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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Assembly’s Amendments 

Message from the Assembly notifying that it had agreed to amendments Nos 1 to 3 and 8 to 18 made by the 
Council, and had disagreed to and substituted new amendments for amendments Nos 4 to 7, now considered. 

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing 
and Gaming) in charge of the Bill. 

The Assembly’s substituted amendments for the Council’s amendments Nos 4 to 7 were as follows - 

No. 1 

Clause 3 
Page 2, line 4 - To delete “this Act” and substitute the following -  

“    section 4    ”. 

No. 2 

Clause 4 
Page 4, lines 10 to 17 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -  

“    (2) Each region will return 6 members to serve in the Council.      ”. 

No. 3 

New clause 
Page 10, after line 21 - To insert the following -  

“     

5. Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 section 5 amended 
Section 5 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899* is amended by 
deleting “34” and inserting instead -  

“    36    ”. 

[*Reprinted 8 June 2001. 

For subsequent amendments see Act No. 12 of 2001.] 

    ”. 

No. 4 

Long Title 
Page 1, line 5 - To insert after “1907” -  

“    and the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899    ”. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Subject to the view of the Committee and that of the Deputy Chairman, I propose that 
we deal with each of the proposed four amendments separately.  I note that Hon George Cash indicates that that 
is an appropriate course to follow.  I move -  

That substituted amendment No 1 made by the Assembly be agreed to. 

I will provide an explanation for this amendment.  It is a consequential amendment to clause 3 of the Bill and is 
necessary because the Legislative Assembly has proposed in substituted amendment No 3 that a new clause 5 be 
added to the Bill to amend the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  Therefore, the amendment to clause 3 is 
necessary to clearly indicate that the amendments proposed in clause 4 of the Bill are to the Electoral Act 1907. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is not often that I reply by saying that I agree with the minister.  This is a technical 
amendment and it seems to be a simple response to what may turn out to be a complicated issue.  However, in 
this case, there is a need to insert the words “section 4” because the earlier Bill sent to the Assembly stated in 
clause 3 -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 20 December 2001] 

 p7378b-7395a 
Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon George Cash; Hon Peter Foss; Deputy Chairman; President; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon 

Barry House; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Mr Tom Stephens; Hon Kim 
Chance; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Bruce Donaldson 

 [2] 

The amendments in this Act are to the Electoral Act 1907*. 

This amendment makes it specific and directs that the amendments in clause 4 of the Bill are to the Electoral 
Act.  I have no further comment to make because I believe it to be a technical amendment. 

Question put and passed; the Assembly’s substituted amendment agreed to. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I move - 

That substituted amendment No 2 made by the Assembly be agreed to. 

Amendments Nos 4 to 7 in message No 39 sent to the Legislative Assembly by this House proposed a system 
under which the North Metropolitan, Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral and South West Regions would each 
return six members to serve in this House and that the other two metropolitan regions would each return five 
members.  Under that amendment, this House would have continued to have 34 members.  The Legislative 
Assembly has now proposed instead that each of the six regions return six members.  Therefore, if this 
amendment is carried, there will be 36 members in this House.  The amendment will add two members to the 
House. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Legislative Council currently has seven members in both the North Metropolitan 
and South West Regions, and five members each in the Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral, South Metropolitan 
and East Metropolitan Regions.  That has been the situation since the Parliament established the regions in about 
1987.  The Greens (WA), through the Electoral Amendment Bill, proposed that the representation from the 
North Metropolitan and South West Regions be reduced from seven members to six members and that the 
numbers in the Agricultural and Mining and Pastoral Regions be increased from five members to six members.  
That left 34 members in the Legislative Council, but with different numbers in the various regions.  The 
Legislative Assembly now proposes to increase the number of members in the Legislative Council from 34 to 
36, with an additional member elected to both the South Metropolitan and East Metropolitan Regions.  That 
would mean that there would be six regions of six members each, or 36 members of the Legislative Council, 
which is a net increase of two. 

The Liberal Party is concerned that there will be a reduction of eight members in country Western Australia, 
which obviously will dramatically affect both rural and remote Western Australia.  The additional two members 
that are now proposed for the Legislative Council will not offset by any means the significant loss of eight 
members in the Legislative Assembly.  Our position is firm on that, and I am firm on that, having travelled the 
State in recent months discussing the significant disabilities that people in rural and remote Western Australia 
already have when it comes to parliamentary representation, in particular the ability to speak with their local 
member of Parliament on a face-to-face basis.  During debate on earlier Bills in this Chamber the Opposition 
said that providing additional telephones, faxes or other methods of communication is hardly an adequate 
response to reducing by eight the number of country members in the Legislative Assembly.  It is interesting that 
the Government states in general terms - and this has been stated by a number of government members - that it is 
opposed to the increase of only two members in the Legislative Council, because that does not fix the 
malapportionment - or gerrymander as government members sometimes refer to it - that it claims exists in the 
Legislative Council.  In fact, the Attorney General has said in the past that he believes the increase of two 
members in the Legislative Council will make the situation even worse.  It is interesting therefore to have a 
Labor Government in the Legislative Assembly prepared to sponsor a message to the Legislative Council 
indicating that it wants to increase the numbers in the Legislative Council by two when it has spent so much time 
telling everyone that it is a bad deal and does nothing to improve representation for the people in rural and 
remote Western Australia.   

It is clear that the reason that the Labor Government is agreeing to the increase of two in the Legislative Council 
is that it has done a deal with the Greens (WA).  For some months now there has been discussion on whether a 
deal does or does not exist between the Labor Government and the Greens (WA) for the Greens’ agreeing to 
support the notion of one vote, one value in the Legislative Assembly, recognising that the Electoral Amendment 
Bill sent to the Legislative Assembly was not a pure one vote, one value model because special provisions were 
written into it to cover the larger seats in the north west of this State.  In fact, the Government’s notion of 
dummy voters was introduced to accommodate some of the larger seats in the north west.  The Liberal Party 
argued at the time that if the Labor Government were true to the principle of one vote, one value it would 
implement it across the board and not introduce some fandangled half-beat proposition that was designed for the 
political advantage of the Labor Government.  It is interesting that when we queried the issue of the dummy 
voters in the north west of the State, the Labor Government blamed the Greens and said it emanated from them.  
During questioning in the committee stage of the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 the Greens were asked where 
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they got the notion of dummy voters.  They acknowledged that it was a hybrid scheme that had been part of the 
Queensland model.  A much better scheme could have been devised to recognise the disabilities suffered by 
people in rural and remote Western Australia.  However, for political convenience the Labor Government did not 
wish to listen to any arguments that might have upset the arrangement, the accommodation or, as some might 
say, the deal that exists between the Greens (WA) and the Labor Party.  There has been a lot of denial, not by the 
Labor Party but by the Greens (WA), about whether a deal exists.  It does not matter anymore.  In the debates in 
the Legislative Assembly, the Minister for Electoral Affairs made it clear that the increase in numbers in the 
Legislative Council was not the Labor Government’s preferred position and that it was being done because it 
was the only way it could guarantee the Greens’ support for one vote, one value.  That in itself is an interesting 
proposition because the Greens stood in this House and said that one vote, one value was always part of the 
Greens’ platform.  If that is true, I cannot understand why the Government caved in to a demand that will 
increase the Legislative Council by two additional members.  Equally, it will be interesting to see the progress of 
other elements attached to the Bill, such as whether party status will be given to the Greens in the Legislative 
Council - or to some other political party that has fewer than the required number of members in the Legislative 
Assembly to attract party status.  We heard Greens members say that it is inevitable that it will occur.  They are 
obviously ensuring their position for the future knowing that it will occur by saying that it would be terrible if it 
were not to occur.  Some members - I am referring not to Hon Christine Sharp but to Hon Dee Margetts who 
raised the matter on a number of occasions - would say that it was not part of a deal and was nothing more than a 
coincidence. 

