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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Third Reading 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.28 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [11.28 am]:  It is not often that a bill emerges from committee with a 
totally different complexion from that with which it went into it.   
Hon Kim Chance:  The School Education Bill.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, there is another one.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was equally bad. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would not draw anybody’s attention to its similarity to the School Education Bill.  I think 
that that might cause everybody to think horrible thoughts that we could now have a disaster on our hands.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  As was the School Education Bill.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  Precisely.  However, it is interesting how we have proceeded through this.  It is rather like 
reading a thriller.  It is not until we get to the last chapter that we find out what will actually be delivered to us.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  Unless you cheat. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  Only some people had that part of the book to look at.  Most of us had no idea until the 
very last moment about precisely what we were to get.   
I will just say one thing about this whole debate which I think is very important and which will be very useful to 
any member who is now making up his or her mind about the third reading.  It is probably one of the most useful 
second reading debates that we have had.  When contemplating the bill, as it has finally emerged from the 
committee, I commend members to go over the contributions to the debate.  I think I can say that without one 
single exception the contributions by members gave a direct, non-time-wasting and very interesting slant on the 
propositions that emerged.  Obviously, in the later contributions, a little more was gleaned about the likely final 
result.  However, each member who spoke on the issue made a very useful contribution.  I suspect that the 
second reading speeches could be bound together - there probably would not be enough from the government’s 
side but there were also valuable contributions from the government’s side - and used as a basis for looking at 
both sides of an argument. 
Somewhat fascinatingly, the biggest change in the amendments made by the Greens (WA) has led to the fact 
that, in some ways, we have ended up with less of a One Vote One Value Bill than the one we started with.  We 
could perhaps say that was a good thing, if it were not for the disastrous nature of some amendments that were 
moved by the Greens.  I believe that the lack of proper entrenchment is a recipe for disaster and one reason that I 
urge members to vote against the third reading.  The question of entrenchment led to a rather unpleasant scene 
that I hoped could have been avoided; if it had been avoided, we could have finished a little earlier.  The answer 
given by the parliamentary secretary was fatuous, and I will explain why.  The answer was bizarre, even if we 
had a constitution such as the commonwealth has.  However, in the context of the commonwealth it might at 
least make some sense, as the nature of the commonwealth Constitution is that it is a primary document from 
which everything else derives.  That does not apply to the state Constitution.  The difference between state 
constitutional law and federal constitutional law is marked.  We all know that the commonwealth is a creature of 
imperial statute; it has no powers other than the powers that are given to it by a particular statute.  It is not 
plenary in its nature.  The states, on the other hand, have plenary powers that are circumscribed only by the 
commonwealth Constitution.  The powers of the state are absolute and no Parliament can bind any future 
Parliament, except in one respect.  The reason it is able to do that is, again, because of an imperial statute; I do 
not think it is because of the commonwealth statute at all.  It is one of those areas that was trod around carefully 
in the High Court case of Attorney-General (WA) v Marquet, because it did not profit much.  I think it is the 
imperial statute, rather than the Australian statute, which imposes the manner and form provisions.  One 
limitation that is imposed by the imperial Parliament is in the area of manner and form in constitutional matters.  
By section 5 of the Australia Act, which is the easy one to refer to, those manner and form provisions are given 
effect insofar as they relate to constitutional matters.  The origin of the division of the state into districts was 
originally in the Constitution, which went off into a separate act only when we set up a mechanism for the 
establishment of those boundaries by the commissioners.  It seemed rather ridiculous to keep those provisions in 
the main Constitution when they contained a large number of mechanical matters prescribing how to do it.  
However, when the provisions were put into a separate act, the entrenchment was kept in place.  In fact, the 
entrenchment in the Electoral Distribution Act was seen as being more serious than the entrenchment in the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act, which has no such entrenchment.  The Constitution Acts Amendment Act is 
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an unusual document, because it is just an act of Parliament.  It did not actually amend the Constitution; it is a 
separate act of Parliament, and is not merged with the Constitution Act.  In many ways, it could be said that the 
manner and form provision makes the Electoral Distribution Act more of a constitutional document than the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  That was acknowledged by the High Court of Australia in the case of 
Attorney-General (WA) v Marquet.  It was acknowledged in that case that the matters dealt with by the Electoral 
Distribution Act, which were protected by the manner and form provisions, were constitutional matters.  If they 
had not been constitutional matters - that was one of the arguments of the state against the decision of the 
Supreme Court of Western Australia - they could not possibly have been protected.  That is possibly an argument 
that could be raised some other time, but the High Court made its decision on the basis that it was clearly a 
constitutional matter.   
I will provide another example.  If the provision contained within the constitutional document prescribing the 
number of divisions were to be retained, and a separate act of Parliament said that the provisions in the 
Constitution relating to the numbers of members of Parliament may not be changed except under these 
circumstances, that would entrench those provisions.  The Constitution could not be read to say that the 
entrenching act is another act referring to this act, and therefore is not entrenched.  The concept of Australian law 
is that every statute is a statute of a Parliament.  The only limitations on the legislative power of this Parliament 
are the entrenchment provisions that say that if a manner and form is entrenched, it cannot be changed.  The 
United Kingdom Parliament cannot be so bound.  Any manner and form provision can be written into a United 
Kingdom statute, and the next Parliament can say that it does not agree with it, and repeal it.  There is no such 
limitation on the United Kingdom Parliament, and there would be no limitation on the Western Australian 
Parliament but for the Colonial Laws Validity Act and the Australia Act.  I find the explanation given to be 
fatuous.  I could not believe that somebody would give such an explanation in a matter of state constitutional 
law, as opposed to commonwealth constitutional law.  Even though the case of Attorney-General (WA) v 
Marquet referred to a commonwealth statute, it was essentially about Western Australian constitutional law.  
When we were choosing the lawyers to run the case, one of the difficulties we faced was that it is hard to find 
very many lawyers with experience in state constitutional law, although a large number have had experience 
with federal constitutional law, which comes up commonly as a matter of commercial interest. 

One of the reasons I believe the house should reject the third reading of this bill is that the protection given to an 
essential matter has been seriously watered down.  That becomes extremely important when considering the 
measures that could be brought in by a government wishing to change this law.  A law can now be passed with a 
simple majority, adding any number of members anywhere the government likes.  The laa laa provisions can be 
removed or added to.  I have not looked at this, but it may be possible to go back to the dear old idea of having 
some appointed members, life members, or members who do not actually represent divisions at all.   

They are significant constitutional issues.  I see a smile on the face of the President.  I hope that he is not 
thinking of some good ideas for future developments in the area of constitutional law! 

Hon Ken Travers:  You know not to bring the President into the debate.  You can comment on his beautiful 
face! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Interjections will cease.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am quite confident that the President is able to look after himself. 

The reality of the matter is that we know that when it comes to these areas, people can be motivated by other 
than pure altruism.  I am accusing not only the Greens but all political parties because, as anybody knows who 
has spent any time dealing with public matters, if we want to find out what is really happening, we must scratch 
the self-interest.  Very few people can resist self-interest.  There may be very many stalwart people, but there are 
very few in the overall scheme of things.  We all probably know well enough that the ambitious, driving people, 
rather than the stalwarts with principles, tend to push parties around.  That is another truism that we sometimes 
learn in this life. 

One of the most serious consequences of the committee stage is that we have gutted the protection afforded to 
the people of this state in the clause that entrenches the provision, so that it is not that easy for any particular 
government to gain control.  We must keep in mind that at every election some party will control this house by a 
simple majority, whether as a coalition of people of like mind or one party in its own right.  It will happen, as we 
have seen in the past four years.  People do not have to be in a formal coalition for parties of like mind to be 
pushing an agenda that is anathema to the parties on the other side.  It is merely a matter of which party has that 
one more vote.  How many matters have been passed in this house by one vote in the past four years?  That one 
vote will now not give people a change in only ordinary laws; it will give people changes in these fundamental 
areas.  That is important. 
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One of the other matters that emerged out of the debate was something that is constantly a problem for Western 
Australians; that is, the failure to appreciate another person’s position without having experienced it.  I think that 
Hon Robin Chapple is one of the few people who spoke in favour of this who can claim to have full experience 
of what it is like.  I believe that I have previously given the example of the 1891 Australia Federal Convention 
debates.  They were set to take place at Parliament House, Phillip Street, Sydney.  The date was set, but 
unfortunately it coincided with the first budget being brought down by the newly independent colony of Western 
Australia.  They had problems with the budget, so they set out with barely enough time to get to Sydney for the 
commencement of the debate.  Their ship sailed into the gulf and struck unbelievably bad weather.  I believe that 
it was delayed for three days.  They arrived three days late in Sydney.  Some of the delegates said that they 
should not start the debate until the delegates from Western Australia had arrived.  The Sydney delegates said 
that they knew when it was starting and that they should be there.  It was very easy for people who lived in 
Sydney and who had offices in Phillip Street to walk across the street and arrive on time for the first 
constitutional debate.  It showed a remarkable lack of appreciation for what it was like to live somewhere so far 
away that people had to come by sea, that the journey could take several days and that they could suffer from 
several days’ delay.  It got worse.  After the delegates had been meeting for four months and the conference had 
gone on longer than they had hoped, they asked if they could sit for an extra hour each day.  Instead of finishing 
at four o’clock they would finish at five.  They made this request on the basis that the sooner they finished the 
conference, the sooner they could get back to their businesses.  They had been away from their businesses for 
four months.  What did the Sydney delegates say?  “We have been away from our businesses for four months 
too.  We would find it inconvenient to finish at five and we think we should continue to finish at four.”  Why 
was it inconvenient for them?  At four o’clock they walked across the street to conduct their business that 
evening.  There perhaps was no overland telegraph then - I do not recall when it was built.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  It was not very confidential then. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  They would walk across the road into their Phillip Street office to conduct their business 
and the Western Australians, who had been marooned in Sydney for four months, could do nothing. 

How many times have we seen that experience repeated since Federation?  Many people say they do it to 
Western Australians because they are mean to us and do not like us.  It is not because New South Wales and 
Victorian people do not like us; it is because they have no comprehension.  It is hard to make a judgment on 
what inconvenience it will cause to another person, if one has not experienced it.   

We used to hold ministerial council meetings - I am sure the state ministers are aware of this - that were held in 
rotation, from state to state and then to Canberra.  What was the common complaint from other state ministers 
when it came to Western Australia’s turn?  It is too far to go.  What about the other seven times that the Western 
Australian ministers had to fly to the east?  That did not seem to be too far to go!  

I had a regular introduction to my speech when I opened national conventions in Western Australia.  I would say, 
“Thank you very much.  I know many of you have travelled an awfully long way.  It is very good that you have 
left your homes to come all the way to Western Australia for this convention.  Now you know what it is like for 
us every other time that we have a national convention.”  I could see all of them beaming at their wonderful 
effort to come all the way to Western Australia - they were thinking they had travelled an enormous distance.  
However, they could not see that they had done that to Western Australian delegates every single time.  One way 
we could get them to come here was to offer to hold the conference in Margaret River.  They would take another 
week off!   

I have one more example; how many times have I had to go to a ministerial council on Easter Tuesday, starting 
at 9.00 am?  What does that mean?  I travelled on Easter Monday.  I travelled the whole day to get to Sydney and 
they were all keen to get away by lunchtime.  They would say, “If we hurry through this we can be away by 
lunchtime.”  I would say, “Hang on, I’ve spent a day getting here and it will take me a day to get back, and my 
plane does not leave until 7.30 pm.  Why don’t we sit here until 7.30 and actually finish the stuff we came here 
to do?”  No, they had to drive home or catch the train or the next plane to Melbourne, or wherever.  They are not 
nasty people and one would not say they are inconsiderate.  It is just that they do not comprehend what it is like.   

When I was the Minister for Health we talked about health divisions within the commonwealth and the rules that 
applied to them.  I tried to point out that the rules did not work very well in Western Australia.  The New South 
Wales people said they worked perfectly well in that state.  I agreed, but said that WA did not have a country 
health district as small as that in New South Wales.  Many of the electorates we have set up will be bigger than 
states, and they will be much barer than other states.  Travelling in Tasmania is like driving through England.  
There are regional towns all along the way.  There are provincial towns all the way up the coast of Queensland, 
and New South Wales is closely settled.  Even in the New South Wales outback, the towns are not terribly far 
from Sydney.  Victoria is closely settled from border to border.  South Australia has some bare bits.  Western 
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Australia is as long as Australia is, north to south.  It is as wide as a third of Australia.  All the electorates in this 
state will be bigger than Tasmania, many of them will be bigger than Victoria, and others will be bigger than 
South Australia and Queensland.  We are dealing with laa laas, which, as far as I am concerned, is a la-la way of 
acknowledging size.  At least Queensland acknowledges it with a two per cent rather than a one and a half per 
cent allowance. 

