Colin’s Costly Canal and
Labor’'s Window of Opportunity:
The 2005 Western Australian Election

David Black & Harry Phillips ~

The February 2005 Western Australian election Wél remembered for several
surprises during the campaign phase, but none mime the dramatic and
unexpected announcement by Opposition Leader CBAmett early in the
campaign that a Coalition government would deahwlie chronic water shortage
in the Perth metropolitan area with a firm commiting® build a canal thousands
of kilometres in length from the State’s far natwhPerth. Traditional wisdom had
suggested that the Gallop Government, as a finst ¢g@vernment characterised by
ministerial stability and devoid of major scandabuld be returned to office. On
the other hand, a redistribution of electorates Hadied Labor some of the
formidable advantages of incumbency. This, couphdth the party’s failure
despite two court cases to achieve its cherisheal gb one-vote-one-value,
consistently poor polling throughout its four yéarm and its dismal performance
in the October 2004 federal election, gave risgrémlictions (supported by several
polls) that the Coalition would win government wihg electors cast their vote on
26 February. Instead, after a longer than usual five week cagnpahe
Government was returned for a second four year wgthits majority intact even
as its two referendum questions on extended shgppours were decisively
defeated. Then, in the weeks that followed theleeted government used its
window of opportunity before the changeover of Upideuse members to make a
decisive if still incomplete move towards one-votee-value in the State’'s
electoral system. Given this critical outcome onighmwell contend that Colin
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Barnett's essentially unilateral commitmerio build the canal had sunk the
Coalition’s election campaign and paved the wayther electoral legislation his
colleagues had fought so hard to prevent.

Canal

The canal proposal, recalling the goldfields’ pipeland other projects of the
1890s designed by engineer C.Y. O’Connor duringnJebrrest’s premiership,
was announced by Opposition Leader, Colin Barndttring the Leaders’
television debate on 2 February 2005. Most judgé¢iseatime claimed that Barnett
had won the debate against Premier Gallop wittvisisn on the canal (and other
matters). The canal concept was based on plananapy a private defence and
technology firm (known as Tenix) which mapped a@Bkt. proposed path at a $2
billion dollar cost and in the initial polling som& per cent of respondents
indicated they were prepared to shift their votatanissué.However, even at the
time opinions were divided as to whether Barnetd kahanced or reduced the
prospects of the Coalition winning the election.eT®pposition leader was
conscious that Labor, despite conducting a Wateng®gium in 2003 and later
announcing water saving measures and plans to huildsalinisation plant, had
faced criticism and poor polls for its water mamagat performancé.In
November 2004, with Barnett indicating that a Cioai government would ‘think
outside the square’ on the State’s water shottRgemier Gallop established an
Independent Review panel to be chaired by ProfeRegrAppleyard to report by
September 2005 on the feasibility of transportirsdes from the Kimberley region
and other options. In so doing Gallop may well haxavided the impetus for the
Opposition Leader to up the ante and in the procegxt the need for any
preliminary feasibility study.

For much of the campaign the media was awash wéthatg about the canal
costings and State debt ratings and a score oheexhg, environmental, native
title and health issues. The time frame was alstorcern as Barnett, while
proposing to abandon the government’s proposedlidasan plant, did not

provide any comprehensive interim plan to addresemneeds during the canal’s
construction phaseOn the wider question of whether the Oppositioedee such

a full scale policy initiative it should be noteldat in a poll released only days
before the Leader’s debate the usually relid#espoll indicated that support for
the Gallop Government, had risen strongly in théo®er to December period and

Critics also suggested subsequently that very fembers of the Liberal Party, not to mention
their National Party colleagues, knew about theatproposal, save a group labelled in the media
as ‘team blue’. Amanda Banks and Nigel Wilson, ‘BdiLib. backs gun to leadThe Australian,
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drawn level with the Coalition in two-party prefedrterms’ At the same time, the
Coalition was still rated above Labor in terms dfieh could best handle water
and power, described as the seventh ranked elessar — the other top ranking
issues in order were health, education, law aneéroithe WA economy, family
issues, environment, taxation, public transpordsy and industrial relatiofidn
this context the Barnett announcement while paadiptstalling Labor’'s campaign
recovery was also arguably in accord with the Qioalis campaign slogan of
‘Decisions, not Delays’. Unfortunately, it also htue effect of making Barnett
himself the focus of the campaigand the Opposition leader began to be labelled
as fiscally irresponsible, a factor which would tdwute to his remaining
discernibly behind Gallop in polling for the prefed Premier stakés.