It is interesting to note that major opposition for the increase in numbers in the Legislative Council came first 
from the Minister for Electoral Affairs in the Legislative Assembly.  However, the deal is not now supported 
strongly by members of the Labor Party in Western Australia, who are recognised as having a significant interest 
in electoral change.  I refer in particular to Graham Hawkes, a former adviser to previous Labor Governments on 
electoral matters.  He recently wrote a letter to The West Australian that I want to read into Hansard because it is 
instructive to me and to the Liberal Party to understand the inner feelings of a Labor Party adviser who is very 
much inextricably involved in Labor policy on electoral change.  The Labor Party likes to call it electoral reform, 
but I believe the use of the word “reform” is an abuse of the word.  We should refer to it as electoral change 
because that is in fact what is occurring.  Electoral reform is a subjective view that is used to try to encourage 
people to believe that what is being done is positive, when we on this side of the House, and the members of the 
committee that comprised members from all sides of the House, spent some weeks travelling around Western 
Australia hearing the strong views of people.  We heard from electors in rural and remote Western Australia who 
pleaded their case and made it clear that they would be significantly affected in a detrimental way by the general 
electoral change that the Labor Party is putting forward. 
I want to put to one side the notion of a deal not having been done.  In politics, whether or not we like it, it is a 
fact of life that members from differing groups or parties within a Parliament will coalesce to try to achieve a 
particular objective.  Some say that is part of the art of politics and being able to achieve the objective.  There is 
nothing wrong with openly stating one’s position and then reaching an agreement or making an accommodation 
to achieve what might be a joint objective.  However, it is wrong to make the accommodation, reach the 
agreement, or sign the contract or deal - whatever it is called - and then say there has never been an intention to 
do any such thing.  That is what offends me.   
I have had dealings over the years with the Greens (WA) members who have been in this place for some time, 
and I have had more limited dealings with the more recently elected Greens.  In general terms, I believe them to 
be members of principle.  I cannot understand why they keep denying that a deal exists.  It is nothing to be 
embarrassed about; if it exists, it exists.   
Members of the Labor Government, which is obviously the other side of the deal, are prepared to admit that the 
party is bound by an agreement with the Greens, and that agreement obliges it to present this message.  They 
even say they do not like it, but, for the sake of achieving one vote, one value in the Legislative Assembly, they 
are prepared to stick by what they think is an unpalatable arrangement.  Of course, others think it is unpalatable 
to increase the number of members in the Legislative Council, because it will cost the taxpayers a great deal of 
money.  If we were removing eight members from the Legislative Assembly and saving the costs incurred in 
maintaining those members and adding only two members in the Legislative Council, there would be a net 
saving of the cost of maintaining six members.  I am sure that taxpayers generally would agree with that.  They 
may not be fully informed or advised about the effect, but they would see a saving to the State.  Members’ 
salaries are not the only issue; many oncosts are incurred in supporting members.  The State must pay for their 
offices, general operating expenses, stationery, postage and so on, at an average annual cost of about $500 000 a 
member.  That figure is not disputed by the Labor Government, which agrees that the additional two members in 
the Legislative Council are likely to cost an additional $1 million a year.  It will be interesting to see whether that 
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estimate is accurate.  That is an economic matter, and one that the Government is prepared to address on the 
basis that it will be able to introduce one vote, one value in the lower House.  

I return to the words of those senior members of the Labor Party who have expressed a view about the “deal” 
which they clearly believe exists and which has been confirmed by the Minister for Electoral Affairs in the 
Legislative Assembly.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I think you will find that they are former members who left the Labor Party in disgust.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not know their current status in the Labor Party, but I understand the member’s 
point.  
I have a copy of a column written by Graham Hawkes, a senior policy officer on electoral reform from 1983 to 
1993.  It is instructive in understanding how he as an individual feels about the “deal” which has been agreed and 
which is now being acted upon by the Government.  The column was published in The West Australian on 
Friday, 14 December 2001.  It is under the banner headline of “‘Reform’ move simplistic, selfish and 
undemocratic”.  I am happy to read the article to the House, even though it is rather lengthy.  It reads -  

The Greens are abusing the balance of power they hold in the Legislative Council. 
They are refusing to pass electoral reform unless the changes adopt the system they want.  The 
Government has been given an ultimatum - a move towards equal representation in the Assembly where 
the Greens have little prospect of winning a seat at the price of an undemocratic, selfish and simplistic 
electoral system for the Council. 
What the Greens want in the Council is six regions similar to the existing regions with each electing six 
MLCs.  At present there are six regions - two elect seven MLCs each and four elect five MLCs each.  A 
committee adopted the Greens plan after three pages of discussion, one line of criticism and the 
observation that “pragmatic political considerations” were the motivation. 
But the Greens model for the Council is flawed, unacceptable malapportionment made worse: 
There is already gross imbalance in enrolments so that the views of approximately 270,000 electors in 
East Metropolitan Region are rendered equal to the views of approximately 67,000 in Mining and 
Pastoral Region because each region elects five MLCs, a four-to-one imbalance. 

I think it should be North Metropolitan Region, but the column states East Metropolitan Region.  It continues - 
If the six regions envisaged by the Greens cover areas similar to the existing regions then the 
malapportionment will increase to more than five-to-one. 
Obstacle to majority rule: 

An important principle of any democratic election and one of the strengths of proportional 
representation is the guarantee that a group which receives a majority of the votes in an election will 
receive a majority of the seats contested.  This principle is guaranteed by having an uneven number of 
members such as the existing five or seven.  When six are to be elected the quota is 14.28 per cent.  To 
win a majority of four out of the six members a group must therefore achieve 57.14 per cent, which of 
course is improbable.  Only dissatisfaction can flow from an arrangement where electors deliver a 
majority of votes to a group but it does not win a majority of seats. 

Effects which suggest self-interest may be ranked more important than the creation of a democratic 
structure: 

 Because of the above obstacle facing majority rule it seems quite unlikely that a party could 
ever be expected to win an overall majority in a Legislative Council election.  It would mean gaining 
more than 57.14 per cent of the votes in four out of the six regions.  The proposed structure is therefore 
a potential benefit for small parties like the Greens because it increases the likelihood that they could 
hold a balance of power. 

 If the six regions envisaged by the Greens cover areas similar to the existing regions, then 
electing one member from each region creates a net reduction in the votes required in comparison with 
the existing structure.  The election of one member out of six from each region requires a quota of votes 
of 14.28 per cent in the Greens proposal.  Although this quota is higher than that required in the two 
existing regions which now elect seven members (12.5), it is lower than the quota required in the other 
four regions which now elect five members (16.66).  The overall consequence is that to elect one 
member out of the six from each region would require approximately 6000 fewer votes under the 
Greens proposal than under the present structure. 
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What sort of logic enables the Greens to adopt equal representation in the Assembly but not the 
Council?  Is it self-interest?   

Representative democracy has, one by one, removed mechanisms which introduced bias into the results 
of elections, including restricting the right to vote to men or to property owners, politicians drawing 
their own electoral boundaries and excluding racial groups such as Aborigines.   

Nearly all of these corruptions have been removed.  The exception is malapportionment among 
electorates for the West Australian Parliament.   

If the Greens wish to retain the respect of voters then it would be a good idea for them to respect the 
right of voters to an equal say.   

This could be achieved by a Council system of seven regions, each electing five MLCs and each 
containing eight or nine equal enrolment Assembly districts.   

The writer was Graham Hawkes, a senior government policy officer on electoral reform from 1983 to 1993.  
Members who were in the Parliament or who were interested in politics at that stage will recall that Graham 
Hawkes was a very senior and influential member who contributed much to Labor electoral policy both prior to 
1983 and after 1993, when he no longer held that senior government position.   

I read that article because it is the view of a former senior Labor policy officer.  It happens to be a view that I 
share, but if I were to say it, people would say that I had a political bias and that was the reason I was saying it.  I 
have no doubt that Mr Graham Hawkes has political bias attached to this article, but it is interesting that 
members of both the Liberal and Labor Parties would agree with the thrust of the substance of that argument.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  The whole of the argument?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In general terms.  I will not analyse every word.  However, I will move a little further, 
because I can see that having read that letter, Hon Dee Margetts is starting to get a little edgy.  It is starting to 
affect her, because I have no doubt that Hon Dee Margetts knows Graham Hawkes far better than I do. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No, I do not.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Is that so?  The member does not know Graham Hawkes? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I have never heard of him. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The member does not know that he worked for the Labor Government from 1983 to 
1993.  I am very surprised that the member should say that, because yesterday, during debate on a particular Bill, 
she suggested that people would have to have been living under a rock if they were unaware of certain 
circumstances.  For someone who is as intimately involved in politics as Hon Dee Margetts to say that she has 
not heard of Graham Hawkes, who was a senior policy officer -  

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Mr Graham Hawkes worked as a senior policy officer from 1983 to 1993.  That allows a 
bit of scope.  Hon Dee Margetts was not there until 1993, was she?   

