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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

STANDING ORDERS AMENDMENTS

Approval of Governor

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I have to
announce that His Excellency, the Governor, has
this day approved of the amendments to the
Standing Orders agreed to by the Legislative
Assembly on the 3rd November, 0977.

SOUTH THORNLIE SCHOOL

Staff. Petition

MR PEARCE (Gosnells) (2.17 p.m.]: 1 wish to
present a petition from 201 electors which reads
as follows-

We, the undersigned believe that the
Principal, Mr Blyth, Deputy Principal Mr
Ellison and Principal Mistress Mrs Dagg, of
South Thornlie Primary School, are all to be
transferred from that school at end of year
1977.

We, as persons interested in the continuing
educational policies and programmes at
South Thornlie School, do not feel this is in
the best interests of the dhildren involved.

The movement of the 3 senior staff
members from a school established less than
2 years ago, does not allow for the continuity
which is vital in the children's education.

Accordingly we call on the Government
and the Minister for Education to review this
administrative decision, and call for more
flexibility and consideration of overall school
objectives, when these decisions are being
made in future.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

The petition conforms with the Standing Orders
of the Legislative Assembly, and I have certified
accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct *that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

See petition No. 6.
ti103)

KIMBERLEY SEAT

Declaration of Vacancy Motion

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[.2.18 p~m.]: I move-

That in consequence of the decision of the
Court of Disputed Returns declaring the
election void, the Seat For the Kimberley
District be declared vacant.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.19 p.m.]: 1 would be remiss if I did
not have a few words to say on this motion,
having studied the situation closely throughout
the time of the sitting of the Court of Disputed
Returns. I am probably the only member who has
had the opportunity to see the Court of Disputed
Returns in action.

When I was in Kununurra I was impressed by
the way in which the Aboriginal witnesses;, who
were quite unsophisticated in courtroom
procedure, came along and, with the aid of a
degree of interpretation of what was being asked
of them, could tell very truthfully and accurately
their experiences. This was very important,
because of the number of situations which arose,
many of which are referred to in the report
submitted to you, Sir, yesterday.

One of the first matters to be dealt with, of
course, was the matter of Sergeant Corker and
the actions he took on the day of the election. One
had to be present in the courtroom to believe what
one was hearing in respect of the actions taken.

The person in charge of the Liberal Party's
table which was giving out how-to-vote cards and
advice at the Kununurra School saw fit to
complain to Sergeant Corker that action being
taken at the Labor Party table was unlawful. The
unlawful act was the filling-in of electoral
enrolment cards. The electoral enrolment cards
had not been provided by the Australian Labor
Party, but by the officials of the Electoral Office.
They did this because they found they were being
overwhelmed by people at the school and they
were having difficulty interpreting names.
Therefore, they had the bright idea that they
would send the cards down to the people who
knew the electors and- they could then fill in the
names. If when the electors returned with the
filled in enrolment form they proved to be on the
roll they were then able to be given a vote, if not,
the enrolment card was retained to be forwarded
to the electoral office.

That was a sensible move. However, it was
objected to by the person in charge of the Liberal
canvassing table and a complaint was made to
Sergeant Corker who immediately closed down
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proceedings and told the people to go away. He
told them that if they were not enrolled they
could not vole that day. According to the evidence
as I heard it from men and women who had gone
along to vote, they went away because sergeant
told them to do so. Normally an Aboriginal in a
country district goes away if sergeant tells him to
do so. The sergeant is held in high esteem because
the Aborigines know that he is supposed to know
the law, even if he does not.

After answering many questions on the law
under both the Police Act and the Electoral Act,
Sergeant Corker admitted freely that he had no
authority to take the action he took. As I
mentioned earlier, the action was taken because
the Liberal Party requested it to be tkken, and
this is all in the transcript of evidence given
before the court. This is only one of many
problems which faced the court when dealing with
the matter.

The returning officer there, the Chief Clerk of
the Public Works Department in Kununurra, is a
very capable young man, but when he was
questioned as to whether he was under a degree of
pressure on the day he indicated to Mr Justice
Smith that to say he was under pressure was the
understatement of the century. He said that at no
time in the future would he accept the job of
presiding officer and put up with all that sort of
nonsense.

All the evidence was to the effect that there
was a preconceived idea in the Premier's mind
that the ALP would take some action to drive
these people in to the polling booths. It could only
have been in the Premier's mind because he could
not have obtained the information he had on the
polling night without some prior consultation. The
idea had been sold to him because he had not
been in the Kimberley during the later part of the
election. I had been in every town on that
occasion, and I will deal with that aspect directly.

The Premier had been sold the idea that the
ALP was engaged in some malpractice on the
day. However, when witnesses were asked how
they travelled to the polling booth, one after
another they gave their reasons. Some said that
with two or three others they came in the car
belonging to one of their own people. Others said
they walked. I know one very small woman looked
like a school child. As a matter of fact she was so
small that the judge asked her age, which
happened to be 23. She had walked there on her
own from the reserve. She had not been induced
to come or been driven in, Or brought in in any
other way. She had walked. She went there
because she had put in an enrolment card and
wanted to vote.

Mr Laurance: She had put the enrolment card
in herself?

Mr JAMIESON: Earlier; not on that day.
Mr Tonkin: That has to be stopped, doesn't it?
Mr Laurance and Mr Tonkin interjecte.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the

Opposition will resume his seat please. I do not
want a situation to develop where we have many
debates ensuing while a member is speaking. The
member for Morley and the member for
Gascoyne were in conversation with one another
while the Leader of the Opposition was
attempting to address his remarks to the Chair. I
do not want that practice followed.

Mr JAMIESON: We will deal with other
aspects more fully when we have more time in
debate on another matter which will be before the
House no doubt before the Parliament closes.

Suffice to say that the evidence these people
gave was sincere and was in direct contrast to the
evidence being given on *behalf of the Liberal
Party and others who swore that at certain times
Sergeant Corker was in attendance at the polling
booth when his own evidence clearly indicated he
could not possibly have been there. Al! this cover-
up nonsense clearly indicates that everything was
not as it should have been on that day.

According to Mr Justice Smith's report he was
impressed with the sincerity of the local people at
Turkey Creek in connection with what they had
done and what they had attempted to do and his
remarks confirmed my own experience. During
the day there was a groundswell which indicated
the desire to vote for the Labor Party candidate.
This was not particularly because the Liberal
Party candidate had done them any great damage
but, as one Aboriginal said when asked by Mr
Rowell, "Why are you voting against us on this
occasion?", "It is like an old pack horse-when
he is no further good to you, you-get another
one." That was his summation of the situation as
he saw it. In other words, the Liberal Party
candidate might have served them all right-and
reference to the record will indicate that the
Mowanjum people had supported the former
member for Kimberley on a number of
elections-but they wanted to change their mind
on that occasion. They did so of their own accord,
as was clearly indicated. It is of no use the
member for Gascoyne smiling, because he knows
very little about it.

Mr Laurance: I am making sure Hansard got
that correctly.

Mr JAMIESON: With reference to the
insincerity of some of those who gave evidence, I
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happened to be present in court at Derby,
listening to the evidence given by the official
members of the Liberal Party.

One Broomhall, when asked where he got his
directions to draw up the nonsense he had sent
down here to headquarters and elsewhere, said it
was his judgment of section 129 of the Electoral
Act.

Mr O'Connor: They did not burn all their
documents as other people did.

Mr .JAMIESON: I will deal with that right
away. The lawyer said to him, "You are a draper,
aren't you? I am a legal man and I would not
have had the courage to draw up a document on
this basis. Where did you get the information
from?" Broomhall then said he had had certain
conversations with people at Liberal Party
headquarters in Perth, etc.; but when asked where
he gof his instructions from originally he said.
"From the Derby Branch of the Liberal Party."
Under further questioning whether there would be
records of that, he said, "No, there weien't
records." He was asked, "Doesn't the Derby
Branch of the Liberal Party keep minutes?" He
said, "No, it doesn't." That surprised the learned
justice who said, "Are you telling me the Derby
Branch of the Liberal Party doesn't keep
minutes?"

There were so many problems by then that one
might know where the minutes went-ashes to
ashes, dust to dust, and that sort of thing. No
doubt the branch did not have records, but this is
the kind of thing the court had to deal with. No
wonder the decision was as it was. I am most
concerned when a Premier of this State says in
this House, even in respect of a matter which was
raised yesterday,* that he does not care what
Justice Smith said regarding instructions given by
one of his Ministers.

Sir Charles Court: I was talking about the
honour of the Attorney-General.

Mr JAMIESON: The Premier said he did not
care about him.

Sir Charles Court: I was answering a specific
question.

Mr JIAMIESON: The Premier is setti ng
himself -above the law. He is- the one -who
repeatedly gets up in this place and says, "You
have to play the game in accordance with the
rules and the way the umpire sees it", and he is
the first one to disregard the umpire',s decision
and throw the rules out the door. I suppose the
Premier will be up in the Kimberley next week
saying, "Unless you support the Liberal candidate
you cannot expect to get anything more from this
Government." That is the type of thing we will

hear from the Premier because that is the style he
is adopting.

We will not cop that kind of situation, and
because of the bad record and the association of
the Liberal Party with the defence of this bad
record and developments up in the Kimberley, we
feel the motion should be amended suitably so
that the records of the Parliament will be
available to posterity to know more than is
contained in the few words in the motion moved
by the Premier.

Amendment to Motion

I move-
That the following words be added to the

motion:

and in declaring the seat vacant this
House-

(1) Expresses its disgust at the
tactics employed by the
Liberal Party during the
polling on February 19 and
notes the findings of the Court
of Disputed Returns that:

(i) directions given to the
Chief Electoral Officer by
the then Minister for
Justice should not have
been complied with,

(ii) no evidence was produced
of any malpractices by the
A.L.P.,

Government members interjected.
Mr JAMIESON: Have a look at it. That is

what the judge said, and we will see what the jury
says in December.

Mr Tonkin: Laugh at the judgment.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order.
Mr JAMIESON: To continue-'
The -SPEAKER: Order! Someone asked

"Why?" Who was it who asked "Why?"
Dr Troy stood up.
The SPEAKER: I ask you to apologise.
Dr TROY: I beg your pardon.
Mr Tonkin: Laughing at the judgment, that is

what they are doing
Mr JAMIESON: To continue-
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(iii) the oniy inference from
the evidence was that the
Liberal Party adopted a
plan aimed at stultifying
the use by illiterate
electors of how to vote
cards and to circumvent
instructions given by the
returning officer to the
presiding officers,

(iv) the presentation by an
illiterate elector of a how
to vote card is a proper
direction by such an
elector of how he wishes
to vote,

(v) a Liberal Party scrutineer
at Go Go Station, Mr
Jeremy O'Driscoll
concocted a story he told
the presiding officer about
the instructions of, the
returning officer in regard
to the use of how to vote
cards,

(vi) the actions of Liberal
Party scrutineers led to
many people being unable
to exercise a vote.

(2) Calls on the Premier to dismiss
the Attorney-General because
of his actions in the days
before the February 19
election.

(3) Calls on the Liberal Party and
the Government to take the
following actions in relation to
polling in the Kimberley by-
election:
(a) to allow electoral officials

to perform their duties
without Ministerial or
other interference,

(b) to instruct its scrutineers
to behave in a proper
manner in polling booths
and in a way which does
not degrade, harass or
intimidate potential voters
or poll officials or cause
people who are entitled to
vote to be prevented from
voting,

(c) to ensure the election is
conducted t ider the
provisions of the Electoral
Act as it stands at present,

(d) to instruct its members
not to nominate for the
election as allegedly
independent candidates
with the view of increasing
the informal vote,

(e) o carry out the
requirements of its rules
by expelling from the
party any member who so
nominates.

MR DRYCE (Ascot) [2.37 p.m.]: I second the
amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition.

The SPEAKER: I point out that, as of a few
moments ago when I read to the House a
statement pertaining to Standing Orders, there is
no longer any need to second a motion.

Mr BRYCE: I support the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition and in doing so I
believe it needs to be said to this Parliament in
the plainest possible terms that it is now quite
apparent that a conspiracy was planned with
precision and expert detail. It was designed
deliberately to intimidate and humiliate
Aborigines and deprive them of their votes.

Mr Nanovich: You people exploited them.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Skidmore: You ought to talk.
The SPEAKER: Order, the member for Swan!

The House will come to order.
Mr BRYCE: It is apparent that this conspiracy

involved people as important as the Attorney-
General, the Minister for Justice, and a whole
range of Liberal Party officials both here in the
metropolitan area and up in the Kimberley. It
involved the Liberal Party's candidate who sat in
this place, in my view falsely, as the member for
Kimberley for some months.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr BRYCE: And it also involved a number of

Perth lawyers. These people together behaved
with the decency of political thugs, and it is my
view-and, I believe, the view of many other
Western Australians-that this combination of
people will be regarded in history as graduates
with first-class honours from the school of dirty
tricks, because that is precisely what this exercise
was from the moment it was conceived. This
combination of Liberal Party people acted to
pervert the law. They used standover tactics
deliberately designed. to intimidate illiterate
people and deprive them of their right to vote.

Mr Rushton: What a hypocrite!
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Mr BRYCE: Many of these people are racists
and they lack the guts to declare publicly that
they do not want Aborigines-moreover, illiterate
Aborigines-to have the right to vote; and rather
than have the gumption to declare this publicly
this combination of people and elements within
the Liberal Party contrived through back-door
methods and every dirty trick conceivable to
deprive these people of their right to vote.

Their actions, when all details are known to all
Western Australians, will revolt every decent
citizen. I suggest to you, Mr Speaker, that their
actions will indeed leave a very sour taste in the
mouths of many members and supporters of the
Liberal Party in Western Australia.

Today as a result of this decision and as a result
of the revelations of the, Court of Disputed
Returns, the Liberal Party in Western Australia
stands in the raw. The people of Western
Australia have a first-class opportunity to see the
stuff of which the Liberal Party is made.

Sir Charles Court: You must have been
rehearsing this all morning.

Mr BRYCE: The people of Western Australia
have an opportunity to see precisely what sort of
people comprise the Liberal Party.

There was a very specific set of reasons why the
Liberal Party found a conspiracy necessary. A
brief history of the polls relating to this particular
seat indicates to us that it was a Labor seat for 48
years from 1920 to 1968; and many question
marks hang over the circumstances Surrounding
the victory of the former member for Kimberley
in 1968. However, that former member for
Kimberley (Mr Ridge) held the seat from 1968
until the Court of Disputed Returns dismissed
him from office a few days ago. He held the seat
during that period with very small majorities
indeed.

On the occasion of the last election the
Australian Labor Party endorsed a first-class
candidate, somebody who was born in the local
community, somebody who was part of the local
community, somebody who was very competent,
and somebody who was widely respected.

Mr Laurance. Somebody who previously
wanted Liberal endorsement.

Mr BRYCE: This sent the Liberal Party into a
state of panic and confusion. Some of the
Aborigines in their evidence to the court indicated
they had previously voted for Liberal Party
candidates, but on the last occasion because they
had a candidate with whom they related and for
whom they had respect, they would vote for Mr
Bridge. This sent out danger signals to the Liberal
Party, and it was in a state of distress. it was

therefore necessary, based upon the admissions of
members of the Liberal Party before the Court of
Disputed Returns and some of the letters that
have come to light, to resort to dirty tricks in
order to retain the seat. So we saw a number of
these dirty tricks unfold before the court, which
amounted to self admissions that the Liberal
candidate could not win the seat on a rair and
dinkum basis.

Some members opposite reacted in a fairly
predictable fashion when the Leader of the
Opposition drew their attention to the fact that
the Australian Labor Party was vindicated in
respect of this particular election by the decision
of the judge as outlined in the findings of the
Court of Disputed Returns.

Mr Laurance: There was nothing to answer.
Mr BRYCE: Might I draw the attention of all

members to the fact, and might I ask members
opposite to remember, that on the eve of the
election that arrogant eminence by the name of
Crichton- Browne, who heads the Liberal Party in
Western Australia, and his Premier walked into
the tally room and made very grave assertions and
used smear tactics about the Australian Labor
Party in the Kimberley electorate. The Premier
went on air and said he would be happy and
would like tu see a widespread inquiry into the
Circumstances of the conduct of the election in the
Kimberley. He wanted this inquiry, and he
indicated that it ought to be held. He said he was
disgusted with alleged jiggery-pokery by the
Australian Labor Party in that electorate.

Now, Sir, the facts speak for themselves.
Mr Rushton; No, they don't.
Mr .Jamieson: You wouldn't know what day it

is.
Mr BRYCE: For a period of 44 days the Court

of Disputed Returns sat and heard evidence, and
on not one single day did the Liberal Party, the
Premier, or the Liberal member for the
Kimberley electorate submit one iota of evidence.
Not one single witness did they call; not one
single allegation did they make during the 44 days
of court appearances that something was wrong
with- the tactics employed by the Australian
Labor Party.

The Liberal Party bad its opportunities; it had
legal representatives and it had the opportunity
the Premier said he wanted. Yet not one single
allegation was made nor was one shred of
evidence presented to the court.

Therefore, I find it is essential for the sake of
the record to read into Hansard in one paragraph
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form the statement of the judge in respect of this
issue when he said-

It is of importance to emphasise that in his
pleadings the respondent did not allege any
malpractice by the petitioner or his agents
during the electoral campaign or any
manipulation of electors literate or otherwise
and that throughout the protracted hearing,
no evidence was adduced which would in any
way support the suggestions of malpractice
referred to in the documents handed to the
lawyers.

So here we have the simple fact that the Liberal
Party was handed on a plate an opportunity to
substantiate its allegations and not a single
skerrick of evidence or allegation was submitted
to the right and appropriate institution to assess
the substance or the lack thereof of such evidence.

Now, Sir, the essence of this conspiracy is that
it has been traditional in Western Australia to
allow illiterate people to approach a polling booth
and present a bow-to-vote card as an indication to
the presiding officer of how they wi sh to vote.
That was the standard procedure. The Liberal
Party in Western Australia was well aware that
Mr Monger, the returning officer for the seat of
Kimberley, had indicated to his presiding officers
in the Field that that was the rule by which the
election was to be conducted; in the way all other
elections have always been conducted in respect of
illiterate people.

Yet on the eve of the election the conspiracy
took its real form, because the Attorney-General
abused his position and office when he used his
authority together with the Minister for Justice to
force the Chief Electoral Officer of Western
Australia to send telegrams to the presiding
officers in the Kimberley to change the
interpretation in respect of this major aspect of
conducting elections. In so doing those Ministers
of the Crown were deliberately presenting the
partisan position of the Liberal Party in respect of
this issue.

There is no question that the Attorney-General
abused his authority and his position, and that is
why I support the call in the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition for the Premier
to insist upon the Governor withdrawing the
commission of the Attorney-General. He ought to
dismiss his Attorney-General.

Far be it for the Premier to stand in this place
and allege this man is one of the most revered
lawyers in Perth, and use that as an excuse to
cover up the actions of this man just a few days
prior to the election. That particular member of
the Liberal Party was as well aware as some of

the less important members of the party that the
party could not win the Kimberley seat unless it
resorted to this type of dirty tricks.

Probably the most significant dirty trick
perpetrated by the Liberal Party and one of its
scrutineers during the election was perpetrated at
Gogo, just eight miles out of Fitzroy Crossing.
The key character here was, of course, Mr
O'Driscoll.

All the evidence that I should like to present to
substantiate my argument is based upon letters
that were written by the Liberal Party candidate
who won that election in February this year. In
his own words he provided evidence to the Court
of Disputed Returns to demonstrate that without
question dirty tricks were pulled at Gogo and a
number of other places; and he admitted in his
letters that without those tricks, those stunts, he
could not have won the election.

Mr Speaker, at Gogo instructions had been
received from Mr Monger, who was the returning
officer in Broome, indicating to the presiding
officer, a Mr Webb, that it would be sufficient, if
an illiterate voter walked into the polling booth, to
accept a how-to-vote card as an indication of how
that voter wished to register his vote. So, for some
hours in the morning on polling day that is
precisely the method which operated.

Then a certaint Mr O'Driscoll, this Liberal
Party scrutineer who was part and parcel of the
conspiracy, and knew the reasons for it, and was
prepared to lend himself to it, allegedly made a
telephone call to the returning officer in Broome
and came back to the presiding officer with
instructions -a message--to say that the
returning officer in Broome had changed his mind
and that he no longer wished for people to be
given the opportunity to vote in this way simply
on the production of a how-to-vote card.

Of course, everybody in this Chamber, and
many hundreds and thousands of Western
Australians, now know that O'Driscoll pulled this
as a completely dishonest stunt; it was a complete
fraud. Therefore, the conduct of the poll in that
particular booth for the rest of the day was crook
indeed.

The whole method had been changed.
Everybody knows the story and the details about
the circumstances in which the telephone
exchange went out of operation at midday or
shortly after and how it was not possible for the
presiding officer at Gogo to get back and check
with the man in Broome. There are many, many
details; this is just one example of the trickery,
the stunts, which were pulled in order to pervert
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the law; and so it happened in other parts of the
Kimberley.

The astonishing thing is that the member who
sat in this place as the member for Kimberley and
a Minister in this Government actually wrote
letters to these people who pulled these stunts and
expressed his heartfelt gratitude; he congratulated
them on the way they pulled the tricks. That is
something else which ought to turn sour in the
mouths and the memory of many Liberal Party
members and supporters in Western Australia.

I shall quote from
Mr O'Driscoll, who
moving contractor
February. He said-

the letter that he wrote to
is described as an earth

of Derby, on the 28th

I wanted you to know, also, that I didn't
underestimate the value of your trick at
G5ogo on 19th. We could have been in real
trouble without the services of a person such
as yourself as scrutineer and I'm extremely
grateful.

He wrote other letters. There was a third-
candidate, an independent, in the field on this
occasion, a man who was a member of the Liberal
Party and still is a member of the Liberal Party, a
man by the name of Rees. He entered the contest
with one purpose in mind-to confuse the ballot
paper to make it more complicated for illiterate
people to fill out ballot papers.

Of course, for this he has been thanked. Almost
any other member of the Liberal Party who would
do this anywhere else in Australia, particularly
Western Australia, would have been expelled
from the Liberal Party. This man was part of the
conspiracy, and after the conspiracy Mr Ridge
wrote to Mr Allan Rees and said-

I find it difficult to express my
appreciation to you for the help that you
extended to me during the recent State
elections ..-. of greater importance is the fact
that a third name on the ballot paper created
some confusion amongst the illiterate voters
and there is no doubt in my mind that it
played a major part in having me re-elected.

He went on to say that unless the Electoral Act is
changed and it was made difficult for these
illiterate Aboriginal people to cast their votes, he
would not be likely to stand again and the Liberal
Party would not be able to win the seat.

The SPEAKER: The member has three
minutes remaining.

Mr BRYCE: There was one other disgraceful
letter that- was brought to light during the course
of the proceedings. f wish to commit sections of
this letter to Mansard and then I am going to seek

your approval, Mr Speaker, to have the letters
incorporated. In support of my assertion that
some of the people associated with this conspiracy
were clearly racist in their attitudes to the
Aborigines, I should like to quote two paragraphs
from a letter which was written to Mr Mick
Quilty on the 3rd March, 1977, by the successful
Liberal candidate. Mr Ridge said-

It was a degrading experience to have to
campaign amongst the Aborigines to the
extent I did and it offended me to know that
whilst I was concentrating my efforts on
these simple people over the last couple of
weeks, I was neglecting a more informed and
intelligent section of the community.

He then went on to say-
It is indeed a travesty of justice that a

comparative handful of such ill-informed
people who can be used like pawns in a game
by unscrupulous opportunists, should have
the right or the power to determine the
future of our State.

He had the temerity at the end of that letter to
say-

I am proud of the fact that our campaign
was conducted in a fair and honest manner
and it galls me to think that the opposition
would have the temerity to question the
tactics we adopted.

We on this side of the House think that this man
has a monumental gall to stand for Parliament in
the by-election. Having said these things to his
friends and colleagues in the Liberal Party, he
now has the temerity to ask the people of the
Kimberley to vote for him again whenever the
date for the by-election is fixed.

Incorporation of Material in Hansard
I should like to seek the approval and

permission of the House to have these three
letters incorporated in Hansard

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: For the guidance of the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition and members of
the House generally I should like to read new
Standing Order No. 11 3A which states-

II 3A. Following the request of the
Member and by leave of the House the
Speaker may direct the incorporation into
Mansard of material such as statistical
tables, graphs and charts, to which a
Member has referred in debate but which, of
their nature, are not suitable for presentation
in the ordinary course of a speech.
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It appears to me that unless they are graphs or
tables there would not be permission for them to
be incorporated.

Mr BRYCE: Mr Speaker, as somebody who
was very largely responsible for the preparation of
that Standing Order I should like to indicate that
a very significant word has been left out of the
Standing Order. Mr Speaker, 1 accept your
ruling.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Mr BRYCE: I should like to conclude by
saying that in the eyes of Western Australians the
most serious feature of this situation is that the
Government and the Liberal Party have railed to
dissociate themselves from the conspiracy and the
dirty tricks that were pulled; and the people can
conclude only that the Government, therefore, is
composed of people who are racist in their outlook
and equally crook.

MR B. T. BURKE (Balcatta) 12.59 p.m.]: It Is
not since 1906 that there has been a similar
occurrence in this State and I think it is important
that we all understand the quite incredible nature
of what has occurred. There has been no other
Premier and no other Government since 1906
who, because of the actions of themselves, their
supporters, and their candidates, have been placed
in such a position. It is an enormous thing to
contemplate and it is a momentous happening to
have the Premier stand and move in this House
that the seat held by one of his Ministers should
be declared vacant; and that is what has been
done.

It is important also, Mr Speaker, to realise the
enormity of the courage which has been shown by
the defeated Labor candidate ror the seat of
Kimberley. I believe he has shown the true mettle
of which he is made,' because he has seen what he
thought to be injustices and he has followed
through on those, taking a number or the kicks,
enduring a large amount of the suffering, and
putting up with many things which a great
number of other people would not be able to
endure. I think the courage of this man and the
courage of his supporters deserves our
recognition. It deserves also some sort of
recognition in that he has succeeded. H-e thought
of the ideals in which he believed and he has
followed those ideals through. He has been
successful in imposing on the situation the
credibility and the truth of the ideals in which he
believes.

What is also quite incredible is the success he
has achieved in proving he was denied at least 97
votes. All of us will know that in most cases of

this sort we talk about a dozen votes at the most,
Or 14 votes, or eight votes, or 10 votes;, but on this
occasion we have had it proved in a public
courtroom 10 the satisfaction of a judge that there
were 97 votes denied the Australian Labor Party's
candidate.

In other words, had those votes not been denied
quite unfairly and quite illegally, this man would
now be the member for Kimberley. That is what
it amounts to. He would have been the member
for Kimberley by a margin of five votes, because
the judgment says that a minimum of 97 votes
were denied to him.

Is that palatable to us? Of course it is not. This
whole unhappy occasion has brought to light
several matters. One is the utter disgrace into
which the Liberal Party and its supporters have
plunged the legal profession. From the Attorney-
General down, we have seen the legal profession
sink to its lowest ever level.

Mr Tonkin. Hear, hear!
Mr B. T. BURKE: We have seen the Attorney-

General described in the court as having put
pressure on the Chief Returning Officer or the
Chief Electoral Officer. We have heard the
Premier say he does not care what the judge says;
we have heard the Premier say it is only the
judge's opinion;, we have heard the Premier say
that this Attorney-General is revered throughout
the courts of this State. That is certainly not true,
Mr Premier, as far 'as Judge Howard Smith is
concerned. He does not revere the Attorney-
General's ability, credibility or integrity. Judge
Smith described the Attorney-General in the most
disparaging terms of having manipulated the
Chief Electoral Officer in this whole situation; of
having brought pressure to bear on the Chief
Electoral Officer. Does the Premier still not care
what the judge says?

Mr Tonkin: Of course he does not.
Mr B. T. BURKE: Does the Premier still not

ca re w ha t the j udge says?
Sir Charles Court: I am telling you the

Attorney-General is one of the most respected
men in the legal profession in this State,
regardless of what the judge might have said.

Mr B. T. BURKE: The Premier is always
telling someone something and he is always
running. Does not the Premier care what the
judge said? Does the Premier know what the
judge said? I will tell him what the judge said,
because the Premier obviously cannot face up to
the judge's words himself. This is the sort of
disrepute into which the Premier has plunged the
State. I should hasten to say that Mr McIntyre's
integrity in the matter was not in any way
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impugned. He round himself in a difficult
situation and did what he felt he had to do, which
was to obey the instructions of the Minister to
whom he was responsible; that is the man the
Premier says is revered by the legal profession.

Of course, the Attorney-General Cannot be
revered by the legal profession when we have a
judge saying these sorts of things about him. It is
just not right to say that the Attorney-General of
this State can put pressure on the Chief Electoral
Officer and force him to take partisan action in
any election. That is what happened, and
members opposite cannot deny that is what
happened. As Mr McIntyre said in evidence, he
did not want to send the instruction. He did not
want to send it. He did send it because the
Attorney-General forced him to send it; that is
the State's highest legal officer. When we look
through the list of the other witnesses and see the
performance of some of the other lawyers that the
Liberal Party deliberately sent up to that
electorate to confuse the people and to prevent the
people from voting, the performance becomes
much more dismal.

If we look at the performance of Mr Haydn
Dixon, another member of the legal profession
and another person sent there quite deliberately to
confiscate from the people their most
fundamental right, we can see why the judge had
this to say about him. The judge said that Mr
Dixon, when talking to a group of people, said
that they had really managed to fix things up at
Mowanjumn when they 'were asking them the
questions. That is pointing to section 119 of the
Act. Later on, Mr Dixon said that question -H"
was the one that they really got the people on at
Mowanjum.

Question "H" reads as follows-
Have you already voted here -or elsewhere

in this election?
Is that something to be proud of? The
Government is asking that question of people not
in a position to reply, and then it tells these people
they are not eligible to vote. Does the Government
not care?

Mr Tonkin: Of -course they do not. They care
-about power and nothing else.-

Mr H-assell: Why can't people reply to a simple
question?

Mr B. T. BURKE: it is significant to see that
the member now interjecting is a member of the
legal profession.

Mr Tonkin: Shame! Shame!
Mr B. T. BURKE: Is it not ironical that the

only one-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order. The member for Balcatta.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The only member prepared

to defend that sort of despicable action is another
lawyer.

Mr Hassell: You sound like a hyena. Why do
you not sit down and shut up?

Mr B. T. BURKE: Then we hear the Minister
in another place saying he supports the Premier,
because he does not see why the Government of
this State should be influenced by a member of an
ill-informed community. These are people who
had occupied this country for a number of years
before we came here; people from whom we have
taken land rights; people from whom we have
taken holding rights; people about whom
members opposite are prepared to say, "I am
happy about the situation." If members opposite
are happy with the situation, I am not happy with
it. If members opposite are happy to be party to
this sort of conspiracy, I am not happy to be party
to this sort Of conspiracy.

Several members interjected.
Mr B. T. BURKE: Let us look carefully, Mr

Speaker, at what the member for Cottesloc is
trying to do.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are too many

interjections and I would ask the House to come
to order and retain some sense of order and
decorum.

Mr B. T. BURKE: It is hard to maintain order
in the face of shame, and I do not think there is a
member on the Liberal side of the House who
says what has happened and what this court has
brought to public knowledge is good. is there
anyone who says that what happened was the
correct thing to happen and that the judge is
wrong?

Mr Bryce: The Premier does.
Mr B. T. BURKE: I do not think there is

anyone on that side of the House who would
maintain that.

Mr Tonkin: The member. for Cottesloe.
Mr B. T. BURKE: The member for Cottesloe

might; but he is a lawyer. It is lucky that he had
his own seat and did not have to be sent up there.

Another matter which is extremely important is
the implication of the Premier's involvement in
the whole matter. I feel some compassion as a
man for the former member for Kimberley.
Certainly he took some action that no man in his
position should have taken. This was very ably
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brought to the attention of the House by the
Deputy Premier. But I feel same compassion for a
man, having made mistakes and then being placed
in the position of suffering for those mistakes.
However, I cannot forgive the way the Liberal
Party operates with henchmen like Crichton-
Browne and Rowell, and the man ner in which it
uses its members as pawns, forcing them to do
things and preparing campaign kits. Then the
Premier tried to tell us he had no idea what was
going on. Of course he had an idea. He knew
what was going on all the time and he condoned
what was done and given the chance he would do
it again.

The Premier will do that again, having
enshrined in legality the practices which were
carried on. He will do it after changing the
Electoral Act and after changing the rules. He
will continue to do those sorts of things, because
we know he will do anything for power. The
Premier cannot deny that, as Premier of this
State, he shares some sort of responsibility for the
actions of the executive of his party. Of course he
shares some of that responsibility. If the Premier
had not spread across this State the emotion with
respect to government which he has done, people
would not think of doing those sorts of things.

The brutality inherent in this sort of situation is
a brutality originating from the Premier; a
brutality enforced upon his party; and the whole
character and nature of the action has been
imposed on this State by a man prepared to do
anything.

Not being satisfied with having to be convicted
for what it has already done, the Premier now
proposes to change the law to allow people to
continue taking those sorts of actions, but to
continue to do them legally.

What sort of an undesirable, abhorrent action
is that? Then he went on to deny that he had
prior knowledge. That is not the only matter
about which he has had prior knowledge. Would
the Premier, not having had prior knowledge,
suddenly announce that the Government would
contribute a sum of $50 000 to the costs of each
party? As far as I am concerned, the Premier has
prior knowledge of many things. Also, as far as I
am concerned, the rightful member for
Kimberley, as from this day, is the defeated
Labor candidate who, had he received the votes to
which he was entitled, would now be sitting in this
Chamber.

It is a signal sign of the Premier's lust for
power; the Premier's lust that leads him to take
any sort of action and to go to any sort of

extreme. How do members sitting behind him
feel? Do they feel unashamed or embarrassed?

Mr Tonkin: No, they are incapable of feeling.
Mr B. T. BURKE: Members opposite are

happy about what has happened in the
Kimberley, are they?

Mr Laurance: There was not a counter-petition.
Mr Bryce: The member for Murchison is quite

happy with what happened.
Mr B. T. BURKE: Not only do members

opposite know what happened in the Kimberley,
but the whole State knows. The whole State is
interested, and members opposite should not think
the people of this State will not remember.

Mr Young: Don't let 'him off that chain.
Mr B. T. BURKE: As far as I am concerned,

they can pull it on the member for Scarborough.
Members sitting behind the Premier are not

happy or satisfied with what happened. They
cannot be. The Premier is not happy. He has
moved to declare the seat of one of his senior
Ministers vacant. Is he happy about what was
done? Is he satisfied, or does he continue to say
he does not care what the judge said? I have
heard it said that he rings "Dial a prayer" to see
whether anyone has left a message for him.
However, I do not think he would bother to stoop
to that sort of thing. The Premier has shown quite
clearly in this matter he is prepared to say to the
people of Kimberley that they will keep the same
member, no matter what they say. The Premier
has said the people of Kimberley will get the same
member under different laws which will prevent
his defeat.

