legislative Council. Bills were
brought into this House on several occasions for
that purpose. I believe we must face the real issue.
We must look at the present proposals in the light
of this real issue, which is abolition of the Legis-
lative Council in the long term.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: The very long term.
You are drawing a long bow also.

Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: At last an admission!

Hon. Robert H-etherington: it is not an ad-
mission at all.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Let us therefore not
have any misconceptions about the real long-term
aim of the ALP. It is to weaken the Legislative
Council or emasculate it to such a degree that
there is no justification for its existence, thereby
opening the door to its abolition.

In any event it amounts to much the same
thing, whether the Council is simply neutralised
in a stalemate situation or abolished. Either will
allow the Government to have an open go at any-
thing and anyone. The ultimate goal is reversion
to a unicameral system so as to enable unlimited
legislative and social power to be wielded by the
Government's masters.

3882



[Thursday, 27 October 1983] 88

Several members interjected.
Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I will ignore those rude

interjections because under Standing Orders they
are not allowed.

Several members interjected.
Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: The short answer to all

this is that one either believes in a bicameral
system or one does not. Labor does not and never
has, but temporarily and subject to drawing the
teeth of the second Chamber, it is prepared to put
up with a second Chamber fbr a limited time.

However, it is my belief that the public do be-
lieve in a bicameral system and various polls have
indicated from time to time that the public believe
it is is a goad idea to have an elected second
Chamber as a House of Review, It is unwise to
put a dangerous concentration of power in the
hands of one House of Parliament; namely, the
Assembly.

Stability in Government is the main require-
ment of the average voter. Hence many Legislat-
ive Councils traditionally have received more
votes from the same electors than their opposite
numbers in the Assembly. The extremes and ex-
cesses of executive Government must be curbed,
not aided and abetted, which would be the result
of the Government's proposals. As Odgers com-
ments in Australian Senate Practice, 5th edition,
at page 4-

Checks and balances are the bulwark of
good government and their absence could be
an open door to mis-government and attacks
on personal freedoms.

Several members interjected.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: More checks than bal-
ances!

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I admit that I am at
somewhat of a disadvantage when people make
smart-alec comments in the background when I
am attempting to put reasonable arguments for-
ward. For that reason I do not propose to make
any response to those comments, but say that if at
a later stage those members wish to take up those
matters with me I will do so. However, I request
them to desist from making comments and ask
them to afford me the courtesy which I invariably
show them.

I am attempting to fathom what is the ALP's
real object. One perceives that the question mem-
bers opposite have asked themselves is, "How can
we get control of the Legislative Council?" The
question they should have asked is, "What is the
justification for this vast constitutional change
which we propose to foist on the people of West-
ern Australia?" They might also be asked to
answer a further question; that is, whether they

controlled the nine mining seats which they had
less than 20 years ago. The Labor Party proposals
are nothing more than means for its own electoral
advantage.

Several members interjected.

H-on. 1. G. MEDCALF: It is an exercise in pol-
itical hypocrisy to entrench the ALP on the
Treasury benches. This is to be achieved by an
enormously complex and unexplained series of
constitutional amendments. In its yearning for
power the ALP wants a tame cat upper House, or
preferably a non-existent upper House. However,
a tame cat upper House is not the Australian
tradition, as the political history of the States over
the last few years has indicated.

The upper House has a role which the public
well recognises; this is, to apply the brakes to
hasty legislation, to try to get a period of pause, to
protect minority and outlying interests, to give
members maximum opportunity to represent their
constituents, to review legislation, and to act as a
sieve, a check and a balance. Sir Winston
Churchill said in 1947, when addressing himself
to the notion of concentrating power in one House
and speaking of the need for checks and balances
against the danger of dictatorship_-

Hon. Robert Hetherington interjected.

Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: In spite of Mr
Hetherington's comments, I believe he shares the
same feelings on the danger of dictatorship as I
have.

Perhaps Mr Hetherington might stop talking
and listen.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.
Wordsworth): Order! The Hon. Robert
Hetherington has not stopped interjecting since
sitting in his place, and I ask him to be quiet and
give the person on his feet a reasonable chance.

Hon. Robert Hetherington interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I ask Mr
Hetherington to stop interjecting. No sooner did I
sit down than he continued to interject. At timei
the member has been in this Chair and he under-
stands the seriousness of what I am saying.

Hon. L G. MEDCALF: Sir Winston Churchill
said, and I quote as follows-

All this idea of a group of supermen and
superplanners, such as we see before us
-playing the angel" as the French call it and
making the masses of the people do what
they think is good for them, without any
check or correction is a violation of democ-
racy." (Commons Hansard vol. 444, pp. 206-
214 (1947).
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In embarking on its present course the Govern-
ment had a choice. It could discuss its proposals
with the Opposition, as happened on the last oc-
casion of major constitutional change or it could
proceed to a headlong confrontation with the Op-
position in the hope of political gain. The Govern-
meat has most unwisely selected the second
course.

It did not even bother to prepare an explana-
tory memorandum on this extremely complicated
measure of constitutional change. Therefore, it
can hardly object, or even'be surprised to learn,
that the Government's solution is not attractive or
acceptable to the Opposition.

The Government's proposals are likely to cause
more problems than they will resolve. There are
of course alternatives. There are other possible
solutions; but the Government has not attempted
to discuss or explore these with the Opposition or
with anyone else.

I want to make an important general observa-
tion concerning the proposition that the Legislat-
ive Council is and should be a House of Review.

Hon. Carry Kelly: It never has been.
Hon. 1. G. N4EDCALF: Thank you. People in

the ALP often sneer at that proposition and it is
appropriate to have an actual sneer directed to il-
lustrate the point I am making. The ALP has
sneered at this notion in recent years and chooses
to refer to this House as a "rubber stamp". In so
far as that is a description of ALP members of
this House, it is true that in recent years they
have been no more than a rubber stamp for
Caucus decisions. Indeed, it has become tiresome
to have to listen to the same old arguments trotted
up as have already been put in the Assembly; even
more tiresome to debate the same motions the As-
sembly was debating, usually on the same day.
But it was not always thus with the ALP. When I
First entered this House there were two very dis-
tinguished ALP members in it: the Hon. Frank
Wise and the Hon. Harry Strickland. Those
members were held in the greatest respect and, in-
deed, awe, not only by this House but by their
colleagues in other places and by the general pub-
lic. The Hon. Harry Strickland was a Minister for
six years in the Hawke Government and Leader
of the Opposition in this House at another time.

The Hon. Frank Wise and the Hon. Harry
Strickland had grown up in the older tradition of
the ALP and in the tradition of this House as a
House of Review. They said their piece in this
House in no uncertain manner and quite indepen-
dently of their Assembly colleagues. There were
others. Members of the Liberal and Country Par-
ties did the same thing and spoke without fear Or

hope of favour from the Government or the day
whether or not that Government was of their pol-
itical persuasion. These examples are conveniently
ignored by ALP commentators, perhaps because
so many of them have had such little experience
of being in this Parliament. They do not know
what happened prior to a few years ago. My pre-
decessor was Sir Keith Watson, who was noted
for his fierce and unrelenting opposition to legis-
lation with which he did not agree irrespective of
which Government produced it, whether Liberal
or Labor. He made sure that the House knew
what he was thinking and that his views were re-
corded, event if he did not always win the point.

Dr Gordon Hislop was another member whose
conscience prompted him to draw attention to
numerous important social issues and to act upon
them without the prior approbation of the
Government, often causing some embarrassment
to some of the Government Ministers. Such was
the tradition of this House when I came into it,
and it will be recognised by other members who
have been here longer than I. Within three
months of my being in this House, although the
Brand-Court Government was in office, I was
moving amendments to legislation and some of
them received the approval of the House. There
was a different atmosphere and a much better
understanding by all members of the House, par-
ticularly ALP members, of the true function of
members of the Legislative Council.

Gradually a change came over the ALP and a
much stricter discipline was imposed. I remember
it happening before my eyes. An ALP Minis-
ter-whom I will not name because of my respect
for him-who voted with the Opposition when he
was a Minister in the Tonkin Government, was
disciplined by the secretary of the ALP outside
the House in Trades Hall.

Another member and a former Minister was re-
primanded after voting against his party on a con-
science issue. At least he believed it was a con-
science issue but apparently his party did not.
There were other incidents which I could recount
but will not. However, I can produce chapter and
verse for everything I have said.

I now wish to comment briefly on the argu-
ments which have beeen put forward that co-
alition parties reject only ALP legislation and not
their own. There is a simple answer: no-one knows
just how much legislation is rejected in the party
room. I can tell members of many a former Min-
ister in the former coalition Government who is
still smarting at the legislation introduced into the
party room which was rejected there by the mem-
bers of the Legislative Council. As a result the
Minister could not proceed with his plans because
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of party room refusals. However, this is flat publi-
cised. The party meetings are confidential and in
some ways it is a pity they are.

This is not chronicled anywhere, but neverthe-
less it is most significant. That cannot happen
when a party is in Opposition because the first
time the Opposition sees the new legislation which
the Government produces is when it comes into
the House. Sometimes one reads in the paper that
the Government will do this or that; but one does
not see the legislation until it is brought in here.
Frequently, one receives quite a surprise when one
see it.

Therefore, everything one does in Opposition is
done in public; and if the members reject or wish
to reject legislation, they do publicly what they
did behind closed doors when in Government. It is
significant that, from time to time, the same old
Bills that we rejected when we were in Govern-
ment-we rejected them when the Ministers put
them before us-are being trotted out again now.
The same old Bills are coming up from the Public
Service.

It may be that in recent years this House may
not have appeared to act as a House of Review to
the extent that it should have. It is a matter of op-
inion, but it is something I should say. It is clear
that the House has a review function. History and
custom make that transparently clear; and there
is no constitutional impediment to its doing so.
That is how the public see our function, and that
is what the public want.

Professor Rydon, at page 15 of the same paper,
asks for reversal of current trends and for a
"move back to allow for greater independence for
members of upper Houses".

We should take steps to see how we can
improve our effectiveness as a House of Review.
A majority of the members of this House would
be prepared to have a look at this proposition,
although I do not know what the attitude of the
Government members might be. Clearly, they
might be told to oppose the move, just as they
were told to oppose the motion for a more effec-
tive Committee System that I introduced a few
weeks ago. Nevertheless I hope they will ulti-
mately co-operate in that, and in what I am now
discussing.

This may be one of the most important steps we
could take in the future: to investigate how we can
become more effective in reviewing legislation and
those public affairs in which members of this
House should be bound to take an interest. We
should not flinch from any decisions we may have
to take in this area, even if they be that this
Council should not have any Ministers. Maybe we

should not have Ministers in this House; maybe
there are other ways of depoliticising the House,
not increasing its political nature. We have
already taken the first steps in this House; and we
have a Select Committee of Government and Op-
position members to investigate what other com-
mittees should be set up in order to better carry
out our review and investigatory functions. Other
aspects besides committees should be considered,
and these could well be examined with great ad-
vantage to this House.

Alternatives should always be explored; as an
Opposition we have already given notice that we
are exploring certain alternatives. It may be poss-
ible to modify the present system and iron out any
extreme differences that may develop due to
population changes. There may be other prospec-
tive variations from the present system. However,
as the Government is evidently not interested in
what the Opposition is doing, we will continue to
explore alternatives, as already announced.

The inquiries we are making include the poss-
ible creation of a fourth electoral zone consisting
of regional/urban areas, with a new quota half-
way between that of the rural and metropolitan
areas; provision for the double dissolution of both
Houses followed by a general election if the
Legislative Council rejects supply with continuing
arrangements for the provision of finance in the
meantime; appointment of an independent elec-
toral commissioner and consideration of other as-
pects of the present system; and the establishment
of standing committees of the Legislative Council
to better ensure the carrying out of its review and
investigatory functions. Any proposal must be
practical and capable of implementation without
creating additional problems.

As the Leader of the Opposition in another
place has said, the Government is wasting its time
if it thinks that the elected members of the Legis-
lative Council are about to lie down and die be-
cause the ALP believes that its own point of view
is the only valid one.

Constitutional change of the magnitude now
contemplated requires the most careful deliber-
ation. It should have been approached on a con-
sensual basis, as were the major changes in 1963.

It is to the Government's discredit that it has
sought to force a confrontation for political mo-
tives. It may well be that the Government believes
the legislation directed against the Legislative
Council to be a good diversion from the problems
of the economy, such as the need to create jobs,
the need to take some more positive action to
overcome unemployment, the need to endeavour
to do something about interest rates, inflation,
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and the manifold economic problems besetting
many of the citizens of the State.

Instead of attempting from a discreet distance
to direct the affairs of this House, I suggest that
the Government should put its own house in order
and attend to the pressing problems of the State's
domestic front, which it claimed before the elec-
tion that it could rectify.

The Bill before the House is unacceptable in its
present form, and it should be rejected.

H-ON. CARRY KELLY (South Metropolitan)
[3.16 p.m.]: This Bill marks a watershed in the
political evolution of Western Australia. Which-
ever way the vote on this Bill goes-and the
Leader of the Opposition has given a fair indi-
cation which way it will go from his point of
view-it is the beginning of the end of the ISO0-
odd years of conservative hegemony over this
House, and of the domination of the politics of
this State by the conservatives. There will be no
going back; at the end of the day the present
'1shamocracy" will be transformed into a dinlcur
democracy.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: What is
"shamocracy"?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: It is a sham. I have
used the word before. As I was saying, the present
"shamocracy" will be converted into a dinkum
democracy in which the parties and individuals
will be represented in direct proportion to the vote
they received from the electorate. That outcome,
where the number of people are elected as rep-
resenting the various parties, will be reflected in
this House in proportion to the vote the parties re-
ceive. That is the crux of this legislation.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! When the President

calls "Order", everybody ceases to make com-
ments. I want this debate to proceed without the
interruption of unruly interjections.

"on. GARRY KELLY: The crux of the legis-
lation is that the representation of groups within
this Chamber reflects the vote they receive at
elections.

No logical argument can be put against that
proposition-at least, no logical argument
grounded in sound democratic principles.

Let us consider the present situation, In
February this year a State general election was
held for 17 vacant Legislative Council seats. In
terms of the percentage or seats gained the Lib-
eral Party received 45.7 per cent or the vote and
gained nine seats; the Labor Party received 51.3

per cent of the vote and gained seven seats; and
the Labor Party did not contest one of the seats.

Hon. C. J. Bell: Which one was that?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Tom McNeil's seat.
When the percentages are considered, the Lib-

eral Party lost the vote but won the majority of
the seats. That is a distortion and perversion of
democracy. If the aggregate vote in the 1980 and
1983 elections is taken into account, the Liberal
Party gained 46.7 per cent of the vole and the
Labor Party gained 48.9 per cent of the vote.

The votes were roughly equal and one would
expect there would have been an even split of the
seats. However, the Liberals captured 19 seats
and Labor captured only 12 seats. That is not
democracy; I prefer to call it "sharnocracy". Any
system which produces a result like that is cor-
rupt; it is a perversion of democracy; it is a fraud.
While the present arrangements are certainly
legal-there is no doubt they are in accord with
the law-the stench of something rotten in the
body politic of this State is quite strong.

It is this rottenness which renders the citizens
of this State unequal before the most basic of
laws, and the most basic of laws are the laws by
which we elect our lawmakers. When the laws by
which this Parliament is elected are corrupted so
that they produce distorted results, the system is
reduced in the eyes of the people, and the Parlia-
ment is reduced to a toy Parliament, the deliber-
ations of which have no moral authority at all.

The question must arise: If people do not have
an equal say in the election of lawmakers, should
all electors be equally liable to obey the laws the
Parliament produces? If we go back to consider
the year 1776 we remember a tea party in Boston
and the catchcry, "No taxation without represen-
tation". The people in the 13 original colonies
that later became the United States of America
were not too happy about obeying laws imposed
by the Imperial Parliament in London when they
had no say in them.

To a lesser extent, a similar argument can
apply here because we have some electors with
just one-twelfth the voting power of other elec-
tors. Should people who get only one-twelfth or
the voting power of other people pay only one-
twelfth of, for example, licence fees for motor ve-
hicles?

Fractional taxes would make budgeting very
difficult, but at least it would involve equity, be-
cause then people with only one-twelfth of other
peoples' voting power would pay only one-twelfth
of Government taxes and charges.
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Hon. N. F. Moore: Are you arguing that
Tasmania should only have one-twelfth of New
South Wales' representation?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: I explained the situ-
ation of federation.

Hon. N. F. Moore: You are talking about one-
vote-one-value.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: In relation to the Sen-
ate?

Hon. N. F. Moore: Of course.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The Senate was the

price of federation-without the Senate being
agreed to with equal representation of all the
States there would be no Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia. The Senate is representation, not of elec-
tors, but of States. Nevertheless, within each
State there are equal numbers of Senators, so
within each State boundary each State votes as a
single electorate, so each vote within a State has
an equal value.

Hon. N. F. Moore: You have not explained it
satisfactorily. There is no explanation based on
your principle.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: If votes are unequal,
perhaps the responsibility of citizens to obey laws
should also be unequal to compensate for this.
This would be almost impossible to administer.
What it comes down to is that in the winter of the
twentieth century it is time to stop fiddling with
the franchise. What the conservative forces are
doing is trying to defend the indefensible.

The justification that conservative parties have
for the weighting of votes is mainly couched in
terms of the disabilities of distance and the re-
moteness of country electorates from the city.
They refer to the difficulty country people have in
getting to see their representatives.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: You would have us all
living in the city.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: The actions of the
conservatives over the last 10 years in particular
show that they themselves do not really believe
this propaganda. While we are talking about the
general proposition of the weighting of votes, let
us consider seats such as Kimberley and Pilbara
and those very-remote-from-Perth seats of
Kalamunda and Mundaring. Figures as at 4
October this year indicate that the seat of
Mundaring had 9 236 electors and Kalamunda
had 8 995 electors. Compare these seats, really
only a stone's throw from Perth, with the truly re-
mote seats of Kimberley, which had an enrolment
of 13 126 people, and Pilbara, which had an en-
rolment of 11 125 people. Later I would like the
members opposite to explain the weighting in

favour of the electors of Kalamunda and
Mundaring who members opposite believe need to
be compensated for the disability of distance, and
how this helps the people in Kimberley and
Pilbara. The logic is not there. The only reason
this was done was to protect the interests of the
Government at the time the conservatives were in
power.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Do you remember
what you said about the Labor Party's attitude to
fluoride?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: It was wrong.
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Would you accept the

same explanation from us?
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The member may

have been right.
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Have you accepted it?
Hon. CARRY KELLY: Yes. That may be the

member's view of what his party did at the time,
but I am not sure whether he is speaking for the
Liberal Party now.

The example I have given of those four seats
proves that the conservatives, like the red Indians
used to say about the white man, "speak with
Corked tongue". Their argument holds no water at
all.

The conservative parties really do not believe
the present gerrymander and malapportionment
are there to compensate for any disabilities suf-
fered by people living in remote country centres. I
cannot accept that that was ever true, that the
weighting was ever justified. I do not accept that,
despite the fact that the Leader of the Opposition
has said that the Labor Party in the past has at
least condoned the present system-it was wrong.
Like the Hon. Graham MacKinnon those mem-
bers were wrong then and they would be wrong
now.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I wish you would elab-
orate on that. I am not wrong.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: The member is saying
his party was wrong in the redistributions in the
Kimberley.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: I was questioning you
about fluoride.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: The boundaries have
been drawn over the years, particularly since
t977, not to enhance the representation of
country people. They were designed to save the
political skins of a few members of the Parliamen-
tary Liberal Party.

Hon. Tom Stephens: It didn't work though, did
it?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: It worked for a few.
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Hon. Tom Stephens: It didn't work in the
Pilbara.

H-on. Tom Knight: What, are we having a
Labor Party caucus meeting here?

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: See how many your
Government did during that time.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: One of the chestnuts
that always comes up in this debate has to do with
the review role of the Legislative Council and
Upper Houses in general. The Leader of the Op-
position mentioned the House of Review function.
I apparently interjected at the opportune time.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: Patting yourself on the
back?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: For the Leader of the
Opposition's information, this House should lean
more towards the review function than it has done
in the past.

I will now go over the history of the last 20
years or so. The Hawke Government introduced
many Bills. Every year it was in power it
introduced a Bill to extend the franchise of the
5010. The Hill was rejected every year for six
years. During the term of the Tonkin Govern-
ment, 21 major pieces of legislation were rejected
by this Chamber. The Court-O'Connor Govern-
ment was in power for nine years from 1974 and
in that period not one Bill was rejected.

Hon. Tom Knight: It shows the better legis-
lation we put up.

Hon. 0. E. Masters: I thought Mr Medcalf ex-
plained that to you. You should have read his
speech before you wrote yours.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: One Bill failed to pass;
it was lost for want of a constitutional majority
because-

Hon. G. E. Masters: A good explanation was
put forward. I am surprised it did not convince
you.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: That Bill apart, no
legislation was rejected in nine years. The
justification from the Leader of the Opposition
for this result was that the party room threw out a
lot of legislation.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: It sounds rather horsey.
Hon. GARRY KELLY: Yes, it does. I was

going to interject on that point. We are told
everyone on that side of the House has a free vote.

Hon. G. E. Masters: I think that has been dem-
onstrated.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: Apparently, in the
nine years of the previous Government they
caucused in the party room and told the Minis-
ter-

Hon. G. E. Masters: You just haven't read
Hansard properly.

Hon. Tom Knight: You saw some of us cross
the floor.

Hon. G. E. Masters: You have not done your
homework.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Do you work out which
ones are allowed to cross the floor?

The PRESIDENT: Order! Not you, Mr Kelly.
Hon. N. F. Moore: He is the most disorderly of

US.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: To quote my maiden

speech-
Hon. C. E. Masters: It was the last speech you

made in this House, wasn't it?
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The member should

check his facts.
Hon. Tom Stephens: Better than any of us.
Hon. GARRY KELLY: I said, "The Legislat-

ive Council is a brick wall to Labor Governments,
and it is a rubber stamp to conservative
Administrations". Without a doubt, the idea that
the Legislative Council is somehow a House of
Review is beyond belief.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: How many Bills or clauses of
Bills were withdrawn in this House due to oppo-
sition from Government members in this House?

Hon. Tom Knight: He would not have looked
that up.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: Tell me that.
Hon. G. E. Masters: How many times did your

members cross the floor?
Hon. Tom Knight: They didn't cross the floor;

they were caucused.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: Earlier this year the

Opposition came to the view that perhaps this
House should exercise its review function a bit
More thoroughly than it did in the nine years
since 0974, and a motion moved in this House to
set up a Select Committee on Committees was
agreed to. The Opposition has only come to that
decision since it has been the Opposition; so really
Opposition members are rather hypocritical, be-
cause they were not concerned with setting up
committees to review legislation when they were
in Government.

Hon. W. C. Atkinson: The Labor Party was
totally in agreement in this House.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: If you examine Hansard you
will find it mentioned.

Hon. Tom Knight: You will find there were
plenty of committees.
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Hon. CARRY KELLY: The method of delay-
ing the legislative programme-instead of re-
jecting Bills outright, to refer them to a corn-
mittee--should thereby enable the Government-

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: Check up on your facts first.
Hon. GARRY KELLY: A workable committee

system as part of a democratic Parliament is
something I would agree with. This House pres-
ently works totally inefficiently because Bills are
brought into the House and members do not get a
chance to investigate them thoroughly.

Hon. P. H. Wells: That is what I have been
saying all week.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Let me finish, then Mr
Wells can have his say.

A proper committee system would give mem-
bers of both Houses a chance to examine legis-
lation more thoroughly, and I subscribe to that
point of view.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: Will you put a submission to
the committee, please?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: That was rather
cynical. We are not opposed to setting up a com-
mittee system after the last nine years in which
the Government showed no interest in this. In
fact, the Hon. Margaret McAleer suggested in
her maiden speech that there should be a com-
mittee system, and the Government of the day ig-
nored it completely.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Ignored it?
Hon. G. E. Masters: When someone says "boo"

to you, Mr Stephens, you run out in tears.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: I now turn to the pro-

visions of the Bill, in particular the proposal to
have proportional representation, which will mean
that the House will be more evenly balanced, and
that in turn will enhance any review function the
Chamber is supposed to have.

Hon. 1.0G. Pratt: Will that make the committee
system work better?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: I think it will, yes.
Hon. 1. C. Pratt: Tell me how.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: Because the member-
ship of the House will more nearly reflect the vote
that the various parties receive in the electorates.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: What is the composition of
the Select Committee on Committees?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: I think it is two all, is
it not?

Hon. Tom Stephens: We are the Government
and we should have control of the committee. Are
we the Government or not?

Hon. I. G. Pratt: That is where you are head-
ing, isn't it, towards a socialist democracy?

Hon. Tom Stephens: We are the Government.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I indicated when

this Bill was introduced that I would insist that
each member be heard in silence.

Government members: Hear, hear!
The PRESIDENT: Some Standing Orders

apply in this House which provide for each mem-
ber to have an opportunity to express his or her
point of view. They do not include a Standing
Order that says that the member must say some-
thing with which everybody agrees, but they give
members the opportunity to dispute those views at
a later time. I ask the Hon. Carry Kelly to con-
tinue his speech, and I recommend to all honour-
able members that they wait until they are giving
their speeches before voicing their opinions.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: Another proposal con-
tained in the Bill is for simultaneous elections,
which means that half the members of the Legis-
lative Council would retire at each Legislative As-
sembly election, and we would abolish the fixed
term that currently exists. At the beginning of
this year we had the ridiculous situation of mem-
bers who had been defeated in the February poll
sitting in this Chamber and voting on legislation,
while some members who had been elected in
February were sitting in the upstairs gallery
watching proceedings. This was a most untenable
and unacceptable position, because the will of the
electorate had to be delayed for an arbitrary term.
The simultaneous election provision in the Bill
means that the reformed Legislative Council will
be more directly responsible to the community
and be generally more responsible.

