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ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [2.43 pm]:  Before question time I had been explaining one of 
the key reasons that the Labor Party supports public funding of election campaigns, which is very simply that 
over the past decade or so there has been a reduction in trade union membership in this state of more than 30 per 
cent.  There has been a constant downward trend.  The Labor Party thinks like Chairman Mao; it thinks long 
term.  We saw an example of that in 1986-87 when it did a deal with the National Party to get the electoral laws 
in this state changed, knowing that it would not reap the benefit straightaway but that ultimately it would gain 
political benefit from it.  Sure enough, the Labor Party would have benefited in 1993, but it stuffed up its how-
to-vote cards in the North Metropolitan Region.  In 1996 the Labor Party achieved that political gain when it and 
the Greens (WA) wrested control of the upper house away from the other parties.  That was the long-term 
strategic thinking that the Labor Party has when it comes to electoral matters.  I take nothing away from Labor 
Party members; they are really smart.  No-one is smarter in that respect than the current Minister for Electoral 
Affairs.  He is as cunning as a fox.  I said earlier that Mao Zedong adopted the approach that he would win a 
battle an inch at a time.  That is exactly what is happening here.  The government is putting this in place now 
because, as trade union membership continues to decline and as the revenue base of the Labor Party continues to 
be threatened as a result, public funding will make up the gap, thus saving the Labor Party from a reduction in its 
campaign funding.  I believe that is the key strategic move of the Minister for Electoral Affairs, who is grinning 
like a Cheshire cat.  When someone hits the nail on the head, the Minister for Electoral Affairs either grins and 
becomes silent or he launches into a personal attack.  Today we see him grinning and becoming silent. 

The Leader of the National Party made an interesting point, which I want to reinforce.  He referred to the 
benefits of incumbency.  Members might like to think about it.  At the last election the Labor Party would have 
accrued almost $200 000 more than its major rival, the Liberal Party, under public funding legislation.  That 
demonstrates that the more government members there are, the harder it is for the opposition to win.  Guess 
what?  Government members have more chance of getting public funding at taxpayers’ expense after an election.  
The Australian Labor Party reaps another benefit as well.  As I said earlier, the ALP relies on trade union 
funding.  Public funding will make up the gap to a large extent as the ALP’s union base continues to diminish.  
The ALP knows that its major opponent, the Liberal Party, relies extensively on funding from the private sector.  
Businesspeople have said that it is great and that when the taxpayer has to pay for political campaigns, they will 
not have to dip into their pockets so much because they would already have done so through their taxes.   
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I am sure that members on my right can contribute in the correct way when they stand 
in this place to make a contribution.  That is the time to do it, not through interjections.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I have no doubt that the vast majority of donors to 
the Liberal Party or the National Party, or indeed the relatively smaller number of businesses that donate to the 
Labor Party, will probably continue to do so, but that again flies in the face of the Minister for Electoral Affairs’ 
logic for introducing this legislation.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The Labor Party looks to big business for its donations. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, absolutely.  Another point I want to make with no tongue in cheek is 
that the Minister for Electoral Affairs has demonstrated a tremendous persistence in pursuing Labor ideology and 
pragmatic political gain for the Labor Party.  We saw that with the one vote, one value legislation.  Time and 
again the Minister for Electoral Affairs tried to get that legislation through the house.  Of course, at the end of 
the day he did.  I reinforce to my colleagues here and outside the chamber that this minister does not do 
something like that for the benefit of democracy in this state.  We have already demonstrated that the 
philosophical arguments in support of this legislation are as thin as the thinnest ice.  The minister puts forward 
his arguments for political gain.  He does not introduce legislation such as this to benefit the Liberal Party or the 
National Party, but he will seduce support from groups such as the National Party.  He will offer them the money 
they need to have party status and the ability to continue taking money.  I want to issue a very strong warning 
that the Labor Party more than anyone else will benefit from this legislation.  That is why the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs has brought this legislation to this Parliament.  That is why he is so keen to see it passed 
through the Parliament. 

I made the point that I saw this as a wasted opportunity.  Attempts have been made a number of times in Western 
Australia to generate debate about meaningful reform of our democratic processes.  The Commission on 
Government was one such initiative.  The Commission on Government is an interesting example to point to, 
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because it basically suggested a range of changes to our democratic system that should be enshrined in a proper 
constitutional document and decided by referendum to make sure that people agreed with the changes that had 
emerged from that process.  The Labor Party initially agreed to just about every one of those recommendations.  
Of course, it backed off at a rate of knots from just about all of them.  The Labor Party adopted some process to 
do away with country vote weighting but it never put it to the people in a referendum, which was a commitment 
it made before winning office and a strong recommendation of the Commission on Government.  People would 
like to see a range of matters explored, not just those recommended by the Commission on Government.  People 
would like to see them debated, taken through this Parliament and ultimately put to the people in the form of a 
referendum.  A number of them have been discussed today.  The Leader of the National Party mentioned 
something that I happen to believe in very strongly; that is, the introduction of an above-the-line preferential 
voting system for the Legislative Council.  The current system fails in two respects.  First, if people do not want 
to tick a box for a major political party, they must list all the individual candidates sequentially, which is a pain 
in the neck.  Most people have no interest whatsoever in doing it.  They have no idea what most of the 
candidates stand for.  The quickest and easiest way for them to get out of the ballot box is for them to put a “1” 
in a box next to a political party.   

