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ON REGIONAL EGALITY

I will begin by commenting on the first point the government is seeking recommendations on: “how electoral equality might be achieved for all citizens entitled to vote for the Legislative Council”. I will break this section down into three parts, the purpose of the bicameral system of Parliament that WA has, the inherent inequality of the Legislative Assembly and how the Legislative Council is supposed to balance that inequality out.



The Bicameral System

To begin, it is necessary to discuss the bicameral system and point out the purpose of each of the voting systems. The two chambers of the WA Parliament, the Legislative Assembly (LA) and Legislative Council (LC) are purposely designed to work at odds with each other. The two Houses are designed to balance each other out so that no one House has too much power.



Inequality of Legislative Assembly Voting System

The lower house system, where seats are assigned based on population, inherently favours more densely populated centres. This can very clearly be seen where over 30 (34 by my count) of the just 59 seats available in the LA are within the Perth metropolitan region. This means that parties have a clear incentive to pander to the Perth-based voters, often to the detriment of regional townships and shires. The population centre of Perth has almost all the power to affect how legislation for the entirety of WA is shaped. The slanting of the power towards Perth means that regional areas are at risk of being taken advantage of for the benefit of the city dweller.



Legislative Council Inequality promotes overall Equality

The LC, much like the Federal Senate, was designed to ensure that power amongst the regions (the states federally) can be redistributed. The structure of the LC means that regional voters, who would otherwise have their views dwarfed by those in Perth, are enfranchised. The Weekend West (01 May 2021) commented that a Mining and Pastoral voter in LC elections has over 6 times the voting power of a metro voter - but that is exactly the point! The regions of WA are far less represented than the metropolitan areas (due to population and the LA system seen above) and so the unbalance of power in the LC voting system actually rebalances the inherent unfairness of the system towards regional voters in the first place.



The fact that regional voters get given vastly more power in the LC rebalances the power to ensure that the regions shall not be taken advantage of to the benefit of metro voters, or not without a fight at least.



ON PREFERENCE DISTRIBUTION

Changing the Numbers of Quotas

On the fact that The Greens of North Metro received 27,077 first preference votes (7.4%) and did not win a seat; that The Nationals of the Agricultural Region received 22,999 first preference votes (26.6%) and two seats; that The Liberals of South Metro received 67,000 votes (17.6%) but only one seat. To start, I argue that the direct comparison between these three results unjustly implies the conclusion that these results are unfair. As stated above, the point of the LC elections based on regions is to balance out the population-centred voting systems that works to the detriment of rural towns. The Terms of Reference doesn’t mention the percentages of the votes that the Nationals and Liberals received in the third and fourth points. This slants the reader to think solely about absolute votes and not about relative percentages. While the Greens in North Metro received more votes (27,000) than The Nationals in the Agricultural Region (23,000), they received a smaller percentage of votes too (7.4 compared to The National’s 26.6). This slight is a fault on the part of the WA Electoral Reform committee and should be rectified in future reprints.



My next point is that, despite the slanting of the Committee above, it is still illogical that a party can pull so many votes and not be elected. Currently, the threshold for being elected to the LC is 14.3% of a region’s formal votes (100/(MLCs + 1)). This is quite a high threshold meaning that even when parties receive a decent portion of votes, they will not get elected. My suggestion is that the number of seats available for each region is increased to 7 or 8. This will decrease the threshold needed to win seats to 12.5% for 7 seats or 11.1% for 8 seats. This would need to change the Electoral Act 1907, s 16D.



The benefits of this change: more MLCs will be elected meaning that smaller parties may have an increased representation in the upper house; lower threshold means that parties that pull decent portions of votes can still be elected.



The detriments of this change: taxpayers will need to pay the salary of another 6 or 12 politicians. There is no indication that major parties will not be the ones to benefit. 



Eliminating ‘Preference Whisperers’

On the fact that the Daylight Saving Party (DSP) won one seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region, with just 98 first preference votes. One of the main reasons that the candidate for the DSP won the seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region was the result of the ‘preference whisperer’ who was employed by said party in order to receive preference flow-on votes. To my knowledge, Victoria and WA are the only jurisdictions in Australia where ‘preference whisperers’ are allowed to affect the outcomes of elections. Essentially, it allows micro-parties to ‘buy’ seats in Parliament that they would have otherwise not received. These candidates are elected not based on the merit of their policies or campaign promises, but by the size of their wallet. It is not hard to imagine that, had another party spent the money, that a different candidate would have received the seat. To clarify, I am not suggesting that the parties be elected without preference deals but should not be able to employ people whose sole job it would be to garner these deals. 



The benefits of this change: parties are elected on the basis of policy, not money; micro-parties can still create preference deals, although in a more restricted manner; 



The detriments of this change: this would require the WAEC to scrutinise parties further; it would be hard to differentiate some person as a ‘preference whisperer’ rather than ‘general staffer whose job it is to garner preference deals’. As Preference Whisperer Glenn Druery says, “the major parties have always had number crunchers cutting…[I’m] just doing the same for the little guy” (The Weekend Australian, 15 March 2019, ‘Canberra’s biggest micro player’). This does bring up a good point - major parties do it, so why can’t minor parties? I would argue that it is just as bad for democracy when major parties participate as when minor parties do. For that purpose, I would argue that party staffers who specialise in math crunching of preference deals should also be eliminated. At least limiting them so that, for example, every party can register one preference whisperer cruncher, but no party can have the same one as another party, and then ban all other non-registered preference whisperers. This would effectively eliminate the multi-party, group-ticket for hire preference whisperers.