Federal factors

Another negative for Barnett was that federal ieflce in the State poll was both
limited and far from helpful for the Coalition. Teuwithin days of the canal
announcement, Peter Costello, as Federal Treadaikyd to give unqualified
support to the canal project either during mediarinews or during his subsequent
campaign visit to Western Australia. Similarly, e Minister John Howard, after
visiting Western Australia before Christmas follogi his federal electoral
triumph, did not arrive in campaign mode until fimal week and then spent much
of his time defending his government’s decisiorsénd additional troops to Irag.
During the same visit Howard did contend that drédr Western Australia’s
strong economic performance resided with his fddgoeernment and he also
accepted a letter from Barnett promising that éficeéd Premier he would sign up
for the national water initiative giving the Stateshare of the $2 billion national
water fund-' For his part Gallop sought to warn electors ndteaaptured by the
‘Howard Halo’ but on balance most journalists cadleld that Howard had offered
the struggling Coalition little real encouragem¥rihdeed references by Howard’s
cabinet colleague Kevin Andrews to the federal gowveent's determination to
‘take over’ industrial relations were in the sanmme and direction of earlier
pronouncements about university and technical educaNot surprisingly, this
led to speculation that the Federal Coalition walseWvarm about electorally
assisting State Coalition partners which might veslek to resist the centralist
drive of the Howard Government.

On the Labor side of the fence several Labor SRemiers, made public
statements contributing to the decision of Fed&alposition Leader, Mark
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Latham, to step down from his leadership gddto that point in time Gallop had
refused to give Latham any public role during tpaony campaign’ repeatedly
stating he did not need his hand to be held byrtueral leader. Indeed, it would
seem that he deliberately delayed calling the igleatntil it was apparent that Kim
Beazley had emerged as the leadership choice efdbtabor but thereafter had
no hesitation in employing the federal leader, &tipal ally and ‘mate’, in the
State campaign. Certainly, even though Labor’s vetaained static in the federal
polls* the departure of Latham had allowed Gallop to t#&l State poll with a
reasonable degree of confidence that he could fireuslection on State affairs.

Apology (taxation and health)

In a major speech to media representatives a fgw lolefore the election date was
announced the Premier somewhat surprisingly indwdeat was described as ‘an
extraordinary apology’ for the taxation increaselioh had been included in
Labor’s first three budgetS.Gallop it will be recalled during the 2001 telduis
debate with Richard Court had promised electorsetiveould be no taxation
increases. In this vein he had also to deal withdft repeated charges that his
government had failed in its promise to ‘fix thealtb system’. The apology
strategy may have caught commentators by surpmsk ewoked only a cool
response from some lobby groups but it seems te Haad the effect of
neutralising taxation and health as campaign issunek the Coalition arguably
failed to maximise its apparent advantage withehssues.

The Liberal leader did seem to have stolen a mancbabor when he negotiated a
deal with Mark Olsen, the controversial Australiblurses Federation (ANF)
Secretary promising that if elected to governmést €oalition would offer a 14
per cent pay rise over three years, plus $50 mifico improved conditions. Health
Minister Jim McGinty who had been negotiating witie ANF for several months
was anxious to avert a threatened nurses’ strikeréiused to increase the
government’s offer during the so called ‘caretageriod’. Eventually, after a
meeting between Premier Gallop and Olsen, strikeoraavas deferred as the
government undertook to honour its existing offét was returned to the treasury
benches.