The second deficiency of the system is that people have no idea where their preference votes are going.  As a 
result of that, at the election before last the balance of power in the upper house changed and a couple of 
candidates who assumed the balance of power in the upper house of our Parliament in Western Australia were 
elected with less than three per cent of the primary vote.  When I talk to people and say that these members have 
the balance of power and they got less than three per cent of the primary vote, most people cannot believe it.  
When they ask how it happened and I start explaining the intricacies of the preferential voting system, most 
people ask why we do not get rid of this preferential voting system and have a simpler one like a first-past-the-
post system.  That is another initiative that perhaps could have been debated in the chamber and put to the 
people.  After 100 years of representative democracy in the state, there are so many areas of democratic reform 
that we should be considering and eventually putting to the people in a referendum for their approval and 
acquiescence.  We could even be safeguarding the rights of individual members of Parliament to vote the way 
they or their constituencies see fit.  I mentioned earlier that one advantage I have is that I can vote against my 
party line in this matter, but no-one on the other side of the chamber can do so on this legislation or any other 
legislation.  Those members who did not support Labor’s so-called one vote, one value legislation still had to 
vote for it even though it was against what they believed in and against the interests of their constituents.  Quite 
frankly, I believe that should be against the law.  There should be constitutional protection for members of 
Parliament who vote in accordance with their conscience and the wishes of their constituents.  In that way a 
Labor Party member who really wanted to vote against his party on a matter such as the so-called one vote, one 
value legislation could cross the floor knowing there could be no retribution against him because of the 
constitutional safeguard. 

A range of other reforms could be considered in this chamber today, such as choosing the Governor by public 
mandate, which the Labor Party used to be committed to.  There are issues such as ending preferential voting.  
There are those matters that the commonwealth is considering, such as tightening the identification requirements 
for electoral enrolment to cut down on electoral fraud.  One member suggested that perhaps we could reconsider 
the way in which how-to-vote cards are issued.  Certainly one thing I would like to see on the agenda is the 
return of country vote weighting, and ultimately that being put to the people.  There are many things we could be 
debating today but instead we are debating something that I firmly believe will be to the long-term, pragmatic 
political benefit of the Labor Party.  The key reason stems from the ongoing reduction in trade union numbers in 
this state. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.57 pm]:  I am caught between two places in relation to this bill because I 
believe in the principle of the bill but I am not sure I believe in its practice.  The fact is that the nature of 
Australian politics is changing very quickly.  One of the things I have always done, because I once held a finance 
brokers’ licence, is to read the financial papers and periodicals in this nation.  It is pretty clear that a number of 
years ago corporations used to believe there was public good in funding political parties.  That is dying quickly, 
for two reasons: one is that the perception of politics is getting much lower and the standard of chambers such as 
ours and those of the federal Parliament is falling constantly in the eyes of Australians and Western Australians.  
The other is that shareholders are putting a lot of pressure on corporations not to spend money on anything other 
than them.  It is very hard to get donations of $10 000 to $50 000 to a political party past shareholders’ meetings 
these days. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  How much did Wesfarmers give to the Liberal Party? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have no idea. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  Too much in my view. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member will probably find that an identical amount went to the Labor Party. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  No. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would not bet on it.  That is not the point.  The point I am trying to make is that 
public organisations and major corporations, to which a lot of people subscribe as shareholders seeking 
dividends, are being tackled about putting money into political parties, no matter what their colour. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Do doctors count as businesses? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am talking about corporations.  I will talk about individuals in a little while. 

In past years, as Leader of the National Party and to a much lesser degree deputy leader of the coalition, I went 
to talk to firms such as Woodside and Río, but we now find they do not donate to anyone.  If one looks at the 
Constitution and the arguments of our forebears about how this nation was going to be run by the general public 
getting involved in politics, one sees that that concept is dying.  Large corporations are making billions of dollars 
out of operating businesses in Australia, but are not donating to any political party or any individual in the 
political process, and they will not.  That is a matter that will affect the outcome of politics at some time. 

I said that I support this bill in principle, but it is hard to ignore what people get excited about, which is the way 
political parties react to the electoral process.  The Labor Party’s milking money out of unions is part of the 
irritation that we feel on this side.  I have friends who donate to unions through their salary.  It goes to the ALP 
and those people are totally opposed to the ALP.  In many cases they are compelled to do that.  We are not 
debating that issue today, but as someone who has had responsibility for trying to give carriage to a political 
party, albeit a small one, it is a very difficult process. 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Firefighters?  No, it was a range of other people that did not do any good.  
Nevertheless, we need to consider where all this is going.  We do ourselves a great deal of damage in the process 
and this bill will not help us in the eyes of the public, particularly the section dealing with the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal.  I will get to that in a little while.  The public looks upon us with a great deal of scepticism 
and rightly so.  We keep on knocking chunks off the public’s respect all the time because we go about the 
process the wrong way. 

There is no question at all but that the minister involved is bringing in this bill for the good of the ALP.  I do not 
doubt that for a second and I do not think he will argue any differently.  There is a win there.  On the other hand, 
we need to work out how political parties and Parliaments will proceed.  The argument that this public funding 
will go towards paying for the campaign is nonsense because it will be paid after the campaign.  It will not be 
paid prior to parties getting a vote; it will be paid after they get the votes.  To argue that the funds that are paid to 
a political party will be for the funding of an election is nonsense.  It will reimburse political parties for their 
expenditure in running a party.  If members are opposed to that argument, so be it.  I am not.  Despite a large 
number of calls to talkback radio and letters to the editor, nothing has been flooding into my office from my 
constituents complaining about this issue.  There is a reason for that.  They see us generally as being off-colour 
but they do not see us individually as being off-colour.  One of the things that I object to in this process is the 
requirement for declaration of amounts above $1 500, which is now to be $1 800.  Several campaigns ago an 
individual wanted to donate more than $1 500 to my campaign.  Under no circumstances was he donating to the 
National Party.  He never intended to do so and he made that very clear.  He wanted to give my campaign a 
boost because he was a supporter of mine.  Our system is such that if he donates more than the limit, he will be 
automatically listed as a supporter of the National Party, which just was not true in his case.  Some members 
might be able to tell me whether this has actually happened but I believe on the federal scene the limit has been 
lifted to $5 000, or the argument is that it should be lifted to $5 000.  I agree with that figure because $5 000 is 
not a lot of money in the context of politics. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  You cannot even buy a National Party member for $5 000. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right.  You cannot even buy the National Party. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No doubt you could for $5 000. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Unlike some other people, we do not put our price very high.  Nevertheless, there is 
not a single person in this chamber who would sell him or herself for $5 000. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I thought it was the principle of the matter, not the price. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That relates to the old argument about the barmaid and the $1 and the $1 million, 
but we will not go into that.   
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The point is that there are people out there who are happy to get involved in any member’s campaign.  This does 
not necessarily mean that they want to get involved with the member’s political party.  All members are 
supported by individuals who actually like them as a member of Parliament.  If we look at the votes that are cast, 
certainly no more than 70 per cent can be nailed down to a political party.  I would argue that it is significantly 
less than 70 per cent.  The remaining 30 per cent or whatever it may be actually goes to the member.  Why 
should members be penalised because they have supporters who are prepared to back them?  I argue with 20 
years of experience that those people who want to back me as the member for Avon want to back me for services 
given in the past, not favours expected in the future.  I think the paranoia of the public about that matter 
misrepresents the role of members of Parliament on both sides of the house.   