Hon Kim Chance:  I hardly know Graham Hawkes.  Why would Hon Dee Margetts?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Kim Chance wants to come to the defence of Hon Dee Margetts.  There is no need 
for anyone to defend the position.  All I am saying is that if people who were involved in or had an interest in 
politics did not know that Graham Hawkes was a well-respected senior adviser to the Labor Party, they would 
have to have lived under a rock. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  That is arguable.  He was a very good drawer of lines. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  He was well respected in Labor circles.  I am not suggesting that I agree with what he 
was proposing, but I agree with the general substance of what he says in that article, which was published - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  I suggest that he is probably very well known to the other author whom you have just 
quoted in the editorial.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Which author is that? 

Hon Christine Sharp:  You were discussing editorials on the Greens’ position.  Isn’t that what you were referring 
to?  Is that the one article that you were quoting?  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  This is the Graham Hawkes article, but I have another one.  I do not think I have quoted 
an author at this stage, but I am happy to stand corrected on that.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I am pleased to have on record that you agree with one vote, one value in the Legislative 
Council.  It is interesting to know.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The member will have an opportunity to speak to the amendments in a moment and does 
not have to interject.  Sometimes interjections are misunderstood because members do not say everything they 
want to.  In a moment, the member will be able to stand and defend her position and explain to the Parliament 
why she does not know who Graham Hawkes is.  Earlier, I said that the article to which I referred was published 
on Friday, 14 December 2001.  Hon Joe Berinson is a former Leader of the House in the Legislative Council and 
a former Attorney General.  He was very involved in forming Labor’s policy on electoral changes and electoral 
affairs generally.  He is a respected former member of this House who has a very precise, analytical ability that 
is far and above most members in this House.  I suggest that his only equal during the time I have been a 
member of this House is Hon Peter Foss.  Be that as it may, I happen to respect the views of Hon Joe Berinson, 
although I have not always agreed with them.   

Hon Joe Berinson had a letter published in The West Australian on Tuesday, 18 December 2001.  I will read his 
comments into Hansard because they are instructive to understand how a senior member of a former Labor 
Government feels about the deal that has been done between the current Labor Government and the Greens 
(WA).  As I read the article, I get the impression that Hon Joe Berinson believes that it is almost a case of 
extortion.  He seems to believe that the Labor Party did not want to agree with the deal but was forced into it to 
achieve its one vote, one value pretence in the lower House.  Hon Joe Berinson states -  

As a former leader of the Legislative Council, I welcome the analysis by Graham Hawkes of the effect 
on the Council of the impending electoral “reform” legislation (‘Reform’ move simplistic, selfish and 
undemocratic.  Soapbox, 14/12).  

As Mr Hawkes indicates, the Bill extorted by the Greens will result in a Council electoral system which 
is at least as undemocratic, through malapportionment, as the one it replaces.   

By its change to the number of members in each region it also effectively ensures that no party will ever 
be able to achieve a majority in the Upper House.  That is both undesirable in principle and a recipe for 
poor government.   

To top it off, there are to be two additional members of the Council, which is about as good an idea as 
an extra toe on each foot.   

I want all the members of the Labor Party and members on this side of the House to listen to this next point 
because I think Hon Joe Berinson has a point.  The article continues -  

The remedy, it seems is now left to the Liberals.  Since one vote, one value in the Legislative Assembly 
is now inevitable, they could do themselves and the State a favour by accepting that reality - with such 
strident objections as thought necessary - and then moving, with the Government, to a fairer and more 
practical arrangement for the Council regions.   

I refer in particular to the ability for the Government and the Liberal Party to get together and determine that 
there be a more equitable, fairer and practical electoral arrangement for the Council regions.  

Hon Frank Hough:  What an unholy alliance that would be. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  We may be able to include One Nation or the National Party in the arrangement.  It is 
amazing how, when the Liberal and Labor Parties agree on something, everyone else wants to follow. 

Hon John Fischer:  I didn’t say that. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I know that.  When John Halden, as the Leader of the Opposition, and I, as the Leader of 
the Government, reached agreement we were able to forge the passage of legislation. 

Hon Frank Hough:  Is a deal in the wind? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, not in the wind, but I will go outside, lick my finger and hold it up to see which way 
the wind is blowing!  Mr Berinson continued - 

That could even be done after the current Bill became law, although because of the State constitution, it 
would then be too late to be rid of the additional and superfluous seats. 

JOE BERINSON, 
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Inglewood 

That is instructive from someone who was a very senior member of a former Labor Government, who continues 
to take an interest in politics in Western Australia and who clearly agrees with Graham Hawkes, me and Mr 
McGinty, although I should not put myself in that company.  I am sure there are many others.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Mr Griffiths? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Possibly the minister handling the Bill in this place is another person who agrees that the 
unholy deal is at the expense of the democratic process in the Legislative Council.   

I could speak for a very long time on why representation in the Legislative Council should not be increased by 
two members.  However, I have been around this place long enough to have learnt to count and I do not need six 
toes on a foot to do that.  The fact is that the Labor Party has joined the Greens (WA) in an unholy alliance that 
will see an additional two members elected to the Legislative Council at the next election.  All the talking in the 
world will not change that.  We have already proved that all the significant and important points raised on the 
Electoral Amendment Bill and Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill; the important work of the Standing Committee 
on Legislation in taking evidence throughout Western Australia from 101 individuals on electoral change in this 
State; and all the submissions received by the committee, which the committee agreed should be tabled in this 
House, have meant nothing to the Government because it was committed to a deal.  It is a pity that the 
Government did not admit that it had done a deal with the Greens that involved them supporting the 
Government’s objective to achieve the notion of one vote, one value in the lower House in return for achieving 
increased representation in the Upper House by two members, plus being given party status and a few other 
concessions.  The Greens would have to provide the Government with support on a few Bills.  Unfortunately, we 
do not know the extent of the deal.  Extra concessions are being added to the deal from time to time; therefore, it 
can be called an amended deal.  I do not have to say much more on this issue other than it is the culmination of a 
deal with which the Liberal Party does not agree.  The Liberal Party believes that the deal, which in part will 
remove eight rural and remote seats from the lower House, will significantly disadvantage the electors in those 
regions.  The addition of the eight members to the metropolitan area will do very little to provide additional 
necessary representation, given that there are already, I think, 34 members in the metropolitan area.  I am 
reminded of an advertisement that appeared the other day in Farm Weekly in which the Greens (WA) stated that 
they had saved eight seats from disappearing in country WA.  I cannot fathom what that advertisement is 
supposed to mean.   

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Please do, because we have lost eight seats in rural and remote Western Australia as a 
result of the Greens’ deal, agreement, accommodation or whatever -  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Position.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Position!  That is a neutral term.  I like that because it is not as offensive as “deal”.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Just use the word “euphemism”. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is right.   

We are told that it was never the Labor Government’s intention to remove 16 seats from rural and remote 
Western Australia.  The Greens are now saying that, because that did not occur, they saved eight seats.  I guess I 
saved myself some money this morning by not buying a lotto ticket.   

Hon Peter Foss:  The new department is called the “ministry of truth”.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It will be interesting to see who heads that department.   

The views of Graham Hawkes and Joe Berinson are instructive in one’s understanding of what real Labor people 
think of the deal that has been struck between the Government and the Greens.  The Greens might say that they 
have done well for country Western Australia; however, I have been out to country Western Australia and I have 
a fair idea of what the electors in rural and remote Western Australia are saying.  They believe that this deal 
stinks because they will be significantly disadvantaged.  They also believe that it will cause country people to 
consider moving to the city because government services will not be as available in rural and remote Western 
Australia after this legislation is passed, because there will be significantly less representation and less local 
knowledge in the country.  I oppose the proposition.   