The ANF had also been engaged in seeking regstrat a political party, giving
an indication that registration was an emergingtsgy in political campaigning
for interest groups. Fourteen parties, compareti @itat the 2001 election, had
satisfied the criteria (which included the docuragion of 500 members), when
the election was called. Particular interest surdmd the likely impact of the
Christian Democratic Party (WA) and the newly fodrieamily First Party and
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Public Hospital Support Group Party. Though the AhN&d not completed its
registration exercise when the election was annediitadid sponsor ‘independent’
candidates in 12 marginal seats.

In dealing with the health issue the governmentersaleral new commitments as
well as recycling some earlier proposals in thisndm. Major announcements
included plans for a new 1000 bed south-of-therrivaspital at Murdoch, to be
named after former Australian of the Year, Fionanf&ty and for Joondalup
hospital to treble in size along with additionahdiing promised to reduce waiting
lists in elective surgery and the state’s publicitde service. The Coalition
promised some extra 730 hospital beds under atplaxpand community care
centres and the retention of Royal Perth Hosp#al enajor trauma hospital, where
Labor was planning a merger of Royal Perth andC8arles Gairdner hospitals on
two sites. Other Coalition promises referred toraggs at Joondalup and Swan
Districts and the construction of a new Princessgdeet Hospital for Children.

Other key policy pledges and apparent ‘non issues’

One policy avenue where the Coalition did hope @kenheadway was on the
guestion of maintaining a reliable power supplyhie wake of mass blackouts and
power shortages in February of 2004. As a formergnminister Barnett was
committed to building a second 300 megawatt unihatCollie power station and
completing the upgrading of Cockburn—Kwinana postation. When a series of
blackouts arising from power-pole fires affectedtnmgolitan homes and country
areas down to Albany two weeks before the eledi@nCoalition ridiculed the
government’s claim that the network was ‘summemfirbut in retrospect it did
not appear that the Coalition had gained the piateatectoral advantage on the
issue.

Both major parties made ‘tough’ pronouncementsam &nd order, respectively
accusing each other of being soft on crifheabor claimed to have introduced
more effective sentencing provisions for burglangl ather offences. New ‘anti-

hoon laws’ to take dangerous drivers off the sgr@eatre highlighted whereby cars
could be impounded for those driving recklesslyih@¥heir licences suspended or
even cancelled and it was foreshadowed that youwagrd were to face six months
on L-plates with a doubling of supervised driviraurs.

The Coalition chose to announce its ‘law and orgeckage at the Liberal Party
campaign launch on 13 February. Proposed reformisidad the abolition of
several Boards including the state’s Parole Board the establishment of a
Custody Review Tribunal that would accept submissifrom victims or their
lawyers. Mandatory prison terms were to be incrédse serious crimes together
with minimum jail terms of three years for serioaisd violent crimes against
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children, people with disabilities and those ageer ®5 years. While the Coalition
leader may have won some support for his move ge backyard pool fence laws
votes.’ it may have ‘lost on points’ when Colin Barnetbposed that police have
the capacity to use water cannons as a crowd domeasure® In this regard
Greens MLC Giz Watson, claimed the police did naintvthe water cannon as
under their rules of deployment it can’t be usetiaom its target?

One obvious point of policy departure between tloalifion and the Greens was
over drug policy and gay and lesbian reform. Bamets reported as saying that
he intended to reintroduce discriminatory gay aesbian laws but Greens Giz
Watson claimed this announcement broke his priomoiiment to consult with the
gay and lesbian communityMoreover, suggestions that the Liberal Party would
alter the age of consent from 16 to 18 years asddd to be sidelined, partly
because National Party leader, Max Trenorden, atddct that the Nationals were
reticent about the repeal of such laws and theeigemerally did not seem to gain
much traction during the campaign.

From the point of view of the Greens the electiampaign was disappointing
given a much diminished focus on environmentalasscompared with 2001. On
that occasion the issue of logging in old growtrests had seen the emergence of
the Liberals for Forests grouping and this isswmalprobably accounted for the
Liberals almost losing their blue ribbon stronghatl Darling Range. In the
government’s official summation of its record inetldocument ‘First Term
Achievements 2001-2005' reference was made to tiding of logging in old
growth forests and ‘saving Ningaloo Reef from depetent’ but such issues seem
only to have had much potential electoral clowéats such as North-West Coastal
in the light of the government’s decision to in@eahe area of sanctuary zones
from 10 per cent to 30 per cent of the Ningaloo iNaPark.