Running political parties is becoming a problem, and a lot has been said here today about the National Party.  
However, the figures of the National Party show that it is the only party in this chamber that is running its party 
processes out of its own revenue.  It does not seek any donations whatsoever to run the day-by-day processes of 
the party.  However, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party are running significant deficits and from time to time 
have to raise millions of dollars to fund their offices.  That is another thing: when members go to corporations 
and say to them, “I want money to help fund the Labor Party” or “I want money to fund the Liberal Party”, the 
corporations do not want to be in it.  Even the ones that will give money to fund campaigns do not want to pay 
the money to fund the party.  What is happening to the Labor Party?  What is happening to the Liberal Party?  
What is happening to the National Party?  They are finding it harder and harder to get members.  If we consider 
the running of political parties for all the years that they have existed, we find that membership fees were 
basically meant to pay for the day-to-day running of those parties.  Those memberships are drying up.  Both the 
Labor Party and the Liberal Party have been in the press fairly regularly saying that it is difficult to get members.  
Those membership fees - particularly those as low as the Liberal Party’s membership, which I think is about 
$20 - will never be enough income to run the day-to-day requirements of a political party.   

There has to be a public commitment to keeping democracy in place.  In principle, I do not have any problem at 
all with public donations.  I have problems with the application. 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That takes me to the last process.  Back in the time of the royal commission, I put a 
submission to it on committees and the committee processes of this house.  The royal commission wrote a 
recommendation on committees that said that chairmen and other people should be recognised and paid.  The 
basis of my submission, which was taken up by the royal commission, was that we should encourage a twin 
stream, even in a small Parliament such as our own.  People come into this chamber seeking to be ministers, and 
that is fine.  Other people who come into this chamber could take up a secondary career.  They could be good 
chairmen and good committee workers who supply good service to this Parliament.  However, that has not been 
recognised.  At the moment, if a member becomes a minister, he or she gets rewarded, but if a member becomes 
a chair of one of the committees of this house, he or she is not rewarded.  I am not saying that the chairs or 
committee members should be rewarded with the same amount of money as ministers, but they should be 
rewarded in ratio.  Again, that principle gets messed up by politics.  This paragraph at the very end of the second 
reading speech by the minister represents a revolt by the back bench of the ALP.  It does not represent the ALP 
wanting to improve the committee system of this Parliament.  I am caught in a cleft stick here because I strongly 
believe that we should be looking to reward people who spend many hours working diligently on committees.  I 
am not in that position now.  I am on one committee of this house, but it does not meet anywhere near as often as 
many of the other committees, so I am not speaking for my own interest.  However, I did years of committee 
work.  We should be encouraging members to go on committees, and their committee work should be 
recognised, particularly that of chair people.  Part of the reason we should pay them is to increase the 
competition among people wanting to chair these committees and wanting to make a mark on the state by 
running excellent committees.  The process is - members should look at the eastern states in particular - that once 
you start paying chairmen, it becomes a reward of office.  Therefore, the government, having won office, wants 
to hand out all those rewards to its soldiers instead of looking after Parliament and giving the rewards to the most 
competent people.  How many people on this side of the house chair committees?  None?  None.  Is that because 
no-one on this side of the house is competent? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In plenty of other places - for example in Canada - the chairpersons always come 
from the opposition.  We do not need a fixed situation where chairpersons are rewarded because they are in the 
party of government.  We should be having a dual process here that allows people to - 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Did you suggest this to COG? 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  I know the member is not too good on history, but the Commission on 
Government was well before we got into government.  I am on record.  If the member for Bassendean wants to 
get the report that I put into COG, it is available.  It is referred to in the COG report as the Trenorden scheme.  It 
is all there to be read if members want to read it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It has happened many times in the UK Parliament. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  I said this only a few weeks ago: the member for Central Kimberley-
Pilbara, a long experienced member in this Parliament, is chairing a committee.  I am sitting beside the member 
for Churchlands, who is also a long experienced member of this Parliament, but who will never get the 
opportunity to chair a committee.  That is my dilemma.  I strongly object to the bill having a price or value put 
on that process for the Salary and Allowances Tribunal.  However, my dilemma is that I strongly support the 
Salary and Allowances Tribunal having that capacity - if it wishes to - to reward members of this Parliament in a 
raft of areas.  In fact, when the member for Cottesloe was Leader of the Opposition and I was trailing along as 
his deputy, we were looking at a process of getting much more of the determination of what happens in this place 
through to the Salary and Allowances Tribunal and getting some of it away from the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet, which is something we should be doing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Because it gets politically interfered with. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  We do not want to feather our own nests.  We want to give these matters 
off to an independent group of people with whom everyone can debate what benefits should be received by a 
whole raft of people.  Otherwise it becomes political largesse.  I am in favour of the hard work of the many 
diligent members in this chamber who contribute their time and do the right thing.  I support that, but I know it 
will get abused.  Members will be rewarded with these benefits based not on performance, but on the priority of 
who wins government.  I am not just picking on the government.  We did the same thing.  Occasionally we used 
to give a chairmanship to opposition members or Independents.  Nevertheless, the principle is the same.  I would 
feel very hypocritical if I voted against the process whereby the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal could not 
make a decision about the things I have been talking about.  At the same time, the minister has thrown a curve 
ball and has prescribed the amount of money that should be given to the chairmen, not because he believes in it 
but because there is a revolt among the backbenchers who believe they are not getting the rewards they deserve.  
It is interesting that the backbenchers argue they should pick up all the plums and members on this side should 
pick up nothing. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They should justify why they believe they should be paid the extra money as chairmen and 
parliamentary secretaries.  We will not hear from any members on that side of the House. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It catches one in the throat.  I will probably upset a few people on my side of 
politics by voting with the government, depending on the debate during the committee process.  I am very much 
in favour of a strong committee process in this chamber.  I am an absolute believer in it.  However, I do not like 
the way it is used and abused.  That is the dilemma. 