I refer to the comments made by the Leader of
the Opposition regarding simultaneous elections,
or a fixed-term Parliament. He said the fixed-
term Parliament proposal for the Federal Parlia-
ment had been temporarily shelved. I would
suggest that it will have been shelved for a long
time-if it ever surfaces again. The Federal Par-
liament has revived the simultaneous elections
issue; I think the Simultaneous Elections
(Constitution Alteration) Bill passed through the
Federal Parliament last week. The proposal was
first introduced by the Labor Government in
1974.' At that time it was opposed by the Liberal
Party; and to show that members of the Liberal
Party do not know their own mind, it was put to
the people in 1977 by the Fraser Government. On
the second count 62.2 per cent of electors voted in
favour of the legislation, but it did not meet the
provision of the "double majority" of a majority
of States; it missed out in Western Australia,
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Queensland and Tasmania. Therefore the Federal
Parliament, as far as I am aware, with the sup-
port of the Opposition in Canberra, has passed
the simultaneous elections legislation and it will
be put to a referendum some time next year. We
are in step with the thinking at Federal level and
not out of step, as the Leader of the Opposition
might have implied.

The Leader of the Opposition also made some
comment about casual vacancies. The proposal
for casual vacancies in this Bill is the same as that
contained in the Federal Constitution; because of
the proportional representation it is impossible to
have a by-election without destroying the
integrity of the original election. Under this Bill,
in the case of casual vacancies the person replac-
ing the member who has resigned or vacated his
seat for some reason or other will be from the
same party as the outgoing member.

I refer now to the situation of mandates. The
Opposition is always talking about people not
voting on particular issues at elections. I do not
totally disagree with that point of view, but when
a party puts a policy before an electorate, clearly
states the policies and the legislation it will under-
take, and that party succeeds at the polls, it is
reasonable to assume that the party which wins
the election has the imprimatur of the people to
proceed along those lines. The Government defi-
nitely has a mandate to put these proposals before
the Parliament and to put them before the people
at a referendum.

Hon. C. J. Bell: That is not necessarily true.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The lion. Colin Bell

can explain that in his speech.
This proposal has a number of benefits and, as

I have said before, the Government has a man-
date.

The figures 1 gave earlier showed that the ag-
gregate of votes in 1983 gave the Liberal Party 19
seats and the Labor Party 12 seats, despite the
fact that the parties received an equal aggregate
of the vote. Under the proposal contained in this
legislation independents and minor parties may
need a vote of only 8 1/3 per cent to gain a seat in
the House. Therefore, it will be easier for minor
groups and independants to be represented in this
place.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Do you think that is a good
idea?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: There can be problems
of instability if there are too many rmi.nor groups
within a House of Parliament, but it is far better
to err on the side of democracy than to put up
with the present undemocratic situation.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The history of France
would not agree with you.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: This is not France.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: We are not talking
about representation in the lower House.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 p.m.
H-on. CARRY KELLY: Before the afternoon

tea suspension, I said that the Government had a
mandate for this proposal. In its election mani-
festo, the Australian Labor Party said that the
proposals contained in the policy would be put be-
fore the people in a referendum. The referendum
provision was rewritten into the Constitution Act
by the Court Government to entrench the position
of the Governor and the Legislative Council. Prior
to the insertion of the referendum clause in the
Constitution Act, the Parliament itself amended
the Act. The people of this State have never be-
fore been consulted about an amendment to the
State Constitution. The referendum provision was
inserted by the Court Government, in its view, to
protect and entrench the position of the Govern-
ment, and, I presume, of the Legislative Council
also.

It is a two-edged sword in many ways, because
although the referendum provision of the Court
Government is considerably more restrictive than
is the Commonwealth provision, under the Com-
monwealth provision either House can initiate a
referendum. In this State, both Houses have to
pass a Bill. Now we have the situation that the
Government has a Bill already before Parliament.
It has been passed in another place, and it is now
in this Chamber. The purpose of the Bill is to
amend certain Acts and to alter the Constitution
and the composition of this House.

The essence of a referendum is that the electors
will have the final say. If the Opposition is to be
honest about democracy and the right of people to
make a decision, it can have very little opposition
to passing the legislation so that the question can
go to a referendum. Even when this Bill is passed
by both Houses, it does not become law until it
goes to a referendum. So it will be left to the
people to decide.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Who is going to write the
question?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: If the people approve
the question, the Bill will be presented to the
Governor for assent. So if the Opposition throws
the Bill out, as has been hinted at by the Leader
of the Opposition, it means that the Opposition is
not prepared to let the people have the final say.

Hon. John Williams interjected.
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Hon. CARRY KELLY: Well then, pass the
Bill. It is as simple as that. The Opposition can go
on to the hustings then.

Hon. John Williams: If we pass the Bill it will
make you happy, and we hate not to see you
happy.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. D. J.

Wordsworth): Order!
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The same thing can be

said about the proposition of amending the legis-
lation. If the Legislative Council decides to
amend the Bill and those amendments are un-
acceptable to the Government, then the question
put to the people is not really the Government's
question. It becomes the Opposition's question.
Once again, the only thing the Opposition could
reasonably do is to pass the Bill, let the matter go
to a referendum, and argue its case before the
electorate. It is the electorate which will make
the final decision, and not this Chamber.

If the Opposition is so sure of the weight of the
argument on its side, it should be able to convince
the majority of the people that the present system
should be retained.

If the Opposition does not like the proposal, it
should agree to the Bill, and then allow the
question to be put to the people at a referendum.
However, to refuse to pass this Bill would mean
that the people would not be allowed to vote and
have their say on the Government's proposals. In
any campaign for a referendum, the benefits
against the reform would be pretty hard to argue.
I suspect that that is what is at the back of the
minds of Opposition members. They really cannot
afford to let the matter go to a referendum-they
are frightened they cannot justify their arguments
to the public.

Several members interjected.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: Under this legislation,
every person will have a right to east a vote.
Everyone will have an equal vote. As I said be-
fore, any person individually representing a party
who receives 8-1/3 per cent of the vote cast will
get a seat in the House. The new system will unify
the State rather than having divisions between the
city and the country. It is a nonsense to say that
the city will dominate the country.

Opposition members talk about the disadvan-
tages of living in the country-the cost of
transport, fuel, communication, and so on. In the
90-odd years of weighted voting, gerrymanders,
and manipulation, that situation has not improved
at all. With all the weighted voting in the country

areas, one would think some move would have
been made to ameliorate and alleviate those dis-
advantages of distance. There has been no such
direct tangible benefit of the weighted vote to
country people. The only ones to benefit from it
are the conservative parties and the conservative
politicians. The actual people in the country have
not gained from redressing their grievances by a
weighted vote.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: What is your evidence for
that sort of assertion?

Hon. CARRY KELLY: It still costs more in
the country.

Several members interjected.
Hon. P.CG. Pendal: You are going to reduce the

number of country members and therefore reduce
the cost of country phone calls!

Hon. CARRY KELLY: If the member reads
the Bill, there is provision for extra offices. A
member can have two offlces-one of which must
be in the country-and extra staff, to better rep-
resent his constituents.

Several members interjected.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: If the weighted vote

means the disabilities of living in the country will
be reduced, one would think that in the last 90
years some action would have been taken in that
direction. That has not been the case.

In fact one of the arguments the Dunstan
Government used to great effect in the country in
South Australia was that the Playford Govern-
ment deliberately did not bring industrialisation
and expansion to the country areas, because it
knew, by doing so, it would bring a whole heap of
Labor voters into those areas which were rather
safe conservative seats. Therefore, there was an
incentive not to increase the number of people in
the remote areas and thereby bring about an in-
crease in services and an improvement in re-
sources available to country people, because those
people would invariably vote Labor.

Another argument in favour of the system is
that it is too important to let politicians have the
final say on a matter such, as this and, under the
referendum proposals, the people in the State
make the final decision. I return to the point that,
unless the Opposition is afraid that the people of
Western Australia will vote "Yes" in a
referendum, it should allow the Bill to be passed
and let the people of this State make the final de-
cision.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Are you aware of the
internationally accepted, democratic requirement
of a two-thirds majority for constitutional
change?
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Hon. CARRY KELLY: That means that the
minority have the final say. I do not believe in
minority rule. The member is saying that 30 per
cent of the people can say, "No".

Hon. P. G. Pendal: That is correct.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: I do not accept that.
Before I conclude, I shall refer to some of the

remarks made by the Leader of the Opposition.
H~e referred to the move away from property fran-
chise to adult franchise as being the basis for el-
igibility to vole in elections for legislative council-
lors. He indicated that at the time that occurred
the Labor Party supported the proposition.

The Leader of the Opposition mentioned also
that, under the old system, the Labor Party had a
large number of seats. In fact, by supporting that
change the Labor Party actually lost seats in the
Legislative Council. I think the number of seats
held by the Labor Party went from approximately
15 to nine.

The point is the Labor Party had no option but
to support that move, because it was extending
the franchise. We were moving from a restricted
property franchise to a Cull franchise, and that
was a reform. The Labor Party could not be in a
position of voting for a system which retained
ownership of property as the basis on which
people could vote.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We had some of the Lib-
erals supporting that proposition as recently as
three years ago. They supported property fran-
chise.

Hon. CARRY KELLY: In local government?
Hon. Peter Dowding: No, in Parliament.
Hon. CARRY KELLY: The changes made at

that time were supported by the Labor Party be-
cause, in terms of electoral justice, they were an
advance. They gave the vote to everyone. How-
ever, the Labor Party lost seats in the Council as
a result of that change; but it was an advance on
the restricted franchise which had operated pre-
viously.

The Leader of the Opposition mentioned also
the concept of proportional representation with
the State divided into various regions, under
which the people of each region would elect a
certain number of members on the basis of pro-
portional representation. The Attorney interjected
and asked the Leader of the Opposition whether
he would oppose that, but the Leader of the Op-
position did not reply.

It would be strange if the Opposition were now
putting forward that proposition, because last
year a motion was moved in another placeseeking
to do just that and the Liberal Party opposed it. It

may have had a change of heart since then, but if
the Opposition has a proposal for proportional
representation, I would like to hear it during the
course of debate.

The Leader of the Opposition said also that, by
adopting State-wide proportional representation,
we would reduce this House to a party House.
That is the most outrageous statement I have ever
heard about this place. In modern times at least it
has been nothing but a party House.

Hon. G. E. Masters: As far as your party is
concerned.

Hon. GARRY KELLY: It has been a party
House all the time.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Have you ever crossed the
floor or stood against what the balance of your
members sought to do?

Hon. GARRY KELLY: In the last nine years
that the Liberal Party was in Covernment, the
upper House did not reject one Bill; therefore, it
can be seen it was a party House. To say that pro-
portional representation would make this House
more of a party House is a load of nonsense.

The Leader of the Opposition also made a
curious comment about optional preferential
voting, saying that if this legislation were passed
on the ballot paper voters would only number can-
didates from I to 11, because provision is not
made for a full indication of preferences. In a nor-
mal election I I vacancies will exist in the Council.
Optional preferential voting will mean electors
will have to indicate at least I I preferences. I can-
not see the need to go beyond 11, if we are
seeking to elect only I I members.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GARRY KELLY: I cannot see the need

to go beyond indicating I I preferences. I cannot
see how that would result in any less or a pro-
portional representation system than a system
under which electors indicate preferences from I I
to, say, 25 as well.

The main reason for favouring optional prefer-
enitial voting is to avoid the ridiculous situation
which exists in Senate elections where, in some
cases, up to 73 names appear on the ballot paper
and electors must number all the names up to,
say, 71 and must then continue with numbers 72,
73, etc, because the vote has been doubled at the
seventy-second preference; and despite the fact
that there are only 1O to be elected, the vote is
invalid.

The main reason for optional preferential
voting is to reduce the number of invalid votes.

Several members interjected.
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Hon. GARRY KELLY: Under the system of
voting for the Senate, it is easy to make a mistake
as a result of which the vote is invalid. In effect,
that is really denying people the proper exercise of
their vote.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: Isn't that a goad reason
for retaining the present system?

Hon. Peter Dowding: There's a property fran-
chise man if ever their was one. Give him an edu-
cational test first!

Hon. GARRY KELLY: It is not a good reason
to retain the present system. We are seeking to
change the system and we shall only require
people to vote for the number of vacancies which
occur at any election.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GARRY KELLY: That indicates the de-

gree of seriousness with which the Opposition
treats important matters such as electoral reform.

Reference has been made to the fact that when
this Bill is passed it will not become law until a
referendum has been held. If the Opposition is so
sure its argument has merit, it should allow the
Bill to be passed so that the people may exercise
their right to vote on it at a referendum. The Op-
position should let the cards fall where they may.

The only reason the Opposition could have for
not allowing the Bill to be passed is if it was
unsure or a little worried that the people may
agree to it. I would like some members of the Op-
position to address that question when they speak.
They may criticise various clauses in the Bill and
they may move amendments; but it boils down to
the fact that, in the final analysis, the question
will be decided by the people. If the Opposition
votes against the Bill and does not let it go to a
referendum, it is denying the people the final say.

Indeed, it would indicate the Opposition was
frightened of the people's verdict in relation to the
Bill and the same situation applies to amend-
ments. If unacceptable amendments are passed,
the Government will then have to conduct a
referendum on an issue which is not of the
Government's making, but rather one which the
Opposition has put forward. The Opposition
should pass the Bill in toto and take its campaign
directly to the people and try to defeat the Bill at
a referendum.

Once that proposition sinks in to members op-
posite they have no option but to consider the
matter carefully before casting a negative vote.
From the points I have made about the benefits to
flow to the people of this State, I must whole-
heartedly support this legislation, and urge the
Opposition to pass it and let the people decide.

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [4.21 p.m.]: The
Bill truly is a mammoth document. It is no less
than 72 pages long, with 94 clauses, and incorpor-
ates amendments to five different Acts. I took the
liberty of examining the Acts and comparing
them with the proposed amendments. It is diffi-
cult for me to hold all the documents in one hand,
or even carry them around with me. I hope the
debate will conclude this evening or early
tomorrow morning so that there will be no further
cause to utilise this folder. I understand conse-
quential Bills are to come before us.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: The rumour around here is
that th Labor Party is cracking up under the
strain.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It is unusual that the
Bill has not come to us with a greater degree of
speed. The Government had an advertising cam-
paign planned, and I was quite surprised that the
Bill did not come before us earlier or was not
moved expeditiously up the Notice Paper.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I wouldn't be surprised if
they did not proceed with it at all.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Perhaps they will not.
Hon. Peter Dowding: That is wishful thinking,

Mr Gayfer.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: In the light of the com-

ments of speakers opposite, it may be the case
that the Government will not proceed. One
certainly needs to be aware of politicians bearing
gifts. Obviously many changes are envisaged di-
rectly and indirectly to the constitutional struc-
ture of this Parliament. It was interesting to hear
the opening remarks of the Minister in this place.
He developed the argument that Western Aus-
tralia had been manipulated for almost 100 years
by conservative parties.

I congratulate him for one aspect of his speech.
He did not involve himself in the rhetoric of the
Minister in another place when delivering his sec-
ond reading speech. He stood for 73 minutes to
speak about one-vote-one-value, whilst the Bill
gave one member two votes, leaving you, Mr
President, provision for that which was contained
in the Bill as it was then, although it is not con-
tained in the Bill before us.

Point of Order

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Mr
President, the member is referring to the debate
on this Bill in another place.

The PRESIDENT: It is difficult enough for the
Chair to bear what any member is saying. Indeed,
I had difficulty hearing the member who raised
this point of order. Again I ask members to cease
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their audible conversations and to allow the mem-
ber on his feet to make his speech with a bit of
quiet around him. If the member on his feet
referred to a debate in another place, I must say
that escaped me, but only because I could not
hear what he was saying. I ask him not to do so
because it is out of order.

Debate Resumed
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I was referring to the

introduction of the second reading in another
place. I referred to its containing certain remarks,
as did the Leader of thd Opposition refer to that
speech. I referred to the 73 minutes to which the
other place was subjected in regard to one-vote-
one-value, provision for which was not embodied
in the Bill, but about which rumours were abroad.
The Bill before us is the amended version and it
embodies one-vote-one-value, but the Bill is not in
the form proposed by the Minister in another
place.

I congratulate the Minister in this place for not
wishing to be a partner with Gilbert, and there-
fore become Sullivan, to play out an incredible at-
tack on the constitutional system of this Parlia-
ment which, while it is not perfect, has stood the
test of time.

We agree it is not the perfect system, but any
change to it must be discussed well and truly
throughout the community and not rammed and
guillotined through the Parliament in an undemo-
cratic way and in a disrespectful manner to the
people of Western Australia.

Before 19 February of this year, Burke's law
was that a Constitutional Convention be convened
in which the ALP would not have a majority or
even equal numbers with others.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Our platform is very
clear-it is for one vote-one-value.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That is correct. I will
refer again for the benefit of the Government to
what Mr Burke said. The Opposition proposed a
Constitutional Convention in which the ALP
would not have a majority Or even equal numbers.
He said the ALP would be in the minority to
demonstrate the sincerity of its proposals. In
October 1983, Burke's law is different. I have not
read anywhere in this legislation provision for a
Constitutional Convention, or anything about
numbers or the manner in which we should
institute constitutional change. Now that Brian
Burke is in Government he is not interested in
consensus or the proposals he put to the elector-
ate, from which he claims he has a mandate.
Frankly, I say Burke's law now is that he is

interested only in the opinions of his colleagues
and the ambitions of his own party.-

Much has been said about the Labor Party's
having a mandate. Following the re-election for
the seat of Mundaring the Premier said the Labor
Party's success was a reinforcement of its man-
date, but it was not.

A distribution of preferences was not carried
out because the Labor candidate won with an ab-
solute majority, but if a distribution of prefer-
ences had been carried out because the Labor
candidate did not obtain an absolute majority, the
result may have been different. As it was, the
Labor candidate won by only 143 votes. He
needed to win by only one to gain the seat, but
143 votes is not a mandate. It is not a mandate
for this Government to say it is a reinforcement of
the policy it put to the electors in February.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It is an increased ma-
jority.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That election was fought
on local issues. I have examined every document
relating to the by-election and attended most
meetings, and at no time did I hear the subject of
constitutional reform brought forward.

Hon. Peter Dowding: If you look at your
party's ersatz newspaper you will note it was filled
with attacks on Labor's policies, including those
fought on local issues.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I am saying that the
Labor Party's policies were on local issues. I will
give a brief resume of that by-election. One ballot
box, which has never been won by the Liberal
Party in the last 40 years had a swing of over 10
per cent. Another box which has always been a
Liberal box had a swing to the ALP. Due to my
questioning of the Minister for Education, he con-
firmed that he did not promise the people of
Gidgegannup a primary school. However those
people in the area were of the opinion that they
had been promised a primary school. The issue
was so confused, some believed they had been
promised a district high school. That ballot box
had a swing to the Labor Party.

I know 51 votes changed; I live close to the
electorate and I know of 41 persons who actually
changed their vote; they told me so.

Any examination by the Labor Party and its
public relations people will confirm what I am
saying. If any Labor member interjects on me
about the Government having a complete man-
date because of the by-election in Munda ring-

Hon. Tom Stephens: We are happy with the re-
sult.
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The PRESIDENT: Order! I must say I missed
the bit that associated the member's comments
with the Bill. Perhaps he could get back to talking
about the Bill.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The previous speaker
claimed a mandate for the Bill as a result of the
by-election and for that reason and because it is
part of my electorate, I can say I have no doubts
about the matter.

Most members should know that up to and in-
cluding the 1962 election there was, what was
often termed, the "property franchise". During
that time, there was not a single Labor voice de-
mnanding an equal number of votes in the prov-
inces. The reason for that was very simple; but be-
fore explaining it to members, 1 would like to as-
sure them that it was never, until recent times, a
proposal for proportional representation of the
whole State as one electorate.

Before 1962, there were 10 provinces, each
electing three members, heavily weighted or-to
use the Government's statement-gerrymandered
against the Liberal and Country Parties.

The Council comprised 13 Labor members, of
whom 12 were returned from four provinces,
havipg an aggregate of 85 000 voters. The other
Labor member was elected in the suburban prov-
ince, which interestingly had two Liberal mem-
bers. The 17 conservative party members were re-
turned from provinces representing a total of
246 000 voters. To summarise, 85 000 electors re-
turned 12 Labor members and 246 000 voters re-
turned 17 conservative members.

This situation prevailed without one cry of one-
vote-one-value for each province. Where was the
gerrymander then?

The Hon. Ruby Hutchinson presented several
Bills for general franchise, which were supported
by the Hon. Dr Hislop. They provided for the
boundaries to be equitably redistributed and pro-
vided also (or a compulsory vote. The Labor Party
was ecstatic and Dr Hislop kept his word and
promptly introduced a motion incorporating those
principles. Because the motion was passed without
a dissenting voice, the Brand Government im-
plemented the decision of the Legislative Council.

It is interesting to note that during the passage
of this legislation through the Parliament, not a
single labor voice was raised against the Electoral
Districts Act Amendment Bill, which of course is
now a major platform for reform by a responsible
Minister.

I would like to refer members to Hansard, Vol-
ume 166 of 1963, page 3 10 1. It reads-

The PRESIDENT (The Hon. L. C.
Diver): It is obvious that once again, at the
third reading of this Bill, we have the unani-
mous vote of the House. I am at a loss to
know who to nominate to record for the
Noes. I have twenty-nine members I can
nominate for the Ayes but no-one to nomi-
nate for the Noes. I will nominate Mrs.
Hutchinson as teller for the Ayes, and there
being no Noes, there will be no teller for the
Noes.

The result was Ayes 29 and Noes nil. The ma-
jority was for 29. To continue-

The PRESIDENT (The Hon, L. C.
Diver): As has already been stated, the result
of the division is unanimous and it has been
recorded for historical purposes.

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to

the Assembly.
When the legislation went to the Legislative As-
sembly the Speaker said-

THE SPEAKER (Mr H-earman): There
being no members voting with the Noes, I
will call the division off and declare the mo-
tion carried by an absolute majority of the
Mouse.

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

in Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Not a single member rose to his feet.
Hon. Kay Hallahan: What has that to do with

this Bill?
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I am talking about the

attitude of the Labor Party to the Electoral Dis-
tricts Act Amendment Bill in 1963.

The third reading proceeded as follows-
THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mr.

Cromelin): I have counted the House and
have assured myself there is an absolute ma-
jority of members present and voting in
favour of the motion. I therefore declare the
question carried in the affirmative.

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third time, and possed.

There was no dissentient voice.
Hon. Kay Hallahan: We would like that this

time-not one dissenting voice.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I do not intend to speak

at length on this Bill as I have heard so much of
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the argument over the past six years in this Par-
liament. I do not intend to thrust my specific
point of view down the throats of the people of
Western Australia. However, I would like to set
the record straight because surprisingly, the Min-
ister in his second reading speech said the legis-
lation "runs contrary to the broad belief that elec-
tion should produce Government which does Dlot
have a narrow sectional base in the goraphy of
representation".

In my research into the bicameral system I
have found that the manner in which upper
Houses are elected differs considerably, apart
from the casting of a vote, from the manner in
which Lower Houses are elected. I would go so
far as to say that in Germany. France, Italy, and
the United States, to name but four, the manner
of distribution of electoral boundaries and the
value of votes differ considerably from those of
the lower Houses.

I would like to quote from a booklet entitled
"The Basic Law of the Federal Republic of
Germany". I was fortunate enough to be a guest
of the German Government this year. I refer to
page 30 of the booklet where it deals with the
Federal Parliament, or the Bundestag. It states-

(1) The deputies to the German Bundestag
shall be elected in general, direct,' free, equal,
and secret elections. They shall be represen-
tatives of the whole people, not bound by or-
ders and instructions, and shall be subject
only to their conscience.

I would like to commend that proposal to the
Labor members and if necessary I will provide
copies for those members who have not had the
opportunity to examine the manner in which
lower House members of the German Parliament
operate. I repeat, they are not bound by any Or-
ders or instructions; they are subject only to their
consciences.

I refer now to the upper House, which is called
the "Bundesrat", and I quote from article 51 on
page 35 of the booklet which deals with the com-
position of the Council of Constituent States. It
states-

(I) The Bundesrat shall consist of mem-
bers of the Land governments which appoint
and recall them. Other members of such
governments may act as substitutes.

(2) Each Land shall have at least three
votes; Laender with more than two million
inhabitants shall have four, Laender with
more than six million inhabitants five votes.

This system has been quoted by the Minister. The
German system is an excellent one, but it does not
provide for one-man-one-vote at all; so I do not

know where the Minister did his research. This
book was printed in 1981; it is a public document
promulgated by the Parliamentary Counsel on 23
May 1949, as amended up to and including 23
August 1976.

The Minister said he wants an upper House
elected like the Senate of the Federal Parliament.
If that is so, one would expect the State to be div-
ided in a similar manner to represent larger and
smaller areas geographically, to represent com-
munity of interests, equality of representation,
and minority interests. If one follows that argu-
ment of the Labor Party that the Legislative
Council should be elected in a similar manner to
the Senate, how does one reconcile that statement
with the principle of one-vote-one-value?

Tasmania elects 10 senators and the
New South Wales with a population 12
size, also elects 10 senators. I would like

State of
times its
the Min-

ister to explain the comments widely reported in
the Press-regarding this legislation-in relation
to implementing a system similar to that for
electing the Senate. It is easy to score a cheap
political victory with a complex issue such as elec-
toral and constitutional reform. 1 suppose the
Minister will say he did not mean that and that he
was referring to proportional representation. I
have studied many systems of proportional rep-
resentation but, as far as I can see, this document
does not spell out which system it is intended we
will follow.

It does not state that the system of proportional
representation that the Labor Party adopts
eventually will be put to a referendum for the
people to decide. The document states that once
the people say they will accept proportional rep-
resentation, the Labor Party will decide what
form it will take. I am aware of at least five
methods of proportional representation.

If that is what the ALP meant it should say so
and not hoodwink the electorate. If that is the
case, it means the proposed 22 members elected to
this House will not provide personal represen-
tation based on a community of interest under
this proportional representation system. The
Government is saying the 22 members will basi-
cally represent the city voters. This proposal has
never been put forward to my knowledge. In fact,
it is regarded as a way-out proposal for the whole
State to be treated as one electorate.

I refer to a document entitled "Changing the
System. Political and Constitutional Reform:
Some Options and Difficulties". It is written by a
number of people some of whose names should be
well known to Labor Party members. They in-
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elude Donald Horne, Elaine Thompson, Dean
Jaensch, and Ken Turner.

