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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Committee 

Resumed from 4 December.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Barry House) in the Chair; Hon N.D. 
Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming) in charge of the Bill.   

Clause 1:  Short title -  
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Before we rose last night I made the point that the Government claims that it 
has a mandate to proceed with this legislation; it says that the subject was a matter of debate during the election 
campaign and, since the Labor Party won the election, it has a mandate.  If it has a mandate, it would have an 
absolute majority in both Houses.  It has a majority in the Legislative Assembly, but in this House the Labor 
Party was returned with 13 members and the Greens (WA) party was returned with five members; between them 
they have an absolute majority.  However, it is inappropriate and fallacious for the Government to argue that it 
has an absolute majority - and therefore a mandate to proceed with this legislation - on the basis of having been 
returned with 13 members in a 34 member House.  It does not have a mandate to proceed, and it was not given a 
mandate to proceed because it won the election.  If anything, the Opposition was given a much stronger mandate 
because of the number of opposition members who were returned to this House.  The question of a mandate is 
quite a fallacious proposition.  Because of its claim of a mandate, and its commitment to proceed with this 
legislation, the Government looked for ways to achieve its electoral reform objective.  However, there was a 
legitimate procedure available to Government and it was the very procedure that the Government, when in 
opposition, had advocated: put the matter to a referendum and let the people decide.  Why did the Government 
not put the matter to a referendum?  We can only speculate on that because the Government chose not to pursue 
the legitimate process of electoral reform.  Rather, it chose to proceed with what I describe as subterfuge.  The 
Government is engaging in subterfuge to frustrate the due processes of law.  It is trying to avoid the requirement 
for an absolute majority to amend these provisions by proposing to repeal the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 
and then insert the substance of that Act into the Electoral Act 1907.  It is nothing more than subterfuge.  It is an 
illegitimate process, and I am confident the Supreme Court will rule it as such.  I thought that the Government 
would have wanted the legitimacy of the procedures in this legislation tested in court before debate proceeded to 
this stage.   

Therefore, I put to you, Mr Deputy Chairman, that the short title of this Bill, the Electoral Amendment Act 2001, 
is inappropriate, and that the title should be the “Electoral Distribution Substitution Act 2001”.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The supplementary notice paper contains a number of amendments standing in my 
name.  Those will be dealt with in due course.  I use the opportunity afforded by the debate on the short title to 
provide an overview of those amendments and what is implied by them.  Members will have noted that the 
amendments are part of a process to accommodate the Greens (WA)’s position on the composition of the 
Legislative Council.  Our position has not altered since we presented it to the Government and the public on 16 
July.  Members will also note that the amendments are incomplete in the sense that they do not fully realise the 
Greens’ preferred model for this House.  The rest of the amendments will need to be moved in the other place as 
it is beyond the constitutional powers of this House to seek provisions requiring appropriation. 

The Greens are not prepared to agree to the passage of the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill until all our 
amendments have been included in this Bill and we are satisfied that our position has been fully adopted.  Some 
additional components are required because our position has always been that the Government must do more 
than simply change the law surrounding the composition of the Houses.  It needs to make a serious commitment 
to better resource country members and look at ways of further improving access to parliamentary 
representatives.  We hope that the Government will indicate a genuine commitment to better resourcing 
members of Parliament in real dollar terms.  We emphasise that the Standing Committee on Legislation made 
some important recommendations in that regard.  We hope to hear from the Government about the resourcing of 
country members and the announcement of a review into improved representation, particularly in the areas 
recommended by the standing committee; that is, Aboriginal representation and an optional franchise for 16 and 
17-year-olds.  All that is incomplete at this stage, and we look forward to the inclusion of our amendments.  We 
would then be satisfied that good work had been done by this Parliament.   

In response to some of the remarks made in this place last night, I emphasise that this position is not a deal.  It is 
clearly - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You are finalising the resources you are to be paid to agree to it.  That is what you are 
telling us.  
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Government is clearly accommodating the Greens’ position.  There is 
absolutely no doubt about that.  We have insisted that our position be accommodated.  When the Opposition says 
that we have done a deal, it implies that we have sat around a table with the Government behind closed doors 
and said that we will support its position on electoral reform in exchange for a certain amount of money to be 
spent on this, that or the other, or introducing certain things - gay law reform is one of the things about which I 
hear gossip.  That is clearly not the case.  

