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ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 August. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.18 pm]:  I am the lead speaker for the 
opposition on this bill.  The opposition supports most aspects of the legislation that the government has 
introduced.  It must be borne in mind that the original legislation will be broken into three separate and distinct 
bills.  My understanding is that that is necessary to enable the legislation to meet the standing order requirements 
of the other place, and that is now being done. 

I will not spend too long talking about the bill other than to say that it deals with three matters.  Although the 
three matters are related to each other, they also are distinct.  The first matter is the introduction in Western 
Australia of a regime of public funding for state election campaigns; the second is the introduction of a number 
of changes to a number of components of the Electoral Act; and the third is an attempt to introduce changes to 
the remuneration of parliamentary secretaries and chairmen of committees.  That has been done, in part, to 
achieve an outcome that will enable the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to make future determinations and, in 
part, to return to certain people remuneration that some of them feel has been taken away from them by a recent 
determination of the State Administrative Tribunal.  I will talk to each of those matters in varying degrees of 
detail, starting with public funding. 
It is important to note that the opposition has made a decision to support the introduction of public funding of 
political parties in Western Australia.  We are of a view that it is important that not only political parties, but 
also, I hasten to add, participants in the political process, have an opportunity to run sufficiently resourced 
election campaigns so that they can inform voters of their policies, their beliefs and their practices and so that, 
one would hope, those voters can make an informed choice and participate actively and meaningfully in the 
democratic process.  Secondly, that funding should be provided to assist, where practicable, given the constraints 
of the public funding legislation, political parties and individuals involved in the election process with policy 
development and informing the public about those very policies. 
One aspect of the legislation that it is important to note is that it will ensure that all people who receive at least 
four per cent of the vote in any one election will have access to public funding.  That is a principle that is broadly 
supported historically in Australia by most mainland states and, indeed, the federal government.  In fact, the 
legislation before us, as I understand it, is largely modelled on the Queensland electoral funding legislation. 

I will touch very quickly on some aspects of the electoral funding legislation that are of significance.  Firstly, and 
most importantly, I suppose, is the fact that it will enable political parties to receive a payment that is the 
equivalent of $1.39, give or take a few decimal places, per vote in the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council, provided, of course, they meet that four per cent minimum level and provided that that money does not 
exceed the amount they actually spend on campaign expenditure.  It is also important to note that the legislation 
gives the Electoral Commission quite strong powers in making those payments; that is, in the way the payments 
must be substantiated, the way in which the payments are made, the type of expenditure and the period in which 
the expenditure can be made.  We are comfortable that it will result in the introduction of a system that will 
enable a fair, open and accountable electoral funding model to be introduced in Western Australia.  We are also 
very pleased to see changes to section 175 of the Electoral Act, which deals ostensibly with the way in which 
people are required to make accurate and true claims, can be pursued for making false claims, can be 
investigated, and, of course, if they make a genuine mistake, can go back and modify their claim.  It is also 
important to note that the claims made under this legislation will be available, as I understand it, for public 
scrutiny.  As I said, the opposition supports the introduction of this electoral funding model. 

The second aspect of the legislation, and, indeed, the second bill, which will be termed the Electoral Legislation 
Amendment Bill, introduces a range of modifications to the Electoral Act 1907.  It is our understanding that 
these modifications have by and large been requested over time by the Electoral Commissioner to make the 
process of conducting elections and managing the electoral process in Western Australia simpler.  Again, the 
opposition supports the majority of the changes recommended in the legislation, although I should indicate to the 
house, as I have indicated previously to the minister, that we will move to have some components of the 
legislation removed by amendment.  There is, in particular, a component that deals with the introduction of 
itinerant voter clauses.  It does such to bring the state electoral system in line with the commonwealth electoral 
system.  However, we identified a number of issues regarding the introduction of this itinerant voter component 
of the state Electoral Act, and it was the feeling of the opposition that the concerns we raised about the potential 
misuse of that clause were neither adequately explained nor addressed by the officers of the Electoral 
Commission, and that more time is needed for us to give those clauses proper and thorough consideration.  After 
all, of all the acts of Parliament that we deal with, the Electoral Act is perhaps one of the most significant, as it 
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sets in place the rules and procedures that govern the very mechanism that enables people in this state to exercise 
their long-cherished and long-protected democratic right to vote.  Therefore, we will move to remove from this 
legislation those components that seek to introduce new sections 17A and 17B relating to itinerant voters into the 
legislation. 

We will support most of the other components, with the odd need for a question along the way.  We support the 
changes to eligibility of members - changes that, interestingly, move the legislative tool that creates the criteria 
by which members are deemed eligible, or not eligible, out of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act into the 
electoral legislation.  We support moves to create the position of Acting Deputy Electoral Commissioner.  It 
seems a very sensible and reasonable provision to have included in the bill.  The bill also introduces a 
component that gives people the capacity to travel overseas for up to six years and not have their name taken off 
the Western Australian electoral roll in that time.  This, of course, is in line with aspects of section 94 of the 
Commonwealth Electoral Act. 

Interestingly, the bill imposes increased restrictions on the capacity of prisoners to vote.  Indeed, it says that if a 
person is a prisoner for any period, and if he is in prison at the time an election is called, that person forfeits his 
right to vote in the state of Western Australia.  Under the current legislation, if a person is serving a term of 
imprisonment of less than one year, that person is still entitled to vote.  We support those increased restrictions 
very strongly.  Our view is that the time for which a person is in prison is irrelevant; if a person is in prison, he 
forfeits his right to vote.  Not a lot has been mentioned about that clause, but it is a particularly important one.  
The democratic right to vote is one of the most important freedoms and liberties that we have in modern society.  
That clause says that a person who is in prison forfeits that very important right and that very important freedom.  
I believe that the implicit message contained in that clause is a very powerful and very important one. 

The proposed changes to the Electoral Act do a number of other things.  They change the criteria or the purposes 
for which the Electoral Commissioner can provide roll information to parties other than political parties and 
certain defined parties.  The objective of that is to reduce the capacity for electoral roll information to be misused 
for commercial purposes.  Again, we are supportive of that, noting of course, very importantly, that access to the 
electoral roll is still maintained for political parties and members of Parliament. 

There are some minor changes to pre-poll voting.  There are some changes to assisted polling, which we 
understand were requested by certain disability lobby groups.  They basically said that if people who are 
illiterate go along to a polling place, or if people who cannot read go along to a polling place, it is fair and 
reasonable that they be able to take with them a person of their choice to assist them to cast their vote and 
exercise their democratic right.  As we all know, at the moment such a person must be accompanied by an 
official effectively from the polling place.  The fortunate thing for those of us who will fight elections is that they 
will still be subject to the normal scrutiny that the scrutineers can provide at the polling place.  Therefore, we 
believe that is a good initiative. 

There will be changes to the questions that electors are asked on polling day in an attempt to make the questions 
less ambiguous and easier for electors to answer.  This will make it easier for electors to participate in the 
process of voting.  Basically, the questions will be simpler.  The question asking people in which electorate they 
are enrolled will be removed.  With the advent of the one vote, one value legislation last year, there will be 
massive changes to electorates in Western Australia.  A number of people have difficulty recollecting what 
electorate they are in anyway.  That is not meant to be a criticism of them; perhaps it is a reflection of the value 
they place on participating in the democratic process in the lovely state of Western Australia.  The provisions in 
this bill take away the need to ask them which electorate they reside in.   