We heard the member for Gascoyne interject to
say there was no counter-petition. Of course there
was not, but whose fault was that? A counter-
petition would have to be iled. The absence of a
counter-petition indicates there is no case on
which to base a petition. There is no case on
which to make a claim. No counter-petition was
filed, but whose responsibility was that? It
certainly was not the responsibility of the
Australian Labor Party or its candidate; it is quite
clearly the responsibility of the respondent and his
party. Yet the respondent railed to lodge any sort
of counter-petition.

This whole episode is a regrettable,
unforgettable disgrace, not only to the
Government, but to the whole Parliament and the
whole State. Can members imagine what will be
said internationally about the 1977 Kimberley
election? Do they think it will not be used as an
example in history books and tests about this sort
of thing? The whole State has been brought into

3274



[Wednesday, 9th November, 19771 37

disgrace by selfish, irresponsible, and completely
abhorrent actions, not only on the part of the
candidate and his supporters, but also on the part
of the Premier and the Government in degrading
the whole system of Parliament. There has been a
lack of sensibility and, at the same time, there has
been no concern for the dignity or the nicety of
things.

When the Electoral Act Amendment Bill (No.
2), is introduced, to reform the present Act, we
will see which way members opposite jump. At
the moment it is no good just to declare the seat
vacant. We need to have substance in accord with
the judgment. We will see whether the Premier
agrees with what the judge has said.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[3.15 p.m.]: One wonders who the Opposition is
trying to impress because members opposite
certainly will not be impressing the electors of the
Kimberley. Nothing the Opposition can say or do
will ever remove the tremendous respect which
the electors of the Kimberley have for Alan
Ridge. It does not matter how much members of
the Opposition, including their leader, try to
denigrate Mir Alan Ridge.

Mr B. T. Burke: No-one has.
Mr Jamieson: I have not denigrated him.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Withdrawal of Remarks
Mr JAMIESON: Mr Speaker, I would like the

Premier to withdraw the words that I denigrated
Alan Ridge. I have not, and the Premier cannot
show where I have done.

The SPEAKER: I cannot accept that the words
to which the Leader of the Opposition has taken
exception are words that I ought to ask to be
retracted. In a debate such as this things are said
which probably those to whom they are directed
would prefer not to have been said. However,
cannot be required to be forever asking for the
withdrawal of words such as that.

Point of Order
Mr JAMIESON: On a point of order, Mr

Speaker, I did not denigrate Alan Ridge. You
have listened to the debate. Now the Premier has
said I did denigrate Alan Ridge.

The SPEAKER: Order. The question that I am
asked to adjudicate on is not whether the Leader
of the Opposition is right or wrong, or in fact
whether he said certain words or did not. It is
whether the words used by the Premier were
unparliamentary. In my view, they are not.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr Pearce: No-one has denigrated him.
Several members interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Are members

opposite trying to use up my time? If they are, I
suggest they tell you, Mr Speaker.

Mr Barnett: Well, we are.
Sir CHARLES COURT: If the Opposition has

not been trying to denigrate Alan Ridge, I do not
know what it has been trying to do. I want to
make the point: All the shouting and screaming
here will not impress anybody. The Ainal analysis
will show that the real judges will be the electors
of Kimberley.

Mr Tonkin: They have already judged and been
robbed of their decision. The rightful member is
not sitting in this place.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to remind
members opposite that whilst the ju~dge might
have given reasons, he actually made an order; an
order which this House has moved with maximum
despatch to take action on. It is the Opposition
which is trying to delay the action from being
effective because it seems to be confused between
the reasons and the actual order made by the
judge. The order has been communicated to this
House and the Government moved immediately to
act on the order made.

Mr Tonkin: No, you did not; you could have
moved yesterday.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Opposition is
trying to build up a case against us by using this
amendment for propaganda and showing no
concern to get on with the real purposes of the
motion. I repeat: members opposite are not
informed. Once the by-election is held we will see
how the electors of Kimberley react.

The Government rejects completely the
amendment which has been put forward by the
Leader of the Opposition because it is purely a
stunt-an electioneering stunt.

Mr Tonkin: It is not like your stunts.
Sir CHARLES COURT: If the Opposition

wants to waste time shouting and screaming it
can keep going for the next couple of weeks, if it
wants to. Members opposite do not have to
impress anyone in this place.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, there are far too many

interjections. The Premier.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The people who will

have the Ainal say are the people of Kimberley.
They know what happened leading up to the
election and that is what really matters.
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Mr B. T. Burke: Why was there not a counter-
petition?

The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: I have spent more

time in the Kimberley than has any member
opposite, and I do not go there just at election
time.

Several members interjected.
Mr Jamieson: That would be doubtful.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I do not go to the

Kimberley just at election time. 1 go regularly,
and I have done over the years. I went there long
before I was a Minister.

Several members i nterjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! lnterjections of any

kind, as members ought to know, are highly
disorderly. Speakers are prepared to allow
interjections because they do add to the debate,
but when three or four members interject
simultaneously, it adds nothing to the debate and
certainly it does nothing for the image of this
House. The Premier.

Mr Tonkin: You go up there because your air
fares are paid for you.

The SPEAKER: On two occasions when I have
tried to bring the House to order after a barrage
of interjections, immediately I have sat down the
member for Morley has interjected before the
Premier has had an opportunity to speak.

Mr Tonkin: That was just one interjection.
The SPEAKER: It may have been one

interjection, but I am trying to deal with the
interjection situation. I ask all members to refrain
from interjecting as frequently as they have been
doing.

Sir CHARLEAS COURT: Mr Speaker, I have
been in and out of the Kimberley for many years.

Mr Tonkin: Air fares at the taxpayers' expense,
that is why we don't get there.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I was there when
Alan Ridge was the shire clerk and he was very
highly respected. He then became a member of
Parliament and then a Minister. I know the
respect the Aboriginal people had for him. What
happened in the few weeks before the election?
One had only to move around the areas where this
man previously was liked by these people.

Mr B. T. Burke: You had your day in court.
Sir CHARLES COURT: He was known to the

people throughout the Kimberley.
Mr Bryce-. You would not dare be called as a

witness before the court.

Sir CHARLES COURT: When 1 went up
there before the election-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: -these people were

so scared by the tactics of the Labor Party that
they just melted away. People who were Alan
Ridge's close friends beforehand said, "I am
sorry, I can't be seen talking to you."

Mr Tonkin: Why weren't you a witness?
Mr B. T. Burke: Why did you not say that in

court?
Sir CHARLES COURT: These are the things

that matter.
Mr Tonkin: Why weren't you a witness?
Sir CHARLES COURT: If I can talk to the

amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition-

Mr Tonkin: You weren't game to be a witness.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -it is purely a stunt.

I want to deal with some of these points raised by
the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Tonkin: You weren't game to be a witness
and give evidence in court.

Sir CHARLES COURT: There was nothing
for me to he a witness about; the member for
Morley is a stupid man.

Mr H. D. Evans: Yes there was, you know.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to remind

members again about the fact that the judge gave
his reasons. That is not the law. He made a
finding, he made an order, and the order is being
acted upon.

Mr B. T. Burke: That all becomes a precedent.
Sir CHARLES COURT: In view of the fact it

seems to worry the member for Balcatta, I will go
on to consider part (2) of the amendment moved
by the Leader of the Opposition. It reads-

Calls on the Premier to dismiss the Attorney-
General because of his actions in the days
before February 19 election.

Now I can say quite categorically I have not even
the slightest intentionk of calling on the Attorney-
General to explain his actions because they do not
need'expiaining.

Mr Tonkin: We know that.
Mr Bryce: He was part of the conspiracy.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I can only say I could

not agree with the judge. He is entitled to his own
opinion.

Mr Tonkin: That is decent of you!
Sir CHARLES COURT: I remind members-
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: -opposite who

should know better that the Act is subject to the
Minister. The Minister has every right, regardless
of who is in Government-

Mr Jamieson: No he hasn't at election time.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -to talk to the

electoral officer and to discuss these matters with
him. In the final analysis, any self-respecti.ng
lawyer who reads the provisions of the Act will
agree that the Minister has that right.

Mr Tonkin: So the judge is not a self-respecting
lawyer?

Sir CHARLES COURT: So the Minister and
the Chief, Electoral Officer were acting within
their rights.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: In part (3) of the

amendment-
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is about time the

honourable member read the Statute as well as
reading all the other Statutes. The provision is
there-"subject to the Ministers".

I refer now to part (3) of the amendment.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Will the Premier

resume his seat. There will be at least two
opportunities for most members of this
House-those who have not already spoken-to
address themselves to this general subject. I
suggest to members that they allow the Premier
to make his speech, and if they want to take issue
with anything he says, they may do so by way of a
speech at some later stage.

We should not have this continual barrage of
interjections. They are making it almost
impossible for me to hear the debate, and it must
be very difficult for the Hansard reporter.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want now to deal
with part (3) of -the amendment moved by the
Leader of the Opposition. This is just plain
arrogant nonsense.

Mr Bertram: You would know all about being
arrogant.

Sir CHARLES COURT: It is arrogant to ask
the Government, to ask the Liberal Party, or to
ask anyone else for that matter to accept some
commitment in respect of the points that the
Leader of the Opposition has put forward.

Mr Bryce: The Government has a bad track
record.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I will refer to these
points. The Leader of the Opposition calls on the
Liberal Party and the Government to take the
following actions in relation to polling in the
Kimberley by-election-

(a) to allow electoral officials to perform
their duties without Ministerial or other
interference.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Sir CHARLES COURT: The electoral officers

will do their duties in accordance with the Act.
Mr Tonkin: They were not allowed to last time.
Mr Barnett: Which Act?
Mr Bryce: Last time your thugs interfered.
Sir CHARLES COURT: If members will sit

down and read Mr Justice Smith's reasons
dispassionately, they will rind that the particular
things insisted on by some of the scrutineers were
in accordance with the law.

Mr Tonkin: Rubbish!
Sir CHARLES COURT: Why does not the

member for Morley study the law?
Mr Tonkin: Why don't you do it in Nedlands

then?
Sir CHARLES COURT: Paragraph (b) then

reads as follows-
(b) to instruct its scrutineers to behave in a

proper manner in polling booths and in a way
which does not degrade, harass or intimidate
potential voters or poll officials or cause
people who are entitled to vote to be
prevented from voting.

Mr Tonkin: As Mr Justice Smith pointed out.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The scrutineers are

under the control of the people actually running
the election, and they will be controlled according
to the law. As far as Liberal Party scrutineers are
concerned, I have always found them anxious to
do what is right.

Mr Bryce: They didn't last time.
Mr Tonkin: Not according to Mr Justice

Smith.
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is true that

sometimes we have some over-enthusiastic people
on all sides, but in the main they conform with
the law. As far as I am concerned there is no need
for us to instruct scrutineers to behave because
they will behave. However, I want to remind
members opposite that the real crux of what
happened at the election-and members opposite
should be downright ashamed that they were
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associated with this-were the ALP tactics which
deprived illiterate people in the Kimberley of their
rights. Fear tactics were used in the Kimberley at
that time. As I said before, if members opposite
knew the Kimberley-

Several members interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Members opposite do

not like the truth. They like to shout and scream,
but they do not like the truth.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order!
Mr Harman: Tell us a bit more about the fear

tactics.
Sir CHARLES COURT: If the members

opposite understood the Kimberley area, and if
they knew what some of their party people did up
there-

Mr H. D. Evans: You tell us.
Mr Tonkin: Why didn't you tell the court?
Sir CHARLES COURT: -the attempts that

were made to debase these illiterate people
instead of trying to help them-

Several members interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Are members

opposite happy about corralling those people?
Mr H-arman: Come on-be specific.
Sir CHARLES COURT: These people were.

treated like a lot of cattle.
Mr Bryce: You are a disgrace to this

Parliament making allegations like that and not
substantiating them.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Tonkin: Why did you not say all this to the

court?
Sir CHARLES CbURT: Paragraph (d) then

commences-

(d) to instruct its members not to
nominate-

Mr Barnett: You might as well keep reading
it-it is the only true thing you have said.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Paragraph (d)
continues-

-for the eletion as allegedly independent
candidates with the view of increasing the
informal vote.

Mr Barnett: Everything else you said is untrue.
Sir CHARLES COURT: What the Leader of

the Opposition is saying on behalf of his party is
that we should go around to our party and say to
people, "You must not nominate for this election
because Mr Jamieson does not like you to." it

could be that someone who does not know
anything about this could nominate.

Mr Bryce: Have you read Alan Ridge's letter to
Rees? What a sham you are.

Sir CHARLES COURT: This particular
amendment we have before us is trying to get us
to instruct people, trying to get us to instruct the
general public for that matter, that they must not
stand as independents for this by-election.

Mr Bryce: You have not a modicum of decency.
Sir CHARLES COURT: This is the biggest

piece of humbug I have ever read in my life. The
amendment then goes on-and remember it is
calling on the Libe ral Party to--

Mr Bryce: Your back-benches are cringing with
embarrassment.

Sir CHARLES COURT: How puerile can you
be.

Mr H-arman: All innuendoes and threats; that
is all it is.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I just want to come
back to the real crunch of this matter. An order
has been made, and that order is to be acted upon.
A by-election will be held, and the people of
Kimberley-not the people opposite who are
shouting and screaming thinking they have some
temporary advantage-will vote on it. I want to
tell members opposite that they have had a
Pyrrhic victory. There has been no victory of any
substance at all, because thank goodness, not a
judge, not the Labor Party, and not the people of
the metropolitan area will decide this issue; it will
be decided by the people who live and work in the
area, the people of Kimberley, and the new
member will be Alan Ridge.

Mr Bryce: Decency had a victory over
skulduggery!

MR HI. DI. EVANS (Warren) [3.30 p.m.]: The
Premier's reaction was predictable. We have
become accustomed in this House to the fact that
the greater degree of bother he gets into, the
greater level of bluster he gets carried away with.

Mr Young: You talk about bluster! What about
the member for Balcatta?

Mr H. -D. EVANS:- Mr Speaker, obviously the
subject is getting a little close to the bone for
members opposite; their nerves appear to be a
little raw. The Premier's reply-if it can be
summed up at all from its meanderings-was that
there was a great deal of respect in the area for
Mr Ridge, and that the Opposition and in
particular, the Leader of the Opposition, had
denigrated him. That is so much nonsense
because, Mr Speaker, as you are well aware from
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the debate which has occurred this afternoon,
there has been no attempt by members of the
Opposition to denigrate the former Minister. This
point needs to be clarified now for the record,
even though the Premier has his nose back in a-
book, and does not want to hear the truth.

Sir Charles Court: Don't you be so insulting; I
do not even have a book here.

Mr H. D. EVANSf The Premier went on to say
that the people of Kimberley will judge for
themselves. But in fact they tried to judge for
themselves at the last election, and look what
happened to them; the opportunity was denied
them and it was denied in one of the most
shameful episodes the State has ever seen.

The Premier went on to say that the
amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition, was a political stunt. The Premier
expects to stand in this place and, with a few
simple words, parsimoniously move a motion
which attempts to lay at rest all the accusations
and shameful actions his party has perpetrated.
However, it should be placed clearly and concisely
on the record what this matter is all about, and
the Opposition intends to avail itself of this
opportunity this afternoon so that in future years
when people refer back to the record, they will
know precisely what went on.

The Premier said that the nub of the issue was
that the Aborigines of Kimberley were scared, but
once again, all he could do was to rant and rave
without giving one specific case to illustrate his
argument. We heard 'the same sort of
generalisations we have seen him resort to so
often in the past. When the argument is weak,
yell the loudest; he is an expert at these tactics.

Sir Charles Court: We have noticed that from
your side.

Mr Sodeman: You do not approve of the speech
of the member for Balcatta, either? We agree
with you.

Mr H. D. EVANS: The Premier also suggested
that the judge gave reasons which have no status
in law, therefore they should not be accepted.
However, it should be pointed out that the
judge-a trained man in his field-had the
opportunity to conduct hearings over a very large
area and to meet a great cross-section of the
community, particularly those involved in the
case; he has objectively and scientifically, with his
trained mind, set down the rights and wrongs of
the issue. We will come back to several of those
points which, while they need not necessarily be
accepted, certainly should be examined a little
more closely than the Premier would have us do.

The editorial of today's issue of The West

Australian contains probably one of the most
significant statements to have come from the
media for some time. It states as follows-

Mr Justice Smith is not necessarily right in
supporting the use of a how-to-vote card as
an expression of an illiterate voter's wishes.
But it should be possible to devise a
method-symbolically or by other
means-by which an Aboriginal would know
precisely for whom he was voting.

That is what we are talking about; it is the overall
situation pertaining in Kimberley which has
culminated in this last shameful effort by the
Liberal Party.

Let us go back some 20 years, to the election
held in Kimberley on the 23rd March, 1968. A
complaint would have been lodged with the Court
of Disputed Returns on that occasion had the
circumstances not been such that the Australian
Labor Party was not able to do so. The evidences
of improper practice were so clearly visible on
that occasion they were proved beyond a shadow
of doubt and even acknowledged by the Chief
Electoral Officer.

So, this is a continuing saga of some 10 years,
because even 10 years ago the Liberal Party were
perpetrating the same injustices in the Kimberley
as we have seen in the election of 1977. Now,
because members opposite have been caught up
with, they are going to change the rules. We can
expect an amendment to the Electoral Act
designed to ensure there will be a continuing
opportunity for the Liberal Party to perpetrate
these sorts of actions.

These are the people who are governing our
State. It is to the eternal shame of members
opposite, and those who support the Government
that these actions have been allowed to take place.

The irregularities of the 1968 Kimberley poll
involved two centres, Mowanjumn Mission and
Gogo Station. When one examines the
irregularities of that period, one can see some
similarities to the 1977 case, although the Liberal
Party streamlined its procedures and adopted a
more sophisticated approach in the 1977 case.
However, the attitude and outlook of the Liberal
Party still is clearly discernible.

It was pointed out in the first debate possible
after the 1968 election that the votes in
Kimberley contained irregularities in that the
result at certain centres was not consistent with
the rest of Kimberley. The debate brought about
a close examination of what happened at
Mowanjum Mission, where 38 votes were cast for
Alan Ridge and only four for Rhatigan, the ALP
candidate.
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A most unusual procedure was adopted at the
mission in that an assistant presiding officer was
appointed; it was arranged for a native to go into
the small polling booth and sit at a table and
assist illiterate native voters, It was in total
contravention of the then provisions of the
Electoral Act.

In a statement made by the assistant presiding
officer, he said he marked off the names but he
did not see exactly how the ballot papers were
marked. But it was illegal to have somebody
there. Somebody could go into the booth to assist
an illiterate voter, but it was not permitted for a
person to sit in the booth at the request of
somebody other than an individual elector. The
assistant presiding officer was put there by the
Liberal Party for no other purpose than to gain as
many votes as possible for Alan Ridge.

After the matter had been examined, the Chief
Electoral Officer conceded that certain
irregularities had occurred; however, he did not
consider it warranted prosecution. Action would
have been taken by the Labor Party on that
occasion, but there were good reasons that it did
not take place.

Illegal procedures occurred both at Mowanjum
Mission and Gogo Station where illiterate native
voters went into the polling booths with how-to-
vote cards on the back of which were typed their
names. When challenged by Harry Strickland,
Legislative Council member for the area, on at
least one occasion it was shown that the holder of
the how-to-vote card, allegedly one George
Widgo, number 2659 on the Kimberley roll, was
not the same man. These how-to-vote cards had
simply been taken along to the polling booths.
The names of natives had been typed on the back
and whether this was the only impersonation or
not is a matter of conjecture, but the inference is
that names were typed on the back of the cards
and they were just passed out. The illiterate
native was then able to claim a vote in the polling
booth.

It may be said, therefore, that there is room for
manipulation with how-to-vote cards but who did
it on that occasion? It was the same party we see
doing it today; the same party saying illiterate
voters should not be allowed to vote. The Liberals
are experts at this but when they can no longer
control the situation the illiterate voters'

-opportunity to vote will no longer remain.
On that occasion there was not the opportunity

to go before the Court of Disputed Returns for
very good reason. Although these illegal
procedures had occurred it did not necessarily
follow that the upholding of allegations would

lead to a 're-election. It would lead to more costs;
that is for sure, but whether or not it would lead
to a re-election is another story altogether. Thai
would have been dependent firstly, upon the
findings of the judge of the Court of Disputed
Returns and, secondly, the section~ of the Act
under which the matter came.

In looking at the Act it is clearly shown that
the trial judge is not necessarily obliged to call for
a re-election or to declare an election null and
void. That was the main reason no action was
taken, besides the cost involved.

If we pursue this to the present Situation,
almost 10 years later, we see the same outlook
and attitude of having an almost divine right of
kings is still peeping through. It is still there but it
has been manifested in a different way. The
question now is the methods that were employed
in 1977. It concerns the fact that a number of
trained legal practitioners were sent to the
Kimberley and used the question under section
119 of the Act to 'seek to confuse illiterate
Aborigines.

The Aborigines could understand if the matter
were put to them in their native tongue. They
would understand then, but we have a member
like the member for Cottesloe sanctimoniously
stating they should be able to understand. That is
utter pious rubbish.

The SPEAKER; Order! The member for
Balcatta and the member for Cottesloc will
discontinue their discussion.

Mr H. D. EVANS: It is not only the illiterate
Aborigines in the Kimberley who are involved,
although they are the specific case in point; they
are the reason these amendments have been
introduced with such indecent haste to have the
rules changed before the by-election comes on so
that the perpetration of the injustices we have
already seen will continue. It is not only these
illiterate Aborigines we are talking about; it is the
whole range of migrants in our community as
well. it concerns not only migrants but also all
sorts of people with impediments who are in need
of assistance. These people are to be penalised,
too; they are to be virtually disfranchised in the
same manner. As a matter of fact in some areas I
can see that it would be a Pyrrhic victory for the
Government.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.03 p.m.
The SPEAKER: The honocurable. member has

five minutes remaining.
Mr H-. D. EVANS: Thank you, Mr Speaker.

Before the afternoon tea suspension I had drawn
the attention of the House to the ongoing
situation, albeit that attitude unchanged which
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has been perpetrated against a minority section in
Western Australia. At no time has there been any
attempt on the part or the Government to assist
those illiterates to cast their votes, but that would
be a basic right. The record clearly indicates that
the contrary has been the case. Members of the
Government have made a point of endeavouri .ng
to manipulate rather than assist, and that is the
sheer simple fact of the matter.

I would like the Aboriginal group in the present
situation with the foreshadowed changes in the
electoral law, to take up the question with the
United Nations. I have made some preliminary
inquiries to -ascertain whether this is possible,
what procedures are involved, and what avenues
jare available. It seems rather occluded at the
present time; but if ever there was a case for a
minority group to take some stand on justice as it
has been meted out to it, this surely must be it.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr H. D. EVANS: To come back to the

amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition, its main thrust is that in declaring the
seat vacant this House-

I . expresses its disgust at the tactics
employed by the Liberal Party during
the polling on February 19 and notes the
findings of the court of disputed returns
that:
(i) Directions given to the Chief

Electoral Officer by the then
Minister for Justice should not have
been complied with,

That was the statement of the trial judge. Rather
than uphold the actions of his Minister, the
Premier at least should have been ashamed,
properly and rightly; he should have done
something about it certainly, and the same can be
said about the Attorney-General,' although
whether any action can be substantiated as far as
he is concerned remains to be seen.

However, as we know, it is a numbers game and
there is very little likelihood that much can be
done to put into effect the remarks of the trial
judge who stated that it should be noted that
there was no evidence of malpractice by the ALP.
Had there been-had the judge said that there
was malpractice by the ALP-droves of
members opposite would have been endeavouring
tojiighlight them.

Mr Grayden: You will get a few instances
before the day is out.

Mr H. D. EVANS: The Premier has not been
able to give any.

Sir Charles Court: Not much he hasn't.

Mr H. D. EVANS: Neither has the well-known
purchaser of shares been able to, either.

Mr Grayden: Sit back and wait and see what
the Labor Party did in that area.

Mr H. D. EVANS: This is rather interesting. It
is time the Minister came out with something
factual instead of blustering and generalising. He
is as bad as the Premier at that.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
A Government member: What was

allegation?
Mr Bryce: Read the paper.

the

Several members interjected.
A Government member: What is the

allegation?
Mr Bryce: Getting 5 000 shares while a mining

warden, and you know it.
A Government member: Who did?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr H. D. EVANS: The amendment

continues-
(ii) no evidence was produced of any

malpractices by the A.L.P.,
(iii) the only inference from the

evidence was that the Liberal Party
adopted a plan aimed at stultifying
the use by illiterate electors of how
to vote cards and to circumvent
instructions given by the returning
officer to the presiding officers,

This goes back to the days when the Aborigines
were drafted and told how to vote. It is the same
business which took place then. It is not a matter
or the station owner giving a direction in the
morning. It is a matter of hiring solicitors and
lawyers-trained legal men. It is a matter of-

They fight with shuffling papers
They have bright and alien eyes,
And they look on our loves and labours,
As a poor man looks on flies.

Sir Charles Court: Why not put it to music?
Mr H. D. EVANS: That was "A Silent People

by Chesterton, but never were truer words spoken.
They are so appropriate and so apt, not only for
this situation, but also to sum up the philosophical
attitude of the Liberal Party opposite.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [4.08 p.m.J: One
similarity in regard to both sides of the House on
the whole issue seems to be that both sides would-
like all enrolled people, including Aborigines and
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illiterates, to be entitled to have a vote and to
have it.

Mr Ton kin: What a sick joke!
Mr LAURANCE: There the similarity seems

to end.
Mr Tonkin: I'll say it does. You want it

directed in one way!
Mr LAURANCE: It has been made quite clear

that the ALP wants the Aborigines to vote, as
long as they vote 100 per cent Labor.

Mr Tonkin: That is not true.
Mr LAURANCE: That is the direction they

have given to the Aborigines. That is what they
demanded of them. They can vote as long as they
vote 100 per cent Labor.

Mr Bryce: Prove it.
Mr LAURANCE: It must be 100 per cent

Labor.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Tonk in: Get out of the gutter!
The SPEAKER: Members will come to order!
Mr LAURANCE: It is interesting to note that

81 per cent of enrolled electors voted in the
Kim berley. Even if we say that 8O per cent voted,
allowing for those who did not get to the polling
booths, the Labor Party wants a 100 per cent vote
for itself. That is what it demands.

Mr Tonkin: What makes you say that?
Mr LAURANCE: Members opposite have said

there was a conspiracy. I agree with that. There
was a conspiracy by the ALP to herd these
illiterates to the poll-to marshal them to make
sure the ALP squeezed Out the 100 per cent
Aboriginal vote.

Mr Tontkin: Why didn't this come out before
the trial judge?

Mr Young: Why don't you listen and let him
tell you what happened?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is highly

inappropriate to have members of the House,
other than the member who has the call,
addressing themselves to the Chair or to one
another. The member for Gascoyne.

Mr LAURANCE; We have heard about
tactics, but it is absolutely despicable to use
illiterate Aborigines as election fodder, but that is
what the ALP has done.

An Opposition member: That is what you are
doing.

Mr LAURANCE: The ALP has stripped them

of all dignity. It has left them with no vestige of
dignity at all.

Mr Bryce: It must be uncomfortable for a
racist like you to hold your seat.

Mr LAURANCE: Why should a party set out
to achieve this-to herd illiterates to the poll?
The obvious answer is this: Members of the ALP
have nothing to offer literates so they will prey on
illiterates. They will prey on the weak people, the
unemployed people, and the illiterates to try to
get themselves elected to power. This is all they
have left. They have nothing to offer literate
people so they are delving down amongst the
illiterates, which is disgraceful.

Mr Bryce: You see yourself as above the
illiterates do you, to say that we -are delving
down? That is exactly the same foul language the
member for Kimberley used.

Mr LAURANCE: I live in the part of the State
in which these people reside. Members opposite
might be a two-day wonder up there-

Mr Bryce: What about your racist attitude?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: Members opposite may be a

two-day wonder, but I am a 20-year resident.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Barnett: You should have spent some of

that time going to school then.
Mr Sodenian: Listen to who's talking! Don't

answer him!
Mr LAURANCE: I can only retort to the.

interjection by the member opposite by saying
that many of my friends who are Aborigines are
my ex-students whom I taught in the north.

Mr Pearce: That is why they are illiterate.
Mr LAUJRANCE: They have been told to vote

Labor or else. That was the fear tactic used in the
Kimberley electorate and it was used very
successfully.

Mr Tonkin: Or else what?
Mr LAURANCE; It was used so successfully

that we have been told by people coming from the
Eyre electorate in South Australia that they have
come to rind out how the ALP did it. They set up
a school to teach other people in electorates all
around Australia. They have told them to go to
the Kimberley to Find out how to abuse the
illiterates, marshal them, and wring the last vote
out of them.

Several members interjected.
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Mr H. D. Evans: Way wasn't all this produced
in court?

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: That is it. It is the "school

for wringing the last Labor vote out of the
illiterate''.

An Opposition member: Why didn't the judge
say this?

Mr LAURANCE: We have heard a lot about
one-vote-one-value and that is what members
opposite want.

Mr B. T. Burke: You want no-votes-no-values.
Mr LAURANCE: The ALP wants one-vote-

one-value-
Mr Bertram: And will continue to do so.
Mr LAURANCE: -but in the Kimberley the

ALP wants one vote for illiterates and for the
ALP supporters it wants one vote for every
illiterate it can marshal. It wants them all. It
wants 10, 20, 150, or 200 even if it must get a
bigger bus to get a few more in. This is what they
were wanting.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: The ALP was asking for all

Aborigines to be marshalled into the booth.
Mr Bryce: Your contribution is pathetic.
Sir Charles Court: It happens to be factual.
Mr Tonkin: You didn't produce one iota of

evidence.
Mr LAURANCE: This debate will not mean

anything to residents in the Kimberley, but let the
people in the metropolitan area understand the
situation. The ALP wanted as many votes as
possible for people in the polling booths. That is
what it asked.

Mr Bryce: You are a racist and want to
discriminate against people because they are
black!

Sir Charles Court: You of all people!
Mr Bryce: That is exactly right!
Mr LAURANCE: We have heard this

afternoon that the former member for Kimberley
had no right to sit in his seat.

Mr Tonkin: The judge said that.
Mr LAURANCE: Members opposite said that

they were not denigrating the former member for
K~imberley, but he should not have been sitting
here.

Mr Tonkin: The judge said that.
Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: Obviously there has been an

attack all the time on the Minister. It is a
despicable attack on the Minister to discredit him
and take away his credibility.

Mr Tonkin: The judge said that.
Mr Bryce: You read the despicable letters he

wrote.
Mr LAURANCE: His record is on the slate; he

can point to his record. He has lived there and
worked there and given half his lifetime to that
area. No-one can discredit him.

Mr .Jamieson: Half a lifetime? In total, with
the time he has been in the House, he has been in
the area for only 14 years.

Mr LAURANCE: Let us have a close look at
the credibility of those who contested the seat.

We have heard members on the other side try
to discredit the Liberal member, Alan Ridge.
They have tried to discredit Mr Rees, and they
call him a Liberal.

Mr B. T. Burke: Your Premier attended Labor
Party meetings.

Mr LAURANCE: They have tried to discredit
the Liberal Minister.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many

interjections.
Mr LAURANCE: They have discredited the

second candidate, Mr Rees, and said he is a
Liberal. That makes two Liberals. It is interesting
to note that the third one is the Labor Party
candidate, Mr Bridge.

Mr .Jamieson: Will you repeat this outside the
House? I know what you are going to say.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Order!
Mr LAURANCE: I challenge the Leader of

the Opposition. He said he knows what I am
going to say. I challenge him to say it. He will not
say it.

Several members interjected.
Mr Jamieson: You have no guts.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of' the

Opposition will cease interjecting. If order is not
maintained we will not hear what the member for
Gascoyne has to say.

Mr Jamieson: He will not say it. He is
frightened now.

Mr LAURANCE: Last year, just a few days
after the announcement of the endorsed ALP
candidate for Kimberley, I went to Halls Creek in
company with two of my colleagues, the member
for Murray and the member for Albany. I went to
meet Mr Ernie Briage who had just been
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announced as being the endorsed ALP candidate.
In company with those other two members, I met
him outside his service station in Halls Creek. I
congratulated him on winning endorsement for
the ALP, and in that conversation Mr Bridge
said, "Two years ago I told Charles Court and
Alan Ridge that I was ready to go into politics. I
have been waiting for them to come back since
and they did not come. They would not ask me to
be a Liberal member of Parliament."

Mr Shalders: That is quite true.
Mr Jamieson: Say it outside the House. We are

waiting for you.
Mr LAURANCE: There were not two Liberals

on the polling ticket; there were really' three
Liberals on the ticket.

Mr B. T. Burke: And you still couldn't win.
Tell us about your Premier, when he was younger,
going to Labor Party meetings; or let the Premier
tell us.

Sir Charles Court: And let me hear you say
that again when the decision on the 19th
February is re-endorsed.

Mr B. T. Burke interjected.
Sir Charles Court: I went to plenty in Forrest

Place.
Mr LAURANCE: I am very pleased to belong

to a party which would reject a man who is as
unprincipled as that; who said. "I am ready to go
into politics as a Liberal", and after waiting two
years-

Mr Jamieson: You are getting protection here.
You gutless wonders!

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! That exchange does

nothing at all for this place.
Mr LAURANCE: I am pleased to belong-
The SPEAKER: Order! On about three

occasions today, just as I have sat down after
having tried to bring some order into this House,
one member or another has mumbled some kind
of comment. I give fair warning that if any back-
chat or mumbling goes on I will take action
against the member who does it.

Mr LAURANCE: I am pleased and delighted
to belong to a political party which would refuse a
man like that the opportunity to get into
Parliament without going through the normal
procedures. I am saying perhaps Bridge, too,
should have been on the card as a Liberal.

Mr Bryce: Do you know Ridge handed out
how-to-vote cards for Jack Rhatigan and then
stood against him?

Mr LAURANCE: I certainly would be the first

person to try to prevent that man getting onto the
ticket as a Liberal unless he tried in the normal
way. But the ALP came along and he jumped at
the opportunity to swap camps. On other
occasions-

Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: He said it to me to my face

in company with two of my colleagues.
Mr Tonkin: You will stop at nothing. Do you

expect us to believe you after what you have done
in the Kimberley?

Mr.LAURANCE: On other occasions in the
State's history when we have had a re-election
following a Court of Disputed Returns, the Sitting
member has been endorsed with an increased
majority, and it will happen again in the
Kimberley when that re-election is held.

Government members: Hear, hear'

MR TONKIN (Morley) [4.21 pm,]: I have had
occasion to talk to Mr Ernie Bridge about the
subject the member for Gascoyne has mentioned,
and the invitation is plaini-quite simple. If he
makes that statement outside the House he will be
accommodated with a writ. It is as simple as that.
I am not allowed under the Standing Orders or'
this House to call a man a liar. No matter how
many lies a person tells, I am not allowed to use
the term "lies". So I will use the word "untruth".
An untruth is different from a lie.

Sir Charles Court: It is not the only case we
have.

Point of Order

Mr LAURANCE: I object to the remarks of
the member for Morley and ask that they be
withdrawn.

Mr Tonkin: What remarks?
The SPEAKER: Order! The words used by the

member for Morley were highly inappropriate
and F would ask him not to speak in that fashion.
lHe is in my view, at least in principle, or at least
in part, offending against the Standing Orders,
and I ask him to desist from doing that.