Point of Order 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I am puzzled by the message that has come back from the other place, because what is 
proposed, among other things, is the amendment of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  Plainly, if such 
an amendment had been proposed it would be outside the scope of the Bill, because the whole intent of this Bill 
is to amend the Electoral Act 1907.  When debating the other Bill, the Government stated on a number of 
occasions that electoral matters should not be in the Constitution Acts Amendment Act but in an ordinary Act of 
Parliament.  Therefore, this Bill has been directed towards “normalising” matters relating to the election of 
members to Parliament and to distribution by putting an ordinary Bill before both Houses.  What we received 
from the other place is an amendment to the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  It was recognised that this 
violates the title of the Bill, but it cannot be fixed in this way.  If the amendment is not within the scope of the 
Bill, it is not within the scope of the Bill, and this amendment is wildly and hugely outside the scope of the Bill.  
If any member of this House attempted to make an amendment of this nature it would be instantly rejected.  
What we have here is an amendment that is just not possible.  The only course of action for this Chamber is to 
rule that the suggested amendment is outside the scope of the Bill and to send a message to that effect to the 
other place.  We do not have any alternative.  We should not be discussing the amendment, because it cannot be 
made to this Bill.  What is required is the introduction in the other place of a fresh Bill, to amend the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act, and for that Bill to then come before this Chamber for consideration.  This is 
quite outside the apparent form of the Bill and all the statements made by the Government about the intent of the 
Bill, which is supposed to have nothing to do with the structure of the upper House, the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act or constitutional legislation.  I am not sure what the appropriate ruling should be, but I believe 
the message should be ruled out of order and sent back to the other House. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Committee has already dealt with amendment No 1, which is of a technical nature 
and has no import for amendments Nos 3 and 4.  We are currently dealing with amendment No 2.  Amendments 
Nos 3 and 4 make reference to the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  They are purely consequential 
amendments to amendment No 2.  They give rise to no new ground. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Just because they go in that order does not alter the fact that they are prior to.  We cannot 
have an Electoral Act that provides a calculation for dividing the number of electors until we have that many 
people.  The Constitution Acts Amendment Act quite plainly shows that we do not have that number of people.  
The fact that it is further down the list is just a coincidence.  It is the first thing we must address in amending the 
Electoral Act. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Unless any other member wishes to speak to the point of 
order, I propose to leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells to consider the point of order.  

Sitting suspended from 11.11 am to 12.41 pm 

Deputy Chairman’s Ruling 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Hon Peter Foss has asked me to rule on the acceptability of 
Assembly amendments Nos 3 and 4 in message No 77.  Amendment No 3 proposes an amendment to section 5 
of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  Amendment No 4 would amend the title of the Bill.  The matter 
presently before the Committee is amendment No 2, which deletes and substitutes words in clause 4 of the Bill.  
The Assembly’s amendments in the message are made as a counterproposal consequent upon its disagreeing to 
amendments made by this House that would have altered the number of members to be returned from Council 
regions.  I note in passing that, at an earlier stage of the Bill’s passage, the President stated that the Council’s 
amendments were substantive; that is, they were self-contained, and if passed into law would make a significant 
change to the current distribution of members returned for the six regions.  If the Committee passes the 
amendment to clause 4, the number of members returnable for each region would be six.  That would raise the 
number of Council members from 34 to 36.  Under those circumstances, there is a need to avoid a statutory 
nonsense.  The Electoral Act 1907, as amended by this Bill, makes provision for six members returned from six 
regions, whereas section 5 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 would, in apparent ignorance of the 
change in numbers, continue to prescribe 34 members of the Council.  I am unable to see the proposed 
amendment to section 5 as being anything other than an amendment that is wholly dependent on acceptance of 
the question now before the Committee, and no more than ensuring that the two statutes say the same thing.  The 
amendment to the title conforms to Standing Order No 237(c), which requires an amendment, when an 
amendment to the Bill is relevant, but not encompassed by the title’s current wording.  I therefore rule against 
the point of order.  

Dissent from Deputy Chairman’s Ruling 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I disagree with the ruling of the Deputy Chairman, for reasons contained in this note, which 
I now pass up.  I move - 

That the Committee dissent from the Deputy Chairman's ruling. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Under standing orders, I am required to leave the Chair and report to the 
President.  

[The President resumed the Chair.] 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Does any member wish to make any points about the motion to dissent from the 
Deputy Chairman’s ruling?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  We have been putting the cart before the horse, because we have been moving sideways 
from this Bill by degrees, to the extent that we have now moved away enormously from the original intent of this 
Bill.  The original intent of this Bill was that the matters that it dealt with should not in any way be in the form of 
constitutional provisions.  We started to transgress outside that when we dealt with matters that were not within 
the original intent of the Bill.  That was seen as being a slight step sideways.  However, we are now way outside 
the original intent of the Bill, which was to place matters in a non-constitutional type of environment, or within 
one document, the Electoral Act.  What is put forward as a consequential amendment to insert a new clause 5 is 
in fact a precondition to the proposed amendment to clause 4, because the express statement of the Electoral Act 
is that it is a mechanism for carrying out what is set up as the constitution of this Council.  It is not the 
constitution of the Council itself.  It is a mechanism to give effect to what the Constitution Act and the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act say is the constitution of this Council.  If we wanted to reduce the number of 
members in this Council, we would need to amend the Constitution Act, and we would need to gain the 
appropriate majority and comply with all the requirements of that Act.   

Therefore, it is clear that the essential document from which everything is derived is the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act.  That is the document that first of all must be amended.  Once that document has been 
amended, the consequential amendment can then be made to clause 4.  The Deputy Chairman has got it the 
wrong way around, because she regards the consequential amendment as being the amendment to clause 5, and 
the principal amendment as being the amendment to clause 4.  However, we cannot make the amendment to 
clause 4 and keep to the intent of the Bill of merely putting the mechanics in a separate Act until we have made 
the constitutional change that is contained in the Constitution Act.  The mere fact that on the Notice Paper 
amendment No 2 is listed before amendment No 3 does not alter the fact that we need to deal with amendment 
No 3 before we can pass amendment No 2.  Amendment No 3 is an amendment to the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act.  Where does that fit into the scope of this Bill?  It is contrary to the scope of this Bill because it 
deals with something totally different and never contemplated.  The Bill that was originally before the House 
does not contemplate touching the fundamentals.  It assumes that the fundamentals are in place and it provides 
the mechanics for giving effect to the fundamentals.  To now go back and change the fundamentals in this Bill 
does violence to the original Bill.  It is not acceptable.   

The Deputy Chair (Hon Adele Farina) has got it totally wrong because she has taken the amendments in the 
wrong order.  If she had taken them in the right order and dealt with amendment No 3 first, it would have been 
patent that that amendment could not possibly be contemplated.  It then follows that by not allowing the 
principal amendment, No 3, amendment No 2 is unnecessary.  How amendment No 2 can be dealt with ahead of 
No 3 cannot be contemplated.  We should deal with amendment No 3 before amendment No 2 because the 
mechanics of how 36 members are allowed for cannot be dealt with until it is decided that there are 36 members.  
We cannot decide that there are 36 members because that is not within the scope of the Bill.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Deputy Chair has ruled that the matters complained of by Hon Peter Foss, namely 
amendments Nos 3 and 4, are consequential and just that.  Hon Peter Foss raised the issue of the scope of the 
Bill.  The fact is that the message sent to the Legislative Assembly dealt with the number of members in the 
regions.  The Legislative Assembly has come back with an amendment dealing with the numbers in the regions 
and it is its view that is now before us.  Therefore, I suggest that the argument about scope is misplaced.  

The PRESIDENT:  Members, having taken note of those views, I will leave the Chair until the ringing of the 
bells, and I suggest to members that that will certainly not intrude upon the luncheon break between 1.00 pm and 
2.00 pm. 