1% Minimum First Preference Threshold

On the fact that the Daylight Saving Party (DSP) won one seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region, with just 98 first preference votes. How is it that a party with just 0.2% of the total formal first preference votes can continue on to second-round preferences? Moreover, how can such a party win a seat in the LC over another party that has 10% of first-preference votes (The Nationals)? It clearly does not seem logical. I suggest introducing a minimum vote threshold for any candidate to be submitted to the second-round preference voting, specifically a 1% of formal votes minimum. In other words, a candidate who does not receive at least 1% of the formal votes will be eliminated from the election immediately, before the remainder of the process for LC voting goes ahead. In this way, there would be a preliminary count where parties who fails to obtain the minimum threshold are eliminated, then the ‘first’ preferences are recounted. The votes with now-eliminated candidates as their first preference will be redistributed to their next, still-valid preference, without the use of surplus or transfer values. I believe 1% is a good minimum threshold as it would eliminate a sufficient number of parties in the first instance, leaving just those parties with decent support - although, I do concede the exact number is arbitrary. This change would need to be incorporated in the Electoral Act (1907), Schedule 1.



The benefits of this change: while this will eliminate a lot of minor parties immediately (and prevent parties with less than 1% of the vote from being elected), it will still leave a decent number of minor parties in competition with each other (generally considered positive for democracy); based on 2021 election results it would leave 8 parties in the East Metro region, 11 in the M&P region, 7 in North Metro, 9 in South Metro, 10 in South West and 8 in Agricultural, to go on to the next round of preference votes.



The detriments of this change: some would argue this is negative for democracy, that the DSP candidate deserved to be elected. While the electoral system for the LC is meant to ensure that small parties can be elected (again, considered positive for democracy), micro parties (with 98 first preference votes) being elected is ridiculous. 



This document is the submission to the WA Electoral Commission from Edward Elias of 94 
Circe Circle Dalkeith. I am submitting this on behalf of myself and no other party. 

ON REGIONAL EGALITY 
I will begin by commenting on the first point the government is seeking recommendations 
on: “how electoral equality might be achieved for all citizens entitled to vote for the 
Legislative Council”. I will break this section down into three parts, the purpose of the 
bicameral system of Parliament that WA has, the inherent inequality of the Legislative 
Assembly and how the Legislative Council is supposed to balance that inequality out. 

The Bicameral System 
To begin, it is necessary to discuss the bicameral system and point out the purpose of each 
of the voting systems. The two chambers of the WA Parliament, the Legislative Assembly 
(LA) and Legislative Council (LC) are purposely designed to work at odds with each other. 
The two Houses are designed to balance each other out so that no one House has too much 
power. 

Inequality of Legislative Assembly Voting System 
The lower house system, where seats are assigned based on population, inherently favours 
more densely populated centres. This can very clearly be seen where over 30 (34 by my 
count) of the just 59 seats available in the LA are within the Perth metropolitan region. This 
means that parties have a clear incentive to pander to the Perth-based voters, often to the 
detriment of regional townships and shires. The population centre of Perth has almost all 
the power to affect how legislation for the entirety of WA is shaped. The slanting of the 
power towards Perth means that regional areas are at risk of being taken advantage of for 
the benefit of the city dweller. 

Legislative Council Inequality promotes overall Equality 
The LC, much like the Federal Senate, was designed to ensure that power amongst the 
regions (the states federally) can be redistributed. The structure of the LC means that 
regional voters, who would otherwise have their views dwarfed by those in Perth, are 
enfranchised. The Weekend West (01 May 2021) commented that a Mining and Pastoral 
voter in LC elections has over 6 times the voting power of a metro voter - but that is exactly 
the point! The regions of WA are far less represented than the metropolitan areas (due to 
population and the LA system seen above) and so the unbalance of power in the LC voting 
system actually rebalances the inherent unfairness of the system towards regional voters in 
the first place. 

The fact that regional voters get given vastly more power in the LC rebalances the power to 
ensure that the regions shall not be taken advantage of to the benefit of metro voters, or 
not without a fight at least. 

ON PREFERENCE DISTRIBUTION 
Changing the Numbers of Quotas 
On the fact that The Greens of North Metro received 27,077 first preference votes (7.4%) 
and did not win a seat; that The Nationals of the Agricultural Region received 22,999 first 
preference votes (26.6%) and two seats; that The Liberals of South Metro received 67,000 



votes (17.6%) but only one seat. To start, I argue that the direct comparison between these 
three results unjustly implies the conclusion that these results are unfair. As stated above, 
the point of the LC elections based on regions is to balance out the population-centred 
voting systems that works to the detriment of rural towns. The Terms of Reference doesn’t 
mention the percentages of the votes that the Nationals and Liberals received in the third 
and fourth points. This slants the reader to think solely about absolute votes and not about 
relative percentages. While the Greens in North Metro received more votes (27,000) than 
The Nationals in the Agricultural Region (23,000), they received a smaller percentage of 
votes too (7.4 compared to The National’s 26.6). This slight is a fault on the part of the WA 
Electoral Reform committee and should be rectified in future reprints. 