Mr TONKIN: I will not waste any more time
of the House on the member for Gascoyne.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Mr TONKIN: The Premier said earlier that
the people of the Kimberley will decide. The
people of the Kimberley have decided. If there
were any justice, Mr Ernie Bridge would be
sitting in this House at the present time. He is the
member for Kimberley-
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Mr Laurance: Rubbish! He is not and never
will be.

Mr TONKIN: The member for Gascoyne says,
"Rubbish" to what the judge has said. He
laughed earlier when the words of Justice Smith
were quoted. Members opposite laughed at the
judgment. The Premier said, "I don't care what
the judge says." The Premier puts himself above
the law. The Government puts itself above the
law. The member for Warren used the term
"divine right". The Liberal Party believes it has a
divine right to rule. They say, "We do not care
what the people say." We saw in 1975, when the
people returned a Labor Government, they
stopped supply. Their attitude is "We have a
divine right to rule and we don't care what the
judge says." Everybody who sits with the Premier
on that side of the House accepts with arrogance
that the Government is above the law.

Mr Clarko: Did you accept the judgment of the
Governor-General?

Mr TONKIN: The fact of the matter is we
have been prepared to accept the verdict of the
people for decades. For decades the people of this
State and this country have been returning
Liberal Governments and we have never denied
their right to do so. We have tried to prove they
were wrong; we have tried to show them they
were wrong: we have tried to woo them from that
allegiance and get them to vote for the Australian
Labor Party; but we have never said they do not
have the right to choose a Liberal Government if
they so desire, and we have never cooked the
books in order to do so.

I think it is a tragedy that instead of spending
our time in this Par liament dealing with what we
should be dealing with-that is, the management
of this State-we have to spend our time trying to
prevent the Liberal Party from using corrupt
methods in order to hang on to power. I was
suspended from this Parliament because I made a
statement that it was a corrupt Government, and
we had the situation where-

The SPEAKER: Order! If you say it again you
will be suspended again, I imagine.

Mr TONKIN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. That is
why I have not said it.!I was suspended from this
House for saying that but a judge sitting in the
Supreme Court of Western Australia has in
actual fact said that very same thing. So there are
quaint rules in this place, which say we are not
allowed to speak the truth. As I said before,
people can do all kinds of things but as soon as
someone uses a word to describe them, that is a
sin. A member like myself, for example, can be
suspended for saying what they are in fact doing.

We dissociate ourselves from this attack upon
the judicial system that we have seen in this place,
where the Premier has said in his arrogant way,
"I don't care what the judge says." When words
from the judgment were read out from this side of
the House earlier today, we had members
opposite laughing. We believe in the rule of law.
We do not believe that the Australian Labor
Party or a Labor Government should be above the
law.

Mr Young interjected.
Mr TONKIN: We believe the law should be

above all.
I remember the member for Scarborough, in

his maiden speech in this House, defending
apartheid. At the time I called him a racist.

Mr Young: I did not defend apartheid.
Mr TON KIN: I remember, Mr Speaker, when

I was actually sitting in your chair as a Deputy
Speaker and the Premier was standing over here
as Leader of the Opposition, he defended South
Africa's apartheid at that time. So two members
on the other side showed they were racists, and we
are not surprised that we have this racist attempt
to prevent people from voting merely because,
from their point of view, the colour of their skin is
wrong. We are not surprised at the racism we
have seen here.

I believe that the name "Liberal" will become
so offensive to decent men and women in this
country that we will see the Liberal Party change
its name yet again. Right throughout the history
of this country we have seen the Liberal Party
change its name to Nationalist Party, and when
that name became offensive to decent Australians
it changed its name to United Australia Party;
and when that name stank in the nostrils of
decent men it changed its name to "Liberal". I
venture to say in a few years it will change its
name again because the name "Liberal" has
become synonymous with racism, injustice, and
rigging the electorates, and the citizens of
Australia will move away from that party in such
a hurry when they realise what kind of people
they are.

I give a warning to the people of Australia that
even though the Liberals change their names the
leopard will not change its spots. These
conservatives who sit opposite may give
themselves another fancy name because they
think it will gather a few votes for them, and they
will put themselves above the law and tamper
with the laws. They will be prepared to do
anything-and I stress anything-in order to
hang on to power.

The Premier said there was no conspiracy.
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Listen to this from the judgment-but of course
these words are a joke, these words are not to be
taken much notice of by the Liberal Party which
considers itself above the law. "I don't care what
the judge says", says the leader of the Liberal
Party in this State. We do have respect for this
judge. He said-

In the absence of explanation from the
respondent as to his reasons for the adoption
of this plan, it seems to me that the only
inference open on the evidence is that the
intention was to stultify the use by illiterate
electors of How to Vote cards as a medium
of instruction in an area in which it was
known that a large number of illiterate
electors were enrolled who were unlikely to
support his candidature-

In other words, they were voting the wrong way.
We have seen with the Electoral Act that people
outside the metropolitan area have had the value
of their votes doubled, trebled and quadrupled.
We have seen that in one suburb the people on
one side of a street had two and three times the
voting power of the people on the other side of the
street. And what was their virtue? They voted
Liberal, as shown by previous returns.

So we see this very rotten canker that runs
through the thread of Liberal Party practice and
history in the past is again running through what
happened on this occasion; because the
Aborigines were unlikely to support his
candidature means were used to circumvent the
instruction which was made known by the
respondent's campaign organisers to have been
given by the returning officer to the presiding
officers as to the use illiterate voters were entitled
to make of such cards.

So we see there was a deliberate interference
with people because it was believed they would
vote the wrong way from the point of view of the
Liberal Party. The Opposition affirms, and we
have no hesitation in affirming, that the people of
this State no matter what their colour or where
they may live have a right to vote and have a right
to choose any Government they wish to chose; and
if that means that they sometimes do not choose a
Labor Government then we will defend to the
death their right to make that decision. We will
say to them, "We think your judgment is wrong,
but you have every right to make such a decision
and we will not quarrel with it." That is the
position of the ALP.

Sir Charles Court: Oh!
Mr TONKIN: The Premier can laugh.

Whenever anything idealistic is raised the
Premier laughs. If ever we saw a political cynic

who is prepared to stoop to any level to hang on to
power, we see it now in the Premier. He is a
Premier who would rig the electoral laws because
a majority of people in the Kimberley decided to
vote for a Labor candidate; he is prepared to
change the rules now in order to ensure that Mr
Ridge wins the by-election. No matter what the
majority of people in the Kimberley electorate
want, the Premier is prepared to change the rules
because he has been beaten under the old rules.
Therefore, we lake no notice of the Premier when
he scoffs at idealism because we are not cynics;
we believe in democracy and in the people having
the right to choose the Government they wish.

Sir Charles Court: What about the tactics of
the Labor Party in that election?

Mr B. T. Burke: Why didn't you raise that
before the court?

Mr Bryce: You could have raised that matter if
you wanted to.

Mr TONKIN: The member for Balcatta and
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition have made a
very telling point. If in fact all these nefarious
activities by the ALP did occur in the Kimberley
electorate, why were they not raised in the court?
The reason is that they would have been laughed
out of court because there is no evidence. Is the
Premier trying to tell the Parliament and the
people of Western Australia that he had evidence
we were doing things that Were illegal, but that he
did not bother to go to the court when he was
under challenge? If he really thinks the people of
Western Australia will believe such poppycock,
all I can say is that he has contempt for the
people.

Sir Charles Court: The people of the Kimberley
know.

M4r TONKIN: The people of the Kimberley
know, because they chose Ernie Bridge, and the
judgment shows that. At least Mr Justice Smith
can add up, which is something the Premier
cannot do; and he decided that Mr Ernie Bridge
had lost more votes than the number of votes by
which Mr Ridge won.

Mr Laurance: Why didn't he say that?
Mr TON K I N: Becausc of the la w.
Mr Laurance: Obviously he did not want to. He

ordered a re-election.
Mr TONKIN: Rubbish! The point is that the

people of the Kimberley chose M r Bridge-
Mr Laurance: No way.
Mr TONKIN: No way! The member for

Gascoyne says that because he has contempt for
the judgment of Mr Justice Smith. The member
considers himself to be above the law. He agrees
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with his Premier; he would do anything to get into
the Cabinet. He is hoping Mr Ridge is not re-
elected so that he will have a chance to get into
the Cabinet, and to get into the Cabinet he will
back up anything the Premier says. When the
Premier says he does not agree with what the
judge said, the member for Gascoyne is prepared
to back him simply because he will agree to
anything the Premier says in order to get
promotion to the Cabinet.

Mr Laurance: How can you get that low?
Mr TONKIN: Fancy a member of the Liberal

Party talking about being low.
Mr Laurance: What you did was absolutely

shamefl~u. You screwed them down and forced
them to the polls.

Mr TONKIN: This attitude is nothing new in
the history of the Liberal Party. In the 1960s the
Opposition had to take the Brand Government to
court to make it obey the law and redistribute the
electoral boundaries as provided for in the law.
Once again the Supreme Court had to sit and
make a judgment saying to the Brand
Government, of which the present Premier was
one of the leading lights, "Obey the law; just
because you are the Government you are not
above the law." Why should the people of
Western Australia have to obey a Government
which itself has to be made to obey the law by the
Opposition taking it to court and getting a
Supreme Court order?

Mr Jamieson: When we won that case twice,
the Premier was a party to not paying our costs.
Arthur Watts wanted to pay them, but the
present Premier was against it.

Sir Charles Court: How do you know?
Mr TONKIN: Only recently the Premier made

a generous offer to pay costs, because he knew the
Liberal candidate would lose the case. One did
not have to be a lawyer to see the case was going
against the Liberal Party.

So this attitude of the Liberal Party is nothing
new. In the 1960s the Brand Government had to
be forced to obey the law. Therefore, this is
normal Liberal Party practice to disobey the law
and to have to be forced to obey it. Even when the
judgment was made on the previous occasion the
then Liberal Government still refused to accept it,
and a visit had to be made to the Lieutenant-
Governor at the time insisting that he was in
breach of the Queen's coronation oath because of
the Brand Government's defiance of the law.
Such an approach had to be made before the
Government would obey the law. Is not that a
scandalous situation?

Here we have a Government which talks about
law and order and expects a person to obey the
traffic laws and to drive at no more than 60 km/h
in areas where that is the speed limit; but
nevertheless it says the Government does not have
to obey the law. Now that the Government has
been caught out and it has been shown it was not
obeying the law it is saying, "We will change the
rules to make sure we win this time." How low
can one get? This is a shocking and disgraceful
attitude.

This Parliament was not devised to pass laws to
enable one party to use the system to stay in
power despite what the people want. It was not
meant to govern the State of Western Australia in
such a way as to ensure that a certain group of
people remain in power for perpetuity. That is not
the purpose of this Parliament. We should not be
rising in our places, as members of the Opposition
do year after year, trying to prevent dishonest
laws being made in this place. That is not our
purpose.

Our founding fathers did not decide to set up a
Parliament for that purpose. The British
Parliament did not establish this Parliament for it
to he used so that one side of politics could ensure
it stayed in power for ever more. We in this place
should be using our time and talents to see the
State is governed for the benefit of all people.

We should have in this place a system whereby
the people if they want to choose a certain
Government, no matter what its political colour,
have a right to make that choice with no attempt
being made to cheat them out of a vote because
they have some imagined defect.

This situation must be very distressing to
people who believe in democracy. It must be very
distressing to those who have given up a great
deal to ight for democracy. We have been
involved in two World Wars, and many of those
people who went overseas believed they were
ighting for democracy and for the right of the

ordinary person to make a decision. How
disappointed those people must be and how
disappointed must be the relatives of those who
did not return to see what is happening now.

Mr Blaikie: You didn't believe in democracy
when we were discussing the Flour Bill, did you?
You have different brands of democracy for
different speeches.

Mr TONKIN: Mr Speaker, we disagreed with
that Bill-

Mr Blaikie: It was a different brand of
democracy then.

Mr TONKIN: -but we have never suggested
the law should be disobeyed. We have accepted
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that this Parliament made a law, e 'ven though we
have always had reservation that the Parliament
is incapable of making laws correctly because it
does not reflect the views or the people correctly
as a result of the gerrymander we have.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member has
one minute remaining.

Mr TONKIN: Thank you, Sir. If this
Parliament were properly constituted to reflect
accurately the views of the people then, of course,
we would say that the laws it makes should be
obeyed provided they meet certain Canons of
democracy. We just cannot agree that there are
second-class citizens in this State, just as we
cannot agree that the people in the metropolitan
area should be treated as second-class citizens
because their votes arc devalued. We cannot agree
that after Mr Justice Smith has decided the
majority of people in the Kimberley decided they
wanted Mr Ernie Bridge to represent them-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member's time
has expired.

Mr TON KIN: -their views should be ignored.

MR CRAYDEN (South Perth-Minister for
Labour-and Industry) [4.41 p.m.]: Members of
the Labor Party during this debate and during
discussions which have preceded this debate over
the past few weeks have scaled the Everest of
hypocrisy.

Mr Bateman: More emotive words and phrases.
Mr GRAY DEN: I say that because they are on

such slender ground when they engage in a
campaign of calumny, the like of which Western
Australia has never seen before. They were
responsible [or mind boggling malpractices during
the Kimberley campaign and today they made the
statement that they did not engage in that type of
conduct. However, they were engaged in it; they
were up to their necks in it from the start to the
finish, and when the Liberal candidate acting
completely within the law took the action open to
him in the polling booth, members opposite
pointed the accusing finger and launched a
campaign of calumny which is absolutely
unprecedented in Western Australia.

Mr Davies: You are going well so far.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Kimberley election was

won by the Liberal candidate by 93 votes; but had
it not been for the campaign waged by the
Opposition the margin would have been
immeasurably greater-it would have been
immense.

The Labor Party did three things in violation of
the Electoral Act in the Kimberley election.
Firstly, it resorted to bribes. Secondly, it resorted

to undue influence., and, thirdly, it resorted to
manipulation.

Let me show you, Sir, what the Electoral Act
has to say in respect of those matters. Part VII of
the Act deals with electoral offence, and section
179 states-

179. To secure the due execution of this
Act and the purity of elections, the following
acts are hereby prohibited and penaised:-

(1) Breach or neglect of official duty.
(2) Illegal practices, including-

(a) bribery;
(b) undue influence.

On the question of bribery, let us see what section
18 1 says, and consider the penalty. It states-

181. Any person who-
(a) promises, or offers, or suggests any

valuable consideration, advantage,
recompense, reward, or benefit for
or on account of, or to induce any
candidature or withdrawal of
candidature, or any vote or
omission to vote, or any support of,
or opposition to, any candidate, or
any promise of any such vote,
omission, support, or opposition;

(aa) promises, offers or suggests any
valuable consideration ...

I will not read it all. It concludes as follows-
.. shall. be guilty of bribery.

I have already made the statement that this
election was not won by an immeasurably larger
majority than 93 because of bribery, undue
influence, and manipulation by the Labor Party.
We will see how this is substantiated. Before I do
so, can I say this: The only reasons this evidence
was not presented to the Court of Disputed
Returns were, Firstly, that we do not stoop to the
level of the Opposition; secondly, there should
have been no necessity for it; and, thirdly, I and
the witnesses in the Kimberley electorate expected
the judge to call them to give evidence, because
this situation was known to everybody in the
Ki mberley.

The First point in the Electoral Act deals with
bribery and makes it an offence. It is common
knowledge throughout the Kimberley that
members of the Labor Party indulged in this and
they did it in one dramatic and graphic way
which had the consequences that they hoped to
achieve when they embarked on this particular
campaign. It was instilled into the mind of every
illiterate Aboriginal in the Kimberley that if
Bridge were returned there would be houses, land,
trucks, pigs, and everything else for the
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Aborigines; and if Alan Ridge were elected their
social service pensions would be immediately
withdrawn.

This is the cargo cult. What the Labor Party
did in the Kimberley was to go to Papua New
Guinea and import the cargo cult which has been
so successful among the people there and
introduce it into the Kimberley so that the
illiterate people of the Kimberley would think
that if there were a change of Government and
Ernie Bridge were returned there would be
houses, land, trucks, pigs, and everything else for
all. These statements were repeated over and over
again to policemen, to prominent officers of the
Government, to the locals, and everyone else.

Mr Speaker, under the Electoral Act that is
bribery. Part VII of the Electoral Act states in
part-

To secure the due execution of this
and the purity of elections, the following
are hereby prohibited and penalised:-

(2) Illegal practices, including-

Act
acts

(a) bribery;
(b) undue influence.

It says that anybody who engages in this shall be
guilty of bribery. These promises which were
made across the face of the Kimberley to the
illiterate Aborigines by members of the Labor
Party amount to bribery under this Act. Not one
instance but hundreds of instances could have
been justified before the Court of Disputed
Returns, and I and everybody connected with the
situation are at a loss to know why they were not
called to give evidence, because the evidence is
there; over and over again we had instances of it.

In Halls Creek in the presence of Government
officials and all the inhabitants of Hails Creek
what happened? The polling booth opened at 8.00
a.m. Across the road there is a cinema and the
Aborigines had been marshalled there, possibly
quite improperly, probably thinking in some cases
that because Government officials were
responsible they were required to accede to the
request that had been made of them. After having
been treated to buns, cakes, and bottles of soft
drink-and who knows what else, because money
was seen to change hands according to a report on
the day-they emerged. That under the Electoral
Act is bribery.

They were marshalled prior to 8.00 a.m. ready
to go across the road and when they went across,
being illiterate, they could not understand what
they were doing and had to have their name tags
on so that they could be recognised. But soft
drinks, buns, and money are bribery under the

Electoral Act. That is one instance of bribery by
which this election was won.

Do I have to go any further? It is a cut-and-
dried case of bribery under this Act. If people are
promised houses, land, trucks, and pigs by the
Labor candidate, and the other members who
were assisting the Labor Party, it is a straightout
case of bribery. Yet what has the Labor Party
said in the amendment to the motion before the
House? It has said that no evidence was produced
of any malpractices by the ALP! The reason for
that is that everyone took it for granted that
everyone knew-and of course everybody
does-and they were waiting to be called by the
judge. But were they called? Of course they were
not called.

Mr Jamieson: You will say all this outside of
course?

Mr GRAYDEN: Right. There is nothing here
that has not been said and is not known to
everybody in the Kimberley.

Mr Jamieson: No guts!
Mr GRAYDEN: The member should talk

about guts!
MriJamieson: No guts! Say it outside.
Mr GRAYDEN: Right. We are dealing with

the question of bribes. Now we get to the question
of threats. What does the Electoral Act say about
threats? The Electoral Act says~~

Any person who--

(a). promises, or offers, or suggests any
valuable consideration, advantage,
recompense, reward, or benefit for
or on account of, or to induce any
candidature Or withdrawal of
candidature, or any vote or
omission to vote, or any support of,
or opposition to, any candidate, or
any promise of any such vote,
omission, support, or opposition;

(aa) promises, offers or suggests any
valuable consideration, advantage,
recompense, reward or benefit for
or on account of, or to induce-
(i) any enrolment, or refraining

from ...

Point of Order

Mr H. D. EVANS: Mr Speaker, I take a point
of order. How much of the Electoral.Act is the
Minister allowed to read?

The SPEAKER: He is allowed to read as much
of it as I believe is reasonable in the presentation
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of his speech to this House. The Minister has
seven minutes remaining.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: In that case I shall be very

brief;, there is no point in continuing. All I am
pointing out is that threats are an offence and the
section concludes by saying that anybody guilty of
doing this "shall be guilty of undue influence".

What did members of the Labor Party do in
respect of illiterate tribal Aborigines of the north?
They invoked the image of the Kadaitcha man,
the man who walks around in bark shoes with the
feathers-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order. I cannot hear the Minister speak.
Mr GRAYDEN: He is the man with the emu

feathers on his shoes so that he does not leave any
tracks, and of course he operates at night. His
sole purpose is to revenge and to kill. That is the
sole purpose of the Kadaitcha man common to
every tribe of Aborigines in Australia. Members
of the Labor Party invoked the image of the
Kadaitcha man for every i lliterate Aboriginal and
told them that he was going to get them if they
did not vote for Ernie Bridge.

What happened when Alan Ridge, a close
friend and somebody who had worked for them
for 18 years, walked into a mission? The
Aborigines fled in fear into the bush because they
had been told that the Icadaitcha man would get
them if they spoke to the candidate or even went
near him.

What happened on polling day at Halls Creek?
Along they came with a bone and pointed it at
one individual and he raced off down the road
followed by a Liberal supporter. The supporter
Finds out that they pointed a bone at the
Aboriginal who is white with fear. When we look
at this section we find this is undue influence
under the Act and it is a crime. Yet the Labor
Party went out of its way to invoke the threat of
the Kadaitcha man in order to exert undue
influence on the illiterate Aborigines of the
Kimberley. It was done extraordinarily
successfully.

The third point I raised-and I am going to
skip through this unfortunately only because I
have limited time-is that members of the Labor
Party engaged in manipulation. We have so many
instances that they are not worth while going into.
I shall give one classic example so that the people
can decide for themselves what happened in the
Kimberley. At Kununurra 30 Aboriginal voters
were lined up waiting to vote. One individual from

the Labor Party went along the whole lot of them,
took their how-to-vote cards from them, and
threw the cards in the bin. Liberal Party
scrutineers and others looked in the bin and of
course most of the cards were Liberal cards. Then
the Aborigines were handed in return a Labor
how-to-vote card, forbidden to speak to anybody
handing out how-to-vote cards, forbidden to do
anything, and marched into the booth.

What the Labor Party wants at this stage is for
somebody-I imagine 6ne of their own
supporters-to mark the cards of the Aborigines
for them. They would not know what he was
doing; they would not have a glimmer of
understanding of what the whole procedure was'
about. But this is what the Labor Party would
have us believe is something worth while for
Western Australia. Members of the Labor Party
would have us believe that it is reasonable for the
fate of the Government in a State-and it could
be a Labor Government or a Liberal
Government-to depend on virtually a handful of
illiterate people who, without a glimmer of
understanding of what they were doing, were
marshalled into such a situation.

Mr Speaker, I wanted to touch on many points
but I did not realise we were limited in time. I
shall conclude by repeating once again that if it
-had not been for these tactics by the Labor Party
the outcome of this election would have been
different. The Liberal candidate won by 93 votes.
The judge talked in terms of there being 97 votes
which he thought might be in dispute-four votes
the difference!

The Labor Party influenced literally thousands
of votes in the Kimberley by the tactics I have
spoken of. Firstly, there was straighitout bribery
under the Electoral Act. The-numbers of Labor
supporters walking around the Kimberley at the
moment who could be charged under this Act are
legion. It is a straight case of bribery under the
Act. The numbers of Labor supporters walking
around the Kimberley who could be charged with
undue influence under this Act are absolutely
legion. The number of Labor supporters walking
around the Kimberiey who could be charged with
manipulation, once again are legio 'n. I t is a
disgraceful state of affairs. It is for that reason
that I say in this particular issue the Labor Party
has scaled in Western Australia the Everest of
hypocrisy and to justify-

Mr Tonkin: North face or south face?
Mr GRAYDEN: -these actions it has

embarked upon, unfortunately, with the co-
operation of the media, a campaign of calumny
the like of which we have never before seen in
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Western Australia. It is shocking that in Western
Australia, the Labor Party should engage in
calumny and vilification, to try to preserve a
situation where the Labor Party can manipulate
illiterate voters and in that way overcome the
whole purpose of the Electoral Act which is to
ensure elections are carried out in an above-board
manner.

MR PEARCE (Gosnells)*[5.02 p.m.]: It is a
pleasure to follow the Minister for Labour and
Industry. He is a very easy act to follow for
anyone who intends to argue in a factual or
logical way. I laughed along with everybody else
at the clown act we have just witnessed; but
unfortunately there was obviously a series of
misunderstandings or misapprehensions which
exist only in the Minister's mind which are so
denigratory of some people in this State that I feel
they must be laid to rest immediately.

The Minister for Labour and Industry fails to
understand that illiterate people are those who
cannot read. In the case of illiterate people in
terms of voting, it may merely mean people who
cannot read English. It does not mean they are
stupid. The fact that a person is illiterate means
he cannot read and there is no judgment implied
on that person's IQ. If one comes from a
nonliterate society, as in fact most of the
Aborigines do, one can be a very intelligent
person, despite the fact that one has not gone
through the same educational processes that most
members of our society have.

The Minister has probably never heard of the
names I intend to mention; but what we consider
to be the very beginning of western society and
some people still believe to be the highest form of
western society, the early Greek society, was a
nonliterate society. Homer, considered to be one
of the greatest poets of all time, could not read
because in his society no-one could read, because
no-one could write. His poems were written down
some hundreds of years after he had first thought
of them. But they held some of the finest lines of
verse ever found in western society.

I agree with Mr Ju stice Smith when he said he
was impressed by the ability of the Aboriginal
people to present their evidence clearly and that
they made a very good impression on him. These
people knew what they were talking about much
better than the five lawyers used by the Liberal
Party and this was made clear by the judge I have
just mentioned in a way that members oppostite
were not able to disagree with.

The fact that a person is illiterate does not
mean he is stupid in any sense of the word; but
the Minister-

Mr Young: That is what you are saying.
Mr PEARCE: Members on this side of the

House are not saying anything of the sort.
Mr Young: You raised the issue.
Mr PEARCE: What a ridiculous statement

from the member for Scarborough. The member
for Scarborough is one of nature's fools, making
interjection after interjection. He should get onto
his feet if be wants to make a speech.

The Minister has comte in and said, "These
illiterate people are herded into trucks." He says
they do not know what they are doing, as if people
did not know what was happening to them when
they were being herded into trucks or chased by
men with feathered feet. If someone is illiterate,
the Minister thinks he is a fool and should be
herded around like a chook.

Several members interjected.
Mr Tonkin: Listen to what Mr Ridge said.
Mr PEARCE: This is what Mr Ridge said in a

letter produced before the court. It reads as
follows-

It was a degrading experience to have to
campaign amongst the Aborigines to the
extent I did and it offended me to know that
whilst I was concentrating my efforts on
these simple people over the last couple of
weeks [ was neglecting a more informed and
intelligent section of the community.

Mr Bryce: Shame upon you all.
Mr PEARCE: That letter was produced before

the court.
Mr Tonkin: What about the Minister for.Lands

and Forests? Does she still say you did not say
that?

Mr PEARCE: There is a clear assumption by
members opposite that people who are illiterate
are ignorant and that is an assumption I reject.

Mr Tonkin: It is in that letter.
Mr PEARCE: I have read the terminology

which was used. The Minister clearly does not
understand the situation. I also wonder what
counts as "tactics". It has been said by the
Minister and other members opposite, starting
with the Minister, that it is a* dirty tactic to go-to
a court and get a judgment as if in some way
going to a court to discover whether or not there
have been illegal practices is a dirty tactic. I have
listened to the squeals we have had from the stuck
pips on the other side after they have gone to the
trouble of getting their man elected in a devious
way, which a judge subsequently found to be null
and void because in fact the other candidate had
actually won the election in terms of the number.

3291



3292 I[ASS EM BLY]

of people who wanted to vote for him, as opposed
to the number of people who voted for the
candidate who was declared to be successful at
the time. Because our candidate went to the court
and resorted to the legal practices of the land and
the judge discovered the practices which had been
used were illegal and declared the election to be
null and void, we have squeals from the other side
that we are involved in shameful tactics.

The Minister alleged all sorts of activities on
the part of Labor members in the Kimberley. He
does not understand that either. He does not know
the Standing Orders of this House. He does not
know what happens in the courts and under the
law. The Minister asked why Mr Justice Smith
did not call these witnesses who were waiting
around to be called. He did not realise the Liberal
Party was one of the respondents to the action
and certainly one of the Ministers of that party
was a respondent. The Liberal Party had lawyers
representing it in this case and certainly the
lawyers could have called anyone they wanted to
call. They could have called these thousands of
people who could allege bribery and corruption
and all these other illegal practices.

Had the lawyers called witnesses who
substantiated the allegations, quite clearly the
case would have gone the other way.

Mr Jamieson: And when they got dangerous
enough to the Liberal Party they got the Minister
to take the rap.

Mr PEARCE: That is right. Not one witness
was called to substantiate these allegations.
Allegations have been made only in the last
couple of days when the court had considered the
case for 44 days. It has heard the evidence of
witnesses as to what went an in the Kimberley
and the judge said that not one allegation had
been made-not proved; the allegations had not
even been made-about the ALP being involved
in malpractices. Not one allegation was made
throughout the 44 days of the court hearing.

Now, after the decision has been published,
suddenly we have allegations from the Premier,
from the Minister for Labour and Industry, and
from that fellow on the back bench. All of these
allegations are so unspecific that they are just
generalised and scurrilous smears. They attempt
to cloud over the whole issue with smear, smear,
smear. The Minister for Labour and industry
would have to be the clown and climax of the
whole scurrilous affair. The Liberal Party has
cheated in this election. Quite clearly it was not
just one or two people in the Kimberley. We could
be more lenient if it were one or two people who
did all these sorts of things which the party was

not generally aware of; but that was not the case,
because it was only possible for these malpractices
to be set up as a result of certain changes which
were made to the Electoral Act, just before the
election at the end of last year.

In the concluding weeks of the last session of
the State Parliament before the election, certain
changes were made to the Electoral Act. Who
made those changes? The Government made
them. On the basis of the changes which were
made, the Government was able to set up what
was described in the court as a plan to stultify and
deny the opportunity for illiterates to register a
valid vote. The plan did not just start at election
time. It did not start at the time the Premier had
alleged7-without any proof or specific evidence at
all-that Labor people were rounding up
Aborigines to vote during the election; this
campaign was set in train months before and to
do it the Government was prepared to make quite
scurrilous changes to the Electoral Act. That is
not a lone instance.

A week before the decision came out-and
everyone knew what the decision would be from
reading the newspapers as it was clear that
scurrilous practices had gone on-what did we
Aind? Because the changes made to the Electoral
Act last year were not successful in getting the
man into the seat, the Government was prepared
to change the Act again. There is to be another
election and what will happen if Mr Ridge does
not win the seat? Will there be more changes?
Will the Government legislate to declare the seat
vacant and change the rules again?

Mr Bryce: Mr Crichton-Browne said that if Mr
Ridge loses, the Liberal Party will protest.

Mr Laurance: Did your party oppose the
changes to the Electoral Act?

Mr PEARCE: I was not here.
Mr Jamieson: No; because it was said they

would bring them into line with the Eastern
States and the Commonwealth and now they want
to alter the Act again.

Mr PEARCE: It seems to me the point I am
making in all this is those changes were thought
out with a very clea-r purpose in mind.

Mr Laurance: The Opposition agreed.
Mr PEARCE: Perhaps some of my colleagues

in the previous Parliament were under the
impression from the information given to them
that this would enable the elections to be
conducted in a fair manner. However, these were
scurrilous tactics and involved in this particular
debate has been a scurrilous smearing of people
whose only sin is they cannot read and are not
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likely to vote for the Liberal Party. Knowing that
these people are unlikely to vote for the Liberal
Party, it has used the fact that they cannot read
to subvert their vote.

From the beginning of this Parliament in the
Address-in-Reply debate we have had members
on the other side calling for legislation to stop
illiterates from voting. The member for Roe
claimed quite specifically in his Address-in-Reply
speech that there should be legislation to stop
illiterate people voting. This seems to be the basic
purpose for which the Government is seeking to
change the legislation.

I believe the Kimberley election reflects no
credit on this House or on the political processes
of this State. It has been a most unfortunate
exercise all round. The member for Gascoyne said
in this debate-[ thought very hopefully-that
where a seat has been declared vacant the person
who is first elected is always re-elected. In this
particular case, I think he will find the people of
this State are so astounded and ashamed of what
has happened that this will not be the situation.

All the facts, information and the letters from
Mr Ridge quite clearly show his knowledge of the
plan from the outset and all the efforts which the
Liberal Party has made to subvert the legal
processes of this State. There will be a resounding
reversal of the initial decision as a result.

Members opposite allege also that we were
denigrating a fine fellow in Mr Ridge. I do not
know Mr Ridge personally. I have never spoken to
him and I do not want to make any sort of
personal judgment. But if the Premier is right in
saying he is a fine man who served his electorate
in a fine style for umpteen years, and did a great
job up there, I want to know why he could not
obtain 50 per cent of the vote on his own
popularity in the area, because he did not. H-e
received a minority of the vote. He could not
obtain 50 per cent of the vote; therefore, he and
his campaigners were forced to resort to tactics to
ensure that, even with a minority of the vote, he
would be elected. Any member who has
represented his electorate in a Fine and upstanding
style, and is a fine and upstanding Minister,
would not have to resort to those. tactics to win
the seat.

1 was in the next closest electorate to that
decided in Kimberley and my Liberal Party
opponent did not resort to those tactics in order to
win the seat. I pay full credit to Brian Piesse, who
was my Liberal opponent, for that. If such tactics
had been resorted to, they could well have
affected the result. My opponent had not stood
for that seat before, whereas Mr Ridge is a man

who had held the seat for years. Had he
performed a decent job, he ought to have been
able to hold the seat himself without resorting to
the tactics which he and his campaign people
descended to.

Concluding, Mr Speaker, I take very strong
excephion to what has happened in Kimberley; but
my strongest objection is to the unfortunate,
unfair, and totally unjustified denigration of the
nature of totally illiterate Aboriginal people
which we have had from the Minister for Labour
and Industry. If members opposite have any
integrity at all they will stand up and dissociate
themselves from the remarks made by the
Minister.

MR SKIDMORE (Swan) [5.15 p.m_]: I rise to
speak in support of the amendment and, in doing
so, I am supporting those people who to me are
very wonderful. Members in this House have
heard me say on many 'ocasions that white
people in this country have taken away the dignity
of the Aboriginal people and the debate to-day has
clearly illustrated this. it would appear that the
dignity of the white man also has reached a low
level today.

The dignity of the Aboriginal has to be seen to
be believed. If members took the trouble-as I
have over the years-to sit with and talk to the
Aborigines they would know that they are
illiterate in the sense that they cannot understand
the English language. However, they are not
illiterate in regard to their own customs. They can
read signs and understand things which we could
not comprehend. Their whole social structure is
based upon their dream time and their whole life
is based on what occurred to them in our time and
before our time. It is indeed a great blow to the
dignity of these people that they have been used
for political purposes in the Kimberley.

I do nbt wish to denigrate anyone today. I
merely wish to support those people for whom I
have a deep affection. It is all very well for
members to stand up in this place and say certain
things about a system, but what occurred in the
Kimberley clearly indicates the electoral system is
completely unfair to those people who wish to
exercise a valid vote for the political party of their
choice.

It has been said that members on this side of
the House have denigrated the former member
for Kimberley who was the -Minister for Health
and Minister for Community Welfare. I want to
make it quite clear I do not believe the Opposition
has done that at all. I certainly do not intend to
do so. In fact I praise the former Minister for his
reception of me on the occasions I had to
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communicate with him on problems involving
Aboriginal people. I found him a Minister who, in
the early days of his ministry, was subjective and
was able to give me a great deal of assistance.
Unfortunately that man has been manipulated.
He has been placed in such an invidious position
that he was forced, out of loyalty to his party, not
to Lake action against the Premier's domination.