The Greens also campaigned vigorously for ‘No’ sote the two referendum
guestions on weeknight and weekend trading houngshahad been placed before
the electors for decision on election dajthe decision to place the issue before
the people was itself surprising and unexpectedha light of opposition to
extended trading hours from various vested intertgsiugh the threat of having
federal competition moneys withheld without sucheadments were a constant
part of the media debate. Even more surprising geehwas the Premier’s
statement, supposedly at the instigation of hisevBev*? that his government
would support the ‘yes’ campaign. Initially the lsobuggested both questions
would be approved but the ‘No’ campaign gathereehgjth as the weeks passed.
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The official launch of the Labor campaign to thetpdaithful at the new Perth
Exhibition and Convention Centre was delayed uihi last weekend. A centre
piece of the Premier’'s address was his party’so#flibn dollar school’s package,
which perhaps arose from the fact that Labor hddred the campaign 6 points
ahead of the Coalition on education maftebait perhaps also from a perceived
necessity to divert attention from Education Miarsflan Carpenter’s series of
disputes with the Teachers’ Union and criticismedied at teachers and
principals®® The Labor plans included provision for 39 new stoand an
increase in maintenance outlays. Promises for ttveéigion of $200 every year for
each 16 and 17 year old in school and $400 forethiodraining to be spent on
gaining skills as well as a requirement for a colemy 20 hours of community
service for year 10 and year 11 students wereesfiext linked to Labor’s objective
that teenagers stay at school, in training or imesdorm of employment. In
addition, as part of the government's determinationimprove the academic
performance of State schools, the oldest governmsenbndary school, Perth
Modern School, was be turned into a ‘centre of Bsnee’.

For its part the Coalition matched the Governmewrpsnmitments to school

maintenance and pledged to abolish school feesvargment schools with every
government school in lieu receiving $40 for eaaldsnt in years K-7 and $235
for each student in years 8-12. However, Coalitimposals for an increase in the
opportunities for salary advancement in the top efeclassroom teaching led to
State School Teachers Union fears that individugbleyment agreements might
affect its collective bargaining power if there veashange of government.

Last minute twists

With the major parties attempting to cancel eatieobut with their respective late
launch themes of education and law and order s@sieninute twists in the

campaign loomed as significant. In the heat of fihal days Premier Gallop

unveiled a plan to ban semi-trailers and road sréiom parts of Leach Highway
and South Street bound for the port of Fremantleis Tstep needed to be
understood in the context of the Labor governmesdéidier decision to abandon
the construction of the Fremantle eastern by—pead and build a new port at
Kwinana by 2015. The Coalition shadow transportkegperson, Katie Hodson—
Thomas, said a change of government would resu@tstart to the construction of
the by-pass. Real estate agents and buyers wenedvtdre land would be resumed
if the Coalition won officé” With traffic problems along Leach Highway being
regarded as extremely annoying for residents in rierginal electorate of

Riverton, the late announcement was deemed in maaxters as a cynical vote
gaining exercise. Incumbent Labor MP, Tony McRadedded his party’s stance
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as good policy while conceding that the late angemrent was essentially playing
‘hard politics’ to win the seaf®

The seat of Riverton was also in the spotlightdoother reason in the final few
days before the election when the Liberal Party repsrted to have complained to
the Crime and Corruption Commission that a localepChoy Chan Mar, had
been misled into standing as an Independent Catedid¢h her preferences going
to Labor's Tony McRae. In response, Labor Stateedary Bill Johnston said he
was not aware of any involvement of his party igipg for the candidate’s $250
dollar deposit or the printing of her how-to-votrds?’