The booklet talks about the advantages and dis-
advantages of different electoral systems and
which systems should be used. In the final
synopsis of the scenario of all the con tributions, it
says this on page 32-

The kinds of systems suggested in this
paper are not extreme proportional represen-
tation systems (in which the whole nation or
state is one constituency)-

This booklet was produced in co-operation with
the Change the Rules! Conference Committee
sponsored by the Law Foundation of New South
Wales. It was published by the Australian Politi-
cal Studies Association in 1981.

This Bill is not for the benefit of Western Aus-
tralians, but it is a proposal by which the Labor
Party can gain power by political expediency. To
Western Australians I say: beware of politicians
bearing gifts.

On the surface a more convenient solution
would be that the party with the majority vote
should have all its members elected to Parliament.
The Labor Party can never achieve an absolute
majority because in the past it has not fielded
candidates for every province or district. Of
course, in recent years, it has fielded candidates in
every province or district in order to reinforce its
argument regarding the percentage of the vote
compared with the number of seats.

Of course, this is quite a ridiculous argument
because it is based on each electorate being equal
and each electorate voting the same percentage
for the Labor Party. Therefore, it can only be
said-as I said earlier-that a party would need
to obtain a majority in all the Assembly elector-
ates in order to achieve overall proportional rep-
reentation.

In reference to fixed-term Parliaments, one of
the most incredible proposals we have heard is
that the Legislative Council should not operate
under a Fixed term; yet, this is Labor Party policy.
Next year at a referendum, all Australians over
the age of 18 years will be required to vote as to
whether there should be fixed-term Parliaments.
How confused can a referendum be?

Hon. Carry Kelly: It would not be in those
terms at all; that has been scrapped.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That is the way I have
read about it until now. I understand that had it
not been for the Queensland election, a
referendum would have been held already.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Rubbish!

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: From memory, the
Prime Minister said that there was insufficient
time in the present session of the Federal Parlia-
ment for the legislative measure to be passed for
such a referendum. All I am saying is that the
Federal proposal is to hold a referendum on the
question of fixed-term Parliaments.

Hon. Carry Kelly: It is not.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Labor Party has

spoken on this matter time and time again, ever
since the time of the Whitlamn and Kerr affair.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Don't confuse the facts-we
are very flexible.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It is part of the Labor
Party policy. I know the party is very flexible-it
is flexible instantaneously, on both sides of the
political spectrum at the same time.

I will not delay the House any longer. I believe
that this legislation is purely a political stunt in
order to provide expediency for the Labor Party's
policy to gain permanent electoral power in West-
ern Australia. This proposal, according to the At-
torney General, follows the actions of the Wran
Government. At the last New South Wales State
election in 1981, the Wran Labor Government
gained 69 per cent of the seats from 56 per cent of
the vote.

Hon. P.CG. Pendal: That is right.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Attorney General is

telling us that this legislation will bring us into
line with the Wran Government. This is the Burke
Labor Government's so-called democracy. The
Labor Party has not put all its cards on the table,
and it seems to be increasingly frightened to do
so. As Mr Gayfer interjected previously during
my speech, and as the Labor Party made quite
clear before the last State election, Labor's fake
reform campaign comes straight from the socialist
left of the militant unions.

In other words, the word "reform" is being
used as a cover for yet another bid to destroy the
solid democratic system we have and to put the
bully boys in charge. On what we have heard so
far, the so-called reforms are simply a State ver-
sion of a national plan that goes something like
this-

First-mass the votes in the city under a
one-vote-one-value pretext, ignoring the gross
lack of real representation for citizens in
widely scattered communities. This kind of
injustice is already rampant under the Feder-
al system.

Second--destroy the counterbalance to the
massed power of the city vote by
undermining the House of Review-the
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Legislative Council. Do this by cutting the
number in the Council from 34 to 22, and
have them elected on a mass vote that will
kill the voice of the country.

Third-carry this move through federally
to the Senate, to silence the independent
voice of the States, which are each equally
represented there. According to Labor this is
"1undemocratic"-meaning that Sydney and
Melbourne should have more power over
Perth than they have now, because Labor has
strongholds there.

Fourth-centralise power in Canberra
under a fixed-term Parliament-

Hon. Carry Kelly: This Bill will do that, will it?
Hon. NEIL OLIVER; Will the member just

listen to what I have to say?
Hon. Carry Kelly: You are wrong.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The fourth point is as

follows-
Fourth-centralise power in Canberra

under a filxed-term Parliament-the device
used by Hitler to take over Germany. Hitler
did not want an alarmed people to interfere
with his consolidation of power during the
fixed term he demanded and got at a time of
economic crisis.

I understand that the Hon. Robert Hetherington
was a lecturer in politics.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: That is right, and
you are talking nonsense.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: If he was a lecturer in
politics-let him examine the history of that
period and advise us accordingly. Let the Labor
Party put all its cards on the table.

Hon. Carry Kelly: We are going to put it to the
people. Pass it, and we will have a referendum.
You can use your powers of oratory to convince
the people.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order! The Hon. Carry Kelly will
cease his interjections.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I suggest that the Labor
Party should put its cards on the table; then there
will be no need for either a debate or even a sum-
mit. The issue will be settled very quickly in the
loungerooms of Western Australians by an en-
raged electorate.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What does that mean?
HON. LYLA ELLIOTT (North-East Metro-

politan) [4.58 p.m.]: I must say, Sir, I am very
disappointed with the speeches I have heard from
the other side of the House. I thought perhaps on
this occasion we might have witnessed a change of

heart on the part of our opponents on an issue
which is so vital to the State.

I will not attempt to deal with the Hon. Neil
Oliver's remarks because I really find myself at a
loss for words to answer them. I must say I was
disappointed with the Hon. Ian Medcalf's speech.

Hon. C. E. Masters: It was a very good speech.
Hon. A. A. Lewis: A first-class speech that is

unanswerable.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Once again we were

treated to the same, tired, old specious arguments
that we hear year after year, whenever the Labor
Party talks about electoral reform or a fair elec-
toral system. The Hon. Ian Medcalf ranged all
over the world to justify his line of argument. He
went to India and England, and we heard the
views of Churchill.

Hon. Peter Dowding: We went to Germany as
well. That was fun wasn't it?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Yes, that was fun! I
found his arguments were inconsistent. On the
one hand, the Hon. Ian Medcalf told us that elec-
toral reform, in accordance with the provisions of
this Bill, which will give every citizen in this State
an equal vote, will somehow turn this into a
Chamber which will be controlled by political
parties. I have never heard anything so amusing!
It does not do the Leader of the Opposition justice
to present this line of argument, because it is
laughable. He says that electoral reform will put
this House into the hands of political parties, and
in the next breath he tells us that much legislation
is thrown out in the Liberal Party room where the
members are caucused, so the Bills never come to
the Parliament and the Parliament is not given a
chance to debate them. The suggestion that this is
not a party political House is just a joke. It has
been in the hands of the conservative political par-
ties since its inception more than 90 years ago.

It is irksome to be told continually by members
opposite that it is only the members of the Labor
Party who are bound to support their Govern-
ment's Bills, and that members opposite are free
to cross the floor whenever their conscience so
dictates. We have been dished up that sort of non-
sense for so long-

Hon. Tom Knight: I have never seen you cross-
ing the floor.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The Hon. Carry Kelly
dealt very well with the number of Labor Bills
that have been rejected by this House, and the
number of Bills sent from the other House which
have gone through unscathed when the Liberal
Party is in office-nearly 100 per cent. I can re-
call one Bill very clearly that demonstrated the
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way in which Liberal and National Country Party
members are disciplined to support legislation
introduced by their Government. I refer to the
Liquor Act Amendment Bill in 1975. 1 anm sure
the Hon. Gordon Masters will recall this, because
he was one of the members who dared to cross the
floor and vote against the Bill.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What about it?
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: That was when the

Hon.Neil McNeill was the Leader of the House.
Hon. G. E. Masters: They did not throw me

out, like you threw Ron Thompson out.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: That was not even

supposed to be a party Bill. It was supposed to be
a non-party Bill; and the Hon. Don Cooley, one of
our members, crossed the floor and voted with the
then Government on that Bill.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: It was a non-party Bill.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Right. On that oc-

casion, sufficient members of the Liberal Party
dared to cross the floor to defeat a clause in the
Bill.

Hon. Tom Knight: The same happened with the
homosexual Bill, and look at what happened to
Ron Thompson!

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The members who
were here at the time will recall what happened.
The Leader of the House was absolutely horrified
that even a non-party Bill should have a clause
defeated, so the Bill was not proceeded with. It
was allowed to die. The Liberal Party could not
have a Bill go through that was not in line with
Liberal Party policy. That is a classic example of
how the Liberal Party made a mistake-

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order! The conversations on the back
bench will cease.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Liberal members
made a mistake and accidentally defeated portion
of one of their Bills. Boy, weren't they whipped
into line! They were called around the leader and
then taken to the party room for not voting the
right way. The third reading was not proceeded
with, and the Bill died until the following year.

I recall that clearly, because it was a classic
example of a situation in which-

Point of Order

Hon. A. A- LEWIS: Mr Deputy President, this
has nothing to do with the Bill now before the
House.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): I ask the speaker to relate her remarks
to the Bill.

Debate Resumed

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I am dealing with this
in detail because the Hon. Ian Medcalf repeated
what we have heard so often; that this is a genu-
ine House of Review, and that if it were not for
the Labor Party members who are disciplined and
must vote a certain way, we could claim not to be
controlled by parties.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Have you ever crossed the
floor? Have you ever been able to exercise a con-
science vote?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I would cross the floor
if it were a non-party vote.

Hon. G. E. Masters: So your party has been
right every time, as far as you are concerned?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Like every other mem-
ber in the Chamber, I came into this House
endorsed by my party, and I am expected to be
loyal to my party. Only when members opposite
can be sure that crossing the floor will not
threaten the passage of a Bill are they allowed the
luxury of crossing the floor.

Opposition members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John

Williams): Order!
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: That is why I wanted

to take the minds of members back to the one in-
cident concerning the Liquor Act Amendment
Bill when members of the Liberal Party acciden-
tally defeated a clause in one of their own Bills.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: That is untrue. You are not
telling the truth.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Yet we have the con-

stant farce of hearing members saying that this is
a genuine House of Review. The Hon. Ian
Medcalf referred to a statement by Sir Winston
Churchill-

Opposition members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: I have already indicated

earlier this afternoon that I will not tolerate these
unruly interjections. I suggest that the Hon. Lyla
Elliott stop carrying on a conversation with those
people and direct her comments to me. We will
have fewer interjections.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Mr President, I have
been talking to you all the time.

The PRESIDENT: Well, keep it up.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Other members have

been talking to each other. However, I am very
happy to address my remarks to you, because ob-
viously the other members are not listening. They
do not like what I am saying.
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I was dealing with the question of whether this
is a genuine House of Review. Mr Medcalf
referred to the comments of Sir Winston
Churchill about a House of Review. I forget Sir
Winston Churchill's actual statement, but the im-
plication was that he needed the House of Lards
in the Westminster system to protect the system
from any radical legislation from the lower
House.

I remind members that the House of Lords has
not, since 1911, had the power to reject or amend
a money Bill, but this Chamber has had that
power. Since 1949, the House of Lords has not
had the power to delay any legislation for longer
than a year. After that time, if the House of
Lords still refuses to agree to the legislation, the
legislation goes straight to the Queen for Royal
Assent.

We do not have that situation in this State. We
on this side might not complain so much about
the unfair composition of this Chamber if we were
not faced with the obstructive power exercised by
members opposite. Because the House of Lords
does not have the power this Chamber has to in-
definitely obstruct legislation, the House of Lords
does tend to act as a genuine House of Review,
something this Chamber has never done.

The Hon. Ian Medcalf dealt also with the usual
question we have came to expect when the Labor
Party introduces electoral reform Bills; that is,
that people who live in remote areas are entitled
to special consideration, which means weighted
votes. The Hon. Garry Kelly has already referred
to the seat of Kimberley. If members of the Lib-
eral Party were really concerned about the handi-
caps created by distance and the problems con-
fronted by people living in remote areas, it would
not have changed the boundaries of the seat of
Kimberley back in 1981 to make it even larger.

Hon. N. F. Moore: What would you have
done-created another seat?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The Liberal Party ex-
acerbated an already unfair situation by increas-
ing the size of the Kimberley seat while leaving
untouched all those small Liberal seats close to
the metropolitan area. The seat of Kimberley has
13 126 people on the roll.

Hon. N. F. Moore: And that is how many there
will be with one-vote-one-value, too.

I-on. LYLA ELLIOTT: The seat of Kimberley
covers 823 375.73 square kilomectres. Comparing
the situation of the people who live there with the
people in Kalamunda shows that the people in
Kalamunda are not disadvantaged by distance.
The people in Kalamunda live close to the city
and in that seat are 8 995 people, just over half

the number of the people on the Kimberley roll.
The seat of Kalamunda covers 85 square kilo-
metres.

The point I am making is that the Court Lib-
eral Government extended the size of the seat of
Kimberley, the must remote scat in the State, for
purely political advantage; it thought by doing so
it could win the seat of Pilbara by fiddling with
the boundaries there while at the same time leav-
ing the boundaries for the seats around the metro-
politan area as they were.

Hon. Tom Stephens: My predecessor called it
the worst gerrymander in the western world and
resigned from the Liberal Party.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I get a little tired of
being told that because I represent a metropolitan
electorate I do not have the difficulties country
members have in servicing electors. At the mo-
ment, over 84 000 people are on the roll for
North-East Metropolitan Province.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: How many square kilo-
metres is that?

Hon. LYLA rLLIOTT: The Hon. Norman
Moore and the Hon. Phil Lockyer have 7 000
people on their roll. In other words, there are 12
times as many people on my roll as there are on
their roll.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: How many shire's do you
have?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I have worked out that
if I wanted to see all my electors, I would have to
see nine of them every hour, for 24 hours every
day, for seven days of the week, and for 365 days
of the year.

H-on. Tom McNeil: I wish I were in your elec-
torate-l would book midnight until dawn.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I mentioned that to

show the problems I have in servicing my metro-
politan electorate.

I pride myself that I live in a country where the
great majority of people believe in the philosophy
of a fair go. This applies to sports, politics, and to
human relationships generally. I suggest this is
why we now see Labor Government's in four of
the mainland States and in the national Parlia-
ment. The people have decided that the conserva-
tive parties of this country have had more than a
fair chance to show what they can do to solve the
social and economic problems of the country, and
that it is time to give the Labor Party a chance.
This is one reason the Labor Party and Gavan
Troy won the Mundaring by-election. The elec-
tors decided that Mr Troy and the Labor Govern-
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rnent had not been given enough time to prove
themselves, so they were prepared to re-elect Mr
Tray.

I suggest this is also why there was so much
mass euphoria over Australia 11 winning the
America's Cup. National pride played a part, but
I think also a strong feeling of resentment was felt
at the way in which the New York Yacht Club
seemed to be treating the underdogs, the chal-
lengers.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: What has the New York
Yacht Club to do with the Mundaring by-elec-
tion?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The honourable mem-
ber could not have been listening, because I
pointed out that the average Australian believes
in a fair go in all fields of human endeavour. Be-
cause of this, the people of Mundaring were pre-
pared to give Gavin Tray another chance and
were upset by the actions of the New York Yacht
Club.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Either Miss Elliott

must stop interrupting the interjections or
interjections must cease. I recommend the latter.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The Bill before us
paves the way for the Parliament and the people
of this State to correct a gross injustice which
exists in our electoral laws and which has been
done since the beginning of the parliamentary
process in this State. Acceptance of the Sill will
enable the introduction of an electoral system that
gives everybody a fair go. I was quite astounded
at Mr Medcalf's suggestion that the Labor Party
only wants this system because it will give it an
advantage. Surely a person of Mr Medcalf's
intelligence does not really believe that. He knows
quite well that if the electoral system is amended
in accordance with this Bill our policy of one-
vote-one-value will be implemented and every-
body's vote in this State will be of equal value, in
the same way as it is in Senate elections.

Hon. N. F. Moore: It is not the same in Senate
elections.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: It is the same in Sen-
ate elections within this State.

Hon. P.OG. Pendal: Australia-wide?
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: Contrary to what Mr

Medcalf said, this Bill will achieve a fair equal
vote. He should be the last person to talk about a
party amending the electoral laws for its own pol-
itical advantage, when one considers the way the
Court Government blatantly iddled the metro-
politan and Kimberley boundaries to suit itself,

and for its own political advantage. We have not
had a fair electoral system in this State since re-
sponsible Government was granted in 1890. Injus-
tices have always existed in our electoral laws.
Today most people would find it unthinkable to
deny a vote for State or Federal elections to a per-
son because that person is a woman, an Aborigi-
nal, or is not a property holder. In the past the
franchise was denied people in these categories
because they were considered to be inferior. It
was the law that the only people who could have a
say in running the State had to be male, white
and wealthy.

The conservative politicians of the day strongly
resisted any change in that situation; they were
determined to protect vested interests and were
not concerned that it was unfair or unjust, and it
was only by a great battle on each occasion that
they were forced to bow to public opinion.

Public opinion is now very strongly in favour of
this Bill. Unfortunately, until recent times people
in the community did not really understand how
our electoral or parliamentary system worked. I
am not saying everybody in the community had
problems in this regard but many people did.
Their impression was that everybody now had the
right to vote, and electoral boundaries were drawn
up by three impartial, reputable boundaries com-
missioners and so it must be all right; however,
what they did not appreciate was that the rules of
the game had been rigged in such a way as to
make it impossible for the challenger to win,
irrespective of the quality of the team or the
strength of the wind in its sails. I suggest the re-
sponse to the debate on our electoral system was
similar to the debate today on nuclear weapons,
because people tended to turn off when the com-
plexities of the issue were mentioned.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: You may not have won
the pass, but I did not say you were not capable of
winning it.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I am talking about
how the boundaries were drawn and so forth.
That is why Labor's political opponents have been
getting away with blocking reform of this system
for so long.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: How about the situation in
North Province where they elected two different
people? Give us one example-

Several members interjected.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: What is the question,

Mr Pendal?
Hon. Kay Hallahan: He can make his speech

later.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: I will make it later.
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Hon. Tom Stephens: You are not as cagey as
she thought.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The people did not
understand the electoral system and that is why
our opponents have been getting away with this
outrageous system for so long.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is right.
Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: This is not the position

now. There is a much greater awareness among
the public about how the electoral system works,
and the opinion is that it is unfair. I pay tribute to
The West Australian newspaper for the role it has
played in helping to educate the Western Aus-
tralian public on the gross malapportionment that
exists in this State.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: The shareholders and
public thank it, too.

H-on. LYLA ELLIOTT: Of course, the Labor
Party and others in the community have also con-
tributed to this. Reasonable people are not pre-
pared to accept the fact that one vote can be 12 to
14 times the value of another vote or that 28 per
cent of electors can be represented in this
Chamber by more than half the members of this
House, that is, IS8.

A number of incongruities are to be found in
the electoral system. If we look at the total State
situation, because of the artificial boundary that
has been drawn round the metropolitan area,
which is able to be tampered with by our political
opponents whenever they feel like doing so, we
find we have a situation whereby 67.6 per cent of
the electors of this Stale who reside in the metro-
politan area are represented by only 14 members
of this House; whereas the rural areas, where only
32.4 per cent of electors live, are represented by
20 members of the House. We have the absurd
situation in Armadale of its being cut in half, with
half the population residing in South-East Metro-
politan Province represented very ably by the
Hon. Kay Hallahan and the Hon. Bob
H-etherington, and the other half living in the
Lower West Province.

Hon. Robert Hetherington: Kelmscott is
coming soon!

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Do you believe it will be dis-
advantaged?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: That area is rep-
resented by the H-on. Colin Bell and the Hon. Ian
Pratt. The value of one's vote depends on which
side of tbe line one lives. On the South-East
Metropolitan Province side it takes 70 195 elec-
tors to elect two members to this Chamber, but on
the other side it only takes 29 025 people.

Hon. Tom Stephens: The Hon. Phil Pendal
does not even think that is a disadvantage.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: What difficulties have there
been for people on the other side of the line?

Hon. Tom Stephens: That is what we are
asking you.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: None.

Several members interjected.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: So we have this ab-
surd situation where the votes of people on one
side of the Armadale railway line are 26 times
more valuable than those on the other side.

Hon. 1. G. Pratt: When are you going to stage
another one of your famous marches? Do you
want television publicity?

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Do you know what they
did to me in regard to paying fines? I had to pay
I I on one side of the boundary and seven on the
other!

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: That is the sort of ab-
surd situation which would be eliminated if the
member voted for our Bill.

Hon. N. F. Moore: It is not absurd.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You are talking out of
kilter.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: I thought you said "out of
kilt".

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I am putting forward
a very reasonable proposition. We could overcame
all these problems if everyone could have an equal
vote.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: How many would go to
Paynes Find?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: The same situation
would apply as with senators in this State whom I
feel sure represent the State very well. They
would not be selected by their parties if they were
not working hard for their State.

Several members interjected.

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: In the North-East
Metropolitan province 12 times more people are
required to elect me than are required to elect the
Hon. Phil Lockyei and the Hon. Norman Moore.

Hon. N. F. Moore: What is the size of your
electorate, Miss Elliott?

Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I have already men-
tioned the size of my electorate.

I think all Australians believe the saying, "Fair
go, mate", should apply to elections in the same
way as it does to any other area of human endeav-
our-perhaps more so, because it is so important.
That is why the people must be given a say by
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way of a referendum on how this Council is con-
stituted.

I obtained a book on referendums from the li-
brary and it is titled Referendums-A Compara-
tive Study of Practice and Theory. I quote from
that book as follows-

The very existence of democracy rests
upon the willing acceptance by minorities of
decisions made by majorities-and upon the
forbearance of majorities from imposing on
minorities conditions they cannot bear.

It is not surprising, then that perhaps the
most widely accepted case for referendums
concludes that decisions by referendums are
the most legitimate of all. The argument goes
something like this: People may or may not
trust legislators, cabinets, and prime mini rs-
ters, but they certainly trust themselves most
of all. Hence a decision in which all have
participated (or at least had a full oppor-
tunity to participate) is more legitimate in
their eyes than one in which they have not
participated. Moreover, decisions in which
popular participation is direct and
unmediated by others, as in referendums,
produce more accurate expressions of their
will than do decisions in which they partici-
pate only by electing others who make the
decisions for them, as in acts of parliaments
and cabinets.

If the Opposition rejects this Bill it will be saying
to the people of Western Australia, "We are
afraid to trust you". The people of this State
might be tempted by the arguments in favour of
justice and equality and may vote accordingly.
There is nothing dangerous about this Bill and it
is nothing novel. This electoral situation already
applies in New South Wales and South Australia.
In New South Wales the Liberal Party co-op-
erated with the Labor Party in having the
question referred to the people by way of a
referendum. It was overwhelmingly supported by
the people of New South Wales. In fact, 78 per
cent of the people voted "Yes" for electoral
reform along the lines of what we are trying to
achieve in this Bill. I challenge the Opposition
members in this House to have the courage to let
the people decide.

HON. GRAHAM EDWARDS (North Metro-
politan) [5.35 p.m.]: It is my pleasure to lend sup-
port to the previous Government speakers and to
congratulate them on the input they have made to
this debate today.

As I mentioned in my maiden speech, to have,
this House reformed and to see some form of
democracy introduced is a very personal principle.

I am also very pleased to say that I belong to a
party that has that same commitment. While the
commitment is in this House, it is also in the
other House. It is something which we, as individ-
uals in a party, share.

This Bill in many respects is as important as
other legislation that has preceded it during this
session. Fairness, is, has and always will be part of
the great Australian heritage.

It is true that the question of parliamentary
democracy has not, in the past, been an issue with
which some people have been preoccupied. How-
ever, attitudes have changed. The electors have
come to detest the unfairness that confronts them
when they seek to change a particular philosophy
that governs them. Not only do the people now
recognise that the odds are stacked against
equality and fairness, but they have come to also
recognise that it is the Liberal Party, through un-
fair weighting of electorates, which has stacked
and maintained these un-Australian odds for a
long time.

Mr President, you know and I know that the
major challenges facing this Government are
those of unemployment, housing, education, and
other social and economic associated problems.
The people of this State want those problems ad-
dressed and rectified.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: Not one Bill has come
forward on any of those matters.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: The people
know that these problems will not be solved
overnight. They know that a major salvage oper-
ation is required to get the State back on the rails.
If' members do not know the reason that we need
a major salvage operation they should consider
the fact that we have had a Liberal Government
for nine years and that is why the State is in the
position it is.

Not only do the people recognise that this
Government is working towards those aims and
responsibilities, but they are also generally happy
with the Labor Party. This was reflected in the
vote in the recent Mundaring by-election when
the people in that electorate re-elected and re-
affirmed Cavan Troy as their member of Parlia-
ment. They wanted him.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: In introducing

this Bill the Government is aware of its
responsibilities and it is also aware that man does
not live by bread alone. While this Bill does not
address those aforementioned priorities, it does
not mean, as has been suggested by members op-
posite, that this Government has abrogated its re-
sponsibility. More to the point, this Bill is ad-
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dressing a fundamental and basic part of society
and community infrastructure-democracy itself.

Let me remind the house of the Australian
Oxford Dictionary's definition of "democracy". It
means "Government by the people; state in which
this prevails; the principle that all citizens have
equal political rights".

I take this opportunity to remind members in
this House that the new North Metropolitan prov-
ince was part of the previous Government's gerry-
mander which backfired on it. Two members in
this House represent that province and only one of
those members has faced an election and been
endorsed by the people.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: Mr Wells could

go to the Governor and say; "I think that the
North Metropolitan Province is a Liberal strong-
hold and I would like to represent it". He was in
for a shock, as Mr Pike round out. For instance,
the Hon. Jim Brown does not have that right. The
Opposition is treating country people differently
from city people.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: The people in

my province put the point to me that they did not
want to be considered inferior in terms of politics
or democracy. I agree with them. I cannot justify
to my electors the current situation that applies. I
cannot justify that situation nor can I demon-
strate the reasons that they should be treated as
politically inferior.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You break your necks to get
into Parliament and the minute you are in, you
grizzle all the time.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I am not
grizzling.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You all hate the place, but
cannot get in quick enough.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I know the Op-
position does not want to let me have a fair go, it
does not want to listen to my arguments. If this
Bill gets through, I would be prepared to sacrifice
my position in this House to see democracy
introduced.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: You would get a pretty
good pension at the end of it.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I am not
interested in a pension. I have a pension already
which was won in a harder way than the one the
member is suggesting.