We must go through a raft of minor provisions in the bill.  I wanted to speak only on public funding.  I 
understand why some members of the public are opposed to it and I can understand why some members in the 
house will vote against it.  I agree that it will be abused and that the ALP will be the biggest benefactor out of 
this process. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Then join us, brother. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  On the other hand, I want to maintain a strong and healthy democracy in Western 
Australia.  The traditional funding that has flowed to political parties in the past has been drying up.  There is no 
guarantee that union funds will continue to flow to the ALP as they have done in the past.  They might also dry 
up in the future.  There has been a change in the public’s attitude about the funding of the political process.  
There has been a significant drop in the standing of parliamentarians among the community.  These types of bills 
and debates contribute to the perception of members of Parliament.  I am in favour of public funding as matter of 
principle.  If members will nail me down - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I am not going to marry you. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am very disappointed!  Is our engagement officially off?  It is a bad week when the 
Dockers and Eagles lose and my engagement is called off! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Which is the biggest disappointment? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Definitely the engagement!  I was looking forward to losing my pension! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Can I have some of yours? 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is what the member for Nedlands is pointing to.  She is saying that she has 
easy access to my pension.  Nevertheless, that is another debate we could have.  I will raise it in passing.  I find it 
very difficult to comprehend that the federal Liberal, National and Labor Parties have agreed that the 
superannuation contributions should be increased from nine per cent for politicians to 15.7 per cent and claim it 
is a total backflip, which ignores the fact that it began at 60 per cent.  Members who arrived after the new 
superannuation scheme was introduced, thanks to the Premier and a few other members, should know that I did 
not vote for it.  I did not introduce it.  I argued very strongly that it should not happen.  I point out also that new 
members were promised that they would be compensated for that loss in super with a remuneration in their 
salaries.  Have they been? 

Mr G. Snook:  We just have bigger electorates. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We will not get into that argument for the moment.  Have new members been 
compensated for that difference? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I ought to talk to a shop steward! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  New members have not been compensated for it.  Has the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal recognised that new members have taken a hit on their superannuation? 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  It has specifically said it will not. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  We made that change to new members.  I use the royal “we” because I did not 
support it.  We did that because the new members were meant to the compensated for it, but they have not been. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Everybody out! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is fine.  A constituent told me recently that John Howard is so far to the right 
that he is almost a communist.  I am still trying to work that out.  It is always difficult to argue about principle 
and practice.  I believe that the principle in this case is important.  Public funding is important for the health of 
democracy.  I understand the argument that the practice will not be as it is perceived to be.  When we vote for 
this legislation, I will vote on principle.  I will again refer to the matter of salaries, and I will speak on it in the 
consideration in detail stage later.  I am disappointed that a figure has been prescribed in the bill.  That is a 
direction to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal and it introduces a difficulty about how we will deal with the 
tribunal.  I am in favour of chairmen and parliamentary secretaries being paid.  I am in favour also of the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal having the ability to determine that.  Although the Minister for Electoral Affairs has 
prescribed a figure in the bill, I believe that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will be able to run its own 
race.  It might not be able to do that in the first case, but, after that, it will be able to run its own race.  On 
balance, I will not vote with most of my colleagues on this side of the House.  I believe in the committee process 
of this house. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.18 pm]:  I will not support the Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill.  
I will speak on the bill as soon as we begin the consideration in detail stage.  Maybe it should be called the 
“funding to political parties bill” or the “misappropriation of funds bill”.  It certainly does not do what the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs said it would do in the second reading speech.  He stated - 

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 . . .  

How will public funding protect the rights of voters?  Each voter I have spoken to about this issue has been 
against it.  No-one has told me it is a good thing.  People have asked me whether the political parties will stop 
receiving funding from the unions and big businesses.  I have to say no.  That will continue.  Money will still be 
taken from unions and big businesses.  On top of that, between $2 million and $3 million of our money will go to 
the big parties.  Mr Acting Speaker, I am sure you would agree that that equates to the cost of employing 
30 extra police officers, 30 extra nurses in the hospital system or 30 extra teachers.  We should ask members of 
the community what they want.  Do they want between $2 million and $3 million to go to the political parties, or 
between $2 million and $3 million to go towards education or health? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Keeping the Cottage Hospice open would be a good idea. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Or protecting heritage in Western Australia.  This bill will not protect the interests of 
people in the community.  This money will go into a party system.  The parties that are in power around 
Australia at the moment seem to be on a run.  At the moment Labor is in power in each of the states and 
territories, and it is continuing to build up its numbers.   
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I oppose this bill as an Independent and as an Independent Liberal.  We should look at what has happened in 
Queensland.  If the same thing happens in WA with party funding, it will be very difficult for the Liberals.  The 
money that is won will not go into all the seats.  At the next election, the government will not need to put money 
into safe seats.  It will go into the marginal seats, and it will be even more difficult for the Liberal Party to win 
seats.  Let us look at the Independents.  The Attorney General said in his second reading speech that this bill 
would help Independents.  How will it help Independents? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  How will this bill help Independents who have to get - 
Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Order!  The member for Alfred Cove has the floor. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  How will this bill help Independents who are elected for the first time who may not get 
the required percentage of votes?  It will not help Independents.  This funding will help the current political 
parties that are already established.  It will help them continue.  If it will help anyone, it will help the Labor 
Party, which is currently in government.   