Sitting suspended from 12.53 to 2.37 pm 

President’s Ruling 
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The PRESIDENT:  Members, I make the following determination on the appeal.  The Deputy Chairman’s ruling 
responded to the argument that Hon Peter Foss was understood to have put; namely, that because proposed 
Assembly amendment No 3 sought to amend an enactment other than the Electoral Act - the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act - it was foreign to the purpose of the Bill and thus out of order.  The Deputy Chairman took the 
view that the amendment to section 5 was a consequence, and no more, of an acceptance of the amendment that 
would cause each of the six regions to return six members.  On that basis, the ruling of the Deputy Chairman was 
not incorrect.   

In the course of Hon Peter Foss’s argument on appeal, however, he introduced additional argument for viewing 
proposed Assembly amendments Nos 2, 3 and 4 as being beyond the scope of the Bill.  The member’s principal 
argument appears to be that the number of members elected to the Legislative Council is fixed by section 5 of 
the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  That number is then apportioned among the regions by section 6 of 
the same Act.  The division of the State into six regions is done in accordance with the provisions of the 
Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  It follows from that division between the two Acts that any change in the 
number of members requires that sections 5 or 6 or both of the 1899 Act be amended if such an alteration is to 
have effect.  Alteration of the number for each region, amending the Act dealing with the drawing of the regional 
boundaries, cannot achieve that objective because the 1947 Act has nothing to say about the number of members 
who are to be returned as a whole.  The Bill picks up from where the 1947 Act, should it be repealed, leaves off.  
That is the stated purpose of this Bill.  If that is the case, any attempt to do more than that, by increasing the 
number of members, is not a proper amendment that this House can accept.  I therefore rule that proposed 
amendments Nos 2, 3 and 4 contained in Legislative Assembly message No 77 are beyond the scope of the Bill.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Mr President, I am not sure whether you should now reject the message on that basis and 
send it back to the other place without any action on the part of the House or whether the House should reject the 
message and send it back.   

The PRESIDENT:  We will go back into committee for the further consideration of that point.  I have made a 
ruling and we have to go back into committee following that ruling, so it will then be up to the Committee. 

Committee Resumed 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and 
Gaming). 

[Continued next page.] 

Instruction to the Committee of the Whole 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [2.42 pm]:  I move -  

That it be an instruction to the Committee of the Whole on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 that it 
have power and if desired to adopt any or all amendments contained in the Legislative Assembly 
message 77.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [2.43 pm]:  I do not believe this instruction is within power because 
we had the same measure arise last year on the Rail Freight System Bill 1999.  It was plainly dealt with by the 
President at that stage, and the only way to overcome this problem is for a further Bill to be introduced in the 
other House brought through all three stages and brought up here.  I believe this motion is out of order.   

President’s Ruling 

The PRESIDENT:  I rule that the motion is in order, as it allows matters that are cognate to the Bill to be 
considered.  The particular example used by Hon Peter Foss related to an appropriation Bill which was caught by 
section 46 of the CAAA; it is not relevant in this instance.  The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I want some clarification because the amendment will add two seats to the upper House 
and therefore create an appropriation requirement. 

The PRESIDENT:  We are not adding two seats to the upper House, as the member stated.  The question is 
whether we can consider a proposal by the Legislative Assembly to do that.   

Debate Resumed 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon J.A. Scott Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon N.D. Griffiths  Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Tom Stephens  

Noes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon B.K. Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon N.F. Moore  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon W.N. Stretch  
Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Louise Pratt Hon Simon O'Brien 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon B.M. Scott 
 Hon G.T. Giffard Hon Alan Cadby 

Question thus passed.   

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the 
Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming) in charge of the Bill. 

Consideration of the Assembly’s substituted amendment No 2 continued.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  This amendment is extraordinary.  Members of two parties in this House say that they 
believe in the principle of one vote, one value.  If one believes in that principle and in fair representation for the 
country, one could increase the number of members in the Legislative Assembly.  In fact, that course of action 
was suggested in the report presented by the Standing Committee on Legislation.  That was done in the 
Queensland Parliament - it has 89 members, not 59.  In addition, electorates in that State covering more than 
100 000 square kilometres have a two per cent dummy-voter loading.   

Although the Greens accept that principle, they have watered it down to nothing.  The Queensland Parliament 
has resolved this issue by increasing the number of members and including a broad dummy-voter system.  What 
have the Greens done?  They have moved to increase the membership of the upper House, which has members 
representing entire regions.  If they insist on having two more members, why must they be members of the upper 
House?  If they were lower House members, the Greens would have honoured the principle of one vote, one 
value and done something to ameliorate the unfair representation this will create in the country.  One must 
question the morality and principles of members who would do this.  No, that question is redundant, because the 
answer is obvious: this is for the benefit of one political group.  The country can go hang, because the Greens 
simply want more members in the House in which they think they can win seats.  By doing that, they will 
deprive the country of eight members and add to the insult by increasing the membership of the upper House, 
which has no local representation.  That speaks for itself.   

For all the highfalutin principles that the Greens always claim to uphold and the way they pretend they are holier 
than everyone else, they are the ultimate horse dealers.  This is the greatest horse deal of all time.  The only 
outstanding issue is that we do not know what else is in the deal.  It is obvious that the gay and lesbian 
legislation is part and parcel of it, but I do not know what else has been included.  I suspect that some members 
of the Labor Party do not know, either.  It is a nasty little deal that has been done backstage between a couple of 
people in spite of the objections of some Labor members.  

Hon J.A. Scott:  It is not a backstage deal.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is a deal hatched in a smoke-filled back room.  The real horse dealers are saying, “Let’s 
have two extra members of Parliament and stick them where it will do us the most good.  Let’s take them from 
the country.”  We could have another eight members of Parliament; we could emulate Queensland and have 89 
members.  We could also have reasonably sized country electorates and still have one vote, one value.  The 
Greens should honour their principles.  If they fervently believe in one vote, one value, why have they proposed 
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to take eight members out of the country and add two to the upper House, which has enormous electorates?  
What will one more member in the Mining and Pastoral Region be able to do in such a large electorate?   

Hon Barry House:  Don’t forget that the South West Region will lose one member.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  What will be the result of that?  This is hypocrisy.  Those members who regularly say in 
this House that they are doing things on principle because they are better than everyone else and they are the 
only saints here are the worst horse dealers I have come across.  This is a really dirty little deal by grubby little 
people who sell the rights of electors in the country for their own gain.  If the Greens (WA) are proud of 
exposing 16-year-old young men to sodomy as part of the cost of gaining that, fine.  If they think that trading in 
sex is the way to gain numbers, they are hypocrites, whited sepulchres and the most despicable people I have 
come across.  Members of the Labor Party are no better because they go along with these dirty deals. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  You can think of something better than that. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I can; I can think of the member resigning, which will be one of the nicest things to happen.  
I would like to see that lot out of this House.  I must confess that I would have no single reluctance to speaking 
to the Government about a suitable amendment to the Bill, which would remove people like those dirty dealers 
from this House.  Instead of the majority of people ruling this State, it is being ruled by dirty dealers like the 
Greens doing dirty deals and dictating to the Government what happens.  We saw it happen in Tasmania when 
there was a Greens-Labor coalition.  The Greens always wanted their way.  They know what discussing things 
and consultation mean; they mean discussing and consulting until people come around to their point of view.  
We will never come around to the Greens’ point of view.  They are shown for what they are - dirty dealers and 
grubby people who take seats from the country areas.  Some of them have been elected by country people.  The 
Greens want to increase the number of members of the upper House instead of providing reasonable 
representation in the lower House.  They know the electorates are too big, yet they are not prepared to have extra 
money spent on providing better representation for the country.  They want to give themselves a better electoral 
chance in the upper House.   

For a while we thought that perhaps the Greens were amenable to reasonable argument and questions of 
conscience and that they held to the ideals and principles they espoused.  It is quite clear that the Greens do not 
know the difference between the spelling of principle and principal.  If there are quids in it for them, they will go 
for it.  Those are their principles - money in the bank.  Unfortunately, we and the people of Western Australia 
will have to put up with it until the Greens go.  One of these days they will go, because this State will become 
sick of minorities running the place. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The principal country region that will lose representation through this dirty little deal is 
the south west.  People tend to forget that, in the little poisoned package that has been foisted on this Parliament 
and this State.  This completes the sodomy of country WA, to which I referred the other day.  The south west 
will lose yet another member.  The number of representatives for that area will be reduced from seven to six in 
the upper House.  This adds to the dirty little deal in which representation in the Legislative Assembly was 
reduced from 10 to seven members.  It will take four representatives from the south west region, by reducing the 
number from 17 to 13 members.  That is despite the current growth figures for the south west which clearly 
indicate that the south west is the area of most rapid growth outside the Perth metropolitan area.  If the 
Government can explain that sort of logic to me, I will go he. 