Hon Torn Stephens: Touche.
Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I don't feel that

this Government needs to justify the provisions or

reforms of this Bill. In addition, I feel that Oppo-
sition members, those opponents to a fair go, will
be called upon to explain their stand, a stand
which seeks to keep the screws on the lid of par-
liamentary reform. The people of this State are
asking why the Opposition seeks to keep them at
a political disadvantage. They are asking why, de-
spite its thrashing and drubbing in the last elec-
tion in February, the Opposition continues to
thrust, ram and impose its philosophy on the
Government and the people of this State.

Several members interjected.
Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: The answer to

that query is to recognise whom the Opposition
serves in this place and people are beginning to
recognise whom the Opposition seeks to serve. It
has become a transparent party and that
transparency was illuminated last week when, at
the behest of its moneyed masters, it combined to
defeat a major reform dealing with health.

Several members interjected.

Point of Order

Hon. JOHN WILLIAMS: Mr President, I re-
gard the remark, "moneyed masters", as offensive
in the extreme and ask that it be withdrawn.

The PRESIDENT: I ask the honourable mem-
ber to withdraw.

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: I withdraw the
remark.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the Hon. Tom

Stephens to obey the rules of this House, as he
has already indicated he is interested in adopting
that attitude, and I ask the Hon. Gordon Masters
and the Hon. Phillip Pendal to do likewise.

Debate Resumed

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS: Some people
drown in the river of their own righteousness,
choked by bloated egos, and pulled down by the
burden of inability. Members of the Opposition
have been swept into that river and I fear they
cannot swim. There is no substance in the mem-
bers' arguments upon which they can rest and
there is nothing they can grasp to save themselves
from sinking. They are condemned to the depths
by their own rhetoric. Their boat is full of holes
and they have a dead man at the tiller. If Oppo-
sition members reject this Bill, they cannot expect
to rest in peace. However, if the Bill is rejected, it
will be brought before the House again and again,
or until the Opposition one way or another learns
to accept that democracy must be the only fair
base upon which a Parliament can be built.
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I conclude by reminding the House of the re-
quired stages before this Bill becomes law: It
must, and has, passed through the Assembly; it
must pass the Council; it must be accepted by
referendum; and it must gain the Governor's as-
sent. The only fair forum in which this Bill can be
decided is before the people by referendum. To re-
ject the Bill before it proceeds that Car would
show contempt for the people of this State.

I support the legislation.

[ION. TOM KNIGHT (South) [5.46 p.m.]: To
propose to reduce the number of members in the
Legislative Council from 34 to 22 is sheer hypoc-
risy, coming from a party which has maintained
the number of Cabinet members at 15, and ap-
pointed large numbers of expensive advisers. At
the same time at Federal level, it is committed to
increasing the number of politicians by 36 and is
also committed to the subsidy of political parties
by the taxpayer.

The ALP seeks to reduce the number of mem-
bers in the Council, because it does not control
that House and smaller numbers will better
achieve the Labor Party's purpose, which is to win
a possible majority under a new system. Equally,
a reduction in numbers will reduce the effective-
ness of the second Chamber in the effective scru-
tiny of legislation. It is laughable to suggest that
it will save the taxpayer money.

If the Burke Government was sincere in this re-
spect, it could have effected an immediate saving
by swearing in a smaller Cabinet; it would require
no legislation to do so. It would have been a
simple matter to distribute the portfolios among,
say, 10 Ministers instead of 15, and this would
have saved a substantial. amount of money. Not
only would five ministerial salaries have been
saved, but also five offices, with telephone bills,
rentals and staff. The Government, however, did
not want to spoil the spoils of officee; it did not
want fewer jobs for the boys who wanted them.
We can agree that 10 Ministers would have had
dirniculty in coping with the workload. However,
the same argument can be applied to the
reduction of members in the Legislative Council.
On the argument of consistency, if one House is
to have its numbers cut, so too should the other.
There are no plans for cuts in the number of
members in the Legislative Assembly, because
that might mean fewer seats for ALP MLAs or
ALP hopefuls. Yet fairness demands that there be
a proportionate reduction of 35 per cent in line
with the proposed cut in the number of members
in the Council. This would mean 20 fewer As-
sembly members. This really would have saved
some money, but it does not suit the electoral

(12Z3)

interests of the ALP or the personal interests of
ALP members.

We are all aware of how this Government has
superimposed a new tier of ministerial staff at the
ultimate cost of the taxpayers. It is one thing to
get away from having Ministers served exclusively
by public servants, but it is another matter to
bring in outside staff at higher salaries than those
of normal ministerial staff. It is not the action of
a Government that wants to save money. We all
know that Tom Butler has been on the staff of the
Minister for Industrial Relations-

Point of Order

Hon. D. K. BANS: Mr President, I would like
the Hon. Tom Knight to withdraw the remark
about Tom Butler; that is not true. He is not on
my staff.

The PRESIDENT: That is not an
unparliamentary comment. It is a debatable point.
The honourable member may proceed.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: If the information is in-
correct I withdraw it because I do not want to
quote anything that is not correct.

Debate Resumed

The Government says that the surviving MLCs
will have more staff, more office costs, and more
allowances. So much for the cost saving. People in
country areas will fail to see why it is better to
have an appointed staff at the expense of elected
representatives whom the voters appoint, and it
seems that that is a very important point. One
cannot dismiss the staff of an MLC or of the
Government, but one can dismiss or appoint an
M LC by a n election, a nd tha t is t he proper way to
do it.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: And the advisers go with
them.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: But there are still
people there. They will not be put off at the time.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Government staff are in
the Public Service. Government advisers are on
the personal staff of a member.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: If another MLC is
elected, the same amount of staff will come in;
they will not be appointed by the people.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Do you want an elected
Public Service?

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: No, I do not want an
elected Public Service. That is what the Govern-
ment is trying to do.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: What is the ALP doing

elsewhere? In Victoria it is sponsoring a
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redistribution which keeps 44 MLCs, and creates
seven more Assembly seats, raising the number to
some 88. It is in the interests or the ALP to do it
in this way. There is no thought of saving money.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you think we should
do the same thing?

Hon. D. K. Dans: Why did you raise the
number of MLCs in this House for your own elec-
toral advantage? You do not want to answer that.
Why were the boundaries changed?

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: If the Leader of the
House wants me to answer that lie will have to
keep quiet.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I am just telling you.

Several members interjected.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: If he likes I will con-

tinue.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: At Federal level the
ALP is sponsoring a plan to give us 12 more sena-
tors and 23 more M HRs.

Hon. D. K. Dans: That is not correct. Get your
facts right.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: The creation of new
seats will allow the existing holders of marginal
seats the opportunity of moving into safer pas-
tures.

Hon. D. K. Dans: When you were in Oppo-
sition-

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: That is the real reason
for the change. Each new Federal member from
WA, two more MURs and two more senators,
will cost $100000 a year in salaries, staff costs,
office casts, and travel costs. More money would
have to be spent in support facilities in Canberra.'
So these four new Federal members could cost
1500 000 each year-the figure the Government
has quoted in its estimated cost saving of cutting
down on members of the Legislative Council.
That is truly selective economising.

It is worth reminding the House that in the
ALP, Federal policy takes precedence over State
policy. Any claims of the State ALP to care about
over-Government and cost cutting are a sham.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: You do not know what
you. are talking about.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: The member does not
like it, either.

Moreover, we are seeing at Federal level in
NSW, Labor moving towards taxpayer funded

election campaigns. This is the ultimate insult to
the Western Australian voter and taxpayer. He or
she will end up with reduced representation in his
or her State Parliament for the fun of paying for
party political propaganda at election time.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Your party will reject
this.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: When Labor gets a ma-
jority in both Houses, we can predict that high on
the agenda will be the plundering of the public
revenue to subsidise party politics.

Next we turn to the question of State-wide pro-
portional representation. It is claimed to be the
fairest possible system. If it is so great we would
expect it to be put forward for the lower House as
well; but the Government knows it is a system
that breaks that essential nexus and responsibility
of members to a geographic area whose people
will judge them, individually, even three or six
years' hence as the ease may be. Even the best
form of proportional representation entails a great
diminution of individual electoral responsibility.
That is the basis of our opposition to proportional
representation.

However, we should not assume that all
systems of proportional representation are fair.
They can be just as easily fiddled as any system of
electorate boundaries. Take for example the type
of proportional representation that the Dunstan
Government in South Australia brought in for the
1975 State election. Voting was for party teams,
but teams getting less than a certain percentage
of the vote were excluded without their prefer-
ences coming into contention. The upshot was an
election in which the Liberal and Liberal Move-
ment parties had over 50 per cent of the preferred
vote but only won five of IlI seats. It took 55 400
votes to elect a Labor member of the Legislative
Council but 70400 to elect a Liberal or Liberal
Movement MLC.

While the Government has not the gall to try
this one on yet, it is worth remembering that in
the future such an amendment to the voting
system, on the grounds perhaps of simplicity,
could be made without needing to be ratified by
referendum.

In South Australia the Liberals reformed the
system into senate-type proportional represen-
tation, but the record of 1975 remains to show
that proportional representation is just as liable to
corrupt manipulation as is any other.

It is true also under proportional representation
that the smaller the number of MICs requiring to
be elected at any election, the better the chance of
a major party winning a majority, It will be much
easier for the ALP to win six of I I seats than it
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would be, for example, to win nine of 17, for the
quota will be lower in the latter case and minority
parties are more likely to deny control to the
major parties. Once again, the numbers reduction
can be shown to have everything to do with parti-
san advantage and nothing to do with cutting the
cost of government.

State-wide proportional representation will
mean that the first four or five candidates on the
ticket of a major party will be almost certain of
election. The real battle will be to win the presel-
ection. Quite simply this will enhance the control
of party hierarchies over elected members. Where
we have members, MLCs or MLAs, facing elec-
tion in individual seats, the personal factor counts
for a lot. If an MLC is no good, the electors are
likely to reject him, Only a minority of our pres-
ent 17 provinces are truly safe for one party-I
shall elaborate on that later. Even here the parties
live with the risk that if they disendorsed a strong
local member, or put up for election an incom-
petent or extremist, an unendorsed candidate
wearing similar colours might cause an upset.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Would you go a little
more slowly please?

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: Under proportional rep-
resentation this sanction goes by the board. Mem-
bers responsible in theory to all parts of the State
in practice are responsible to nobody in particular,
except of course the people who select the party
ticket.-

The PRESIDENr: Order! Will honourable
members cease their conversations and
interjections. I cannot hear the member and he
cannot hear me.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: We cannot, either.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: These people will be

able to put up anybody they like, without having
to worry whether they are acceptable to an area,
or to people generally. It is a strong point of our
current system that in this Chamber we have to
be good representatives as well as good legislators;
Otherwise we do not survive. But the type of
MLC who after a while will emerge under pro-
portional representation will be purely a legis-
lator.

The history of second Chambers shows that it is
with those where the members are representatives
as well as legislators, that the maximum power
and authority lies. Compare the British House of
Lords, appointees with a mere suspensory veto,
with the United States Senate.

Each senator is responsible to his State and
every six years faces the people as an individual,
not riding up at the top of some ticket. Prominent
senators who neglect their grass roots frequently

lose. This is what representative democracy is all
about. Neither does anyone query the fact that
the two senators from California represent 44
times as many electors as two senators from
Alaska. Inequality of electorate size does not in
any way compromise the representative quality of
the US Senate. In turn ihe fact that US Senators
are local representatives, albeit on a large scale,
enhances their authority as legislators in the most
powerful second Chamber in the world.

In Australia we have two States with upper
Houses elected by proportional representation and
three where MLCs are individually responsible to
electorates. It is no accident that those upper
Houses whose members have individual electorate
responsibility have greater authority. In NSW the
upper House was traditionally a part-time
Chamber, that until elected by proportional rep-
resentation, was voted in by Parliament sitting as
an electoral college.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I hope the honour-
able member is not contravening Standing Order
No. 73.

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.30 p.m.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: I have referred to the

New South Wales upper House, which can be
overridden by referendum. On the other hand,
Victoria with its 44 MLCs each responsible to an
electorate, has stronger powers. The strongest
upper House in Australia is the upper House of
Tasmania which has 19 members, I8 of whom are
Independents. The only non-independent is a
Labor Party member. Clearly, the structure of the
Legislative Council in that State is supported by
Tasmanian voters, who have elected conservative
Independents and rejected all but one party
member. That House is truly representative of a
House of Review, with each member having dif-
ferent views.

If someone wants to weaken an upper House,
he must first ensure that its members are elected
at large and have no individual electoral account-
ability. After a while the ALP will be able to
claim the Assembly alone is a people's House and,
therefore, it is reason-able to take power from that
Chamber, the members of which have ceased to
be representatives in a tangible sense. At the mo-
ment it is a claim that cannot be made. We must
not forget that the Federal platform of the ALP
talks about the eventual abolition of State upper
Houses in Australia. It all falls into place, despite
what some genuinely moderate members of the
ALP in this House might say. It is the policy and
aim of the ALP to abolish State upper Houses.

It is claimed the Liberal Party has had this
House stacked because we have been winning for
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90 years. I fail to see the relevance of the electoral
record of ibis House 40, 60, or 80 years ago. In
those days the Council was the House of property
as a result of the property franchise used as the
method of election. The leading representatives of
the colony of Western Australia formed the
Legislative Council. A painting of those first rep-
resentatives hangs in the lobby of the Parliament.
From then the size of the House has grown and
the methods of election have changed.

In those early days the ALP had a job in front
of it if it hoped to gain control of this House. If
the Liberal Party is to be pilloried for the sins of
its predecessors the ALP should be made to wear
the record of its attitude to electoral questions.

We might remember the Labor MLA from the
goldfields, who in 1929 said that the metropolitan
area could do with only one member of Parlia-
ment since all members had to stay in that area
when the Parliament sat. Nobody on the other
side ever went quite that far, but the point was
relevant.

It must be pointed out that in post-war years
the change in property values was such that all
householders and many rent payers could enrol
for the Legislative Council election. The only
reason Labor did not win the Council in the 1950s
was the ability of some Liberal MLCs like Sir
Arthur Griffith to hold what were then considered
marginal seats. They did so by hard work, and
proved their worth.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: On a restricted franchise,
though, wasn't it?

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: It was not restricted
then.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I thought you were
talking about the 1950s.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: The adult franchise was
introduced in the 1950s.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I think it was 1963.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: Sir Arthur Griffith re-

tained his seat under adult franchise. The Presi-
dent of this House held what was initially con-
sidered by all parties as a marginal seat.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: He is a remarkable man.
Hon. TOM KNIGHT: I make that point as

well. With remarkable men like him the ALP
might win the marginal seats that we on this side
are taking now. If the Labor Party had put the
same amount of work into winning seats in this
House at the last election that it put into winning
seats in the Assembly at that election, it could
have had a majority of the MLCs in this House.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I would love to believe you.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We would have had to
win 12 out of 17 seats to get a majority in this
House.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: of course, the property
franchise had to go, and it was the Liberal Party
which acted to do that. As you are well aware, Mr
President, at the same time it reduced the degree
of weighting in Council boundaries. If the ALP
wants to claim unfair advantage to the Liberal
Party, it should restrict itself to the record of
those elections from 1965. In seven of those the
Council was elected on adult franchise conjointly
with the Assembly, and five of those elections saw
the coalition outpoll the ALP. These five elections
were held in 1965, 1968, 1974, 1977, and 1980.
The ALP can hardly complain it did not win
Council majorities then as a result of unfair ad-
vantage to the Liberal Party. The two remaining
elections were in 1971 and 1983.

The election of 1971 is particularly interesting.
The ALP took four of the 15 provinces decided,
yet in five other provinces-North, Lower
Central, South-West, North Metropolitan, and
South-East Metropolitan-the ALP candidates
would have won had they received the votes the
ALP candidates in the Assembly received whose
seats made up those provinces. The ALP would
have had 15 seats out of the 30, but it did not.
Another province, Lower West, was within two
per cent of Labor's grasp. Thus at one election the
ALP had the potential to win a Council majority.
Certainly it would have won had the 1971 climate
been repeated in 1974 and Council voting had fol-
lowed Assembly voting. However, in 1974 there
was a reversal of support to the Liberal Party,
which came back into power.

The record since 1965 shows that voters differ-
entiate strongly between the Houses. In 1971 a
full quarter of the voters in the then seat of Can-
ning voted ALP in the Assembly and Liberal in
the Council.

Point of Order

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I may have tuned out
for a little bit of the member's speech but I be-
lieve I should ask that the document he is quoting
be identified so that I can ask that it be tabled.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Has the honourable
member indicated he is quoting from a docu-
ment'.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: No, Mr President.
Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I might have the

wrong point of order.
The PRESIDENT: The Hon. Tom Stephens

has asked that a document being quoted be
tabled, which is a legitimate request. The Hon.
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Tom Knight has indicated to me he has not indi-
cated he is quoting from a document. I ask the
honourable member who raised the point of order
to indicate for my edification which document he
refers to so that 1 can direct the member speaking
in the course he must take.

Hon. TOM STEPHENS: I saw what I thought
to be a document from which the member was
quoting. I may have the wrong Standing Order.
Possibly I should have risen under Standing
Order No. 73.

The PRESIDENT: The Hon. Tom Stephens
did not refer to that Standing Order. Therefore I
am unable to suggest to the member speaking
that he table a document. Members may recall I
did mention to the honourable member addressing
the Chair that if he was contravening Standing
Order No. 73 he ought to refrain from doing so,
but the Hon. Tom Stephens did not raise that
question. I ask the Hon. Tom Knight to continue.

Debate Resumed

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: I am referring to mat-
ters I have researched, and that research has been
put together in the form of copious notes, which
members will see before me, and to which I have
referred. I carried out that research to put the
facts before the House and to assist Hansard. I
have been referring constantly to my research
notes on this subject.

In North Province there was a by-election at
which Liberal and ALP members were elected by
the same voters, In 1971 the result was based on
voter choice, not related to boundaries, which pre-
vented Labor from making decisive gains in this
Chamber.

This split ticket voting is still with us. In 1980
two Liberal M LCs, Mr Wells and Mr Pratt, were
elected despite the majority of people in those
provinces voting for ALP members in the As-
sembly. Again there was a reversal of support. I
have referred to many occasions of votes for the
Council going to Labor, and votes for the As-
sembly going to the Liberals. In other cases a ma-
jority of voters have supported the ALP in the As-
sembly but have not supported the ALP in the
Council.

At the last election the ALP would certainly
have won Lower Central Province had the people
voting Labor in the districts of Collie and Warren
done the same for the upper House. The Hon. A.
A. Lewis is certainly aware of that. We watched
the result keenly and saw that that was exactly
what happened.

When these points are taken into consideration
we realise that people do not vote for the upper

House in the same way as they vote for the lower
House. This shows that personal representation
can be so much to the fore. The Hon. Joe
Berinson has said that truly remarkable men
make a great difference. It is a matter of per-
sonalities. The result depends on the candidate.

The ALP would have come very close to win-
ning South Central Metropolitan. Thus, the 1980
election where the ALP was outpolled in both
Houses, could well have seen the ALP win seven
of the 16 provinces. Over two elections it would
have now had 16 or 17 seats here, which would
not have been bad considering that one of the
elections was a defeat.

It is a principle of second Chambers that a
party needs two successive wins before it is likely
to obtain control. It is a negation of representative
democracy to demand that somehow a party must
have the numbers in both Houses when only half
of the number of members in the second Chamber
has been before the people. People should remem-
ber that the majority of provinces in this House
are marginal-based on figures and his-
tory-between either the ALP and the coalition,
or non-Labor parties.

Which are the safe seats? Metropolitan and
West Province are the only ones that are on pres-
ent boundaries virtually certain to return Liberals.
The ALP can count on South-East, South Metro-
politan, North-East Metropolitan and North
Central Metropolitan. North and Lower North
might look good for the ALP and the Liberals on
1983 figures, but the record shows that the ALP
is most unlikely to win Upper West, Central or
South. However, it is equally true that they are
hard fought between Liberals, NCP and
Nationals. So six out of 17 provinces alone are
safe. Only five are totally unwinnable as far as
the ALP is concerned. Lower Central might re-
turn two Liberals, but clearly it is a three way
marginal seat that could have been won by the
NCP or the ALP.

I wonder what type of Chamber is going to be
more finely attuned to the mood and wishes of
Western Australian voters-the House of 22
legislators or the House of 34 representative legis-
lators; the House of 22, where as many as 18 can
be guaranteed re-election on their party tickets, or
the House of 34 where at least 20 members know
that their provinces are basically marginal?

Representation in country electorates is necess-
ary as we have mentioned so many times. When
we consider an electorate covering the whole of
this vast State, we realise the necessity to have
representatives living within the country elector-
ates and moving around them by way of vehicle.
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It would not be practical to cover the whole of the
State. One could be called to Kununurra one day
and Esperance the next day. I do not think too
many members would do that. They would prob-
ably send their secretary or research officer and
the areas would not obtain that personal represen-
tation which is so important to chose who live in
country areas.

To show how far the Labor Party is prepared to
go we should pay attention to one individual fea-
ture of this Bill that is a significant and sinister
distortion of accepted practice. I understand it has
been amended, but for how long? This is the pro-
posal to give the President of the Council a delib-
erative as well as a casting vote. Giving two votes
to any one member of Parliament undercuts the
whole basis of representative democracy.

In the House of Representatives, the Legislat-
ive Council, and the Legislative Assembly, the
Presiding Officer has a casting, but not a deliber-
ative vote. In the Senate, the electoral system of
which is likely to produce a fairly close balance
between the major parties, the President has a de-
liberative but not a casting vote. An equality of
votes resolves questions in the negative. This is the
only just means of deciding the issue in a House
where majorities will be small or nonexistent.

The President of the Council is to be given the
casting vote as well as a deliberative vote. When
we consider the whole basis of democracy and
talk about representation, we note that one mem-
ber has two votes. We ask whether we are worth
more of the votes because we live in the country.
Some have two votes while others have one.

In that case the Presiding Officer has an unfair
advantage. Of course it depends on the side he
represents for that particular party, assuming we
have 17 equal votes each side.

No doubt the framers of this revolutionary
proposition had in mind a scenario where the
ALP might have I I of the 22 seats, not enough
for outright control. As the largest party, they
would claim the presidency and a minor party
MLC might co-operate to give it to them. From
then on those I I MLCs will have been magically
transformed into a solid block of 12 that will be
able to carry the day at all times against the other
1 1.

This blatantly expedient proposal really gives
this Government's game away. In the past the
ALP has made much of electoral arrangements
where one person is supposedly worth two of
another. Now they propose to take this into one
House of Parliament and create an MLC who is
really two MLCs. It is a cheap, underhand way of

giving control to a Government when it may have
only half the seats and lack a majority.

Hon. Carry Kelly: Are you sure that is right?

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: That was the original
intention, however, as the member is probably
well aware it has been amended. It is not in the
Bill now.

A Government that would attempt this kind of
sleight of hand in its so-called reform would be
more than capable of changing the system of pro-
portional representation from Senate style to a
supposedly simpler form that I outlined earlier
that would guarantee the largest single group a
majority even when it got less than 50 per cent of
the vote.

Again, there is something fundamentally
underhand about the way the Government is pro-
ceeding, talking only of the Legislative Council
and not the Assembly. A Government that genu-
inely believed in a changed electoral system and
not a Labor gerrymander would have the courage
to bring forward its proposals for both Houses in
tandem. Why are proposals for the Assembly
under wraps? We understood that members of the
Government believed in simple numerical equality
for that House. This would not be hard to embody
in legislation. But they obviously want to knock
over the one institution that can check them be-
fore they let us know what will happen in the
lower House. We can conclude only that they
mean to emerge with something a little more
complicated than simple numerical equality, the
supposed one-vote-one-value. Are some people
going to be more equal than others after all?

We look at the situation of the presidency and
note that this legislation has been set by previous
speakers in the interests of the ALP who did not
believe they were given control in this House by
any other method. All I can say is that by voting
in the past as they did in the last election they
would have received the same vote for Council
seats as were received for Assembly seats. They
would have had a majority. It is a simple fact of
people voting one way or the other.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are you saying that five
provinces were in that position at the last elec-
tion? We would have needed an extra five prov-
inces in order to end up with a majority.

Hon. TOM KNIGHT: From the figures I took
out I believe the Labor Party could have had
equal numbcrs of votes in the Council and As-
sembly.

I oppose the Bill and the proposed parliamen-
tary electoral reform.

3910



[Thursday, 27 October 1983] 31

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sit-
ting, on motion by the Hon. D. K. Dans (Leader
of the House).

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

DIAMOND MINING: LAKE ARGYLE

Environmental Review and Management
Programme: Personal Explanation

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [8.00
p.m.]: I seek leave to make a statement.

Leave granted.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: During the debate both

the Attorney General and the Minister for Mines
said the report was available and had been circu-
lated. It is in the Hansard report if they care to
read it. As I understood the situation the Minister
for Mines left this place to give an adviser
instructions to go and look for the report. The
Hon. Peter Wells who was sitting next to me
asked an attendant to get this magnificent booklet
from the Parliamentary Library because he was
assured it was there. When the attendant went to
the library he found it was not there.

We were then dealing with the matter of the
Argyle diamond project. A member wanted it as
part of the debate and he was assured by the Min-
isters on the front bench it would be available,
and it was not. I believe this is part of what is
going wrong in this place at present. We are being
advised we can get certain things, or that a matter
can be dealt with, and when we come to handle a
subject, the subject matter is not available either
because of some misunderstanding or some delib-
erate misleading.

INDECENT PUBLICATIONS AND ARTICLES
AMENDMENT DILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and on mo-
tion by the H-on. D. IK. Dana (Leade of the
House). read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. D. K. BANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [8.03 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to remove from the In-
decent Publications and Articles Act a reference
where it occurs to the amount of a registration fee
for persons who carry on or intend to carry on the
business of distributing or selling restricted publi-
cations.

Provision is made to substitute for the fee of
$25 the words "the prescribed fee" and to allow
for the making of regulations in respect of fees.
Regulations will be prepared to increase the
annual fee from $25 to $50 as from I January
1984.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon.