At least twice a week the Greens are approached by different people who are passionate about different issues, 
such as Cockburn Sound or police powers.  Those people say that we should use our position in holding the 
balance of power to block the Government’s legislation and insist on certain things.  

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Absolutely.  The Greens have a very clear position on trading across issues.  We do 
not do it because we think that is a slippery slope to the kind of cynicism that clouds the public’s respect for 
politics.  We do not do that kind of thing. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Methinks the lady doth protest too much.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  A former minister told me a couple of days ago that the Labor Government would 
have given us anything in exchange for what we are giving it.  However, we are not giving it anything.  We are 
standing firm on our own position.  It has also been mentioned that our motive is electoral advantage.  I reiterate 
that our Legislative Council model will not particularly work to the Greens’ advantage.  We have done computer 
modelling using the voting pattern of the most recent state election.  That modelling interestingly shows that the 
conservative parties would be most advantaged by the changes.  If our model had been in place at the last 
election, the Liberal Party and One Nation would each have picked up a seat.  The Greens would have lost a seat 
in the South West Region, which I represent.  This is a difficult issue, and we have tried to establish what we 
believe are sound principles on which this Parliament should operate.  Members may or may not agree.  Many 
months after announcing our position, we are still confident that it is the best solution at the present time.   

I attended the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association forum that was held here a couple of months ago.  I 
was interested to listen to some academic experts on the issue of electoral reform.  Hon George Cash last night 
quoted the remarks of Professor Greg Craven from the University of Notre Dame Australia.  He said that one 
vote, one value was only one type of fairness, and that there was a need for the electoral system and Houses of 
Parliament to accommodate more types of fairness.  Also at that forum conducted by the Commonwealth 
Parliamentary Association, Associate Professor David Black said that the way to provide that range of fairness 
on this issue was to take advantage of the fact that we have a bicameral system.  

By the Leader of the Opposition’s own explanation in his speech earlier this week, the position that we maintain 
for the Legislative Council will save eight regional and rural seats for country people.  We believe that is a very 
significant achievement.  We believe that is very significant and important, because we are genuine about 
wanting to see a real step taken towards a regional approach to the government of this State.  That is why we 
have been keen to ensure that the regions in the Legislative Council have equal numbers.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Would it not be great if the Greens (WA) would go to Manjimup and explain their logic 
there?  The people there do not have the Greens’ message.  When my time ran out yesterday, I was speaking 
about a submission given in Manjimup, and I will briefly mention a couple of submissions.  Hon George Cash 
recommended that people read the submissions that are not in the report.  These are just a few of them.  If 
members read the report, they will not really get a feeling for the passion that those people showed so clearly to 
the committee.  I will read the end of the statement made by Mrs Lilian Aiken from Manjimup.  She was selected 
by the Manjimup community to carry the Olympic torch through that town.  She is a much respected person in 
that community and the last paragraph of this copy of her statement is about fairness.  It states -  

The news of Sunday, 28 October, announced free bus and train travel for seniors in Perth.  What are the 
country seniors getting?  Nothing.  This happens all the time.  It is just another example of the city 
people having all the say.  None of my relatives in the city would like any more city politicians.  Why 
are you not listening to us?   

Country people see a direct relationship between the number of members of Parliament and the services in the 
country.   

I turn now to the comments of the Vice President of the Shire of Manjimup.  As I said last night, when he was 
told that Mr McGinty was the regional minister, he said that he had met Mr McGinty’s brother Peter, but he had 
never met the McGinty who is the responsible minister.  It seems amazing that this Government’s minister 
responsible for the south west has not even met with this shire council.  How can those people be confident with 
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a minister replacing an elected representative?  I will read a little of this copy of Mr McKenzie’s presentation to 
the committee -  

I realise that the democratically elected Government is trying to make the system fairer.  We all believe 
in a fair system.  However, it has gone about it in the wrong way.  What is fair about fuel prices?  What 
is fair about the cost of long distance telephone calls?  What is fair about schooling, when the kids have 
to leave home at the age of 10 or 12?  Nothing is fair about this system.  Very little in this world is fair.  
As one speaker has said, it costs us $8 to go to the beach.   