One significant development late in the campaigns wioe Premier's
announcemefitthat Labor would guarantee that as a consequédrareyelectoral
reform the Mining and Pastoral Region would stétain its five Legislative
Assembly sets. Labor's candidate for the seat dfytalie, James Donnelly,
claimed ‘one vote one value was now a dead isstieeiiGoldfields® but retiring
Greens MLC, Dr Christine Sharp, asserted she wootid/ote for any ‘dodgy’ one-
vote-one-value legislation which appeared to shmte party (Labor) from its
effects. Throughout the campaign the Coalition resd adamant about its
abhorrence of one-vote-one-value, to the extentpafmising if elected to
‘entrench’ the existing vote weighting protectiam fural constituencie¥.

However, of all the late twists in the campaignhadoly the most important arose
from the mathematical omissions in the documentivicbntained the Coalition’s
election costings. Remarkably this document wasiled on the second last day
before the election. Throughout the campaign bduehGovernment and Opposition
had charged each other with paving the way forreutxpenditure blowouts as a
consequence of their respective promises stimulbyethe government’s strong
fiscal position at the time of the election. Amiastlls for the introduction of a

system for independent cost estimates of electimmises' the Government

received Treasury endorsement for its package wittaveat concerning ‘razor
thin’ budget surpluses and increased State’dheiti the latter set to rise as the
State government borrowed heavily to pay for thentaah railway, new

hospitals and a power network upgréde.

By contrast, a humiliated Opposition leader wasdhy unable to explain ‘the
black hole’ in his costings media release. Withinhaur Barnett had telephoned
media outlets to apologise and explain that thesimis $407,050,000 was the
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72 David Black and Harry Phillips APR 20(2)

consequence of a simple typographical omission fthen published document.
In different circumstances the impact might haverbeninimal but given the
doubts raised by the canal costing debate and dierse media coverage of
the errof* the Premier was quick to suggest that Colin Bariwan't be trusted
with our state’s finances because he can’t add®upellingly, theAustralian in its
final editorial before polling day observed thae tistrongest case for a second
Gallop Government is made by Mr Barn&ttivhile even theWest Australian,
notwithstanding sustained criticism of the governtraver its first four year term,
suggested that voters should ‘opt for the incumbeven if they do so grudgingly
and with serious reservation¥’.

Results

There were some striking parallels between thevigde count on election night in
2005 and the same scenario four years earlier.nA20D1 a narrow coalition

victory was at least a possibility in the first haw so of counting. Instead, within
an hour and a half it was all over with Oppositieader Colin Barnett conceding
when many of his supporters had still not quiteepted the reality of defeat. The
final outcome also was astonishingly similar to 20@th Labor having the same
number of Lower House members as before and ansalidentical two party

preferred vote. By contrast, the primary votes dastthe respective parties
exhibited a significantly different pattern thansatae case in 2001.

Table 1:

Vote swings and seats won, Legislative Assembly 200 5
Party Candidates Primary Votes % votes Swing Seats Won
ALP 57 (56) 448,956 41.88 +4.64 32(32)
Liberal 55 (54) 382,014 35.64 +4.48 18 (16)
National P 14 (1) 39,545 3.69 +0.43 5(5)
Greens 57 (51) 81,113 7.57 +0.30
Aust Dems - (38) - - -2.64
Independents 39 (71) 40,883 3.81 -1.60 2(4)
Christian Democrats 57 (13) 31,445 2.93 +1.97
Family First 34 (5) 21,701 2.02 +2.02
One Nation 45 (54) 17,579 1.64 -7.94
New Country Party 5(-) 1,225 0.11 +0.11
Others 12 (18) 7,489 0.70 -0.20
Formal 375 (366) 1,071,950 94.76
Informal 59,312 5.24 +0.70
Total Votes 1,131,262 89.84 -0.72

34 The Australian, 25.2.2005, p. 14
% The Australian, 25.2.2005, p. 14.
%8 The Australian, 25.2.2005. p. 14
37 West Australian, 26.2.2005, p. 18.
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In total over 81% of the formal primary votes in0B0were cast for either the ALP
or one of the Coalition parties compared with 7202001. With the Green vote
virtually unchanged from 2001 the major partiesngdi effectively about two
thirds of the 12% of the vote that had previousbhng to One Nation, the
Australian Democrats and the Independents. For iLahe 2005 election also
provided the first occasion since the 1980s whenptirty polled over 40% of the
primary vote in Western Australia in an electiontlte Lower House at either state
or federal level.