Margaret McAleer.

LOTTER IES (CONTROL) AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. D. K. Dans (Leader of the
House), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [8.05 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Following legislation passed by the Parliament
last year, the former Government introduced the
Instant Lottery. It rapidly became evident that
the Instant Lottery was far more popular than
anyone had predicted and that it was very popular
with school children. Many lotteries agents were
actively selling tickets to school children and actu-
ally soliciting children as customers.

The Opposition at the time received many com-
plaints from parents concerning these develop-
ments and voiced those complaints to the then
Government and in the media. There was quite
considerable controversy on the issue.

Finally, in a belated response to the concern of
the community, the then Chief Secretary caused
to be promulgated a regulation prohibiting the
sale of Instant Lottery tickets to persons under
the age of 16 years.

Subsequently, the Legislative Review and Ad-
visory Committee, in a report tabled in the Parlia-
ment, expressed concern that such a provision was
the subject of a regulation rather than an Act of
Parliament. The committee also expressed the op-
inion that the regulation may well go beyond the
power to make regulations, which is conferred by
section 24 of the Lotteries (Control) Act.

This Bill, therefore, will correct the anomaly
and erase these doubts by inserting into the
Lotteries (Control) Act a new section which is
similar to the regulation.

The regulation will be repealed in response to
the report of the Legislative Review and Advisory
Committee upon the passage of this Bill and its
proclamation.
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I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. G. E.
Masters.

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading
HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister

for Mines) (8.07 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to increase from $6 000
to $25 000 the limit of the gross assurance sum
under which contracts can be made with any per-
son. The Friendly Societies Council of Western
Australia approached the previous Government to
increase this limit, which was last set in 1964, but
because of the tax advantages received by friendly
societies on assurance contracts arranged over
those written by life insurance companies, no ac-
tion was taken.

This particular tax advantage was recognised
by the Federal Treasurer when announcing his
economic package on 20 May 1983. He stated
that the tax exemption friendly societies had on
life disability and accident insurance would be
terminated in respec of 1983-84 and later income
years.

As the friendly societies will now be assessed
for tax on income derived from their commercial
activities, the Act should be amended to stop any
flow of funds to other States from this type of op-
eration.

With successful marketing of single premium
assurance schemes, Victorian friendly societies in-
creased their holdings from this source in the 12
munth period to 30 June 1983, by over $200
million. It is not known how much of this $200
million came from Western Australia, but with
the increase in the amount to $25 000. the 10
friendly societies in this State, through the
Friendly Societies Council of Western Australia,
have given an assurance that the development of
their schemes will reverse any trends that may
have been set.

The council has also given an assurance that its
policy of keeping the money derived from their as-
surance contracts in WA for home buyers will be
retained. This is achieved by investing the funds
with Western Australian permanent building
societies.

Under today's conditions in the financial mar-
kets the limit of $6 000 a member is not adequate.
The increase to $25 000 will provide a more re-
alistic figure For WA friendly societies to compete
with their counterparts in other parts of Aus-
tralia, and I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. G. E.
Masters.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND ASSIST-
ANCE AMENDMENT BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Assembly without

amendment.

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received From the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWD3ING (North-Minister
for Mines) [8.10 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill contains three separate amendments.
Firstly, it seeks to provide consistency in our

Statutes by deleting the reference to Police Court
and substituting "Court of Petty Sessions" by
which that court has become known, and provided
for, within the provisions of the Justices Act.

Secondly, the Bill makes provision for the con-
trol of bullet-resistant vests.

Concern was expressed at the police com-
missioners' conference and supported by various
Governments throughout Australia that if such
articles are available generally, particularly to the
criminal element, police would be deprived of an
advantage when confronted with armed and
dangerous offenders.

Importation of bullet-resistant vests is pro-
hibited, except with the specific approval of the
Federal Minister for Business and Consumer Af-
fairs, under the Provisions of the Customs
(Prohibited Imports) Regulations.

Although the importation of these vests is
strictly controlled, an instance occurred where the
responsible Federal Minister approved the import-
ation of these vests on the basis they were for re-
export. This, in fact, did not occur. The problem
which arose is that, once the vests are imported
and those formalities complied with, they cannot
be confiscated if the re-export does not occur.

Members of the Police Force-incuding a
police cadet-special constables, Federal police
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and the armed forces will be excluded from the
provisions of this clause if they are in possession
of such jacket, vest, or article in the course of
their duty. Other persons are exempt for the pur-
pose of supplying or delivering such to fulfil an
official order.

The Commissioner of Police is also empowered
to specifically authorise, in writing-and subject
to any specified conditions-persons to possess
such articles. This is considered appropriate to en-
able security organisations currently in possession
of such to remain so, as well as those limited
number of people who collect those articles, as a
hobby or pastime.

Finally, the Bill also amends the Police Act by
removing the existing third schedule which re-
lated to the drug provisions within that Act, and
arc now contained in the Misuse of Drugs Act.
Upon the proclamation of that Act this schedule
became obsolete.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. Tom

Knight.

ACTS AMENDMENT (CONSTITUTION AND
ELECTORAL) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sit-
ting.

HON. ROBERT HETHERINGTON (South-
East Metropolitan) [8. 13 p.m.): I wish to support
the Bill and before I get to the main burden-

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Are you supporting it?

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: 1 hope
that does not surprise the member. I wish to com-
ment on points raised by speakers who preceded
me in this debate. There have been a certain
number of errors of fact thrown around this
House tonight. It was suggested by the Hon. Neil
Oliver that the Labor Party believes in a Aixed
term of Parliament federally and yet in this State
it is trying to get rid of fixed terms in the Bill be-
fore the Legislative Council. Firstly, it is not the
present intention, much as I personally regret it,
of the Labor Government in Canberra to bring in
fixed terms of Parliament. It has decided not to
do so. Secondly, I was very interested in the Hon.
Neil Oliver's remarks which seemed to be in line
with other remarks, one of which was thrown
across by way of interjection by the IHon. John
Williams, that in this Bill we are somehow
emulating what Adolf Hitler did. The Hon. Neil
Oliver claimed that fixed terms of Parliament
were Hitler's device to get into power.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: He got rid of the States.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: That is
what he said; he was talking about fixed terms of
Parliament. I think it would be a good idea to stop
these simplistic explanations and simplistic no-
tions and realise, Of Course, where one has fixed
terms of Parliament and there are no provisions
for an election should a Government lose confi-
dence, one will have instability. This is what hap-
pened in the third republic of France. It did not
matter whether the Government was defeated or
not, there would be no poll. What has happened
in the fifth republic is the President can now send
the Parliament to an election although normally
there is a fixed term. There is a whole complex of
things and the reason Hitler was able to get into
power was, among other things, the fact that the
Catholic Centre Party was a confessional party
and a longitudinal party which could not make up
its mind on which party it should align itself with.
Had it managed to form an alliance with the
socialists-and I do not mean the Comma-
nists,-Hiter's reign may have been avoided,
although it is highly debatable.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: That is academic.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: It was
not terribly academic to the Germans at the time.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I feel
that if other members have raised these subjects I
should be allowed to deal with them, whether or
not they are academic; in fact, some of them have
a fairly strong practical application. Of course, I
support the section of this Bill which suggests that
the Legislative Council should have a term equal
to two Legislative Assembly terms. This, of
course, is in line with the Bill I introduced myself
in this House in 1977. 1 remember when I fin-
ished my second reading speech that the then
Government Whip, the Hon. Gordon Masters, got
up and moved that it be read on Christmas Eve
and the brutal majority of the House tossed my
Bill to one side as something not worth consider-
ing. It is interesting to note how things change
and one is supposed to discuss a subject when one
side wishes to do so but when I raised the Bill
seriously some time ago it was not considered
worth debating. I do not blame Gordon Masters
personally; as the Whip he was doing as he was
told as some people on that side often do.

Hon. Gordon Masters: I never do as I am told.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: In that
case you should be ashamed of yourself.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
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Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: The
other point of interest was the two misstatements
of fact by the Leader of the Opposition during his
debate. They are not terribly important but if one
is to argue against something and produce facts
to support that argument one should get them
right.

Before the present system was introduced for
the legislature in New South Wales, it did not
have a nominated upper House. It had an upper
House but when the Labor members, to quote the
Leader of the Opposition, "ratted on their own
Government", the upper House was elected on a
peculiar system. By that system one third of the
members who were retiring were elected by pro-
portional representation by the combined votes of
the lower House and the two thirds of the Council
that remained. Of course, this is not a popular
election;, it is not an election by popular vote, and
had the Leader of the Opposition said that I
would have agreed with him.

It was certainly not a nominated House. The
Leader of the Opposition also said, in a
deprecating way, that our proposal in this Bill,
like the situation in South Australia, was designed
to reduce the Legislative Council to 22 members.
Of course, the South Australians did not reduce
the Legislative Council to 22 members; they in-
creased it to 22 members. When I was there, the
House, until the new system was brought in, was
a House of 20 members and it was increased to 22
members. Anyone who knows anything about pro-
portional representation would know the reason
for that is quite simple. It gave two halves of 11,
each I11 coming up every three years. That
number was not chosen because that is the
number in a cricket teamn-Gill Langley was in
the other House-but was arrived at in order that
there was a possibility of obtaining a majority.

The Leader of the Opposition and the Hon.
Tom Knight suggested that, if we introduced pro-
portional representation for this Hbuse, somehow,
with 22 members, this would ensure a Labor
majority. Of course, the Leader of the Opposition
contradicted himself, because he had said earlier
that, despite the best laid plans of the South Aus-
tralian Labor Party, it had not assured it of a ma-
jority and, indeed, it did not, because the balance
of power was held by an Australian Democrat.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Aren't they trying to
change it now?

Hon. ROBERT HETHER.INGTON: I am not
sure whether they are trying to change that
system now; that is not what I am arguing about.
I am saying the South Australian system did not
produce the domination of the Legislative Council

by either party. It did in fact produce a House
where the balance of power was held by an Aus-
tralian Democrat, therefore, I would think that if
the method proposed by this Bill for this House
were introduced, the same thing could happen
here.

In other words, the method of election for the
Legislative Council proposed in this Bill by the
Australian Labor Party Government, on the evi-
dence of the Leader of the Opposition, is unlikely
to lead to the domination of the House by the
ALP or the Liberal Party.

Therefore, I wonder why the Leader of the Op-
position suggested it would. It is a pity he did not
whisper those facts to the Hon. Tom Knight, who,
therefore, may have been saved the trouble of
laboriously ploughing out from his notes the infer-
ence that this would be the case.

However, the aspect of this debate which
interests me is the remark that this Bill is
intended to ensure the power is in the hands of the
Labor Party. What arrant and utter nonsense!
This Bill is intended to ensure that whoever gets a
majority vote over all of this State might have a
majority in this House and I am not ashamed of
that.

The interesting aspect in the debate, of course,
as I mentioned soti oce to the member on my
right earlier, is that we get this Freudian
transference by members opposite of their own
guilt-they seek to transfer it to us. if members
want to know the motives of those who sit op-
posite, they should listen to what those members
opposite say we on this side of the House are
trying to do. The moment members opposite say
"Look, the Labor Party is trying to make sure it
is always in power" one knows that is exactly
what members opposite are trying to do. When
the ALP and the Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform in another place announced our
intention to introduce electoral changes and
reforms, the Liberal Party raced away and sud-
denly it too believed in reform. The Leader of the
Opposition in another place announced the three
zone trick. Of course, I am sure he had his usual
adviser, an honours graduate of the Department
of Polities of the University of WA.

Several members interjected.
Hon. ROBERT H ETH ERINGTON: Actually

I was not responsible for him. He was quite re-
sponsible for himself. He is a very able
apparatchiki who can do his own thinking, but he
can also read history and look across borders.

When the Hon. Sir Thomas Playford in South
Australia suddenly looked like being defeated,
what did he produce? He produced a new pro-
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posal to change the South Australian gerryman-
der by producing a metropolitan area which
would have a large quota, a country-industrial
area which would have a middle-sized quota-it is
like the three bears, is it not?-and a rural area
which would have a teeny, wee quota to make
sure that the ALP would Find it impossible to get
a constitutional majority in the new House.

Fortunately for the State of SA, at that time,
the House was tied and we had the odd situation
that, by leaving members out of the House, the
Opposition could prevent a Bill obtaining a consti-
tutional majority.

In due course when Sir Thomas Playford left,
the Liberal Party in SA got what, of course, the
Queensland Liberal Party got recently, but it did
not do that party much good-it got a leader with
a conscience. That leader was the Hon. Steele
Hall who is now a Federal member. He reformed
the electoral system in SA, even though he knew
on the current vote that it would mean the demise
of his own Government.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You will not see any of
those sorts of members over there.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I keep
hoping the day will come when there will be Lib-
erals in WA like the Liberals in Canberra who be-
lieve in liberal principles. 1 keep hoping that will
happen.

I do not mind if people disagree with our pro-
posals for proportional representation. There are
arguments for and against it. However, I Find it
most offensive when people disagree with these
proposals based on the fatuous argument that this
is a device to keep the Labor Party permanently
in power, because such an argument is just not
true; it cannot be sustained; it is dishonest; and it
should not be used.

After all, whether or not one believes in pro-
portional representation, as we have seen from the
use of the single transferable voting system in the
Senate, the party with the majority of votes is
likely to get a majority of seats despite what
people say. Of course, I remember the former
member for North Metropolitan Province (the
Hon. Robert Pik)-a man of revered mem-
ory-standing. up on this side of the House and
saying, "Isn't it shocking? In SA the Labor Party
got 47 per cent of the primary votes and it won a
majority in the Legislative Council". What he did
not paint out was that the Liberal Party had ob-
tained 40 per cent of the primary votes and, when
the preferences were distributed, the Labor Party
in fact obtained a majority.

People stand up in this House and say, "Look
at Neville Wran. He got a majority-56 per cent

of the votes and approximately 60 per cent of the
seats'. This is what happens in single member
electorates.

At Westminster, Britain has a Government led
by the Right Honourable Margaret Thatcher, a
Government elected by a minority of the votes. At
one stage Britain had a Government led by the
Right Honourable Harold Wilson, which got less
votes than the conservative parties under their
first-past-the-post system, which I do not regard
any longer as a system suitable for the kind of
democracy Britain claims to be. Here the British
Liberals and the British Social Democrats would
agree. The time has come in Britain either for
optional preferential or preferential voting, or for
proportional representation so that the party
which gets a large percentage of the votes does
not get a tiny minority of seats.

It was mentioned that we are proposing single-
member electorates for the lower House and pro-
portional representation for this place. As I have
said in this H-ouse before, it depends on what we
want to do in the lower House. We usually use a
single-member system, and if we can make it one-
vote-one-value it might be a democratic system.
The idea is to distort the vote in single-member
systems in order to get a strong and stable
Government, because we can do what we want
with an electoral sytemn. Some of the funny things
we do are not necessarily bad. After all, if we look
at the Fraser Government's proportion of votes
and proportion of seats, we see a great discrep-
ancy, because it had something over 50 per cent
of the votes and 70 per cent of the seats. We did
not hear the Labor Party complain about that. of
course, Labor members may have beaten their
breasts and said, "Mea culpa, inca culpa;, we must
do better", and of course we did, because we
changed our policies and picked a better leader
than the Right H-onourable Malcolm Fraser. But
of course there was this distortion, because that is
how single-member electorates work.

I would rather people opposite used honest ar-
guments instead of partial and one-sided argu-
ments when they talk about our proposals. After
all, if they want to reject our proposals and they
have good arguments, Surely they can trot them
out. Members opposite do not have to bend the
argument to suit themselves and they do not have
to bring out these phoney statistics.

The point I am trying to make is that the
system proposed by the Labor Party for the elec-
tion of this House-the proportional represen-
tation system-is one where whoever gets a ma-
jority of votes can hope to get a majority of seats.
It does mean that if we adopted this system, the
Labor Party could get a majority of seats in this
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House. Apparently when people like the Hon.
Tom Knight think about this, they say, "That is
not desirable, because the Labor Party is trying to
seize power". Of course we are trying to seize
power! We are trying to get political power
through the support of the majority of the electors
of Western Australia. I would have thought this
was a laudable purpose. We are not trying to
make surc that with a minority of votes we can
get a majority of seats, as applied to the hair of
the Legislative Council that was elected at the
last election.

People argued, and perhaps some will argue
again, "Look, we have a system where, electorate
by electorate, all we have to do is get a majority.
We have adult franchise". Somehow they feel this
is democracy. I point out to the Hon. Neil Oliver
that Adolf Hitler had a system of adult franchise.
So did Stalin. I have never suggested that either
of them had democratic systems. We need other
criteria before we can consider an election to be
democratic.

At present 14 of the 34 legislative councillors
come from the metropolitan area; 14 of the 34 are
elected by two-thirds-plus of the voters and the
other 20 are elected by less than a third of the
voters. We are told this is democratic. Where do
we draw the line?

What say we shrink it a bit and we have one
province that represents the metropolitan area
and returning two members, and that province
represents two-thirds of the electors; then we have
16 provinces representing the other one-third of
the electors? Would this be democratic? If it
would, we would have a very strange, twisted, and
perverted idea of what democracy is. Of course,
we would still have to win a majority in each elec-
torate, and that is the argument put up-"What
are you complaining and whingeing about? You
are all right when you are in control, but now you
are whingeing. All you have to do is win a
majority in each electorate, but the electors reject
YOU.

But as I pointed out earlier, different areas pro-
duce different votes. At present more people in
the very northern mining areas vote Labor. The
people in the goldfields tend to vote Labor. The
people in the rural areas tend to vote Liberal. At
present the people in the metropolitan area tend
to have a majority voting Labor, but we know it
can go the other way, it is not fixed. However, if
members opposite draw the electorates so they
have a majority of the electorates in the areas
that vote Liberal and shrink the electorates in the
areas that vote Labor, they are malapportioning
the electorate-and this is a malapportioned elec-
torate.

The Leader of the Opposition trailed out the
usual things and quoted a whole range of Labor
Party members who in the past had supported or
defended the sysem. All right, at one stage the
Labor Party had as one of its platforms the white
Australia policy. It does not any more, because it
believes in a multi-cultural Australia. That is its
present policy; it has changed. If, when I argue
for multi-culturalism, members opposite say,
"Look, in your platform in the past you had a
white Australia policy, and that shows you are not
honest and sincere", then again the people who
say that are talking nonsense. Our policies are
what our policies are now.

I have two other things to say about policy: The
Federal platform talks about the ultimate abol-
ition of Legislative Councils. The State platform
does not. It once did, and when we point out that
the platform has changed, some people say, "But
you don't really mean it". Well, I know what we
mean. I was on the electoral committees when we
changed our policies. I heard the arguments; I ad-
vanced some of them, and the people there be-
lieved that we could, if we reformed the Council,
Find a useful role for the upper House. I believe
an upper House can perform a useful role.

I am sorry I was not here when the House de-
bated the motion for the appointment of the Sel-
ect Committee on Committees, because I would
have said then as I say now that it is lovely to see
this attempt to introduce committees into the
Legislative Council. J am on one of them; I am on
the Standing Committee on Government
Agencies and I believe we are beginning to do
some valuable work. The committee has some-
thing that not everybody recognises: It has three
Government members and three Opposition mem-
bers and it is chaired by a member of the Oppo-
sition, who was the chairman before and whom I
nominated for that position. We reach a certain
degree of consensus. Sometimes we disagree, as
any committee will; sometimes we disagree across
party lines-they are not party votes but people of
the same party do not necessarily vote alike.

I think it is a little late for people opposite to
say, "Look, we think this House of Review is a
wonderful thing and we are trying to produce
committees". We have not been in Government
for all the time since 1959 until now, except for
three years-the Liberals have been in Govern-
ment. Not only have they been in Government,
but they have also been in power. They have con-
trolled the majority in both Houses. Now, late in
the day they are seeing the virtue of trying to
make the Legislative Council respected.

I hope they succeed, but I think the success
would be greater were they to support our Bill or,
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if they do not like it, if they were to say, "Look,
we don't like these clauses. Why don't you do this
or that and we will vote against the Bill now but
perhaps there is something we could talk about.
Invite us to talk about it". Labor members have
seen no evidence in the past that members op-.
posits want to discuss this sort of legislation.

Mr Deputy President (Hon. John Williams), I
hope you will pardon me if I sound bitter, but in
1977 when I put forward a Bill to provide pro-
portional representation for this House, it was not
even debated. The H-In. Gordon Masters made
his own decision to move that it be read on
Christmas Eve. Members opposite did not want it
debated; they did not want to tell me what was
wrong with it. They wanted just to show everyone
who was in power.

Perhaps now some of the chickens are coming
home to roost, except that we are not in power.
We are in a situation where it is very difficult for
a Labor Party to win a majority in this, the most
powerful House in the world when we talk of
legislative power. It is More powerful than the
American Senate. It can veto any legislation from
its lower House, including money Bills. Whenever
I mention this, people opposite say, "But we never
have rejected a money Bill". That is true. That is
what the House of Lords said all through the
nineteenth century-"We never will". In 1910 it
did. In my innocence and naivety, after reading
books from people on both sides, I used to tell my
students at the University of Western Australia,
after the Lang fiasco in New South Wales, "Of
course a Crown representative will never dismiss
another Government". I was wrong; one did. I be-
lieve the then Governor General acted improperly
and against the spirit of the Constitution,
although within the letter of the law,

Members opposite say, "Trust us; we are
honourable people. We have never 'rejected a
Budget yet. Trust US never to do that". I do not. I
believe in checks and balances. I do not believe
the Government elected in the lower House
should face the possible emasculation by the
Legislative Council of a money Bill. 1 am not ter-
ribly impressed by some of the arguments I have
heard.

Members opposite ask, "Why should we reiluce
the House to 22 members?" That is fairly simple.
One could increase it if one so desired. If 17
members came up for election the quota would be
5.6 per cent with I11 members. Any party could
get in, on 'the quota of 8.5 per cent.-

This would m ean, of course, that if we had that
system, in due: course the Hon. Mick Gayfer
would be joined by a second member of the

National Country Party. This may be to the ben-
efit of the House. Although I mostly disagree
with the Hon. Mick Gayfer, he often produces
wise and sensible statements. I would not mind
having another member like him; we could stand
it. I could, at any rate-I do not know if other
members agree. If the member thinks this quota
is wrong, what would he prefer? Does he think
perhaps we should have 26 members?

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: One less of you.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Does he

think we should have 30 members? What does the
member think? Could he give us an idea of his
thinking on this matter, unless it is just sheer ob-
scurantism so he cculd say "We want to be in
power, so we want to accuse you of trying to seize
power and then reject your legislation out of hand
with these fatuous, foolish and disgusting argu-
ments that will not stand being looked at for one
moment". This is supposed to be an upper House,
a House of Review, so they tell me.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Do not believe it.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: In 1918

Lord Bryce conducted an inquiry into second
Chambers and suggested that the House of Lords
as a House of Review could do four things. His
first suggestion was-

The examination and revision of Bills
brought from the House of Commons, a
function which has become more needed
since, on many occasions, during the last
thirty years, the House of Commons has been
obliged to act under special rules limiting de-
bate.

I will return to that point later- because it is quite
important. His second suggestion was-

The initiation of Bills dealing with subjects
of comparatively non-controversial character,
which may have an easier passage through
the House of Commons, if they have been
fully discussed and put into a well-considered
shape before being submitted to it.

His third suggestion was-

The interposition of so much delay (and no
more) in the passing of a Bill into law as may
enable the opinion of the nation to be ad-
equately expressed upon it. This would be
specially needed as regards Bills which affect
the fundamentals of the Constitution or
introduced new principles of legislation, or
which raise issues whereon the opinion of the
country may appear to be almost equally div-
ided.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I wonder if the honourable
member would assist Hansard by giving the title
and page of the book he is quoting from.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I will
give Hansard the book in due course. I am
quoting from Bernard Crick's The Reform of Par-
liament, page 106.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I am much
obliged for that information.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Every
now and then in this House people seem to be
quoted as considering this House to be a House or'
Review. One such person was Dr Hislop, and I
was most interested to meet him. As an academic;
I was once on a platform with him when the
question of abortion was being discussed and he
subsequently introduced into this House a Bill to
reform abortion laws. That is the proper thing to
do in a House of Review or second Chamber, par-
ticularly if it is a balanced second Chamber. The
Bill was thrown out. I am not arguing the pros
and cons and I will not go back over the debate.
Also many honourable members will remember
that my former friend, comrade, and colleague,
the Hon. Grace Vaughan, introduced into this
House a private member's Bill to legalise homo-
sexuality.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I seem to remember that.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Indeed,

the member might. This House debated that Bill
fully and carefully and passed it. However, it was
defeated in another place.

Hon. Tom Knight: Don't forget I crossed the
floor and voted for it.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Indeed, I

do remember that. The division list is burnt into
my heart and I know also the Hon. Sandy Lewis
and other members crossed the floor.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I regarded this House as a
House of Review and always have done.

Hon. ROBERT HETH-ERINGTON: I would
be glad if the honourable gentleman would give
my colleague, the member for South-East Metro-
politan Province, homilies at some other time and
not when I am trying to make a point.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I will try to as-
sist the member in that regard.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Thank
you. Mr Deputy President. I am sure you will. Let
me just mention in passing that another accu-
sation was flung across this House by the Hon.
Tom Knight who said in his speech the Hon. Ron
Thompson was "thrown out" of the Labor Party

for voting against the Bill to legalise homosexu-
ality. That was the term he used. It was not the
term Mr Lewis used.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You don't know me very
well.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: It will
take time. I am sure I will probably never get to
know the member as closely as I should.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I agree not that close, when
you are talking about the other Bill.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I find that a sen-
sible debate is being interrupted and I am trying
to listen.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: It is rnot
really related to what we are talking about but it
has been mentioned by another member that in
fact the Hon. Ron Thompson was not present in
the House; he abstained and made that fact
known. It was a matter on which we did not have
a conscience vote; it was a matter of party policy
and in due course he was reproved. He resigned.

A Government member: He was hardly thrown
out,

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: No, he
chose to resign. It was his right and I have no ob-
jection to that; if he wanted to resign on that
issue, fair enough, but he was not thrown out. No-
body even dreamed of throwing him out. One
could say he was slapped on the wrist.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Or you could call it a slap
on the fingers?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Yes, or

another mild term. Other people have been
censured and they did not have to resign.