I do not want to go through all the changes in the bill but there are a couple I want to highlight.  The first relates 
to strengthening aspects of the bill that deal with corruption by electoral officers.  We strongly support that.  The 
bill proposes to take away the capacity for electoral officers who are found to have acted corruptly to be fined.  
Currently they can be fined up to $400.  I understand that they will be subject to a prison term of not greater than 
12 months.  If electoral officers act corruptly while they are involved in the electoral process, a fine is not 
sufficient penalty.  In future they will go to prison.  Whilst this aspect of the legislation will not be reported 
publicly, I hope it will never be required.  It says to people that it is improper to attempt to corrupt the process of 
free, open and democratic elections.  If people do that, they will go to jail. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  It is half what people get for betting on a betting exchange.  They get two years.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  People might be about to bet on a betting exchange on the outcome of an election and they 
could be imprisoned for three years.  I ask the member for South Perth not to interrupt me again with such 
things!  I wish to mention a couple of other points quickly.  The bill mentions Internet advertising and 
promotions.  Those sorts of things need to be authorised. 
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I now move to the third bill, the Parliamentary Legislation Amendment Bill.  It effectively deals with changes to 
the Salaries and Allowances Act and the Constitution Acts Amendment Act to make modifications to the way in 
which the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determines the remuneration of members of Parliament.  The bill 
will also change the definition of “parliamentary party”, through modifications to the Salaries and Allowances 
Act, such that it will be a requirement for a party to have five members of Parliament rather than five members 
in the Legislative Assembly.  Interestingly, my colleagues in the other place picked up that the leader of that 
party must be a member of the Legislative Assembly.  My colleagues in the upper house have indicated that 
perhaps that should be the leader in the Parliament.  We will talk to the minister about that in due course.  It is a 
minor issue but I am mindful of the concerns of my colleagues in the upper house.   

I want to deal for a little while in some detail with the changes proposed by the government to the remuneration 
of parliamentary secretaries and chairmen of committees.  The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal indicated very 
clearly in its most recent ruling that the former provision whereby a member could accept a car in lieu of a cash 
payment was viewed dimly and it was effectively removed.  That affected a large number of members of 
Parliament.  That was SAT’s independent decision.  It also made a couple of very strong observations.  It could 
not give consideration to the payment of additional moneys to parliamentary secretaries over and above an 
allowance for expenses associated with the office because it was prohibited from doing so legislatively by the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  It also said that it could not give consideration to paying chairmen of 
committees any more money, simply because it was constrained by aspects of the Salaries and Allowances Act.  
We support certain aspects of what the government is trying to do.  The government is now addressing those 
legislative impediments that prevented the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal from independently employing the 
proper processes to make a fair and independent assessment of the value of the work conducted by parliamentary 
secretaries and chairmen of committees and, if it deems appropriate, assigning a payment to them.   
It is worthwhile noting that in that most recent ruling, the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal pointed out that 
carrying out the role of chairman of a committee or parliamentary secretary should be part of the normal work of 
a member of Parliament.  It went on to say that that may not be the case, but it would make that determination 
through a work value assessment and it would assign a supplementary income based on the outcome of that work 
value assessment, without giving any guarantee.   
The opposition supports the legislative changes that remove impediments from the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal independently making those determinations.  However, there are aspects of the bill that we do not 
support, including the attempt by the government to reinstate the $6 950 payment to the parliamentary secretaries 
and chairmen of committees, who effectively lost it as a result of the last determination.  It is inappropriate for 
the government to attempt to circumvent or to impose on the independence of the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal, a body charged with making those decisions.  It is the old case of “you can’t eat your cake and have it 
too”.   We cannot hide behind the independence of the SAT when it makes a determination that is perhaps not 
publicly popular and say that the SAT has made the determination and we have to live with it, and then try to 
impose our will on it when the outcome is not suitable.  This is a matter of principle.  The opposition will oppose 
the payment of that $6 950, confident in the fact that the SAT will have the capacity to make a proper and 
independent consideration in the fullness of time.   

That summarises the opposition’s position on this bill.  We look forward to dealing with each of the bills 
individually with the minister during consideration in detail.  As I have foreshadowed, there are some issues that 
we need to discuss in more detail.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.37 pm]:  I am not surprised that there will not be many speakers on the 
Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  I take no pleasure in opposing the main thrust of the bill; that is, 
the public funding provisions.  I am also somewhat disgusted that the Attorney General is ramming this 
legislation through the house. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We’re not ramming it through; we introduced it three weeks ago.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General is ramming it through in one day.  Actually, it is not even one day; 
it is being rammed through in three hours.  That is all the time that will be spent on all aspects of the bill.  If the 
Attorney General looks at the clock, he will see the time available before question time and the time we have 
after question time. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think you fundamentally misunderstood the motion that is before the house.  That is not 
true. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thought the Attorney General would have brought this on tomorrow when there would 
have been more government time to spend on the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I expect we’ll still be dealing with it tomorrow. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yesterday the Attorney General gave notice that the bill will pass through all stages in 
one day.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, you’ve misunderstood it.  The debate will take as long as the debate takes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We will see.  There are parts of this bill that are long overdue.  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has clearly given his views and the views of our party on many of those items, particularly about 
prisoners not being able to vote, which I think is correct, and the other parts of the bill that we on this side of the 
house are not happy with.  We probably speak in unison when we say that the Attorney General is trying to 
subvert the normal activities, the authority and the autonomy of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  That is 
because of the pressure from government backbenchers who are either parliamentary secretaries or chairmen of 
committees.  The government cannot have it both ways.  It cannot have an autonomous Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal that hands down its rulings from time to time while at the same time trying to subvert its authority and 
autonomy.  It is easy for members of Parliament when they are criticised for being awarded a pay increase to tell 
members of the public that it is nothing to do with them; they do not have any say on this in Parliament because 
their salaries are awarded by an autonomous body.  That is fine, and I take some comfort in that.  It is 
inappropriate for members of Parliament to vote in this chamber on their salaries and allowances.  An 
autonomous body has that role and we should respect that body.  I oppose the way the Attorney General is 
seeking to circumvent the autonomy of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal in this legislation.  I think and I 
hope that that aspect of the bill will be lost.   

The part of the bill that concerns me more than anything else, and about which I have thought long and hard, is 
the public funding of political party election campaigns.  I find that morally wrong.  It is not fair to demand in 
law a levy from our taxpayers to pay for political parties to run their election campaigns.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Have you told John Howard that?  He is a great beneficiary of it.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The fact that the federal government and other state governments practise that policy does 
not make it right.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I join you in condemning John Howard!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Very clever.  I am not condemning John Howard.  The Attorney General knows exactly 
what I am condemning.  I am condemning the proposal that political party campaign expenses be publicly 
funded.  It will not be a matter of candidates receiving this money to run their campaigns; it will be a matter of 
the political parties receiving it, and that is anathema to me.  