Another extraordinary thing is that we still do not know the basis upon which information was provided to the 
Greens (WA) from which they worked out the 1.5 per cent.  That is a factual inquiry.  That is information that 
was given to the Greens to make a decision, and they relied upon it.  However, I could not get the parliamentary 
secretary to tell me what the basis was.  We are told it is hypothetical.  It might be hypothetical, but it was 
supplied with a purpose; it was supplied for the Greens to make up their minds.  However, for some reason, we 
have ended up with a lesser allowance for remoteness than that which Queensland has.  Queensland is smaller 
and has provincial towns the whole way up its coast, yet we have been stuck with laa laas that provide less of a 
concession.  We are told that we are the last state in Australia to have one vote, one value.  Queensland does not 
have one vote, one value in that sense, with a two per cent allowance.  I do not think it is wrong; I think even that 
is probably a bit mean; but at least it concedes that there is more than one principle for fairness. 

If we want to judge fairness - surely that must be what we are all grasping at, to have a fair electoral system - we 
know that the ultimate test must be: does the government change with the vote of the people?  Is that not what 
democracy is all about?  What would be the point of having an absolute one vote, one value system if it were so 
shonky in its distribution that one party always won - always?  Would that be a proper democratic system?  Of 
course not.  One vote, one value is not enough.  As Edith Cavell said, patriotism is not enough.  One vote, one 
value is not enough; it is one of the essential elements to be taken into account.  I have no doubt about that 
whatsoever, and I am glad that the Greens have acknowledged that to some extent.  However, why this sudden 
100 000-square-kilometre cut-off, and then application over the whole?  Why not have it all the way up, all the 
time?  What would we get in the metropolitan area, even at two per cent, for most of the proposed electorates?  I 
would say not very much indeed.  What would we get in Albany, Geraldton and Kalgoorlie?  Not very much 
indeed.  We would be lucky to get one laa laa.  In fact, we would not get one laa laa.  However, we have this 
sudden cut-off.  Members may think it is unfair to have vote weighting for the country to take into account its 
general remoteness and difficulties of access and representation, but it is more unfair to have a system that gives 
it to one lot and not the other.  Every single bit we give to the Mining and Pastoral Region will, to that degree, 
come from the South West and Agricultural Regions.  Where is the fairness in that?  The reality of the matter is 
that there is a great lack of access.  Sure, the system has gone wrong in a few places.  People always point out 
where it has gone wrong, but what about all the places where it has gone right?  As they stand currently, are all 
the electorates the same size in the country, even though they are all the same number?  No, they are not.  Where 
are they the biggest?  In the more remote areas.  Where are they the smallest?  In the less remote areas.  Sure, if 
we had wanted to make a borough-type exclusion of what could be called the non-underprivileged area in the 
country, that could have been done.  However, we have ended up with a system that is plainly unfair.  However, 
the current system is fair.  Every time we have a vote if there is a change in the majority, there is a change in 
government, except in 1989, which had nothing to do with the system that we are now changing.  It had nothing 
to do with that at all.  Is it a fair system if it allows that to happen?  Is it a fair system if it allows a member to get 
around his or her electorate?  Is it a fair system if it allows members to spend time with the electors and in this 
Parliament so that they can sensibly represent them?  Can a member represent a constituency if he or she can 
never get to it and does not fully understand the issues?   

Who are the good members in Parliament?  The good members are not the ones who can stand and speak, even 
though they are useful to have on a team.  It is nice having members who can debate in Parliament.  Given that 
Parliament is often played out as theatre, we cannot do without them.  Do members regard the good members of 
Parliament those who do the best for their electorates?  Do members really think that when star members become 
ministers their electorates are better represented?  There might be more pork-barrelling, but is the electorate 
getting better representation?  Do ministers know the temperament of their electorates?  Do ministers know what 
is happening in their electorates and what issues they must deal with?  No, of course not, because more of their 
time is spent doing ministerial work than the work of a representative of an electorate.  Ministers have to be 
careful about tweaking things for their electorates, or people will think that they are pork-barrelling their own 
electorates.  Some ministers lean over backwards to try to be fair, which is probably what they are obliged to do 
under ministerial oath.   

Who are the good members?  All of us have said, “That person is a very good member for their electorate.”  I 
certainly have.  I know which members are good representatives of their electorates.  What is the basis for such a 
judgement?  It is members’ ability and capacity to spend time in their electorates listening to and helping the 
people.  When I was the shadow minister for forestry, I spent quite a bit of time travelling around the south west 
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with Paul Omodei, who acted not only as the local member but also as a business adviser.  He could put things 
together from disparate parts of his electorate.  He was almost the mayor of that area - he helped with everything.  
If people on one side of his electorate had a problem and a solution could be found on the other side of his 
electorate, Paul would bring them together.  They relied on him as a major resource in making that area work, 
almost a bit like Hon Christine Sharp’s notion of a bioregion.  He made it work that way because he was a good 
representative who spent his time in his electorate.  We will end up with a system in which members will not be 
able to get from one end of their electorate to the other in less than a day and a half.  I refer to those areas closer 
to Perth where the capacity exists to drive from one place to the other.  As Hon Robin Chapple mentioned, the 
quickest way for him to access some parts of his electorate is to travel via the Northern Territory, because no 
roads in Western Australia can take him there directly.  The member is dead right.  That is why I said that he is 
one of the few people who understands the problem.  Why are we changing legislation that will affect the 
representatives and the electors?  We are changing it to provide a fair electoral system.  However, we must 
question what is fair about it, apart from some kind of mathematical position.  Since when has a mathematical 
position represented fairness?  Would we be happy if judges made sentencing decisions on the basis of a 
formula.  I designed a highly subjective formula for sentencing.  The Greens, among others, said, “Horror, how 
could they possibly do that?”  Under my proposal, judges could still pass sentence on any basis they liked, as 
long as they explained it.  However, this legislation will establish an electoral system based purely on an 
obsession with one of the principles of fairness and with disregard for the others.  The matter has gone so far that 
it has been based on mathematics.  With all respect for the Greens’ formula, which is at least better than not 
having a formula, it is far too engaging to say that something is right because we can put a number on it.  
Economists get criticised for doing that.  People do not work that way; they do not justify every decision based 
solely on a number.  A number has been used to justify one vote, one value or to calculate an area multiplied by 
1.5 and divided by 100, as though that provides a magical result.  Snake oil salesmen sell products on the basis 
of some sort of formula.  It is almost like numerology.  I hope I am not offending any numerologists in the 
chamber.  We have found out since that the number we first thought of is not quite defined at this stage; we do 
not quite know what it is.  However, that is not the major problem.  

The major problem is that it sounds good.  I refer again to the book Catch 22.  As I indicated before, that book 
referred to a general who had a preference for uniform bomb patterns.  He ordered that his pilots risk their lives 
to drop their bombs on the target in a uniform pattern.  Why?  It was not because that method was any more 
effective but because it looked better in the aerial photographs.  The arguments we have heard in favour of one 
vote, one value are like the arguments in favour of the uniform bomb pattern.  Those arguments seem to be based 
on the fact that if something looks neater, it looks more scientific and, therefore, it is better.  Those arguments 
have come from the Greens, who, quite rightly, are supportive of alternative therapies.  What is the most 
common criticism about alternative therapies?  They are not based on scientific research.  What is the most 
common defence of standard therapies?  They are based on scientific research.  How many disasters have we 
heard about in the area of scientific medicine?  We read daily in the newspapers of total muck-ups.  Products are 
sold to us as the golden solutions discovered by top scientists and made by leading drug-manufacturing 
companies, only to be revealed later, that oops a daisy, they do not work; the scientific information turns out to 
be flawed.  The essential point about science is that scientific findings are only valid until they are proved to be 
otherwise.  Scientific research never absolutely proves anything - it is valid until someone comes along and 
proves otherwise.  

On this electoral reform we have been beguiled by one principle.  I have read out all the principles before, and 
we have adopted them again in committee.  We said they were the considerations, and we have followed those 
considerations in the past.  Do members know what the real unfairness was in the past?  It was the Burke 
gerrymander clause.  That reflected snake oil salesmanship because we thought we could more accurately base 
electoral distribution on scientifically calculated future demographic changes.  The biggest inadequacies 
continually cited by the Attorney General were not to do with one vote, one value, they were to do with the 
Burke gerrymander clause.  If there is one thing I applaud in this legislation, it is that we have got rid of it.  I am 
pleased to say that the idea came from the Standing Committee on Legislation which, at that stage, had seven 
members.  I commend each of the members for their foresight in coming forward with a very positive change.  I 
applaud that.  It is the one saving grace in this legislation.  The Burke gerrymander clause was based on a false 
scientific theory.  Demographics is not a bad science; it is generally fairly reliable.  However, it is not 100 per 
cent accurate.  It cannot predict the future; it can predict only the statistical likelihood.  It is the same as the 
formula we have come up with.  Will it ever really be fair?  Regarding the Burke gerrymander, we have said that 
we should not subdivide the state on numbers we know exist.  The numbers would be for six years - two years up 
to the election and the four years beyond.  The numbers were divided on what was predicted to be the numbers 
in the state halfway through the following two terms - it is six years away but it will apply for eight.  Time and 
again that was wrong.  Wanneroo was a classic example; the Pilbara was an even better one.  All the really gross 
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differences were not due to one vote, one value yet the government played it up.  It is ironic that the one example 
it kept hammering as an example of how unfair the system was, was to do with not one vote, one value, but the 
Burke gerrymander clause, which the government benefited from in the only unfair election held since the 
system was introduced, which was the 1989 election.  It was not due to one vote, one value; it was due to the 
Burke gerrymander clause.  The only thing that has ever given us an unfair election was that.  Time and again, 
the present system has delivered fair elections in which the government changes at the will of the people, and 
representatives are sent to Parliament who have some real capacity to be good members of Parliament.  It has 
happened without dividing the state on an artificial belief in a number.  Perhaps we should use the golden mean 
as the division throughout the state.  The country electorates should bear a ratio to the city electorates that meets 
the golden mean.  We would then have a number we could use.  The present system is not all that different from 
the golden mean.  Is that not interesting?  Maybe we have numerologically discovered a truth.  Perhaps we had 
the right system because the numbers were right and we did not know it. 

To say that I am disappointed with the result is to put it mildly.  We have become obsessed with a number that is 
meaningless.  We have concentrated far too much on the election day and not enough on the four years that 
follow.  It is the four years in which the people deserve to have good representatives.  They should be 
representatives whom they can see and who can see them, and they should be able to understand the full width of 
their problems.  We will end up with city electorates that are like peas in a pod - maybe peas in two pods - with 
issues that are almost identical and with members who can hit a 2-iron over their electorate.  Members will have 
electorates in which they will need their own private plane and pilot’s licence even to start getting around, let 
alone to try to represent those electorates.  The interests to be represented in those electorates are so diverse that 
the member will probably need a whole runner of peas to be able to fit all the pods onto it - a bumper crop of 
interests.  Some members will be going home from this house patting themselves on the back thinking they have 
done the right thing by the people of Western Australia.  Frankly, I am yet to hear people express a wish to have 
a lot more members of Parliament in the city.  I do not think I ever will, but I do know that country people value 
their current membership and they put their money where their mouth was in previous years.  It is always a great 
test to get lots of people to sign petitions and to attend public meetings, but it is a different thing when they are 
asked for some money to go with that.  A lot of people have been rewarded with a couple of good seasons, 
because at the time it was quite a big ask and they did not have an awful lot of money in their pockets.  God has 
rewarded them for their outlay, I can tell members that much, because they put their money where their mouth is.  
There is no better test of the resolution of country people than the fact that they were prepared to do that. 