I will allow myself to digress back to a point
made by the Leader of the Opposition who said
that one of the advantages of this House is that it
really is a House of Review. The Australian
Labor Party caucuses and if Labor Party legis-
lation is rejected or approved in Parliamentary
Labor Party meetings. it is accused of caucusing.
But we find one of the advantages of an upper
House advanced by the Leader of the Opposition
is that when a Liberal Government is in office
legislation can be amended in the party room
where nobody can see it. This indeed is a fugitive
and cloistered virtue.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Too right. When we are in
Government we like to see what they are doing.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I agree with the honourable
member, but he did not support me when I chal-
lenged the previous Government's Bills; no, he
and his colleagues walked out of the House.
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A member: Do not interrupt his concluding re-
marks.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: If the
member wants me to deliver live more speeches, I
would be happy to do so.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: It would be the same one
five times.

Hon. Gordon Masters: Not on your life.
Hon. D. K. Dans: I will send you a note pri-

vately.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The Hon.

Robert Hetherington will continue his speech.'
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I find

this interesting. It is the kind of argument that
has so often been used in the Senate-that sena-
tors can do useful work in the party room even
though they do not do it anywhere else. Bernard
Crick's fourth suggestion was as follows-

Full and free discussion of the large and
important questions, such as those of foreign
policy, at moments when the House of Com-
mons may happen to be so much occupied
that it cannot find sufficient time for them.
Such discussion may often be all the more
useful if conducted in an Assembly whose de-
bates and divisions do not involve the fate of
the Executive Government.

That is my point. The House of Lords is not an
elected House. It does not even pretend to be one.
It consists of hereditary peers, nominated mem-
bers, or life peers, bishops of the Church of
England; but they comprise the House of Lords.
Members may say that arguments that apply to
the House of Lords do not apply here. As Pro-
fessor Gordon Reid has said in various places, if a
second House is made powerful, to use his own
words-I cannot give the source for this-"it
would be too rich a prize for the parties to ig-
nore"

It is all very well for people like Professor
Rydon to look back nostalgically to the days when
Houses of Parliament were real non-political
Houses. Of course, party politics did not exist
then; they were propertied Houses with property
franchises. The House of Commons in the 1880s
was a house of property and of the propertied
community. It was a House representing the
shires and the boroughs, the communities of prop-
erty and wealth.

That was the origin of the House of Commons.
Gradually it became a more democratic House,
but a modern mass democracy we do not have,
as we perhaps did in the days when John Stewart
Mill stood for Westminster with 3 000 electors,
excluding some of the tiny areas in the country.

When we have larger electorates we need organ-
ised parties, fund raising, and party organisation.
With all due respect to the Hon. Sandy Lewis-I
know he is sort of permanently in the Opposition
and is a one-man House of Review in this
place-bless him; we need and it is nice to have
people like that, as along as we do not have too
many of them. Governments have to produce
complex legislative programmes and we cannot
pick and choose these programmes. Particularly if
one is in the other place, be has to choose between
supporting the Government, whether or not one
likes the things it does, or putting in somebody
one likes even less.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You forget I have been there
and took the same line too, as has Mr Gayfer.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Remember what Burke
said.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I know
what Burke said in 1795. Just seeing Mr Gayfer
reminds me of what Burke said in 1795 about the
role of the representative. Had I been speaking
later as I hoped to do, I would have had Burke's
speech here with me. One of the interesting things
about Burke is that he spoke of independent rep-
resentation, but he was in a House of rotten
boroughs. He was appointed by an aristocratic pa-
tron, and members of this independent House of
Commons were expected to resign if their aristo-
cratic patrons, who put them into this corrupt
house, demanded it of them. One of these days I
will read what Charles James Fox said about
Burke. Of course Burke has produced the philos-
ophy of the conservative parties ever since. It
sounds line but it does not work in practice. If we
are to have a House that is a House of Review
with some independence, we cannot have a House
that can throw a Government out and defeat a
Budget. Therefore in order to get useful power we
have to get rid of power to reject Supply.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Were these the ideas you
rammed down your students' necks?

Hon. ROBERT H ETHERINGTON: Actually,
Mr President, one of these days I might be
tempted to make cheap and insulting remarks
about farmers, but I would not do that. The re-
mark made by Mr Gayfer which is causing Mr
Lewis so much amusement happens to be untrue
and if the honourable member does not believe it
I suggest he ask one of my former students, Mr
Barry MacKinnon, who is quite close at hand.

Several members interjected.
Hion. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I am not

responsible for anybody. I show people ideas and
some take them, up and some do not. I am respon-
sible for getting some people to join the Liberal
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Party and the Democratic Labor Party because I
did not ram ideas down their throats. I believe in
free discourse, I believe in liberalism, and I be-
lieve in democracy.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Was he a good student?
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Yes, he

was otherwise I would not have mentioned it; it
would have been embarrassing.

Several members interjected.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I am

suggesting that if we want this House to be a
House of Review we have to make sure it is not a
House which has a permanent conservative
majority.

We are, in our legislation, giving due notice to
what is known as the conservative principle. One
of the problems is that many conservatives fear
that the only demagogues are demagogues on the
left. Tell that to General Pinochet and some of
the people in South America. There are dema-
gogues on the right. It is possible that the dema-
gogic leader might sweep into power and might
have to win two elections in an upper House be-
fore he can be sulre of it. It is a check, it is a bal-
anced check because we believe in checks and bal-
ances. So if we, in fact, produced a balanced
House-and I am sorry the Hon. Sandy Lewis
has so little appreciation of what is being said that
he has to giggle in the background-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: You will pay FID on all the
checks and balances the Labor Party has.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: If we
have a balanced House and if we have a House
which did not have the right to reject Supply and
if we have a House which is a democratic House,
we might have a better House and a House which
would have a role to play in a bicameral system.
If we did have the time, and did not directly
threaten the Government, and could delay its
legislation and not throw it out altogether, and if
we could make recommendations we, as the.
House of Lords is now, might be taken more no-
tice of.

I would suggest to the honourable gentlemen
and the Hon. Margaret McAleer that they think
about this. I do not expect to convert anyone
tonight, but I think it is something worth con-
sidering because I think institutions are import-
ant. I value our parliamentary institution highly. I
understand that because of the volume of legis-
lation that much of it has to be pushed through
the lower House wherever they are. It is true of
Canberra, the Westminster system, and it is true
of here, in Perth. Therefore, there is a role to play
for a House that we can trust and a role to play
for a properly elected and balanced House.

One of the other things I find interesting be-
cause it is true, as someone said earlier, is that if
our Bill became an Act, some of us might not be
here. One of the people who might not be here is
me. I know that because if we had a system of
State-wide proportional representation, in order to
maximise our vote throughout the State we would
have to look for the personal votes of country
people. Therefore, we would have to preselect
country people if we were politically wise. There-
fore, both parties would look after the interests of
the whole State.

A member interjected.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: That is

not "really". Mr President, it is true, Of course, in
a State which is so dependent on rural industry
and it is so important it cannot be ignored, the ar-
guments about everything being centred in the
city are foolish and just do not work. It is a fig-
ment of the imagination; it is a myth arising from
the fears of the members of the Opposition. They
are afraid that they will be clobbered by us, the
way they have clobbered us with their numbers.
This is not what we are proposing. We are propos-
ing in this Bill a system in which all parties have
to look to the State as a whole and we are propos-
ing a system in which, after a vote, the party with
a clear majority is likely to have a majority of
half this House, or perhaps there will be a balance
Of Power by an Independent or a member of the
Australian Democrats. So the Government will
have to watch itself and watch the House of Re-
view. Of course, if we then limit the powers of the
House, perhaps this will make it a better re-
spected House with greater authority.

I was tempted tonight, and I am sorry if I am
boring some members on the front bench, to com-
mence my speech with Edward the Confessor and
work through the Norman Great Council and
show the development of our bicameral system.

Several members interjected.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Mr

President, You will be happy to know, I do not
intend to do that, even though I have to bring
such disappointment to my good friend Mr Lewis.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I am devastated.
Hon. D. K. Dans: Do it in the Committee stage.
Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I may do

it in the Committee stage.
The PRESIDENT: Order! All I suggest is that

the Hon. Robert Hetherington relate his remarks
to the Bill. I am happy to listen to anything.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I do not
want to say much more. I think I have made my
point and shown that some of the alleged facts
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that were produced by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition were, in fact, not correct. I am sorry about
that because I normally respect his arguments,
but of course as he once said about me when 1
was on the other side developing an argument
against him, "Sometimes your heart really is not
in it and sometimes you are forced to support a
bad case". When one does this, then like Homner
one nods. I felt that despite the erudition of the
Leader of the Opposition there were
inconsistencies and fallacies in his argument
tonight which saddened me. Certainly the rest of
the arguments I have heard from that side of the
House have not impressed me at all. It is
interesting to bear the people who talk about their
belief that they are honest. The Hon. Phil Pendal
is always saying, "We believe we are honest". We
too are honest, we believe our Bill will be better
for the State.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You were talking before
about the possibility of a minority of one person
controlling this House. Surely that will not hap-
pen.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: One per-
son could never control this House because if any
group holds a balance of power they can control
the House only if a major party controls it in uni-
son with it. The Australian Democrats do not con-
trol the Senate. When they decide to vote with the
Liberal Party, they do. I do not think that is con-
trolling the House. They have to look at the poli-
tics of things and certainly if they cannot reject
Supply we may have less to worry about. It would
mean that the upper House would have some sort
of proportionality that a system of single member
electorates in a lower House does not have. I
think that this is probably desirable. If I were
asked what 1 personally would like in the lower
House I would look at the West German system.

Several members interjected.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: The
Hon. Neil Oliver talked about Hitler. The West
German system gives the best of both worlds. It
has single member constituencies and it is topped
up with proportional representation. With a
system like this-and I offer this to the Liberals
to think about-they can have the best of both
worlds. They could have a malapportioned. lower
House which would give them representation;
they could top it up on a State-wide basis and it
would be democratic. Perhaps that might work. I
am not advocating it, but I find it interesting and
I toss it lightly across the House in case anyone
wants to take it up.

I am supporting this Bill and I am supporting
the policies of today's Labor Party. I have no ul-
terior motives, as has been suggested. I do not
want to see us get rid of a second Chamber
altogether and I hope this second Chamber does
not eventually iritate the populace so much that
we have no choice. The final point I want to
make-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: That is lovely.
Hon. ROBERT HETH-ERINGTON: I remem-

ber being on that side when the Court Govern-
ment, because of certain things it claimed the
Labor Party would do, tried to entrench bits of
the Constitution and introduced the referendum
for the constitutional questions which lowered the
number of the Houses or changed the powers of
the Houses. It was not our doing, Mr President.
As a matter of fact I opposed it. It was the Lib-
eraL Government's doing. It offered the
referendum. It said, "Let us appeal to the
people". Well, let us appeal to the people. The
Liberal Party put it in and if it believes in democ-
racy, it should let this Bill go through and let the
people decide. It was its Bill that put the clause
for a referendum in the Constitution but the Lib-
eral Party is just frightened now to go to the
people. The Liberal Government did this because
it wanted to make sure that no Labor Party could
bring in its policies.

Go to the people now. If this Bill is passed, it
does not necessarily become law; it has to go to a
referendum. The Opposition can then vote against
it. If members opposite do not like this Bill, why
then not offer us another to see if we can come to
some sort of agreement? Why do they not let it go
through? Send it to the people. That might be
something like democracy. Those people who talk
about democracy should take the chance through
the Bill of putting this question to the people of
Western Australia. Let the people outside vote for
or against the Bill. If the Opposition is so sure
that this is just a cheap device of the Labor Party
to gain power, then it is probably sure the people
will vote against it. Let that be put to the test. I
have waited for years to say this to the people on
the other side of the House. Why do members of
the Opposition not put it to the test and see if
they really believe in democracy? Now is their
chance to show their bona fides. But of course
members opposite do not want to offer alterna-
tives.

Several members interjected.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Those
cheap jibes do not become members at this hour
of the night.

A member: At a quarter past nine.
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Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Or at
any time of the night. I would not expect it, but
some people are always in the fourth form.

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. A. A. Lewis: We are in the fourth form.
Hon. ROBERT H-ETHERINGTON: I suggest

the Opposition takes this point seriously. Mem-
bers opposite should offer other alternatives if
they want to, and see if we can hammer out a Bill
between us if they do not like this one; or pass this
one. If it is so bad, let the people reject it.

See what the people think! Put democracy to
the test! If this is put to a referendum, it may be
the first time that there has been a truly demo-
cratic vote in Western Australia. We do not have
a democratic system. As the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon told me when he was Leader of the
House, we have a system of representative
Government; we do not have a democratic system.
This is my hope. and it has been ever since I have
been here. My friend and colleague, the Hon.
Fred McKenzie, said he came here when there
was democracy in his union to try to get it for the
Legislative Council. It is my hope that we might
bring democracy into this State by the end of this
century. It would be nice if we did it this year.
What about it? Bite the bullet and accept the
challenge. Pass the Bill and see what the people
think about it. Opposition members may Find that
they are right, but they are afraid they might be
found wrong.

I have great pleasure in supporting the Bill.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. Fred

McKenzie.

DIAMOND MININC: LAKE ARGYLE

Environmental Review and Management
Programme:, Personal Explanation

HON. J. M. BERINSON (North Central
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [9.19 p.m.]: I
seek leave to make a short statement on the mat-
ter raised by the Hon. Sandy Lewis earlier this
evening.

Leave granted.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Earlier in the evening

the IHon. Sandy Lewis put a question without no-
tice to the Minister for Mines. He asked whether
the Minister, in the course of the debate
yesterday, had indicated to the House that an im-
pact study prepared by or on behalf of the Argyle
Joint Venture had been available for public scru-
tiny; also whether the Minister had said a copy
was available in the library. The Minister for
Mines replied, "No".

Later the Hon. Sandy Lewis sought leave of the
House to make a statement in the course of
which, as I understood him, he repeated that he
believed that the Minister for Mines had made a
statement to that effect yesterday. At that stage
he added that I had also made that statement. I
thought I should clarify the position. In fact, it
was I who made a statement concerning that
study. What was actually said appears in Hansard
in these terms:

I understand also that this very question
was the subject of the most detailed social
impact study ever engaged in by a develop-
ment company in advance of development
and that its conclusions show to that effect.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Is that report available
to us?

Hion. J. M. BERINSON: It is the
company's report and I am not sure whether
it was publicly available.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Was it made available
to the Government?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The conclusions
were certainly made available to the Govern-
ment, and I am informed now that it was
widely distributed to the public. The honour-
able member might obtain a copy from the
Parliamentary Library.

I think it is clear enough from the statement that
I was indicating that I did not really have first-
hand knowledge of these matters but virtually on
my feet I had been informed by other members
with better advice that the document had been
distributed. It was my comment that referred to
the Parliamentary Library. I said a copy might be
available there. I also intended to indicate by that
that it might not. 1 hope that that clarifies the
position and satisfies the earlier inquiry by the
honourable member.

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [9.22
p.mn.]: I seek leave to make a personal expla-
nation.

Leave granted.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney for
his explanation. I apologise to him-I was given
the wrong information. I understand the other
person named said "Yes, it was". If that is not so,
I apologise to both Ministers concerned.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: SPECIAL

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [9.23 p.mn.J: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
Tuesday, 8 November.

Question put and passed.
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
ORDINARY

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-
tan-Leader of the House) [9.24 p.m.]: I move-

That the House do now adjourn.

Legislative Programme: Special Adjournmentf
HON. H. W. GAYFER (Central) 19.25 p.m.]: I

am amazed that at twenty-ive past nine on this
Thursday evening we are adjourning this House
far a week. I believe that even to adjourn the
House for one day at this stage is sheer hypocrisy
by the Government. It has sheets of legislation in
front of it, sheets of items on the Notice Paper.
As a matter of fact, for the information of the
House, there are now some 30 pieces of legislation
listed on this Notice Paper, compared with nine at
the corresponding week last year. I do not believe
that the party in power has the ability even to run
the House. 1 am very surprised that debate on this
important piece of legislation is allowed to be ad-
journed. I thought it was to be adjourned till a
later stage of this sitting, but it is to be adjourned
for a week at least. This is stated to be the most
important legislation that has ever been
introduced in this place.

The House is in a shambles. Yesterday I was
called back from the country because the number
one item on the Notice Paper was to be dealt
with-that was the State Government Insurance
Office Amendment Bill-and the tobacco Bill
was to be dealt with next. Everybody came here to
read thd Notice Paper, and we found that we were
discussing items 19 and 20.

Those present in the House came for the pur-
pose of discussing a certain piece of legislation,
only to find that it was not even to be discussed.
So we looked at further legislation, and we came
to the House today. We found that items numbers
one and two on the Notice Paper are the Stamp
Amendment Bill and the Totalisator Agency
Board Betting Tax Amendment Bill. Number
three is the State Government Insurance -Office
Amendment Bill; and this was most important
two days ago, yet it is still not dealt with. Instead
of that we dealt with the electoral' 'reform Bill
which we all knew was coming on. We are all pre-
pared to sit through the night to get it out of the
way. We are all here prepare d. that this ,matter
should be dealt-with because this is an important
piece of legislation, ahd here we are getting up
and forgetting about the work in this place for a
whole week.-.

The tobacco Bill is stated to be a matter of life
and death. That was said by everybody -wh6 has
spoken about it. Here we take another week's hol-

iday before making a decision. The SGlO Bill,
like the House, is in a complete shambles. The
diamond Bill is in a shambles; the Ministers are in
a shambles. I do not believe that anybody in this
place will get a flow-on to allow us to complete
our business.

There were 25 Bills to be dealt with when we
came into this place this morning. Another five or
six were introduced tonight. That makes over 30
Bills on this Notice Paper. Prime legislation
which must be passed through this place is still
with us.

I object to the motion that is at present in front
of us that we adjourn the House. It is absolutely
wrong. We have this Bill rolling. On the other
side of the House members have pulled down the
screens; they are closing the shutters.

A member: Are you voting against it?
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It does not matter; it is

not finished yet. This is what we are adjourning.
We have plenty of members on this side of the
House waiting to speak in the debate which was
before us. Instead of that, down come the shut-
ters. The hour is early. Let us get on and finish
the Bill if it is that important, instead of packing
up and going home. We are not only going home
on this Bill, but on five important Bills. This is not
the way to run a Government.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: And a country.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: The country is second
rate. it is suggested that we go home. These are
fine words. We heard Mr Hetherington in silence
tonight.

What do we do? We have a motion from the
Whip that the debate be adjourned; and then we
have another motion with the Government saying,
"Well, we'll adjourn the House for a week. We
won't bother to come back next week". That
would be right, because we have a week off every
second week, or something like that! Here we are,
going away from the place and leaving 30 Bills on
the Notice Paper, and five of those Bills are of
paramount importance to the Government.

It is'not good enough. It is sheer hypocrisy. I
have been. brought back twice in two days to deal
with, certain Bill s-every body has his time slot,
and knows how to fit in the occasions when it is
nec;essary to be in this place-only to find out
those Bills were still not dealt with. They are on
the priority list on theNotice Paper; however, the
business we dcalr.with on the Notice Paper, with
25 itdrns, was Bill No. 20.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Nobody would take re-
sponsibility for that.
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Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It is absolutely crazy!
Even today we were debating items well down on
the Notice Paper, and consequently the place is in
a complete shambles.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I will assure you, Mr Gayfer,
that the Notice Paper-

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Mr Dans would not
have a clue how to run this place. It is in a
shambles.

We have tried to co-operate. We have co-op-
erated with Mr Hetherington in his speech-all of
us were here and heard him in silence, It was a
very provocative speech, but we did that. Never-
theless, because there was a night in front of
us-a night to be here and a night to get this
legislation on its way one way or the other-we
Find the Government saying, "Get up and go
home."

If the steam has gone out of everybody, let
them work it up again. I will work steam up in
them. I ask Mr Dans to withdraw his motion and
let us get on with it. Let us get stuck into the No-
tice Paper. That is what we want to do.

It is not a question of having something to go to
the people with. The Government is giving us
nothing. Deal with the Bill, and we will tell the
Government in the early hours of the morning
whether it has got something to take to the people
and carry out the threats that it has been making.
That is the position we are in. Nobody is
completing the work with which he has been
charged. The object of being a member in this
House is to get on and do the business. Let us go
home at the end of this week saying, "Well, we
accomplished something". We have accomplished
nothing this week-not one darned thing on this
Notice Paper have we accomplished. That is no
way to run the House.

We have given the Government a little while to
become used to being in control of the business of
the House; but if' this is the way the Government
is to run the House and its Government agencies
and instrumentalities, that is sad. It is sad for the
country. There is no organisation; the place is a
shambles at the present time. This Notice Paper
would be one of the worst printed papers and
worst carried out papers that I have ever seen in
all my years in Parliament.-

We should defeat the motion before us, stay,
here, and carry on and do the work, However,
there is one problem in doing that; the Labor
Party will say "You took the business out of our
hands". That is exactly what it would say,.and
that would make headlines.'

I am pointing out that the place is in a
shambles. The Government is making the place

such a shambles that it is a laughing stock to any-
body who happens to witness what is going on
here at present.

In the Daily News tonight, on page 17 the fol-
lowing appears-

According to Brian Burke the Legislative
Council's rejection of the Bill to ban ciga-
rette advertising should bring home "to those
who worked so hard in support of the
Government's anti-smoking programme"
that parliamentary and electoral reform is a
key issue for them.

What is an important issue when we can postpone
both of these agenda items for at least a week? I
am not sure, when we come back after the week,
where those items will appear on the Notice
Paper. If they are Nos. one and two on the Notice
Paper, will we in fact deal with them?

If we as legislators carry this motion to adjourn
the House, we are doing the wrong thing. The
Government has pointed out often how
fundamental these matters are to the good of
Western Australia. We have been told that some
of them must be passed before the end of the
month; but that will be over by 8 November when
we return.

There is something radically wrong with the
performance of the House at this stage.

HON. G. E. MASTERS (West) [9.35 p.m.). I
also register my absolute disgust at the way the
Government has conducted the business
today-disgust at the move to adjourn the debate
on the Bill which we have been debating for most
of the day. That is disgusting and disgraceful.

As I understand it, yesterday a firm arrange-
ment was reached between the Premier, the
Leader of the Opposition in the Assembly, the
Leader of the Opposition in this House, and the
Leader of the Government in this House (Mr
Dans) that the Opposition would agree to deal
with 'two Bills-two very important
Bills-yesterday. We did that. We sat until late
and discussed those Bills, because certain com-
ments were made about 'the importance of the
Bills to the Government and to the industry, and
the -cost of delaying those pieces of legislation.
The firm arrangement w as that if w4e stayed back
and dealt with those two pieces of legislation
today, we would deal with this Bill about which
we have been talking. It was agreed that we
would deal with this Bill and see it to completion
-today,

Thie Ojppbsition honoured its commitment, even
though members like the Hon. Sandy Lewis and
others- asked questions yesterday and -were not
answered properly. We continued, 'and we
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honoured that commitment. Now the Government
has dishonoured its commitment.

We have a very good understanding of what
will happen in the future. The Government has re-
neged on and backed away from the promises it
made. Members would be right to expect that,
when a Government and Government Ministers
make that sort of arrangement and that sort of
promise, they will carry that promise through.

As we know, the Government has concentrated
on political tricks and political point scoring for
the whole of this session. The Hon. Mick Gayfer
is quite right in saying that we have a Notice
Paper full of legislation with which we should be
dealing.

The Government brought forward the tobacco
Bill and the SGIO Bill, It failed miserably with
the tobacco Bill. In relation to the SGlO Bill,' it
came to the House with no preparation at
all-with no facts and figures-and it expected us
to allow the legislation to pass through the House.
All of a sudden the Government came forward
last night with two important Bills-the Northern
Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Bill and the
Diamond (Ashton Joint Venture) Agreement
Amendment Bill. The Government said it would
cost $1 million a week to delay those Bills; yet
after 13 weeks we find it bringing that Sort Of
legislation forward. When the Government brings
forward political gimmicks such as the tobacco
Bill and the 5010 Bill we have the right to be
upset.

Hon. D. K. Dans: You are not suggesting the
SGlO Bill is a political gimmick?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am. It must be.
When a Government brings forward legislation
without any preparation and without any facts
and figures to back it up, of course it is a political
gimmick. Any business put forward without that
sort of responsible preparation is not worthy of
the consideration of this House.

We have a right to say what we think in this
adjournment debate. We had two Bills today, and
the Opposition agreed that they were emergency
Bills. As we were quite well disposed to the
Government-it had made promises and commit-
ments-we said, "Right, wve'll deal with those two
Bills". They could have been dealt with today, but
they were not.

When the Government brings in the Bills and
then does not deal with them, we say it is backing
off. The Government is saying. "We will come
back in 10 days' time and deal with them".

We have been working three weeks and having
one week off- We were told that that would be

better for us. However, we are making no prog-
ress at all.

I believe that the Premier and the Government
in another place have been using dirty tricks,
reducing proper debate, and stifling the debate.
Now we are seeing that type of thing introduced
into this House with this sort of operation.We
have every right to be upset. We are not prepared
to be treated with contempt by the Government.
As members of this House, we are obliged to re-
view legislation and consider all sorts of prop-
ositions put to us. However, we will not be treated
with that sort of contempt. As far as our members
are concerned, when the Government brings for-
ward legislation and we ask questions, we will not
be fobbed off. If we do not receive the right
answers, we will use our right to adjourn debate
on Bills. If the Government believes that by act-
ing in this way it will persuade us, it is wrong.

I do not care whether we are here until
Christmas, as long as we make sure that we do
the work of the Parliament. If a Bill is put before
us and questions are asked, they will be answered
properly.

The reason that the Government has backed off
is that the Hon. Ian Medcalf made a brilliant
speech which the Hon. Joe Berinson could not
answer adequately today. He was not prepared to
answer it, so all sorts of excuses have been put up.
We could have carried on. It is only 20 minutes to
10; and if the Government cannot answer the
questions, that does not mean that we are beaten.