The domination extends not only to the former
Minister for Health, but also to every member of
the Liberal-Country Party coalition Government.
That domination has forced the former Minister
for Health to take action which I believe he will
regret for the rest of his life because, as the
Premier has stated, the people will make a
judgment next time the former member races the
electors.

I believe he was manipulated and that he was a
tool in the hands of the Premier. The only quarrel
I have with the former member for Kimberley is
that he just did not have that intestinal fortitude
to stand up to the Premier, but I hope others will
do so at the appropriate time.

The Minister for Labour and Industry referred
to bribes being offered in the Kimberley. I would
suggest that members of all parties when on the
hustings have offered bribes. If we take his
statement to its logical conclusion we must realise
that if candidates offer to the people more houses,
more land, more pigs, more rights, or more
anything, they would be guilty of bribing. That, to
me, is utter rubbish and, as legislators, we know
that such an assertion would not be sustained in a
court of law because such bribery has been
offered by members of all parties.

I have read the Liberal Party manifesto
concerning what it offers the people, the same as I
have read the manifesto of all parties in regard to
the forthcoming Federal election. Each and every
one of them contains what could be referred to as
bribes.

In his attempts to denigrate the Aborigines
further and further, the Minister for Labour and
Industry said they were bribed. This was an
attempt to make people doubt the integrity and
sincerity of the Aboriginal vote in the Kimberley.
I do not accept that, and neither would anyone
else who was viewing the situation sincerely.

The Minister stated drinks were given as a
bribe. If that is the case, I bribed people on
polling day because I took around some lemonade
and cool drinks to my helpers because it was a
hell of a hot day and I thought it was the right
and proper thing to do. Therefore I have bribed
many people. So the law of the land should take
action against me.

Mr Coyne: You had better step down.
Mr SKIDMORE: I will if the law says I

should.
Mr O'Neil: I give cool drinks to helpers of

both parties.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister referred to

name tags and spoke as though it were a
disgraceful thing for people in the Kimberley
election to wear name tags. The purpose of the
name tags was to make it easier to identify the
voter. We are all aware of the difficulty of getting
our tongues around the Aboriginal tribal names.
We know that the names "Wally", "Jack",
"Charley", and so on are used by Aborigines, but
their tribal names are very difficult and in many
instances when voting the Aborigines use their
Aboriginal names because they are the ones
which are on the electoral roll. Yet the Minister
denigrates these people and says they are illiterate
and should not be wearing a name tag.

I have attended many seminars and discussions
and at them I have worn a name tag because the
rather strange white custom is for a name tag to
be given when one enters the door. In my instance
the name tag would indicate I am Jack Skidmore,
MLA. However, when a name tag is pinned onto
an Aboriginal it is said to be a dirty thing; it is
suspect. White people can wear them and look the
world in the race.

Is a person to be classed as illiterate merely
because he does not understand the Electoral
Act? Quite frankly, with all the amendments
which have been made to it, one must be the
Wizard of Oz to understand it. The next time I go
to a polling booth and cannot understand
something, am I to be classed as illiterate, or can
I ask the returning officer for advice?

I understand that at one time the Minister for
Labour and Industry was a champion of the
Aboriginal people. In his early life he assisted
them, but he has certainly done himself a great
disservice today by his attack on them.

The Minister has suggested that in some way,
the tribal elders have had something to do with
scare tactics and that the Aborigines have been
threatened with the ultimate penalty which can be
applied to them. Such talk does the Minister no
good.

A great deal of talk has ensued about
manipulation. The only manipulation in the
Kimberley was that exercised by the Liberal
Party in its attempts to deprive the Aboriginal
people of their free and democratic vote. It is
shameful that a scrutineer in a booth, on a pretext
of making a phone call, can leave the booth and
then return and blatantly tell the returning officer
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he has made a phone call and has received
instructions as to what the returning officer will
do, when it was proved before a court of law that
that man had done no such thing.

The Minister for Labour and Industry talks
about manipulation but, as I have said, the only
manipulation was that which was exercised by the
Liberal Party which was determined that,' by fair
means or foul-and, incidentally, there was no
evidence of any fair campaign-the Minister for
Health was to be returned to the Treasury bench.'
There is no question about manipulation in that
regard and about the ulterior motive behind the
manipulation.

Having read the judgment on the whole sordid
affair, I can only say the ALP can hold its head
high and that the Liberal-Country Party coalition
Government should hang its head in shame. It
must be self-evident to any clear-thinking person
who reads the judgment that it is an indictment of
the actions of the Liberal Party in the Kimberley.
I have already asked the Deputy Premier to
convey to the Premier my statement that the
people of -the Kimberley will make a judgment,
and I will be most surprised if that judgment is
not the same as that which was submitted by Mr
Justice Smith.

I would like to mention one other matter. The
member for Gascoyne referred to some people
who came from the South Australian electorate of
Eyre in an endeavour to ascertain how the
Aboriginal vote was manipulated. There was no
manipulation of the Aboriginal vote. It has been
said that the Aboriginal people do not know
anything about elections, that even their own
tribal elders have not said anything to them and
so they are free and easy for manipulation and
that the ALP knew this.

The reason for the ALP success story in the
Kimberley is its fair-minded approach to the
Aborigines in regard to their right to vote. The
Aborigines consciously and quickly realised the
manipulation was certainly not by the ALP, but
by other people. In fact the ALP success had
started pt the previous Northern Territory
election. Through the tribal elders a sense of
justice of the ALP policies was inculcated in the
Aborigines. Therefore, the remarks of the
member for Gascoyne about a school in Eyre in
South Australia are so far from the mark it is
laughable.

Recently a friend of mine was Working on a
replacement line for the existing torture track to
Alice Springs. He was active during the South
Australian election. It is true to say that a school
was run on the question of how the election

should take place. It is true also that the
knowledge gained in Western Australia is to be
conveyed to the people in South Australia and
they will probably act on it. However, there has
been no sinister school which is the implication in
the remarks of the member for Gascoyne. It was
the Liberal Party which did its best to ensure that
in some lawful way-that is how it put it-the
Aboriginal people were deprived of their
democratic rights. There were certainly plenty of
sinister things going on in that direction. What
about the letters which were sent indicating that
the returning officer knew what was going on
when he did not? I am sure also that the then
Minister for Justice would never have acted as he
did had the choice been his. But now the former
Minister for Justice has received his just desserts;
he is no longer a Minister.

I plead, in this instance, that the move by the
Leader of the Opposition is a just one. It
expresses disgust at the tactics employed by the
Liberal Party during the Kimberley election. It
sets out in no uncertain fashion the shocking way
some people who professed to be Liberal
scrutineers, acted on polling day.

It seems strange to me that the Labor Party has
been accused of coercing people and talking them
into going to the polling places. The judgment sets
out the fact that several people forded a creek,
several feet deep, to record their votes. They were
aged people and they were illiterate but it is
claimed they did not know what it was all about.
It was claimed they have constantly had their
arms twisted behind their backs, and virtually led
in chains to the polling booth and forced to votefor the Labor Party. That is not true. That is a
condemnation of the system. There is no doubt in
my mind that we on this side of the House can be
more proud of our efforts during the election
campaign in the Kimberley than can members of
the Liberal Party.

MR SODEMAN (Pilbara) [5.31 P.m.]:
Members on the other side of the House have,
during the course of this debate, continually asked
where the back-bench members on this side stand
in regard to the actions of the Government. They
have continually asked why we have dissociated
ourselves, and why we have not expressed our
disgust at what took place. I believe it is
important that somebody, who is a neighbour to
the electorate under discussion, does stand up and
express just that: his disgust at what took place. I
intend to do that today.

It is a pity that one or two members who have
spoken, and who have made such outlandish
statements, are not in the House. I refer
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particularly to the member for Morley and the
member for Gosnells. Perhaps they have gone to
their offices, and have totally lost interest in the
debate.

Mr Blaikie: It is also getting close to tea time.
Mr Bryce: What a scurrilous statement. This

debate has been taking place for 3 h hours, and
those members are temporarily out of the
Chamber.

Mr SODEMAN: The remarks of the member
for Gosnells indicated his ignorance of Aboriginal
law and tradition, and they show how remote
members opposite are from the real kernel of the
problem.

Mr Bertram: Who was the colonel of the
problem?

Mr SODEMAN: I am wondering who he was
on the Opposition side, because we are not very
impressed with the way he did his job. I will tell
members how it was done. One or two members
have asked for something specific, so I will talk
about some of the tactics used by the ALP during
the last State election campaign in the Pilbara
electorate.

Point of Order
Mr H. D. EVANS: Mr Speaker, I would be

interested to hear the member relate his remarks
on this amendment to the election in the Pilbara.

The SPEAKER: I have not yet heard what the
member for Pilbara intends to say. I will make a
decision as to whether or not what he is about to
say is relevant when he has made his statement.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr SODEMAN: Thank you Mr Speaker; ! will

be happy to relate my remarks to the amendment
before the Chair. The comment I should have
made at the outset of my remarks is that I most
certainly do not support the amendment t6 the
motion which has been moved by the Leader of
the Opposition.

The tactics used by the Labor Party during the
campaign in the Kimberley electorate have been
spoken about right throughout the northern
electorates. It amazes me that a member of the
Labor Party who has just resumed his seat-the
member for Swan-is so naive as to speak to
members in this House as he did just a few
minutes ago. I would certainly like to believe all
the things he said about people voting, and about
the Aboriginal people. In a glib way he talked
about tagging people. I wonder how genuine he
was when the fear put into those people, and the
threats made to them are taken into account.

Very impressionable but irresponsible promises
were made to them. The fact is those people were
put into an arena, organised, and tagged. They
were then sent across to vote. If that does not
smack of manipulation and coercion I do not
know what does. I wonder just how genuine the
member for Swant was when he spoke.

What the ALP did in the Kimberley during the
last election campaign was nothing but a
contrived plan by the party, and its candidate, to
obtain the seat by fair means or foul. The
Minister for Labour and Industry has mentioned
the threats of loss of welfare payments, loss of
human rights, and the loss of recognition that
Aboriginal groups were human beings.
Irresponsible promises were made which the
Opposition could not keep . The Labor Party has
made promises to the Aboriginal people in the
past which they have been unable to keep or
administer adequately if implemented. Those who
are literate are starting to wake up and starting to
examine just how genuine the Labor Party is in
protecting their interests.

We have seen this happen in the Kimberley;
where will it happen next? It has been transacted
in the Northern Territory and a South Australian
section of the ALP which saw the successful
campaign organised in the Kimberley is studying
the mechanics of the operation. I wonder where it
will, take place next? Will it be the Pilbara, the
Gascoyne, Murchison-Eyre, or somewhere else?

Mr Bertram: Nedlands.
Mr SODEMAN: That is the sort of frivolous

comment I would expect from the member
opposite.

Mr Bertram; I was only trying to help.
Mr SODEMAN: The lengths to which the

Opposition in this State is prepared to go, and the
depths to which it will stoop in an endeavour to
gain representation in Western Australia, was
evident at the last election in the Pilbara.

Mr Bertram: Something like cooking electoral
boundaries, was it?

Mr SODEMAN: Nothing like that.
Mr Bertram: I did not think so!
Mr SODEMAN: When talking about cooking

electoral boundaries, members opposite should
read the comments of Arthur Moir, a former
member for Boulder-Eyre; John Rhatigan, a
former member for Kimberley; Arthur Bickerton,
the former member for Pilbara; Frank Wise, a
former member for the North Province-and also
a former Premier-and the late Harry Strickland,
a former member for the North Province. All of
those members supported the present type of
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structure in Western Australia and considered it
to be fair and equitable. What do members
opposite have to say about the statements by their
former colleagues?

Mr B. T. Burke: They were wrong. I am 30
years old; how old were they?

Mr SODEMAN: I will continue with my
remarks relating to the amendment to the motion.

In the Pilbara there was a flow-on from what
was happening as part of the strategy in the
Kimiberley. The Opposition was involved in
rigging meetings in connection with unionists. The
unionists were called out under the gu ise of
meeting for the election of officers, etc. , and up
popped the ALP candidate.

Mr B. T. Burke: Strelley, and the next election.
Mr SODEMAN: I am glad the member

opposite mentioned Strelley, and the next
election. That is what I am leading up to. It is
about time the people in the north of this State
were made aware of what is happening.

The member for Gosnells paid a tribute to his
opponent, Brian Piesse, and stated that his was a
very clean election. The campaign in the
Kimberley was not clean. However, in the past,
there has been nothing to complain about..

The campaign between Arthur Bickerton and
myself was extremely clean. Not one adverse
comment was directed at either candidate; and
that is how it should be. There was no problem
with regard to illiterate Aborigines voting in the
Pilbara. 1, and people who work in the Liberal
Party, have not gone out to enrol illiterate people
or other groups of individuals who are
impressionable. I find it detestable that members
opposite are prepared to denigrate certain groups
of individuals in our society to the extent that
they can manipulate their votes and coerce them
into voting for them by signing them up on the
electoral roll.

No-one in the Pilbara can say that
Aboriginal has been signed up by myself or
Liberal Party, and I will never do it. I see
Leader of the Opposition looking at
quizzically over the rims of his glasses.

one
the
the
me

Mr Jamieson: I am not wearing my glasses, so
you had better have your eyes tested.

Mr SODEMAN: As I said, illiterate
Aborigines are not enrolled in the Pilbara, and it
will not happen. I will not condone that type of
enrolling. If there is a change in electoral
procedure, if there is a change in the atmosphere,
and if there is a change towards illiterate people
by the ALP, I still will not enrol illiterate
(104)

Aborigines. Neither would individuals who
support or assist me.

Mr Tonkin: Why do you want to keep them off
the roll?

Mr SODEMAN: I would not coerce people
into enrolling.

Mr Tonkin: You would try to keep them off the
roll. What are you afraid of?

Mr SODEMAN: I am not afraid at all.
Mr Tonkin: Of course you are.
Mr SODEMAN: They can put themselves on

the roll.
Mr Tonkin: But you will not assist them.
Mr SODEMAN: It. will be interesting to

observe the change of emphasis members opposite
will adopt in future years and in future elections.
The people in the north are very much aware of
what took place in the Kimberley, and what will
take place during future elections. I will not be a
party to the sort of activities which members
opposite indulged in during the 1977 election. The
results of future elections will rest squarely on the
shoulders of members opposite because we will
not stoop to the same despicable tactics those
people adopted in the Kimberley

Members opposite asked me to make a specific
comment. In the Pilbara, I had an engineer come
to my room one day and ask me whether I had
said we should shoot all Aborigines. He said that
was what the ALP candidate and his supporters
were saying. I was disappointed to find they
would stoop to that level. I directed that man to
various people who had attended the meeting at
which I was supposed to have made the comment.
They told him precisely what I had said. The
person who made the accusation did a disservice
to the Labor Party, and those who supported the
rumour did a disservice to the people of
Roebourne.

This Government, other people, and I have
endeavoured to help the Aboriginal people, and
we will continue to do so. At this stage I want to
say that members opposite, together with their
candidate, are lacking in logic in their remarks,
and in the debate which they are presenting to the
House this evening.

An article appeared appeared in 'The West
Australian on the 31st January, 1977, headed
"Aboriginal slur, says Bridge"'. This whole debate
is supposedly about the exclusion of illiterate
people from voting. Of course, that is not what
the changes to the Electoral Act will do. Those
changes will preclude illiterate people from being
manipulated, from being coerced, and from being
badly used for political purposes.
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The SPEAKER: I would remind the member
we are not debating that particular question.

Mr SODEMAN: I take the point, Mr Speaker.
I will quote the article to which I have referred. It
reads as follows-

The ALP candidate for the Kimberley
electorate, Mr E. F. Bridge, said yesterday
that it was an unwarranted slur to question
the right of Aborigines to political
involvement.

He was commenting on remarks by the
Minister for Lands, Mr Ridge who holds the
seat. Mr Ridge said last week that he was
disturbed about Aborigines being enrolled.
Many of the hundreds of Aborigines who had
been enrolled were thought to be illiterate.

Mr Bridge said these remarks clearly
showed that Mr Ridge was out of touch with
the electorate.

The people who sought to enrol came
mainly from the Major towns and the long-
established missions and were respected
members of the community. In no
circumstances could they be termed illiterate.

So what are members opposite arguing about?
What is the basis of their complaint?

Mr Bryce: Your tricks.
Mr SODEMAN: The Labor Party candidate

himself said that the people who had been
enrolled or who sought to enrol were literate
people. So therefore, if they are literate, they will
not be precluded; they can vote under the same
provisions applying to the honourable member
and me.

Here is an argument from the candidate
himself. This man, as well as the people he says
he represents was used by the Australian Labor
Party. By the way, this is a person who had
changed camps. Originally he sought Liberal
Party endorsement; it was not just a few days ago
I heard that mentioned. The first time I heard the
member for Gascoyne mention it was this
evening. This is the sort of tactic the Opposition
and its candidates employ. - Labor Party
candidates are not standing genuinely to represent
people at all. They are there to win seats and to
win Government.

Mr Bertram: Notwithstanding your crooked
boundaries.

Mr SODEMAN: There is nothing wrong with
endeavouring to become the Government; there is
nothing wrong with fair competition as long as it
is not done by coercive oppressive tactics, using
groups of people who do not have the ability to
speak for themselves.

Mr Bryce: Why did you not explain that to the
court?

Mr SODEMAN: With due respect to the
remarks made by the K imberley candidate in the
1977 election, there are illiterate people on the
roll in the Kimberley electorate. If he feels lie is
so qualified to talk for these people and to
represent them-

Mr Bertram: He will.
Mr SODEMAN: I wil] indicate to members

opposite that Mr Bridge was hopelessly out of
touch with the situation. In 1974 1 was in the
office of Mrs Rose Nowers, an Aboriginal person
who is respected by Aborigines throughout the
north. She is certainly not illiterate. When she
stands up to speak, she speaks far better than does
the Leader of the Opposition, in this House,
unaided and unabetted by notes.

A Government worker came into her office
after the 1974 election and she said, "Some
hundreds of Aborigines are enrolled, but they
have not voted. The Electoral Department has
asked me to seek out these people to ask why they
did not vote. What do I do?" Mrs Nowers' reply
was along the lines that she expressed
disappointment that some people were prepared to
get the names of these people onto the rolls and
then leave them open to this sort of abuse and
subject to fines following an election about which
they knew very little, and also that they did not
know how to conduct voting themselves, in a
proper way.

Mrs Nowers went through the cards and then
made the comment that the majority of the people
concerned were illiterate. She told the
Government worker to write the Word "illiterate"
across the cards and to send them back to the
Electoral Department. She said that no action
would be taken against these people, so the
enrolment of these voters was a futile exercise in
that instance. She informed the Government
worker that in the case of any person whom she
knew personally to be literate she should write to
the department saying that. Those people would
then be subject to the same penalties as are
Caucasian voters.

Mr O'Connor: They are not manipulated
either.

Mr SODEMAN: So the aspiring member for
Kimoberley is right out of touch with the area in
which he lives, although supposedly he knows
more about it than any other individual. He is
saying that the people are literate and yet that is
not 50.

It will be interesting to see what transpires in
South Australia in the future following the
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activities of people on the other side in 1977, and
also it will be interesting to see what takes place
in other country electorates where a number of
Aboriginal people reside. It will be interesting to
see the reaction of the people in those areas,
responsible people such as many of the Aboriginal
elders who despise the sort of thing that is taking
place. It will be interesting also to see the reaction
of their Caucasian neighbours.

With those few remarks I conclude, stating
quite clearly that I do not support what happened
in the Kimberley and I do not support this
amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition.

MR BERTRAM (Mt. Hawthorn) [5.50 p.m.]:
Immediately let me say that I agree with the
member who has just resumed his seat when he
says that he does not support what happened in
the Kimberley. We certainly do not support it, nor
does Mr Justice Smith. His ruling makes that
abundantly clear.

The Court Government lurches from one crisis
to another. It has cooked the boundaries-

Mr Sodeman: That is an original statement!
Mr BERTRAM: -so that today in the

Legislative Assembly-
Mr O'Connor: It did not manipulate illiterates.
Mr BERTRAM: -of 53 seats, it holds 33. The

Labor Party holds 22 seats so that is 33 members
to 22. The Hon. John Tonkin governed here for
three years with a majority of one.

I propose to mention three crises that have
occurred. Firstly, we saw the split or the schism
between the Liberal Party and the National
Country Party when certain National Country
Party menmbers said they would not be stood over
by the Premier. That brought about a change in
the Cabinet when two of the new Country Party
members came in to pinch the two Ministers'
seats.

Mr Clarko: How does that relate to the
amendment?

Mr BERTRAM: That is the first lurch.
Reprehensible, you will say, Mr Speaker, and we
agree with you. Two men stood up for a principle
only to be ousted by their alleged colleagues;
colleagues in name in any event.

The next disaster came in relation to the
Tresillian Hostel. How well we remember that.
Members opposite just groan, and how justified
are they in groaning. One, two, or three
Government members stood up and did
something, but the other members were led along
like sheep or, as the Minister for Labour and
Industry would say, they were led along like

pigs-the Minister seems to rely more on pigs and
of course the bullocks up in China.

Then we had this present debacle. Here is a
Government with a majority of something like I I
members in this Chamber by virtue of the fact
that the electoral laws in this State are crooked,
and yet it lurches along in this fashion. Compare
its performance with that of the John Tonkin
Government which, with a majority of one, ruled
like a champion for three years. The people in the
metropolitan area particularly acknowledged that
fact; they recognised the Government leader at
that time as Honest John and they gave him
support in 1974.

Mr Coyne: Did they re-elect him?
Mr BERTRAM: The only redeeming feature

about the Ridge case that I can think of-perhaps
there 'may be two-is that the sort of jiggery-
pokery practised by the Liberal Party scrutineers
on that occasion has now been sustained and it
was proven according to a judge of the Supreme
Court. Not only have these tactics been practised
in the Kimberley, but also they have been
practised in the metropolitan area. Aged persons,
and women in particular, have come crying to me
because certain tactics have been used upon them
by the same person whose name we see appearing
in this particular schemozzle in the Kimberley.
Government members are not satisfied to put the
pressure men, lawyers, onto aged pensioners in
Mt. Hawthorn, now they are organising the same
thing in the Kimberley. The particular person I
have in mind did not go to the Kimberley; he
farewelled others to do this work. So there is a
precedent for the sort of conduct we are
discussing here.

The other point is that at least 97 people had
their votes stolen from them. These people started
off with one vote, but they finished up with none.
That means that they are only one-fifteenth of a
vote behind some people living in the metropolitan
area, myself included. We have only one-fifteenth
of a vote in comparison with others. The people
who are represented by the member for
Karrinyup and the member for Scarborough by
law are 14/l5ths of a vote behind others living in
rural areas.

Mr Clarko: You have made that point in
reference to me.

Mr BERTRAM: Yes, and what has the
honourable member done about it?

Mr Clarko: Since you believe in one-vote-one-
value, you know that under such a system an
Aboriginal would never be elected. These people
have a chance only because we support a system
other than one-vote-one-value.
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Mr BERTRAM: Quite a few members on this
side of the House, and there should be at least a
few members on the other side of the House, on
election night heard the Premier talking about the
alleged jiggery-pokery of the ALP in the
Kimberley. What do you believe people would
think, Mr Speaker? You know the Premier as
well as I do. Immediately people would think that
the boot would be on the other foot and so they
immediately sat up and took notice. That is the
situation that transpired. If the Premier had held
his tongue, other people may not have been
galvanised into certain activities. He would be
well advised to mind his methods because he is
well understood now. When the Premier says
something we expect the opposite, and if members
want examples to prove that, I will give them at
another more convenient time. We find this same
thing happening from day to day on the Federal
scene because the best exponent of this system is
Fraser, our Prime Minister for the time being.

This manoeuvre. was demonstrated in the Ridge
case. I will continue to call this the Ridge case,
although certainly I do not want to denigrate Mr
Ridge at all. This was an interesting example. In
part at least the Premier supplied to me what I
would imagine to be the position. We have heard
here of Mr Ridge's involvement in what happened
in the Kimberley; the judge found that he was
involved. I will quote the judgment in regard to
certain aspects if time permits.

We have beard of the involvement of the
Attorney-General, but I believe the Premier was
involved also. I would say that not only should the
Attorney-General resign, but also the
Government should give very real consideration to
such a course.

In his own words the Premier tonight has
referred to certain things that he alleged went on
early in the Kimberley campaign. The Premier
did not particularise, but he rarely does. One is
fairly safe in regard to defamation charges if one
generalises. The Premier decried denigration of
Ridge by us, but then he continued to denigrate
our people. The Premier had knowledge of all
these awful actions he spoke about but he has not
particularised any of them. Do we imagine, Mr
Speaker, that the Premier did nothing, or would
we expect him to do the highly probable thing
because of his temperament, and that is to go to
the Liberal Party and say, "Look, we will have to
take these people on and you had better work out
some ways and means to do so. Here are a few of
my ideas; You get to it and brief these young
lawyers."

Such a course is not a certainty, but it is
overwhelmingly probable that it was and that it

was the Premier who thought out this plan. To
answer the member opposite he was the colonel.
He most certainly had knowledge of the difficul' ty
alleged because he has told us about it. Did he
then do nothing? Most certainly he did not. He
went to the Liberal Party and the party
implemented a scheme. The overwhelming
probability is that the Premier had knowledge df
the whole system before it commenced.

Sir Charles Court: As a lawyer you should have
more sense than to make such statements without
knowing any of the facts. As it happens, you are
hopelessly wrong.

Mr BERTRAM: The Premier is very sad he is
an accountant and not a lawyer. To make up for
the shortfall, from time to time he quotes learned
judges, and corrects lawyers. For example, he
talked about people being respected.

Since the Premier quotes learned judges of
yesteryear-most of whom usually are back in the
dark ages-Jet me quote a statement about
respected persons from a former Chief Justice of
this State. When counsel was putting a
proposition to the judge to mitigate a penalty
which was about to be imposed in a criminal
court, counsel had the temerity to say that his
client was well respected in the community,
whereupon the Chief Justice said, "He should not
have been." The Premier likes these quotes, so I
have accommodated him. Apparently the Premier
feels a little inferior because he is not a lawyer.
He did a few weeks as a law clerk in a lawyer's
office many years ago but he never qualified.

Sir Charles Court: I was office boy, and a very
industrious one, too, in fact, I was so industrious
that they found me another job.

Mr BERTRAM: The Premier should not
encourage me to speak on this topic, otherwise I
might go into other aspects of his career,
including his career in the Army.

So, it is clear the Premier knew what was
happening. There would not be one person sitting
here who knows the Premier very well who would
not have expected him there and then to act upon
that information and tell the person in charge at
Liberal headquarters that he wanted action, and
wanted it quickly, and wanted to know what it
was all about. That is the score; one does not have
to be Speed Gordon or Perry Mason to
reconstruct the events.

Then, of course, we had the situation where the
Premier, in a position of responsibility and
leadership, loses a case before a judge of the
Supreme Court and then in this Chamber, attacks
the judge where the judge cannot answer.

Sir Charles Court: I did not attack him at all.
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Mr BERTRAM: We had a further attack upon
the judge by the Minister for Labour and
Industry-a Minister of the Crown.

Mr Grayden: Not at all. What have you been
doing to Kerr?

Mr BERTRAM: Why did the judge state he
would not call certain witnesses he asked?
Probably it was because it was not lawful for him
to do so. Why was not something done to inquire
about all these other alleged incidents, and the
offer of pigs and things of that nature?

Mr Grayden: Why was not something done?
Mr BERTRAM: That is a good question. The

obvious answer, of course, is that the Liberal
Party did not have a case. That is why they did
nothing about it.

Mr Grayden: That is completely untrue, and
you know it.

Mr BERTRAM: I am speaking personally
here, but as I understand the position, the
respondent-the then Minister, the member for
Kimberley-did not go into the witness box. That
very gesture would indicate to most people that
had he appeared before the court there would not
have been only 97 votes proved to have been
stolen but also a whole lot more. Therefore, his
advisers took the sensible precaution-which
anyone would take, given the same
circumstances--of keeping Mr Ridge out of the
witness box. If he had appeared before the court
he would have been subject to cross-examination
and that was a risk they were not prepared to
take.

I think it was the Premier who talked about
members of the Labor Party corralling all the
black people. I have been told by people whom I
believe that for years black people at Halls Creek
and other places have been bundled into stake-
sided trucks, driven to the polling places armed
with Liberal how-to-vote cards, and shoved into
polling booths and out again.

Sir Charles Court: That is completely untrue.
Have you ever been at a polling booth during a
Kimberley election? I'll bet you have not.

Mr BERTRAM: What does that have to do
with it? The Premier has been remarkably silent
until now. Perhaps he could come in now and
interject about the proposition that he had
knowledge of this deal.

Sir Charles Court: I did.
Mr BERTRAM: Of course the Premier did.
Mr Bryce: You admitted you did, and you

approved of it. You should resign, if that is the
case.

Sir Charles Court: I did not say I had prior
knowledge; I said that I did interject.

Mr Bryce: You should resign immediately.
Sir Charles Court: Don't you tell me what I

should do. I did not know what was happening,
but I did interject.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition will cease interjecting, and so will
the Premier. The House will come to order.

Sir Charles Court: lust let us get this one right:
I did interject. That is what I said.

Mr BERTRAM: Of course the Premier knew
what was happening.

Sir Charles Court: Don't you come that
untruthful stuff. You do not want me to qualify
anything.

Mr Jamieson: Talk about moral fortitude! I do
not know how you can be so low.

Mr BERTRAM: We on this side are not
stupid. We know the Premier had knowledge of
what was going on, and a moment ago he
admitted he had knowledge.

Sir Charles Court: I did not. Do not tell lies. I
did not.

Mr O'Neil: Members opposite could not lie
straight in bed.

Mr Bryce: You dropped your guard, and
revealed the truth.

Sir Charles Court: You asked me why I had not
interjected, and I said that I had interjected.

Mr BERTRAM: The Premier had knowledge,
and he knows that is the case. Is he suggesting to
me that the Liberal Party would go into an
enterprise of this sort without his knowledge and
approval?

Sir Charles Court: They do lots of things
without telling me.

Mr BERTRAM: I will say they do, but what
happens when they do?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many

interjections. I notice that the Leader of the
Opposition from another place is here; we do not
want to set him a bad example.

Mr BERTRAM: Of course the Premier knew.
Sir Charles Court: Don't you tell lies; that is

not true.
Mr BERTRAM: Anybody who knows the

Premier knows that he knew.
Mr Clarko: Everyone knows that what you said

was wrong.
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Mr BERTRAM: Do they? The member for
Karrinyup has taken a long time to come to that
conclusion.

Mr Clarko: You were the one who said the
Senate was elected on a one-vote-one-value basis.

Mr BERTRAM: I have made the statement
about 10 times, and the member for Karrinyup
has suddenly woken up.

Mr Clarko: It is in Hansard. It shows what you
know about elections.

Mr BERTRAM: The member for Karrinyap
knows perfectly well that what 1 am saying is
highly probable.

Mr Clarke: You still think the Senate is elected
on that basis?

Mr B. T. Burke: The Premier still said that he
knew.

Mr BERTRAM: Of course he knew.
Sir Charles Court: I did not say I knew.
Mr Bryce: Do not crawl out of it.
Sir Charles Court: You are not still

interviewing for TVW Channel 7 you know.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mt.

Hawthorn has three minutes remaining.
Mr BERTRAM: I have achieved my main

objective. I have established beyond doubt that
the Premier knew; that is his own admission.

Sir Charles Court: You should have more
respect for your reputation than to distort
situations like that.

Mr JIamieson: If I did not know under those
circumstances, I would get out of my party.

Mr Clarko: You nearly are, anyway; you got in
by only one vote.

Mr BERTRAM: Members know that the
admission by a person of a fact adverse to that
person's interests is the best-

Mr B. T. Burke and Mr Clarko interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Balcatta and the member for Karrinyup will cease
interjecting across the floor.

Mr BERTRAM: -evidence one cart ever hope
to get.

In my view, the amendment moved by the
Leader of the Opposition should be extended,
because we know the facts. We know the Premier
perfectly well. We sit here for hour after hour
watching him and listening to him, and we take
notice of the evidence given by these people-just
as we took notice when the Premier talked about
jiggery-pokery; we immediately knew what was
cooking, and acted upon it.

The SPEAKER: Before I leave the Chair, I
inform members that the member for Mt.
Marshall has asked me to remind the House a
Film is to be shown in the common room during
ihe dinner suspension.

Mr Davies: Could you tell us who is sponsoring
the film?

The SPEAKER: I understand a notice has been
sent around; I know no more than that.

Sitting suspended from 6.10 to 730 p.m.
MR DAVIES (Victoria Park) [7.30 p.mn.]: I

support the amendment wholeheartedly. I was
rather disappointed at the derisive laughter that
came from the Government side of the House. I
do not know what they were laughing about
except perhaps it was to hide their embarrassment
because they are embarrassed at the situation
they find themselves in and well might they be. I
would be embarrassed too if I had been caught
with my hand in the lolly jar.

There is good reason for moving the
amendment and the Leader of the Opposition did
so to enable us to place on record for anyone in
the future to read some of the implications behind
the reason for the motion moved today. We
believe we should make it readily available for
students of history because it will make
fascinating reading. Perhaps in later times people
might begin to take it in their stride. When
studying the Government's record in years to
come people will not be surprised to see the
Government has acted in this way.

Every clause of the amendment has an
implication but I will not go through them ail.
However, in summary the amendment is saying
the Government should accept the rules, accept
the decision of the court, and in future it should
play the game. The Government has been
admonished *by the Court of Disputed Returns as
have the Liberal helpers in the Kimberley area
and they should accept the decision of the court.

We are always told that the unions should go to
court and accept its decisions and the Government
says it always follows the rules that are laid down.
However, that is precisely what the Government
is not doing on this occasion and this is why it is
embarrassed. This is why it hopes it can forget
recent events as soon as possible.

We have been far from practical tonight. We
all like to think we are practical men but we know
the name of the game in politics is winning the
seat; that is what we are after. We are all after
retaining our seats for as long as we can. Some
decide they will quit after a certain time but that
is their decision. Generally we hope to be
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returned at each election and we do everything
possible legally to retain our seats.

From time, to time things happen in every
election and in every electorate that seem shady
and might give us ground for complaint but we
accept these things as part of the game. However,
when we come to the situation we experienced in
the Kimberley, which involved so many
discrepancies and so many other wrong things, it
was too much to accept. Whether there was to be
a new election or not we believed all the things
that happened needed airing as they had gone on
for too long.

The member for Warren quoted from the 1968
Hansard and we found out what was happening
then. At that time sworn declarations were made
stating discrepancies that had occurred at the
time and these were lodged with the Electoral
Office, only to find that they were considered
trivial and did not matter much. As the Hon.
John Tonkin said at the time, he would have
taken the matter to the Coudi of Disputed
Returns but he decided that even though the
manipulations were distressing, although we were
unable to accept them, and although we aired
them in the proper way, he decided the money
involved would make it not worth while to go to
the Court of Disputed Returns. This was despite
the fact that the man who had held the seat for a
long time and had represented it well was
defeated by manipulation. That man was Mr Jack
Rhatigan.

Clearly this. is similar to what happened at
Gogo Station and Mowanjum.