On the one side we have a fair system, with no massive call for change except by politicians - politicians 
theorising and numerologising.  On the other side, we have a system that I believe would be unfair in almost 
every single characteristic I could pick if I went through the lists that we have said contain the principles that 
should apply for redistribution, because those principles lead to a fair system.  We must question why we did it 
at all.  The analogies that we make would probably be more suitable if we looked at what was done in Russia, in 
terms of the size of the place, rather than the rest of Australia, or little places that could fit into Western Australia 
20 or 30 times.  I often wonder how we can make these decisions without experiencing them, because most 
people do not even drive into the country, let alone live in the country.  I have had the privilege of living in the 
country on a couple of occasions, and it certainly gives one a perspective that one does not lose.  Once a person 
has had his eye opened to a perspective he keeps it, I am pleased to say, but if one has never experienced it, it is 
very difficult to feel it.  Sometimes there are bad analyses, but after we had been going for a while with late 
nights Hon Barbara Scott said it was rather like being a feeding mother.  That might have been a very good 
analogy, but it did not immediately strike a chord with me.  Even though I knew what she meant, it did not 
conjure up the instant feeling of tiredness that I knew she had previously experienced as a feeding mother. 
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, a nursing mother.  Having used that particular terminology, I am sure any other 
member who has been a nursing mother would go, “Aha, I know what she means.” 
Hon Kate Doust:  It is good practice. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  Hon Kate Doust has told us that being a nursing mother is good practice for being a 
member of Parliament.  The reality is that it only conjures up the feeling when one has been through the 
experience, even though one can academically understand what is being said.   
I urge the house to reject this bill, even at this late stage, simply because we are now in a position to look at what 
we have done and what we have ended up with.  The house is now out of the detail and is dealing with a broad 
approach.  Do members feel happy about the bill?  Do they feel we have done well?  Do members think we have 
been fair?  If members do not think we have done well and that the bill is not fair, they should reject the bill. 
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HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [12.15 pm]:  This is a sad day 
for country and regional Western Australia, as was the case on a similar occasion about four years ago when 
another bill of this nature was passed.  Regrettably, this bill is likely to pass with an absolute majority, which 
was not the case on the previous occasion.  As members are aware, the courts of Western Australian and 
Australia made the decision that the previous legislation was invalid.  It looks very much like Western Australia 
will have electoral change - as Hon Peter Foss stated, this measure bore very little relationship to one vote, one 
value when the relevant bill commenced its passage.  In blunt, raw terms, it means that six seats that currently 
are within regional Western Australia will be abolished, and eight new Legislative Assembly seats will be 
created in the metropolitan area of Perth.  I suspect that if you, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina), 
asked people whether they would support a proposition to get rid of six seats from country Western Australia 
and put eight extra seats in the city, not one person would say it was a good thing.  People would say it would be 
fundamentally unfair.  The geographical area of regional Western Australia is a massive part of the world - it is 
huge - and it is entitled to extra consideration by virtue of the magnitude of the area involved.  People who live 
in the city recognise that situation.  There is a very significant relationship in Western Australia between people 
who live in the city and those who live in the country.  City folk have a real empathy and sympathy for people 
who live in regional Western Australia.  If people in the streets of Perth were asked whether they think it fair and 
reasonable that eight extra people should represent them in Parliament, and that country folk should have six 
fewer representatives, I would be amazed if anyone said that that was fair.  The legislation is not driven by the 
people of Western Australia; it is not demanded by the citizens of this state.  It is being done for one simple 
reason; that is, political advantage - nothing more, nothing less.  It is straight-out blatant political advantage for 
the Labor Party in the Legislative Assembly and straight-out political advantage for the Greens in the Legislative 
Council.  The two parties who will benefit from this politically have come together in this unholy alliance, and 
put their hand up for the second reading of this bill, put their hand up for every clause and amendment they 
agreed to together in the committee stage, and now they will put their hand up together, I presume, for the third 
reading.  As an aside, not one single amendment proposed by the opposition in the committee stage was agreed 
to, albeit that Hon Peter Foss - I give him huge credit for this - exposed some very serious difficulties and 
problems that the bill will create.  His expertise and legal knowledge and argument was ignored by the 
government and the Greens, who accepted other advice that was inferior.  As a result, at least one clause of this 
bill will take away the capacity of this Parliament to put the brakes on governments when they amend this 
legislation in the future.   
Hon Christine Sharp:  We did accept the opposition’s first amendment, if you recall.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  To change the name?   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Yes.  You said we didn’t accept any of your amendments.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Forgive me! 

Hon Christine Sharp:  I am just pointing out that we did.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am sorry the Greens (WA) did that, because it again demonstrated the gross 
hypocrisy of their position.  It demonstrated for everybody just what the Greens are doing.  That is why I said at 
the beginning of my speech that the Greens came into this chamber supporting a proposal for one vote, one 
value, but, at the end of the day, the legislation bears no resemblance to that.  The Greens could not do anything 
but agree to change the name of the legislation.   
Country Western Australia will have six fewer Assembly seats as of the next redistribution.  There will be eight 
new seats in the city.  I am sure the people of the city will march in the streets in joy because they will get eight 
more members of Parliament.  Wonderful!  They have been asking for that for years.  What drivel!  The 
Legislative Council will get two more members of Parliament.  Never in my 28 years as a member of Parliament 
has anyone ever said to me that the Legislative Council needs more members.  However, we will get two more 
members, because that is what the Greens want.  The Greens think that having six regions with six members will 
provide them with a political advantage.  The six-by-six provision is interesting.  Some people say that it will 
benefit the Liberal Party.  I do not know how they reached that conclusion.  If people carefully look at this 
legislation and take into account the possible manipulation that will occur in the metropolitan area, they will 
realise that this chamber will finish up with the Greens or another organisation of their ilk having a permanent 
balance of power.  Just to get it on the record again, between now and the time I leave this place I will do my 
best to make sure that does not continue.  I do not want to again go through a scenario like the one we have gone 
through in the past two weeks, in which members of Parliament who have about six to eight per cent of the vote 
make decisions about the way in which this Parliament should be constructed and succeed in that.  I thought the 
very notion of one vote, one value was that the majority of people expressed their vote with equal value to ensure 
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that the majority ruled and made decisions on behalf of the whole community.  A tiny minority has been calling 
the shots on this legislation.   

The big loser under this bill is the south west of Western Australia, which is probably the fastest-growing part of 
the state.  What an irony it is that the lead speaker on this bill for the Greens comes from the south west.  The 
South West Region will lose three members from the Legislative Assembly and one member from the 
Legislative Council.  The Mining and Pastoral Region, which is my electorate, is the slowest-growing part of 
Western Australia.  Its population might even be diminishing.  However, it will get an extra seat.  I am quite 
happy about that from a personal perspective, but if that is considered in the context of equity, it is a joke.  How 
can the government possibly seek to justify its legislation on the basis of some question of principle when it has 
put up its hand for a bill that will take one seat from the South West Region of Western Australia and put an 
extra seat into both the Agricultural and Mining and Pastoral Regions?  It is the complete opposite of the notion 
of one vote, one value.  It is not even just a vague variation on a theme; it is the complete opposite.  It is amazing 
that the Labor Party will go down this path to get what it wants in the Legislative Assembly.  I hope the people 
of the south west turn on the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) for what they have done to the people’s 
representation in the state Parliament.  As I said, that part of the state is the big loser. 

The amended bill is an absolute abomination.  It is almost the antithesis of one vote, one value because it 
abrogates the principle of one vote, one value in a number of areas.  I again remind members of the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, which does not vaguely approach the one vote, one value principle, of what we have.  In fact, 
the bill is further away from the one vote, one value principle than the existing system.  Currently the electorates 
in the Mining and Pastoral Region must be plus or minus 15 per cent of the country quotient.  Under this stupid, 
dopey, dummy voting proposition, it will create a scenario, as identified by the Electoral Commission, of one 
seat with 9 000 real voters and another with 18 000 real voters.  It reminds me of the statutory seats created in 
1987 that the Labor Party roundly criticised, and probably with some justification.  Yet it is the ALP that has 
reverted to that type of system under the guise of a bill that allegedly has some relationship with one vote, one 
value.  It is a return to the past.  It is a return to the pre-1987 boundary distribution.  The only difference between 
this bill and the pre-1987 situation is that the government will not draw the boundaries.  The government and the 
Greens have created a formula that will give them what they want anyway.  Their hands are all over it from the 
beginning, albeit they will not be holding the pen when the line is drawn. 

Last night I referred to the Premier’s guarantee that the Mining and Pastoral Region would retain its five seats.  
That guarantee may not even last until the first redistribution.  I have asked the Minister for Electoral Affairs to 
assure me that in the event only four seats are provided for the Mining and Pastoral Region after the first 
redistribution in two years time, he will introduce a bill to Parliament to ensure that the region retains its five 
seats.  As members know, last night the government and the Greens refused to insert “5” into the bill to indicate 
the number of Legislative Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The government refused to put 
into legislation a commitment that was made by the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, who has a PhD, is a Rhodes 
scholar and is a friend of Tony Blair.  He is supposed to be a man of great substance and principle.  We are told 
he is a person of great significance and that he makes ordinary politicians look like scum.  He is a man of great 
substance and principle who has never told a lie.  Who is the other guy who never told a lie? 
Hon Kevin Leahy:  John Howard. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He does not say that he will guarantee to give five seats and then renege on it. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let us look at this.  The Premier has put himself on a pedestal.  When he was the 
Leader of the Opposition, he told everybody that he was above all this political stuff and that it was beneath his 
dignity, because he is a man of great principle.  Putting aside any political considerations, one of the great 
disappointments for me in the past four and a half years has been to find out that Geoff Gallop is no different 
from the rest of us.  He is just another politician.  That is why the people of Western Australia consistently and 
continuously have no interest in the political process and no respect for politicians.   
In the middle of the last election campaign, the Premier - who is just another politician - flew to Kalgoorlie and 
told the people of Kalgoorlie that one vote, one value is off the scene in Western Australia.  He also gave them a 
guarantee that there will continue to be five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, that guarantee 
will not be enshrined in the Electoral Act, because the government and the Greens have refused to do so.  
Therefore, what people will need to ask in future, when Geoff Gallop gives them a guarantee, is “Thank you, Dr 
Gallop, but for how long is it going to last?  What is the duration of your guarantee?”  The word “guarantee” is 
important.  Dr Gallop and his wordsmiths know that the word “guarantee” has a particular connotation.  When 
the Premier gives a guarantee, we can believe it.   
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  Was he not in earlier times part of a government that offered government guarantees to 
certain selected people in this town? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  I am looking forward to a certain court case that might talk about that.  
However, I suspect the government will settle that case out of court, because it has already gone halfway towards 
doing that, in my humble judgment.  I suspect Mr Anderson will take off with a compensatory sum of money 
that has been given to him so that the government will not need to spend the rest of this term of government 
being dragged through the courts by some of its former mates from the good old days.   

I return to the Premier’s guarantee.  The Premier did not just say that he will keep five seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  He gave a guarantee that he will keep five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, 
that guarantee will last only until the numbers change in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It will then have only 
four seats.  The irony in all this is that the existing law provides for that anyway.  Prior to Dr Gallop’s guarantee 
about the Mining and Pastoral Region, that region would have lost one seat by virtue of the population trends, 
because that is what the Electoral Distribution Act provides for.  Dr Gallop told the people of Kalgoorlie that 
they will not lose a seat as a result of the numbers changing.  He gave them a guarantee that they will retain five 
seats.  However, this bill puts in place a formula that will get rid of one of those five seats as soon as the 
population diminishes; so the guarantee is not worth the paper it is written on.   

Earlier this morning Hon Peter Foss talked about the entrenchment provisions.  Hon Peter Foss has demonstrated 
without doubt the absurdity of legislating in the pressure cooker environment that we found ourselves in last 
night.  There are all sorts of reasons that we sat late last night, some of which are the result of a suggestion that I 
put to the Leader of the House that this legislation could be completed this week.  However, at two o’clock in the 
morning I was ready to say I did not care if we sat in this chamber for the next four weeks; we should sort out 
this issue.  The question of entrenchment is the most fundamental of the issues that we have been dealing with.  
It is strange.  Hon Chrissy Sharp seemed to think I was putting forward some inducement to the Greens because I 
happen to have a position of principle.  I do not like a number of the things that have been put into this 
legislation, and it is in my interests for changes to be made to those things with an ordinary majority, because 
after the next election we might win government and have an ordinary majority in this house, so we could get rid 
of all the rubbish that is in the legislation now with a one-seat majority.  I happen to believe that the electoral 
system is of such significance and importance that it should not be allowed to be changed unless there is an 
absolute majority.  On this occasion, because of circumstances that I will go into later, the government and the 
Greens have been able to secure an additional vote to give them an absolute majority.  Therefore, I accept that 
they are entitled to do what they have done; they will get no argument from me about that.  What will come out 
of this process of legislation is legitimate and proper.  However, I also have the view -  

Hon George Cash:  It is lawful; it is not necessarily legitimate and proper.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is legitimate in the context of the legitimacy of the process it has gone through.  
Whether it is proper is another question, but it certainly is lawful; the member is right.   