We have heard a lot about the possibility of overcoming this discrepancy by providing more resources for 
country members of Parliament.  This is the Greens’ great contribution to the debate.  However, short of human 
cloning, I cannot think of any resourcing that will adequately cover this deal that has been foisted on the State.  If 
we endorse human cloning and clone country members of Parliament, so that one can be in Parliament and one 
can be in the electorate, maybe we will get close to it.  However, I suspect that most members of the public want 
clones of members in Parliament like they want a hole in the head; just as they want an extra two members of 
this Chamber like a hole in the head.   

Let us talk seriously about resourcing.  I was not serious about human cloning; I was being facetious.  If the 
Government is to resource country members of Parliament to do the job on an equal basis with that done by city 
members of Parliament, whose electorates have now been reduced in size, let us get serious about resources.  For 
a start, each country member of Parliament will have to have the same access to a corporate jet, just like cabinet 
ministers have and like Hon Tom Stephens’ private aeroplane.  Each member will have to have the same sort of 
access - 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister is pooh-poohing it already.  If the Government is serious about resourcing 
country members of Parliament, let it do it properly.  Each country member of Parliament should have access to 
a jet, just like cabinet ministers.  That means having access to a jet to fly from the country to the city, not just 
from the city to the country.  There is a vast difference, as anybody who has any understanding of the country 
will know.  There are no charter operators to speak of in my part of the country.  If I want to use my charter 
allowance, there are no local people I can use if I want to fly after dark, because the only local operator has a 
single-engine plane.  People who use these resources might have a rough idea of what I am talking about, but the 
bulk of the people would not have a clue.  There must be proper resourcing.   

The resource that country members need most of all to be on an equal footing with city members is a driver.  I 
will guarantee that the Government will not come to the party with these resources; however, I am putting the 
case.  If the Government wants country members in this or the other Chamber to properly represent their 
electorates in the same way as do city members, it should give every member a driver.  That is the resource I 
most need to do my job properly in the country, because I am behind the wheel of a car for between 60 000 and 
80 000 kilometres a year, as are most other country members in this place.  We are not talking about extra fax 
machines and telephones.  I have 19 individual means of communication already.  I do not need any more; I 
cannot keep up with that many.  We do not need more electronic gadgets; we need physical resources.  We 
cannot be physically cloned, so we should be given the proper resources.   

I am setting a challenge for the Government that I guarantee it will not meet, because it is not serious about this.  
This will highlight the fact that the Government is in this to get the best political advantage for the Labor Party 
and, through this amendment, for its dirty little Greens coalition partners.  That is the challenge for the 
Government.  If it wants to talk about providing resources to prop up this little deal properly, let us see what it 
does.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I support this amendment.  In doing so, I will respond to the comments of Hon George 
Cash in the last part of the debate.  He referred to an advertisement that was placed by Hon Dee Margetts and 
Hon Christine Sharp in Western Farmer.  The gist of his comments was that our firm position had saved eight 
seats in the upper House of Parliament from being transferred to the metropolitan area.  Interestingly enough, 
that comment was made by another member in the other place.  For the point of clarification, I wish to identify 
what was said.  When referring to the statement in the advertisement, Hon Larry Graham asked -  

Is that true?  Is that what this nasty, horrible minister is seeking to do?   

That is, to take away eight seats from the Legislative Council.  Mr McGinty replied -  

I was certainly seeking to achieve one vote, one value in both Houses of Parliament.  We failed in the 
Legislative Assembly.  

I assume he meant Legislative Council, but it was not corrected in Hansard.  Mr Graham replied - 

Okay.  The minister was going to take eight seats -   

Mr Trenorden:  Eight out of 34.   

Mr McGinty:  The extent of the malapportionment in the Legislative Council is shockingly worse than 
it is in this place.  Therefore, if we brought in a system of one vote, one value, we would end up with 
three-quarters of the seats in the city and one-quarter in the country.  

He was referring to the Legislative Council.  Mr McGinty continues - 

At the moment it is 50-50.  If you can do some mental arithmetic based on that, it might be about right.   

Mr GRAHAM:  The minister did want to knock off eight seats, so the Greens are right.   

Mr McGinty:  I think that is right, yes, and they stopped me.   

Mr GRAHAM:  What was all the rhetoric about the minister putting out press releases about lies and 
misinformation . . .  

Mr McGinty:  It depended completely on the model that was adopted.  One issue we discussed earlier 
this year was a statewide electorate. 

He is talking about the Legislative Council -   

From memory, I think that is what New South Wales has.  In that case, how do you determine who is 
from what area?  If you did it on a proportional basis, one-quarter of the members would be there 
representing the country and three-quarters would be there representing the city.   
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I will show members opposite maps that were presented to us for the make-up of the Legislative Council.   

Hon John Fischer:  Can you identify where they came from?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Certainly.  The Western Australian Electoral Commission prepared them.  We 
received a proposal for a single-seat Legislative Council; of course, members know that virtually every member 
would have come from this area.  Two other models were also presented to us, one of which was for an electoral 
region of two electorates.  One electorate would be in the north and the other would be in the south and they 
would each supply 17 members.  In that model the electoral boundary would divide half way through the city 
and half way through the country and there would be no distribution.  The other map we were presented with 
was for one giant country electorate and two metropolitan electorates.  The Greens stood strongly and firmly for 
country representation in the Legislative Council.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Well done! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I thank members for their comments.  I will table the documents. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The most extraordinary thing I have ever heard in all my life is that somehow the Greens 
(WA) are standing up for country Western Australia.  Country Western Australians are being robbed of eight 
members of Parliament.  The Labor Party could not do it on its own; it did it with the support of the Greens.  The 
Greens have supported the Labor Party on every issue relating to this Bill.  Even today when the President made 
a ruling, this motion came out of the back pocket of the minister that effectively overruled the ruling, and the 
Greens went along with that as well.  Yet somehow the Greens claim that they are representing the interests of 
country Western Australians.  They want to take away eight country members and then give back two upper 
House members with regions so big that those members could not service them effectively. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  They want to give back one member. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is right; one country member and one city member.  That is a really big deal and 
country Western Australians will thank the Greens for that!  Country Western Australians do not believe the 
Greens’ advertisement.  People have rung me and told me how outraged they are about it.  They have said there 
should be a law against people advertising like that.  There probably is a law against it, the truth be known.  It is 
an absolute disgrace.   

The Opposition does not believe Western Australia needs two additional members of Parliament.  The weighting 
should apply to lower House country and regional seats that existed before this legislation.  The electoral system 
for this House should be changed to give members of Parliament a chance to be elected as individuals.  The 
Opposition has already argued that at some length and put on the table its suggestion, but it was not accepted.  
As the Labor Party and the Greens know, the outcome of this legislation will not be good for country Western 
Australia.  

The Greens are doing this for their own benefit.  We heard Hon George Cash read out Graham Hawkes’ analysis 
of the effects of this legislation.  Graham Hawkes once occupied a ministerial office that I subsequently 
inherited.  He kept many files in cabinets that were removed the day before I arrived, including the flat file 
cabinets that store maps.  It was his job to draw maps.  He worked very hard for the previous Labor Government 
to ensure that the boundaries were drawn all in the right places.  He knows about these matters.  He was an 
adviser to Arthur Tonkin, the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform at the time.  I suspect he was the 
brains behind the 1987 Bill that gave us this Parliament.   