Mr Coyne: Are you bringing this up because he
was defeated?

Mr DAVIES: No. It is here in Hansard and
sworn evidence was given at the time. It shows
what the Liberal Party was doing with the native
vote. We did not take the matter to the Court of
Disputed Returns although the number of votes
involved was less than with the last Kimberley
result. The Electoral Office considered them
trivial breaches of the Electoral Act despite the
fact that there was a native sitting in the booth
marking ballot papers under direction for native
voters. .

This was acceptable to the Government at the
time and it did not try to defend the action in any
way. Government members should have been
ashamed of themselves, yet they have done the
same again. We received complaints but when it
means there is no chance of winning the election
one has to work out the rationale and decide
whether or not one will take the matter to court. I
think if this type of thing goes on-and it has

been proven by a decision of the court-there will
be more and more cases taken to the Court of
Disputed Returns.

What worries me about the whole situation is
that it is a reflection on all politicians in all parts
of Australia. I am getting jack of the Press and
the public generally looking on politicians as
people with little principle, yet what else can we
expect when this sort of thing is being paraded in
the papers day after day and people are told of
these manipulations and Government directions to
stop the law of the land being put into effect?

As the member for Balga said, the whole of the
legal profession has come under a cloud. The legal
profession is supposed to defend and uphold the
law. However, certain members of the profession
have been trying to pervert justice and they were
under direction to do so.

Mr Clarko: The member for Balga would not
have any influence.

Mr DAVIES: That is a stupid comment. I am
trying to point out that the member made
mention of it and I wholeheartedly support him.

Mr Clarko: There is 'no member for Balga; you
are inaccurate again.

Mr DAVIES: Not again but once. The last
mistake I made was in 1936. 1 am also a modest
fellow! The fact remains that not only politicians
but also legal people have come under a cloud
because of the actions taken during the Kimberley
election.

I understand that one of the Liberal Party's
agents who went up there was horrified when he
found out what was going on and he then ceased
to take any part in the election. Members opposite
would know better than I if that was the case. He
knew what was happening and he could see the
legal profession would be brought into disrepute.

I believe the Government should look to see if
there was a conspiracy. No matter what the
member for Cottesloc says, the implication in the
judgment is clear. There are grounds for the
Commissioner of Police or the Attorney-General,
if he dares, to inquire if a conspiracy was
involved. If there was the Government should take
action. It is just like the Government to say there
is no conspiracy just as it says there is no
prostitution and no gambling. It is also typical of
the Government to pretend the President of the
Liberal Party did not break the law when he was
a mining registrar. The Government can close its
eyes to all these things if it wants to and that is
what it is doing now.

Not only should we have called on the
Attorney-General to resign, but also we should
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call on the Premier to direct the Commissioner of
Police to see whether a conspiracy was involved.
From the nature of the evidence that came before
the court it would seem that these actions Were
planned and premeditated because it is the
intention of every member to keep his seat.

I do not mind when a man Stretches the law but
when he breaks the law it is a different matter.
Those implicated in the judge's findings should be
investigated to see what kind of people they are.
One thing I can say for the ex-member for
Kimberley is that he took the blame; he said, "I
did it; 1 organised it and I knew it was going on."
I admire him because obviously there were more
people involved than just himself. For the Premier
to suggest there were no other people involved
shows how impractical he is.

We all know what is going on in our own
electorates at polling time and this is especially so
of the leaders of each party. They discuss the
situation with the candidate and they know how
he will go about winning his seat. Because the
Kimberley seat was looked on as being doubtful I
am certain there would have been a great deal of
interest shown in the seat by the Premier and he
would have wanted to know what the plan was to
keep the seat. I am sure he would have endorsed
whatever actions were proposed.

When the matter came before the court and it
was likely that other members of the Liberal
Party might be brought before the court, the ex-
member for Kimberley said it was all his doing
and he would take the blame. That is plain from
page 26 of the judge's judgment. It was clear that
members of the Liberal Party were going to be
called in had the member not taken the blame.
Had he not done so there would have been more
people with red faces. Obviously thdre would have
been people like Rowell and his son-in-law,
Kyle-I did not realise he was his son-in-
law-and these people were named in the court as
taking part in the plot. Certainly there would
have been more red faces.

This type of action goes back to before the start
of the election campaign; it goes back to the close
of the rolls. I remind the House again that it was
one of the most disgusting actions of the
Government, led by the Premier, to close the rolls
with 24 hours' notice. I do not doubt that there
were many people who would have been able to
get their cards in in time; they accept that they
have to keep their enrolment up to date but we all
know that is not always done;, there is always a
last minute rush.

The State Electoral Office was in an uproar for
those 24 hours. The action by the Government

was not taken because the election had to be held
in a hurry. The Premier said he knew when the
election was going to be held; he said the election
would obviously be held on the day it was. He
should have given more notice just as we did when
we were in Government; we gave six weeks'
notice.

The Premier took this action for a particular
reason: because he knew Aborigines were being
enrolled in the Kimberley and he did not think
they would be able to get their cards in on time.
That is when the Kimberley campaign started and
I charge the Premier for hastening the closing day
for that very reason. He is not here at the moment
but I charge him with doing that and making it
the first shot in the Kimberley campaign. Being
the man he is he would have followed the
situation closely and he would have known what
was going on.

All he said in his reply, which was one of the
poorest speeches I have heard him give, was that
he had been in the area a lot. Of course he was;
he has a free air fare. He can go whenever he
likes. The Leader of the Opposition has often
been there and I would like to go myself but I do
not have this concession.

Mr O'Neil: Your leader does. You just said we
did not-

Mr DAVIES: I have no time to argue with the
Deputy Premier.'

Mr Jamieson: He is just trying to be
mischievous.

Mr DAVIES: The Premier said that he had
just been Up to the Kimberley, that he knew what
was going on, and that he knew what we were
doing. However, he did not know what his own
party was doing. Has anyone heard such
nonsense! The Premier was up there knowing
what we were allegedly doing in getting medicine
men to east spells on the natives!

Mr Laurance- Do you deny that?
Mr DAVIES: Let the Premier prove it if he

can. He has made the wildest assertions.
Mr Laurance: Do you dissociate ydurselves

from that?
Mr DAVIES: If it had been said by anyone

else, but it was said by the Minister for Labour
and Industry.

Mr Laurance: Do you dissociate yourselves
from that?

Mr DAVIES: Completely and absolutely,
because I have not been up there. I have spoken to
people who have been up there, and they think it
is a laughable matter.
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Mr Laurance: It is the absolute truth. Do you
dissociate yourselves from that?

Mr DAVIES: We now have the member (or
Gascoyne acting as the whipping boy for the
Government. HeI has stood up as directed, because
be wants to be given the portfolio of Health. He
did what he was told, and he made wild assertions
about bone pointing.

Mr Laurance: Do you drive over the Causeway
to work, or under it?

Mr DAVIES: He was saying we were
threatening those people and putting spells on
them. What nonsense!

Mr Laurance: You are a submarine, are you?
Mr DAVIES: The Premier cannot prove it, but

he asked the member for Gascoyne and the
Minister for Labour and Industry to make the
wildest accusations in the greatest of generalities.
However, when they had the chance to go to court
to prove their accusations and to tell what the
Labor Party was doing they would not do thati
They quit; they did not have the'nerve.

Mr Laurance: You are like Joe Sarich, "How
low can you go?"

Mr DAVIES: If they went to court they would
have been laughed right out of court.

Mr Laurance: You are like Joe Sarich. "How
low can you go?"

The SPEAKER: The member has three
minutes remaining.

Mr DAVIES:. They knew they would have been
laughed out of court. Talking about threats, I can
take members opposite to doctors who have told
people that their pensions would be cut off and
they would not receive medical treatment if they
voted for the Labor Party; and that took place not
many miles from Parliament House.

This kind of thing has gone on ad infinitum,
but it has been done for the sake of saving a seat.
As long as such action does not break the law we
accept it. However, on this occasion the Liberal
Party went too far. We could not accept it and we
had to do something about it. We have been
proved right, because the judgment says the
Labor Party has acted as it should act.

Mr Laurance: It did not.
Mr DAVIES: That is the summation of the

judgment.
Mr Laurance: He said that 97 of those people

had not voted.
Mr DAVIES: The judgment was highly critical

of the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party did not
take the opportunity open to it to enter into the
case. It did not do.what it could to defend itself.

We have the sad situation of the Premier
ignoring all the implications of the judgment and
all the criticisms of the Liberal Party; the only
thing the Premier could say was that Ridge was a
good fellow. That is a matter of opinion. I am
sure there are members on both sides of the
House who agree with me.

However, that is not the point behind the whole
debate tonight. I do not think anyone will deny
that our candiate, Mr Bridge, is a good fellow. He
is greatly respected; he has worked in local
government; he has done a tremendous amount of
good for all types of people in and around the
area in which he operates; and he is held in very
high respect in the area. I think he is as highly
respected as is the ex-member for Kimberley.

It should be a matter of distress to everybody
that the real facts behind the case are being
overlooked. We are not doing what we should be
doing; that is, to look objectively at what has
happened. The Liberal Party should say, "The
rules have been broken. We have been found out.
We accept the court's decision, and we will enter
into another election. May the best man win." It
would have brought the Premier a lot of
admiration if he had said that, instead of doing
what he has done in the past couple of days by
saying what a good fellow Ridge is.

Why does not the Liberal Party acknowledge
that it has made a farce of the electoral laws on
this occasion, instead of trying to pretend it is lily
white?

MR YOUNG (Scarborough) [7.51 p.mn.]: The
amendment moved by the Opposition to the
Premier's motion is before the House only to
present an opportunity for a whole lot of political
claptrap to be put forward. That is what we have
been listening to all afternoon. The Premier's
motion which the Opposition is attempting to
amend is, as I see it, an acceptance of the
umpire's decision. The umpire has put his finger
up, and the batsman has walked off.

Someone-that is the Opposition-wants to
add a great deal of words to the motion for one
reason only; and we will be discussing all that
stuff again when we debate the Bill to which a
great dealI of attention has been given in the
debate on this motion.

Just in case someone might miss a point and a
sufficient number of protestors do not arrive at
the right time, it seems this amendment has been
introduced to allow the debate to go on and on.

Mr Bryce: You cannot whitewash your
scurrilous tactics like that.

Mr YOUNG: Everything that has been said in
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the debate on the amendment to the motion will
be said again in the debate on the Bill. If it is
desired to say these things it could be said when
the Bill is debated.

Mr B. 7. Burke: That is not correct. Some of
the Kimberley matters are not pertinent to that
Bill.

Mr O'Neil: That is right.
Mr B. T. Burke: The Deputy Premier agrees

with me.
Mr Young: Members opposite have strayed

away from the original motion before the House
and I hope you will allow me the same latitude
Mr Speaker. A strong inference has been drawn
in this debate that if a person happens to be
illiterate he is automatically stupid.

Mr Pearce: The Minister for Labour and
Industry said that.

Mr YOUNG: That suggestion has came from
the opposite side of the Chamber.

Mr Pearce: Who said it?
Mr YOUNG: The assertion from the opposite

side of the House is that Illiterate voters are
stupid.

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: That is a lie-

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Gosnells by way of interjection used a word that
on a number of occasions has ben ruled to be
unparliamentary, and I would ask him to
withdraw it.

Mr PEARCE: I withdraw the term, but I
would point out-

The SPEAKER: When the honourable member
is required to withdraw that remark there can be
no qualification.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Mr YOUNG: I did not hear what the member
for Gosnells said, and I do not care.

Mr Pearce: The Premier does not care what the
judge has said, either.

Mr YOUNG: All their arguments presuppose
that the desire of the illiterates was for the Labor
Party. That is the suggestion which is inherrent
thoughout the entire debate. If we were that
stupid we would assume that all literate voters
would vote for the Liberal Party. The matters
which have been raised in this debate in the last
several hours hardly deserve any sort of comment,
because most of them are ridiculous. To give an

example, there has been a suggestion from
members opposite that we ought to accept every
single word of the judge as Gospel. I am not
talking in terms of points of law. All opinions
leading to the decision were formed within the
mind of the judge who made that decision.

Mr Harman: Is there any difference between
an opinion and a decision?

Mr YOUNG: There is. I am glad the member
for Maylands has raised this point, because a lot
of humbug has been said in this debate by
members opposite. There is a very clear obligation
on the judge to come down with as strong a
decision as he wants to make in the case. He can
virtually do anything, and there is no appeal from
it. However, in forming his opinion which is the
judgment I should point out it is an opinion
formed by him from the evidence of people who
appeared before him in the court.

Mr Harman: Formed with evidence.
Mr YOUNG: Yes. There is no suggestion from

this side of the House that we deny the judge
coming down with his decision. The view of
members opposite is that we have to accept his
opinions as facts.

Mr Pearce: It is an acceptance of the facts.
Mr YOUNG: I agree with the judge's decision,

because he has the right to make it; and that is
what the Premier's motion is about. There are
some missing words in the motion, and anyone
should be able to read them into the motion.
Virtually they are, "We accept the judge's
decision, and therefore we are moving this motion
in the House."

Mr B. T. Burke: What remarks do you accept?
Mr YOUNG: I do not accept or reject any of

the opinions. No-one has to accept the opinions of
someone else, no matter how validly those
opinions might have been formed. The decision
has been made and we accept it. The member for
Balcatta has been garrulous while I have been on
my feet, and I confess I was also while he was on
his feet, therefore we are even. The honourable
member virtually insulted the judge; he implied
the Premier knew what was the judge's decision
before it was handed down, and he made snide
remarks about the payment of $50 000 to each
party to meet the court costs. He implied that the
Premier was privy to the judge's decision.

Mr R. T. Burke: I did not imply it; I said it.
Mr YOUNG: The member for Balcatta has

admitted he said it. When one says that about a
judge's decision one implies that either the judge
passed that opinion on to the Premier, which is an
absolute insult to the judge, or a member of the
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staff of the judge did that and this also is an insult
to the judge because he has to be careful. We
know that members opposite can obtain that type
of information, and it has been proved in a court
of law. It is insulting to a judge to say that the
Premier was in that position.

Mr B3. T. Burke: What about what the Premier
said, that he did not care what the judge said?

Mr YOUNG: I can tell the honourable
member that I do not care what the judge said on
the basis of forming his opinions. However, when
he comes down with his decision based on those
opinions, I accept it; just as the Premier has
accepted it, otherwise he would not have moved
the motion.

Mr B. T. Burke: He could not have done
anything else.

Mr YOUNG: Furthermore, every member
opposite also knows that the things said by Mr
Tozer in the Legislative Council in respect of
herding Aborigines and other illiterate peoplo
together-

Point of Order
Mr JAMIESON: I rise on a point of order,

because this is a sub judie, matter. The case is
listed before the Supreme Court for hearing in the
first week in December. I think it would be wrong
for you, Sir, to allow debate on matters associated
with the Hon. J. Tozer.

The SPEAKER: I will leave the Chair until the
ringing of the bells to consider the point of order
moved by the Leader of Opposition.

Mr YOUNG: Mr Speaker, would it help you if
I did not pursue that line?

The SPEAKER: Indeed it would.

Deb., (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr YOUNG: Every member on that side of the

Chamber knows that certain actions took place in
the Kimberley which were caused by people who
were working to ensure illiterate people were
brought together in circumstances where they
were taken into booths, marked off, and went out
of the booths without having to make any
comment at all; and -simply by handing over a
how-to-vote card they obtained a vote. Everyone
knows that happened and I do not think anyone
honestly believes that is a fair way for people to
vote. 1 will give an example of why it is not fair.

It would be very simple for me to stand outside
a polling booth-which I hope I will be doing in
Fitzroy Crossing whenever the election happens to
be-and .hand out how-to-vote cards for Alan
Ridge.

Mr B. TI. Burke: Why Fitzroy Crossing?
Mr YOUNG: Wherever it is; I am quite happy

to go anywhere Alan Ridge wants me. Members
of the Opposition are talking about people who
cannot read or write. I could go up to a group of
people and say. "Do you want to vote for Ernie
Bridge?" If they said, "Yes", I could say, "Here
is a how-to-vote card", and they could go in and
vote for Alan Ridge on that basis. Do people think
that is fair? Yet everyone knows-

Mr Jamieson: That is not what the judge said.
Mr YOUNG: -that illiterates can get votes

simply by handing over how-to-vote cards and
being marshalled into the booths. When the
member for Gascoyne was speaking, I noticed the
Leader of the Opposition was particularly touchy
and was watching his "Ps" and "Qs" very
carefully.

Mr Jamieson: What are you talking about?
Mr YOUNG: When the member for Gascoyne

was making his speech he got to a point where he
was about to make a statement. He was
challenged by the Leader of the Opposition three
of four times to make the statement outside the
House before he had even made it inside the
House, and virtually the Leader of the Opposition
admitted to the Chamber he knew what the
statement would be because he knew it was true.
So we have the situation where someone on this
side gets to his feet and makes some counter-
claims to what has been said by members on the
other side of the House during the afternoon, and
immediately the Leader of the Opposition is
watching his "Ps" and "Qs" very closely, ensuring
we do not even say what we want to say.

Mr Jamieson: You are a cream puff. See how
you go.

Mr YOUNG: Another example of the
hypocritical humbug from the other side of the
House has come from the member for Morley
who, in his typical fashion, got stuck into
everything he could lay his tongue to. During the
course of his speech he suggested we on this side
were racist, that I personally was a racist, and
that what I had said in my maiden speech was
completely in support of apartheid in South
Africa. I challenged him about three times and he
repeated it about three times. So let us keep it in
Hansard as it was, and I will quote from that
maiden speech in which I was supposed to have
shown I was a racist. I said-

What is the situation in South Africa? I do
not think I have ever heard anyone justify
apartheid on moral grounds, because I do not
think it can be justified. There are those, of
course, who say it can be justified on
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practical grounds and that the coloured man
in South Africa leads perhaps a better life
than any of his contemporaries in other
African States. However, I think that to try
to justify apartheid simply on those grounds,
without granting to the coloureds in South
Africa the opportunity to set up a framework
of equality within the separate development
system, is a most spurious argument;

I went on ad inflniwum about how I did not think
apartheid was good. But the member for Morley
has a good memory. He remembered very clearly
what my maiden speech was about. He is not a
fool; he remembered. He chose to use this racism
business. Quite clearly he was telling an untruth,
and he knew he was, because he has a good
memory and is not stupid. But that is what he did
in the course of this debate.

That is what every member on that side of the
House has done during the course of this debate,
and that is what this amendment is all about. It is
all about changing what the Premier is trying to
do to get the matter under way in a proper and
decent fashion. It is all about a lot of political
humbug and claptrap.

I want to say one more thing about Alan Ridge
before I finish. I have noticed some crocodile tears
from members on the other side of the House, but
some members on that side do know Alan Ridge
and know what a decent guy he is; they are not
prepared to take part in it. When the vitriol comes
from that side of the House about some of us
dying to see Alan Ridge lose his seat, I can tell
members opposite something which will make
them smart. Not one member on this side of the
House is a jackal. Not one does not want to see
Alan Ridge back in that seat; and that goes for
me, the member for Gascoyne, and every other
member op this side of the House. We do not
know what members opposite do over there but
that is the way it works over here.

Finally, I will tell members why. We do not
want to see anyone else sitting in that seat
because Alan Ridge is a guy who once even
moved a member of the Opposition to get up and
quote poetry; and not only on the speech he made
on tourism but from time to time he was also
applauded -by members on that side of the
House-who were then on this side of the House
in govern ment-beca use of what he said about
Aborigines and what he wanted to achieve for
them.

We have a situation where we get crocodile
tears about this mian-whomn I have known as a
personal friend for a long time-but the real
motive behind it from the other side is, "Let us

get rid or him." He is one of the finest members
this House has ever had. He will be back here as
soon as we can possibly get him back, and it is of
absolutely no use anyone on that side suggesting
Alan Ridge has not given everything he could to
the Aborigines. In fact, when we were sharing a
seat on the back bench over there I was moved to
say to him once, "Why don't you talk about
something other than Aborigines? You might get
in a groove." Every time he got on his feet to talk
about them, he was talking about something that
could be done for them. He is a colleague who is
worth 10 times as much as anyone on the other
side of the House.

I oppose the amendment.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [8.09 p.m.]: The
Leader of the Opposition, when he moved this
amendment, said he was doing so in order to have
it recorded for posterity. I would like it to be
recorded that someone from the National
Country Party took part in this debate. As far as I
am concerned Hiansard will certainly record this
event, and so, too, will the archives of the Court
of Disputed Returns; they will certainly have a
record of the judgment.

As far as I am concerned-and, I woulo
imagine, the majority if not all of my
colleagues-this debate has developed into a
political point-scoring, slanging match between
the two major political parties in this House. So
far as I and the members of my party are
Concerned, I think it can be said it is a debate
which nobody will win. The Government will
certainly win the vote but nobody will win the
slanging match.

The only valuable contribution I can make is to
say that I certainly hope the voters who were
manipulated-and there is no question about
that-will not be manipulated in the by-election
on whatever date is set.

Amendment put and negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR BRYCE (Ascot) [8.10 p.m.]: The member
for Scarborough was obviously reflecting the
thought and faint hope of the Premier when he
suggested a motion as significant as this might
have been put to the Chamber this evening,
-deba ted slightly, and then put to the vote. He was
underestimating the concern which most Western
Australians feel about the extent of the trickery
involved in this election. Was the member for
Scarborough serious in suggesting that 44 days of
evidence presented to a Court of Disputed
Returns, resulting in this most astonishing
judgment, were not worthy of serious
consideration by the Chamber?
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Mir Young: No.
Mir BRYCE: I think the Premier would dearly

have loved to sweep the whole thing under the
mat. Therefore when he moved this motion this
evening he did not even deign to substantiate his
reasons for moving it.

Sir Charles Court: He does not have to because
it is an order of the court.

Mr BRYCE: He would dearly have loved the
whole matter to be swept under the carpet. But
this is the appropriate opportunity for somebody
on this side of the House to reject some of the
most spurious and baseless allegations that have
been made by members opposite. We had the
Government inject the Minister for Labour and
Industry with something that caused him to
perform in a fairly abnormal fashion on the floor
of the Chamber; so he got to his feet and made
allegations about bribery, manipulation,
malpractice, and undue influence being used by
the Labor Party.

Mr Grayden: It was completely justified.
Mr BRYCE: But the Minister, who is perhaps

the grandfather of this House in terms of the
years he has sat in this place, knows full well, as a
Minister of the Crown, that if he were in
possession of facts-not spurious rumours-he
would have a fundamental responsibility to
convey that information to his ministerial
colleague, the Attorney-General, to ensure the
matter is investigated and action is taken.

Mr Grayden: What are you talking about?
Everybody in the Kimberley is aware of it. You
are aware of it, too.

Mr BRYCE: The whole point of this exercise,
as my colleague the member for Victoria Park
ably demonstrated, is that when the Minister for
Labour and Industry and all his friends and
parliamentary colleagues had the opportunity to
peddle these baseless theories before the Court of
Disputed Returns they had the opportunity to
expose the Australian Labor Party.

Mr Grayden: We have no reason to get down to
your level.

Mr BRYCE: They had the opportunit y to
present to the people all of the allegations which
were in the mind of the Premier and the President
of the Liberal Party on polling night-that which
they referred to as jiggery-pokery, and that which
they suggested ought to be the subject of a
detailed inquiry. When they had the opportunity
they simply could not produce the goods, and we
have not heard from a single member on the
Government benches as to why they did not
proceed to prove Or to lend any credibility to the

allegations they have been prepared to make here
and elsewhere.

That was a fine example of the Minister for
Labour and Industry this evening attempting to
win another academy award; and of course his
performance was one heck of a lot less effective
than his performances usually are, and the
members on this side of the House derived a great
deal of pleasure in sitting back and smirking.
They have simply reached the stage where they
cannot believe it.

I am very sorry indeed that the Premier is not
in his place; there are a number of fundamental
questions he ought to be answering.

I am very sorry that at this stage of the debate
I have not the opportunity to ask him those
questions. Perhaps one of his lackeys on the back
bench will get the message to him that if he is
man enough to stand up to a bit of cross-
examination on this question he will return to the
Chamber, because he has some very serious
questions to answer. He has to be prepared to say
in this place whether he believes firstly that if any
member of' Parliament deliberately lies to the
Parliament he should be prepared to resign and
stand down from the Parliament. Having
indicated where he stands on that fundamental
question of British parliamentary tradition, the
Premier must then be prepared to say for the
benefit of every Western Australian whether he
knew about the details of this conspiracy to
deprive Aboriginal people of their right to vote,
and whether or not he actually approved of it.

Mr Clarko: He has said most explicitly that he
did not know of it.

Mr BRYCE: He did not say that, because in
this place about 24 hours ago I asked specific
questions of the Premier and he replied with the
usual gobbledygook to which we are accustomed
when he is on the spot. He refused to say whether
he had any knowledge of the matter. He has
plenty of opportunity tonight to give an answer;
and the people of Western Australia deserve a
clear-cut answer because, after all, he is the
political figure in this State who pontificates to
Western Australians almost daily on how they
should run their lives. He is the one who
pontificates to institutions, to other States, to
companies, and even to foreign countries.

It is a great pity that I have not the opportunity
to ask him these questions, and I sincerely hope I
will have that opportunity a little later.

Something ought to be said about the plan
devised by the Liberal Party during the course of
the weeks which preceded the actual election day.
It is clearly understood from the correspondence
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which has passed from the former member for
Kimberley to some of his helpers in the
constituency that it was obvious to him that the
Aboriginal people of the Kimberley could well be
going to transfer their allegiance. That is, some
who had previously voted for him indicated they
would not vote for him on this occasion.

So we have seen members of the Liberal Party
stand in this Chamber and by implication state
that it is all right to have one set of rules when the
Aborigines vote for the Liberal Party; but if there
is any indication that they may switch their vote,
that is the time to change the rules. Or course, the
former member for Kimberley indicated to his
campaign workers that he knew he was in grave
trouble. Therefore we saw the correspondence
come from his henchmen, the back-room boys of
the Liberal Party, to the Minister for Justice
whose responsibility it is to administer the
Electoral Act. Upon receipt of that letter we saw
two Ministers of the Crown put their heads
together and use their joint influence to prevail
upon a senior civil servant and have that civil
servant do something against his better judgment.

He was directed to send a telgram to the
presiding officers in the Kimberley which he knew
would cause a great deal of confusion. However,
the two Ministers were part of the conspiracy.
They knew precisely that when those telegrams
arrived in the Kimberley there would be a great
deal of confusion in the polling booths. That is
what they wanted on polling d 'ay; they wanted
confusion because they knew they would be the
direct benefactors from that confusion. They
knew that was precisely how they could deprive
the illiterate Aboriginal people of their votes.

We saw a member of the Liberal Party this
evening rising to speak and alleging that the
Labor Party had done unsavoury things in the
Pilbara, but he was unable to provide any
substantive examples. Yet before the Court of
Disputed Returns we saw examples given of how
members of the Liberal Party in the Kimberley
intimidated old, illiterate Aborigines. Those
members of the Liberal Party had the hide to
frighten these people who went into the polling
booth.

There is a delightful story about an old
Aboriginal who went in to vote and found himself
being cross-examined by a smarmy member of the
legal profer;i~n sent up by jet from Perth in order

ibluff such people out of their vote. This old
Aboriginal tried to exercise his right to vote on
three occasions. On the final occasion he went
back into the booth with his own legal
representative, because he was able to contact the
legal aid officer in Derby. So there occurred a

mini-court scene inside the polling booth at Derby
in respect of that incident.

It is a pity the Premier out of the generosity of
his heart did not provide legal advisers for all of
the Aborigines in the Kimberley so that there
could have been umpteen dozen proceedings
taking place to allow them to vote.

The manner in which members of the Liberal
Pary stood over, intimidated, and bluffed the
Aboriginal people out of voting was shameful
indeed; and it all occurred because the pundits
were able to tell the Liberal Party that the
indications were that the party was in real trouble
in Kimberley. As my colleague, the member for
Morley, indicated earlier, the Liberal Party has
demonstrated so clearly on so many occasions that
it will go to any length to retain and to exercise
political power; and this instance is the most
astonishing example of this in the history of
Western Australia.

Even some of the lawyers who were dragooned
into the job and sent north have now dissociated
themselves from the exetcise and have in fact
publicly declared that they found the instructions
to be distasteful. I sincerely hope that those young
Solicitors who had the courage to say that do not
ind themselves squarely behind the eight-ball if

they seek pre-selection within the Liberal Party,
as could be the case if the Premier is still around.

Now that the Premier has returned to the
Chamber perhaps he will indicate clearly for the
sake of the record whether in fact he did know
about this. Did he have the knowledge? Was he in
possession of the facts in respect of this plan? Did
he know that it was going to go ahead? Did he
approve of the whole scheme?

Sir Charles Court: I will tell you when I reply.
Mr BRYCE: That is precisely how the Premier

always answers us; "I will tell you when I reply."
Mr Clarko: Surely that is logical.
A member: Aren't you happy with that?
Mr BRYCE: No I am not happy, because that

is precisely what we expected would happen.
Mr Clarko: He has already told you; what more

do you want?
Mr BRYCE: It is quite simple. We simply want

the Premier to indicate whether he knew about
the plan and whether he approved of it.

Sir Charles Court: If you want it by
interjection, we have already made it clear that
the plan was not mine and I did not implement it.
I was not a party to it. I think that has been made
clear. You people would have dragged it out long
since if you thought I was the organiser and the
implementer of the plan.
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Mr BRYCE: Anybody who heard that answer
would be perfectly aware that the Premier did not
answer the question. I simply asked whether in
fact the Permier was aware of the plan, and he
answered that it was not his plan and that he did
not implement it. Again I ask: Did the Premier
know about the plan, and did he apprdve of it?

Sir Charles Court: I explained to your leader or
to somebody else over there that many things are
done in the Liberal Party in respect of which I am
not consulted. When you have a general election
on your hands, of course things happen in
different electorates in respect of which the leader
is not consulted.

Mr BRYCE: The people of Western Australia
have a perfect right to' know whether their
Premier, who pontificates at every conceivable
opportunity-

Sir Charles Court: Because you don't get the
answer you want, you will not accept it.

Mr BRYCE: That is precisely why we are
choosing not to wait for a reply, because if we
were to wait for a reply we simply would not get it
from the Premier.

Sir Charles Court: I have already answered
you. How many more times can I tell you?

Mr BRYCE: I do not think the Premier is
game enough to give us a clear-cut answer.

Sir Charles Court: How many more times do
you want it? Do not prevaricate and
procrastinate.

Mr BRYCE: All the Premier has to do is to
indicate whether he knew about the scheme and
whether he approved of it.,

Sir Charles Court: I will not continue to be
interrogated by you in the hope that I will give a
different answer.

Mr BRYCE: The Premier is running away
from the matter because, as my colleague the
member for Mt. Hawthorn has indicated, it is his
belief-a belief shared by many people-that the
Premier did know about this plan and did approve
of it.

Sir Charles Court: It is the same old story.
Throw enough mud and some of it will stick.

.Mr BRYCE: I am prepared to accept the
Premier's word-

Sir Charles Court: I* have given the answer.
Mr BRYCE: -and if he says he did not

approve of the scheme, I am happy to accept that.
Sir Charles Court: I will not be bullied by you.

Just make your speech.
Mr BRYCE: The Premier is in a jam; he has

egg on his face, and he is not prepared to give a

straight answer. Let him squirm on the hook,
because it is obvious that he approved of this
scheme-the most dastardly scheme the State has
ever seen and which smacks of the tactics we have
come to expect from the Premier. Let it be known
he is not prepared to stand in this place and say
he did not know about it.

Sir Charles Court: How can you approve
something to which you are not a party?

Mr BRYCE: We can only assume-
Mr Clarko: Arm you prepared to answer "Yes"

or "No" to any question we ask you in the future?
Mr BRYCE: I always accommodate members

opposite.
Several members interjected.
Mr Sodeman: Say "Yes"
Mr BRYCE: During the course of this debate I

am certain it has become very clear to everyone in
the Chamber that the responsibility for this whole
scheme should not rest simply on the shoulders of
the former member for Kimberley; it is the
responsibility of the Liberal Party and of the
Government, That is why we on this side of the
House can quite reasonably conclude that the
Premier now wants to sweep the whole matter
under the carpet.

The issue that I think needs to be refuted
before I conclude my remarks and resume my
seat is the attempt by members of the
Government backbenches to whitewash the.
Minister and suggest that the quotes read out to
this Chamber did not reflect his fundamental
racist attitude. Those quotes were absolutely
disgusting for anyone to read.

For members opposite to suggest that we on
this side were setting out to lampoon someone's
personality was quite absurd. The Minister for
Health committed to writing certain comments to
his own party supporters-the people who helped
to pull off this stunt. These people were all part
and parcel of the stunt, and when they thought it
had worked and that the Minister was back in
Parliament for three years with-a majority of 93
votes, he believed it was time to indicate his
gratitude to all those people who had helped him.
I remind members of the Government of part of
one of his letters, because it was those members
who stood up to whitewash some of the most
blatantly racist statements made by any politician
in recent years; and they are even more
unforgivable coming from the Minister for
Community Welfare who is given the
responsibility for the people in this minority group
in our community. This is what he said-

It was a degrading experience to have to
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campaign amongst the Aborigines to the
extent that I did.

The Minister found it degrading; yet members of
his own party on the other side have suggested he
is not racist and that he is a man with a big heart.
If he does in fact have such a big and pure heart
and such a genuine concern for the Aboriginal
minority in our community, why would he say he
round it degrading to campaign amongst them?
He went on to say-

It offended me to know that whilst I was
concentrating my efforts on these simple
people over the last couple of weeks I was
neglecting a more informed and intelligent
section of the community.

Mr Clarko: The member for Gosnells read that
out two hours ago.

The SPEAKER: The member has two minutes
remaining.

Mr BRYCE: That sort of argument constitutes
the crux of the Government's defence of its
Minister. I had a great deal of respect for the
former member for Kimberley, and I was very
surprised-

Mr O'Neil: You have respect for no-one.
Mr BRYCE: -to see him sign his name to

something like this. However, obviously I did not
know him, because those comments speak for
themselves.

Not only did he say that it was a degrading
experience but he also said that it was a travesty
of justice that a small handful of such ill-informed
people who can be used like pawns in a game by
unscrupulous opportunists, should have the right
or the power to determine the future of our State.

Mr O'NeiI interjected.
Mr BRYCE: It was all right whilst the Deputy

Premier was doing it! When I entered the
Parliament I heard many scurrilous stories
surrounding the activities of the Deputy Premier's
colleagues in the 1968 State election, but I did not
hurl them about in an unsubstantiated manner as
the Minister for Labour and Industry did.

Mr O'Neil: What about my colleagues?
Mr BRYCE: The Minister's colleagues in the

way that election was conducted in the
Kimberley.

Mr O'Neil: Which election?
Mr BRYCE-. The Kimberley election in 1968.

This place was ringing with the stories, and the
Minister knows exactly what I mean. The
Minister for Labour and Industry, who stood in
this place and condemned the desire to put people
on the roll, in fact himself spent time in the

Kimberley in the past going around with a Liberal
Party candidate putting Aborigines on the roll.

Mr Grayden: That is a very-
Mr BRYCE: He used the term, "the Everest of

hypocrisy".