That is the fee they must pay - 

If it is fair, which is what you want - and I agree it should be fair - let us make people pay to go to 
Kings Park and Scarborough Beach.  That will never happen, because the people in the city will wave 
the electoral carrot, and you will say, “How high do you want us to jump?”  That is what happens.   

He went on to say -  

The country members . . . have an expertise that no-one else in the community has got, and they can 
bring that to the local people.  They know the government ministers.  They know who to talk to.  That is 
why we need those people in our communities, so that they can put it all together for us.  Instead of 
reducing representation, which in my mind only reduces understanding, we should have 
decentralisation.  We should bring people to the country, not take them out . . . In this area we have 
clean water and clean air.  We are crime free.  Land is cheap.  We have good, honest people.  Those are 
things that we often cannot find in the city.  Rather than reduce our representation, we should be 
encouraging people to go to the country.  That would solve everybody’s problem.  You would have the 
balance, you would have the even numbers, and people would be better off.   

I like the analogy in which the city is the brain and the country is the heart.  I think that for the city a 
different part of the anatomy may be more appropriate.  You obviously have realised that there is a very 
strong feeling in this community about the way we have been treated.  I am a plumber, and I have 
worked in this area for nearly 30 years.  These are good people, yet for absolutely no reason 
whatsoever, some people have misconstrued ideas about how things should happen.  They do not have 
any facts.  People in the city like to come to the country for a holiday.  It is a nice place to visit.  
However, they do not want to live here, because it costs them too much for fuel and for long distance 
telephone calls; their kids have to leave home to go to school; they cannot get to hospitals; there is no 
public transport; and there is no culture.  The nearest picture theatre is 140 kilometres away.  This is not 
Afghanistan, for crying out loud!  This is not far from Perth . . . Nothing is fair in this system.  If you 
want to make it fair, then balance it the other way.  Get the people back into the country.  Get the 
government departments back into the country, where they belong.  The forests department is in 
Hackett Drive in Perth.  There are no trees there!  They are here!  That is what you need to do.  You are 
going about it the wrong way.  In Perth there is one heated swimming pool at about every five 
kilometres.   

I am not sure of his figures -  

I think the nearest one from here is at Donnybrook, which is 100 kilometres away, so if you have an 
arthritis problem or an older member of the family who needs that sort of treatment, you have to go to 
Donnybrook.  There are people in this community who go there daily.   

There is no compensation for them.  They are not helped with that cost.  They are not helped if they have to go to 
a specialist.  People in Perth can walk to their nearest specialist.  These are the things that are not fair.  This is the 
message coming from the bush.  He continues -  

If this is about fairness, which is the line that you are trying to sell us, then it is easy to fix.  Make it 
fair!   

He then says that we can equalise the cost of fuel.  He continues -  

If you can wipe out the timber industry . . . with the stroke of a pen, you can easily wipe out the fuel 
industry.  That is no problem.  However, you will not do it.   

One of the best examples is fire control.  Fire control in our region is a huge problem.  We are very 
wary of fires, particularly this year.  We are headed for a real problem.  That is our livelihood and our 
lives that we are worried about.  We believe that the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management is the best manager in the world of the forests and of fire, as has been proved by the latest 
disaster in America, when they flew our firefighters over to teach them something.  However, the 
people in Perth are concerned because they get smoke!  It does not matter that your wife may be burnt 
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to death!  They get smoke on their washing!  It is about fairness.  If you want fairness, I can organise it!  
It is not a problem, but you will have to get out of the way, because you are in the way at the moment. 

A referendum is a necessary thing.  A referendum will be easy for the country people to win when we explain to 
people in the city that their fuel price will jump up by 15c a litre and they will have timed local calls - the things 
that make it fair, because that is what they want.  You are telling us they want fairness.  We can give them 
fairness.  That is not hard.  