My next point is that, despite the slanting of the Committee above, it is still illogical that a 
party can pull so many votes and not be elected. Currently, the threshold for being elected 
to the LC is 14.3% of a region’s formal votes (100/(MLCs + 1)). This is quite a high threshold 
meaning that even when parties receive a decent portion of votes, they will not get elected. 
My suggestion is that the number of seats available for each region is increased to 7 or 8. 
This will decrease the threshold needed to win seats to 12.5% for 7 seats or 11.1% for 8 
seats. This would need to change the Electoral Act 1907, s 16D. 

The benefits of this change: more MLCs will be elected meaning that smaller parties may 
have an increased representation in the upper house; lower threshold means that parties 
that pull decent portions of votes can still be elected. 

The detriments of this change: taxpayers will need to pay the salary of another 6 or 12 
politicians. There is no indication that major parties will not be the ones to benefit.  

Eliminating ‘Preference Whisperers’ 
On the fact that the Daylight Saving Party (DSP) won one seat in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, with just 98 first preference votes. One of the main reasons that the candidate for 
the DSP won the seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region was the result of the ‘preference 
whisperer’ who was employed by said party in order to receive preference flow-on votes. To 
my knowledge, Victoria and WA are the only jurisdictions in Australia where ‘preference 
whisperers’ are allowed to affect the outcomes of elections. Essentially, it allows micro-
parties to ‘buy’ seats in Parliament that they would have otherwise not received. These 
candidates are elected not based on the merit of their policies or campaign promises, but by 
the size of their wallet. It is not hard to imagine that, had another party spent the money, 
that a different candidate would have received the seat. To clarify, I am not suggesting that 
the parties be elected without preference deals but should not be able to employ people 
whose sole job it would be to garner these deals.  

The benefits of this change: parties are elected on the basis of policy, not money; micro-
parties can still create preference deals, although in a more restricted manner;  

The detriments of this change: this would require the WAEC to scrutinise parties further; it 
would be hard to differentiate some person as a ‘preference whisperer’ rather than ‘general 
staffer whose job it is to garner preference deals’. As Preference Whisperer Glenn Druery 
says, “the major parties have always had number crunchers cutting…[I’m] just doing the 



same for the little guy” (The Weekend Australian, 15 March 2019, ‘Canberra’s biggest micro 
player’). This does bring up a good point - major parties do it, so why can’t minor parties? I 
would argue that it is just as bad for democracy when major parties participate as when 
minor parties do. For that purpose, I would argue that party staffers who specialise in math 
crunching of preference deals should also be eliminated. At least limiting them so that, for 
example, every party can register one preference whisperer cruncher, but no party can have 
the same one as another party, and then ban all other non-registered preference 
whisperers. This would effectively eliminate the multi-party, group-ticket for hire 
preference whisperers. 

1% Minimum First Preference Threshold 
On the fact that the Daylight Saving Party (DSP) won one seat in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, with just 98 first preference votes. How is it that a party with just 0.2% of the total 
formal first preference votes can continue on to second-round preferences? Moreover, how 
can such a party win a seat in the LC over another party that has 10% of first-preference 
votes (The Nationals)? It clearly does not seem logical. I suggest introducing a minimum 
vote threshold for any candidate to be submitted to the second-round preference voting, 
specifically a 1% of formal votes minimum. In other words, a candidate who does not 
receive at least 1% of the formal votes will be eliminated from the election immediately, 
before the remainder of the process for LC voting goes ahead. In this way, there would be a 
preliminary count where parties who fails to obtain the minimum threshold are eliminated, 
then the ‘first’ preferences are recounted. The votes with now-eliminated candidates as 
their first preference will be redistributed to their next, still-valid preference, without the 
use of surplus or transfer values. I believe 1% is a good minimum threshold as it would 
eliminate a sufficient number of parties in the first instance, leaving just those parties with 
decent support - although, I do concede the exact number is arbitrary. This change would 
need to be incorporated in the Electoral Act (1907), Schedule 1. 

The benefits of this change: while this will eliminate a lot of minor parties immediately (and 
prevent parties with less than 1% of the vote from being elected), it will still leave a decent 
number of minor parties in competition with each other (generally considered positive for 
democracy); based on 2021 election results it would leave 8 parties in the East Metro 
region, 11 in the M&P region, 7 in North Metro, 9 in South Metro, 10 in South West and 8 in 
Agricultural, to go on to the next round of preference votes. 

The detriments of this change: some would argue this is negative for democracy, that the 
DSP candidate deserved to be elected. While the electoral system for the LC is meant to 
ensure that small parties can be elected (again, considered positive for democracy), micro 
parties (with 98 first preference votes) being elected is ridiculous.  
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