Hon. Garry Kelly: What rubbish!
Hon. C. E. MASTERS: What other reason

would the Government have for attempting to do
this? We will stay here and do the most important
Bill-to use the Government's own words-that
has been introduced in this House for years. What
is the Government doing? It is not prepared to de-
bate the Bill that was before the House. It has
backed down. The Government is exposed for
what it is-a dishonest Government!

HION. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) J9.43
p.m.]: I do not wish to be involved in the emotion-
al sort of situation that the two previous speakers
have been involved in.

Hon. D. K. Dans: A brilliant speech by Mr
Masters!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Leader of the House
had better not say too much, because he might
work me into a certain kind of fury. I am trying
to control what I say, because it is important.

The bluster and bullying by the Government is
the sort of thing that shows it is trying to push
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Bills through. Its deceit and its not sticking to its
word are what worry me the most.

I had been assured that the Bill that was ad-
journed by the Whip was to be dealt with this
week. It has not been dealt with, which means
that I cannot trust the word of the man who said
that it would be dealt with this week.

I have spent my lire in this place-
Hon. Mark Nevill: Being co-operative!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, I have been co-op-

erative. Last night I was co-operative. Obviously
the Minister was tired. The sort of thing that
young members do not learn easily is that some of
us have a certain amount of compassion. I look at
Mr Masters and think what he did to Mr
Dowding and Mr Wordsworth during the term of
the previous Government.

Of course, Mr Dowding has disappeared from
the Chamber. He is not here to support his leader;
yet he is the bloke who initiated another Bill on
which I was asked whether I would talk this even-
ing. I gave the straight answer of, "No", and the
leader of the House knows that. Had we finished
the Bill we were discussing, I was quite prepared
to go on with that other Bill.

At 1.45 p.m. yesterday I was informed through
the usual channels-by my Leader and my
Whip-that we would debate something different.
As Mr Gayfer said, it was thought we would de-
bate Orders of the Day No. 19 and No. 20. I do
not blame the Clerks, H-ansard or the Printer, but
I do know I walked in here and had to make my
speech merely on a copy of the Bill because a
copy or the second reading speech was not
available. I am one of those people who does not
do a great deal of preparation to speak. I make
the odd mistake but very few. On the morning be-
fore I speak on a matter I take out the second
reading speech notes, or a copy of the second
reading speech from Hansard to make my notes,
which take up one sheet of paper. I then make my
speech. Last night the Government was in some
confusion because I happened to know a little bit
more about the Bill than it did. It is interesting
that on such short notice I was able to do that. It
showed how unprepared the Government was.

We dealt with the SGlO Bill, and Mr Wells
and myself asked (or some igures on the SGlO.
The Attorney General, when we discussed the
short title of the Bill, reported progress because
the SGIO had not had time to prepare ihe figures
needed for the Committee stage. The Bill passed
the second reading stage before the projected
time. The SGIO had no idea that it would have to
have the figures available. When the Bill passed
the second reading stage the Government thought,

"Good Lord, it has got through. Now we have no
Figures. We can't answer anything in the Com-
mittee stage".

I-on. G. C. MacKinnon: Do you think it might
have been the old trick of wanting to lear it up
and trade it off?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It could well have been
brought in for that purpose. Why did all those
Government members want to speak tonight?
Why did the Government stonewall the Bill we
had before us with long speeches? The Hon.
Carry Kelly, the Hon. Robert Hetherington and
others made speeches. I thought the Hon. Tom
Stephens was interested in this matter, but he was
not ready to go ahead tonight. The Hon. Mark
Nevill, the Hon. Kay Hallahan, and the Hon.
Sam Piantadosi were not ready to go ahead with
the Bill.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is on your own infor-
mation.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Sure, it is, but if other
speakers were ready to go ahead, why did the
Government want to adjourn the Bill? I was told
the Bill would not be adjourned this week, but we
now have a motion before us to adjourn the
House.

Hon. C. J. Bell: For a fortnight.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It will be for 10 days or so.
I will not hold the Government to a fortnight, be-
cause that is when Mr Dowding is to get his
comeuppance on another matter. It is interesting
that in this place we have reached such a low level
that we cannot trust the word of the front bench
of the Government as individuals-as men we
cannot trust their word. The front bench of the
Government know that I am to go away and that
I wish to speak on the Bill. They have deceived
me.

When an Opposition and a Government cannot
trust each other we have troubles. We throw
harsh words at each other sometimes, and I throw
harsh words at even my friends such as the Hon.
Bob Hetherington, the Hon. Peter Dowding, and
probably at the Hon. Fred McKenzie more than
anyone else.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: I wondered whether I
would get a mention as one of your friends.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I had to get his name in to
Hansard. If one is given an assurance one expects
it to be honoured, but in this case an assurance
has not been honoured. I am altogether disap-
pointed by the Government. Unfortunately I will
not be able to trust the word of any individual
member of the Government if it is given to me in
the context of a matter related to this House.
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That is a harsh statement to have to make. I have
said some harsh words in this place, but the words
I have just uttered are the harshest. I am absol-
utely distressed that I have had to rise tonight to
say that I cannot trust anyone on the Government
side. Most people who know me know I am fairly
trusting-perhaps too trusting. In this case I have
been proven to be too trusting, and I am devas-
tated.

There is no Leader of the Government in this
House. The so-called leader gets his instructions
from another place. We have always said we are a
House of Review, but the so-called leader is a
puppet dancing on strings controlled by a man in
another place. The courtesies that should be given
to people in this House are not being given. I do
not know where we will go from this point. 1 hope
that you. Sir, will be able to quieten this place
down during the week after next so that we have
some organisation in the workings of this Parlia-
ment. Now we have reached the situation that in
every corner of the Parliament pure politics apply.
Bullying and deceit are used to find the political
end to everything that happens. That situation
distresses me.

I do not know what other members think, but I
do not wish this state or affairs to continue. I hope
the Government sees the error of its ways and
does something about letting this Opposition op-
erate as an Opposition should operite, and show it
the courtesy that Government members were
shown when in Opposition. Okay, some mistakes
were made and some arguments developed when
they were in Opposition. Even some of us on the
Government side during the eight or nine years of
Liberal Government were not shown much cour-
tesy at times, but never did a situation arise simi-
lar to that which has arisen tonight. The situation
has continued for a full week, and, as Mr Gayfer
has said, it has ended in complete and utter
shambles-

HON. 1.0G. PRAlTr (Lower West) [9.55 p.m.]:
The House should not adjourn until I have put my
point of view. Several unfortunate happenings oc-
curred today, beginning with a meeting we on this
side attended, and ending with the happenings
leading to tonight's fiasco, all of which have made
it difficult for us on this side to accept and deal
with this Government. Probably the biggest
tragedy we saw today was the righteous but
understandable and correct concern expressed by
the Hon. Gordon Masters when he made his con-
tribution to this debate a few minutes ago. The
tragedy was that he treated the Government with
honour.

I hate to be the sort of person who says, "I told
you so", but I must. Opposition members had

reason yesterday to meet to discuss the passage of
legislation. It was reported to us by our leader
that an assurance was given by the Government
that if we were prepared to deal with legislation
yesterday which we understood was to be dealt
with today, the Government would deal with the
legislation intended for yesterday, and not ad-
journ the electoral Bill today.

After what the Government has done to the
promises given to the people of this State since
the election, I could not accept the promise it gave
in regard to the way it would handle legislation. I
made the point to my colleagues that I did not put
much trust in the assurance. I went as far as to
say, "it is my opinion this Government has made
promises at the election to the people of Western
Australia it would not keep, and it has made what
appears to be a promise to us. I believe they will
break it". My forecast of yesterday was that the
Government would start to deal with the Bill,
allow a couple of speeches to be made, and try to
adjourn it. Has not time proven me correct?

My perhaps more trusting colleague, the Hon.
Gordon Masters, took the Government's state-
ment that it would deal with this Bill today as an
assurance it would deal with it until it was com-
pleted and not just start it and then do what has
happened.

1 appreciate how the Hon. Gordon Masters
Feels. He has been let down. A promise made to
him has been broken. I do not feel a promise
made to me was broken because I did not trust
the Government to begin with. What the Govern-
ment has done to us today in regard to this group
of Bills is to break a promise. Had it been honest
it would have said, "We will start that Bill
tomorrow". The connotation one gets when some-
one says a Bill will be dealt with is that it will be
dealt with as a unit-it will be completed-but
that has not happened today. The Government
started the Bill and then ran for cover, which is
something we have come to expect this session
from the members opposite. When they get into
trouble they run for cover.

We heard tonight an excellent speech from the
Leader of the Opposition in this place, a speech
which completely cut to pieces the case of
Government members. The debate was adjourned
and Government members will run for cover in
the hope that in the week or 10 days that will
pass, everything will settle down and the puppet
will forget what a trouncing he has received.

Really, who could trust a Government which
went to the election promising no new taxes and
then created new taxes? Who could trust a
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Government which promised no rises in taxation
or charges and then promptly raised them?

Ido not share the anger of my colleague, the
Hion. Gordon Masters, about the broken promises
because I never expected them to be kept. I ex-
pected the Government to look at the fine print
and say, "We did not really promise", despite the
fact it knew it would be taken as a promise. Per-
haps now it can squirm out under the line print Of
it. That is exactly what I expect Mr Dans will do
when he rises to answer.

I feel absolute disgust, but I suppose we are
obliged to let this motion pass. It would have
served the Government right if we did take
business out of its hands and made it carry on
with the work it is paid to do here, and make it
carry on with this legislation which it has been
touting as so important for many months. But, the
Government is going off on a holiday half-way
through it.

Although 1 do not support this motion to ad-
journ at this time, it is not my intention to vote
against it.

HON. V. J. FERRY (South-West) [10.01
p.m.): I find it extraordinary in the extreme that
the Government should seek to adjourn the House
at this particular stage. Earlier this session, we
had the spectacle of the Government requesting
that the hours of sitting be altered so that more
work could be done in this House. This House
obliged by altering those hours, but the
functioning of its members, particularly those
working on committees has been seriously im-
peded. We have a number of committees op-
erating through this House at present, but they
have found it difficult to operate because of the
way the House has been sitting.

The Government has claimed that this House
prevents it from governing. I ask what this House
has done to prevent the Government carrying out
its operations. This Government has operated
now for a pregnancy period of nine months, and I
think it has given birth to a stillborn squib. It has
done nothing except raise taxes and charges.

The Government has continually blamed this
House saying it prevents the work of the Parlia-
ment. We are willing, ready and waiting to pro-
ceed with the Government business, but the
Government wishes to adjourn the House.

It is quite extraordinary. There is no doubt that
the Government members are puppets on a string.

Hon. D. K. Dans: It would be a rope in my
case.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: Well, a puppet on a big
string.

Hon. D. K. Dans: It would be a big lump on a
string.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: This is a responsible
House which has a responsibility to the people
who elected it. Many members are willing and
ready to contribute this evening, but the Govern-
ment is running scared.

Speakers have been prepared to continue debat-
ing tonight, and I understand at least one member
from the Government is prepared to speak. I just
guess that he has been thwarted because the
Government decided to adjourn the debate.

Hon. D. K. Dans: You are sure of that, are
you?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: Absolutely. I am prepared
to go on and I am sure there are others who wish
to deal with the Bill. However, the Government
has said we cannot do that. It appears there is no
urgency now, despite the Government's great ad-
vertising campaign at the cost of a tremendous
sum of money. The campaign was conducted, on
television, radio and in newspapers, against the
dreadful Legislative Council because it is not
playing its part. In the last two or three weeks we
have not seen these advertisements; 1 wonder why
they have been withdrawn.

The Government is not dinkumn and cannot be
trusted. I refer to the fiasco of the tobacco Bill.
The tobacco Bill was a political stunt of this
Government. It is all part of a grand design to
blame the Legislative Council, but there is no way
that this Council can be blamed.

It is quite curious that members have been
quite happy to deal with the passage of a number
of Bills in this House, even though they have been
brought in with great expediency.

It is quite curious that despite the involvement
of members of the Opposition in this matter the
Government has decided to adjourn the debate.
One or two members on the Government side
wished to contribute to the debate also.

Hon. D. K. Dans: How do you know?
Hon. V. J. FERRY: Some people are psychic

and maybe this is my night. We dealt with some
important Bills last night which affected remote
areas of this State, and not one member opposite
representing those areas Supported the people
from their provinces. I find that extraordinary.

Reference has been made to the conduct of this
House and the arrangement of its business on the
Notice Paper. It is well known and understood
that if the Westminster system of Parliament is to
operate, it must do so with the co-operation and
goodwill of its members. We have had the classic
example of this system being broken down by the
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changes to the programme brought in unexpec-
tedly without regard to the working of the House.

That is the sort of democracy we expect from
this Government. I would hate to see a dictator-
ship. I believe this Government deserves the
strongest censure, because it is breaking down the
Westminster parliamentary system. I do not be-
lieve the House should adjourn, because I wish to
make a few comments which relate to my proy-
i nce.

Natural Disaster: Bunbury Storm

Today I asked a question on notice of the Min-
ister for Mines, representing the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services. I asked whether
the Minister would advise the form of assistance
given to persons or organisations in the Bunbury
area who suffered property damage during a
severe storm last August. The Minister replied as
follows-

During the period of the storm on the
night of I 1-12 August and up to 1200 hours
on Saturday 13 August, the Bunbury State
Emergency Service attended to 57 calls for
assistance.

The assistance provided varied from tem-
porary repairs to damaged roofs using
tarpaulins to the removal of fallen trees and
branches from public roads, and from private
property where such trees and branches
threaten life or property.

A total of 28 volunteers responded to the
emergency and worked unceasingly from ap-
proximately midnight until being stood down
at ,05 30 hours in the morning. Sundry repair
work however continued until 21 00 hours
the following night, using standby teams on
rotation.

I had asked what form of assistance was gi ven.
Now, this is not Government assistance; it is as-
sistance from the Bunbury Voluntary Emergency
Service. To continue-

Additional supplies of 40 tarpaulins, 10
rolls of rope, and 20 sets of wet weather gear,
were sent down to Bunbury from Perth in the
early hours of Friday 12 August 1983.

The Government's contribution to that was the
supply equipment which was welcomed indeed. I
had asked what special assistance had been given
to the Bunbury Naval Cadets. To continue with
the answer-

My advice is that some discussions have
taken place at officer level with a representa-
tive of the cadets, and that ways of assisting
are being examined. The Minister for

Emergency Services has undertaken to advise
the member of the result in due course.

I am grateful that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services is looking at this matter, and
that he will supply the advice to me in due course.

Defence: Naval Cadets

I had asked that question because during that
storm the naval cadets' building, which was worth
something like $20 000 was destroyed. The estab-
lishment was wrecked and the cadets have not
been able to operate satisfactorily since that
storm.

The naval cadets are a worthy organisation.
Some 40 cadets are involved, and their ages range
from 13 years to l8 years. They have three
officers and two instructors, and this service is ex-
tremely important in training young people in our
community to be responsible in what they are
doing, and to give service to the community.

The Government should have done all it could
immediately to help this worthy organisation, but
it has done nothing. The Minister has undertaken
to advise me of the result in due course. I ask how
long will they have to wait for help? That help
was needed the day after the storm.

The naval cadets are trying to re-establish
themselves. It was my pleasure to be associated
with them after the storm when inspecting
another site in the harbour area of Bunbury. This
site comes under the superintendence of the
Bunbury Port Authority, and that authority is ex-
tremely sympathetic to them. It has been making
arrangements to have the cadets located in
another area in the harbour.

Bunbury City Council is doing all it can to as-
sist the cadets to re-establish themselves. It is in
the interests of the council that it does so, and in
the interests of the people of Bunbury that the old
cadets' building be removed because there are
plans for the redevelopment of that harbour area.
The cadets are receiving that sort of assistance,
and every consideration from the Bunbury Port
Authority; but what is the Government doing?
Seemingly, it is very little, and that is extremely
disappointing.

The proposed new site for the naval cadets is an
excellent one for their purposes. It has an appro-
priate beach area for their small craft and deep
water adjacent for other activities. Parking facili-
ties are located nearby and no great problems will
arise in establishing the cadets at that site. This
youth organisation has to rebuild its head-
quarters. I understand it has building bricks to
the value of $10000 on standby ready to go to
Hunbury as soon as a site is available for the
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building programme. The cadets need assistance
from the Bunbury City Council to remove their
cyclone fence, which was knocked down and
partly destroyed during the tornado. However, the
cadets will need a loL more than that.

Their proposed new headquarters will be in
keeping and in a similar style to another sporting
body's pavilion on the harbour foreshore. It will
be a very harmonious building; not elaborate, but
one which will serve the purpose.

I am appalled at this Government's lack of con-
cern. 1 know the Minister For Police and Emerg-
ency Services has had discussions with the officers
of the cadet unit, and I believe they have had dis-
cussions with the two members of Parliament
from that area, Mr P. J. Smith and Mr D. L.
Smith.

Notwithstanding that, nothing has. been done. I
have been in touch with the naval cadet officers
and with all the goodwill in the world of the two
local members of Parliament, nothing has been
done. Is it good enough for this youth organis-
ation to be left lamenting in this way? If this
Government is so keen to promote job
opportunities I should have thought it would have
ensured this project was supported with a modest
sum of money so the new headquarters could be
built. Discussions have been held to have the job
creation programme implemented but it cannot
proceed because of procrastination and dithering
by the Government. It should have grasped the
nettle on this matter and achieved a direct result
for the benefit of the cadets. They help in many
ways in community affairs in Bunbury and learn
to be good citizens through their own endeavours.
I implore the Government to act and help these
cadets.

In conclusion, I reiterate that I am absolutely
disgusted at the Government's failure to handle
its legislative programme.

Legislative Programme: Special Adjournment
HON. D. K. DANS (South Metropoli-

tan-Leader or the House) [10.20 p.mn.J: It is
with some trepidation and fear that I rise to reply
to some of the comments raised by members of
the Opposition in this adjournment debate. It has
been suggested we are running scared; we are not.
I served as Leader of the Opposition during the
time there were three or four Leaders of the
Government on this side of the House and in
those seven years I never had any problems. I had
a few disagreements and some misunderstandings.
I remember having a misunderstanding with the
Hon. Graham MacKinnon one night and we went

around the back of the President's dais and sorted
it out.

No-one has tried to put anything over anyone.
Let us look at the situation. We have now been
here for more than 10 hours. There were four
Government speakers tonight and three Oppo-
sition speakers. I sent the Whip over earlier to
find out whether any more Opposition members
wished to speak and he was informed there were
not. That may have been a misunderstanding; I
am not sure. It had been my intention to adjourn
this evening at 6.00 p.m. for the simple reason
that I thought members of this Chamber were
tired and needed a rest.

I also must have regard, as does every other
leader, to the problems of H-ansard and the other
staff. Because. some disagreement was voiced I
suggested to the Leader of the Opposition that we
go on. I had in mind one particular member who
seemed to be very upset that we proposed to ad-
journ. He was given every opportunity to speak.

Let us think about it for a moment. I would
give full marks to some members of the Oppo-
sition tonight for being excellent graduates from
the royal academy of dramatic art.

Hon. C. E. Masters: We are deadly serious.
Hon. D. K. DANS: I suggest they would be

better actors than politicians should they ever
need to change their vocation. I admit difficulties
have arisen because of changes in the legislative
pattern, and I regret that. It has been particularly
hard on the Opposition, but it has also been hard
on the Government. To suggest Mr Berinson did
not deal correctly with the Argyle diamond Bills
is ridiculous; no-one who is honest would sub-
scribe to that point of view. No-one would sub-
scribe to the view that he did not give of his best
with the S610 Bill. No-one would subscribe to
the view that he ran away from it, or that the
Government is running scared. It is simply not
true.

There have been very few problems in this
Chamber in the 12 or 13 years I have been here. I
suggest there are still no problems. The Govern-
ment is always in charge of the Notice Paper, and
I hope in the next few days we will be through
this rather difficult period and we can get some
continuity and permanency into these matters
appearing on the Notice Paper.

A conference of the leaders took place
yesterday which Mr Medcalf and I attended, and
the main people in the discussions were the Prem-
ier and the Leader of the Opposition. As I under-
stood the situation it was decided we would de-
bate the constitutional Bill today. I was unclear as
to whether we would complete it today. Had I
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been clear in my mind that we had said we would
only debate it today, no doubt would have existed
in my mind that we would have adjourned at 6.0
p.m. We went on longer because a doubt did exist
in my mind.

In spite of the assertion that the Notice Paper
is in a shambles, the Government is quite happy
with its legislative programme to date. I assure
members that all the legislation on the Notice
Paper will be dealt with before this session of Par-
liament adjourns. No doubt exists about that.

A situation has arisen that has occurred before
and I am sure with commonsense, and under-
standing, we will overcome some of the problems
perceived by members of the Opposition. There
was no desire or intention on the part of the
Government to deceive the Opposition. I did not
do that in the preceding seven years when I was
Leader of the Opposition in this place, and I have
not come across to this side of the House to
change the method by which I operate in this
Chamber. I personally resent the suggestion that
somehow or other we have been doing something
dishonest.

Hon. L. G. Pratt: We were talking about the
puppeteer.

Hon. D. K. DANS: Sure, there have been mis-
takes; they occur all the time. It is not a question
of the mistake but of how one adjusts it.

I want to make a personal observation in regard
to the Hon. Mr Lewis. Some time ago he said to
me he would be going away in the week after the
recess and he wanted to know whether the consti-
tutional Bill would be coming on before he left. It
is true I said "Yes, Sandy, we will do our level
best to get it on so you can speak before you go".
Because of the change in the Notice Paper in re-
spect of the two Argyle Bills yesterday we got a
little out of kilter. However, I deliberately made
time available tonight should Sandy Lewis have

wished to avail himself of that time. I gave him
that assurance and I regret I could not carry it
out. I can say no more than that.

The Government has been as co-operative as it
possibly can with a co-operative Opposition.
When people get hysterical and one is listening to
them ranting and raving, one's mind starts to
form strange patterns. One says to oneself "if
that is the way they think, some of the things we
have done in the last couple of weeks will not be
done again". Then one settles down and realises
that that kind of reaction will not make this place
run more smoothly.

I do not intend to change the pattern chat has
been developed in this place in the years I have
been here, and, no doubt, in the years preceding
that. I repeat, the Government is happy with the
progress of its legislation. It regrets chat it has
had to re-arrange the Notice Paper because of
events that have happened. It regrets having dis-
advantaged anyone. We will endeavour in the
days ahead to continue the co-operation we have
always had here to everyone's mutual benefit.

The House is not out of control, nor is the
Government inept; nor is the Government fright-
ened. I do not know if the Hon. Joe Berinson was
listening outside but he does not look like some-
one who was terrified by the fine speech the
Leader of the Opposition made tonight. He is
back here in fine fettle.

I-on. 1. G. Pratt: That is an interesting state-
me nt.

Hon. D. K. DANS: I am sure when this debate
resumes the Hon. Joe Berinson will give a very
good account of himself.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 1 0.29 p.m.

3931



3932 [COUNCIL]

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

POLICE
Station: South Perth

612. Hion. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

Is there any intention of closing down
the police station located in Mends
Street, South Perth?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
No.

NATURAL DISASTER

Storm: Bunhury

613. Hon. V. J. FERRY, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Would the Minister please advise the

form of assistance given to persons or or-
ganisations in the Bunbury area who
suffered property damage during a
severe storm last August?

(2) What special assistance has been given
by the Government, if any, to the
Bunbury naval cadets?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) During the period of the storm on the

night of 11-12 August and up to 1200
hours on Saturday 13 August, the
Bunbury State Emergency Service at-
tended to 57 calls for assistance.
The assistance provided varied from
temporary repairs to damaged roofs
using tarpaulins to the removal of fallen
trees and branches from public roads,
and from private property where such
trees and branches threaten life or prop-
erty.
A total of 28 volunteers responded to the
emergency and worked unceasingly from
approximately midnight until being
stood down at 0530 hours in the morn-
ing. Sundry repair work however con-
tinued until 2100 hours the following
night, using standby teams on rotation.
Additional supplies af 40 tarpaulins, 10
rolls of rope, and 20 sets of wet weather
gear, were sent down to Bunbury from
Perth in the early hours of Friday 12
August 1983.

(2) My advice is that some discussions have
taken place at officer level with a rep-

resenitative of the cadets, and that ways
of assisting are being examined. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Ser-
vices has undertaken to advise the mem-
ber of the result in due course.

WATER RESOURCES

Denham

615. Hon. P. H. LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Have notices been issued to people in

Shark Bay who have refused to pay the
$78 second meter charge advising that
their water will be disconnected if pay-
ment is not forthcoming?

(2) Will the Minister take urgent steps to go
to Shark Bay to discuss the problem
with representatives of the community to
avoid unnecessary confrontation over the
matter?

(3) If not, why not?
Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) There is no second meter charge.

Charges are made for each separate ser-
vice and this policy applies throughout
the State. Notices have been issued
indicating that action to disconnect will
be taken if consumers do not pay for the
service provided.

(2) I have already met with representatives
of the shire and local community on 10
March this year. No indications exist of
any confrontation by the residents of
Denham, Shark Bay. Seventy two per
cent of people affected by this charge
and who have paid accounts to date have
included the additional service charge of
$78 in the amount paid.

(3) Answered by (2).

WATER RESOURCES

Denham

618. Hon. P. H. LQCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Works:
(1) How many towns in Western Australia

have a system of two meters similar to
residents of Shark Bay?

(2) What is the total income to the State
From the second meter charge at Shark
Bay?
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Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) No other town. This is the only town in

the State where it has been round
necessary to instal a desalination plant
and which has resulted in a duplicate re-
ticulation system. However, no one is
compelled to have two supplies of water
and anyone may opt to have only one.

(2) There is no second meter charge. Each
additional service provided is charged
for. It is expected that $11 544 will be
received from the additional service
charge this year. This is quite
inadequate as 3198 873 loss was made
on the Denham water supply in 1982-83.
This loss is causing the Government con-
siderable concern.

LOTTERIES: INSTANT
Distributions: Associations and Amounts

622. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Sport
and Recreation:
(1) In view of the announcement in The

West Australian on 22 October 1983
that the Government had made a further
allocation of funds from the sports In-
stant Lottery of $76 875, is the Minister
now in a position to answer question 347
asked on Wednesday, 14 September
1983?

(2) If "Yes" to (1), will he provide an ad-
ditional detailed list of the sports and
the amounts allocated to those sports
from the total disbursement of 376 875
just announced?