I have been a member of this place for longer than 14 years now.  This will be the first time in that 14 years that I 
will cross the floor to vote against the majority view of my party members.  The benefit of being a member of 
the Liberal Party is that we have the right to do that if we feel strongly about legislation before the house.  
Unfortunately, Labor members do not enjoy that opportunity.  If the Labor Party caucus decides to introduce 
legislation into this house, each and every Labor member is duty bound to support that legislation.  That is the 
case with this legislation.  I am sure some Labor members of Parliament find some aspects of this bill 
unpalatable.  However, they are bound by the rules of the Labor Party.  Fortunately, the Liberal Party is more 
democratic and allows its members to cross the floor on issues.  The only rule is that we must inform the party 
room, and I have done that.  I will not spend much time in the house on this second reading debate.  What I have 
said is enough.  I wanted to tell the house why I will cross the floor, particularly on the public funding issue.  I 
am sure that I will enjoy the company of other colleagues in the Liberal Party in voting for most of the other 
issues.  Although I largely agree with the legislation, I disagree with some provisions.  I will vote with the other 
Liberal Party members on the issues on which we share a common view.  However, my principles will not allow 
me to support legislation that requires taxpayers to spend their money on political party election campaigns.  I 
find it morally wrong to be asking the public to spend their hard-earned cash on political party campaigns.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [12.43 pm]:  Thank you for this opportunity Mr Speaker.  I would like to add my 
remarks to this second reading debate, particularly on the introduction of a regime for public funding of elections 
and the impact on my electorate of resourcing political campaigns and informing people about my policies and 
those of the Liberal Party.  As I have heard today, roughly $1.39 for each primary vote that I achieve will be paid 
to my agent to help in this “fair and transparent” process.  It does not give me any pleasure that for the first time 
in the past 18 months I will put a view that is not necessarily shared by my party.  I will have trouble convincing 
my country constituents, who are already starved of resources, that they should contribute resources to my re-
election at the 2009 election.  I will have trouble convincing constituents starved of representation under this 
government’s one vote, one value regime, which suggests that my electorate will increase from a third the size of 
Victoria to half the size of Victoria, that they should contribute to my re-election.  That additional area will add 
pressure to the fair and transparent process of representative time - I do not mean time spent over e-mails and 
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letters - I mean one-on-one time in true representation.  I will have trouble convincing my town and rural country 
constituents, who are faced with poor seasons, starved of profits, and faced with narrower and narrower profit 
margins, that they should contribute resources to my re-election.  The Dowerin and Newdegate field days reflect 
the pain farmers feel as a result of unpredictable and poor seasons and ever-narrowing profit margins in rural 
enterprise.  I will also have trouble convincing my country constituents in the seat of Roe that this proposition is 
consistent with my Liberal Party philosophy of free enterprise and “getting off your tail and making it happen”.  
It is my choice to stand as a political candidate.  I do not believe that my country constituents will wear having to 
fund that choice.  I will have trouble convincing my country constituents that paying my salary and funding my 
two offices, my car and its fuel as well as two phone lines at my residences is part of a fair and transparent 
process for imparting my view on how I can best represent them and how it will benefit them if I am re-elected.  
I will have trouble convincing them that they should now pay, if only in part, for those things, because we all 
recognise the high expense of running a campaign.  I will certainly have trouble convincing them that they must 
partly pay for my selling my message to get re-elected.   

This proposal will mean that the total cost to the taxpayer from the electorate of Roe will be in the vicinity of 
$30 000; that is, it will levy the 20 000 voters under the new one vote, one value so-called reform, the very 
reform that has starved them of representation.  The levy will come from public funds.  With this bill, we will be 
asking them to pay for the election of their candidate.  According to the proposed formula, the money my 
campaign will attract will be conservatively in the vicinity of $10 000 to $13 000.  If I need that to help me get 
elected, God help me.  That is not consistent with the Liberal Party’s philosophy.  The reality is - I think the 
member for Hillarys suggested this in his contribution - that I will not receive the funds; they will go to a party 
machine, and one could say that that is an organisational issue.  The party machine was not overly helpful in my 
election.  I do not believe the electorate will accept this proposition.  Constituents have told me at the Newdegate 
field days and in areas where I circulate that they already pay for their representation and that we should not ask 
them to pay for the election of a person who chooses to stand for Parliament; we should not ask them to pay for 
candidates to sell their messages to them.  They take the view that if I make the choice to go into politics and to 
stand as a candidate, I should make the commitment to be elected and that, once elected, I should benefit from all 
those things that politicians benefit from as they serve and represent the public. 

Like the member for Hillarys, morally I cannot do it.  I cannot sell it to my electorate.  I cannot convince the 
electors.  They come to me with their concerns that politicians have their snouts in the trough yet again; that is, 
we want the electors to pay our salaries, which I suggest is very reasonable - although the salary is not 
necessarily reasonable for the work we do.  However, the perception is that we have our noses in the trough yet 
again.  The view is that if people stand for Parliament and make the choice to go into politics, they have made a 
decision to commit not only their time, but also their money.  That is the reason I cannot support the public 
funding concept of the bill.  There are a lot of good aspects to the bill, but this concept is the nub of it, and I am 
having trouble convincing my electorate to accept it.  Constituents have come to me with their concerns about 
the issue.  Politicians understand the difficulties with, and the cost of, running campaigns.  The costs are 
enormous and are increasing.  For instance, the television advertising component of the election campaign in the 
electorate of Roe in 2005 was $23 000.  From a moral standpoint, I do not believe it is worth compromising our 
principles for a contribution of $10 000 or $13 000.  I cannot support the legislation.  As I have said, that is not 
the view of the party and it pains me in many ways to rise in this place and oppose this component of the bill.  
However, I must be true to myself and to my constituents.  For that reason I will not support the bill. 
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [12.54 pm]:  Today I will address two aspects of the Electoral Legislation 
Amendment Bill.  The first aspect is the public funding of elections, which is mainly dealt with in clause 4, and 
the second is the amendment that will affect the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  I have read the minister’s 
speech more than once, and I have read it very carefully because I enjoy reading his speeches.  I have said 
previously that sometimes we must read between the lines, but this speech says it all.  I will quote some passages 
of his speech, and perhaps the minister might like to address some of these issues when he gives his response.  
Anyone who does not know the minister and reads his speech might well be excused for thinking that he was 
part of the Melbourne International Comedy Festival.  The introductory paragraph states -  

The Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill 2006 seeks to introduce a range of electoral reforms, most 
notably public funding for political parties, . . .  In continuing this government’s commitment to 
electoral reform, these proposed changes will serve to make the electoral process simpler and more 
efficient, protect the rights of voters, . . .  

Is that why we will have public funding?  The minister has lost me already.  The speech has a number of 
subheadings and under the subheading “Funding” is this gem -  

Political parties and individual candidates currently rely on private sources to raise funds for election 
campaigns.  Corporate donors and interest groups are potentially inappropriate sources of funding, - 
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We have tolerated them for a long time, but they are potentially inappropriate -  
and donations from such sources can lead to suspicions about the motives of such funding.  Hence, the 
current scheme requires the details of gifts and donations received by parties and candidates to be 
placed on a public register. 

We all agree that that should happen -  
However, this requirement for transparency in the receipt of donations may restrict the flow of funds 
due to the concerns about the requirements for certain donations to be publicly disclosed. 

People will not give money if there is a risk that their donations will be publicly disclosed.  That is another 
reason we must have public funding - the donations are drying up.  I would go along with that if the legislation 
outlawed donations, but it does not.  Parties will have both donations and public funding.  Donations will be 
allowed to continue, and those donations will be placed on a register, but there will be public funding as well.  
That is pretty good, minister!  I am really pleased that he is doing that!  However, the minister did not say in his 
speech that donations will continue and that we will have public funding as well.  He told only part of the story 
in his speech.  We will have a situation in which candidates will be paid $1.39413 for each vote they receive, and 
I have a question for the minister about that amount later on.  It is a masterstroke, minister, that we will have 
both forms of funding. 
Let me return to the minister’s second reading speech, because I am coming to the part at which he showed a 
very caring side.  It goes on to state -  

In addition, smaller parties and independent candidates, who fill an important role in our democratic 
system, can find the financial burden of participating in elections . . . 

It is really good to know that the Minister for Electoral Affairs cares so much for independent candidates and 
small party members.  It reminds me of what I have always thought of as a delicious moment in the house in the 
dying days of the Lawrence government in 1992.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs, who at the time was the 
minister responsible for housing and heritage, came and sat next to me.  I was sitting in the same seat I am sitting 
in now, so nothing has changed in 15 years.  He said to me that it had been great to have Independents in 
Parliament.  I thought that was a very strange comment for him to make because at the time there were four 
Independents in the house and there was one Independent in the Council, and the Independents had the balance 
of power in both houses.  The fact was that the Independents had been a thorn in the side of the government for 
at least 18 months or more, yet the minister said to me that it had been great having Independents in Parliament.  
I was very curious about this and I asked him to tell me why that was the case.  His response was that it was 
because the government had to think before it brought anything before the house.  My only conclusion about this 
bill is that it is a pity the government had not thought a bit more about clauses 4 and 71 before bringing it into 
the house.  Perhaps we should return to the days when Independents had the balance of power and ministers 
were thinking a bit more. 
I return to the minister’s speech.  Having cuddled up to the small-party members and the Independents in his 
speech, the minister continued with his reasons for the bill - 

To respond to these concerns and to ensure that election campaigns are sufficiently funded to enable 
electors to understand the policies and beliefs of candidates and to make reasoned choices about which 
candidates to support, . . .  