I would have thought that anybody who wants to change what this house has done should have to go through the 
same process; in other words, get an absolute majority.  That is why I moved my amendment about the 
entrenchment provision, even though it was not in my or the Liberal Party’s interests.  Some people in the 
Liberal Party did not want any entrenchment provision at all; they wanted us to take our chances at winning the 
next election and then fix it.  Some people have principles and did not go down that path.  Last night 
demonstrated one of the reasons that we needed more time to debate the legislation, and one of the reasons that 
the issues needed to be sorted out in advance.  I give the parliamentary secretary credit for doing what I thought 
was a pretty good job for a parliamentary secretary on a piece of legislation of this significance, except for that 
one issue.  I am not being critical of her.  Without being disrespectful, I could be highly critical of the people 
who gave her advice.  However, I tell the parliamentary secretary - although it probably will not happen much in 
the future - that when somebody of the intellectual capacity and legal understanding of Hon Peter Foss tells her 
that something is wrong, there is a pretty good chance that it is wrong and that instead of her saying, “Let’s just 
agree to differ, because my advice is different from yours”, she would be better placed to stop, close down the 
joint, sort out the issue and come back when it has been sorted out.  I know that there are hundreds of different 
legal opinions on all sorts of issues, including this one.  For every lawyer who provides one opinion, another one 
will provide the exact opposite opinion.  Other lawyers can be given a heap of money and they will provide a 
third opinion, and they will all say that they are right.  However, when we legislate and make law, as we are 
doing, we must be careful that we get it right.  Even I, as a layperson, understood that what the parliamentary 
secretary told us last night was not right.  The words she is putting in this bill are identical to those in the 
Electoral Distribution Act.  Those words in the Electoral Distribution Act are covered by the entrenchment 
provision of the Electoral Distribution Act.  The government has put those words into this legislation, but it has 
not put in an entrenchment provision so that it will be able to change those words without an absolute majority, 
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whereas at present it cannot.  The government has made it easier for future governments to change the electoral 
system without the need for an absolute majority.  I think that is a sad situation, although there might be a 
political advantage for my party in due course.  That ignores, of course, the reality of life that with eight seats 
going into the city and six coming out of the country, instead of our having to win four or five seats at the next 
election, we will probably have to win eight or 10.  That is why we are here.  It is blatant party political 
advantage for the Labor Party and the Greens.   

Last night I moved what I thought was a very innocuous amendment to the metropolitan regions.  Basically, the 
suggestion was that within the three metropolitan regions there should be, as near as practicable, the same 
number of Legislative Assembly seats - not approximately, but as far as is practically possible.  I thought that 
would have been accepted as a fair and reasonable proposition, but it was not.  What it has left me with is a deep 
and significant concern that the government has something in mind that we do not know about.  Just imagine 
how stupid it would be if all three regions of the metropolitan area had significantly different numbers of 
Legislative Assembly seats.  The government would then have to consider where it would start drawing lines on 
maps and who would be advantaged and disadvantaged.  The fact that the government would not accept that 
amendment makes me very suspicious.  That is the problem with this legislation.  A heap of new provisions have 
been brought in that cause me to be very suspicious indeed.  I add to that list the decision about the Perth 
metropolitan region boundary.  The government can change that boundary, ostensibly for planning purposes, and 
that amendment to the boundary can affect the Electoral Act without any need to amend the act.  Suspicious!  It 
is no wonder we get suspicious.   

I have been saying for as long as I can and will say for as long as I have the chance to do so that the existing 
electoral system is fundamentally fair to all Western Australians.  It does two things: first, it provides for a 
reasonable level of representation by members of Parliament to their constituents; and secondly, it provides the 
outcome that the party that receives the most votes becomes the government.  I have also said that if the current 
weighted voting system were to deliver governments that did not have the support of the majority of voters, I 
would not support that system.  That would be an unfair and improper system.  However, now we have the best 
of both worlds.  What the government will establish as a result of this bill is the worst of all worlds: a massive 
centralisation of members of Parliament in the city and a significant diminution of members of Parliament in the 
country, for no other reason than party political advantage.  It does nothing to advantage any citizen that I know 
of.  Can any member of this chamber tell me that he or she has been approached by anybody in the city who said, 
“We want more members of Parliament because we haven’t got enough”?  Can any member raise his or her hand 
and say that somebody said, “We need more members of Parliament in the city because I just can’t get to see my 
member”?  Recently I was talking to a class of kids at a school in my electorate and they did not raise their hands 
either when I asked a question like that.  However, I was not sure whether they understood the question or 
whether they had simply not been approached by anybody.  In this case I know what the answer is: nobody has 
approached any member.  However, countless people in country Western Australia have written to me, have put 
their money where their mouth is and have said that they do not want fewer members of Parliament as they do 
not have enough as it is.  The fundamental fairness of the existing system has been removed for blatant party 
political advantage.  I can foresee what will happen in the Labor Party now with eight new seats in the city: the 
Labor Party will probably win six or seven of them, and I can foresee the union heavyweights, the factional 
powerbrokers, all lining up to see who will get which seat.  They will not be able to wait until the redistribution 
is done to work out where they will be.  I can foresee Kevin Reynolds, that bloke with the braces and all the 
others, lining up and saying, “I can get my wife there and my girlfriend over here.  I can get so-and-so there and 
I can do this here; and if Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich behaves, she can stay where she is.”   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Get a life! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I can foresee it happening now.  They will be lining up.  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
made her preselection speech yesterday, along with Hon Graham Giffard.  Hon Jon Ford also made his 
preselection speech yesterday.  Is it not amazing that the first motion moved in this Parliament since the election 
was intended to give all the Labor Party members a chance to make their next preselection speeches?  It has been 
going on for four weeks - four weeks of preselection speeches to the union heavyweights who control their 
futures and their jobs.  They will be just salivating today.  Kevin and the boys might call a day off in celebration.  
Perhaps they can come down to Parliament House with their braces and announce a day off to celebrate.  This 
time, instead of taking over the Legislative Council, throwing everybody out and turning off the lights like they 
did last time we talked about these sorts of things, they can sit outside and have a big booze-up.  They will put on 
a barbecue or two at that edifice across the road.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Solidarity Park.  
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Some illegal structure over the road that should have been bulldozed when it was 
first put up.  Perhaps they will all march on Parliament House and have a public holiday today, to celebrate some 
more Labor Party stooges being elected to Parliament as a result of the Greens putting into the legislation a 
provision that gives the Labor Party eight more seats.  Just think of the wheeling and dealing that will be taking 
place as of today.  They will not celebrate tomorrow and take a day off, because they do not work on Saturday.  
It will probably have to be next Monday.  Why not make it a long weekend in perpetuity?  It can be called “One 
Vote, One Value Day”, just like Labour Day, and the coming Monday can be a holiday in perpetuity.  Perhaps 
Hon Geoff Gallop can legislate for a new public holiday - “One Vote, One Value Day”.  Let us entrench it in 
some kind of constitutional document, so that nobody can change it in the future.  Make it not just an absolute 
majority entrenchment, but a referendum entrenchment as well, so nobody can change it.   

Today is a day for celebration in the labour movement, particularly for those people who decide who the Labor 
Party members of Parliament will be, because a veritable feast has just arrived.  However, they also need to 
understand that country people will realise, as of this one vote, one value long weekend, that one vote, one value 
is no longer a threat but a reality.  They will see, come 26 February 2007, or subsequent to that when the new 
boundaries are drawn, that the area they thought used to be their electorate is now something vastly bigger, and 
the person who used to be their member of Parliament is no longer there.  The country people will pay out, but 
the trouble is that there will not be much left to pay out on.  Six of the seats will have gone, but there will be 
three people they can pay out on.  The member for Albany put up his hand to get rid of three of his colleagues in 
the South West Region, and will put up his hand to get rid of one upper house member in the South West 
Region.  He will have to tell his people that taking away four of their members of Parliament is in their best 
interest.  He has been elected to look after their best interests, and he says he knows that it is better for them to 
have fewer members of Parliament than more.  The member for Geraldton would have to tell his constituents 
that they did not need that many members of Parliament.  He would have to say that he knew what was best for 
them because his party had told him.  The member for Collie-Wellington is the only member of the Labor Party 
with the guts to defy his party. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  He is a good man.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is he?  He did not vote when the bill was on; he took off.  He did not have the guts 
to be in the chamber, but at least he had the guts to not put his hand up in favour of it.  I am not sure what the 
rules in the Labor Party are, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina).  You may be able to help me.  I am 
not sure what a member must do to legislation to get expelled.  I suspect a member can be expelled only if he or 
she votes against party policy.  If a member happens to be away on urgent parliamentary business or goes to 
some conference overseas that cannot possibly be got out of, and therefore the member cannot vote, that is 
probably okay. 
Hon Bill Stretch:  There is something in Hansard about what they did to Pam Beggs.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I talked about the spiritual spittoon in this place a few years ago.  I reckon that not 
being here is better than a member putting his hand up against the best interests of his constituents, but it is still 
not good enough.  If members really believe that this legislation is against the best interests of their constituents, 
they should get up in Parliament and say so, and vote accordingly.  The member for Collie-Wellington did not 
have the guts to do that.  However, I understand that when a motion was moved subsequent to this bill going 
through the Assembly, he said something to the effect that he did not support what was happening to his 
electorate.  I give him credit for that. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  He will get another chance when this legislation goes back to the other place, will he not? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  I have not mentioned the member for Mandurah, whose seat is the only other 
one in that part of the world that belongs to the Labor Party.  Those three members will have to tell their 
constituents that they put their hand up for a bill that is clearly against the interests of the people who put them 
into Parliament. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Surely you are not arguing for the continuation of the Mandurah situation. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If Mandurah is to go into the city, it should be put into the city.  The member should 
not argue with me about it, because I do not care what the government does.  The government has put in place an 
electoral system in which the country and the city are no different.  Whether Mandurah is in the city or not in the 
city does not make any difference, because all electorates will have the same number of voters.  That is what one 
vote, one value is all about.  The notion of what is city and what is not makes no difference any more.  

Even though their mates may be celebrating, Peter Watson, Shane Hill and Mick Murray should not be 
celebrating today because their seats may disappear and they may lose.  Those seats will get bigger, and they will 
move into territory which may not have so many Labor supporters  They might lose their seats.  Their seats are 
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now under greater threat than they were before yesterday.  Of course, there is a solution to all this.  The city will 
have eight extra seats.  If these government guys are any good, they might say that they will shift them from 
Albany, Geraldton and Collie-Wellington and give them a seat in the city - problem solved.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  Then noses will be put out. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly, someone will say that it is their territory and that they have their eye on it, 
and that Mick cannot have it.  A few other members of Parliament need to start thinking about their future as 
well.  I refer to John Bowler, Fred Riebeling, Tom Stephens and Carol Martin, all of whom at the last election 
said how wonderful it was that the government was prepared to quarantine and guarantee seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  It will not be very long before that guarantee expires and the number of seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region starts to diminish.  Those members who told their constituents at the last election that they 
should not worry because it was not an issue any more as the Premier had given his guarantee, will now have 
somehow or other to tell their constituents that the Premier did not actually mean what he said.  He only meant it 
for a short time.  I wonder what the people of that region will say about that.   

A couple of times I have compared this debate with a debate in 1997 on the industrial relations legislation.  
Again I repeat, in 1997 the Labor Party said that because of the nature of this chamber the then government 
could not do what it was doing.  The Labor Party said the membership of the chamber was fundamentally 
illegitimate and fundamentally improper.  Indeed, it was lawful because the legislation was passed.  The Labor 
Party said we could not do it from a moral perspective.  It said it was immoral to pass legislation by using the 
numbers before some members finished their term on 21 May.  It continually said it was immoral, it was 
improper and that we should not do it.  In speech after speech members said the same thing, yet, here we are in 
2005, and this government is doing exactly the same thing.  How is this not immoral when the industrial 
legislation in 1997 was immoral?  Is it because the government has changed its mind about what is moral and 
what is not; is it because it has a different attitude towards morality?  Is that the reason or is it that the 
government has seen an opportunity for party political advantage, which it has grabbed hold of with both hands, 
and jettisoned any notion of morality?  I suggest that members from the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) who 
were not here in 1997 drag out the Hansard and read the debates on the industrial relations legislation.  Then 
they can tell me that somehow or other the Labor Party has a certain consistency about its morality, because I 
believe it does not.   

There is another difference between then and now; that is, in 1997 the gallery was full of union thugs who 
screamed and made so much noise the chamber could not function.  They then had the lights turned off so 
nobody could see anything - it was pitch black and it was very dangerous.  The house had to be closed.  Those 
members who were not there then and are here now should be grateful they did not have that experience.  It 
demonstrated that if a rent-a-crowd is at a one’s disposal, the gallery can be filled, and that will put tremendous 
pressure on members who are seeking to do certain things.  It was the most intimidating experience I have had in 
my life.  It was extraordinarily intimidating for those female members of the Liberal Party who were physically 
jostled in the car park by union thugs and other rent-a-crowd people.   

One person has been in the gallery for the entire debate on this bill.  A lady rang me - I do not even know her - 
and said, “You have to fight this good fight.”  She has been the only one here.  Members opposite should not for 
one minute believe that because the gallery is not full there are not some very angry and unhappy people in 
Western Australia, particularly those who live in country Western Australia.  They are the people who cannot 
afford to get in a bus, truck or car and take two or three days off to sit in the Legislative Council chamber.  They 
cannot go on strike and take a few days off to sit in the gallery to demonstrate what they think.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  They’re too busy putting in their crop.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  Members opposite should not believe for one minute that the 
absence of people screaming their head off in the gallery in any way reflects the anger in regional Western 
Australia.   