I need not take up any more time.  This legislation is totally unjust and shocking.  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I shall talk about the deal that was done.  Supposedly a deal was not done, but I 
believe a grubby deal was done, in the sense that the Government has sold out its constituents in country regions.  
I am quite amused at the proposal that there be 18 members from the country and 18 from the city, at a cost of 
$1 million, as though that were a new revelation about how to represent people.  We already have 17 members 
from the country and 17 from the city.  I will take it a bit further.  The South West Region has approximately 
140 000 electors and elects seven members, so each member represents approximately 20 000 voters.  Under the 
new deal, six members will represent 23 000 voters, which will be an increase of approximately 3 000 voters per 
member.  The Agricultural Region has approximately 90 000 voters and elects five members, so each member 
represents approximately 18 000 voters.  The proposal to increase the number of members to six will reduce the 
number of voters per member by 3 000 to 15 000.  The Mining and Pastoral Region has approximately 60 000 
voters and elects five members, so each member represents approximately 12 000 voters.  Under the new deal, it 
will elect six members, so each member will represent approximately 10 000 voters.  The Greens (WA) are 
easing their conscience by saying this is a you-beaut deal and is the revelation of the century, because they will 
be giving country people equal representation in this House.  This supposed revelation has been around for a 
long time.  It is interesting that at a cost of $1 million, the Greens feel comfortable about what they have 
proposed.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  What sort of balance do we have under your proposal?  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  No-one has explained to me the benefits -  

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The member can have her say later.  Do not interject. 

The Greens have done a grubby deal, and they should admit it.  The Greens think they can fool country people 
into believing they will get terrific representation in this House with 18 country members and 18 city members.  
The split at the moment is 17 country and 17 city, so what is the big deal?  Not one member of the Greens (WA) 
has ever said what this proposal will do.  What will change?  If it were not so serious, I would be rolling around 
the floor laughing at what the Greens are trying to put over.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  What about your model?  

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The member can talk about her grubby deal later.  Mr McGinty could not believe his 
luck when in came five suckers who said they would bring in you-beaut representation in this House, with six 
regions with six members, instead of six regions with seven members in two of those regions and five members 
in the other four regions, making a total of 34 members.  Do not worry about the $1 million.  The $1 million has 
been taken off the Eastern Wheatbelt Health Service and off six hospitals in Hon Dee Margetts’ electorate. 

Hon Kim Chance: That is not true, and you know it.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  It is true, and the Leader of the House needs to look at some figures and talk to some 
people -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I have just done that.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I hope he will take Mr Kucera with him - the man who the Premier said does not 
want to go back out to the bush because there are no votes there!  

I would like to hear from the Greens just what will be so you-beaut about the extra two members, because it will 
not alter the mix of this House at all, yet the Greens believe it will be the salvation of country people in Western 
Australia.  It is a joke.  I look forward to the next election, because everything the Greens (WA) do in this House 
and how they vote will be well and truly documented in their electorates.  I look toward to Hon Dee Margetts 
having a very short stay in this House, and it will be a source of great enjoyment for me, because Hon Dee 
Margetts has walked away from the people who put her in this House - 