Graham Hawkes said that this legislation would give the Greens a significant advantage.  The Greens’ 
suggestion is absolute tripe that the implementation of six regions of six members is somehow good for the 
country and will not help them.  They know it, Graham Hawkes knows it and the people of Western Australia 
know it, especially the people in the bush.  Hon Robin Chapple, one of the leading advocates for this legislation, 
should be aware that people in the Mining and Pastoral Region will know about it when the next election is held. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He does not have many votes. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I suspect that he does not have many votes to lose.  Hon Dee Margetts in the Agricultural 
Region and Hon Chrissy Sharp in the South West Region will know about it because their names will be put last 
on voting cards by most people, in the same way that they have put the country last.  

I hope that The West Australian will tell the people of Western Australia what has happened.  The sum total of 
coverage by The West Australian of this debate in this House is in a tiny column on the right-hand side of page 6 
under “In Brief” stating that the Legislative Council has repealed the Electoral Distribution Act.  The Labor 
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Party is delighted about that, but I am not.  I challenge the Government to tell the people of Western Australia 
what it has done.  It should take out a full-page ad to tell the people of Western Australia what this legislation 
means.  I would be happy to say that was the best thing it has done.  The people do not know because they have 
not been told by the one and only newspaper that covers events in this State.  I challenge the Government to do 
that so that people know what its handiwork means.  People will know what has happened down the track when 
they are made aware of their new electoral boundaries.  That is when the red-hot wave of anger will sweep 
around the State.  

Is it correct that the Government is planning to amend the legislation to enable the Greens (WA) to become a 
party in its own right in the Parliament?  In other words, will the legislation be amended to allow, if my memory 
serves me correctly, five members in the Council, as is the case in the Assembly, so that they can be considered a 
party?  Is it part of the deal between the Government and the Greens to ensure the carriage of this legislation? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  In response to the first question, the Government has made no such decision.  The 
answer to the second question is that it is not something that I have contemplated.  I do not quite remember what 
the third question was. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Is this part of a deal? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I do not know anything about that. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  Last night when I was in the country I was absolutely inundated by people who told me 
that this is the worst scenario that could possibly face country and regional Western Australia.  Despite the 
President having ruled that amendments Nos 2, 3 and 4 were out of order, we are again going ahead with them 
because of a motion passed by the Labor Party and the Greens (WA).  This is probably the worst thing I have 
seen happen since I have been in Parliament.  We have gone over a series of hurdles to get the legislation to this 
point; the President has ruled that the legislation will have to go to the Supreme Court and now we have had a 
motion to again go into committee and debate the issues.  That is right over the top.  The deal between the 
Government and the Greens is one that nobody respects.  There is no respect for the way this legislation has gone 
through Parliament and we are losing respect by putting this type of legislation through using the means that 
have been employed, because we are degrading the way Parliament should operate.   

The issue is that the Government is taking eight country seats from the lower House and putting them into the 
city.  That the Greens have put an advertisement in the Press stating that it has saved eight seats in the upper 
House, thereby giving relief to people in the country, is absolutely extraordinary.  Nobody believes that; 
absolutely nobody believes that country people should be dealt with that way.  I will not say any more than that.  
This is a shonky deal.  The region that both Hon Kim Chance and I represent will lose three members.  That will 
put an extraordinary burden on the members in the lower House who have a required amount of work to do.  
They will not have the opportunity to deal with their constituents on a face-to-face basis.  I hope that the people 
of Western Australia recognise the reasons that we have come to this point and deal with those reasons at the 
next election.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I support the amendment now before the Committee.  Of course, the amendment 
that we are debating is part of a series of amendments that make sense in their complete form.  I am sure 
members have already recognised how important it is that the amendments before us be passed; if the House 
does not accept the message from the Legislative Assembly it will have to accept the Electoral Amendment Bill 
2001 in a form that will satisfy nobody - it certainly will not satisfy the people of the South Metropolitan Region 
or the East Metropolitan Region, who currently have only five members in comparison with the higher 
representation in the other four regions -  

Several members interjected.   

Point of Order 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I believe that the member is being badgered by members opposite and that is not 
appropriate.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  There is no point of order.  There have been a lot of 
interjections this afternoon, and I ask members to keep their interjections to a minimum.   

Committee Resumed 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  If the amendments that we are debating are not passed, we will have two 
metropolitan regions represented by five members of Parliament and the other four regions will each have six.  
That makes sense to nobody.  The amendment now before this Chamber completes something that was discussed 
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when we were previously in committee on this Bill.  I clearly explained then that this was a process that would 
require the cooperation of both Houses and would be completed today, as is being done.   

I do not have much time left to speak on this.  Due to the way things are organised in this House, the Greens 
(WA) do not have unlimited speaking time, unlike all other parties’ leaders except for One Nation.  I will not try 
to repeat the arguments that the House has heard 10 times over.  The amendment that each region will return six 
members to serve in the Council will implement a principle that my party has enunciated.  In contrast to the other 
place, we want to see in the Council a qualitative system of representation, not a quantitative system of 
representation based on one vote, one value.  The Greens wish to see different underlying principles for the 
election of members to each House.  This amendment would insert the Senate model that the Greens have 
recommended be used to represent regional Western Australia in the Council. 

It is transparent to everyone that the Government acted with great integrity in the arrangements - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  Hon Christine Sharp has the call. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Government has been very open and consistent in its dealings with the Greens.  
I thank the Labor Party for that.  We have been able to rely on it to do what it said it would do.  It has acted 
consistently. 

There has been a lot of discussion about the notion of a deal.  I will make a further attempt at explaining the 
position of the Greens.  The word “deal” has two genre of meaning. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I cannot hear the member due to interjections. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  I ask members to show Hon Christine Sharp and other 
members of this Chamber courtesy when they speak. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  There are two broad ways in which the word “deal” can be used.  The first is as 
explained by Hon George Cash.  It is an arrangement in which two parties work together to achieve a certain 
outcome and the working together is open, transparent and focused in its objective.  If that is the meaning of the 
word “deal”, as stated earlier by Hon George Cash, it is the way that parties in this Parliament can cooperate and 
work to achieve all sorts of beneficial outcomes.  However, the word can have a second meaning that has 
negative connotations.  The word “deal” can be used in the sense that arrangements have been entered into 
behind closed doors in a very non-transparent way.  As such, it is secret and includes matters outside the merits 
of the case at hand, which, in this instance, is the Electoral Amendment Bill.  For example, this Chamber has 
heard many times the imputation that the Greens (WA) have done a deal that included gay law reform.  That is 
the essence of what a deal is - trading across issues, and making secret arrangements.  If that is the way in which 
the word is being used, all five members of the Greens (WA) categorically deny that any deal whatsoever has 
been made.  On 17 July, publicly and transparently, we revealed our position to all parties, and today the 
Government is accommodating that position.  I acknowledge that the Minister for Electoral Affairs has been very 
straightforward and good to work with on this issue.  I also acknowledge that some members of the Opposition 
have been very helpful many times during this long process.  This electoral reform process has gone on for some 
months.  I particularly acknowledge the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, Mr Barron-Sullivan, and Hon George 
Cash, both of whom have cooperated with the Greens (WA) at numerous points in this process.  I would like to 
put on record that I acknowledge that cooperation.   
Several members interjected.  
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members! 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I finish with two points, Madam Deputy Chairman, and if members interject I will 
have less time to speak.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I have called the House to order on a number of occasions, and that has been 
ignored.  I do not want any further interjections.  If this continues, I will leave the chair until the ringing of the 
bells to give members some time to cool off.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am astounded at the core argument that the Opposition has presented to members 
this afternoon in opposing this amendment.  Their argument now is against malapportionment.  They are 
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suddenly champions of one vote, one value.  We have seen today a complete change of position from the 
Opposition.  I am astounded that that is the best argument the Opposition could have brought to bear on this 
matter.  

The Greens (WA) are very pleased to support this amendment, and the resourcing which must go with it, as Hon 
Barry House has stated.  This will become a regional Legislative Council, and that is part of an evolutionary 
process towards regional Government in Australia.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  This piece of legislation is certainly a baptism of fire for those of us who are new to this 
Chamber.  Some of the views that the public have about the dreadful things that go on in Parliament have been 
reinforced during this debate, which appears to be coming to an end today.  One Nation opposes this legislation 
in its entirety.  The whole proposal is interesting because of the contradiction in the argument of the Greens 
(WA), who want to get rid of the Council and the State Government.  On the one hand they are arguing for 
increasing the membership of the Legislative Council by two, and on the other hand they are advocating its total 
abolition.  One cannot help think they are like a ship without a rudder.  They are hypocritical.   