Table Two:

ALP Primary Vote: Lower House State and Federal Ele  ctions 1993-2005
1993 state election 37.1%
1993 federal election 39.3%
1996 state election 35.8%
1996 federal election 34.7%
1998 federal election 36.2%
2001 state election 37.2%
2001 federal election 37.1%
2004 federal election 34.7%
2005 state election 41.9%

As can be seen from the table Labor’'s primary aitthe state poll increased by
more than 7% compared with the October 2004 feddeation whereas in each of
1993, 1996 and 1998 the difference in supportetilo comparable adjacent polls
had been of the order of 2% or less. This wouldaggly seem to suggest that
campaign performance and the specific issues tbaealuring the campaign must
have played a significant role in the eventual oote.

On the Labor side Tony Dean in Bunbury was the amtymbent MP to lose his
seat though the party also failed to win the newat s Murray which was

notionally Labor following the redistribution. Ore other side of the ledger
former Minister Tom Stephens regained Central Kirtdyeand Pilbara (a redrawn
version of Pilbara previously held by retiring Ladodependent Larry Graham)
and the northern suburbs seat of Kingsley was wagply lost by the Liberals to
Labor’s Judy Hughes following an apparent backlaghinst the Party’s decision
to endorse Colin Edwardes, husband of the retirmgmber, former Cabinet
minister Cheryl Edwardes.

The Liberals who had lost 13 seats in the disast&fld1 poll made a net gain of
only three seats (five gains and two losses). Viesoin Bunbury and Murray
meant the Liberals made a net gain of one seat [fiwmor while an additional two
seats were regained from Independents—the safeo$e@buth Perth, with the
retirement of Independent Phillip Pendal, and Vasghe South-West where the
sitting Independent and former Liberal member BeiMiasters came within two
hundred votes of defeating the endorsed Liberag flfth success was in Roe in
the southeastern agricultural region which camé bathe fold from the Nationals
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after a sixteen-year gap but this was counterbethny the defeat of one term
member Jeremy Edwards who lost the northern whitabat of Greenough to the
Nationals leaving the latter as before with fivatse just enough to retain their
status as a separate party.

Two independents survived the poll — Dr Elizabetin&able who easily retained
Churchlands; and Dr Janet Woollard who held on withaid of Labor preferences
against the high profile but controversial formélpdral minister Graham Kierath
who had unexpectedly been ousted from his fornsatyg seat of Riverton in 2001.

Labor polled particularly well in the Perth Metrdpan area and especially in
the highly volatile northern suburbs ‘mortgage bait sharp contrast to the
October federal poll. Its primary vote across afitropolitan seats was 4 to 5%
above its 2001 performance and there was positiags of around 3% in

the marginal northern suburbs seats of Wanneroogdfey and Mindarie while

Tony O'Gorman held his 2001 vote to retain Joonpladgainst strong Liberal

opposition. Other important victories were in Swdils where Jaye Radisich,
who in 2001 at 24 achieved a swing of more than 16%ecame the State’s
youngest ever female MP, survived an unfavouraddestribution to retain the seat
by more than 1800 votes; and in the marginal sonteaburbs seat of Riverton,
where controversial MP Tony McRae (Graham Kieratbésqueror in 2001)

retained his seat by nearly 800 votes despite tifeevaurable newspaper publicity
in the closing days of the campaign.

In the rural areas Labor’s primary vote, even wiith controversy over one-vote-
one-value, rose by nearly 5% suggesting at leasttond of the 13% swing away
from One Nation in rural seats found its way dileot indirectly to Labor. In the
new seat of Collie—Wellington there was a swingnefrly 7% to Mick Murray
who had won the old Collie seat in 2001 by onlyvédes and 4.6% to David
Templeman in Mandurah; while Labor also held othtohighly marginal seats of
Albany and Geraldton. In Bunbury, the swing agalregior's Tony Dean was less
than 1% and he came within of 100 votes of vicagginst the Mayor of Bunbury
Tony Castrilli, leaving the bellwether seat repreged by an Opposition member
for the first time since 1974.