The minister has found a panacea: the voters need public funding so that they will understand elections and make 
the right choice.  This bill will ensure forever that voters will continue to be inundated with election propaganda 
on television, radio and newspapers.  It will ensure that every time voters walk into polling booths they will be 
surrounded by eager party hacks and others shoving how-to-vote instructions in front of them.  There is an 
underlying assumption in the quote that I just read out; that is, that people actually read all that election 
advertising and direct mails and that they sit in front of their television sets waiting for the next advertisement to 
give them all the scintillating messages they need to make up their minds.  I do not believe that is so.  Many 
people have said to me, “If only they’d stop sending me stuff.”  Certainly that has occurred in my election 
campaigns.  If a person spends large amounts of money on an election campaign, it does not necessarily 
guarantee that he will win.  Three former opponents of mine learnt that lesson the hard way.  They spent huge 
amounts of money but they still did not win.  Therefore, public funding of elections is not necessarily the answer 
to a successful campaign. 
Returning to the minister’s speech, a statement about which I would like some explanation from the minister 
reads - 

Political parties whose candidates achieve four per cent on a statewide basis will also be entitled to 
funding for all their candidates. 
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I assume that parties will lodge one return for their political donations, as they do now, and that based on that 
return the parties, not the candidates, will be funded $1.39413 for each first-preference vote.  As an Independent, 
I have to lodge - quite properly and I am very happy to do so - a report on gifts and donations and certain aspects 
of expenditure that I make in an election.  So it should be.  However, individual party candidates do not do that; 
the party lodges a consolidated return.  Therefore, parties will be funded based on the first-preference votes of 
their candidates, which will allow them to spend a huge amount of money in so-called marginal seats and very 
little on so-called safe seats.  However, those in the so-called safe seats who get large first-preference votes will 
be attracting the funds.  There is, therefore, something wrong with the way in which that will occur, and it should 
be examined when we consider the bill in detail. 
I have another question for the minister.  How did the minister arrive at the amount of $1.39413 per first-
preference vote?  When it gets to indexing this amount year-by-year, to how many decimal points is the minister 
prepared to take this amount?  If indexing goes up, say, by three per cent a year, will he keep adding decimal 
points?  I am very interested to know how the minister will cope with that.  Another question I have for the 
minister is: when does the indexing start for the next election?  Does it start from the day this bill becomes law, 
resulting in one or two indexations before the 2009 election; or will the amount be $1.39413 at the next election?  
When does it actually start? 

I have to say to the minister that I have not come across one person who supports this bill.  A small group of 
people have helped me for the past 15 years who I gather in my office for lunch about every three months and 
we discuss issues together.  They met with me last week over a sandwich, and were up in arms that this 
legislation has come before the Parliament.  They have absolutely no time for it.  I have received quite a lot of e-
mails and other messages from people saying, “Please don’t support this legislation.”  I do not believe, therefore, 
that the minister would find very much support at all for this legislation among the voters of WA if he went and 
actually asked people. 
Ultimately, public funding will be used to prop up political parties that are not fully accountable to the public 
anyway; that is not at all tolerable.  Public funding will be used to prop up parties that have trouble raising funds 
and have trouble with falling membership.  Political parties, in the main, are very secretive organisations, 
probably among the most secretive of organisations in the country, and they engage in behaviour quite often that 
we do not accept from other organisations, businesses, the public service and so on.  Behaviour such as branch 
stacking, bullying and so on occur often in political parties, yet members constantly stand in Parliaments such as 
this decrying that sort of behaviour.  I do not believe the public should be supporting that sort of behaviour with 
public funding.  The minister has not convinced me, or anyone that I have spoken to, that public funding is 
justified. 
I turn to clause 71, which is absolutely breathtaking in its audacity.  We are all aware that on Friday, 18 August 
the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal issued a determination that affected the salaries and entitlement of 
members of Parliament.  In doing so, it cancelled the second car allowance for parliamentary secretaries and 
chairs of standing committees.  The minister obviously had a very busy weekend following that, with phone calls 
from members who were not satisfied with this determination.  He got to work and by the following Tuesday 
morning there was clause 71 in this bill, which was to reinstate that allowance.  It is really important that the 
salaries and entitlements of members be determined by an independent agency.  If we start meddling with that 
independence, we will lose even more credibility with the public.  That is what accountability is all about.  These 
things should be determined by an independent group external to this Parliament.  For the minister to disregard 
this independence in such a breathtaking way is absolutely astonishing.  I could not believe that he had done it, 
and it must not be supported. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [1.07 pm]:  I rise to put forward the National 
Party’s position on the Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  I will start with some history, as some 
members on this side of the house have asked when public funding first started.  My researchers have found that 
public funding in New South Wales was first introduced in 1981, the first in Australia.  The federal government 
then introduced a public funding model in 1983 just after Hawke came to power. 

Obviously, this issue is quite contentious.  Some members have already said that they will cross the floor on the 
vote on the bill.  It is an issue that has arisen to a degree in the past few months.  We are in field day season, 
which is a good opportunity for country MPs to be out and about in their electorates.  There were the Dowerin 
and Newdegate field days last week and there will be one in Mingenew next week.  These are opportunities for 
country members to be out and about in the public forum.  Put simply, if people are asked individually whether 
they support public funding, nine times out of 10 they will say no.  However, the interesting aspect that I will 
share with the house is that public funding of elections is not the issue about which people talk to members at the 
stands at these field days.  They approach members to talk about the issues on the ground that affect them, such 
as the lack of a dental care van to travel to schools in the eastern wheatbelt; the childcare regulations that have 
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forced the Mukinbudin volunteer childcare centre to lose its secretary; the provision of land and infrastructure; 
the power headworks; water supplies in regional Western Australia; and attempts to share in the economic 
prosperity of Western Australia in 2006.  They are the issues that the people want to put on their agenda.  Yes, if 
we ask them directly about public funding of election campaigns, they probably do not support them; but it is 
certainly not something that we in the National Party offices are being inundated about.  The people in our 
electorates are still talking about issues that affect them on a day-to-day basis, and they are the ones on which we 
will continue to focus.   

We support the proposal to fund candidates at $1.39 a vote.  The National Party debated this proposal early in 
the last term of this government when it was first put forward, and it is obviously a matter that we will need to 
consider again.  The proposal obviously has both positives and negatives.  However, we believe it can be turned 
into an advantage, particularly for the smaller parties.  I have been watching the results of the Queensland 
election.  Some of the Queensland electorates have only one or two candidates from the major parties.  I hope 
that the ability for a party to claim $1.39 per candidate if the party achieves the four per cent threshold in the 
electorate will encourage more people to get involved in the political process.  An election campaign is an 
excellent opportunity for individual or lobby group type people to get involved in the political process and run as 
independents on their issues.  If ever there was a chance that a lobby group issue would be taken on board by one 
of the major political parties, it would be because that group had mounted a strong campaign in the lead-up to an 
election.  If the major political parties are willing to listen to the issues that are put to the electorate during an 
election campaign, that is probably the strongest lobbying opportunity a lobby group will ever get.  It costs a lot 
of money to run a political campaign.  Therefore, if a lobby group can get four per cent of the vote in an 
electorate of 20 000 people, it will go some way towards compensating it for the costs that are incurred in 
running an election campaign.  Individuals or small parties know that they are not likely to win a seat, because 
the major parties dominate just about all the seats in the Parliament.  However, the ability for independents, 
either parties or individuals, to run a strong campaign on issues that are important to them can only be positive 
for the political process.  The Nationals find it difficult to attract candidates.  We imagine all parties find it 
difficult to attract candidates.  Therefore, the knowledge that candidates will be funded at $1.39 a vote may go 
some way towards making it easier to attract candidates.   