Support for this legislation shows a lack of accountability by the backbenchers who are supporting it.  Like me, 
they are representing their community.  This bill has not come about because of the community; it is just coming 
from political parties.  I am very sad that it seems to be coming from all the major parties.  I believe it shows a 
lack of accountability.  As I said earlier, the bill could be called “the funding political parties bill” or “the 
misappropriation of funds” bill.  Taking this money is tantamount to stealing from the community.   

At the moment, in opposition the Liberal Party gets something to the tune of $850 000.  I think the National 
Party gets about $400 000.  I could be out by the odd $50 000.  The parties currently get extra funding for their 
party status.  This bill will increase that funding for both of the major parties by more than $1 million.  The 
Liberal Party will receive up to $2 million and the National Party will receive up to $1 million.  What about all 
the money the Labor Party gets from the trade unions?  The member for Leschenault said he thought that this 
was possibly happening because the unions were losing their membership at the moment and, therefore, the 
Labor Party was losing its power base and losing funding.  I do not know whether he is aware of the fact that 
since the Australian Nursing Federation disaffiliated from UnionsWA, formerly the Trades and Labor Council, 
its membership has increased.  There are a lot of unions that are very unhappy with the Labor Party. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The police union certainly is. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yes, and the education union.  This bill does not go to the principles of democracy.  It 
does not encourage democracy.  As I said before, it is just supporting the system that we have now.  I was very 
pleased to hear several of the Liberals state that the Liberal Party does not insist on its members voting with the 
Liberal Party if they feel strongly about a bill.  They can vote in the way their constituents would like them to 
vote.  As an Independent Liberal in this Parliament, I am voting the way I know my constituents want me to 
vote.  I hope that each member of the opposition thinks carefully before he or she votes on this bill, and thinks 
about the discussions that they have had in their community since this bill was put on the table.  They should 
think about how many people have said they should take this funding, and how many people have said that this 
funding is wrong.  When they think about the outcome of that, I hope they will follow what they believe is right 
and will not support this bill.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [3.28 pm]:  I wish to go back a little in history.  I have had some very interesting 
conversations with my father-in-law.  Like many other people who do not have a strong knowledge of politics, 
he often has a very strong opinion of politics.  We have conversations all the time.  We have finally come to the 
agreement - it has taken a lot of years to do so - that we get the politicians and the politics that we deserve.  That 
is the ultimate truth of a democracy.  There are some arguments about whether democracy is the best way to run 
a government.  Over time the most effective governments have been not democracies, but benign dictatorships.  
That is generally when everybody is happiest and the most developments happen.  Lots of really good things 
occur in benign dictatorships.  It is the opposite of dictatorships that are not so benign, when some terrible things 
occur.  As a result of our history, we have a democracy based on an English democracy.  My good friend the 
member for Hillarys would no doubt have strong links with -  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  And factional colleague. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, and factional colleague.  He would know all about the democracy that we get from 
England.  Everybody knows that the original democracies did not originate in England.  It fact, the word 
“democracy” originates from the ancient world in the Mediterranean.  There were no political parties at that 
stage.  There were no political parties in the development of democracy in England, on which the Westminster 
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system of Parliament is based.  Political parties are relatively new kids on the block in terms of democracy.  This 
might be a little aside to the debate on this legislation, but, generally, most political parties are only about 
100 years old, which is about as long as the member for Avon has been a member of Parliament! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No; he’s been here longer than that! 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  He is a relative newcomer. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes. 

Political parties are relatively new.  It is interesting that for the first 70 or 80 years, political parties were 
generally held in some degree of esteem and were given some credit.  Just as human nature develops, political 
parties developed through like attracting like, and there are lots of barnyard analogies that I could use to 
demonstrate that.  In effect, political parties were developed because the people who generally sat and ate 
together and had similar views ended up on one side of the chamber and the people who had different views 
ended up on the other side of the chamber.  It was a fairly natural process. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The Cavaliers weren’t too keen on them. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No; there were exceptions, of course.  Democracy did not always work, and it was not 
always popular, and particularly when it was first introduced.  Various English kings had great problems with 
early Parliaments and did not like them very much.  Thus, we have the mace, in case anything should go astray 
and members of Parliament need protection.  I am sure that that would happen on occasions!  Sometimes I think 
we need protection today!  My point is that there has been a major change in the way in which political parties 
develop and the respect that they engender.  I commend the member for Avon - even though I make jokes about 
his age - for the contribution he made today, because he said quite succinctly that, as a general rule, individually 
members of Parliament are respected, but as a breed they are not.  As a breed, we are generally derided.  That is 
part of the problem that has developed in politics in the past 20 years.  I know that my good friend the member 
for Hillarys has some concerns with the legislation.  I have some concerns with the legislation, but I will support 
it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I should dump you from my faction! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  My faction is in trouble now!  I decry the fact that we have progressed in politics to a point 
at which legislation such as this is necessary.  That is the point we are missing.  We are debating whether this 
legislation should be passed, and we will probably get quite personal at times.  However, we are missing the 
ultimate problem with the legislation; that is, that the need for this legislation should never have developed, and 
that is to the shame of parliamentarians to some degree - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  But specifically the Minister for Electoral Affairs. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, specifically the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  I believe I christened him the onion of 
the Labor Party. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That one went over my head. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, the minister picked that up. 
However, the need for this legislation is a greater shame on society.  The argument that will be put forward is 
that parliamentarians, as leaders, develop society, but we are, in fact, not that powerful.  We would like to think 
that we shape the society in which we live, but to a large degree - this is the debate that I have had with my 
father-in-law - we are shaped by the society in which we live, and that has changed dramatically over the past 
25, 30 or 35 years.  I will give some examples of the way in which politics in particular has changed.  The 
American presidential-style of politics is developing in this state and in this country and is being encouraged by 
the incumbents, and particularly those with leadership roles, because it suits them.  We can see no better example 
of that than in the federal Parliament, and that is to the detriment of society and to the good governance of 
Australia.  There are enormous problems, and this state will continue to suffer while presidential-style campaigns 
are being run at a federal level.  Those campaigns are based in Canberra and are decided in the golden triangle of 
New South Wales and Victoria.  People do not take a great interest in politics and they do not understand many 
issues.  As an experiment, I often walk through my electorate and ask my constituents who they voted for at the 
last federal election.  I find their answers extremely interesting, because most of them say that they voted for 
John Howard or Mark Latham.  I tell them that they did not vote for them because they are both based in 
Sydney.  I ask them whether their local member of Parliament is a good person or a bad person, whether they got 
to know the person and his or her policies, and whether they know what that person stands for.  The member for 
Avon has said that many people in his electorate like him personally.  However, as a general rule, members tend 
to exaggerate the number of people they know and how well respected they are.  It is a natural tendency.  In fact, 
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at best, members would know only a few thousand people in their electorates; and if they know more than that, 
they are doing very well. 