In the Mining and Pastoral region Labor lost groim&imberley (where the canal
project debate may have contributed to Carol M&tsurvival by a few hundred
votes) and in its former stronghold Kalgoorlie wdénere was a swing of 8% to
future Liberal leader Matt Birney, but elsewhere tharty polled strongly or at
least held its ground.

Much speculation surrounded the likely performaot&amily First following its
unexpected Senate victory in Victoria. Howeverthi@a West it was the pre-existing
Christian Democrats which took the initiative amdhg two religious parties by
announcing that it would nominate candidates fdr 53 of the Legislative
Assembly seats and all six Upper House regions.lafitst also ran a ticket in
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all Upper House seats and 34 of the Assembly sBataieen them the two parties
mustered close on 5% of the primary vote very mndime with expectations but

it is difficult to find any Assembly seat where feeences can definitely be said to
have decided the outcome except in Bunbury whdigiaes party and nurses

candidate preferences unseated Tony Dean despi&maincrease in Labor's

primary vote.

From the best estimates available several weeks #ie election it is estimated
that Labor’'s two party preferred vote across theteStvas 52.8% compared with
52.9% in 2001 and only 44.8% in 1996. In the matdltgn area Labor’s two party
preferred vote was probably between 55 and 56% aosdpwith 54% in 2001.

In total 14 new members (compared with 23 in 20010luding former ministers

Dr Kim Hames (Liberal) and Tom Stephens (Labor)essd the Legislative

Assembly replacing the 3 members (1 Labor, 1 Libana 1 Independent Liberal)
who were defeated and 11 (1 Labor 6 Liberals, 2ddats and 2 Independents)
who retired. The number of female members remaiaed3 of whom nine

represented the ALP while only two—front benchersee SNalker and Katie

Hodson-Thomas — were Liberals, a reduction of somfthe situation before the
election.

Table 3:
Vote swings and seats won, Legislative Council 2005
Party Primary Votes % votes Swing Seats Won
ALP 476,608 43.36 +5.42 16 (13)
Liberal 407,927 371 +3.15 15(12)
National P 23,985 2.18 -0.22 1(1)
Greens 82,723 7.53 -047 2(5
Aust Dems 10,198 0.93 -279
Independents 12,542 1.14 -0.47
Christian Democrats 25,058 2.28 +0.74
Family First 22,089 2.01 +2.01
One Nation 17,480 1.59 -8.29
New Country Party 3,364 0.31 +0.31
Hospital Support Groups 9,776 0.89 +0.89
Others 7,552 0.69 +0.28
Formal 1,099,302 96.82
Informal 36,118 3.18 +0.54
Total Votes 1,135,420 90.17 -0.53

Legislative Council

In the Legislative Council poll Labor with 16 sedtn increase of 3 all at the
expense of the Greens) and the Greens betweenwoeni8 of the 34 seats the
same total as in the old Parliament. This outconsied that after 22 May 2005
the government as before could pass its legislatith Greens support but still
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lacked an absolute constitutional majority afteoviding a President. However,
Labor’s victory in the Lower House now provided wipaoved to be the critical

window of opportunity for the government to steds ione-vote-one-value
legislation through the Legislative Council beftine 22 May changeover with the
support of Independent Alan Cadby who had leftltiteeral party after failing to

secure a winnable position on his party’s North idgolitan Region ticket.