Western Australia needs a strong political system.  The opposition party in Queensland did quite poorly in the 
recent election.  It was another strong win for Peter Beattie.  Currently all the opposition parties across the 
political spectrum are not going too well.  That does not auger well for the future of democracy.  It is of concern 
that all the political pundits are predicting that Labor will hold all the states after the next round of state 
elections, and Howard will win again at the federal level.  A lot of that is due to the fact that the benefits of 
incumbency are great.  We need a political system in which the opposition parties, both federal and state, have 
the ability to mount a campaign and to convey their message to the electorate.  I believe this proposal will go 
some way towards making sure that happens. 

If the proposal to fund candidates at $1.39 a vote was supported by both house of the Parliament, then based on 
the percentage of the vote that the Nationals have achieved in the past, it would be worth between $100 000 and 
$200 000 to the Nationals.  Obviously all political parties hope to increase their vote.  We have made it very 
clear that we would spend that money on supporting the electors in the regions.  If this money was paid to the 
Nationals, we would use it to communicate to the community about when the local member would be in the 
region and when public meetings or forums would be held.  Last week in Merredin I held a public forum on 
education.  Sixty-five people came to that meeting.  The CEO of the Anglican Schools Commission was one of 
the speakers -  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are supposed to spend that money on election campaigning - not on communication 
after an election! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  After the election campaign, the money is paid to the political party, and that goes into the 
system.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The National Party is breaking the law! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We are not breaking the law.  That money is paid to the political party after the campaign.  
If the political party then wishes to attribute that money to the campaign, that frees up other money that it might 
have in its account to be used for whatever it wants to do.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is perfectly correct, yes. 

Several members interjected.    

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I actually do not mind the criticism.  The forum that we held in my electorate was not 
attended just by National Party people.  It was attended by many people in the community.  It was about trying to 
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achieve better education outcomes for the community.  That was a good result.  My colleagues and I believe it is 
very important that we make not only people who vote for the National Party, but the whole electorate, aware of 
what is happening in the political system.  I would encourage members of the Liberal and Labor Parties to come 
to my electorate and hold forums, focus groups and meetings to talk about their views.  A strong political focus 
is very important.  We do not have enough of that in the community.  The safe seat that I represent would do 
well to be given more focus by all the major political parties in this state.  Perhaps then more of the issues that 
we put on the agenda will be looked at. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Are you advocating a vote for the Labor Party in your electorate? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:   No.  I am advocating that Labor members come to my electorate to try to get a few votes, 
because then they may learn a bit more about what is happening in my electorate.  At the moment they do not 
seem to be trying very hard to find out. 

Mr M. McGowan:  I worked for you during your election campaign, and you do that to me!   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I thought that is what the electorate allowance is for. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I agree.  That is what the electorate allowance is for.  However, I am talking about the 
ability to use that going forward.  I do not know about the member, but we spend all our electorate allowance.  
The member for Wagin has told me that in the last term he actually topped up his electorate allowance to $5 000.  
It just depends on how we do it. 

Another change that is proposed in the bill is that small parties will be able to achieve party status by getting five 
members in either House as opposed to getting five members in the lower House.  That is obviously very 
important to the Nationals.  When people have talked to me about the public funding of election campaigns, I 
have said that my focus as Leader of the National Party is to maintain the history of the National Party and the 
role that we play in the Parliament.  Therefore, the ability to maintain party status is critical to us.  This proposal 
will provide the National Party with substantial funding to allow us to communicate our policy to the 
community.   

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The benefits of incumbency have been evident in elections across the nation.  The member 
for Swan Hills talks about propaganda.  This government is an expert on propaganda.  This government has 17 
ministries and whole organisations that are devoted to getting out its message.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Obviously that is something the Labor Party would like to maintain -  
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I remind members that the Leader of the National 
Party has the floor.  The debate is not open to conversations across the chamber.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.   
Party status is critical to our ability to provide a strong level of opposition to the government, to put the 
government’s decisions under scrutiny, and to relay our position to the wider electorate.  I am sure that other 
parties that seek to become involved in politics, such as Family First, would welcome the fact that they too can 
strive to achieve party status.  The involvement of smaller parties in the political system will make the political 
system stronger.  At the last election the National Party was the only party to maintain the ground that it held.  
The Greens and the Democrats lost ground at the last election.  That is not a positive thing going forward.  
Therefore, the ability to achieve party status is very important.   
I turn now to some of the other things that the Nationals would have liked the bill to include.  The Nationals 
support fixed election terms.  The wider community would like to know that elections will be held on a set date.  
The community does not like the manipulation that it perceives takes place in the political process.  There was 
talk in Queensland about how the Queensland election was brought forward so that the maximum water 
restrictions would not be in force when the election was held.  That election is now out of the way.  I think there 
is some movement or manipulation in the system that the wider public does not support.  We would also like to 
see some changes in the way how-to-vote cards are distributed.  On polling day a large number of people try to 
come in the back way so that they can avoid the crush at the front gate.  That is quite a strange situation that we 
have allowed to occur.  The public does not like it.  Perhaps we should have a noticeboard outside displaying the 
parties’ how-to-vote cards as well as something similar in the polling booth inside the building.  That would take 
away a lot of the negativity with regard to that situation. 
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As well as that, we keep on holding the elections in February.  It was well over 40 degrees during the last 
campaign and some of the smaller centres do not have adequate facilities.  It is pretty tough for people to spend a 
day in one of those small country town halls without airconditioning and without adequate facilities. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If we had fixed terms, which month would you support?  When would you support elections 
being held? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We have not gone that far.  I am talking about how-to-vote cards being distributed on those 
stinking hot days.  People still remind me now that they handed out how-to-vote cards in February, and it is a 
pretty long day. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is even worse further north, I can assure you. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Without a doubt.  Another matter that must be recognised is that there were 45 polling 
booths in my electorate, and it can be difficult to find the people to man a roster for a large number of booths.  
Either the member for Roe or I had the most polling booths in the state.  I can get people to man 45 polling 
booths, but there must be a better way of doing things.  The member for Wagin told me that he raised the issue of 
how-to-vote cards in his maiden speech and suggested that they should be on a board both outside and inside the 
polling booth.  That would stop the crush and what many regard as intimidation.  There are always stoushes 
between supporters of each of the political parties on election days.  Once again, independent candidates who do 
not have the party resources to back them find that manning those polling booths is extremely difficult.  It is hard 
for individuals or small parties trying to get established to get people to man 45 polling booths, which there are 
in my electorate of Merredin, and it impinges on their ability to get their how-to-vote cards to the electors.  I 
think that is something that we could address in the future. 

Another issue we would like to see addressed is horizontal preferencing above the line on the upper house ticket.  
At the moment electors are able to vote “1” above the line or they have to fill out the 45 or 50 boxes below the 
line.  The vast majority of electors choose to vote “1”, but increasingly people are suggesting to me that they are 
concerned that when they vote “1”, they are relying on how the political parties have decided to allocate 
preferences through the upper house.  I think that at the last election the choices went from A to H, so there were 
probably about a dozen upper house parties that could be preferenced above the line.  If electors were able to 
number those boxes from “1” to “12” above the line, it would take away that anomaly and it might provide a 
little more certainty to voters.  They could make their decision on which parties they wanted to see represented 
in the upper house.  I do not think that having to number the boxes from “1” to “12” would take much longer and 
it would allow electors to direct their preferences in the way they saw fit. 