Point of Order

Mr GRAYDEN: I ask that that be withdrawn.
I have never been in the Kimberley putting
Aborigines on the roll. I have never under any
circumstances enrolled them. I have never been
up with another candidate enrolling them, and I
ask that that be withdrawn.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member's time has
expired.

Mr Grayden: That is a straight lie.
The SPEAKER: Order! I must ask the

Minister for Labour and Industry to withdraw his
words.

Mr Grayden: I withdraw the statement. The
statement is completely untrue.

Debate Resumed

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order and
the member's time-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member's time has

expired.
MR B. T. BURKE (Dalcatta) [8.31 p.m.J: Mr

speaker and members, the continuing contempt
that the Premier shows for this House has-been
well illustrated again tonight by the recent
absence of the Premier.

Mr O'Neil; He was called out of the Chamber
and you saw the attendant call him.

Mr B. T. BURKE: It was illustrated by the
recent action that involved his departure from the
Chamber. We can well illustrate the continuing
contempt. The Deputy Premier should not
blunder in where angels fear to tread because this
Premier is prepared to go outside and tell the
world that the by-election will be held on the 17th
December without first advising this House. That
is what he has been doing while we have been
debating something of the utmost seriousness.
This Premier has been ignoring the debate and
announcing in public the date of the by-election.
That is the continuing contempt this man shows
for this House of Parliament and we expect that
this sort of man will dismiss the findings of the
judge by saying, "I do not care what the judge
says. 11

Of course the Premier does not care what the
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judge says. Neither does he care about what those
paid minions of his party did during their
excursions and incursions into the Kimberley
election. The Premier shows not one whit of
remorse for any of the things that were done and
he does not seem to regret that it was necessary,
for the first time in 70 years, for the seat of a
member of this House to be declared vacant, If he
is happy about the situation and if he can
continue blithely along when one of his colleagues
is turned away from this place, that is not the sort
of thing I find very palatable.

Sir Charles Court: The thing to which we take
exception is the manipulation and the tactics of
the ALP leading up to that election. They were
disgraceful.

Mr Bryce: You are a disgrace.
Mr .Jamieson: There were no such tactics and

you know it.
Mr O'Neil: Cut it out!
Mr Jamieson: There were not; that is how bad

you are.
Mr B. T. BURKE: It is passing strange that the

Premier in this unashamedly political forum will
now attempt to put forward a case which justifies
the actions taken by members of his party. It is
passing strange that he did not see fit to file a
counter-petition on behalf of the respondent and
to bring into the court those things that he now
wants to wave around in this blatantly political
place. Of course he did not want to bring those
things forward because he cannot substantiate
them and he never could substantiate them, and
he has this crazy Joe stand up and say the things
he is forced to say.

The Premier knows as well as I do that his
argument not having seen the light of day in the
court, it means not one whit in the Parliament.

Sir Charles Court: The people in the Kimberley
know all about it. They understand.

Mr B. T. BURKE: The contributions from the
other side of the House, with one possible
exception, were quite dismal. The exception I
refer to is the contribution by the member for
Merredin. I thought he made a lot of sense when
he said that we should be talking about the
manner in which we are going to conduct the
campaign for the by-election. I think that advice
was very well given because we are trying to point
out to members on the other side that we cannot
conduct campaigns in the manner in which the
Liberal Party conducted the election on the 19th
February. It just did not work. The party was
found out. The member who was elected has
suffered the indignity of having his seat declared

vacant. That is how much it failed and that is how
much the Premier should be ashamed of what has
occurred. But he does not show any remorse
whatsoever.

Sir Charles Court: I show some concern for the
way your people conducted themselves before the
election. I hope they are not going to repeat it.

Mr Janmieson: They conducted themselves very
well.

Sir Charles Court: You ask the people of the
Kimberley.

Mr Barnett: I was up there.
Sir Charles Court: How long were you there?
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Premier persists in this

pathetic manner of interjection accusing the
Australian Labor Party of some sort of
malpractice. I shall pause to allow the Premier to
tell the House why these things were not brought
before the Court of Disputed Returns.

Sir Charles Court: They did not have to be. The
petition was from Bridge, not Ridge.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I ask the Premier whether
he has ever heard of a counter-petition?

Sir Charles Court: We did not want to go
dragging these things through the gutter like you
did.

Mr B. T. BURKE: The Premier was not
prepared to bring them through the court but he
is prepared to bring them out now in this
Parliament, a place which is just as public. Does
not the Premier believe he will be reported
tonight? Of course he does. There was no counter-
petition quite simply because the Premier had no
grounds on which to base such a petition. HeI had
no evidence with which to substantiate the sort of
rumours and the allegations he has made tonight.

Tonight the contributions from the Premier's
side of the House have been quite dismal. We
heard the Minister for Labour and Industry, who
is also the Minister for Immigration, talk about
why the judge did not call witnesses. He berated
the judge and said he was so surprised that the
judge did not call witnesses-presumably for the
respondent, his colleague. He also talked about
trucks and pigs and boats and planes which he
said the Aborigines had been promised.

Mr Pearce: Feathered feet and pointing the
bone. What an idiotic performance it was.

Mr B. T. BURKE: That sums it up correctly
but we have come to expect this from the
Minister. We heard the member for Pilbara go
into a long and wide-ranging debate about his
fear of not being elected next time when he
warned us about watching out for what might
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happen to the Aboriginal population in the
Kimberley. He is worried not about 1977 and any
injustice that may have been done; he is worried
about 1980 and any justice that may be done
then.

Then we heard the member for Gascoyne stand
up and completely destroy his own credibility in
about 10 seconds when he termed himself a long-
time resident of the area with 20 years' experience
of living, breathing, and eating with the
Aboriginal people. As he thinks those things he
denies them the fundamental right to exercise a
vote.

We have people such as the lawyer who
represents Coucesloe in this House and says,
"Why cannot people answer a simple question
like, 'Have you voted previously at this or any
other booth?' " You and I know, Mr Speaker,
that this relates not only to Aborigines. Yearly I
take to the polls Macedonian, Italian, Creek, and
Yugoslav people who cannot answer that question
if it is put to them in that way but who are no less
intelligent than members opposite and perhaps
are far more intelligent. Yet they would deny
such people the right to vote because they do not

.understand our language, regardless of their
capability to manage their day-to-day affairs.

M~r Hassell: Nonsense.
Mr B. T. BURKE: That is what the member

said. He said, "Why cannot they answer an easy
question? If they cannot they should not be
allowed to vote." Then we heard the contribution
from the member for Scarborough who rose to
speak only because the member for Morley had
accused him of supporting apartheid during his
maiden speech. We heard a sel f-j ustificatlion of
positions occupied by that member at times that
were not relevant to tonight's debate. I do not
care what the member for Scarborough said
about apartheid. As far as I am concerned, that
has no bearing on the position he takes with
respect to this motion; and his defence of himself
was neither pertinent nor relevant.

He then said that the member for Gosnells had
equated illiteracy with lack of intelligence; and
that is just not true because the point the member
for Gosnells made was that if members on the
other side want to allege that Aboriginal people
are capable of being bought with cool drinks and
buns and are capable of being shepherded with
name tags into polling places, the person who
makes those allegations is the person who equates
illiteracy with lack of intelligence. That equation
has been made not by members on this side of the
House but by those who sit behind the Premier.

Mr Sodemnan: The member for Swan agreed
that happened and condoned it. Where were you?

Mr Shalders: Tell me why the member for
Gosnells called them illiterate.

The SPEAKER: Order! I call the member for
Balcatta.

A Government member interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member will

resume his seat. I spoke earlier tonight about
members commencing to interject before I had
even resumed my seat. It occurred again then and
I take violent exception to it. I call the member
for Balcatta.

Mr B. T, BURKE: We were then treated to the
amazing mental gymnastics of the member for
Scarborough when he discounted the basis on
which the judge milde his findings but agreed
with the conclusion. I-e said, "We do not accept
this fallible person and his reasoning but we will
accept his decision and implement that decision".
That is an instance of the greatest intellectual
dishonesty that I have ever witnessed. I do not
know how anyone can stand in his place and say,
"We disagree with the basis on which this person
made the decision but we agree with the
decision". That is what the member for
Scarborough said.

Mr O'Neil: You realise in this case there is no
right of appeal. In law it is not infrequent for
people to appeal against a decision because of the
reasons for it. The reasons are never infallible.

Mr B. T. BURKE: I do not deny the point
raised by the Deputy Premier, but the hypocrisy
of that position is clearly shown by the
Government's indecent haste in introducing
amendments to the electoral laws so recently after
the judge had made a decision regarding the
legality of the submission of how-to-vote cards as
an indication of the intention or desire to record a
certain vote. If what the Deputy Premier says is
true, that is a point of law with regard to the
admissibility -of that and he is changing that
proposition immediately.

Mr O'Neil: No I am not. I am saying that in
this case there is no right of appeal. There is one
point where the judge is patently wrong in the
opinion of very learned people, and that is that
the Minister is in overall charge of the
administration of the Act. He has formed what
we and other eminent people believe to be a
wrong opinion.

Mr B. T. BURKE: Regardless of what the
Deputy Premier says-

Mr O'Neil: It is a matter of opinion, so we do
not have to accept these things.
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Mr B. T. BURKE: Regardless of what the
Deputy Premier says, he certainly cannot take
issue with the judge's finding about the morality
of what the Attorney-General impinged upon the
Chief Electoral Officer, It was said quite clearly
that the Chief Electoral Officer did not wish to
send out the telegram of instructions to the
different booths. It was said quite clearly that he
did so only under the pressure applied by the
Attorney-General. He did so not impugning his
own integrity at all but only because he said he
should be true to the Minister to whom he was
responsible.

We say that that Minister is either incompetent
or is part of the. conspiracy because he is the one
who forced the Chief Electoral Officer in the
most delicate of areas to take sides and to do
things against his own best interests. It has been a
widely held ruling for a long time that with
respect to matters electoral there should not be
any partisanship shown and yet this partisanship
was forced on the State's Chief Electoral Officer.
That is not good enough.

Mr O'Neil: You are using the Word "pressure".
The judge never used the word "pressure" or the
word "force."

Mr B. T. BURKE: I do not want to dwell
overlong on the Deputy Premier's point.

Mr O'Neil: Because it is right.
Mr B. T. BURKE: It is safe to say that the

Chief Electoral Officer said he would never have
sent the telegram to the different polling booths
had be not been instructed to do so by the
Attorney-General. If the Deputy Premier wishes
to interpret that as being a situation where
pressure was not used, he may do so. However,
that is certainly not my interpretation. It is
certainly untrue to say that influence and pressure
were not exerted on that officer. He was
instructed to do that, and members opposite know
that as well as I do.

We say, too, Mr Speaker, that as far as the
contribution which was made by the member for
Scarborough and the mental gymnastics involved
in disagreeing with all the premises upon which
the judge founded his decision, while agreeing
with the decision, that is quite impossible and
unpalatable to the Opposition. We say also that to
adopt that position is to downgrade the legal
importance of the judge's findings and his
determinations in respect of the decision he made.
Those Findings will be used as precedents in the
future and there is no doubt that due heed will be
paid to the thinking of the judge which was
behind the decision he made. Yet members
opposite are saying that regardless of the

importance that will be assumed by that
document, they do not agree with what the judge
said. Members opposite say they disagree with the
basis on which he made his decision.

The last comment I wish to make is in regard to
a statement made by the member for
Scarborough and it has been hacked around the
place by all members opposite with the exception
of the member for Merredin. It is in relation to
the integrity of the former Minister for Health
and Community Welfare. I do not see why people
should rush to defend a man who has not been
personally attacked tonight by anybody on this
side of the Chamber.

Mr O'Neil: What about your deputy?
Mr B. T. BURKE: The member for

Scarborough made his speech with respect to the
Minister and members will remember that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition's speech
followed upon the speech of the member for
Scarborough. As far as I am concerned, no-one
has impugned the man. I said during my speech
that I had a great deal of sympathy for him. I
agree he is one of the Government's better
Ministers and he could spot the Minister for
Local Government a mile and a half away and
beat him by 10 miles, and he could spot the
Minister (or Labour and Industry 100 miles away
and beat him by 1 000. But that does not mean to
say that if these sorts of mistakes are made
someone is not responsible. We take no issue on a
personal basis with the Minister for Health. We
say it is a matter of sorrow for everybody here
that, having made mistakes, he is now being
forced to suffer the consequences of those
mistakes; that is something I have expressed to
the Minister on a personal basis as well as
publicly here tonight.

The other point is that, and we all need to keep
it in mind, the Minister was deliberately misled as
to the likely result of his court case. He was told it
would be an impossible job to prove that 97 votes
were denied to the Australian Labor Party
candidate. He quickly realised as the case
progressed that the job of proof was not as
difficult as it had first appeared. If members cast
back their minds to the case, the
respondent-that is, the Minister-attempted to
introduce a counter-petition in the proceedings
and it was ruled that he could not do so. In that
situation, we can see that all the claims which are
made so far about not wanting to get down into
the gutter with what the Opposition was doing are
patently false, because members opposite
attempted to do so and, as a result of legal
mismanagement, were unable to simply because
the case had proceeded too far.

3315



3316 [ASSEM BLY]

A Government member: You are agreeing you
are in the gutter, are you?

Mr B. T. BURKE: So do not let the Premier
say he does not want to bring up these things,
because the Minister, who was the respondent,
tried to bring these matters before the Court but
failed because his legal advice was faulty.

Mr O'Neil. All your people are asking why it
was not done. Now you have told us.

Mr B. T. BURKE: As far as I am concerned,
with respect to the Minister for Health, I think he
was the victim of the duplicity of his party. He
was misled about the likely outcome of the Court
of Disputed Returns hearing. I think he was then
denied, probably as a result of faulty legal advice,
the right or the opportunity to file a counter-
petition. I think if members like to look at the
situation they will find it is not the Australian
Labor Party which has done badly by the
Minister, but it is his own party. His own party
has left the Minister standing alone and has done
so right throughout this case. The Minister's own
party was the party which imposed upon this
Minister the obligation of claiming responsibility
for everything which happened to him. Of course,
he was, not responsible for everything that
happened. I have been a candidate at election
time and while theoretically and in the abstract I
take responsibility for what has happened. I know
on occasions things have happened without my
knowledge and without my consent. We all know
Mr Rowell from a long way back. We all know
the sorts of things he has got up to previously. If
members want to talk about herding Aborigines
onto the backs of cattle trucks and bringing them
into town under threat of losing their jobs at the
stations on which they worked, they should talk
about Mr Rowell.

The SPEAKER: The member has two minutes.
Mr B. T. BURKE: Members should not talk

about Mr Crichton-Browne and hold him up as
someone we should revere. Even in tonight's paper
we have seen the story. The party is. Calling
around about the ears of members opposite and
they are not even remorseful about what has been
done. Members opposite do not regret there is
something which has happened outside that
affects the sensibilities of ordinary people.
Members opposite do not regret it at all and that
is the shame of the situation.

Members opposite seem to think that because
something has been imposed upon them, that is
the decision of the judge, their acceptance of that
imposition is sufficient for them to whitewash
over the entire grounds on which the decision was
made. However, questions remain unanswered

and to satisfy the member for Scarborough, as far
as I am concerned I believe the Premier knew
about this plan to deny these people the vote. I
believe the Premier knew in advance that he
should allocate $50 000 to each of the parties
involved before the judge had made his decision, 1
believe the Premier knew that, because he knew
the case would go against the Government.

Sir Charles Court: How would we know that?
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Government should not

accuse us-
Sir Charles Court: Do you think the judge

would have told us?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr B. T. BURKE: The Government should not

accuse us of doing their Minister badly. The
Government should take the responsibilities which
belong to it and should not push the entire
culpability for what has happened onto the
Minister for Health. It is not entirely his
responsibility; it is equally the Premier's
responsibility; it is equally the Premier's party's
responsibility; and it is equally the responsibility
of the Government of this State.

Mr Grayden: Twenty minutes of rubbish.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[8.53 p.m.]: I will reply briefly to this motion,
because it was a formal motion to bring before
the House the necessity to declare the seat of
Kimberley vacant. It is a procedure which is very
clearly set out by the Statute and once the order
was made, the Government moved at the earliest
possible time in spite of what has been said-to the
contrary. As soon as you, Mr Speaker, gave notice
to the House, we gave notice of the motion and
no-one can move more quickly than that.

Mr JIamieson; You could have moved it
yesterday.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Had we done that
members opposite would have said we were racing
the matter through; we were pressuring it
through.

Mr Jamieson: The precedent did exactly that.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The cold, hard facts

are the motion is before us today as quickly as it
was humanly and physically possible to bring it
before the House.

I want to say this, Mr Speaker: We have had a
very sorry spectacle tonight With the Opposition
trying to use a formal motion to denigrate a
Minister, because whatever the Opposition might
say to the contrary, from the comments of some
Members opposite, it could not say they did not
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attempt to pour criticism on the former Minister
and to denigrate the former member.

I want to say again that, as far as I am
concerned, the Minister was a fireman and had
my full confidence as a member and as a Minister
for Health, and I will have that same confidence
in him again when he is returned to this House,
because he is an honourable person. It does not
matter how much members opposite rant and
rave, and how much they run away from it; the
conduct of representatives of the ALP leading up
to that election was absolutely disgusting.

Mr Jamieson: You are under privilege. Just
name one; you can do as you like.

Sir CHARLES COURT: As I have said, Mr
Speaker, I have told this House of the
instances-and other colleagues here would tell
them of the instances-where we have been to
places where even months before we had been
welcome. One particular place!I refer to-

Mr Jamieson: That is where you do not
understand the Aboriginal; that is what is wrong
with you.

Sir CHARLES COURT: We understand
Aborigines too well.

Mr Jamieson: I do not understand themr and
you understand them even less.

Sir CHARLES COURT: We have been
welcome in these places all our lives and we know
the Aborigines who live there. We know them
only too well. Having been in these areas months
and weeks before the election campaign and
having had close communication with these
people and having been welcomed by them, when
we went up there close to the election it was all so
different. Some of my colleagues have bad similar
experiences. People just melted away. We do
happen to know the Aboriginal characteri stic in
regard to these matters and when we have men-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Would the Premier

resume his seat. There are too many interjections.
The Premier.

Sir CHARLES COURT: When one has had
men one has known for years and who have been
in the practice of -coming to one to ask-for advice
in resolving some of their problems and one has
helped them with their problems, then all of a
sudden one finds they pass one by and the best
one gets is, "I am sorry we cannot talk to you
because we are under threat", it is an u nusual
situation. It is no good members opposite denying
that.

Mr Bryce: Your imagination defies description.
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is an absolute

disgrace to those who were working for the Labor
Party. Some of them were actually servants of the
State Government and should have known better.

It is an absolute disgrace that these people were
prepared to prostitute their position and take this
action and manipulate these people and destroy
badly their integrity.

Mr Harman: Name one.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The Leader of the

Opposition tried to give us the impression these
Aboriginal people up there were innocents
abroad.

Mr Jamieson: They are not innocents abroad.
They knew exactly what they were doing.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The picture that the
Leader of the Opposition gave us was that they
were innocents abroad and they were just so
innocent about all of these things; but he knows
that they were under tremendous pressure, and
pressure they should not have been subjected to
by either side.

Mr Harman: They were spun a tale by you and
when they woke up it is no wonder you lost.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition distorted in a cruel way what
Mr Ridge, the former member, had said, and if he
reads what Mr Ridge said in that letter which has
been quoted, he will find there is a great deal of
basic truth in it, because these people were used
as pawns in a game. Mr Ridge found it
nauseating when he saw his former friends were
being used as pawns in a game.

Mr Bryce: I tried to have that entire letter
incorporated in Hansard.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition could have had it incorporated
if he had been determined to dows, by reading the
letter out, if he wished to use his time in that way,
and it was so important to have it there. It has
been quoted and misquoted many times.

Mr Pearce: Who misquoted it?
Sir CHARLES COURT: During the election

every Labor member will go up there with it in his
pocket and will quote from it. I hope they do,
because when we are dealing with the people of
Kimberley we are dealing with an entirely
different situation from a situation when we are
dealing with members of this House, or people
who live in the metropolitan area.

I want to talk about this so-called plan. We
have had members opposite try to distort the
situation. We have had the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition going on with question after question.
I want to say the plan was not mine. I did not
have any knowledge of the plan. I was not
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consulted about the plan. I want to tell the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition this: bad I been
consulted about the plan, he would have found
out; someone would have talked about it and I
would have been on the grill long before this. If
there was a plan, it was conceived and put into
effect unbeknown to me. I remind the Leader of
the Opposition that, as he well knows, when one is
the leader, one goes from one end of the State to
the other, and there are many things done in
electorates of which one is not aware at the time
they occur.

Mr Bryce: Do you approve of the plan?
Sir CHARLES COURT: I just remind

members that whoever endeavotured to get the
ballot conducted in a proper manner and the law
enforced for once was doing only this. It is plain
for all to see. They were doing only this, because
of the manipulation which had been going on by
the Labor Party leading up to the election.
Whether there was an overreaction or not, is
another matter.

I want to remind members opposite that there
was every reason for concern and I must admit
that when I went to the Kimberley I could feel
that concern. Our own supporters were concerned
about this situation; this complete change which
had taken place because of manipulation by the
ALP. I believe the Leader of the Opposition knew
all about that.

Mr Jlamieson: There was no manipulation; I
knew about the campaign.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Bryce: The Premier has said, in fact, he

approved of what the Liberal Party said.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The Deputy Leader

of the Opposition should not Start to distort
further what has been said, and try to put words
into the mouths of members just because he does
not get the answer he expects to receive.

I want to remind members opposite I thought
we would finish this debate earlier. I did not think
there would be such a waste of time at this stage.
However, no-one raised the question of the
election date. it was my intention when I
replied-hopefully, earlier this evening-to give
to members the suggested programme to be
followed, bearing in mind that it is not until this
motion has been passed that the Speaker can issue
the warrant for the issuing of writs. It is all set
out in the Statute.

Mr Pearce: The Premier must have known the
date of the election this afternoon.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I expected to be

replying to the debate earlier. I thought somebody
might have asked the date of the election.

Mr Pearce: But this afternoon the Premier said,
"Whenever it is to be."

Sir CHARLES COURT: What is wrong with
that you smart aleck?

Several members interjected.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I wish the member

for Gosnelis could sit over here for a while to
listen to himself, if he was able to do that for a
while, he would not speak half so often!

The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: It is the intention to

hold the election on the 17th December. The
Government preferred the date of the 10th
December, because it would have saved the people
of Kimberley having to go to the polls twice in a
week. I conferred with the Prime Minister, and
for a number of reasons he was not keen on the
idea because it happened that another State has
two by-elections coming up. Had there been one
by-election in isolation it would have been a
different situation, but two others are coming up
in Victoria and it would have been more confusing
than ever.

So, I accept that it would have been more
confusing had we had the two elections at the one
time.

The next best thing, having regard to the
climatic conditions in the Kimberley, was to have
the by-election as soon as possible thereafter. The
10th December is the earliest date we could hold
the by-election. Failing the 10th December, the
Government preferred to hold it on the 17th
December rather than let it run on, which would
get more and more into the wet season.

There were reasons against having the two
elections on the one day but, on the other hand, it
could be difficult to obtain the facilities, both the
buildings and the staff in some of the remote
areas of the Kim berley.

Mr Harman: Rather difficult to get the
scrutineers, too.

Sir CHARLES COURT: That is what I said; it
would be difficult to obtain staff. For that reason
we decided to have the election on the 17th
December. I imagine the date is generally
acceptable to all concerned, bearing in mind that
we could not hold the by-election on the 10th
December.

Mr Harman: You will have some difficulty
With staff.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Once this motion is
passed it will authorise the Speaker to issue
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warrants. Nominations are intended to close on
the 25th November, and this again is within the
provisions of the Statute if we are to have the
election on the 17th December.

Mr H-arman: How many Liberal Party
members have nominated?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for
Maylands should not join in the chorus and try to
excite people, and try to stop people nominating.

Mr B. T. Burke: When was the date made
public?

Sir CHARLES COURT: I released the
information this evening, after 7.30 p.m.

Mr B. T. Burke: So, it was released before you
told the House.

Sir CHARLES COURT: For a very good
reason. If the honourable member wants to be
pedantic, I made the point in the Press release
that this would have effect only after the passage
of the motion. In view of the concern of the
electors, and because I felt I owed it to the people
of the Kinmberley, I wanted to get the date
announced on the certain assumption that the
motion would be dealt with and passed this
evening.

If the honourable member does not-or did
not-agree with my announcement he can say so.
However, if I had not made the announcement he
would have been the first one to ask, "When will
you let us have the election date?". It was only as
a result of the prompting by a media man that the
member for Balga thought to ask the date. During
the debate, everyone overlooked the question of
the election date. I commend the motion.

Question put and passed.

ELECTORAL ACT AMENDMENT
BILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on- motion
by Mr O'Neil (Chief Secretary), read a first time.

As to Second Reading
MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Chief Secretary)

[9.08 p.m.]: I move-
That leave be granted to proceed forthwith

to the second reading.

Motion put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikic
Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Hcrzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Mr Barnett
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Ayes
Mr Grewar
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Nanovich
Mr Watt
Mr Spriggs

Ayes 26
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 15
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairn
Noes

Mr Mclver
Mr H. D Evans
Mr Tonkin
Mr Bertram
Mr Davies

(Teller)

(Teller)

Motion thus passed; leave granted.
Second Reading

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Chief Secretary)
[9. 10 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Members will recall that section 129 of the
Electoral Act, dealing with assistance to certain
electors was amended by Parliament last year to
provide that the presiding officer should mark the
ballot paper of any elector who satisfied him that
his sight was so impaired or that he was so
physically incapacitated that he was unable to
vote without assistance, where such elector failed
to appoint a person to assist him.

In addition, the amending Bill contained a
provision that if an elector satisfied the presiding
officer that he was so illiterate that he was unable
to vote without assistance, the presiding officer, in
the presence of scrutineers or another electoral
officer, or a person appointed by the elector,
should mark the elector's ballot paper according
to the instructions of the elector, and fold and
deposit the ballot paper for the elector.

However, the Government has been concerned
that the phrase used in the Act, "according to the
instructions of the elector" may still leave room
for doubt, and that presiding officers may have
genuine difficulties in interpreting sucb
instructions in the absence of any further
direction in the Electoral Act or any official
advice from the Electoral Department.
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Mr Bryce: The stench of this will hang around
your head for years to come.

Mr O'NEIL: Further, presiding officers have
complained that the position is unclear and the
Government reels it has a responsibility to lay
down some ground rules as to how the elector's
instructions should be given or elicited in order to
assist presiding officers in the performance of
their duties and in order to prevent electoral
abuses which might otherwise occur, perhaps
inadvertently.

The Government believes that there has been
ample demonstration of the kind of problems
which may arise if the present situation is allowed
to continue, and considers that no reasonable
objection can be taken to the course of action
proposed.

Mr Bryce: A member of the Liberal Party
could lose his seat!

Mr O'NEIL: The Government believes that it
is proper that the provisions of the Act should be
clarified, thereby removing opportunities for
alleging that the votes of innocent illiterate
persons may have been manipulated.

The Bill will contain provisions amending
section 129 which will have the effect, once the
presiding officer has satisfied himself as to the
physical condition or illiteracy of the elector, of
requiring the presiding officer to take the
following action-

If requested by the elector, to state the
names of the candidates in the order in which
they appear on the ballot paper; and

To mark the ballot paper in the order the
elector says he desires to vote.

As it is considered that an illiterate person can
have his vote misdirected by someone who gives
him a proposed voting order in writing-which
being illiterate the elector is unable to read-the
presiding officer will not be permitted to accept as
the instructions of the elector the tender by or on
his behalf of anything in writing with a preference
or order of preference indicated thereon.

Mr Bryce: They would be proud of this in
South Africa.

Mr O'NEIL: Nor will the presiding officer be
able to prompt the elector by naming one
particular candidate or one particular party, as
this might, in effect, suggest to the elector how he
should vote when it is his privilege and
prerogative to make up his own mind.

The Bill also contains a provision in relation to
postal voting by marksmen. Most of the
Australian States and the Commonwealth do not

permit postal voting by marksmen; that is to say,
by persons who cannot sign their own name.

If a person has to complete a declaration form
by making a mark and subsequently exercise his
vote through another person-not a presiding
officer-this provides an opportunity for his vote
to be misdirected or cast without his specific
knowledge or authority.

It should be noted, of course, that persons in
institutions which are visited by mobile polling
booths will be able, even though they be
marksmen, to Cast their votes in accordance with
the procedures laid down.

Further, any marksman who is able to attend a
polling booth will be able to cast a vote under
section 129. The only persons whom the proposed
amendment will affect are those persons not in
regular institutions or who are unable to attend a
polling booth and who are so blind, physically
incapacitated, or illiterate that they are unable to
sign their names.

Mr B. T. Burke: The Aboriginal people, the
illiterate people, the aged people, and the sick
people!

Mr Q'NE1L: Both proposals in the Bill are
designed to prevent abuses in future election.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Adjournment of Debate

MR JAMIESON (Weis hpool-Leader of the
Opposition) (9. 15 p.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned until
Tuesday, the 20th December, 1977.

Motion out and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bryce
Mr B.T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
MrT Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassel]
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes 16
Mr Jamijeson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 26
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
MrT Old
MrT O'NeilI
Mr Rushton
MrT Sodeman
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
NIr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

(Teller)
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Ayes
Mr Mclver
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Bertram
Mr Davies

Pairs Noe
Mr Grewar
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Nanovich
Mr Spriggs
Mr Sibson

Motion thus negatived.
Debate Resumed

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bryce
(Deputy Leader of the Opposition).

BILLS (6Y: RETURNED
I . Marketing of Lamb Act Amendment

Bill.
2. Local Government Act Amendment Bill

(No. 2).
3. Dog Act Amendment Bill.
4. Chicken Meat Industry Bill.
5. Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage,

and Drainage Act Amendment Bill.
6. Legal Aid Commission Act Amendment

Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

LIQUOR ACT AMENDMENT
BILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First, Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion
by Mr O'Neil (Chief Secretary), read a first ti Me.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

second reading.
MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Chief Secretary)

[9.21 pi.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill contains four main proposals to amend
the Liquor Act, 1970-1976, together with
consequential requirements.

It includes also some minor amendments
involving the up-dating of the name of the tourist
authority to the Tourist Advisory Council and the
deletion of a reference to a repealed section of the
Act.

An amendment to the act in 3976 provided for
certain fees to be taken out of the fourth schedule
and to be prescribed Linder the regulations. In
doing so, the amendment made the definition of
".Permit of a continuing nature" under section 7
quite meaningless as it presently refers to those
permits no longer in the fourth schedule. The Bill
will correct that situation by naming the actual
permits in the definition.

It is proposed also to repeal and re-enact
section 36A to allow a vigneron to sell wine in

sealed bottles from a winery established away
from his vineyard but in the same locality.

With the expansion of the wine industry,
vineyards are being developed in localities away
from towns and main roads. In these
circumstances the vigneron has little opportunity
to participate in the promotion of his wines in the
traditional manner, at his vineyard. Under the
Act as it is at present, he could sell his wines
through licensed premises in the town but this is
not considered to be an acceptable alternative.

It is not intended that the Licensing Court
grant such a licence unless the winery is in
reasonable proximity to the vineyard and the
vineyard is not a suitable location for a winery.

Another proposal arises from submissions made
to the Metropolitan Region Planning Authority
by certain shires relating to the issue of licences
under the Liquor Act without prior reference to
or the knowledge of, local authorities. The
submissions related particularly to matters
involving town planning and toning.

Discussions were held between the court, the
Metropolitan Region Planning Authority, and the
Town Planning Board, and as a result it was
agreed that the amendment now proposed would
appear to cover the deficiencies and the
requirements of all parties and would protect also
an applicant from circumstances which arise from
time to time when, after making a successful

.application to the Licensing Court for a
provisional certificate, and after paying the
prescribed premium, the local authority
withdraws or refuses to sign the order for the
appropriate licence.

It will ensure that local authorities are made
aware of applications for a liquor licence by
placing the onus on an applicant for a licence to
produce an acceptable certificate from the
relevant local authority to the Licensing Court
before the court proceeds to hear the application.
The requirement would apply also to an
application for removal of a licence or provisional
certificate for a licence.

An administrative amendment to section 88 is
sought also to give discretionary power to the
Licensing Court in relation to the time for lodging
notice of entry or transfer of various licences
under the Act in the situation where the licensee
dies, becomes unable to conduct the business of
the licence because of accident, illness, or
infirmity, or is declared incapable of managing
his affairs, etc. It has been found in practice that
in some cases the requirement to lodge a notice of
entry within seven days of entry and the notice of
transfer within 28 days of entry is unreasonable.
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A typical example would be where a licensee
dies or becomes bankrupt and an estate is
involved. In such cases it is frequently impossible
for the estate to be in a position to fulfil the
requirements and renders it necessary to seek an
extension of time to enter, and then make a
second entry which is not a satisfactory solution
as it is more in the nature of a device to overcome
what appears to be a deficiency in the section.
The lodging of the notice within seven days is also
unreasonable in view of the remoteness of many
licensed premises and the nonavailability of
proper advice as to procedure.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Grill.

BUSH F[RES ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 3rd November.
MR BARNETT (Rockingham) [9.26 p.m.):

Despite the many pages of this measure, it is
really only a machinery Bill to update the
interpretation provisions in the parent Act. It does
deal with some fairly diverse matters such as
increasing the composition of the board from 13
to 14 members, and also increasing the fines to a
.level that is more acceptable in today's society.

The Opposition does not intend to oppose the
Bill, but I would like to raise one question that
concerns me. I know it is common practice to
insert in a specific clause in the Bill just what the
penalty for an offence will be, and this Bill is no
exception. In one case the measure prescribes a
fine of $800 for a particular offence, and in
another instance the fine is as high as $2 000, 1
have'discussed this matter with the Minister, but
I am not really happy with the reply I received. In
seven separate clauses of the Bill we are now
discussing, the Fine is set out as I have described,
and yet in one clause the word "maximum"
appears before the fine prescribed. I believe that
if the word "maximum" appears in regard to one
fine in the Bill it should appear in regard to all
the fines in that Bill, otherwise the judiciary could
be .misled and it could be forced to fine an
offender the actual amount prescribed in the
legislation; for example, $2 000,

It would be a fairly simple amendment to insert
the word "maximum" before the actual fine
prescribed in the seven clauses to which I have
referred, or alternatively, to delete the word
".maximum" where it appears in clause 24. In this
way, a judge could not make any mistake about
what was intended by the legislation.

MR MCPHARLIN (Mt. Marshall) [9.29 p.m.J:
Speaking in support of the Bill, I would just like
to refer to a few points which should be brought
to the attention of members. The amendments
contained in this Bill met with the approval of the
committee that investigated this matter, and
generally the suggestions made by the committee
have been incorporated in the legislation, except
in the case of one or two suggestions which we did
not proceed with.

I want to bring to the notice of the Minister in
charge of the Bill the fact that one of the great
problems today in controlling hushfires effectively
is the lack of good communication systems. This
is a mattter that needs to be looked at. We are
aware that good communication systems are
expensive to install. It is necessary to inject more
money into the communications systems and
supply basic equipment to the districts concerned.
This would be of tremendous assistance to the
various shires.