Hon N.F. Moore:  There were only 3 600 of them, so it is not as though she has walked away from a lot of 
people.   
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Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  Yes.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You do not need to get votes when you are a Green! 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  That is interesting.  Mr McGinty could not believe his luck, because all the Labor 
Party is after is a real gerrymander in the other House.  That is what this is all about.  The interesting part is that 
the Government will dish out extra staff in the metropolitan area.  As I said earlier, Victoria Park will probably 
be divided into two electorates, and Dr Gallop will need to take only a small walk to cover his electorate.  I do 
not know what he would do with the rest of his time if he was just a member and not the Premier; he would 
probably have a wonderful holiday.  A lot of members in the metropolitan area will probably have a wonderful 
holiday.  It will now be a seven-iron, eight-iron or pitching wedge shot across the electorate, instead of a five-
iron shot.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Barry House):  Order!  Let us have one member at a time. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The Greens (WA) are doing a terrible injustice to the people who put them into this 
Parliament.  I do not know how they can sleep comfortably at night  If this Bill goes through this House and the 
Supreme Court does not throw it out - and I think there is a good chance that will happen - the new member for 
Merredin, Brendon Grylls, will wake up one day and find that his electorate, which now extends from 
Dalwallinu to Hyden, has doubled in size and he has to try to service that electorate.  The member for Moore will 
find that he has to run around from Kalbarri to Mullewa, as well as service his existing electorate.  What I am 
saying is based on the indicative models that have been produced and the numbers that have been talked about, 
because until the Electoral Commission draws up some boundaries, we will not know where the final finetuning 
will take place.  The Greens (WA) have come into this place on the coat-tails of others, under the outrageous 
system of proportional representation, which does not produce fairness or equity in voting because of the 
discounting.  It is about time the Government made some changes to the system of proportional representation to 
bring some fairness and equity back into it; and I am sure members on this side of the House would support that.  
It could be done very easily, and it is about time the major parties in this Parliament started to look - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  And a bit more self-serving. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  It is not self-serving at all.  How can people sit in this Parliament and not even get 
back their deposit?  Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Robin Chapple are still sitting in this House - it is amazing - and 
they did not even get back their deposits.  They have the audacity to sit there and jump into bed with their 
coalition partners, the Labor Party.  No wonder Mr McGinty is walking around with a smile on his face.  He 
reckons those members are just pennies from Heaven.  They have been sucked in and they are letting down the 
people they purport to represent.  Hon Dee Margetts should talk to the people in the Agricultural Region.  She 
knows in her mind and in her heart that approximately 85 per cent of the constituents she purports to represent 
are opposed to what is happening.  It is about equity of representation.  I will be proud to go along tomorrow 
night when Hon Tom Stephens launches the single association of local governments.  I note that the metropolitan 
councils could have demanded better representation than one of an equal footing - 12 from the country and 12 
from the city - but did not.  That is the same voter base on which we will be going to the next state election. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  As I indicated yesterday, I am pleased we are dealing with the committee report in 
committee, because there is a big difference between making speeches and engaging in debate and the type of 
thing we do in committee.  I am pleased to see Hon Christine Sharp here.  I regret she was not on our committee.  
That would have been a good opportunity to participate in an interesting and informative inquiry.  It could have 
been better run, as the report indicates.  I am pleased that she supported the inquiry.  I hope she would have 
supported it being a proper inquiry. 

The reason the inquiry was so necessary is that I believe this Government has not been entirely honest with the 
people of Western Australia, because although it says that one vote, one value has always been its wish, the fact 
is that it did not tell the people about it at the last election.  It was not in the Premier’s speech, it was not in any 
issued policy; one had to find it in the Labor platform.  We are all deemed to know what is in the Government 
Gazette, whereas very few people read the Government Gazette.  It is deemed to be known by everybody.  
Similarly, the Australian Labor Party platform is now deemed to be known by everybody as a basis for telling 
the people of Western Australia what was the intent of the Labor Party.  It is clear that neither city people nor 
country people knew. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The Labor Party told people in some country electorates that there would be no change. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Worse than that: when we raised the subject, it was pooh-poohed.  One of the things that 
Labor said was that there would always be a seat for Collie.  Of course there will always be a seat for Collie.  
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The fact that we will in reality lose one of the members is ignored.  If the Greens (WA) believe their rhetoric, I 
believe they must have some concerns at supporting a move by this Government that it actively concealed.  The 
Greens know the Government concealed this move, because it did not issue any policies to tell anybody about it; 
and when it was raised as an issue by the Liberal Party, the Government, quite frankly, lied about it.  I hope that 
was one of the reasons for Hon Christine Sharp supporting the committee.  It would have been better if the 
committee had been given a reasonable amount of time in which to look at that issue.  That is why I point out to 
Hon Christine Sharp that one of the recommendations by the committee, which her party neither supported nor 
rejected but has indicated it will not insist upon, is that the Greens reconsider this matter.  I am not asking for a 
deal; I am asking that the Greens, in looking at what will satisfy them, consider a referendum.  I would have 
thought that for people like the Greens, who believe in one vote, one value, a referendum - in which people 
would have the opportunity to decide with their one vote of absolutely one value - would be the best way of 
determining whether the people support it.  It was not an issue before the public at the last election, because it 
was suppressed by the Government and lied about when it was raised.  If it was not an issue before the people of 
Western Australia, I think it should be, and members will see a reference in the committee report to the Swiss 
view of why they use referenda.  They say that the useful thing about referenda is that people decide on issues 
instead of on a multitude of other things, such as personalities and parties.  If Hon Christine Sharp thinks this is 
an important issue - and I agree it is - it should be put before the people.  I want to ask the member if she 
sincerely believes that what she is doing is right.  If she does, and in view of the history of this matter, she should 
support it going to a referendum.  On the Notice Paper is an amendment that she should support that would allow 
the issue to be raised, properly debated and decided. 