They are three issues in which the Nationals believe quite strongly.  There may be an opportunity further down 
the track for us to bring them forward.  I will finish by saying that we have a problem with the changes proposed 
for committee chairpersons by way of extra salary, which is an interim measure until the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal can make a determination.  We constantly argue as politicians that our salaries, 
remuneration and allowances should be decided by an independent tribunal.  For this Parliament to make a 
decision to give the remuneration to the chairpersons of committees creates a problem.  It takes away our ability 
to say that the process is independent.  I would like the minister to address why the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal cannot be asked to bring forward its determination.  Perhaps the minister can answer that in his 
response.  For the Parliament to make a decision to grant committee chairpersons extra remuneration creates a 
problem.  My colleagues and I believe they deserve extra remuneration; we have no problem with that.  We also 
have no problem with the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal bringing forward its determination on that matter.  
We have decided as a party that we will not support that part of the bill that deals with giving committee 
chairpersons extra remuneration. 

Overall, we will support the public funding of election campaigns.  We understand that there may be some 
criticism of that, but we believe a strong political system is important.  We believe the strength of the 
independents and smaller parties makes the parliamentary system work much better.  We hope the outcome of 
this bill, if it is supported in the upper house in its current form, will be to strengthen the political system.  That 
can be only a good thing for Western Australia. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr O’Gorman):  On behalf of members, I welcome to the Speaker’s gallery 
Mr Michael Pengilly, member for Finniss in South Australia.  It is a pleasure to have him here. 

[Applause.] 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [1.26 pm]:  My comments will concern the public funding aspect of this 
legislation.  I am happy to place on record my support for the proposals that the government has introduced.  My 
support, of course, is in common with the overwhelming majority of members of the Liberal opposition on this 
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particular aspect.  I think it is an important principle of a properly functioning democracy that if that democracy 
is to work adequately and effectively, political parties must be adequately resourced to communicate their 
policies to the electorate during election campaigns and be able to inform voters about the details of their 
candidates.  It is also particularly important that any funds that are provided from the public purse are 
responsibly used and very much in accordance with what the community would expect; namely, for the 
production of material for an election campaign rather than for the overall functioning of political parties.  They 
certainly should not be used for what some would regard as the sorts of activities that the public certainly would 
not want to fund. 

This legislation puts in place a system that has been in place in other jurisdictions for a long time.  A certain 
degree of funds will be provided from the public purse to assist political parties and candidates, particularly 
independent candidates, to get their message across so that we can have what I regard as a properly functioning 
democratic process during election campaigns.  I think this measure has been brought about to a large extent by 
the reality that it is much harder to raise funds from the private sector and from donations than has been the case 
in the past.  One of the reasons for that, of course, is a requirement for public disclosure.  Many people in the 
community, and certainly many corporations, do not wish, as they see it, to be tainted by the disclosure of their 
support for one political party or another, or indeed for a range of political parties, because I know some of the 
large corporations in the state and nationally have funded them in the past.  I recall very clearly being at a 
gathering about three years ago at which a senior member of a large international company which is operating in 
Western Australia and which is making a lot of money out of Western Australia commented, “If you want any 
assistance please let us know, but we do not make any political donations.”  That really brought home to me the 
attitude of that company, which I do not intend to name because it would be entirely unfair.  It reflects the 
attitude that exists in large corporations in Australia.  They are happy to be good corporate citizens in just about 
every other respect, but when it comes to contributing money to ensure that we have a properly funded and 
functioning democracy, they do not wish to be part of it, for no doubt what they see as good reason.  I think it is 
necessary, therefore, to ensure that the public purse provides a modest degree of funds for this sort of measure. 

The reality is that money for election campaigns needs to come from somewhere.  If it is not to come from the 
public arena, it needs to come from either candidates or private donations.  If there is an excessive reliance on 
candidates to contribute large amounts of money, in some cases even for state campaigns $50 000 or $100 000, 
there is of course a tendency to ensure that standing for election and being elected to Parliament is the preserve 
of the wealthy in the community.  I do not think that anybody would support that sort of notion.  If there is an 
excessive reliance on donations from private individuals or companies, even those that may be disclosed, there is 
a greater tendency for favours to be requested, even if the requests may be subtle, or for sympathetic hearings to 
at least be granted.  I can certainly say for my part, and I think this view would be shared by probably most 
members of Parliament, that I very much hate the idea of being owned by anyone or owing anything in a 
political sense to anyone.  Of course, the Labor Party does have the benefit of reliance on and extensive support 
from the union movement.  That is apparent in many of the policies of the Labor Party.  Some would say that the 
Liberal Party has the benefit of greater support from the corporate sector.  However, in reality, for the reasons I 
have mentioned, that has fallen away, and for other reasons as well, we have seen in the past 20 or 30 years that 
many in the corporate sector want to back whoever is in government regardless of what side of politics that party 
may be on, so that they can get favourable hearings that they may be seeking. 
This legislation does go some way to ensuring a greater degree of independence of candidates and, therefore, 
ultimately members of Parliament.  I am very mindful of a constituent of mine who came into my office soon 
after a public debate on this issue about three years ago, which went off the rails for various reasons.  The 
constituent expressed his view that political parties should be adequately funded and should not be relying on a 
small number of large donations.  On behalf of himself and his wife, he made a very much appreciated donation 
to the Liberal Party.  I had no prior knowledge of his having any political interest in or support for Liberal Party 
politics, but it was a very public spirited act, which I remember very clearly.  It is a demonstration of the fact that 
some people in the community understand, when they think about these issues, that it is necessary for political 
parties to receive their funds from somewhere, and that the wider the base of support the better if we are to have 
a fair and properly functioning democracy. 
I believe quite a strong argument can be made for imposing a limit on expenditure by political parties in an 
election campaign.  That is not provided for in this legislation.  I will be interested to hear in response the 
comments of the minister on why it has not been provided for in the legislation.  I understand that it may be 
difficult to enforce and perhaps that is one of the arguments that might be used, but if it is possible in a 
reasonable sense to put in place some sort of limit on expenditure during an election campaign, it would be a 
worthwhile move and certainly at least worthy of a lot more discussion and consideration.  I seek the response of 
the minister on that point. 
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This measure will need to be adequately regulated.  The expenditure is intended to be and should only be used 
for expenditure during an election period, even if reimbursement may occur after an election has been held.  
Contrary to what some in the wider community have said as a result of the existence of some stories in the 
media, it will not result in a windfall for either candidates or members of Parliament.  I think there will be a 
fairly modest degree of funding.  The funds will certainly not be provided to individuals, the only possible 
exception being when candidates are independent and when some of their election expenses may be reimbursed, 
or perhaps all, if they have not expended more than $1.39 per vote. 

It is also relevant to note that this measure has been in existence in the commonwealth arena for federal elections 
for in excess of 20 years.  From all observations, it seems to have worked well in that arena.  I can only speak 
from the Liberal side of politics, of course, but I have never been aware of or heard any expression of support 
from within the Liberal Party over the past 20 years for a reversal of the policy and the legislation at the 
commonwealth level where public funding is provided.  I think it is fair to say that it is widely accepted in the 
Liberal Party for federal elections.  In my view there is absolutely no difference in principle between the 
operation of federal and state elections on this.  Public funding has also been in place in most other states of 
Australia for quite some time.  I am sure that it is widely accepted and supported in those states. 