The Australian Labor Party can celebrate today, but it needs to understand it has angered many seriously minded 
citizens in country Western Australia.  They will not forget the ALP members I have already mentioned.  Also, 
they will not forget Hon Kim Chance who, to his credit, stood and argued his case.  Hon John Ford had a fleeting 
attempt at it.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He thought better of it.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  Hon Adele Farina did not say anything.  I do not blame her because 
she is from the south west.  I think that the people of country Western Australia need to be made aware that these 
people who are their members, their so-called representatives, have sold them down the tube, particularly Hon 
Adele Farina, because she is a member for the South West Region which, as I said before, is the big loser. 
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Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Before the lunchbreak I was reminding the house that there are people in country 
Western Australia who will not forget some people in a hurry, and I mentioned some of those members of the 
Legislative Council who will be here beyond 21 May and who will, I hope, be reminded constantly over the next 
four years of the role they played in ensuring that country representation would be diminished.  Of course, I refer 
to the Leader of the House, Hon Kim Chance; Hon Adele Farina; and Hon Jon Ford, who made a very short 
speech in support of his position.  By interjection I said that it does not actually affect him, because his region is 
being quarantined, so it was all very well for him to say how wonderful this legislation is when he is being 
looked after.  However, he made that speech before I discovered that the Premier’s guarantee did not mean any 
more than I have described already.  Therefore, Hon Jon Ford will need to take into account the views he 
expressed and the way he voted. 
Of course, Hon Dee Margetts and Hon Robin Chapple are already on their way.  I have no doubt that the reason 
Hon Dee Margetts, in particular, is on her way is to a large extent her attitude towards one vote, one value in the 
Agricultural Region.  That region, which returned four out of five coalition members, clearly made its view 
known on this issue.  It was not quite so well known in the south west, unfortunately. 
I want to say a couple of things about the Liberal Party and the way in which it has been involved in this matter.  
I want to repeat what I have said before; that is, the Liberal Party made a serious mistake by disendorsing Hon 
Alan Cadby, not because of what has happened with this legislation but because he is a good member, and good 
members should not be disendorsed.  I do not have a problem if members who are not doing their job get 
disendorsed.  That is part of the political process, and we must have it; there is no question about that.  However, 
in my view, he is a good member.  He has certainly been a good member in this place.  I do not know much 
about what members do in their electorates, other than what I hear anecdotally, but I know what members do in 
the chamber and I know what sort of contribution they can make.  I believe the Liberal Party made a serious 
mistake in disendorsing him.  I add that the Liberal Party was informed by our former deputy leader, who was at 
the time the shadow Minister for Electoral Affairs, that what has transpired this week might well transpire if Hon 
Alan Cadby were to be disendorsed. His predictions have come to pass.  

The sad thing from my point of view is that I was not able to convince Hon Alan Cadby to vote against this bill.  
I am sad in the sense that I was unable to convince him of the merits of my argument, which I sought to do on a 
number of occasions.  I spent a lot of time trying to put across the message that the current system is fair, even 
though it is not mathematically perfect.  The current system reflects the nature of Western Australia that is 
unusual compared with the rest of Australia.  I am sad that I was unable to convince Hon Alan Cadby of the 
merit in my argument and that I was unable to convince him to change his views.  I hope that this episode will 
encourage those who make the decisions in the Liberal Party - the powerbrokers who run the party - to take into 
account the consequences of their actions before they decide to take action against a member.  They must 
understand that sometimes the consequences of disendorsing a member that they do not particularly want is 
much worse than putting up with that person.  That is what has happened on this occasion.  What worries me is 
that people in the Liberal Party will vilify Hon Alan Cadby.  I can understand that because they will blame him 
for the passing of this legislation.  I will not support that vilification, because after long conversations with Hon 
Alan Cadby I came to the conclusion that his view on this bill was based on a matter of principle, and not on 
revenge.  Regardless of his opinion of the bill, he could easily have voted against it simply to punish the Liberal 
Party.  In my discussions with him, I concluded that there was no way I could convince him of the merit of my 
argument because he believed in a fundamental principle and that belief could not be changed.  At the end of the 
day, I do not think that his decision was based on revenge; rather, it was based on his views about the issue.  I 
hope this has been a lesson for the Liberal Party.  It has to be careful that it does not treat people with contempt 
and as though they have no rights at all.  However, I clearly acknowledge that a political party has the right to 
disendorse any member it wishes to disendorse.  However, it should do so on the basis of performance, not on 
the basis of factional politics.   

I refer to the Liberal Party’s relationship with the Labor Party on this matter.  A number of comments have been 
made that the Liberal Party should have negotiated with the Labor Party.  I am one of those who believe that 
should been the case.  I put on the record that I met with the Minister for Electoral Affairs - very late in the 
piece, unfortunately - because I wanted to seek Labor Party support for some amendments that would have 
improved the circumstances of country Western Australia and the circumstances of the Liberal Party, which is 
what I am here to do.  I reached an understanding with the minister that if certain other things were to happen, 
we could make amendments to the legislation that, in my view, would have improved the bill from the point of 
view of country Western Australia.  Unfortunately, our party took the view that any negotiated arrangement with 
the Labor Party would have resulted in us having to vote for the third reading of this bill.  That would have been 
the outcome because support for the third reading was our only negotiating tool.  The view expressed, for which 
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I have sympathy, was that if we had voted for the third reading, some uninformed people, or those seeking to 
create a mischief, would have interpreted that as being support for the bill when, in fact, it would have been 
support for amendments that provided for the least worst option as opposed to any suggestion the Liberal Party 
might support one vote, one value.  So the party took the view that we should not make any arrangements with 
the Labor Party.  I understand the reasons, although I am disappointed because I thought the outcome of that 
negotiation might well have improved our prospects a little, particularly in country WA, from where fewer seats 
might have disappeared.  In the south west the Legislative Council might have remained as it is now as opposed 
to having one less member.  

In future, both the major parties should be a bit smarter and hold sensible discussions about issues such as 
electoral affairs.  Some aspects about the system that they need to talk about are in the interests of the major 
parties.  One of the problems that must be talked about, to which I have already alluded, is the way the 
Legislative Council has been structured since 1989.  As was predicted in 1989, the house has gradually reached a 
situation in which the minor parties hold the balance of power almost all the time.   

When I was Leader of the House - I do not know whether I have killed a Chinaman or smashed a mirror to have 
caused myself permanent bad luck - I became the leader of the coalition in the Legislative Council at about the 
same time that we lost control of the council for the first time in history.  Most of my predecessors on this side of 
politics had the luxury of making decisions in the Legislative Council when they knew the outcome.  It was a 
petty good arrangement.  I especially liked it when I first became a member, and there were about 27 Liberal-
National Party members and about eight or nine Labor Party members.  The outcome was always well known in 
advance.  However, I had to negotiate with the Greens and Democrat members and with the Labor Party.  As the 
Leader of the House will tell the house, it is pretty hard work trying to take into account the interests of the 
various parties when trying to reach a conclusion.  In these circumstances the conclusion is usually a consensus 
or a compromise position that, often, nobody wants.  Interestingly, in this debate nobody other than the minor 
party wanted the Legislative Council construction proposed in the amended bill.  The minor party was able to 
use its numbers to convince the government that it had to go along with that view in order to get the bigger 
picture delivered.  As major parties we need to discuss whether we want this situation to continue.  Another 
alliance could be formed in this chamber; namely, the Labor Party and the Liberal Party.  If they combined to 
vote on issues, an absolute majority would be achieved.  That must be thought about if we ever want to 
contemplate a change to the nature of the Legislative Council.  I am not altogether wedded to the view yet that 
we need to do that or that minor parties should not be represented here.  However, as time goes on and as debates 
such as this continue, I am heading very quickly towards the view that it is time we did not have any Greens in 
here.  They will be pleased to hear me say that!  The voting public also came to that conclusion at the last 
election by ensuring that their previous number of five members was reduced to two.   
Hon Bill Stretch:  Most of Western Australia is certainly well aware of that.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think Hon Bill Stretch is right; certainly country Western Australia will be aware 
of it after this bill is passed.  
As I said at the beginning, this is a sad day for country Western Australia.  No doubt the bill will pass the third 
reading with an absolute majority some time today.  This particular Friday - it is not Friday the thirteenth, but it 
might as well be - will be reflected in the history of Western Australian politics as a day on which a very 
dramatic change was made to the electoral system in our state.  It is a change that will favour the Labor Party in 
the short term at least.  This is a day when the electoral representation of country Western Australia has been 
severely diminished.  It is a day when the Liberal Party has to realise that if it wants to be successful and win 
government it has to win seats in the city.  The party now needs to develop policies that will be more city-centric 
if it is to be successful.  That is a tragedy for country Western Australia because the two major parties will 
concentrate nearly all their attention on winning a majority of seats in the city where, following the passage of 
this legislation, 42 out of 59 seats will be located.  There is a message for the Liberal Party; it has to recognise 
that things have changed.  There is no point in us burying our heads in the sand and complaining about it.  We 
need to work out how we can win under the new system.  That is the challenge for our side of politics.  As I said 
earlier, it will be harder to win the next election than it was before this legislation because of the way in which 
the boundaries will be drawn and the areas favouring the Labor Party will be increased, which will mean more 
Labor members of Parliament. 
If members were not already aware, I am vigorously opposed to this.  I have always been opposed to one vote, 
one value but not because it has not given us any advantage.  There is no advantage to the conservative parties 
with one vote, one value because the party that receives the most votes - apart from 1989 - wins government.  It 
does not advantage us in becoming the government at all.  This is not an argument based on Liberal Party self-
interest; it is an argument based on my firm belief that the existing system is fair.  I think fair is better than equal 
when it comes to the issues we have been talking about in this bill.  With those words I acknowledge the reality 
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of the circumstances.  Without wishing anyone any harm between now and when the vote on the third reading is 
taken, I would not be the slightest bit unhappy if someone did not turn up on the other side of the house for the 
vote.  Hope springs eternal in the human breast.  The government Whip has been very successful so far and I 
have no doubt he will be successful on this occasion unless something totally untoward occurs.  We can only 
hope that is the case. 
HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [2.17 pm]:  I support the third reading of the bill.  I also support the 
very significant changes that are taking place.  I will not canvass all the issues we canvassed during the second 
reading debate.  The Greens (WA) are of the view that the current malapportionment in Western Australia is 
indefensible, particularly in areas of regional Western Australia that are urban areas. 
The bill was changed significantly during the committee stage.  We have seen the insertion of the numerical 
formula for large-district allowances.  That kind of mechanism rests on a judgment about what is reasonable for 
weighting for these types of conditions.  The judgment about what is reasonable will always, to an extent, be 
arbitrary.  I hope that the weighting given is a reasonable one and that it will work in the long term.  However, 
one thing is quite definite: it is much more objective to have a mathematical formula that is applied throughout 
the state than to pass legislation that provides special exemptions and political guarantees for certain areas of the 
state.  The calculation of the large-district allowances ultimately rests on the principle of population numbers 
and, of course, will change over time depending on the demographics.  As the Leader of the Opposition has 
rightly pointed out, there is no longer a guarantee of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Under the 
new system, that will also apply to half of the seats in the Agricultural Region. 
During our next sitting week we will supplement that large-district allowance approach by creating two 
additional Legislative Assembly districts statewide in a bill that is to follow.   
The other major change was to create a model for this Legislative Council as a state senate.  In doing so the 
Greens (WA) have consulted with quite a few academic sources to provide a sound political system for Western 
Australia.  We have also listened to the concerns of country people.  We, like other members, but the Greens in 
particular, have been inundated with e-mails, letters and so forth from people in the country who are concerned 
about these changes, and that has been the case since the very beginning of this story under this Labor 
government in the beginning of 2001.  We have listened to those concerns and we have done something about 
them.  We have put in place something that, although I acknowledge it does not satisfy all of their concerns, 
certainly sees them end up in a far stronger position because of the policy position on electoral reform that has 
been adopted by the Greens (WA). 

In summary, the amendments we completed last night amended a bill that would have seen the Legislative 
Council return only 15 country members, but, instead, the Legislative Council will return 18 country members; 
that is, we have created three additional seats for the regions of Western Australia.  Moreover, as I have 
mentioned several times during the debate, if we had not maintained our position, it is most likely that the Labor 
government, if it had had the numbers on its own, would have implemented a very different system for the 
Legislative Council, which could have seen a purist application in this house of one vote, one value that could 
have resulted in the loss of up to eight seats from the country to the city based on the current constitution of this 
house, in addition to the changes that are happening in the Legislative Assembly.  We have based our views on a 
very strong grounding in this matter, with the simple logic that there are two houses in this Parliament and we 
should fully exploit the advantages provided by a bicameral system to ensure that our representation is as fair, 
equal and effective as possible in a range of different ways and considerations. 