I will use another example from a previous generation.  My father is a farmer in central Queensland, and just 
before every Queensland election he rings me to tell me that the Beattie government is on its knees and is about 
to be thrown out of government.  I ask him how he knows that and he says that everyone he speaks to hates the 
government.  I ask him how many people he has spoken to and he says that he has spoken to everybody and to 
people from all over the place. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Your mum? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No; she probably votes Labor, so that does not count.  My father basically spends his time 
communicating with other middle-aged to elderly farmers in central Queensland who are conservative voters.  
He believes that everybody thinks the same way he does, and that is the danger with members of Parliament.  
They all think they speak to everybody in their electorates, but that is not true; they speak to only a small 
percentage of the people in their electorates. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Don’t you worry about that! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I know enough people in my electorate.  I suspect that the member for Yokine might be in 
trouble, but that does not matter. 

People do not take the time to get to know their members of Parliament.  My point is that people do not want to 
be as engaged in the political process as they might have been 30 or 40 years ago.  We live in the era of the 
sound byte and the media grab.  People do not want too much attention.  They do not want to know who their 
local candidates are.  They see John Howard on one side and Mark Latham on the other, and they want to see a 
list of their promises and will base their decisions on that.  They do not want to be too involved in the process.  
That works in a lot of cases.  The question is: who do we blame for that?  Do we blame ourselves as members of 
Parliament for performing so poorly that people are disengaged from us?  I am not so sure about that. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  It is the perception. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I think it is very easy for members of the press to say that members of Parliament are no 
good and are hopeless. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I think you are selling yourself short by saying that.  Most people who come in here do a 
reasonable job. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I was about to say exactly that.  At least 50 per cent of the members in this Parliament do a 
reasonable job.  A large number of members are here for good reasons.  Not everybody is a standout media 
performer, is handsome enough to have a good head for television or has a smooth and silky voice, but most 
members contribute reasonably well to Parliament.  It is easy for members of the press to say that the standard of 
politicians has declined dramatically.  It is easy to sell that message in the street to the people of Western 
Australia.  It is not true.  I do not believe that we had great members of Parliament 50 years ago but that we have 
terrible members now. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Do you think there is any correlation between the level of journalism and the view of 
politicians nowadays? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, there is a correlation.  There is also a correlation between the disengagement of the 
public from politics, and the understanding and consideration of politicians.  The question that must be asked is 
which came first.  I am not convinced that it is all due to one reason.  Journalists have dumbed down what is 
printed in the press, and that has changed the situation entirely.  To some degree the disengagement of the public 
actually contributes to that.  The average newspaper now is written for a 12-year-old.  When I first came to 
Parliament I had terrible trouble writing press releases that would be published.  I wanted to put a lot of 
wonderful information in them.  When I employed a press officer who was a former editor, he said, “Too 
technical, too technical, too technical; knock it down to about three paragraphs saying that we hate the Labor 
Party and that will get a run.”  This is therefore one of the issues.  We are driven to some degree by what 
happens in the community.  I return to my first point that we ultimately get the members of Parliament and the 
political system that we deserve.  Every person, whether it be somebody who votes or a member of this chamber, 
has contributed to the breakdown of communication and the lack of trust and respect between the public of 
Western Australia and the parliamentary system.  Absolutely as individuals we can go places and generally be 
treated with respect.  However, the system in this place in which we stand has been under attack for 25 or 
30 years, and I suspect it is making it very difficult for members of Parliament.  What is the outcome of that 
process?  I am not sure whether it is a combination of poor politicians and the public, but they may be 
components.  Is it a combination of changes in journalism as well as a change in public demand? 
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Mrs J. Hughes:  And the fact that families are so busy now.  Once upon a time there was time to engage, and 
now the time to engage has been taken away from the average family or the average voter. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I agree with the member for Kingsley.  One of my kids spends all his time watching 
television or playing those damned computer games.  I will be putting an axe through the computer fairly soon!  
Whereas in the past kids might have learnt about the world, they are now learning how to invade some planet 
somewhere with a machine gun that shoots laser bullets.  Times have changed.  The society we are living in has 
changed its focus.  As I said before I was distracted, what is the outcome of that process?  The nature of political 
parties has changed.  We have all talked about how we go into our electorates and talk to people.  Members have 
stood in this place and said that everybody hates this bill.  I do not believe that is true.  Like other political 
aspects that we talk about in this place, I believe there is a lot of apathy about this bill; most members of the 
public do not actually care about it. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  Apart from a call from a reporter for The West Australian, I have not had one single inquiry. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  The same is true for me. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I have had one. 
There is enormous apathy in the community towards this bill, except from the people who bag members of 
Parliament, and more particularly the political system in which we work, who I have no doubt will make great 
play out of it.  We expect to be bagged.  If I go to the other side of the chamber and sit next to the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs - which will make me cry again - and vote for this bill, I am sure the newspapers will demonise 
us for it with a nice picture of us all with little devil horns on our heads.  However, the community should be 
sitting with us.  It is disengaged from the political process; it is jaded; and to some degree it is trying not to be 
involved.  This is part of the process.  How has this changed the input that the community has made to the party 
political process?  Because of the disrespect the public have for the political process, to a large degree one of the 
chief places at which that disrespect is directed is political parties.  To a degree that is a shame because political 
parties are a necessary evil.  I believe in very good theories.  Communism is a very good theory.  It will never 
work in practice, but it is not a bad theory.  Until it accommodates human nature, it will never work.  The 
parliamentary process without political parties is a very good theory.  We should all come into this place, not 
because we are representatives of a political party, but because we are the best representatives of our 
communities to come forward and do the job that we are required to do: to debate legislation and to move 
forward.  That is the reason we are here, but we are not doing that.  To some degree we are in this Parliament 
because we are members of a political party.  Why do political parties exist?  If we walked through our 
electorates and asked people what they thought about political parties, I expect we would get an 85 per cent 
thumbs down reaction - although that is a lie, as in Roman times thumbs up meant death, but I will not go there.  
As I said, we would get thumbs down.   
Nobody likes political parties, so why do political parties exist?  Why ultimately must we save our political 
parties?  The member for Avon is exactly right: this is a debate about the practicalities of saving the type of 
government that we have evolved.  We could spend some time debating whether the system of government that 
we have evolved is worth saving.  Maybe we should go back to a benign dictatorship; I am sure the member for 
Hillarys would volunteer for that job!  However, the system that we have developed has come about along 
political party lines.  Everybody hates political parties but ultimately nearly everybody votes for them.  Why do 
they do that? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Because it is easier. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is because it is easier. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  There is compulsory voting. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I take the point of the member for Nedlands that it is compulsory.  It should be in the 
electorate of Nedlands.  We should take a big stick to anybody who dares vote anything other than Liberal there; 
and that is how it should be because of the very highly respected member who holds the seat of Nedlands! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  A lot of people do vote for a member and as a secondary thought consider which party the 
member comes from.  If people believe a member has done a good job over a period of time and they have had 
contact with the member, they can actually be swayed from one party to another. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Some people do. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Someone with a dynamic personality! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is a very good theory but in practice it does not hold up. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I thought for a minute that I was not going to get an extension of time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  I was not sure whether the member had had one; I was trying to 
remember. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He had to think about whether or not it was deserved! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will not go there. 