One Nation believes a House of Review is required in our Western Australian parliamentary system.  This 
legislation proves that when one party has a huge majority in one House, it is vital that we have a House of 
Review.  People may remember some legislation, which in some ways was abhorrent too, that the Liberal Party 
brought in when it had the numbers in this place.  We are horrified by this hypocrisy that I believe is the proof 
that the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) have got together for political advantage.  We can call it a deal, or use 
whatever other term we like.  The fancy use of words does not make much difference.  It amounts to the same 
thing in the end.  This deal has been done purely for party political advantage.   

I accuse members of this House of having absolutely no consideration for the voters whom we are elected to 
represent.  We are not elected to Parliament by our party.  We are preselected by our party, but the election that 
really counts is the one in which the people of this State vote us into Parliament to represent their views.  If we 
want democracy to work properly in this State, we need to take notice of the views of the people whom we are 
paid to represent.  The people of this State are getting heartily sick of the way our system of government is 
working.   

The Government has made much of the lack of services in rural areas that has been brought about by vote 
weighting.  No-one has denied that.  People have said that in their submissions to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation.  The reason there is such an imbalance is that the weighting has been in favour of the city.  This 
legislation will make that imbalance even greater, and that is what country people are so justifiably concerned 
about.  One Nation supports the proposal to provide greater representation in two of the three country regions to 
try to correct that imbalance.  Whether the proposed legislation will change the other place does not come into it.  
We believe in greater representation for the people who lack representation now.  Our support for an increase in 
representation in those two larger rural regions has been obvious.  Many Legislative Council members who 
represent large rural regions run two electorate offices.  They pay for that second office out of their own pockets, 
because the State pays for only one electorate office.  They do that because they believe it is necessary.  Do any 
city Council members run a second electorate office?  I doubt it.  That proves what I am saying about the need 
for greater representation.  That has been backed up by the committee that was set up to look into this issue, 
which made a unanimous recommendation about the resources that members require to service their electorates. 

I want to make it obvious and to remind members of the submission from the Leader of the National Party that 
he wanted the Legislative Council to be abolished.  One cannot help but wonder whether he was motivated by 
his party’s recently reduced membership in this Chamber.  Hon George Cash spoke of a possible alliance 
between the Labor and Liberal Parties.  I trust that he spoke in jest.  The only similarity between Labor and 
Liberal Parties on this issue is the first letter of their names.  It is well-known that a Government needs a good 
Opposition for it to be a good Government.  We have already seen the disasters that can occur when two major 
parties collude - federal parties in this case - on agreements such as the world trade order, which has been much 
spoken of in this House.   

I was interested to hear Hon Norman Moore refer to preferences and the Greens, and I trust his party will 
remember and read his comments in Hansard at the next state election.  Western Australia would not be going 
through this agony if his party had thought of that last February.  One Nation is trying, through its referendum 
policy, to enable the people to decide on not only this issue, but also others.  Hon Christine Sharp spoke of secret 
deals made with the Labor Party.  I wonder whether she is referring to the proposed gay and lesbian Bill; heaven 
help this State, our families and our values.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I had not intended to speak in this debate, but I have heard so many lies in this House 
this afternoon from the Greens.  They have been lying to the newspapers - 
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Withdrawal of Remark 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member should know, as the House knows, that that is unparliamentary language. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I ask the member to withdraw that remark. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I withdraw that remark. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The misrepresentation of truth today has been amazing.  I read an advertisement in 
the Farm Weekly and if had not been so serious, I would have almost killed myself laughing.  People have rung 
me, as they have rung Hon Murray Criddle, and have been almost rolling in the aisles laughing at what the 
Greens were trying to say to the people of country Western Australia.  The Greens could have saved all those 
seats by voting on this side, but they did not.  They went along with the Labor Party from day one.  We will not 
let the Labor Party escape from this either.  Hon Christine Sharp was singing the praises of the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs.  She must be very naïve, or else she was in the forest and did not understand what was 
happening when the previous Labor Government was in office.  Mr McGinty was responsible for one of the most 
shabby deals involving the old Swan Brewery.  It has cost the taxpayers of this State a great deal of money and it 
is on the public record.  Hon Christine Sharp is saying that this man has principles and integrity; that is rubbish.  
I know that the Labor members from regional Western Australia are bound by caucus decisions.   

I know what this deal will mean to some members sitting on the other side when we return on 19 February and 
deal with the sodomy Bill.  Some members on the other side are cowering at the prospect of passing that 
legislation, but they must maintain the caucus line.  When that Bill is debated in this House, perhaps some 
members of the Labor Party and the Greens should carefully consider whether they have a conflict of interest.  I 
repeat to the Greens that one of my aims in life over the next three years will be to make sure that most of the 
Greens’ members do not retain their seats.  If the Greens (WA) had had the courage to stand somebody in the 
Merredin by-election, he would have been put last on the ticket.  I will encourage my party to make sure that the 
Greens are last on the next state ticket.  I say that because the Greens are far more dangerous than the Labor 
Party.  The Greens are a greater threat to this State than the present Labor Government, and that is saying a lot!  
The Labor Party will rue the day that it got into bed with that mob.  Can members remember the courageous 
Labor member of the Tasmanian Parliament who could have been Premier?  He had an opportunity to form a 
coalition with the Greens and refused.  Was it Mr Groom, or was it the bloke before him? 

Several members interjected. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I think it was the bloke before him.  It does not matter.  He refused to form a 
coalition with the Greens. 

Hon Barry House:  It was Michael Field. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  It was Michael Field.  He was a courageous person.  He could have formed 
government, but he was not prepared to deal with the Greens in coalition.  This Labor Party will regret the day 
that it did.  I will not pick on the National Party, but I am sure Hon Murray Criddle wished to goodness that his 
colleagues back in 1987 had not been seduced by the then Labor Government into forming a little alliance which 
set up proportional representation in this House.  In three years, the Labor Party will probably be knocking on 
our door, saying, “Let’s change this situation in the upper House and we will get rid of the Greens.”  It will be so 
paranoid about what it has had to put up with during this time.   

This is one of those days in my life when I am absolutely disgusted to be a member of Parliament.  I will be 
targeted and have the same dirty mud thrown at me.  Insinuations are made about members of Parliament.  I do 
not like the fact that I could be associated with members of this House who do not know the meaning of the 
words “principle” or “integrity”.  They would not be able to spell integrity.  Hon Jim Scott can laugh his little 
head off.  This Parliament has been the salvation of Hon Jim Scott’s life.  He was not doing much before.  
Without it, he would be nowhere.  I would not laugh too much if I were him.  The Greens are holding country 
Western Australia to ransom, and they cannot even get their deposits back.  That is what it boils down to.  I am 
sorry if a Liberal person in Western Australia gave One Nation the wrong advice. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Bet you he didn’t. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I do not know.  It is debatable.  One Nation members keep telling us who gave them 
that advice.  I will not mention names.  We are now looking at a situation about which the people of Western 
Australia were conned.  The gay and lesbian legislation was conveniently debated in the Legislative Assembly 
while all this was going on, so that people would not really understand it, but they understand it very well.  The 
latest bit is about the wheatbelt and Western Health Services.  The letter from the minister said that all the boards 
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were being scrapped and that the funding was at a certain level.  I can understand why the Labor Party got only 
905 primary votes in the Merredin by-election.   

Hon Louise Pratt:  How many electors does that electorate have? 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  How many what?  The Labor Party got 905 votes.  That will happen across what is 
left of the country electorates.   

Like every member in this House, I am waiting to hear the announcement that the Greens (WA) will be given 
major party status, because that is the other part of the grubby deal.  We all know that.  We know what the 
Greens are after.  Hon Jim Scott and Hon Robin Chapple are amazing people.  They are treating the people of 
country Western Australia as a joke.  They are laughing.  I want it recorded that Hon Christine Sharp, Hon Robin 
Chapple, Hon Jim Scott, Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Giz Watson, who is absent, are the people who sold out 
country Western Australia. 

[Continued on page 7403.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