The member for Churchlands made some comments about political parties being secretive organisations and 
engaging in rather nasty activities from time to time, or words to that effect.  I would certainly not pretend that 
everything that happens in political parties is good or the sort of thing I would support.  That includes the Liberal 
Party, of course, certainly for the past 30 years or so that I have been involved in the Liberal Party, when I have 
seen plenty of activities and actions that I strongly disagree with.  However, in the end we all have the ability to 
have a say.  If we are prepared to get involved, hopefully, we may bring about a change in what we see as being 
wrong. 

Political parties these days face quite a challenge when trying to attract well-intentioned people from the wider 
community to be active members of political parties.  I can certainly speak on behalf of the Liberal Party.  I 
would much prefer a wider base of membership and support for the Liberal Party.  There has been wide support, 
but not as much as we would have liked at an electoral level in the past two elections that have been held.  As far 
as membership and active involvement is concerned, it would be far better if there were a much wider 
representation of the broader community.  How we attract that representation is quite a dilemma.  I think many 
people in the community believe that involvement in a political party would require them to give up a lot of time, 
and a lot of money in some cases, and they would need to expend a lot of effort for questionable returns.  I am 
sure that all members recognise that it is necessary for political parties to have a broad base of support if they are 
to represent the wider community.  That is what I would much prefer to see. 

I believe that this legislation will go some way towards assisting political parties and the electoral process in 
particular, to ensure that elections are undertaken on a fair basis and that members of Parliament ultimately and 
candidates in an election campaign have a greater degree of independence than might otherwise be the case.  For 
all those reasons, I am happy, together with the wider opposition, to support this aspect of the legislation. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [1.39 pm]:  I shall be opposing this legislation principally 
because of the publicly funded component of it.  The four main points I want to raise during this debate are, first, 
that my opposition hinges on what some people might call a matter of principle; that is, I am opposed to simply 
forcing taxpayers to dip into their pockets to pay for the political aspirations of other people in the state.  The 
second reason is very simple.  A number of members have already conceded the point that this aspect of the 
legislation - that is, the public funding - has very little, if any, support in the community.  Since this matter has 
been raised, the only expressions of support I have heard from the community have been from officials in my 
own party.  Both locally in my electorate and throughout the state I have not met anyone yet who has indicated 
support for the notion of public funding of campaigns.  I will briefly raise the third point.  I do not want to 
discuss internal party matters too much, but it explains my continued opposition to this matter.  I still contend 
that this legislation will be to the detriment of my political party, the Liberal Party.  Although my first 
responsibility is always to represent the people who elected me to this Parliament - I know for sure that 999 out 
of 1 000, if not all of them support my stance on this issue - I also have another cap to wear; that is, as a member 
of the Liberal Party of Australia.  I continue to contend very firmly that this legislation will be damaging for my 
party.  The last point I will touch on is that I believe that this is a wasted opportunity to look at other really 
genuine areas of electoral reform.   

I want to reiterate something that the member for Hillarys said, because it is a very important point, and it is 
something I have said in this chamber a number of times.  There is an enormous distinction between the Liberal 
Party and the Labor Party when it comes to dealing with legislation in Parliament.  It is also a difference between 
the Labor Party and other parties, whether they be the National Party, One Nation, liberals for forests, 
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Independents or Greens.  One golden advantage that members of the Liberal Party and those other parties have 
when they become members of this house or the upper house is that they can vote on any piece of legislation in 
any way they see fit.  They can vote on the basis of their conscience, or how their electorate would want them to 
vote.  That is certainly how I am approaching this piece of legislation.  If members want, they can go along with 
a party position on a particular matter, but they are entirely free to vote as they wish.  There is only one party that 
does not give its members that freedom; that is, the Labor Party.  We certainly saw that in the case of the so-
called one vote, one value legislation.  We know that a number of members of the Labor Party did not support 
that legislation, knowing that it would be damaging to their country electorates, but once the Labor caucus 
decided that Labor would be backing that legislation, they had no option but to support it in the chamber.  That is 
just atrocious.  I reiterate the point made by the member for Hillarys because it is extremely important.  I am 
very fortunate because the Liberal Party affords that benefit to its members.  That is one of the reasons I consider 
to this day that the Liberal Party is the main bastion of representative democracy amongst the major parties in 
Australia.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  You did not mind taking the extra $41 000 a year when you were Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I knew that drivel would come up.  If the member wants to stand up later and 
contribute to this debate, I will respond to his point at the third reading stage.  I would be delighted to hear him 
express his support for this legislation, so that he can go back to the people in Albany and explain to them how 
he intends to rip their taxes off to help fund his personal political ambitions.  He will rip off the Albany 
taxpayers to get re-elected to Parliament at the next election.  I cannot think of a more selfish act at the expense 
of the member’s electors in Albany.  I would be delighted to hear his explanation if he wants to make a speech 
later on. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Member for Albany, I will be calling you to order if you 
continue with this.  The interjections are unwarranted and unparliamentary.  I would like to hear the comments 
of the member for the Leschenault, and I would like to hear them in silence.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will make one initial point, slightly tongue in cheek.  Although I shall be 
opposing this legislation, I will not actually be crossing the floor.  I look forward to seeing members of the 
National Party and a number of my colleagues cross the floor to vote for Labor’s legislation on this matter. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Why won’t you be crossing the floor? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Because I shall remain in my seat.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  They have the right to their opinions as well, you know.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely, and if the member had been listening to what I just said -  

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  They do like this!  I will say one thing - I bet none of those Labor Party 
members will stand up and defend this legislation.  Although the Liberal Party numbers will carry this legislation 
in this chamber, this is Labor Party legislation.  Every single member of the Labor Party, including the member 
for Albany, is directly responsible, as a result of supporting this legislation in the caucus, whether they approved 
it or not, for bringing this legislation into Parliament. 

I will touch on a couple of other things.  The first very important point that was made earlier on today by a 
number of members is that this legislation ostensibly provides for campaign funding at taxpayers’ expense.  
However, it actually provides for political party funding and the funding of Independents to some extent as well.  
We have heard in a number of speeches members give recognition to the fact that there will be direct funding for 
the political parties.  The second reading speech shows that the intent of this legislation is that the taxpayers’ 
funding is to allow candidates to campaign in the course of an election and, if they achieve more than four per 
cent of the vote, to have a proportion of the campaign expenditure reimbursed.  The first thing I must point out is 
that that is not how the legislation works.  The legislation is very specific in providing for the funding to be 
directed through the agent of a candidate.  In the case of all the political parties that means that the political party 
itself will be the recipient of the money, not the actual candidate for the campaign.  One of the most interesting 
things that has come out of the discussion today was during the contribution of the Leader of the National Party.  
He said that National Party members will use this money after an election to send newsletters out to the public 
and to inform people of meetings and things like that.  When a number of members, including me, interjected 
that if he did that he would be breaking the law because this legislation allows his money to be used only for 
campaign purposes, the Minister for Electoral Affairs himself referred to the comments by the Leader of the 
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National Party.  His exact words, which I quote, were that the Leader of the National Party was “perfectly 
correct”.  There, from the Minister for Electoral Affairs today in this Parliament, is a frank admission that this 
taxpayers’ money will not be limited to campaign usage.  He has admitted that the way the National Party 
perceives that this money will be used is the way it actually will be used.  For those who are not sure, I will 
reiterate that the National Party members will spend on their campaign whatever they intended to anyway and 
then, after the election, they will put in a return to the Electoral Commission in accordance with this legislation, 
and have a chunk of that money reimbursed to them.  They will not use that money for the printing and polling 
bills, because they will already have covered that.  That is what the Leader of the National party said today.  He 
said that the National Party would then pocket that extra money, courtesy of the taxpayer, and use it to try to get 
more votes from taxpayers.   