Why then do people vote for an Independent who has resigned from a political party, instead of voting along 
party lines, if they are not disengaged from the political process and need the party line because it is the only 
thing that keeps them actively engaged in politics?  If that were true, everybody who nominated at the last 
election for the seat of South Perth after the retirement of the previous member - Mr Pendal, a good man - would 
most likely have got roughly an equal number of votes for starters because, generally speaking, most people are 
known by roughly a thousand people and everybody would have received an equal number of votes.  However, 
that was not the case.  The very good current member for South Perth received the majority of votes.  In practice, 
it is not true that candidates are voted for mostly by people who know them.  After a while people get to know 
the name of their local member.  Sometimes a member of Parliament who leaves a political party and becomes 
an Independent wins back the seat.  The question we must ask ourselves is whether that was because the member 
was highly respected.  I suggest most probably not.  I admit that sometimes it is true, but in many cases it is an 
opportunity for people to fight back against the party system, as they might like individual members of 
Parliament but they hate their political party.  That is the problem that people have when they disengage from the 
party. 

As I said, my issue with this bill is that, on one hand, the public is disengaged from the political process and does 
not like political parties.  However, it is only through a political party that they know us and can judge what we 
are or are not and what we are likely or unlikely to do.  Although people hate political parties, they continue to 
use them to decide how to vote.  Many people say that political parties do not matter and that in the political 
process it is not a party affiliation that gets them elected; however, for the most part, electors vote for a party.  
Very few Independents are voted in as Independents; most become Independents after they have left a political 
party.  In some cases it is because people greatly respect the work they have done.  In some cases it is because 
Australians generally love an underdog, and they see political parties as nameless, faceless bodies that they can 
whack by installing in the seat an Independent who has been rejected by a political party.  A bit of that goes on.  
That is generally how people interact with us as members of a political party. 

To my mind, this bill is not about the rights and wrongs of funding elections; it is about whether we should save 
the political party process in the political system of Western Australia or whether we should allow it to gradually 
disintegrate.  We see the danger of allowing the political process to disintegrate in political parties around 
Australia.  As the branches and membership weaken, the power consolidates more and more with a very small 
group of people.  That becomes incredibly dangerous.  We all know the quote about absolute power.  If there is 
no engagement by a greater political party, if the people do not participate and if the parties do not have a good 
membership, power is put into the hands of a very small group and is consolidated to a point that is not good for 
the Liberal Party, the Labor Party or any of us.  Power is condensed, and free thinkers are removed and do not 
get a chance to express themselves.  I will not go through all the examples and make this speech particularly 
political, but we can see it happening in this country’s political processes.  That is the danger of not supporting 
this bill.  As much as I regret having to support this bill, I also regret the state of politics in Australia.  Not 
supporting this bill will mean the continual convergence of growing power in political parties and their continual 
decline.  This will do no good to the political parties and no good to the political process.  Some people will belt 
us in public, but my only hope is that they will belt the Minister for Electoral Affairs more than they belt us.  I 
think that would be fair and reasonable.  We should spend our time reminding everybody that this is a 
government bill of which the Minister for Electoral Affairs has carriage, and it is not an opposition bill.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think we might have to use that one. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, fish will be handed out at the appropriate moment.  We need to put forward and think 
about those issues, but if we do not support the bill we will put at risk the democratic process that we have 
adjusted to.  I am a bit on the fringe.  I would like to go back to there being no political parties and being able to 
select the best people for each electorate to represent the people.  I would like to let the cream rise to the top, to 
use a barnyard analogy.  I would like every member of this place to be an Independent.  After a period of time, 
we could all recognise the strengths and weaknesses of members.  If that were the case and we had a vote, about 
half the cabinet would be kicked out, would they not?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That system does not actually work.  Some councils in the United Kingdom that comprise 
90 per cent Independents do not get anything done.  That is the problem. 
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  One of the new Parliaments in the world is the Inuit Parliament in which it is illegal to 
form political parties. 