The committee also considered ways of
streamlining the operations of the Bush Fires
Board;, some thought was given to transferring
responsibility for this matter from the Lands and
Surveys Department to the Local Government
Department. However, this matter was not
proceeded with due to lack of time; appointments
had to be made and deliberations entered into
before any decision could be made. It was thought
such a proposal could be of advantage inasmuch
as the Local Government Department has a direct
line of communication to the various local
authorities throughout the State which pbissibly
would have a streamlining effect in the
administration of this matter. Local authorities in
the main now administer most of the activities
relating to bushfire control, and it was considered
appropriate to place this matter in the hands of
the Local Government Department. It would not
result in an increase in staff. As I said we did nut
go on with that proposal, but perhaps it could be
looked at in the future.

Generally the amendments will improve the
Act and will not remove any autonomy presently
held by the local authorities. I believe that in
recent years there has been a tendency for
departments to endeavour to erode the authority
of local government but in this case, the
committee was not prepared to allow that to
happen and in fact the Bill embodies that aspect
of its deliberations. It is important that local
authorities retain their autonomy if the Act is to
be administered in an efficient manner. With
those few comments, I support the Bill.

MRS CRAIG (Well ington-M in ister for Lands
and Forests) [9.32 p.m.]: I thank members for
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their support of this Bill. In reply to the query
raised by the member for Rockingham and as a
result of an inquiry he made of me yesterday
relating to fines, I gave him an explanation which
I understood at the time to be correct. However, I
have obtained an explanation of the position from
the Crown Solicitor. According to the Crown
Solicitor, under section 29 of the Interpretation
Act it really matters not whether tlhe penalty is
$200 maximum or simply $200, because the
ruling is the same. In both cases, the penalty is
treated as a maximum and the magistrate has a
discretion as to what proportion of that fine he
will impose according to the seriousness of the
offence. I hope that explanation appeases the
member for Rockingham.

The member for Mt. Marshall referred to the
lack of adequate communication equipment in the
various local authorities. In recent timies, due to a
very generous allocation by the Treasury to the
voluntary fire brigades, it has been possible for
those bodies to equip themselves with radios,
which has. made a great difference to their
operations in the field in the control of buslifires.

However, I do take his point in relation to the
necessity to supply basic communications
equipment. It was indicated during discussions
with two local shires when the amendments to the
Act were being prepared that while there is no
specific provision in the Bill for the allocation of
funds to local authorities by way of subsidy, if a
local authority could demonstrate an urgent need
for such equipment, the Treasury, as in the past,
would make a generous response. It will be
possible for the local shires to apply for
equipment which they consider to be vital for the
efficient operation of their volunteer bushfire
brigades.

I certainly agree with the member for Mt.
Marshall that this Bill does not result in a further
erosion of the powers of local authorities. In fact,
it results in greater autonomy being placed with
local authorities and enables more decision-
making to take place within the various local
areas where a fire danger may exist. I believe I
have answered the queries raised by members,
and I thank them for their contributions to the
debate.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mrs Craig

(Minister for Lands and Forests), and transmitted
to the Council.

STAMP ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with
amendments.

Council's Amendments: In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in
the Chair; Sir Charles Court (Treasurer) in
charge of the Dill.

The CHAIRMAN: The amendments made by
the Council are as follows-

No. I

Clause 2, page 2-Delete all words in the
clause, after the word "amended" in line I
and substitute the following passage-

(a) by adding after
designation "73."
designation "(1)";

the section
the subsection

(b) by repealing the proviso to the
section and substituting a proviso as
follows-

Provided that -

(a)

(b)

a conveyance or
transfer made for
effectuating the
appointment of a new
trustee, or the
retirement of a
trustee, whether the
trust is expressed or
implied;

a conveyance or
tranfer made to a
beneficiary by a
trustee Or other
person in a fiduciary
capacity
trust
expressed
or

under any
whether

or implied;
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(c) a conveyance or
transfer under which
no beneficial interest
passes in the property
conveyed or
transferred not being
a conveyance or
transfer which, in the
opinion of the
Commissioner, is
made in
contemplation of the
passing of a
beneficial interest in
that property,

is not to be charged with any higher
duty than one dollar. ; and

(e) by adding subsections as follows-
(2) An assessment of duty shall

not be subject to any objection or
appeal under section thirty-two of
this Act on any grounds relating to
the exercise by the Commissioner of
the discretion conferred on him by
paragraph (c) of the proviso to
subsection (1) of this section but a
person who is dissatisfied with a
decision made by the Commissioner
in the exercise of that discretion
may, within forty-two days after
the date of the assessment or within
such longer period as the Treasurer
may allow, post to or ledge with the
Treasurer an appeal in writing
stating fully and in detail the
grounds on which he relies.

(3) The Treasurer shall, with all
reasonable despatch, consider the
appeal and may either disallow it
or, for reasonable cause shown by
the person making the appeal, allow
it.

(4) The Treasurer shall give to
the person making the appeal
written notice of his decision on the
appeal. and. that decision shall be
final.

No. 2.
Clause 3, page 2, line 28-Insert after
the word "to" the passage "subsection
6I) or'.
No. 3.

New Clause.
Page 3-Add a new clause to stand as
clause 4 as follows-

Swcion
5 4. Section 75 of the principal

med. Act is amended by repealing
subsection (3) and substituting
subsections as Follows-

(3) The following
conveyances or transfers, that is to
say-

(a) a conveyance or
transfer for a nominal
consideration for the
purpose of securing
the repayment of an
advance or loan;

(b) a conveyance or
transfer for
effectuating the
appointment of a new
trustee, or the
retirement of a
trustee, whether the
trust is expressed or
implied;

(c) a conveyance or
transfer made to a
beneficiary by a
trustee or other
person in a fiduciary
capacity under any
trust whether
expressed Or implied;
or

(d) a conveyance or
transfer under which
no beneficial interest
passes in the property
conveyed or
transferred not being
a conveyance or
transfer which, in the
opinion of the
Commissioner, is
made in
contemplation of the
passing of a
beneficial interest in
that property,

shall not be charged with duty under this
section.

(3a) An assessment of duty shall not be
subject to any objection or appeal under
section thirty-two of this Act on any grounds
relating to the exercise by the Commissioner
of the discretion conferred on him by
paragraph (d) of subsection (3) of this
section but a person who is dissatisfied with a
decision made by the Commissioner in the
exercise of that discretion may, within forty-
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two days of the date of the assessment or
within such longer period as the Treasurer
may allow, post to or lodge with the
Treasurer an appeal in writing stating fully
and in detail the grounds on which he relies.

(3b) The Treasurer shall, with all
reasonable despatch, consider the appeal and
may either disallow it Or, for reasonable
cause shown by the person making the
appeal, allow it.

(3c) The Treasurer shall give to the person
making the appeal written notice of his
decision on the appeal and that decision shall
be final.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I apologise to the
House as I did not realise there were insufficient
copies of these amendments, and it would have
been better had I made arrangements to have this
matter adjourned until a later stage of the
evening, or even considered tomorrow, bearing in
mind that once we send back these amendments
to the Legislative Council it is the end of the
passage of the Bill.

When this Bill was before us last evening a
suggestion was made by the member for Cottesloe
that clause 2 of the original Bill might not do
what was intended by the Commissioner of State
Taxation or by the -Parliament after the Bill had
been considered. Although the clause appeared to
be legally valid, when subjected to study it was
found that the words included in the original Bill
did not go far enough and were capable of
different interpretations. In other words, although
the Commissioner of State Taxation could have
satisfied himself that the person concerned in a
trust-and we are referring to what was known as
bare trusts-was bona ide, because the
commission had been giver a statutory
declaration which he had demanded, it could
transpire later on that the transaction was an
avoidance of duty.

I think I explained this in some detail last
night, as did the member for Cottesloe, who gave
a very clear explanation of what could happen
under that provision. We spent a lot of time last
night discussing this matter because very strong
views were exprissed about people who avoided
tax and even stronger views about those who
evaded tax. I undertook to have the matter
studied and this has been done with the result that
these amendments have been drawn up.

After I have given this explanation I think it
might still be desirable to report progress because
the amendmsnts are long and complex. I would
feel happier if not only people on this side but also
those on the Opposition side were able to make

sure that what the Legislative Council has done in
fact achieves what we set out to do.

I have to say that as I look at this document it
does not seem to include one of the amendments I
wanted to have made and I would hate to send the
Bill back to the Legislative Council and then find
they have not done what we requested them to do.

The method suggested in this amendment to
overcome the dilemma that confronted us last
night is to provide that the commissioner will
make his own judgment as-to whether he regards
a transaction as bona ide. He may decide that
only a nominal duty will be payable. If he decides
the transaction is not bona fide he will make a
decision accordingly and the full ad valorem
stamp duty will prevail. He will say then that an
attempt of avoidance or an evasion of tax was
made and his decision will be final. In other
words, the person cannot do what was feared last
night and say, "Here is my statutory declaration.
You have to be satisfied and accept this; this is to
satisfy you that it is a bona fide transaction and
should qualify for nominal duty."

If the commissioner believes it is not bona ide
he will insist on full ad valoremn duty being paid.
There is no appeal. This is a lot of authority to
put in the hands of a commissioner and therefore
the device has been worked out by the Crown
Law Department in conjunction with the
Commissioner of State Taxation and later on with
myself, that the decision of the commissioner
cannot be appealed against in the courts, as was
feared last night. The person who considers
himself aggrieved can however appeal to the
Treasurer and his decision will be final.

The Parliament has done this on one previous
occasion in recent memory and that was in
connection with land tax. We had a situation
where we enabled the commissioner to have some
discretion. In that case we were giving him a
discretion that more often than not would favour
the taxpayer rather than revenue. At least we
gave him discretion to make a judgment in that
case. We still insisted it had to come back to the
Treasurer because we wanted some control and
we all know that where there is an appeal
standing over- someone it makes., him more.
cautious in considering matters.

To sum up, what the amendments seek to
do-and these amendments have been accepted in
another place-is to give the Commissioner of
State Taxation the right to make a decision.
When he believes the transactions are not bona
fide and should not qualify for nominal duty he
will then levy the full ad valorem duty. If the
person concerned feels aggrieved and considers he
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has not been treated fairly, he will then be able to
appeal to the Treasurer and his decision will be
final.

The other point is that this measure is a stop-
gap one; it is intended to be used only until we
can bring in completely revised Stamp Act
legislation which we want to coincide with the
introduction of the 1978-79 Budget. It will be a
complex piece of legislation and I am assured the
commissioner expects to have it finalised before
the end of this financial year so as to make his
submissions to the Government and the Treasury
so we can allow for it in the 1978-79 Budget.

The new Stamp Act could have a change in
quantum of stamp duty to be levied and some
anomalies could be ironed out which could have a
financial impact on the Budget. Hopefully we
would coincide the new law with the 1978-79
Budget.

Mr Davies: What kind of information would
the commissioner have to help him make a
decision?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The commissioner
and his staff are moving in this atmosphere all the
time and they are very sensitive to some of the
devices used. The two we have been dealing with
are options and bare trusts. They naturally are
sensitive to these matters with which they are
dealing day after day. They become specialists.
They hear the gossip of those involved and they
become experts.

Most transactions are bona fide and do not
cause worry. It is now a matter of some concern
following the Barrow Linton case, as following the
publicity the case received most accountants and
lawyers will be asking why they cannot have some
benefits just as their clients will be asking them
the same question. Because of this we want to
block up the holes; if the situation started to run
riot it would cost us in excess of $5 million a year.

It was never intended that these people should
avoid responsibility. The matter was dealt with
last night at length because if one loses $X million
from one source one has to make it up elsewhere.
If we want to change the incidence of a tax we
can deal with it in the appropriate way.

If the Committee accepts my explanation of
what the amendments seek to do and members
are satisfied the amendments give a better answer
to the questions raised last night by the member
for Cottesloc and the member for Mt. Hawthorn I
suggest we report progress to a later stage of the
sitting.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again,

on motion by Mr Jamieson (Leader of the
Opposition)

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

PERTH

Urbanisafion and Cent ralisation: Motion
MR CARR (Geraldton) [10. 11 p.m.]: I move--

That this House expresses the opinion that
the continuing rapid growth of Perth is a
matter of serious concern, which warrants
early attention before it reaches the stage
already reached in Melbourne and Sydney.

The House considers that the W.A.
Government has a responsibility to show a
lead towards easing this continued growth of
urbanisation and centralisation on Perth.

To this end the Government should,
without any unnecessary delay, institute an
enquiry to report on the population level
considered optimum and desirable for the
Perth urban area.

The enquiry should:-
(i) Pay particular attention to the

limiting factor of a continued and
assured water supply.

(ii) Pay attention to the projected
difficulties, and costs of dealing
with, increased problems in the
fields of transport, sewerage, crime
prevention, pollution control and
illnesses of stress.

(iii) Make recommendations for the.
formulation and implementation of
a comprehensive decentralisation
and growth centre policy aimed at
attracting and encouraging industry
and people to move to the non-
metropolitan regional centres of the
State.

The motion deals with the concern the Opposition
has about the growing size of Perth. We are
concerned that large cities throughout the world
have problems which are considerably greater
than they are in smaller cities. We are concerned
that Perth is moving very rapidly towards the day
when it will be described as a large city. We are
concerned about problems which occur in large
cities, problems such as pollution, crime, traffic,
water supplies, sewerage, and illnesses,
particularly illnesses arising from stress.

In my local
Minister for
Planning was

newspaper a couple of days ago the
Urban Development and Town
reported as having commented on
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the notice of motion in my name. H-e said it was a
rehash of previous moves by the Opposition
concerning the size of Perth. I presume he meant
that to be a derogatory term, but I would like to
point out that we make no secret of the fact that
this motion arises from a long-held concern by the
Opposition about the increasing urbanisation and
centralisation of Perth. It is not something that
has come newly to our attention. It is a matter
which has worried us for a considerable time and
we intend to pursue it until something is done
about the problem. I only wish the Government
shared the concern the Opposition has felt and
does feel about this problem.

The Minister also stated that we were putting
fences around the city and trying to treat people
as pawns. It seems the Minister was trying to get
in first and pre-empt the remarks I might make in
addressing myself to the motion. He replied to the
comments he thought I might possibly make and
then concluded by saying that he would wait to
see what I said. That was a contradiction.

I wish to say that the Opposition is not
proposing to place a fence around the
metropolitan area and say that once we reach the
optimum population no-one else can come in until
someone dies or moves out. We are not suggesting
we can reach an optimum population, and not
move from it. We are not even suggesting that the
population growth can be stopped. We know that
Perth will continue to grow indefinitely over an
extended period.

What we are considering is the rate at which
Perth will grow. We are considering how long we
can take to reach the optimum population for
Perth. For example, if the optimum population is
one million we are getting close to it now, and we
should slow down the growth as far as we can by
positive and constructive means to delay as long
as possible-

Mr Rushton: You just contradicted yourself.
You said there would not be an optimum growth
because Perth would keep on growing.

Mr CARR: In fact, the optimum will probably
change over time in view of certain circumstances.
What we aire attempting to do at this stage is to
raise the concern of the community with regard to
the continuing growth and urbanisation of Perth
and get some idea of the context we are working
on in relation to the resources of the city.

I suggest we could use positive actions to
moderate the growth of Perth. The growth can be
speeded up or slowed down depending on the
actions taken to provide alternative places for
people to live. At the moment the Government is
speeding up the urbanisation and centralisation of

Perth by doing almost nothing to provide
alternative places where people will want to live
and be prepared to move to.

The ALP has evolved over a period of time a
comprehensive policy to make decentralisation
work. We are not just suggesting some airy-fairy
ideas for moving people out of the metropolitan
area. We are endeavouring to provide a
comprehensive and constructive policy including a
number of planks to encourage people to move to
other parts of the State or stay in the other parts
of the State where they already live. If an inquiry
is set up we would certainly submit our ideas and
proposals and I am confident they would receive
favourable attention from the inquiry.

Mr Rushton: Would you tist those proposals?
Mr CARR: Yes. I will list the four points

briefly and deal with them in greater depth later
on. They are: firstly, alternative cities or the
growth centre' theory; secondly, incentive to
industry to decentralise; thirdly, we would propose
to upgrade the local decision-making authorities,
in particular local government, and give greater
local decision-making authority to the State
Government departmental people on the spot in
the various centres; fourthly, we would use what I
refer to as defensive decentralisation, by which I
mean keeping people in rural areas rather than
allowing the continual drift to the city to
continue, which is more a holding operation than
moving people to country areas.

Mr Rushton: Would you suggest where that
alternative city should be?

Mr CARR: I will come to that question in
more detail later. When speaking about defensive
decent ral isat ion I will refer at some length to the
rural affairs inquiry. It seems to me that, contrary
to the constructive and comprehensive policy the
Labor Party is putting up, the Government has
shown nothing other than "tokenism" in the field
of decentralisation. I submit this Government is
interested in decentralisation only in a token
form. It is doing nothing realistic, practical, or
effective to promote decentralisation; it is giving it
lip service only. The Government does not even
have a Minister responsible in the field of
decentralisation.

Mr Rushton: It has 13 of them.
Mr CARR: What a likely story that is! It

seems to me the Government's policy with regard
to decentralisation is to wait for ad hoc
developments to occur. A number of Ministers in
the Government have made comments that the
only practical basis is some new minerals
developments. I suggest that kind of "ad hoo-ery"
is not acceptable and that dcentralisation based
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on mineral development is not a very stable form
of decentralisation. I will also deal with that in
more detail.

If this Government or a future Labor
Government were to introduce the comprehensive
policy I referred to, there would be costs. There
can be no question that the costs of
decentralisation are not small. By the same token,
the costs of any decentralisation will be much
greater in the years to come. If we make a
decision in 20 or 50 years' time to attempt
decentralisation positively, the costs then will be
vastly higher than they are today. Alternatively, if
we do not make the effort even then, the costs in
human terms and the effect on people could not
be estimated in money. The sooner we try to make
dlecentralisation work, the cheaper it will be.

Perth is reaching the stage where it can be
called a large city. It is suffering from an
expanded urban sprawl. Certainly that sprawl has
been channelled into particular directions but we
could not at the moment say Perth is not suffering
from urban suburban sprawl. Secondly, we would
have to agree the business centre of the town is
becoming more of a concrete jungle in recent
ypars.

The best indication of the size of Perth was
given in answer to question 1239 which was asked
recently by the member for Rockingham. Certain
information was given as to the size of Perth in
1957, 1967, and 1977. 1 have slightly modified the
format of that information and put it into a
concise table form. In accordance with the new
Standing Order I seek leave to have the table
incorporated in Mansard.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Blaikie): That
can be done when you complete your remarks.

Mr CARR: The information will show that in
the 20 years from 1957 to 1977 the population of
Western Australia has grown by 502 000. Of
those 502 000 people, 411 000 were in the area
under the Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority, making the total population in the area
under that authority 843 000.

The information shows that in the rest of the
State there was an increase of only 91 000 in the
same 20 years, and in fact the increase was
actually less than that because the 1957 figures
4id not include full-blood Aborigines whereas the
later figures did. So in real terms the increase
would be less than 91 000 and probably in the
vicinity of' 60 000 people.

The figures show that the population of the
MRPA area of Perth increased by 95 per cent in
the 20-year period whereas the population of the
rest of the State increased by 35 per cent, and

once again that figure is overstated because of the
effect of counting Aborigines. So the population
of Perth has nearly doubled in the last 20 years.

If the population of Perth were to double again
in the next 20-odd years, we would be looking at a
population of two million in the year 2000. Other
estimates of the population of Perth in the year
2000 are more than that-perhaps 2.3 million. I
will put it another way. In the last 20 years Perth
has grown by an average of one Bunbury each
year. I can demonstrate the continued growth in
the size of Perth in another way. In 1957, 62.2 per
cent of the State's population was located in
Perth; OhN year, 70.5 per cent of the State's
population is located in Perth. So the percentage
of this State's population located in Perth has
increased by 8 per cent in the last 20 years. That
is a clear indication that the population of this
State is increasingly centralising on Perth.

There are many problems of growing
urbanisation which are evident in large urban
areas throughout the world. If we could all make
a value judgment, I am sure the majority of
people would be critical of the continuing sprawl
which occurs in large cities and of the concrete
jungle-type atmosphere in large cities. One has
only to go to places like Melbourne and Sydney
and gauge the opinion of people who live there.
One finds many people are envious of the fact
that Perth at this stage is still a reasonably
attractive city; in fact, it is probably the most
attractive and pleasant city in Australia.

Mr Rushton: Why do you think that has
happened?

Mr CARR: I suggest that is the situation now
because we have not yet reached the stage of
massive urbanisation.

Mr Rushton; You do not think the Government
had anything to do with it?

Mr CARR: I do not think so. We have a very
pleasant city because we were lucky to have a
good location, and plenty of water and other
natural resources. We have got by on luck so far.
We will not continue to get by on luck. We must
try to hold Perth at the size it is and try to keep it
the kind of city it is now for as long as we can;
otherwise we will reach the situation where, as in
Melbourne and Sydney, people have to commute
40 or 50 miles to work in the city.

Mr Rushton: Tell us how you would do it.
Mr CARR: I will try to indicate ways in which

the growth of Perth can be eased. I said we are
not expecting to stop it but we believe with
constructive policies the growth rate of Perth can
be eased. That is what I hope to present to the
House this evening.
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There is ample evidence from a number of
sources around the world that crime increases as
the size of a city increases, and that it increases at
a greater rate than the increase in the population
of the city. I am not aware of a any evidence of
levelling effect where, when a city reaches a
certain size, the increase in the crime rate
continues only in proportion to the increase in
population. From the information I have available
to me the problem accentuates and increases at all
levels. We need only take a cursory look at the
Press from time to time to form the opinion that a
considerable increase in crime is occurri ng in
Australia, and in the Perth metropolitan area as
well. It is particularly worrying that the increase
in crime seems to be especially noticeable in terms
of organised crime and nmotiveless
crirnes-bashings and the like which have no
apparent motive.

Traffic is another problem which is obvious in
any city, and the larger cities are, the more
evident the problem is. I mentioned the necessity
to commute 50 miles each day to work in either
Melbourne or Sydney. This situation is bad
enough in a city which has a good rapid rail
transport system. Unfortunately, in a place like
Perth where we do not have a comprehensive rail
system and there appears to be no move towards
establishing a comprehensive rail system to serve
the suburban areas of the city, I think we will be
in for a worse time. The brunt of increasing
numbers of people travelling to work will have to
be borne by the road system.

There is evidence that the increase in the
number of motor vehicles as the city grows far
exceeds the increase in the population. Figures
available for Perth from 1955 to 1971 indicate
that while the population increased by 60 per cent
the number of motor vehicles increased by 180
per cent.

Mr Rushton: Do you suggest we deny people
their cars?

Mr CARR: The Minister seems to be missing
the whole point of what I am trying to say. If we
do nothing and the city continues to grow to two
million, three million, -or five million, all these
problems will be with us in their most severe
forms. The longer we can keep Perth at its present
size, the longer we can keep it under one million,
1 h million, or two million people, the more
opportunity we will have to deal with these
problems as they arise and the less difficulty will
be encountered with these problems.

Mr Herzfeld: What is the optimum size you
want this inquiry to find?
(105)

Mr CARR: The optimum size which is ideal to
work towards or stay under as long as we can.

It is a means to try to determine where we want
Perth to go, what sort of Perth we want to have,
and how close we can keep Perth to the Sort Of
city we want; something that we can agree on as
an optimum form. Let us imagine what Perth
would be like with two or three million people and
about five times the present number of motorcars.
It would be a very difficult place in which to live.

We have already had to spend many millions of
dollars on freeways, and this has had the effect of
moving the areas of congestion; it has not solved
the con~gestion, because we still have bottlenecks
where vehicles enter and leave the freeways.
Surely we cannot be looking for a freeway system
which will handle the traffic produced by three or
four million people. Imagine the fuel that would
be expended on bringing those people 40 miles
each way to work; and this, of course, in a
community that is threatened with an energy
shortage. Imagine the cost of constructing a road
system necessary to cater for that number of
vehicles.

Turning now to pollution, we already have
information made available to us in this place and
in the report of the Transport Commission which
indicates that some intersections in Perth already
achieve emission levels in excess of that suggested
as being acceptable by the World Health
Organisation. A number of studies have shown
that pollution diseases such as emphysema and
lung cancer are highest in cities. Do we want ever
to reach the stage in Perth where we have to wear
gas masks , as is the case in some cities throughout
the world?

As well as illnesses relating to pollution, we also
have the problem of illnesses relating to stress. I
refer now to psychiatric diseases and the like.
There may be different causes for these, such as
close density living which some people do not like;
or they may be caused by the problem of the
anonymity of living in a densely populated
suburb.

I know there are some people who delight in
living in a densely populated suburb, but I would
suggest there are many more people who do not
enjoy living in that sort of environment; certainly
families with young children would fall into the
latter category.

Figures are available from Victoria which
indicate in the metropolitan area there are many
more admissions per 10 000 of persons suffering
from psychiatric diseases than is the case in non-
metropolitan areas; and I would suggest probably
the same situation applies in Western Australia.
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Sewerage is another problem which is
mentioned in the motion. Perth is already lagging
well behind most of the other major cities of
Australia so far as sewerage is concerned. The
Gold Coast is the only other major city which has
a smaller percentage of its residences connected to
sewers.

Mr Rushton: Have you any idea why that is so?
Mr CARR: I do not have that information, but

the Minister might know more about it than I do.
I am indicating the latest figures available to me
which, admittedly, refer to 1972. We have a
situation in which in that year Adelaide was 7 per
cent unsewered, Brisbane 30 per cent, Melbourne
15 per cent, Sydney 17 per cent, Hobart 17 per
cent, and Perth 50 per cent. The Gold Coast was
vastly worse at 84 per cent.

Mr Tonkin: Because of the neglect of various
Liberal Governments.

Mr CARR: The question arises of how on earth
we ever catch up with this backlog. If in fact
Perth continues to grow as rapidly as it is now it
will have something like an additional 1.5 million
people in 2000. How will we catch up with the
sewerage backlog in that sort of situation? What
sort of position will we find ourselves in if we have
a largely unsewered city of that size?

The problem of sewerage leads us to the matter
of water supply, and it will be noted in the motion
I have allocated a specific subparagraph to this
problem, because water supply is probably the one
matter of all those mentioned in the motion which
applies most seriously to Western Australia and
to Perth.

We are in the situation of having to rely for our
water supply on a limited rainfall in a limited part
of the year in order to fill our dams and aquifers
from which we draw in terms of bores. We
already have water restrictions, even in winter.
We would have had water restrictions last
summer after only one dry year, except that the
Government was not -prepared to impose
restrictions before an election. Now we have had
two dry years, and we have water restrictions in
winter.

Imagine the situation if we had two or three
million people in Perth and we experienced the
same type of drought that we have experienced in
the last two years. let us not dismiss the matter
lightly and say that a two-year drought is an
exceptional situation.

Mr Old: Isn't it?
Mr CARR: It certainly does not happen every

year, but there have been cases of it in the past,
and we have had serious droughts which have

extended for two years. Some long-range weather
forecasters have forecast-and I sincerely hope
they are wrong-another dry year next year. If
that tragic situation were to occur Perth would be
in serious trouble in endeavouring to provide
water to the 843 000 people who live here now. If
the population were two million or 2.5 million,
just imagine the difficulties this city would be
confronted with in that situation. This is not a
dream or a horror story about something that is
impossible; it could happen.

Sir Charles Court: If you went that big you
would not rely on the present sources. You would
go to a new dimension.

Mr CARRl: The resources which are available
to be tapped in the areas near Perth have already
largely been tapped. I know there are a couple of
other damnsites under consideration.

Mr Old: One is being built now.
Mr CARR: I appreciate that.
Sir Charles Court: But you would go into a new

dimen~sion; you would not rely on these immediate
resources.

Mr CARR: The Premier might be thinking in
terms of towing icebergs from Antarctica. I do.
not laugh at that because I appreciate the point
that there may well be a time in the future when
something dramatic like that will be needed.
However, the cost of it would be so high that it
would be cheaper to provide an alternative city
now or to slow or moderate the growth of Perth so
that it does not reach such a dimension that that
is required; or at least so that it does not reach
such a dimension until these things become viable
in terms of economics.

Mr Old: Around what would you centre your
new city? How far would it be from Perth?

Mr CARR: I will come to that a little later; I
do not want to duck the issue. I said earlier that
what we are looking for is positive measures to
moderate the growth of Perth. We are not looking
at erecting a fence to keep the people out; I
cannot emphasise that too strongly because I
know three Ministers have already taken the
opportunity to criticise my motion and my
remarks on decentralisation and imply that I am
saying people are pawns who must be made to live
somewhere other than Perth. That is not what we
are saying.

Our policy is to make places outside Perth more
attractive then they are at the moment so that
people will want to go to them. I would reverse
the argument that we would make pawns of
people, and say the Government is making pawns
of people because those who want to live in a city
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at the moment have nowhere to live but Perth, so
they are restricted by virtue of the present
situation. Therefore the present Government is
using them as pawns by making them live in
Perth.

Mr Rushton: Who is doing that?
Mr CARR: We want to give them more options

in terms of where they can go to live. I appreciate
the point of the Minister for Urban Development
and Town Planning about these people wanting to
live in the city because there is only one city.

Mr Nanovich: Do you say that Perth is better
planned for its present population in comparison
with Sydney when it had the same population?

Mr CARR: I am not aware of what was the
situation in Sydney when it had a population of
843 000, but I guess that was a considerable time
ago. What I am comparing is Sydney now which I
do not like, and Perth which I do like;, and I want
to keep Perth in its present state and curb the
urban sprawl. The Australian Labor Party has a
comprehensive policy in respect of this. I know
the Minister for Urban Development and Town
Planning wants to hear about this, so I will
proceed to outline our plan.

Mr Rushton: Would you cover the density of
housing and explain how you would cover the
matter of sprawl? Would you have medium and
high density living, or just single residential
living?

Mr CARR: Without going into great detail,
certainly there should be various densities of
housing. I appreciate the point that if we had
higher densities we would be able to bring the
boundaries of the city in much closer for the same
number of people. I appreciate there should be as
great a variety of densities as possible, because
people should be able to choose to live in all sorts
of different densities.

We are hanging our policy on four main
prongs. Firstly, alternative cities or growth
centres; secondly, incentives for decentralisation;
thirdly, greater local decision-making powers;
and, fourthly, defensive decentralisation.

Referring firstly to alternative cities, I have
already spoken previously in the House on this
subject, and I will not go into great detail and
bore the House. However, I want to make the
point that a number of polls have shown a great
number of people prefer to live in a small city. If
people are asked the question, "Do you want to
live in a small iown or a small city, with a
population of 50 000 or 100 000, or do you want
to live in a very large city?" a clear majority
answer that they want to live in a small city
because they want the services which are provided

in a city, such as entertainment, leisure, business,
commercial activities, shops, and all the other
services that go with a city;, but on the other hand
they do not want to be crowded by high-rise flats
or be subjected to pollution problems, driving
through traffic snarls and the like.

I suggest the first priority that should be faced
by any Government wanting to do something
about decentralisation and size is that of selecting
an alternative site. At the moment we have
Bunbury, which has approximately 25 000 people,
and Perth with 843 000 people, and nothing in
between. I suggest that if we had a city of 50 000
people, be it at Bunbury, Geraldton, or wherever,
we would then find that many people who are now
coming to Perth would go to that alternative city.

Mr Rushton. Would you nominate the
location?

Mr CARR: I have said in the past, and the
ALP position on this is quite clear and has been
stated many times, that immediately upon the
ALP becoming the Government we would
institute an inquiry to ascertain how many growth
centres there should be and where they should be
located.

Mr Rushton: An inquiry has been carried out.
Mr CARR: Which inquiry? We would want an

inquiry to ascertain which towns are the most
appropriate to be growth centres, If we were in
Government we would be bound by the results of
the inquiry, but my personal preference-and I
stress it is my personal preference-is that there
should be two growth centres and the places I
think are most appropriate are Bunbury and
Geraldton. Certai'ly 1 would see Bunbury as
having a lot of qualifications which would make it
an effective growth centre.

A growth centre needs to be sufficiently
removed from the present city so that it is really a
separate entity and not just an outer suburb. It
has to be quite separate-at least 100 miles from
Perth. Bunbury and Geraldton fall within that
category. The growth centre would also need to be
a place with established industry.

Mr Rushton: Something between Bunbury and
Perth or between here and Geraldton?

Mr CARR: I would not suggest a new town,
and when I come to talk about Albury-Wodonga,
I will relate that point. I am not defining a new
town development by which we take an area of
nothing and turn it into a city.

I know the Minister will- quote Monaro in
South Australia-

Mr Nanovich: You would agree to Salvado,
wouldn't you?
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Mr CARR: I would see Salvado as an approach
to a slightly different problem. There may well
still be reason - to extend the urban area to
Joondalup or Salvado in addition to having a
growth centre in another area. I prefer the growth
centre which is right away. I support two growth
centres; my personal opinion is probably Bunbury
and Geraldton but I emphasise that the ALP
policy is that there should be an inquiry and a
future Labor Government would be bound by the
results of the inquiry and not by my personal
opinion.

The Government has been pouring a lot of
scorn on Albury-Wodonga in some of the Press
statements'that have been made in recent times. I
sense that this is due more to prejudiced
ignorance than to a full knowledge of what has
happened in Albury-Wodonga. I submit that
Albury-Wodonga has been a success.

Mr Nanovich interjected.
Mr CARR: The member-is making an awful

noise. I cannot understand what he is saying.
Mr Nanovich:. I am speaking facts.
Mr CARR: Perhaps they were, if I could

understand them. I submit that Albury-Wodonga
has been a success within the terms of the
modified aims for that city. Originally people
spoke in terms of a city of 300 000 people by the
year 2000 and it is generally considered that sort
of thing is not going to happen. They are looking
now at a city of 150 000 by the year 2000.

It is obviously not perfect because after all it is
the first significant experiment in Australia and
obviously mistakes were made; I do not think
anybody is going to say that is not the case. But it
is a very significant experiment from which I
believe we can learn a lot. While mistakes were
made, it has been substantially successful and we
can learn something from it.

Albury-Wodonga was very largely a new town
concept in the sense that two new towns were
created. As well as the original centres of Albury
and Wodonga the new centres of Thurgoona and
Baranduda were created. This means that two
new commercial centres were created, so it is to
some extent a new town policy.

I suggest that in Western Australia we are
looking for something which is much more
moderate. We are looking at taking one of the
existing centrs-or perhaps two or more-and
increasing the populations from 15 000 to 50 000
or 60 000 by the year 2000. We would base this
growth on two things: firstly, increased incentives
for industry and, secondly, the Government's own
work force being used to encourage people to
move to the growth centres.

I know some people are keen to say that this
cannot be done. I cite an example of it having
been done. The New South Wales Central
Mapping Office, which employs about 300 people,
has been relocated lock, stock and barrel in
Bathurst.

Mr Rushton: Would you like to suggest how
successful Bathurst-Orange has been?