(3) If "No" to (1), when does the Minister
anticipate providing me with an answer?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The allocation of $422 150 was made on

28 March 1983 to 72 applicants. There
have been 3 further allocations since 28
March 1983-

(a) On 8 September 1983 $379 759 was
allocated to 121 applicants.

(b) On 27 September 1983 $52 655 was
allocated to 31 applicants

(3) Not applicable.

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTERY FUND
2ND ALLOCATION

Na me

Archery Society of WA (Inc)........
WA Amateur Athletic Association....

Amount

3 850
7 I50

Name

WA Little Athletics ....................
WA Axemen's Council.................
The WA Sports Association of and for

the Blind...............................
Badminton Association of WA .....
WA Baseball Lcague (Inc)..........._
WA Basketball Federation Inc .....
Royal WA Bowling Association.......
WA Ladies Bowling Association ....
WA Amateur Boxing Association Inc..
Callisthenics Association of WA Inc..
Amateur Canoe Association of WA..
WA Clay Target Association .........
WA Cricket Association Inc ..........
WA Women's Cricket Association ...
WA Croquet Association Inc .........
WA Amateur Cyclists Union .........
The Recreation Association for the

Disabled of WA ......................
WA Amateur Diving Association ....
Equestrian Federation of Australia

(WA) ..................................
WA Amateur Fencing Association ...
WA Field & Game Association Inc..
WA Football League ...................
WA Gliding Association Inc ..........
WA Golf Association Inc..............
WA Ladies Golf Union................
WA Hockey Association Inc...........
WA Women's Hockey Association ...
WA Ice Hockey Association ..........
WA Ice Skating Association ..........
The Judo Federation of Australia

(WA) ..................................
WA Karting Association ..............
WA Lacrosse Association .............
WA Women's Lacrosse Association ..
WA Motor Cycling Association.......
WA Nethall Association (Inc) ....... _
Orienteering Association of WA Inc ..
WA Pistol Association..................
Polocrosse Association of WA .........
WA Polo Association...................
Pony Club Association of WA ........
WA Amateur Power Lifting Associ-

ation .....................................
WA Rifle Association ............... _
WA Rogaining Association ............
Amateur Rowing Association of WA

Inc ......................................
WA Rugby League Inc................
WA Small-Bore Rifle Association Inc..
WA Rugby Union Inc ............ ...
Sporting Shooters Association of Aus-

tralia (WA) ............ ................
WA Amateur Soccer Association ....
Soccer Federation of WA Inc ..........
WA Women's Soccer Association .. _

Amount

4300
1 150

I 200
3 700

11 750
17 500
12 400
5 600
4 000
3 250
3 800
1 300

27 600
500

2 900
4 150

2 400
500

1 900
500
500

49 700
2850
8 300
4 700

13 800
3 900
2 050
2 800

3 800
2 000
2150
1 100
3 800

28 000
2 550
2 220
1 100

500
4 200

4 700
2 350
2 600

7 100
4800

500
4 200

1 830
2 400

19 900
500
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Name

WA Softball Association Inc .........
Men's Softball League Inc ............
Squash Rackets Association of WA ..
Surf Life Saving Association of

Australia .... ................. ... _
WA Surf Riders' Association Inc ....
WA Amateur Swimming Association...
WA Table Tennis Association ....... _
Tee Ball Association of WA...........
WA Lawn Tennis Association ........
Perth Ten Pin Bowing Association..
WA Touch Football Association ....
WA Volleyball Association Inc.......
WA Amateur Water Polo Association.
WA Water Ski Association Inc.......
WA Wave Ski Association..............
WA Amateur Wrestling Association ....
Yachting Association of WA......... ..
WA Gymnastic Association Inc.....

Total

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTLRY DISTRIBUTION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

REFCOMMENDATIONS FOP FUNDING
THIRD ALLOCATION

1. No. olapolicarions received toi3 June 1983.
No. of applications recommended far

ofun din g .................
No of apIcain;V. re.......
No. of applications rejected ..................
1.1 BREAKDOWN No.

Association& 43
*Metro Clubs & Associ- 25

alions
'Country-aorlhern 28
Clubs & Associations

Country-Southnern Clubs 25
& Associations

121

1.2 Extracted Figures on Bowls
Association 1 000
MesroClubs 30523
Country Clubs-North 12055
Country Clubs-South 11 719

3. Allocations
1982-83
1982-631982-63

11
111

'Metropolitan is a 40kw radius from GPO
-Demarcation between North & South is

through Perth

$55 297

Total

a line recoin

Approved K

Amount

10150

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTERY-THIRD ALLOCATION
ASSOCIATIONS
No.

5UU Al

8900 Al
A3
A3

3400 A4

35 A9
12350 A10

130 All
2750 A12

4 500 Al3
16800 A16

5 000 A17
A21

050 A23
4050

4 150 A29
3 550 A31'
I 200 A3

500
16400 A34

12550 A34
A36
A37
A39

422 150 A42
A44

A51
A52
AS7
AS7
ASS
A62
A64
A66
A72
A73
A76

206 A7

121
43
42

Applicant

WA Trout & Freshwater Angling
Assn

Australian Anglers' Assn
Athletic Assn of WA
WA Little AthMetlics Assn Inc
The WA Football League
Badminton Assn of WA Inc
WA Basket ball Federation
Billiards & Snook et Atsn of WA
DMX Assn of WA
Federation Sport Bocce of WA
The Royal WA Bowling Astn
Callisthenics Assn of WA
Confederation of Aust Motor

Sport
Amateur Canoe Assn of WA

WA Damt uncii

WA Amateur Dining Assn Inc
WA Field & Came Assn Inc
WA Golf Assn Inc
WA Gymnastics
Th Highland Games Attn of WA
WA Women's Hockey Assn
The Equestrian Federation ol

Aust
Equestr ian Federation/Dressage

& Pony Club
Pony Club Atsn
WA Ice Skating Assn
WA Indoor Cricket Super League
WA Lacrosse Assn Inc
Judo Federat ion of Aust (WA)
WA NetballI Assn
Orienteering Assn of WA
Amateur Rowing Assn of WA Inc
Royal tile Saving Society
WA Women's Soccer
Soccer federation of WA Inc
Squash Racketis Assn of WA
WA Amateur Swimming Assn Inc
WA Table Tennis Attn
The WA Lawn Tennis Assn
WA Water Ski Assn Inc
WA Wave Ski Assn Inc
Yachting Assn of WA
Tee Ball Assn of WA

Previo
Grants

785
8 6DK

80700
5 200

3500
Sool

1 200
1 000

24 800
S5050
1 100

4 300
4 950
4 000
1 001
1 001

16 60
16051

500
6 301
2 671

5 931
3 304

2901
4600

5600
3 051
8 301

501
1 001

27 901
13901
15801
:t351

32 361
4 051
17040

24901
7 501

TOTAL
FUNDS

257764
46 239

47312 METROPOLITAN
28444 No. Applicant

M__ Il Anglers' Club of WA ...........
S379 759 M3 WA Marathon Club ............

M9 Kalarnunda & Districts Basket-
ball Assn.........................

M9 Wanneroo District Basketball
Assn ..............................

M13 Air Force Assn (WA Div) Inc
(Bowls) ..........................

Ml13 Cannington Bowling Club ....
254 500 M 13 Civic Centre Bowling Club Inc..
422150 M13 Alexander Park Bowling Club
379759 Inc ................................

51042909 M13 Bassendean Bowling Club Inc ..
M13 Bedford Bowling Club Inc ....

8es/et M1 3 Byford & Districts Country
get/etClub (Bowls)....................

eith Wilson M13 Hollywood Bowling Club Inc..
Date 8/9/83 Ml3 Quinns Rocks Bowling Club Inc.

us Grant
sApproved

1 544

I 13500
I 4250
I 502S0
I 3450
I 555
I 980

I 9500
I 490

I 1000

I 1615

I 4760
1 6500
1 2480

1 1385
1 2250
0 7800

1 4000
1 685

0 4000
0 5020

2 450

0 850
0 4000

1 500
0 5 500
1 3250

10625
1 950
0 10000
0 2000
0 4350

0 6500
1 13500
1 8000
1 3920

1 14960
0 3600

2 2575
2 25 750

0 2650

5237 784

Grant
A pproved

3 675

1 780

3 000

3 900
1 255
1 475

2 150
1 500
2 276

3 540
1 765
2 250
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METROPOLITAN
No. Applicant
Ml13 Rockinghamn Bowling & Rec-

reation Club .....................
M13 Royal Park Bawling Club Inc ..
Ml 13 Sorrento Bowling Club Inc......
M 13 Sportsmen's Assn Bowling Club..
Ml13 Subiaco Sporting Club..........
M1 3 Thornie Bowling Club .........
M 13 Vic Park Bowling Club .........
M22 The WA Deaf Recreation Club

Inc...__.... ..._.................
M34 Parkerville Equestrian Centre ..
M58 Ladybird Softball Club ....... ..
M62 Maida Vale AUSSI ............
M71 Melville Water Polo...........

COUNTRY-SOUTHERN
No. Applicant
S6 Ongerup Badminton Club .....
S7 Bunbury Rifle Club__ ............
S13 Kojonup Bowling Club Inc.......
S13 Yarloop Bowling & Recreation

Club ............................._..
S13 Katanning Bowling Club..._....
S13 M t Barker Golf Club Inc

(Bowling) ........................
S13 Beverley Bowling and Croquet

Club Inc .........................
S13 Bridgetown Bowling Club .....
513 Brunswick District Bowling Club

Inc ................................
SI13 Denmark Bowling Club Inc...
S13 Dumbleyung District Club

(Bowls) ..........................
S13 Gnowangcrup Bowling Club Inc...
S19 St John's Croquet Club (Albany).
S19 Moorabinda Croquet Club

(Bunbury) .......................
S29 Capel Golf Club ..................
S29 Ravensthorpe Golf & Bowling

Club..............................
S34 Boyanup Pony Club ..............
S34 Narrogin Horse Trial Club ....
534 Esperance Pony Club.............
S44 Esperance Netball Assn........
S57 Albany Soccer Federation Inc..
S57 Albany Jnr Soccer Federation Inc
S62 Bunbury Amateur Swimming

Club ............................
S66 Margaret River Tennis Club ....
S99 Walpole Autumn Club ...........

Grant
Approved COUNTRY-NORTHERN

$ No. Applicant
N4 Port Hedland Jnr Football Assn..

1 356 N4 Central Midlands/Nth Mid-
995 lands/ Mortlock Football
775 League ...... .....................

1 460 N7 Dowerin Rifle Club ..............
2266 N13 Tarnmin Bowling Club ..........
2460 N13 Nungarin Bawling Club .........
I ton N13 Lancelin Bowling Club..........

N13 Leeman Bowling Club...........
1 014 N13 Merredin Railway lnst Bowling
1 300 Club ..............................

317 N13 Jurien Bay Bowling Club .....
650 N13 Kellerberrin Bowling Club ....

3800 Nl3 Carnarvon Bowling Club........
- Nl3 Broome Bowling Club...........

$46 239 NI18 Lake View Cricket Club ........
- N19 Geraldton Croquet Club ........

N29 Dowerin Golf Club ..............
Grant N33 Avon Hockey Council...........

Approved
$ N42 West Pilbara Tae Kwon-Do Club

N44 Newman Netball Assoc .........
72 N44 Paraburdloo Netball Assn .....
65 N57 Coolgardie Soccer Club ..........

425 N58 Port Hedland Softball Assn ....
N62 Northern Swimming Assn.......

450 N72 Geraldton Water Ski Club ....
1 300 N76 Ord River Yacht Club...........

245 N77 Derby Baseball and Softball
245Club ..............................

72 N99 Wyalkatchem Omnibus Manage-
722 ment Cmtee .....................

136 N99 Geraldton Sports Federation...

I 150 N99 Bruce Rock Recreation Centre ....
2 200

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTERY DISTRIBUTION
1 356 ADVISORY COMMITTEE

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUNDING285 4th ALLOCATION
1 140 1. No. of applications..................................

No. of applications recommended for funding..,
No. of applicat ions deferred.......................

550 No. of aoolicat ions rejected.......................
3 975 BREAKDOWN No.

2608
320

3000
160

1219
I1000

513

1 550
266
287

$28 444

Associations
'metro Clubs A Associations

Country-Northern Clubs
Association's

Count ry -southern Clubs & As-
sociations

13
13

31 552655

2. Allocations
1982-83 1, 2. 3 1 056 409
1983484 4 $52655

Total 51 109064

Metropoiitan is a 40km radius from GPO
-Demarcation between North & South is a line running

east/west through Perth
Approved KEITH WILSON

Date 27/9/83
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Grant
Approved

765

4 000
255

1 356
565

2 634
2 490

11too
595

1 950
300

I 065
I 375

595
1 250
2000

672
2038
2474
430

2 800
150
678
185

943

7 955
4000
2 692

$47 312

54
31

7
16

TOTAL
FUNDS

S
6615
7 240

17 430

21 370
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METROPOLITAN
No. Applicant
M13 Midland Bowling & Recreation

Club ................................
M16 Competition Drivers Club Inc..
M99 Rivervale Leisure Club .........

COUNTRY-SOUTHERN
No. Applicant
S4 Narrogin Railway Football &

Sports Club .............. _...._
S7 Edgehill Gun Club...............
S7 Great Southern Rifle Assoc ...
S33 Bunbury & Districts Mens

Hockey Assoc .............. . .
S34 Boddingion Polocrosse Club...
S34 Albany Horsemen's Assoc. Inc..
S42 Margaret River Karate Club

(Shotokan).......................
S57 Albany Soccer Federation ....
S59 Collie Squash Rackets Assoc ...
S60 Denmark Surf Life Saving Club.
S60 Albany Surf Lifesaving Club..
S61 Albany Boardriders..............
865 Bunbury Tenpin Bowling Assoc..

COUNTRY-NORTH ERN
No. Applicant

N9 Northampton District Amateur
Basketball Assoc................

Nil Newman BMX Club...........
N 18 Central Wheatbelt Cricket

Assoc .............................
N 18 East Kimberley Cricket Assoc. ..
N29 Quairading Golf Club .........
N37 Quairading Indoor Cricket

Assoc .............................
N29 Jurien Bay Country Golf Club

(I nc)..............................
N31 Cunderdin Gymnastics Club..
N44 Carnarvon Netball Assoc. ....
N51 Kununurra Rowing Club,...
N58 Squaws Softball Club ..........
N62 Koorda Amateur Swimming &

Lifesaving Club.................
N77 Dongara Teeball Club .........

Grant
Approved

1 200
5 975
65

7 240

Grant
Approved

1 900
2 500
5 000

120
400

1 250

1 350
400

1 000
750

4 000
1 000
1 700

$21 370

Grant
Approved

S

925
I 000

1 300
400

3000

3 600

950
1 280

350
2 500

125

1 300
700

$17 430

ASSOC IAT IONS
No. Applicant

A34 The Equestrian Federation of
Autn (WA Branch) ...........A78 Multi Sports Soc-
cer/ Basketball/
l-ockey/Netball /Football...

Grant
Approved

S

615

6000

$6615

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTERY DISTRIBUTION
ADVISORY COMM ITTEZ

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUNDING
FIFTH ALLOCATION

No.ofaplicains recomende for

fu p n tt.......................
No. of pcain deferred ............
No. of applical ions rejected ............. ....
BREAKDOWN No.

Associations 16
'Metro Clubs & Associations 10
"Couniry-Nortsern Clubs 9 9

Associations
Countiry -Southern Clubs & As- 17

social ions

572

2. Allocations

1982-83 1.2,3
1983-84 4
1983-84 S

60

52
3
S

TOTAL
FUNDS

S
25 760
12 195
11 460

27 460

$76875

1 056 409
52 655
76 875

Total $11lB5 939

'Metropoliiant is a 40km radius Irom GPO

,*Demarcation between North & SOUllsh is a line running easi/west
Ihrougfs Perth

Approved Keith Wilson
Date 14/10/83

SPORTS INSTANT LOTTERY DISTRIBUTION
ADVISORY COMMT7EE

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATION FOR FUNDING
FIFTH ALLOCATION

1. No of applications ...................................... 6
BREAKDOWN No. TOTAL

FUNDS

Associations 1 3 430
Metro Clubs & Associat ions 3 4270
'Cousntry -NOT tern Clubs & 2 6955
Associations

Total 6 S14 655

' Metropolitan is a 40kmt radius from GPO
"Demarcation between North & South isa line running east/west
through Perth

Not Approved Keith Wilson.
Date subject to furt her consideration.

All applications were for travel by clubs intrastate or minor associ-
ations interstate.

ASSOCI[ATIONS-continued S
A7 WA Rifle Assoc...................... 7500
A7 WA Clay Target Assoc.............. 690
A14 WA Amateur Boxing Assoc ..... IS15
At17 Amateur Canoe Assoc ............... 350
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ASSOC]IATIONS-continued
A19 WA Croquet Coaches............
A33 WA Wornens Hockey ............
A36 WA Ice Hockey Assoc...........
A48 WA Amateur Powerlifting Assoc
A50 Australian Federation of Ama-

teur Roller Skaters (WA
Branch) ..........................

A53 WA Junior Rugby League ....
A57 Amateur Soccer Referees Assoc..
A59 Squash Rackets Assoc...........
A72 WA Water Ski Assoc............
A76 Yachting Assoc of WA Inc....
A76 International Moth Class Assoc

(WA Division) ..................
A77 Tee Ball Association.............

METROPOLITAN
M3 WA Veterans Amateur Athletic

Club ..............................
M13 North Perth Ladies Bowling

Club..............................
Ml13 Swanbourne Bowling Club....
MlJ Floreat Park Bowling Club Inc ...
M17 Swan Canoe Club ...............
M1 8 Swanbourne Cricket Club ....
M58 Blue Sox Softball Club .........
M62 Aquanastkcs Amateur Synchron-

ised Swimming Club...........
M76 Shelley Sailing Club ............
M76 Jervoise Bay Catamaran Club ..

COUNTRY-NORTHERN
N4 North West Australian Aborigi-

nal Football Assoc..............
N7 Perenjori Pistol Club ............
N8 Pirates Baseball Club............
N 13 Morowa Golf and Bowling Club

Inc ................................
N13 Guilderton Bowling Club Inc ...
N13 Jurien Bowling Club.............
N34 Wedgefield Pony and Riding

Club ..............................
N66 Chinkabee Park Management

Committee ......................
N99 Eastern Goldfields Sports Feder-

at ion ..............................

COUNTRY-SOUTHERN
S4 Bunbury Football Club ..........
S4 Augusta- Margaret River Football

Club Inc..........................
(124)

$ COUNTRY-SOUTHERN
320 S7 Bunbury Pistol Club Inc .........

2 330 S7 Bunbury Small bore Rifle Club
I1000 (Inc) ..............................
3 100 S13 Walpole Country Club (Bowls

Section)..........................
S13 Wagin Bowling Club Inc ........

54~5 S1 Tambellup Bowling Club Inc...
2930 S18 Cuballing Cricket Club..........

500
1 980 S19 Katanning Croquet Club ........

500 S21 Margaret River and Districts
2 080 Darts Assoc .....................

S29 Dunshorough and Districts
400 Country Club Inc ..............
385 S29 Katanning Country Club Inc...

$25 760 S44 Margaret River Netball Assoc..
____ S51 Bunbury Rowing Club...........

$ S57 Eaton/Australind Junior Soccer
Club ..............................

1 000 S62 Quairading Swimming Club ....

S99 Collie Anniversary Celebrations..

200
3 000

330
615

45

100
I 300
4330

$12 195

$

1 500
210
995

630

70

250
875
570
355
140

75

9 260
I80
575
425

I 350
250

2 000

$27 460

TOURISIM

Penally Rates

624. Hon. P.G. PENDAL. to the Leaderof the
House representing the Minister for Tour-
ism:
(1) Did the Minister tell the Legislative As-

semibly on 24 August 1983 that he
would support an in-depth national
study into the effects of penalty rates in
the tourism industry?

(2) Was he correctly reported in the West-
ern Mail on I8 June 1983 in saying the
abolition of such penalty rates "really is
a joke"?

12533
20 (3) Which of these two statements now rep-

I1000 resents his views?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
I 740 (1) Yes

550 (2) 1 am not aware of the report.

4 000

$11 460

5 300

2 155

(3) The truth about the penalty rates is that
they have, in many instances, become
part of the normal "living" wage. Most
people who seek the abolition of penalty
rates appear to overlook the fact that
they are a part of the normal income
which people require in order to live and
are not an extra luxury payment.
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Consequently, the abolition or penalty
rates is likely to provoke wage claims for
an increase to make up the shortfall.

LOTTERIES: INSTANT

Distributions: Amount
625. Hon. P. K-. WELLS, to the Leader of the

House representing the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services:

How was the $3.5 million, available for
distribution to arts and culture, men-
tioned in the answer to question 40 of
Tuesday, 2 August 1983, estimated?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
The estimated figure was based on an
expected turnover of $35 million. The
statutory requirement at the time was
for tO per cent of the turnover to be
made available for culture.

LOTTER I ES
Distributions: Amounts

632. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Minister for
Employment and Administrative Services:

For each quarter during the last three
yea rs-
(1) What were the total funds available

to the Lotteries Commission for dis-
tribution from-
(a) lotteries;
(b) Lotto; and
(c) sports-culture Instant Lottery?

(2) What wcre the amounts and areas
in which these funds were spent or
allocated?

(3) What amount was available for dis-
tribution by the commission from
the total $1 lotteries conducted dur-
ing each period?

(4) What total amount was available
for distribution by the commission
from proceeds of the sports-culture
Instant Lottery during each period
for-
(a) sports-culture;
(b) charities; and
(c) hospitals?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1)

1950 Sept.
Dec,
1981 Ma.
Junie

901 Sept.
De(.
1982 Mar.
June

1982 Sept.
Dec.
1983 Mar.
June

SURPLUS

$Ur JIus

2263 700
2 109 446
2047 783
2 253 079
8674 008

2689081
2604 261
3019 109
3 001730

11 34 181

3 544 129
4 026 213
7 735 004
$532220

21837 566

Lotteries
S

1 369 118
1483326
1 206 541
1 159 123
5218108

1 304 745
1 129774
1 307 919
1 162409
4904927

1 210
733

1 000
874

3820

(2)

1980 Sept.
Dec.

1981 Mar.
June

1901 Sept.
Dec.

1982 Mar.
June

1982 Sept.
Dec.

1983 Mar.
June

Hospital
Fund

S
1 653 333
1621 260
1 589 842
1 747 379
2 0559562
1 981 942
2 21S954
2 273 708
2576 156
2 172 058
2366094
2 478 432

[dige Instant
S S

894582 -

$26120 -
841 242 -

1093956 -

3 455 900

1384336 -

1474487 -
1711190 -

1919241 -

6 489 254

727 2333402
945 2 112713
575 2287426
899 2 513 149
146 9246690

e pors/

A/C

900 000
3 200 M0
2 300 000

1 179 S54
4447 007
3 144 169
8770 736

Charities

728 066
576 903
876332

1828 892
569 246
821 968
990 866

1 399 039
1770 275

489 564
1274 775
2 273 760

97 Set........... ...................... 682 170De..........................603 465
981 Mar....... ................. *.............................. 603465

tune.. ............ I......................................... 550 990
1981 STg. .............................614373

ec. ............................. ................. 560 949
1982 Mar ................... *............ .......... .......... 560 949

tune ...... ................................................ 454 102
1982 Sept ....... _...................... ...................... 546 187

Dec .... .................... ...... ............. ... 436949
1983 Mar ........................................................... 300 402

tune..................................... .................. 273093
These amnounts available for distribution include 20 per cent statutory
obligation to hospital fund.

(4)

1982 Dec'
1983 mar.

June

sports/
Culture
A/C

900 000
3200000
2 300 000

Charities

228 950
1 169600
840 650

Hospital
rund

FI RES

Fighuing Equipment: National Parks
638. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Attorney Gen-

eral representing the Minister for the
Environment:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the severe lack
of fire fighting equipment stationed in
Walpole for the use in national parks?

(2) If so, what does the Government intend
to do about it?
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) No. The authority has three light duty

fire units and one heavy duty unit based
at Walpole. Moreover, fire management
of the Walpole-Nornalup National Park
is undertaken in conjunction with the
Forests Department.

(2) Not applicable.

WATER RESOURCES

Bremier Bay

640. Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH, to the
Leader of the House representing thie Minis-
ter for Water Resources:

(1) What size community is the present
water supply at Bremer Bay capable of
servicing?

(2)

(3)

How many services are now connected?
How many future residential sites can
be serviced from existing plant and ser-
vices?

(4) Is the future development and release of
residential sites at Bremer Bay by the
Lands Department being held up be-
cause of lack oF water?

(5) What future water resource is available
for development to enable a greater
population at Bremer Bay?

(6) What estimates as to cost have been
made for developing future water
supplies?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) Approximately 140 services.
(2) 120 services.
(3) Up to 20 services.
(4) Yes; the Lands Department was re-

quested to defer further subdivision at
Bremer Bay for 12 months pending
further investigations into the adequacy
of the groundwater source.

(5) It is planned that an additional
groundwater source in the vicinity of
Bremer Bay will be developed to meet
the future needs of the town. The
availability of water from such a source
has still to be confirmed.

Another alternative is to develop a
source east of the town and across the
bay. This will be expensive and a pre-
liminary appraisal of the cost is being
prepared.

(6) No accurate estimates are available at
present.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MINING: DIAMONDS

Lake Argyle: Environmental Review and Man-
agemient Programme

151. H-In. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines:

(1) Did the Minister state yesterday that an
environmental review and management
programme report of the Argyle dia-
mond project had been distributed?

(2) How many copies were distributed, and
to whom?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) and (2) No.

MINING: DIAMONDS

Lake Argyle: Environmental Review and Man-
agement Programme

152. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines:

The Minister for Mines did say that
yesterday and said also that a copy was
in the library. Has he ascertained since
that the library did not have a copy at
the time he made his statement?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
No.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Forget it, he is a liar.
Point of Order

Hon. PETER DOWDING: On a point of
order, Mr President-

The PRESIDENT: The honourable member
will withdraw that.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Sir, I withdraw that but
I will shortly seek leave to make a state-
ment.
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