Dr E. Constable:  What a good idea. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I apologise for the ageist joke I made at the expense of the member for Avon when he was 
not in the chamber.  I do not apologise for the ageist joke I made about the member for Yokine, because that is 
fair and reasonable.  Some democracies in the world have no political parties.  Many of those societies have only 
a partial democracy, because although there are no political parties they tend to have a patriarchy or matriarchy.  
Even though some societies do not have political parties, they tend to be generally non-functioning.  The 
member for Avon referred to the Inuit Parliament of the North American native people who still in many cases 
have relatively strong tribal links.  That works because the political party system has been replaced by a tribal 
system.  I could give members other examples of North American Indians who are doing exactly the same thing.  
It is a subject I like to study.  The true democratic system does not work.  If we were to say there would be no 
political parties, my father-in-law would be the first member!  He is trying to convince me that it is 
unconstitutional.   

Mr T. Buswell:  It is like the man who said, “Thank God I am an atheist.” 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is right.  The issue is that it does not work.   

I have limited time.  The problem with rejecting the bill is that we would have to provide a different form of 
government that we would all accept.  If members were to say that we should have a non-party political system, I 
would have great difficulty believing in an alternative system.  To a large extent, therefore, we are stuck with 
supporting the provisions proposed by the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Labor Party; that is, sadly and 
truthfully, a propping up of the party political system.  There is no doubt that that is the intention of the bill.  It is 
to our shame that we have to support it.   

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Al Gore says that it should happen in the United States. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Al is my mini hero at the moment.  What can we possibly do if we do not support the bill?  
The blame will be placed on members of Parliament as they vote.  However, the blame for the failure of the 
system must be shared between members of Parliament who represent the community, the community itself and 
to some degree the means of communication, which are the media.  They have all contributed.  When we cop a 
belting tomorrow from the media and everybody else, as I surely will for not crossing the floor, I want it 
recorded that we all equally share the blame.   

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Be positive and not so defeatist. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will definitely cop a belting. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Sit next to the Minister for Electoral Affairs. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will, with tears in my eyes.  The member for Vasse has labelled the minister the onion of 
the Labor Party.  We are diverging, but that is where this piece of legislation needs to end up.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.58 pm]:  I will not be supporting the Labor Party with this bill, as I advised 
the leader of my party, which I am entitled to do as a member of the Liberal Party.  The bill does not do what the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs says it will do.  It does not make the process simpler and more efficient.  It does 
not protect the rights of voters in my electorate.  It does not provide public funding for individual candidates for 
this Parliament.  Corporate donors will still have to fund us, and so will interest groups.  It does not favour 
Independents.   
I realise that we are only three minutes away from private members’ business, but I wish to provide my 
reasoning to the electorate of Nedlands, which includes the suburbs of Crawley, Daglish, Dalkeith, Jolimont, 
Kings Park, Nedlands, Perth, Shenton Park, Subiaco, Wembley, West Leederville and West Perth.  I have 
thought about this long and hard.  I have been a member of the Liberal Party for 30 years.  I know some very 
fine and decent people in the Liberal Party.  I will not talk about any issue within the Liberal Party.  The question 
for me comes down to this: does a political party wish its members or future candidates to represent the interests 
of their party above the interests of the people in their electorate, or does it wish its members or future candidates 
to represent the interests of the electorate on behalf of their party?  I believe it is the latter.  That is how I operate.  
It must be the latter for any party to have any credibility, integrity or proper respect from the electorate.   
The second question I ask is this: how does this legislation benefit my electorate?  I cannot look at all legislation, 
but when I do, I look at how it benefits my electorate.  The answer in this case is that this legislation does not 
benefit my electorate.  The money taxed on each voter for the Legislative Assembly candidates for Nedlands and 
Legislative Council candidates, regardless of which party he or she votes for, will flow directly to the people 
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running each political party.  No money will come to me as the local member.  My campaign return showed the 
cost of my campaign was approximately $45 000.  Of that, I received approximately $1 295 as unconditional 
money from one branch in my electorate.  In any event, the funds raised were raised by a very special friend of 
mine, me and loyal supporters, many of whom are members of the Liberal Party.  If I stand for the seat of 
Nedlands again, even with this poll tax, I will have to raise the funds myself, but the Liberal Party will reap the 
benefit of my votes if I get more than four per cent of the vote.  I am not complaining about that.  I am 
explaining it so that when people in my electorate read this speech they will understand why I am voting the way 
I am.  How does this work?  This money will flow out of the Nedlands electorate.  It will not come to me as the 
local member; it will go somewhere else.  It will go into my party’s funds.  In the 2005 state election for the 
Legislative Assembly seat of Nedlands, 28 575 people were on the electoral roll.  A total of 25 800 people voted 
and 12 912 gave their primary vote to me.  If that is multiplied by $1.47, we see that is the amount of money that 
will flow out of the electorate from my votes.  I am putting a hypothetical case going back to the 2005 state 
election.  The Labor Party got 6 876 votes; the Greens, 3 944; the Christian Democrats, 707; others, 446; and 
there were 915 informal votes. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