Mr CARR: I am not really in favour of that
project because those responsible have picked two
or three towns which are 20 or 30 miles apart and
tried to place a new town in the middle and called
it a growth centre. That is a mistake and I am
inclined to think that the project would have been
much more successful if the Government had
picked one and said, "That is it". But that is a
side issue to what I am saying now, which is that
Government departments can be relocated in the
growth centre. The Department of Agriculture,
the Lands Department, the Forests Department,
and the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife are
some examples of departments which have no
special reason for being located in Perth. They are
located here only for historical reasons; they have
always been in Perth and everyone assumes that is
the logical place for them to be.

I submit that those departments-and probably
others-have no particular reason for being
located in Perth. With modern day
communications-telephones, telexes, and the
like, and reasonably good commuter air services
to the major regional centres-I see absolutely no
reason that the Department of Lands and Forests
could not be located in Bunbury or the
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife located in
Geraldion. I know the Minister for Agriculture,
who is not presently in his seat, criticised me on
that matter a little while ago and said that we
were using people as pawns. However, by
providing plenty of opportunity for people to
transfer between departments so that those people
who want to go to the growth centres will have
ample opportunity to transfer to that
department-

Mr Rushton: You have not created automatic
growth by putting Government services in town.

Mr CARR: If 300 people are put in town, as
was done in Bathurst, the population of the town
will be increased directly by probably 1 000
people. Those 300 people need to be serviced and
so a whole range of service industries follow them.
Extra shops are built, more people are employed
in the shops, and there are more insurance agents,
more land salesmen, more barbers, and so on.

Mr Rushton. It is not the growth we are
looking for.
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Mr CARR: What we are looking for is a
stimulus which will give growth a lift. If a town is
provided with a new industry it will be given the
opportunity for growth to take place. If
Government employees are placed in a town that
encourages the service industries which will come
to serve the people who are there. After all, the
people put there as Government employees are
the market for the service industries.

Mr Clarko: Has decentralisation succeeded in
any Australian State?

Mr CARR: I think it is probably a fair
comment to say that very little has been done
until recent times.

Mr Rushton: It is very successful in
Queensland where they do not have a policy.

Mr CARR: The situation in Queensland is
historically different and the example of
Tasmania which was given by the Leader of the
Opposition is also different. I am not sure that
experience is relevant to the Western Australian
situation.

One major point that makes me confident that
this project can work is that Perth's increasi ng
population is based substantially on migration.
The figures available for the years 1966 to 1971
indicate that in that time only 29 per cent of
Perth's growth came from natural increase. The
growth in most Australian cities was made up of
approximately 50 per cent natural increase and 50
per cent migration. In Perth only 29 per cent was
due to natural increase and 71 per cent was due to
migration, both from the Eastern States and
overseas. Many people who have moved to Perth
have no substantial commitments to Perth. Some
will have families in Perth but many will not and
there will be a practical opportunity to attract
these people to another city if we can work
towards establishing that sort of city.

The second prong of the Opposition's
comprehensive decentralisation policy refers to
incentives to industry. By that I mean
concentrating to the growth centre and also to any
other part of the State, whatever industrial
development can be attracted by the use of
incentives. When I visited the New South Wales
Department of Decentralisation and Development
and the Albury-Wodonga Development
Corporation it was my experience to find that
bath those organisations provide many more
incentives to industries and companies considering
decentralisation than are provided by this
Government. This Government provides only
token encouragement to industries, especially
manufacturing industries and the like, to
decentralise to country areas of the State.

Mr Laurance: Are you aware of a Victorian
Chamber of Manufactures report which indicates
that Western Australia leads Australia?

Mr CARR: Unfortunately I did not have time
for discussions on decentralisation whilst in
Victoria.' But I did look at the New South Wales
situation and I have with me a pamphlet put out
by the New South Wales Department of
Decentralisation and Development which lists the
financial aid it gives for country industries. I
recommend that our own Minister for Industrial
Development looks at this because it provides a
most comprehensive range or incentives. In fact
when the Minister replied to my earlier comments
on this matter in The Oeraldton Guardian and
published the Western Australian incentives side
by side with my article, which included the New
South Wales incentives, the point was hammered
home very clearly concerning the paucity of this
Government's incentives compared with those of
its New South Wales counterpart.

I hould like to list the major incentives
provided by the New South Wales Government
for decentralised industries. Firstly, there is a
pay-roll tax rebate of 100 per cent for
decentralised manufacturing industries. The New
South Wales Government provides grants and
loans for companies to establish in country areas,
frequently up to 90 per cent and in certain
locations up to 100 per cent or the cost.

The New South Wales Government provides
housing for key industrial personnel so that a
company moving to a decentralised location and
not having housing for its key people has that
housing made available by the New South Wales
Department of Decentralisation and
Development. That department provides extensive
rail freight subsidies. It provides subsidies for
training unskilled labour. If a company moves to
a country town where substantial skilled labour is
not available to it, subsidies are available to train
that labour. Subsidies are available for the
transport of machinery and stock to the new
decentralised location. Subsidies are provided
towards the cost of consultant services. The New
South Wales Department offers a 5 per cent
preference to country contractors tendering
against metropolitan contractors for a project in a
country area; and there is no limit on that.

Mr Mensaros: The only one we do not have is
the subsidy for training people.

Mr CARR: In answer to a question in this
House this year the Minister for Works indicated
that in Western Australia the preference is 5 per
cent only up to $20 000. In New South Wales
that 5 per cent preference is unlimited. The
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Minister for Industrial Development even
published an article in the Geraldion newspaper
indicating it was 10 per cent; he did not even
know the facts relating to his own State.

Mr Mensaros: I was talking about the local
product.

Mr CARR: The New South Wales Department
of Decentralisation and Development subsidises
feasibility studies for firms considering
decentralisation, Their feasibility studies are
subsidised by 75 per cent and they receive the
other 25 per cent if decentralisation actually
occurs.

Mr Rushiton: You have not given us very much
information about how you would work a growth
centre. Would you resume land or have leasehold
tenancy?

Mr CARR: I thank the Minister. for raising
that point because I meant to deal with it when
talking about Albury-Wodonga. We would be
looking at a smaller scale situation. In Albury-
Wodonga there was large-scale acquisition of land
for residential and commercial purposes. In
Western Australia, where we would be using an
existing centre, we would use an existing
commercial centre. Therefore, there would
probably be no need to acquire land for that
commercial centre although there would probably
be a need for some land to be acquired for
industrial purposes. But that is nothing new
because the Government has acquired land for
industrial purposes in Geraldton and other places.
I do not think there would be a need for large-
scale acquisition in view of the fact that we would
be building on established towns. It may be an
idea for the Urban Lands Council to acquire some
land on a fairly small scale to set the pace in
terms of prices, but that is about as far I suggest
it would go. I thank the Minister for raising that
query because I bad meant to cover it.

Before that interjection was made I was
referring to the feasibility studies which are
subsidised by the New South Wales Government.
The Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation
actually does feasibility studies for any firms
which are considering decentralising in that city.

Perhaps the mast interesting experiment in the
field of encouraging industry to country areas
which I saw in the Eastern States was what is
referred to as the unit or nursery factory concept
which is employed by the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation. This involves the
corporation building factory space which it
partitions into whatever size areas are required by
businesses planning to move to the area, and these
are leased to the companies.

There are a number of cases where small
businesses which do not have a great deal of
capital and are uncertain as to whether Albury is
the right place to set up business, decide to try out
the situation. It' is very easy for them to lease
some of the factory space, set up their business,
and see how they get on. They are able to gauge
the custom and they are able to see whether the
business they operate is viable in that town.

Mr Watt: We already do that in Albany now.
Mr CARR: I understand that is also being

considered at the present time. It has been very
successful in Albury and a number of the tenants
have moved out of the nursery factory and have
established their own premises. The nursery
factory concept has been very successful and
private enterprise in Albury has moved into the
area. This is a concept which should be pursued
with considerable alacrity in Western Australia.

The third prong of our proposal is the question
of upgrading local decision-making. We on this
side believe that the local authority should be
given the greatest of strength and support and
that we should be increasing the decision-making
power which is available to local government. The
Minister on the opposite side of the House tends
to give the impression that it is the only
Government which has any real interest in local
government. That is not true, and we on this side
of the House are very strongly Committed to local
government. We will be seeking to strengthen the
powers of local government in order to give it the
opportunity to make decisions.

We are looking also at giving greater local
decision-making power to the State Government
department heads located in the regional centres.

Mr Sibson: Which powers do you intend to give
to local government?

Mr CARR: This Government has a very token
approach to regional decision-making. It hangs its
hat on these regional administrators and says,
'We have done wonders to give people decision-

making powers locally." That is not true; it is the
most token gesture I have ever come across.

We will be giving the local departmental people
the real powers to make their decisions locally. I
am very tired of the way this Government has
been using its regional administrators as an
excuse for a decent ralisation policy. This
Government does not have a decentralisation
policy. The regional administrators are toothless
tigers.

Mr Sibson: You are not man enough to say that
outside this House.

Mr CARR: The regional administrators have
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no decision-making power at all. In fact I would
describe them as being the fourth tier of red tape.

Mr Rushiton: Which powers would you give the
local government people for whom you are
advocating and which powers would you give the
regional administrators?

Mr CARR: We will give them powers with
regard essentially to local decisions.

Sir Charles Court: They have that now.
Mr CARR: I will give members opposite an

example. In Geraldton a new school is being built
next year. The Education Department in
Geraldton did not decide the zoning for the
school; it was laid down by the authorities in
Perth.

Mr Rushton: You are wrong. Local government
has full powers of zoning.

Mr Davies: Not for education.
Mr Rushton: For all zoning.
Mr CARR: I can assure the Minister that the

zones as to which children would attend which
schools were not decided in Geratdton, but were
decided in Perth.

Mr Rushton: I did not realise you were
speaking about that type of zoning.

Mr CARR: We have a regional superintendent
in Geraldton who, with local assistance and co-
operation from the local authorities and local
teachers, could have come up with the boundaries.
Instead, a decision was made in Perth and a
number of people are not happy with the decision
which was made. That is what I was referring to.

I have been sidetracked from my discussion of
regional administrators by the last interjection. I
said it was the fourth tier of red tape and I will
repeat that. The regional administrators are a
buffer. They were allegedly to create easy access
to the Government; but in fact they are a buffer
to cushion this Government from the genuine and
legitimate criticism that the people have of the
Government.

Sir Charles Court: You have a snout on
regional administrators, because they may
interfere with your own position.

-Mr Davies:- He has a genuine criticism of them.
Sir Charles Court: H~e is the only member who

has been griping about regional administration.
He has not stopped griping about it since we
appointed regional administrators.

Mr CARR. I did not catch the Premier's
interjection.

Sir Charles Court: I said that you have not
stopped griping about regional administrators
since we appointed them.

Mr CARR: That is right. I am on record in this
House and I have said in the public media that
the 1974 election policy of this Government
concerning regional administrators was good; but
I am critical because the Government did not put
that policy into effect. The Government has gone
through a charade; it has not given regional
administrators the power which was promised
them in the Government's policy speech. That is
why I criticise the Government.

I have a snout on these regional administrators
as they have been implemented because they have
not been implemented in line with the policy that
was promised. The policy was good; but the
implementation has been quite unsatisfactory and
ineffective.

Mr Rushton: They have to evolve.
Mr CARR: That is the excuse the Government

offers for failing to give the regional
administrators decision-making powers-they
have to evolve.

Mr Rushton: Your party did not do anything
about it.

Mr CARR. The regional administrators are
playing the role of a barrier to cushion the
Government from criticism by Country people,
criticism concerning especially those Government
policies which at this stage are harming country
people. Also the regional administrators are an
alternative that the Government uses to feed its
information down to the local people, rather than
feeding the information through the local MLA.

Mr Sibson: That is sour grapes.
Mr Davies: And so it should be.
Mr CARR: I make no secret that I am a little

disappointed the Government will not operate
through the local member. I am sure the
Government does this in the town in which the
member for Bunbury resides; but it certainly does
not do so in my area. That shows the bias of this
Government.

Mr Sibson: Can we take the office of the
regional administrator and put it in a more
deserving area?

Mr CARR: If the honourable member is trying
to say I have some personal criticism of the
regional administrator, I would like to deny that.

Mr Sibson: I said the office of the regional
administrator.

Mr CARR: This man has been put in up to his
neck .In a job nobody yet understands and in
which he, as yet, is still finding his way.

Mr Sibson: I said: can we lake the office of the
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regional administrator and put it in a more
deserving area?

Mr CARR: I would be happier if the regional
administrator were given more teeth.

The fourth prong of the regional administration
policy I have referred to is termed "defensive
decentralisation" and that is designed to stop
people moving away from country areas and to
help as many people as can be helped in rural
areas. The Minister, when he was speaking at a
function I attended a few days ago, spoke of
increasing the number Of People in towns from
100 to 110 or 120. I am not criticising that
suggestion. Anything the Government can do to
build up the population of a town from 100 to 120
is desirable and good and has my full support.

Mr Rushton: The growth centre policy tends to
cut these smaller communities down to nothing.

Mr CARR: We should have a comprehensive
policy which attacks the problem from a number
of different points; growth centres is a policy we
should use and defensive decentralisation is
another. But we must be careful when looking at
these small towns increasing their populations by
20 people, because it is very misleading. We have
a situation in the rural shires where farmers are
moving into towns. We may have a town the
population of which has increased by 20; but in
fact the shire population may have decreased by
50 people. That means 20 people may have moved
into the town, but 30 people have moved out of
the shire altogether. It is a very difficult problem
and I think it needs to receive all the attention
which can be given to it.

I know the Government has set up a task force,
or a body of some such name, and I appreciate
what has been done by the Government. However,
I do not think sufficient effort has been directed
into this area.

It seems to me the Government is not doing as
much as it should to help country people. Just
recently in this Parliament the Government
missed an opportunity to help country people. I
refer to the major problem which concerns most
people who live in country areas in this State and
that is the problem of costs. If we ask anybody
who lives in a country area in this State what his
main problem is, he will tell us it is costs. I moved
a motion in this House 2 h years ago seeking a
comprehensive inquiry into the cost of living in
country areas; in other words, a Royal
Commission. The Government sidestepped the
issue and appointed the rural affairs inquiry
which recently reported to Parliament. This
inquiry was a very weak creature. It completely
and utterly ignored the question of prices. The

report which was brought down as a result of the
inquiry said in one paragraph that the problem
most concerning country people was the problem
of prices, but it left the question of prices at that.
That is the only contribution the rural affairs
inquiry made to the problem of the costs of living
in the country areas of this State.

Even in the areas where the rural affairs
inquiry went into the matter in a little more
detail, that is with regard to the provision of
services, it made no recommendation.

Mr Grayden: Do you realise Labor members
boycotted the inquiry. You were the only one
present when we held meetings.

Mr CARR: The motion to set up a
comprehensive inquiry was moved by myself. I
happen to be a Labor member of Parliament, if
the Minister is not aware of that. I made a
submission to the inquiry. I was disappointed at
the way it was set up. I was not expecting to
receive many results from it. I did hope we would
receive a great deal more than we actually did
receive. That inquiry was a very weak creature. It
was very disappointing that it neglected the
subject of prices completely and made no
recommendations whatsoever as to how some of
the problems should be attacked. It merely
provided a summary of the submissions that were
made to it.

Mr Grayden; And your members boycotted it,
because they were not interested in the rural
problems.

Mr CARR: As well as the Government failing
the rural people in terms of costs and services, I
believe it is also failing the country people of this
State with regard to the services, such as rail
services, which are being reduced at every
possible opportunity. The rail schedules are being
reduced and the trains are running to a smaller
number of places. At the same time as it is
cutting down the services, the Government is
piling on the charges payable by the people living
in the country areas of this State. There have
been increases in electricity; increases in water
charges; increases in freight rates; increases in a
number of commodities which are very important
to people who are living in the country areas of
this State.'

The Government is hitting the country people.
If we intend to have a workable decentralisation
policy this Government must reverse its attitude
towards country people. It has to take an interest
in country people, instead of saying, "We have all
the seats out there, so we do not need to worry."
The Government has to put its head down and
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provide more services to the country people of this
State.

I know the four points I have listed are all
expensive points.

Mr Rushton: Would you put a sum on them?
Mr CARR: I cannot put a sum on them; but

they are expensive points. We are wondering
whether we will receive our money's worth. I
submit we will receive our money's worth from
anything we do to help more people to move to
the country areas of this State and make it a more
attractive proposition for people to move to rural
areas. We should be offering more people an
attractive alternative to living in city areas.

I am extremely critical of the Government's
complete lack of policy with regard to
decentralisation. A while ago I said it did not
have a Minister responsible for decentralisation.
Who should answer my comments? Should it be
the Premier in his capacity of Minister Co-
ordinating Regional Development or should it be
the Deputy Premier as Minister for Regional
Administration and the North West?

Sir Charles Court: You have a mixed up
motion.

Mr CARR, Should it be the Minister for
Industrial Development or the Minister for
Agriculture who has already deserted the country
people and the principles of the National Country
Party? Should it be the Minister for Urban
Development?

The Government does not have any sort of
concerted policy at all with regard to
decentralisation. The Government's policy is a
wait and see ad hoc approach.

Mr Sibson: What is your policy?
Mr Davies: What a dunderhead!
Mr CARR: I did not expect to receive great

returns for my efforts here in the last hour, but I
did not expect to hear that. The Government's
policy seems to be to wait for the development of
minerals to occur. I suggest to the Government
that basing its decentralisation policy on mining is
not a very constructive or sound basis for building
an urban community.

Let us- have a look at the gold rush. The gold
rush-in spite of what members opposite say
about the iron-ore rush being the greatest
decent ra lisa tion in the State's history-was the
greatest decentralisation in the State's history.
We had large towns being built such as
Coolgardie and Cue and so on. They were towns
of 15 000 to 20 000 people. As the gold ran out
we were left with ghost towns.

Let us look at the iron ore industry, where the

position may not be different. We can point to
Shay Gap and Goldsworthy and say that
decent ral isa tion was planned, and that it would
work with mineral development. However, these
are destined to become ghost towns. If we are to
build a city it has to be based on a balanced
industry, and that is why we want our growth
centre where there is diversified industry.

I conclude with a final word on costs. I have
said that cost will be involved, but it will cost a lot
more if the decision is delayed. If we do not make
a decision on decentralisat ion, and we continue to
expand Perth until we have five million people
here, there will be traffic congestion, pollution,
water supply problems, and sewerage problems.
The cost in human terms will be far greater than
the cost in money terms if we do not make a
decision now.

I hope an inquiry will be set up to form the
guidelines to establish just how large we want the
City of Perth to be. I say to the Minister for
Urban Development and Town Planning that we
will rehash this topic every time we have an
opportunity. We will try to persuade the
Government to adopt a policy to attract people to
other places away from Perth. We will rehash this
matter until the present Government implements
a policy, or we become the Government and have
an opportunity to implement it ourselves. I
commend my motion to the House.

The SPEAKER: The member for Geraldton
has sought permission to incorporate material in
Hansard. If there is a dissentient voice, leave will
not be granted. Is there a dissentient voice?

Leave granted.
ESTIMATED POPULATION

WESTERN METROPOLITAN OUTSIDE
AUSTRALIA REGION M.R.P.A.

PLANNING AREA
JUNE 30. 1957 695 234 432 700 262 534
JUNE30. 1967 379 179 513 800 295 379
JUNE 30. 1 %17 I 1 97000 143700 353 3D0

The 1957 figures exclude full-blood aborigines.
Source: Legislative Assembly Question 1239,
2/11/1977.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Rushton
(Minister for Urban Development and Town
Planning).

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
SPECIAL

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[11. 17 P.m.]: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
11 .30 a.m. tomorrow (Thursday).

Question put and passed.
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House adjourned at 11.18 p.m.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

EGGS
Production, Licences, and Price

1289. Mr H-. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What has been the annual production of

eggs in Western Australia in each of the
past five years?

(2) What quantity of eggs has been used
for-
(a) local markets;
(b) manufacturing purposes:
(c) export market,
in each of the past five years?

(3) (a) What has been the total number of
hens licensed for egg production in
each of the past five years;

.(b) of the current licence holders how
many hold licences for-
(i) below 500 birds;
(ii) 500 to I1000 birds;
(iii) 1 000 to 2 000 birds;
(iv) 2 000 to 5 000 birds;
(v) above 5 000 birds?

(4) (a) What was the price
producers per dozen for
September 1973;

paid to
eggs in

(b) how many increases in the price
paid per dozen have there been
since September 1973; what was
the date of each increase and how
much on each occasion;

(c) how many increases in the retail
price of eggs have there been since
September 1973; what was the date
of each increase and by how much
on each occasion;

(d) how has the price to the producer
and the retail price of eggs been
determined in the past four years?

Mr OLD replied:
As the answer is long I ask that it be. tabled.

The answer was tabled (see paper No. 368).

POTATOES AND POTATO PRODUCTS
Duty

1296. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) Has a duty been levied on potatoes and
potato products imported into
Australia?

(2) If "Yes" what is the rate of duty which
applies to the respective products?

(3) (a) Are potatoes and potato products
subject to the same duties; and

(b) if not, what is the variation?
Mr OLD replied:

The WA Potato Marketing Board has
advised as follows:
(1) Yes.

(2) Raw potatoes
Frozen French fries
Dehydrated potatoes

per cent
10

20
50

(3) (a) No.
(b) Answered by (2).

WORKERS' COMPENSATION

Country Residents' Living Expenses in Perth
1305. Mr T. H. JONES, to the Minister for

Labour and Industry:
(1) Is it a fact that persons on workers'

compensation who reside in the country
and require medical attention in Perth
are only paid $4 per day living expenses
by the State Government Insurance
Office?

(2) If "Yes", can the amount be increased
in view of the cost of obtaining
accommodation plus meals?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The amount is specified in the Workers'

Compensation Act-first schedule
clause l (c)(e).

1306 to 1308. These questions were postponed.

HEALTH
Paedliatric, Treatment

1309. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Health:
(1) Does the Government have any plans to

establish paediatric out-patient clinics in
the metropolitan area?

(2) If so, where and when will such clinics
be established?

Mr RUSHTON: replied:

(1) and (2) Discussions are continuing with
those concerned with the provision of
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child health services to ascertain if it is
feasible to establish paediatric out-
patient clinics.

WATER SUPPLIES

Pemberton
1310. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for

Water Supplies:
(I) Will water from Scabby Gully dam be

released for the Pemberton town water
supply and the Pemberton trout
hatchery in the forthcoming season?

(2) If "No", what arrangements will be
made for Pemnberton water supplies?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) The current storage in the Manjimup

dams is below normal and it is unlikely
that water can be released from Scabby
Gully Dam for the Pemberton trout
hatchery in the forthcoming season. This
situation is accepted by the Department
of Fisheries and Wildlife.

(2) If necessary, water will be released to
bolster the water supply for the town of
Pemberton.

POWER STATIONS

Cost and Methods of Generation
1311., Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Fuel

and Energy:
With reference to question 1038 of
1977, would he please indicate:
(I) The source of each estimate and the

assumptions made in arriving at the
estimated costs per peak kilowatt
output and per kilowatt including
pump storage to give continuous
output?

(2) The assumptions and factors
included in arriving at the costs
shown per kilowatt hour for each
method of power generation?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) Each quoted capital cost is a middle

of the range figure from a range of
published sources. They were given
as typical indicative costs.

(2) The quoted energy Costs were
derived from the quoted capital
costs, and other typical costs. They
are not specific, but are indicative.

BAUXITE MINING

State Forests
1312. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for

Lands anid Forests:
(1) (a) Do the officers of the Forests

Department approve of the bauxite
mining being carried out in the
Darling scarp at the present time;
and

(b) if not, why not?
(2) Do the officers of the Forests

Department concur with the proposed
extension of bauxite mining in the
Darling Scarp?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) (a) and (b) The views of the Forests

Department have been clearly
stated in evidence presented to the
committee of inquiry into the
Mining Act, 1970. the General
working plan No. 86 of 1977, and
"The planning perspective for the
northern jarrah forest".
It is not proper for me to state the
opinions of the officers of the
Forests Department. This would be
unfair to the officers concerned
even if it were possible fully to
represent their individual opinions
in meaningful terms. However, I
have no doubt that the member
would have been well aware of the
range of opinion held by various
officers of the Forests Department
during the time he was privileged to
be Minister for Forests.

(2) Answered by (1) (a).

TRESILLIAN HOSTEL
Staff

1313. Mr Davies, to the Minister representing the
Minister for Health:
(I) Have all staff from Tresillian Hostel

who desired to remain with Mental
Health Services been satisfactorily
absorbed into other sections?

(2) If not, how many terminated their
employment or were dismissed?

(3) Was any additional training provided for
staff transferring from Tresillian?

(4) If so, what was the nature of such
training and numbers of staff involved?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
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(I) Yes.
(2) 17.
(3) No, not necessary.
(4) Not applicable.

METROPOLITAN WATER SUPPLY,
SEWERAGE, AND DRAINAGE BOARD

Temporary Inspectors

1314. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Water Supplies:
(I) In 1973-74, did the Metropolitan Water

Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Board
advertise in The West Australian for
temporary inspectors?

(2) Did the advertisement state that
experience was not required?

(3) Did' wages employees employed by the
board apply for any of these positions?

(4) If the answer to (3) is "Yes", would he
name those applicants?

(5) Were any of those applicants referred to
in (3) appointed?

(6) What were the names and relevant
qualifications of the successful
applicants?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) No. These are positions in the State

Public Service and advertisements are
placed by the Public Service Board.

(2) No.
(3) Yes.
(4)

(5)
(6)

The only wages employee known to have
applied was Mr B. Balestra.
Mr B. Balestra received an appointment.
Presumably this question refers to part
(1) of the overall question asked and the
information regarding names of the
successful applicants would take further
time to collate. Their qualifications were
considered to be relevant to th'ose
required for the particular vacancies in
question.

METROPOLITAN WATER SUPPLY,
SEWERAGE, AND DRAINAGE BOARD

Assistant Foreman, Shenton Park Depot
131.5. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for

Water Supplies:
(1) In the latter half of 1976 was a position

of assistant foreman (Shenton Park
depot) advertised within the
Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage
and Drainage Board?

(2) If "Yes", who was the recommended
applicant?

(3) Was the recommended applicant
referred to in (2) appointed?

(4) If the answer to (3) is "No", was the
recommended applicant placed in a
higher position; namely inspector,
sewerage maintenance?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) 3. Nuich.
(3) No.
(4) J. Nuich held a temporary appointment

of assistant sewerage inspector in the
State Public Service during the absence
of a permanent sewerage inspector on
sick leave.

METROPOLITAN WATER SUPPLY,
SEWERAGE, AND DRAINAGE BOARD
Foreman, Training Se werage and Drainage

Branch

1316. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Water Supplies:
(1) In the latter half of 1976 was a position

Of foreman, training sewerage and
drainage branch, Metropolitan Water
Board, advertised within the board?

(2) If "Yes" who was the recommended
applicant?

(3) Was the recommended applicant
appointed?

(4) If the answer to (3) is "No" who was
appointed?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) No. Application for the position

described closed on the 20th Fedbruary,
1976.

(2) 3. C. Perks.
(3)
(4)

No.
C. H. Floate (on appeal).

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
PROMOTIONS

APPEAL BOARD

Appeal No. 105/76

1317. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Labour and Industry:

In appeal No. 105/76 what was the
decision of the Government Employees
Promotions Appeal Board and the stated
reasons contained in that decision?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
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The decision of the chairman who heard
that particular case, given on the 13th
December; 1976, is as follows-

The board in a majority decision has
decided the appellant has proved he is
equal in efficiency to the
recommended applicant for the duties
of the office concerned.,
Among the reasons for the board's
decision were the appellant's greater
educational qualifications and longer
experience with the board'.
The appeal is upheld and the
appellant is to be promoted to the
position concerned.

METROPOLITAN WATER SUPPLY,
SEWERAGE, AND DRAINAGE BOARD

Safety Officer

1318. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Water Supplies:

(I) In the latter half of this year (1977) was
the position of safety officer with the
Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage
and Drainage Board advertised in The
West Australian?

(2) Who was the applicant for the position
referred to?

(3) Who was the recommended applicant
for the position referred to in (I)?

(4) What were the metropolitan Water
Board's reasons for not recommending
the successful applicant in appeal No.
105/76 to the position of safety officer
referred to in (1)?

(5) Is there any right of appeal for the
unsuccessful applicant for the position
referred to in ( I) ?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

Yes.
A number of persons lodged applications
-for the position.
Mr J. C. Perks was appointed.
The appointee possessed a higher degree
of safety qualifications for the position
advertised and was continuing with
studies for an occupational safety course
and a training officer diploma at the
Perth Technical College.

(5) No.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
(PROMOTIONS APPEAL BOARD) ACT

Amendment

1319. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Labour-and Industry:

Does the Government intend to amend
the Government Employees (Promotions
Appeal Board) Act, 1945 to provide the
right of appeal for Government wages
employees who are unsuccessful
applicants For Public Service salaried
positions?

Mr GRAYDEN replied:
Amendments to the promotions Appeal
Board Act are currently under
consideration and no firm decision has
yet been made.

SUPREME COURT

Barrow Linton Case

1320. Mr BERTRAM, to the Treasurer:
(1) How much tax was lost by the people

and will have to be made up by them in
respect of the transaction recently
adjudicated upon by the Supreme Court
in appeal No. 197/1977?

(2) How many other acts of avoidance of
the same or similar kind to those giving
rise to the Barrow Linton Case have
been perpetrated so far and at what cost
to the people?

(3) How many assessments of duty on
transactions of the Barrow Linton type
are likely to be reopened as a result of
the decision of the Supreme Court in
that case?

(4) What was the true sale price of the
property sold in the Barrow Linton
case?

(5) Will he table or make available copies of
the documents evidencing the Barrow
Linton Transaction?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) The loss- of revenue in this case is

$16 172.50-which amount incidentally
is held by Treasury under the normal
appeal provisions and procedures. It is
refundable because of the court's
decision unless the Crown succeeds on
appeal.

(2) and (3) Nil known.
(4) $1 079 852.
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(5) No--because it is not customary to
make public information of this
kind-especially in view of confidential
provisions of the Stamp Act.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT

Declaration of Pecuniary Interests

1321. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:
(I) (a) Is he still pursuing the matter of the

declaration of members' pecuniary
interests with the other States:

(b) if "No", why?
(2) If "Yes", what co-operation, if any, is he

receiving from the Premier of
Queensland?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) (a) Yes.

(b) Not applicable.
(2) I cannot understand why Queensland is

singled out for special comment. I have
not reason to believe they would be less
co-operative then others.
It was not possible to pursue the
question at an all States and
Commonwealth level at the 21st
October Premiers' Conference because
of the nature of matters under
discussion, but I will seek to have it
included at the next conference.
In the meantime, our studies will
continue with direct consultation with
other States if this proves practicable
and desirable.

INDUSTRIAL LAND
Canning Vale

1322. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:
(1) With respect to land in the Town of

Kwinana controlled by Industrial Lands
Development Authority or his
department and zoned industrial, have
companies who have inquired as to the
availability of land at Kwinana been
directed to or guided towards taking up
Industrial Lands Development
Authority lots at Canning Vale?

(2) If "Yes", is it Government policy to
develop the Canning Vale industrial
area prior to the further development of
Kwinana?

Mr MENSAROS replied:

(I) No. The authority advises prospective
industry developers what land it has
available for various industrial purposes.
The industry has to determine whether
the land on offer suits its purposes.

(2) Not applicable.

FORESTS DEPARTMENT
Tower in Jandakot Area

1323. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for Lands
and Forests.
(1) Has her department erected in the

Jandakot area a tall metal fabricated
tower?

(2) If "Yes"-
(a) where is the tower presently

situated;
(b) on what other sites has it been

erected;
(c) on what other sites is it proposed to

be erected;
(d) are the owners of land upon which

the tower is erected notified
beforehand by the department?

(3) Are any such results so obtained to be
used by the Metropolitan Water Supply
department?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) (a) Survey depot, Kewdale.

(b) (i) Mirrabooka (Water tower
reserve on trig. MS.6)

(ii) Thompson Lake (recreation
reserve 3 1882)

(iii) Lyon Road, Mandogalup (Peel
estate lot I1I8)

(iv) Forrestdale Lake (reserve
24781)

(v) Nicholson Road, Magenup (Pt.
Lot 698)

(vi) Keane Road, Forrestdale
(reserve 32926).

(c) A great number throughout the
State.

(d) Yes.
(3) If required.

HIGH SCHOOL
Jandakot

1324. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:
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(1) Under present proposals what lots are
affected by the location of the future
Jandakot High School?

(2) Is the proposed site presently under
review?

Mr RUSHTO 'N replied:.
(1) The lots affected are Lots 3, 4, Pt. 5 and

portion of Pt. Lot 2 of Cockburrt Sound
location 563 and portion of LotI
Cockburn Sound location 847.

(2) The delineation of the site is comprised
in Amendment No. 193/33 to the
Metropolitan Region Scheme published
in the Governiment Gazette on 30th
September, 1977 and on which appeals
may be lodged on or before 2nd
December, 1977.

MINES DEPARTMENT

Mr Crichton-Browne

1325. Mr TON KIN, to the Minister representing
the Attorney-General:

Adverting to question 1304 of 1977, will
the Minister investigate to see whether
there has been a breach of the law with
respect to Mr Noel Crichton- Browne,
whilst he was employed by the Mines
Department?

Mir O'NEIL replied:
The Attorney-General advises that if the
member will let him have all the
information he has which he believes
gives ground for any suggestion of a
breach of the law, 'then it will be
examined.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GOSNELLS CITY COUNCIL
Parking Facilities for Commercial Vehicles

1.Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister' for Local
Government:
In view of the Minister's answers to me in a
question without notice on Tuesday, the 8th
November, regarding an impost being placed
on owner-drivers by the Gosnells Town
Council-

(1) Does he agree that ample regulations
already exist at the present time to
control noise and pollution if caused b':
commercial vehicles parked in their
private driveways?

(2) If "Yes",, will he carry out an
investigation as requested in question I
of Tuesday, the 8th November?

(3) If not, why not?

Mr RUSKTON replied:
(1) This question calls for an opinion by me

on matters which are outside mny
portfolio.

(2) and (3) Details of the objections and
complaints are not known to Me.
However, I would be prepared to clarify
the matter for the honourable member if
he would make full details available to
me in writing.

POWER STATIONS
Cost and Methods of Generation

2. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:

In question 13t1I this evening I asked
the Minister whether he would give me
the source of each of the estimates
involved in the calculations. His answer
merely said that they were public
sources. The question has not been
answered. Will he provide me with the
criteria and the public sources so I can
identify them?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
All I can do is undertake to discuss the
matter with the SEC and try to provide
the honourable member with further
information.

ELECTORAL ACT AMENDMENT BILL (No.
2)

Cabinet Decision
3. Mr BRYCE, to the Deputy Premier:

Could he indicate when Cabinet made
the decision to introduce to the
Parliament- the Electoral Act
Amendment Bill (No. 2) which was read
a second time tonight?
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Mr O'NEIL replied:
I do not know whether it is proper for
me to indicate ddtes on which Cabinet
made a decision. The (act is that the
legislation is before the House which
indicates that a Cabinet decision was
made.

Mr Bryce: That is intelligent.
Mr O'Neil: You should know that. You show
a lack of intelligence.
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