The other thing I would like to take up with Hon Christine Sharp is her understanding of what Professor Craven 
said.  He did not say there could be one vote, one value in one House and another system in another House.  He 
was saying that it was not a guarantee of fairness - and he was right - because in the classic gerrymander one can 
have identical size electorates and still have a gerrymander.  I will read from page 44 of the report -  

“In the first place, electorates may contain precisely the same number of electors but return a 
Parliament that is entirely unreflective of popular opinion, either because the boundaries of the 
electorates are themselves so drawn as to minimise the representation of particular parties and to 
maximise that of others, or because a given party narrowly but consistently achieves victory in a 
disproportionate number of electorates, so achieving parliamentary representation considerably in 
excess of its actual percentage vote.   
Secondly, and arguably more importantly in the present context, I have no doubt that a strict 
application of the philosophy of “one vote, one value” not only is not an intrinsic feature of our system 
of representative democracy (as was recognized by the High Court in the case of McGinty), but that an 
over-emphasis upon that concept may, in particular circumstances, be positively harmful to that 
concept.” 

We do not say members should not take equality into consideration.  We have always said that is one of the 
factors involved in fairness.  How many matters in human endeavour are not subject to one single formula?  The 
environment would be the classic one.  If we emphasise one thing to the exclusion of all others we will be 
wrong - and that is all we are saying.  We are not saying that members should not take that into account; and in 
an ideal world they could.  Once upon a time there were more country electorates because more people lived in 
the country, and one of the concerns at that stage was that the country was over-dominating debate.  There is a 
divide between country and city.  As a country member, Hon Christine Sharp must be aware of that.  People see 
things differently.  They can be in a permanent minority.  One of the things a permanent majority has to think 
about is the interests of the permanent minority.   

One of the most interesting and appealing submissions the committee received was from the Shire of 
Ngaanyatjarraku, and I suggest that Hon Christine Sharp read that submission.  It is quoted in the report.  It 
pointed out that one of the consequences of going to large regions has been that it deprived it of local members, 
and that is a matter of considerable concern.  I heard some derision from the other side when it was suggested 
that we go to the 17 times two-type of electorate.  The reason the Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku said that it does not 
need to get rid of the upper House is that it will lose a local representative.  As soon as we spread five or even six 
members across an area the size of the Mining and Pastoral Region, it will not be possible to service it 
adequately - just read what Hon Mark Nevill had to say.  All we are trying to say is that there must be a system 
under which somebody local can represent people.  The result of the system that has been set up here, firstly by a 
combination of the Labor Party and the National Party, I regret, is that people have been deprived of local 
representation.  

I ask members to take note of a particular example.  I am sorry that Hon Christine Sharp is not listening, because 
I had thought that one of the things she was concerned to do was to hear the debate and make a serious decision.  
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It is always a bit of a concern when members are not prepared to listen that maybe a deal has been done and the 
result is pre-ordained.  However, it is important that Hon Christine Sharp follow this point.  I put the notion to 
one of the hearings that equality of numbers could be achieved if a country electorate were established on a local 
basis and numbers of people from isolated streets throughout the metropolitan area were added to that 
electorate’s numbers.  The number of voters in every country electorate could be increased by doing that.  People 
will say that that is ludicrous and unfair because those people would be isolated from one another in the 
metropolitan area and separated from their members by up to 1 000 kilometres.  Those remarks would be 
somewhat familiar.  We are prepared to make country people travel 1 000 kilometres to see their members and to 
be isolated from one another, but we are not prepared to do it for city people.  Why not?  We can see that it 
would be unfair to city people; why can we not see that it is unfair to country people?  A rigid application of one 
vote, one value will create unfairness.  It is important, therefore, to see what action is necessary to achieve 
fairness.  That is all the Opposition is saying.  We are not saying that country people should always have more 
votes than city people.  We are saying that members opposite must examine the present system and decide what 
is a fair balance in representation so that nobody is disadvantaged. 

[Continued on page 6406.]  
 