The other very significant matter that we dealt with during the committee stage was to extend the entrenchment 
provisions.  The bill as introduced would have simply entrenched the principle of one vote, one value, 
notwithstanding the very important exception of the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

We saw early this morning, through the support of an entrenchment amendment by Hon Alan Cadby, that all 
those substantive characteristics of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 that were to be repealed were picked up 
again and re-entrenched.  We were very pleased to support that position.  Also, we made a very difficult policy 
decision early this morning about whether to accept the amendment from the opposition to entrench our state 
senate model and the large-district allowance provisions in that part of the bill.  I will spend a fair bit of my 
forthcoming leisure wondering whether that was the right decision.  Certainly, it was a decision made on a very 
significant amendment that appeared literally at midnight last night.  A decision was made in the circumstances 
of the early morning.  However, it was made with the philosophy that we did not want an extension of the 
entrenchment provisions to lock into place those aspects of the legislation that we have brought to the table; that 
is, the weighting provisions of the large-district allowance based on the Queensland model, and the six-by-six 
regional model in the Legislative Council.  We felt, and were reminded tirelessly by the Leader of the 
Opposition, that we were taking a position that was not the first choice of any of the other parties in this place.  
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Therefore, it was not really proper for us to attempt to entrench that for future Parliaments to be forced to accept.  
We are prepared to trust the judgments of future Parliaments and allow the future to take care of itself.  I suspect 
that, although this time around we have received very little public acknowledgment of either the large-district 
allowance or the state senate model, we will find that there will be a huge outcry if a future government attempts 
to alter either of those provisions.  At that stage, there will be recognition for the way the Greens (WA) have 
attempted to approach the implementation of electoral reform in Western Australia.  At every stage, the Greens’ 
approach to that reform sought sound and fair principles upon which to base our electoral system.  From there, 
we attempted to develop a system that can implement those principles in a practical way, and we consulted 
various academics who are political commentators along the way.  Only at that point did we do some modelling 
to see whether the proposals would have any dramatic effect on the way government is determined in Western 
Australia.  Of course we have done some modelling; of course we want to be aware that we are not entirely 
obliterating the Greens (WA), for example - we are not that foolish or idealistic as to not do some modelling.  
Having said that, we have adopted a position that has absolutely no electoral advantage for us at all, and may 
well see us further reduced in numbers in this place.  Every member in this place who has done the figures 
knows that very well.   

My view obviously may not be shared, but I think the people of Western Australia have been very fortunate to 
have the Greens (WA) in the balance of power at this time.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I am sure they will all say that.  You will probably get thousands of letters from your 
electorate saying how lucky they are.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  There are two ways of facing the awesome responsibility of holding the balance of 
power.  One is the pork-barrelling approach.  There have been innumerable examples of that in the federal 
Senate.  For example, Senator Harradine was somewhat famous or infamous, depending on one’s perspective, 
for the number of perks that he was able to achieve for Tasmania, simply because he held the balance of power.  
His approach was to seek the advantage for the seat that he represented.  The other approach which can be taken 
and which we have done our best to take is to accept that, just as the government governs for the whole state, the 
Greens hold the balance of power for the whole state and for all the people of this wide land area.  Therefore, we 
have tried to take a position that is based not on a sectarian approach but on a holistic approach of what we think 
is the most fair for the most people.  This legislation could have been very different if a different perspective had 
been at work in the balance of power at this time.   

There are quite a lot of people whom I would like to thank for their support or whose position I would like to 
mention in one way or another.  In particular, I acknowledge the assistance and advice that we received from Dr 
Harry Phillips, Parliamentary Fellow and Adjunct Associate Professor of Edith Cowan University.  I also 
acknowledge Professor Greg Craven from the John Curtin Institute of Public Policy and Mr Alex Gardner, senior 
lecturer at the law school of the University of Western Australia.  I seek leave to table the written advice that 
those three academics provided to the Greens during the course of our consideration of amendments.   

Leave granted.  [See paper 335.]   

Hon Barbara Scott:  Has that been done with their knowledge?   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Yes.  I also thank the Independent members of this place who offered us a very 
small amount of support during the voting on amendments.  In particular, I acknowledge the way in which 
Independent member Hon Alan Cadby approached his role in providing the constitutional majority for the 
passage of this legislation.  I have really enjoyed getting to know the honourable member over this time.  I feel in 
many ways that I have seen in his dilemmas and conversations on this legislation a reflection of our position, not 
necessarily in the issues on which he has had to ponder but in taking the approach of being very concerned about 
coming up with something that he feels will be fair to all Western Australians.  The member has lived up to the 
words of the Lord’s Prayer we hear each day Parliament sits that members shall give honour, wisdom and 
integrity to the task we perform. 

I acknowledge also the way the parliamentary secretary has taken us through this debate and offer her my 
sympathy for having to sit through so many gruelling debates about very detailed, technical aspects of the bill.  I 
put on the record also the respect I have for the Attorney General, Hon Jim McGinty.  Mr McGinty has been 
very good to work with.  He is an excellent negotiator, which is evidenced by the fact that he will finally achieve 
what is perhaps the principal objective of his political career.  I admire the passion with which he has held that 
objective.  I can trust his word.  When he has provided me with information or made a decision, he has stuck to it 
at all times, and I respect that greatly. 

I understand that this has been an agonising debate for the National Party and I truly wish that were not the case.  
It is a pity that the National Party chose to sit on its hands, particularly once the second reading debate was 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 6 May 2005] 

 p1462b-1484a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Deputy President; Hon Murray 

Criddle; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Ray Halligan 

 [17] 

passed, and did not play a more active role in amending the legislation, at least during the committee stage.  The 
National Party could have enlisted support and added some useful innovations to the bill.  Although we did not 
need the National Party’s support to make up the numbers, I was disappointed that it chose to not support our 
amendment to insert the six-member, six-region model.  That provision of the bill, as I have already pointed out, 
provides for three additional country members in this place.  For the life of me I cannot understand why the 
National Party chose not to support that amendment.  I think that was a mistake, but I am sure Hon Murray 
Criddle will explain his reasons for not supporting it when he speaks in a moment. 

As for the Liberal Party, I have had enough of it.  As members know, I have probably only one more week left to 
serve in this house.  It was with very mixed views that I decided to stand down.  The debate we had on this bill 
has reinforced my opinion about all the things that are wrong with politics.  I ponder at night about the continual 
disingenuous of opposition members who aggressively take a public position, of which we know they do not 
believe in a lot, if not most, of the detail.  I cannot understand how a member of Parliament could do that.  That 
they would give no credit anywhere but just seek at every moment not to put their genuine position and take the 
most politically damaging approach has been an eye-opener for me.  What has happened this week - in one of 
my last weeks in politics - has taught me more about politics than all of the previous years put together.  I am 
sure I will not forget about it for a very long time.  That can be contrasted with the behaviour of the members of 
the government with whom I have dealt on this matter; I have already mentioned some of those members.   

I cannot finish without acknowledging my colleagues in the Greens (WA), in particular Hon Robin Chapple.  
Hon Robin Chapple and I have been a team on this matter for a long time.  We make a great team, because we 
are so totally different.  Members would know about Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus and all that 
sort of thing.  Hon Robin Chapple and I personify that in many different ways.  He is the engineer and I am the 
philosopher, and together we have been better than either one of us would have been on our own.  Hon Robin 
Chapple has been great to work with, and I thank him for that.  I also thank my new colleague, Hon Lynn 
MacLaren; Hon Dee Margetts, who has had significant input on this issue over many years; and last, but 
absolutely not least, Hon Giz Watson.  I have great respect for Hon Giz Watson’s position on the amendments to 
which I have been referring, because, as I have pointed out, she will suffer a very real political disadvantage 
from what we have done, yet she has been rock solid in her support because she has respected the principles 
according to which we have worked.   

This is perhaps an appropriate time to mention briefly, because this is the third reading of the bill, and it is now 
most likely, if the eighteenth vote is provided, that the bill will go through, that this bill will not work without 
significant resourcing by the government.  I hope the government will comment on that matter before we 
conclude debate on the bill today.  What I would like to hear from the parliamentary secretary is: how does the 
government intend to resource this legislation; will there be a significant appropriation for the implementation of 
a new resource package for members of this place; and will the government affirm that all Western Australians 
deserve access to their political representatives regardless of their proximity to population centres?  We hope the 
government will request, or set up, an independent body such as the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to 
examine the structure of the new system and provide independent advice to government about what will be 
required to provide all members with the support they need to provide real access to all the people in their 
electorates.  One of the matters the government should consider is telecommunications facilities.  For example, 
all electorate offices should have broadband Internet access.  More electorate offices should be provided, where 
appropriate, particularly in large regions.  It will probably be necessary to give all electorate offices additional 
staffing.  The travel allowances for members should be extended, and travel allowances should be provided for 
the staff of members so that if a member is unable to attend a community meeting or function, the member’s 
staff can, where appropriate, and under appropriate guidelines, represent that member.   

We would like to see also the establishment of shared electorate service centres in non-metropolitan regional 
centres; that is, electorate offices that belong to the electorate rather than the member.  In every large or relevant 
geographic location, there could be a shared office that could be used by all members who service the electorate 
to meet with constituents and do videoconferencing, and by the electorate staff to provide members of the public 
with information about parliamentary inquiries, standing committees and anything that is relevant to the 
parliamentary process.  Furthermore, none of these kinds of provisions should be restricted to those seats that 
reach the threshold of the large-district allowance; that is, the seats of more than 100 000 kilometres in area.  The 
large-district allowance mechanism was designed to achieve a fair system of vote weighting.  It should not be 
used as a criterion for resourcing electorate offices.  Even some of the metropolitan seats in the upper house may 
require additional resources, so I do not think the government should try to do this on the cheap by looking only 
at those seven electorates and giving them extra resources.  At this point, I put in a plug for members of the 
South West and Agricultural Regions, who will need more resources.  There is no doubt about it.  I hope that the 
government will commit to that today and will give us some indication of its approach, and that we see some 
money on the table in the very near future.   
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In the last few weeks of my being a member of the Legislative Council, I have thought about the beginning of 
my political career eight years ago, and I know that I would never have chosen to finish it by being involved in 
the implementation of one vote, one value in Western Australia.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  This is the third reading debate and members are 
meant to be talking to the bill as it has emerged from the committee stage.  I do not want to restrict the member 
in making particular comments because she is a retiring member, but there will be an opportunity in a week to 
deal with matters other than this bill.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President; point taken.  I am sure that I will continue those 
remarks in the very near future if I have the opportunity to give a valedictory speech.   

The reason I was going down that path is that I wanted to share with other members at the end of the third 
reading debate that this has been a really hard bill to deal with.  It has been a hard one for all of us, wherever we 
sit and whatever electorate we represent.  This bill goes to the heart of power relations in the Parliament, and to 
the very deserved sense of disadvantage that country people and I, as a country member who lives in the country, 
feel in very many ways.  It has been a really hard one to deal with.  My party colleagues and I have, at every step 
of this process over the past four years, done our utmost to do that to the best of our abilities.  With that, I 
support the third reading of the bill.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.49 pm]:  We have before us a bill that is vastly changed from 
the one that was brought into the Parliament as the One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  It has emerged now as the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005.  We have had a very wide and in-depth debate, which is a credit to 
members of this house.  There has not been a great repetition in the debate and we have had a clear 
understanding of every member’s position.   

Before I continue, I acknowledge Wendy Duncan, the President of the National Party, and Jane McMeikan, one 
of my running mates, both of whom ran for a seat in the last election.  I mentioned to the President earlier that 
they would be coming into the Parliament and it is good to see them in the President’s Gallery.  I rarely have a 
colleague in the chamber, so it is good to see them here. 

I also point out right from the beginning of this bill that I have not had a great call for its implementation from 
the people of Western Australia.  I have heard the government talking about it from the party point of view.  The 
previous one vote, one value bill of 2001 was lost in the government’s approach to the High Court and, of 
course, lapsed.  The structure of the house, however, has remained the same since that debate.  The same 
members are in this place, the only difference being that one member has become an Independent.  I understand 
that the Independent member has changed his view of the legislation.  We know the initial outcome of the bill 
from the second reading debate but we will not know the final outcome until the vote is taken on the third 
reading.  Obviously I do not support the bill in its current form.  Hon Chrissy Sharp made some remarks about 
the National Party and the reasons it may have gone along with maintaining the status quo. 