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  What did the member say?  That that is exactly what the Labor Party would 
do?  I do not doubt that.  Undoubtedly, the Labor Party will do exactly the same thing.  We have heard today a 
frank and honest admission from the Minister for Electoral Affairs - very refreshing as that might be - that the 
legislation will not work in the way that he has set out in his second reading speech.  That is not the only flaw in 
the second reading speech; the member for Churchlands pointed to a couple of others.  One statement in the 
second reading speech that I agree with reads - 

Political parties and individual candidates currently rely on private sources to raise funds for election 
campaigns. 

No-one doubts that.  The speech continues - 

Corporate donors and interest groups - 

I think one of those would be trade unions -  

are potentially inappropriate sources of funding, and donations from such sources can lead to suspicions 
about the motives of such funding.  

If one looks at the trade union movement, one has to say that he is spot on because so many times in this 
Parliament and in the public, and certainly at the executive level, decisions are made that are heavily influenced 
by the trade union movement.  The obvious reason for that of course is that the trade union movement bankrolls 
the campaigns of Labor Party members and of course just about every single Labor Party member owes his job 
to the trade union movement and has a background in the trade union movement.  That has been the case for 100 
years and that will not change as a result of this legislation.  It is all very well to say that the government has 
introduced this legislation to somehow or other make the system more honest or because it recognises there is 
the potential for a problem.  However, the legislation will not change the potential for that difficulty.  It will not 
stop any Labor Party member voting on a matter in accordance with the wishes of his or her union.  If Kevin 
Reynolds, for example, wanted a matter pushed through the Parliament and was able to get the ministers who are 
in his faction in caucus to get the matter through caucus, that matter would come to this Parliament regardless of 
whether this legislation is passed or not.  The point has been made that if the government wanted to tackle that 
sort of thing, it would look at what has been done overseas where election expenditure and election receipts are 
capped, in many cases.  However, that is not part of this legislation, of course, and there will be nothing to 
prevent any candidate or any political party from raising as much money as he or she wants to or can, regardless 
of whether or not this legislation is passed through the Parliament. 

The second reading speech by the Minister for Electoral Affairs provides another justification for the legislation 
along these lines.  He said - 

. . . this requirement for transparency in the receipt of donations may restrict the flow of funds due to 
the concerns about the requirements for certain donations to be publicly disclosed. 

Again, he is right, because at the last election I think donations of $1 600 or more had to be publicly disclosed.  
At the next election the figure will be $1 800 or more.  I know from experience that there are donors - certainly 
people who run businesses and so on - who would rather not have their names appear on a public register and 
will write a cheque out for even a dollar less than the public disclosure amount.  Therefore, what the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs said is absolutely correct.  However, again, this legislation will not change that.  That $1 800 
will still apply at the next election and businesspeople and trade unions and others will still have to face the fact 
that their details will be disclosed if they donate more than that amount of money.  If the government wants to do 
away with that problem and encourage more private donations to political parties and independent candidates, 
one option would be to extend the $1 800 limit or do away with it.  Of course, if the government did that, it 
would need to have some very firm accountability provisions in place, and that is possible.  It could do away 
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with the $1 800 amount and not have a public register requirement for donations above that limit and still have 
those amounts registered with the Electoral Commission and have an auditing process to ensure that any 
cronyism or potential for fraud was culled or brought to the fore.  However, again, this legislation does not 
achieve that. 

It is interesting to see that the minister says that this legislation will “respond to these concerns”.  I will be 
delighted in the consideration in detail stage to ask him who raised those concerns with him.  How many letters 
has the Electoral Commissioner received from members of the public, or from anyone else, saying that they are 
really worried about the fact that, if they donate more than $1 800, their names will be on a register and therefore 
want him to bring in public funding of elections?  How many concerns has the government had from people 
wanting public funding of campaigns introduced?  I suggest that the letters file on this matter would be very thin.   

I want to touch very briefly on the real reasons for the legislation, which are not in the second reading speech of 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  He said somewhere in the speech that it is important to have this legislation, 
or words to that effect, to look after the Independents.  He said that the Independents need this public funding so 
that they can run for Parliament.  I find it somewhat ironic that both of the Independents in this chamber will 
oppose the legislation.  If it is so good for them, I cannot understand why they will oppose it!  To start with, if an 
Independent does not get four per cent of the vote, that Independent will not get any of the taxpayers’ funding 
anyway.  Therefore, he is talking only about Independents who manage to get four per cent or more of the vote 
in an election.  However, I wanted to make the point that the Independents do not seem to be keen on this 
legislation and I would like to know which Independent has approached him and suggested that we should have 
public funding of election campaigns. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Not the member for Alfred Cove I can assure you. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have gathered that and I am sure that we will hear more about that later.   

The National Party has already indicated the two main reasons that it will support the legislation.  The first is that 
it wants extra dosh after an election for its members to lash out with in their electorates to win votes after the 
campaign.  With the acknowledgment of the minister, members of the National Party have already demonstrated 
quite clearly that this legislation will not work in the way that the Minister for Electoral Affairs has told the 
Parliament that it will.  The second reason, of course, that the National Party will support this - the Leader of the 
National Party confirmed that that will be the case in his speech earlier today - is that it got its 30 pieces of 
silver, because the requirements in relation to recognition of a group of members as a political party in the 
Parliament have been changed so that if after an election Labor’s so-called one vote, one value laws strip the 
National Party to the bare bone in the country, it will have a much greater chance of maintaining party status, 
with an extra $400 000 or $500 000 more a year.  Therefore, we can see why the National Party supports the 
legislation. 

A lot of people are asking, however, why the Labor Party is so keen on this legislation.  The Labor Party is keen 
on this legislation for a couple of very simple reasons.  The first reason on which I want to touch relates to trade 
union membership.  Earlier I pointed out that the bulk of the Labor Party’s campaign funding comes from the 
trade union movement in this state, as happens in the eastern states.  One has only to look at the electoral reforms 
to see that Curtin House, a number of individual unions and the union movement collectively bankroll the Labor 
Party in the lead-up to an election. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I thank the house.  Members should think about it.  If they were in the Labor 
Party and their electioneering depended on all of the money coming in from the trade unions, what is something 
that would get them very worried?  It would be a decline in trade union membership because, although 
successive Liberal governments have tried to do away with check-off provisions, or the compulsory deduction of 
trade union dues from employees’ pay packets, the simple fact is that the trade unions have maintained a very 
strong grasp on their membership and they have been able to take money from their members.  Many trade union 
members have absolutely no idea whatsoever that a large proportion of their membership dues from their post-
tax income are going to the Labor Party.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  How much? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the Minister for Energy has a look at the Electoral Commission’s reports, 
he will see exactly how much.  The trade union movement bankrolls the Labor Party’s campaigns.  I will cite an 
interesting figure for the minister.  This will give the minister an understanding of why the Labor Party is so 
keen for this legislation to pass through the Parliament.  In Western Australia in 1992 there were 226 000 trade 
union members.  By 2005 - 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Are they not touchy?  By 2005 the number of trade union members had gone 
down to 158 000.  That is a drop of more than 30 per cent.  Trade union numbers have gone down by almost a 
third in barely a decade.  It is no wonder that this lot - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Leschenault is the only person who has permission to 
speak at the moment.  I ask that other members withhold their interjections. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will make that point again.  In just over a decade, trade union membership 
has gone down by 30 per cent.  That is what the average Western Australian thinks about being a member of the 
minister’s sleazy organisation.  Some do a good job.  However, the minister should hear what people say about 
the former Builders Labourers Federation.  All of the BLF members are out in force now.  The government does 
not like to hear this.  Let me give members another figure they will not like.  The percentage of people who are 
in unions has decreased during that time from 37 per cent to 19 per cent.  Members should ask themselves what 
that will do to the Labor Party’s election coffers if that trend continues, which it will.  They will dwindle even 
more.  That is a key reason that the government is supporting this legislation.  It is because of the lack of money 
it is getting from the unions. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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