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ELECTORAL DISTRIBUTION REPEAL BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 December. 
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.48 pm]:  When speaking on this Bill last Thursday, I referred to the 
value of the ability brought into this House by Hon George Cash and Hon Peter Foss; first their integrity and 
second their knowledge.  The Minister for Housing and Works, in his attempt to belittle Hon Peter Foss, stated 
that he was just a computer technician.  I am sure that if Hon Peter Foss used that method of work to earn his 
living, he would have been a very good computer technician.  However, he chose to go into law, from which 
many people in this State have benefited.  It does the minister no good to belittle honourable members in such a 
stupid way.  What the minister said was stupid and resulted in his looking stupid.  It is not good for the Labor 
Party to make comments like that and it is not good for the Government of the State; it does not help its image.  
More importantly, it is bad for the people of Western Australia.  The people of Western Australia need to have 
confidence in those who are elected to run this State.  Pathetic and idiotic comments such as those made by the 
Government do not help; rather, they contribute to a lack of confidence.  I am sure that the people of this State 
would rather see the minister concentrate on his portfolio.  I am sure that Hon Tom Stephens is fully aware that 
the illegal and dishonest practices of Brian Burke and his Government contributed to Hon Peter Foss’s interest in 
politics and influenced him to join a political party.  Most members would also remember that Premier Burke 
and Deputy Premier David Parker served time behind bars as a guest of Her Majesty.   

This Bill is considered by the public to be part of a plot to deny electoral fairness to the less populated areas of 
Western Australia.  In fact, it seeks to deny electoral fairness to virtually all Western Australia.  People who live 
in the city do not consider the proposed changes to be important.  This was proved by the fact that so few of 
them bothered to make submissions to the committee - of which I was privileged to be a member - which sat to 
give people an opportunity to express their views.  People in ever-increasing numbers are asking why the 
Government is not taking notice of the overwhelming anguish of country people.  People are asking why the 
Government funded the committee if it did not intend to take the slightest notice of what people said in their 
submissions.  People are wondering whether the Government is selectively or totally deaf because what has been 
said does not appear to suit the Government.  Would the Government have taken more notice of what was said if 
the message it received was more in line with its agenda?   

I was interested to hear Hon Nick Griffiths ask - he looked directly at me when he did so - why people in the 
country feel that their government services will deteriorate if they have fewer members in Parliament.  He said 
that he doubted very much that people would leave the country areas and did not believe that the population in 
these areas would decline.  I live in one of these country areas, I am aware of people leaving and I know the 
reasons they are leaving.  It is no good for Hon Nick Griffiths to pretend that they are not leaving.  Some 
members might recall that a while ago I spoke at length about a family who had to drive in excess of 100 
kilometres to put their children on the school bus.  That family has now left the country - the isolated bush - and 
has not been replaced.  Another family has left because the Government reduced the number of kilometres that a 
school bus would run on a spur.  It is undeniable.  If members opposite stopped talking, went out into the bush 
and listened to the people, they would hear about these issues.  I appeal to Hon Nick Griffiths - who seems a 
sincere and reasonable person - to do just that.  He should go out and become informed, and not concentrate just 
on this side of the Darling escarpment.   

As I said earlier, this Bill is shonky.  This issue is really about one subject, but the Government has fabricated 
two Bills to make it look kosher.  However, it is not kosher - it is shonky.  It is said that a politician never looks 
ahead longer than four years; that is a lifetime for a politician.  With this legislation, and with the legislation that 
we are told we shall be debating early next year, four years will be as long as members opposite will be in 
government.  

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [4.55 pm]:  Mr President, I was 
making sure that no-one else wanted to speak on the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  No-one else rose or attempted to attract my attention. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Thank you, Mr President.  I was very concerned that the Opposition should have its 
reasonable say in dealing with this very important Bill, which is not being rushed through, given the time it has 
taken so far.  I want to deal with the observations made by those members who have spoken on the Bill, and I 
know the Leader of the House will forgive me if I take some little time to do so, because -  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is an important Bill. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Yes, it is an important Bill, and a number of members have taken the opportunity to 
comment, and I respect their right and duty to do so.  Those members may, of course, disagree with a number of 
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the points I am about to make, because those points in substance disagree with many of the points that they have 
made; but so be it; that is the nature of debate.  If I do not deal with each and every point raised by members 
opposite, I am sure they will forgive me, because I have an obligation to move matters along.   

Hon George Cash dwelt on the arguments about manner and form.  I refer him to page 121 of the report of the 
Standing Committee on Legislation.  I note the process that will be undertaken by the Clerk.  I note also his 
reference to and the content of the letter from the member for Mitchell to the Premier.  The interesting 
observation with regard to these matters of argument is set out in the opinion from Professor Greg Craven that 
was tabled by Hon George Cash.  This is when the case of members opposite is at its highest.  The learned 
professor couched his words very carefully.  I quote from page 30 of the uncorrected Hansard of 11 December - 
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Perhaps the minister will give his understanding of the words of the learned 
professor, rather than specifically quote from an uncorrected Hansard. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Very well, Mr President. 
The PRESIDENT:  Obviously the minister can read it out; it is just that it will be his understanding, and no 
more. 
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Yes, Mr President.  It is my understanding that Professor Craven said that if there were 
absolute majorities, there would be no argument; however, in the absence of absolute majorities, it might be that 
those opposite were right, but it might also be that those opposite were wrong.  The argument obviously turns on 
the meaning of the word “amends”.  I invite members opposite to read carefully the document that was tabled by 
Hon George Cash, because then they might not be so assured of the strength of the case that they are putting.  
That legal argument will be dealt with elsewhere.   

Hon Peter Foss spoke on a number of matters.  I found it interesting that Hon Peter Foss purported to speak with 
great authority on shonky tax schemes, but then, as a person speaking on behalf of the Liberal Party, he talked 
about matters moral when he was defending a very shonky and undemocratic electoral system.  I found it 
interesting that Hon Peter Foss spent some time dwelling on the debates of 1923, because that is the mindset of 
members opposite - they belong in the past.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was a very good year.   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  It was a fine year, because a number of our citizens were born in 1923, and I hope they 
carry on with us for a long time.   

Hon Peter Foss referred to the intent of legislation and he inquired about the intent of the legislation.  In response 
- I am sure the member has used similar words in the past - the intent of the legislation is as set out in the 
legislation.   

[Continued on page 7263.] 
 