The best way I could express those reasons is by saying that the amendments to the electoral legislation are 
regarded as indicative that the current electoral system is broken when, in fact, there is no indication of that at 
all.  From the view of the people I talk to, there is fairness in the current electoral arrangements.  Both sides of 
the house have governed under this electoral structure and it has been regarded as fair by the people who have 
voted under it.  I have not received a call from anybody in the city along the line that it is not fair.  The National 
Party’s beliefs have been strengthened by the fact that the Country Alliance spent about $400 000 defending the 
current electoral arrangements.  I say to Hon Chrissy Sharp that the National Party members have spoken to the 
lay party members and have, through information and feedback, well and truly received the message that they 
are quite happy with the status quo.  That is why we have argued to retain the status quo.  Hon Chrissy Sharp 
mentioned that there will now be 18 members of the Legislative Council representing the country and 18 
representing the city.  That will not at all alter the city-country balance.  There are currently 17 members in each 
area, which will now increase to 18.  I cannot understand Hon Chrissy Sharp’s argument about that.  She has said 
that it may well help the Agricultural and South West Regions, particularly the Agricultural Region.  In the 
circumstances that arose in debate on the previous bill in 2001, Hon John Fischer mentioned that at the last 
election the Greens (WA) had a member in the south west elected with support from the National Party.  In fact, 
we as a chamber are sitting in this place as a result of the election prior to the 2005 election.  Hon John Fischer 
himself has admitted that the One Nation party, as it was then, was responsible for putting the Labor Party in 
power.  He was actually arguing a point that was totally irrelevant to the debate on this bill.  Hon Chrissy Sharp 
mentioned that this new bill may well be of advantage to the representation of the National Party.  In fact, the 
Agricultural Region will decrease from seven seats to four seats.  The National Party currently holds five seats in 
that area.  As compensation for that, this new bill will put one more member in the Agricultural Region in the 
upper house.  We may win another seat in the upper house and we may not, but I am not talking about the 
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National Party, but about country representation.  In the Agricultural Region, there will be 10 members instead 
of 12, and in the South West Region, there will be 14 instead of the current 18.  Surely, there is a huge imbalance 
there.  The fact of the matter is that, in party rooms and in cabinet, the group that is fewer in numbers does not 
get the same attention.  The country, with 17 members now instead of 42, will suffer.  That is a reality in all 
negotiations, and members do not need me to tell them that.  That is the way the unions operate; they get their 
members out there and make it happen, as a result of the various methods they use.  I do not quite follow the 
logic that, in some way, because we are losing numbers in the country we will gain some recognition.  In fact, 
the reverse is the case.   

I will not go on forever, because I understand other members wish to speak in this debate.  I moved both the 
amendments during the committee stage in relation to the Agricultural Region and the South West Region.  I 
initially raised the issue of the funding arrangements that would be required to put extra members into the 
country under the six-by-six plan.  I believed that it would cost more money.  Because of the breadth of the 
ruling that was made in this house, the President decided that that could happen, and I accept his decision.  He is 
the Presiding Officer and that is his right, but it will be very interesting to see what happens in the debate when 
the bill goes to the other place, because the President, in his ruling, pointed out that the understanding they have 
in that place about appropriations coming from the upper house is a very narrow one.  I will listen with interest 
to the outcome of the debate in the other place when the bill goes back, on the funding to put in place the six-by-
six arrangements.  I will be watching to see whether that is allowed to happen.  We spoke at length about the 
entrenchment clauses last night, and I had some real concerns about that.  Those concerns have been expressed 
by other members, and I will not go into that issue any further other than to say that I had some concerns.  They 
have been raised, and I do not wish to go on about them.   

The other issue I fail to grasp is that of the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The Premier said there 
would be five lower house seats in that region - he guaranteed it, but it was not put in the bill.  I fail to see why 
that figure was not put in the bill.  We went into this in depth last night, and I could go on forever, but it seems to 
me that the Premier was saying that the government intended to maintain the five seats, and that he would 
guarantee it.  If all those words mean anything at all, the number five would have been included in the legislation 
as it appears before us in the third reading debate.  I have some real issues about that.   

In her remarks, Hon Christine Sharp said that the Greens (WA) came into this place mainly on environmental 
and similar issues, and that the one vote, one value legislation was not part of their thinking in those early stages.  
However, it was put upon them, and they have played a very vital role in this legislation.  There is a Greens 
member in the Agricultural Region, along with the Leader of the House and Hon Bruce Donaldson.  I get the 
same messages that I presume they would have got from the electorate.  Everywhere I have gone in the past 
week or so, the lobbying to maintain the status quo has intensified.  I would have thought that members from 
those electorates had a responsibility to reflect that in Parliament.  I have done that on many occasions.  

The arrangement that has been put in place in the Mining and Pastoral Region is another issue.  I will watch with 
interest to see how long the five seats will be maintained in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Hon Norman 
Moore has made the point many times.  This bill is all about putting eight new seats into the city and taking six 
seats out of the country.  Of course, the upper house will have one extra seat, but representation will suffer 
dramatically.  In party rooms, cabinet and other places where numbers are needed to reflect the fact that 
infrastructure needs to be built in the country, there will not be the numbers.  Members must bear in mind that 
country Western Australia comprises the wealth-producing areas of the state.  We have been through the issue of 
schools, aged-care facilities, health-care facilities, ports and all the infrastructure that needs to be supplied to 
those areas.  Country Western Australia needs a strong voice.  I have no doubt that members in those areas will 
strongly reflect the views of their constituents, but numbers are necessary to carry the day.  I believe that with 
this bill we have dealt ourselves a serious blow by not having the numbers available to us.  We have been trying 
to fix something that is not broken.  There is the issue of fairness.  People in the country need to be recognised 
for their work and their productivity for the state.  I will therefore be opposing the third reading, and I encourage 
other members of the house to reflect on some of the words I have spoken. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Before I call on Hon Paddy Embry I indicate that at present the time clocks 
above the doors are not working.  I have in place a very effective timing system that has the member recorded at 
45 minutes at the moment.  I will let the member know if he exceeds it. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [3.04 pm]:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I can assure you and 
members of the house that I will not be needing 45 minutes, but if I have to rely on your timepiece, I will do so.   

There is a range of issues, so it is difficult to know where to start, but perhaps I might start by referring to part of 
the inaugural speech that I made when I came into this place nearly four years ago.  I said that federal politics 
were all about the interests of the people who live in Sydney and Melbourne versus the rest of Australia and that 
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state politics was all about the interests of the people who live in the metropolitan area versus the interests of 
people who live outside it.  In those seemingly sometimes short yet sometimes long four years, I have seen 
nothing to give me even the faintest suspicion that I was wrong when I made that statement in my inaugural 
speech.  In the last speech that Hon Peter Foss made this morning he spoke about the scientific view, which 
really struck a chord with me.  I would like to change the scientific view to the theory.  There is always the battle 
between theory and practice, but the saying is that the proof of the pudding is in the eating.  We can put into the 
pudding or the cake all the theory and ingredients we like, but it is how it tastes that matters.  The proof is in the 
eating.  That is the proof.   

I have a first cousin who was born, went to school and achieved his first degree in chemistry in Sydney.  He won 
a scholarship to Cambridge University where he completed his PhD.  At the time Professor Bayliss held the chair 
of chemistry in this state.  He remarked to my father that it was considered in the field of chemistry that my 
cousin’s thesis for his PhD was the most outstanding thesis that the world had seen.  I will use him as an example 
of theory versus practice.  We were living in France and David visited us for Christmas.  In those days he was a 
bachelor and our home was open to many members of the family who lived in this part of the world.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Paddy Embry, I do not want to disturb your train of thought, but I 
assume you will relate these comments to the third reading stage of the bill that emerged from committee.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

Apparently in their very old rooms in Cambridge one of the tricks the scientists used to let their guests in was to 
throw a walnut at the window and, of course, the walnut would shatter.  That was the theory.  My cousin did this 
in the house in France where we lived and it was the window that shattered.  He was probably the most brilliant 
chemistry student that the world had seen at that stage.  There is a difference between the theory and the practice.  
It was a very cold Christmas.  There was snow all over the ground and there was no way of replacing this 
window.  My mother’s favourite nephew went down a little bit in the ranking.   

One vote, one value is a theory of fair representation.  Like any theory, people can argue it logically and 
members certainly have.  But the proof of the pudding of that theory is in the eating.  Sadly, we have heard the 
argument that country people already complain about the lack of services, so really this bill will not make any 
difference to them.  They already have bad services, so what does it matter if the electoral system changes?  The 
point is those services will get worse.  There is absolutely no question about that.  One of the problems with 
democracy is determining how a fair result can be achieved.  It is the fair result that is important.  In his speech, 
Hon Peter Foss made some very important comments on entrenchment.  I believe entrenchment guarantees a 
degree of fairness.  Hon Norman Moore said it would prevent the Liberals when in due course - hopefully it will 
not be as long as Hon Chrissy Sharp hopes - they once again become the government of this state - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Not in a hurry, I hope.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I would not count on that.   

The provisions would be a safeguard against Hon Norman Moore’s party doing the same sort of theoretical 
exercise that we have seen in the course of this debate.   
One of the things that saddens me about what goes on in this place is the brilliant speakers who speak wonderful 
logic.  Having listened to some of them, I find it soul destroying, to try to do the same thing.  I am not in any 
way trying to say that as a speaker, I am of the same calibre as some members of this house.  However, we put 
our hearts and souls into it.  We produce good information, and we know at the same time that it will not make 
the slightest difference, because our system of democracy does not produce what is fair; it produces what is 
politically expedient or for a political party’s advantage.  That is what it is about.  Out in voting land people ask 
me about it, and I say that this is the pantomime, the circus, of our democracy.  It saddens me to say that. 
Hon Norman Moore spoke about the advantages of having just two parties making the decisions.  More often 
than not I agree with what Hon Norman Moore says in this place, but I certainly cannot agree with that.  If the 
two major parties were doing their jobs properly, there would not be other parties.  There has been a lot of 
criticism of the One Nation party - the party of which I was a member when I was elected to this place.  Some of 
the criticism is justified, but most of it is not.  That party came into being because of the unfair results that our 
system was producing.  I see a huge challenge for the government.  The government has got its own way; it has 
got one vote, one value.  Now the government has an absolutely huge responsibility to do in the immediate 
future what has never been done in recent times; that is, it must produce fairness.  I will give the house an 
example.  I have spoken in this chamber of the little school in the area that I come from.  It is a government 
school, and it had to pay part of the salary of a teacher.  I brought that to the attention of this chamber twice, but 
the situation continued.  Fairness does not come out of this place - hopefully, it does sometimes.  I look forward 
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to seeing it happen for the very first time.  It saddens me; it really does.  I could give many examples.  I do not 
know what else I can say.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Not much. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Point taken.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have covered it really well. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I thank the minister.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  It is a limited debate anyway.  I am not referring to Hon 
Paddy Embry; I say this for the benefit of other members who will speak.  The third reading debate is very 
narrow.  We are meant to talk about the bill as it emerged from the committee, not about the theory of one vote, 
one value, so to speak, in a very general sense.  Hon Paddy Embry is quite right. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Have I been ticked off? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  No, I am not referring to Hon Paddy Embry.  I am using this as an example so 
that other members will focus their remarks on the very narrow debate that the third reading is.  Nobody could 
technically speak at great length on the third reading - unless it was Hon Peter Foss or Hon Norman Moore - 
because there is a need to focus on the elements that comprise the bill as it came out of the committee stage.  We 
will all have to get used to that.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I remind Hon Norman Moore and the Liberal Party that it is not so many years ago that 
our national government was the Country Party - the name might have been slightly different; it changed two or 
three times.  I am not a historian.  However, just before the Second World War, the Liberal Party was born out of 
a necessity.  A necessity arose and it was born.  Times change.  When Hon Norman Moore said that he was not 
recommending it but he wondered about a coalition between the Labor Party and the Liberal Party, I was really 
horrified.  Diversity is richness.   

I thank members for their time.  In closing, I ask country members - Hon Adele Farina, Hon Christine Sharp and 
a number of others - to have one last serious think about this issue, because it is not too late for them to change 
their minds.  They were primarily elected to represent the interests of the people in their electorates.  If they vote 
in favour of this bill, they will be doing 100 per cent the exact opposite.  I have made it quite clear; I will not 
vote in favour of this bill.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [3.15 pm]:  The Liberal Party has made it quite clear that it 
opposes this legislation and has already stated that it will oppose the third reading.  The bill was altered 
significantly during its passage through the committee stage, as members of the house are aware.  We have seen 
various versions of, for example, the number of Legislative Council members for the different regions.  We have 
seen a couple of different versions, none of which has appealed to the Liberal Party.  We want the status quo 
maintained, which is what we argued during the committee stage.  We continue to hold that view for all the 
reasons that have been outlined.  Now that the bill has emerged from the committee stage with a system that 
proposes to have six councillors drawn from six regions, the road ahead is uncertain.  It could lead to minimal 
change in due course, or it could lead to radical change.  Time will tell, and then I and anyone else who is 
interested can reflect on what I have said today.   

It has been put to me - I am sure this proposition has exercised the minds of others - that six by six, as it has 
colloquially come to be known, is not really different from the system we have at the moment.  People have gone 
through the exercise of taking the voting figures from 26 February 2005 and applying them notionally to the new 
system and pointing out that we would end up with X amount of seats.  Members have authoritatively pointed 
out the 18-16 numerical balance of the house - the government and the Greens (WA) representing the 18 and the 
combined parties that oppose the government representing the 16 - and have stated that if the 26 February 
election had been held under a six-by-six system, the result would have been 19-17 instead of 18-16.  That is, the 
dynamics would have basically been the same.  Either side of the house as it presents today would simply be 
boosted by one member.  The same dynamics would apply in the sense that the larger group with responsibility 
to form government would produce a President from its number, which would reduce its number on the floor by 
one, thus the current situation notionally of 17 members on one side of the house and 16 members on the other 
would simply be 18 on one side and 17 on the other.  The government would have a majority, notionally, of one 
but not an absolute majority, unless, occasionally, someone from this side joined members opposite.  I am sure 
that you, Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), like other members, have heard those propositions.  
Similarly, an exercise has been done on the back of an envelope, based on the figures of 2001 or even of 1996.  
Notionally, the result is the figures I have just outlined.  People have an incredible gut feeling that they can 
produce the result from figures they sketch on the back of an envelope.  I predict that some dramatically different 
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results could emerge because we do not know where the new regions will be or what areas they will take in.  It is 
not enough to say that the South Metropolitan Region of 26 February 2005, for example, will be the same in 
2009.  We know it will be a larger region but we do not know how it will change.  

We might find that the government’s predictions for, say, the East Metropolitan Region will be dramatically 
different from the new boundaries of the East Metropolitan Region.  For example, if the South Metropolitan 
Region is expanded to take in Serpentine-Jarrahdale and parts of Mandurah, it will be quite different from the 
South Metropolitan Region if it is extended to take in parts of Kenwick, Belmont, Maddington and Gosnells.  
Time will tell.  

This uncertainty weighs very heavily on the minds of members and, I think, quite often more on Assembly 
members.  That has found expression in the strength of feeling that has come across during the debate.  Members 
do not get emotional only when the sitting hours are extended and everyone gets tired and rattled and ratty 
around the edges.  A lot of emotion is also attached to debates.  Strong comments have been sent from one side 
of the house to the other.  They are received by members in this house who have responsibility for determining 
how they will vote on the legislation and who are under great pressure from various groups outside the house 
they are trying to represent.  Those groups might include the parent party that supports them, groups of 
constituents or other stakeholders in the whole exercise.  

During the second reading debate, I referred members back to the debate of 1947 and 1910 and read through the 
headings in the index to the Hansard of 1910.  They began “Bill Introduced” - so far so good - “Point of Order”, 
“Dissent”, “Disorder”, “Member Suspended”, “Chairman Leaves Chair”, “Dissent Against Ruling”, “Further 
Disorder”, “More Members Ejected”.  

Hon Adele Farina interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not think we did.  Unfortunately, not enough of that kind of behaviour occurred 
to make it quite as entertaining as it might have been.  Nonetheless, quite a bit of strong spirit was shown.  In her 
most recent remarks, Hon Chrissy Sharp said that she would be very glad when she does not have to deal with 
the awful Liberals on this side of the chamber, who do not want to sit around in a circle, join hands and pass the 
peace pipe or some other paraphernalia.  She said that is blooming awful and all our fault.  I have some empathy 
with and understanding of what Hon Chrissy Sharp meant by those remarks.  We will find in another week or 
two that when we come to the end of the term for retiring members, relations will be more cordial and more 
productive.  However, we are not at that point now.  We are at the third reading of a bill that is the product of an 
unholy alliance between the government and its supporters in the green movement who have seized the 
opportunity to try to change Western Australia’s electoral system to suit themselves.  By definition, not only are 
the Liberal Party and others outraged by that, but also they are directly attacked by it.  That is why there is a 
strength of feeling about these matters.  It is not a personal thing; I hope it can remain something above a 
personal conflict.  It tends to become personal because it touches directly on members and the interests they are 
sworn to represent. 

As it has emerged, the bill has provided a sense of deja vu in the electoral system.  We do not have to revisit the 
1910 debate that I quoted earlier - when they had a lot more fun, at least in the Assembly, with members being 
thrown out of the chamber - but we have a throwback to 1987, which was the last time the ALP was successful 
in rigging the electoral system to suit itself for the following few elections.  It was referred to as an era that 
brought in the Burke gerrymander.  The product of that was proved in February 1989 when, for the one and only 
time in Western Australia’s political history, a coalition of parties won the majority of the vote across the state 
but not sufficient seats to win government.  I believe the coalition won 52.9 per cent of the vote but not enough 
seats to win government.  That is what it was all about.  The more we look at the prospect of this situation, the 
more we can see an identical situation being set up for 2009.  It means that those who wish to challenge the 
government for the Treasury bench - I refer to my colleagues and me - will have to redouble our efforts to 
combat the additional impediment that has been cast in our way.  It is a challenge that we will rise to.  In due 
course, we will prevail.  As one of our longest-serving members who is about to retire, Hon Bill Stretch, is wont 
to say, the one thing that people need to understand in this place is that, no matter whose political fortunes may 
be seen to be up or down or how strongly they may be seen to be up or down, sooner or later all governments 
come and go.  All that is in the future.  That will tempt optimism, resolve and the ability to appeal to the broader 
electorate in due course.  For now, we are left with this bill, what it is intended to do, and the content of the 
debate that we have had thrust upon us at all hours of the day and night as the government seeks to cover up 
what it is really about.  Members opposite know what it is about as well as we do. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Electoral fairness. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Members opposite pretend it is about electoral fairness and that it is purely 
coincidental that it will also favour the government, particularly in the Assembly districts.  When all those 
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factors are combined - the serious stakes, the way such matters directly and harshly touch upon members and the 
emotions that have been stirred on both sides of the house - it is not surprising that Hon Chrissy Sharp felt a little 
affronted by how rude we have been in opposing her and questioning the motives of the Greens (WA) and the 
government; however, when one contrasts that with the emotions and the behaviour that was exhibited in 1910, it 
is, as I think David Niven said in his autobiography, like the twittering of very small birds compared with the 
sound and fury that has been exhibited on other occasions. 

I think I have indicated, perhaps without meaning to, that I want to look ahead to see what will happen next.  I 
think I know what the immediate future of this bill will be.  At least I have had the opportunity to have my say.  
One thing we still have in this house is the capacity for members to participate, which is something that is not 
always available to members in another place.  With those words, which I am sure have now convinced the 
Greens and any wavering Independents that they probably should vote against the bill after all - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It certainly brought a tear to my eye. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The afternoon has not been a total loss then.  Bearing all that in mind, I am absolutely 
fed up with this bill, so Hon Chrissy Sharp is not the only person who is fed up to the back teeth with some of 
the things that have occurred in this house.  If she has her way temporarily, good luck to her, but as the people of 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder have already found out during the course of this debate, after putting their trust in the Gallop 
government, it will turn into a crocodile and turn around and bite them.  After Dr Gallop’s guarantee to the 
people - 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You would have to count your fingers after shaking hands with him. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I would not have to count very far.  That is a good analogy by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  
After crocodile Gallop turned on the people of Kalgoorlie, having said that he would guarantee them their five 
seats, they may have found that a few of their fingers had been bitten off.  That has happened to the people in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, and they are upset.  It has also upset people who represent that region, such as Hon 
Norman Moore, who cares about their representation, and Hon John Fischer.  Other members in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region think it is a joke, but in the same way - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  If the Minister for Education and Training and the Leader of the 
Opposition want to have a discussion, they can go outside, because other members want to speak and be heard in 
relative silence.  The invitation is there.  I will ring the bells if there is a vote. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I thought a few members were going to take us 
back to 1910, but, disappointingly, that is not going to happen, although I suspect plenty more bunfights on this 
issue will be had.  Some members who represent the Mining and Pastoral Region are concerned about the lie that 
was dished up to them on the eve of the state election.  Immediately after the election, the Australian Labor Party 
failed to honour the guarantee it had made.  The Greens might be feeling quite comfy about their arrangement 
with the ALP, and they might be feeling comfy about how wonderful it has been to work with Hon Jim McGinty 
and how they trust him.  The Greens might feel it is wonderful to cook up deals in the backroom with the ALP, 
which is unlike dealing with the Liberals.  I wonder how long it will be beyond the third reading stage that the 
Greens (WA) will find themselves dudded.  I wonder what they will say about it then.  Perhaps they will come 
crying to the awful Liberals in the upper house and say, “Look at how we’ve been dudded by this monster we 
thought we could trust.  Having used our votes, it has turned around and shuffled us off, having paid lip-service 
to the guarantees given.”  I have no desire to delay the wretched subject any more - it is been done to death.  I 
oppose the bill. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.36 pm]:  I oppose the third reading of this bill.  I will refer 
members to the second reading speech to outline what we have been debating, and to explain why members 
should not agree to the bill’s third reading.  The second reading speech includes, in part, the following - 

Only malapportionment, the denial of equality of voting - that is, one vote, one value - remains today as 
an obstacle to accompanying a truly democratic and representative system of government in Western 
Australia. 

It further reads -  

The bill seeks to remove this impediment and achieve for all Western Australians a system of 
representative government in this state.  In doing so, the bill takes into account and expressly provides 
for the interests of Western Australian voters in the state’s remote and regional areas. 

I am quite comfortable with those statements.  What I find objectionable is the last sentence of the second 
reading speech, which reads - 
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On behalf of all Western Australian voters and the state government, it gives me pleasure . . . 

Interestingly, the state government is trying to speak on behalf of everybody, but it certainly is not speaking on 
my behalf - not in that manner! 

Hon Chrissy Sharp made a number of statements in her contribution to the third reading debate.  She spoke about 
the balance of power.  In my argument outlining why members should not agree to the third reading I will speak 
about some matters put forward by the Greens.  I talk first about the Greens (WA) because, obviously, they are 
the major partner in this Greens-Labor coalition.  We were told repeatedly how the Greens have this balance of 
power, and that they, and they alone, have been able to achieve what is before us today, albeit, as I have already 
mentioned, that the Liberal-National coalition members disagree with the measure.  Hon Chrissy Sharp tried to 
compare the Greens (WA) and their balance of power with Brian Harradine and his situation in Tasmania.  I 
suggest there is a very big difference between the two; the Green members might like to check that out.  As far 
as I am aware, Brian Harradine obtained many benefits for his state, but he did not obstruct other states in getting 
what they deserved and wanted. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Is that the case?  I suggest you look at Harradine’s voting history. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  He got plenty of money for Tasmania.  The Greens (WA) are something quite 
different.  The Greens have even caused the government of this state to kowtow to them.  The government of this 
state, just to ensure the passage of this bill, has had to deny itself and the people of Western Australia certain 
things that even the government believed the people should have.  The Greens (WA) certainly have that balance 
of power.  It was also interesting to hear Hon Chrissy Sharp talk about Hon Jim McGinty and how he always 
keeps his word.  It is a pity that she did not ask Dr Geoff Gallop; she might have found something completely 
different.  That is history now.  The Greens have had plenty of time in which to find this out, but have obviously 
never tried.   

I will talk about cause and effect and the unintended consequences that I believe are likely to result from this 
legislation.  I believe Hon Chrissy Sharp also spoke about recognition.  She said that when she is no longer a 
member of this place she will look to see what the government does with this legislation - how it approaches it 
and causes it to work.  That will be too late.  Had the Greens had any idea at all, they would have asked any 
number of people to find out a little more about possible unintended consequences.  They could possibly have 
widened the field of academics whom they approached.  I think it was Hon Murray Criddle who said “if it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it”.  We had a pretty good system until today.   

The principle behind this legislation seems to have been all in the minds of a few politicians.  Those politicians 
had painted themselves into a corner because they had advocated this principle for a considerable time; therefore, 
if they did not put it in place, they would look stupid.  Their efforts to achieve their end have continued unabated 
for any number of years, irrespective of how much it has cost the taxpayers of this state.  By “their end”, I mean 
the end of the politicians, not of the people of this state.   

It has been repeatedly said that people are not coming to us in droves asking for this to occur.  In fact, not one 
person has suggested to me that more politicians, let alone more politicians in the metropolitan area, are needed.  
One might very well ask what is the reason for trying to force this bill onto the people of Western Australia.  I 
have just explained what I believe to be the reason.  Hon Peter Foss made mention of bombing patterns.  The 
Greens have come up with something that looks good.  They feel very comfortable with it.  Whether it works in 
practice may well be a different matter.  If the Greens have relied on academics to provide details of the end 
result, theoretical as it may be, they may very well have done a grave disservice to the people of this state.  Be 
that on their heads, not ours.   

This bill has been championed by two parties, which proposed changes that are said to be fair and democratic 
and are needed for the good governance of this state.  I have already spoken about the Greens (WA).  They 
admitted that the bill is not their preferred model.  It is not what they want at all.  I do not know why they have 
been involved in all of this.  It is public knowledge that the Greens want a bioregional model.  There is no 
semblance of that model in this bill.  The bioregional model proposes a centralist federal government and no 
state or local governments.  The regions that the Greens (WA) have proposed may or may not resemble some of 
the bioregional communities that they really want.  I do not know why they have entered this debate so strongly 
when it is not in their interests.  By their own admission, they do not have an interest in this bill.   

We have been talking about what is fair and democratic.  That has been raised in every speech.  It is in the 
second reading speech.  However, the government does not know the meaning of those words, if its actions 
within its own organisation are anything to go by.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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[Continued on page 1492.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