One of the more puzzling features of these figigdhat in a reversal of the usual
pattern voters seemed more likely to vote for magnty candidates in the upper
House than in the House where governments are tbridg contrast, the total
Greens vote was almost identical from one Housatdher as was the vote for the
Christian parties except that the Christian Dentscigicked up a few extra
Assembly votes because they contested all 57 s@aéspartial explanation for the
variations might be that in the Legislative Asseyméllections a number of Labor
and Liberals voted for high profile Independentserehin the Upper House they
voted their own party ticket. Whatever the causeng disinclination to use their
Upper House vote as a counterbalancing opportdaliiywed the trend evident in
voting for the Senate in the October federal ebecti

Region by region of course there were importantiati@ns. In all three
metropolitan regions Labor polled strongly and bk to win (at the expense of
the Greens whose primary vote fell from 9.0% td®4%).8hree of the five vacancies
in the South Metropolitan Region while comfortabigtaining its three East
Metropolitan region seats with a 6% swing and d&d@Y of the primary vote. In
the North Metropolitan Region the Labor vote wasdobut ahead of the Liberals
who achieved a swing of only 3.5% on the primaryrdccompared with Labor’s
5%. The Greens lost some ground polling 8.8% ofgthmary votes compared
with 9.7% in 2001 but Giz Watson was returned fdhied time aided by Labor
preferences.

In the rural regions all three former One Nationmbers (one standing as an
Independent and the other two for the new Counémtyp were defeated along
with two of the three Greens. The election was disastrous for the Nationals
who failed to make headway in either the Agricudtusr South West Regions. In
the Agricultural region despite a steep declinsupport for the former One Nation
candidates the National Party primary vote remaistdic at 19% while the
Liberals achieved a 9.4% swing to win three of file seats. Even more critical
was the outcome in the South West Region wherdNdtmnals’ preference deal
with the Greens, the cause of a heated exchangeedetLiberal MHR Wilson
Tuckey and Nationals leader Max Trenorden during ¢Ampaign, effectively
delivered the Greens the second seat they needsalddhe balance of power in
the new Legislative Council. In the Mining and Bast Region Labor improved
its primary vote by 4.5% and in the absence of filsmer member turned
Independent, Mark Nevill, was able to regain igglttional third seat in the region.
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For a time is did appear likely that a minor parayndidate, Christian Democrat or
Family First, and in the case of the South Metrid@nlRegion Fremantle Hospital

Support Group, would win an upper House seat, themmse from a very low

primary vote base. As it eventuated, this did raatuo. However, the issue remains
open as to whether the workings of the existinketizoting system has developed
to the point where interchange of preferences be&tweinor party groups, and on
occasions for tactical reason, major parties ad, iedves open the constant
opportunity for members to be elected represergtipgrty with 3% or less support
at the primary vote level.

Of the 34 members of the Legislative Council athatend of 2004 some 13 will
not be in the House following 22 May. Six were dééel and 7 retired. Of the 13
new members elected to take their seats in Mayel@ women meaning from 22
May there were 14 women (8 Labor, 5 Liberals an@rgen) in the chamber
compared with 12 during the Council’s last few ni@ntThe total of 27 female
members (including 17 Labor members) in the two d$ésu puts female
representation at just under 30% of the total cosgavith 14% in 1989 and
18.7% in 1996.

Referendum results

Both referendum questions were decisively defeatighd 41.3% formal votes in
favour of the first question concerning weekniglaiding and 38.6% voting for
eased restrictions on Sunday trading. Only 5 etat#te supported Question One
and 2 supported Question Two. Easily the highest*¥otes came in the Mining
and Pastoral region with 49.7 and 50% of formaksah favour of each of the two
guestions: there was a strong majority for bothstjoas in the Central Kimberley—
Pilbara electorate and majority support for Questi@dne in Kimberley and in
Murchison—Eyre. In the whole of the metropolitapaapnly the electorate of Peel
voted Yes on both questions (50.6% and 50.2%) aritd district of Perth there
was a 50.9% vote for Question One. The strongestvdies (over 70% in both
cases) were in the Agricultural Region and throughie whole of the SouthWest
the Yes vote was above 40% on both questions anfyaindurah. Apart from Peel
and Perth the only other metropolitan electoratepdll Yes votes above 45 on
either question were Mindarie, Victoria Park, Nedls, South Perth and
Maylands.

Assessment of the outcome

In summary, as Premier Gallop’s Labor governmeict $erved only one term in
office, and with the advantages of incumbency irrgimal seats at a time of
ongoing economic prosperity Labor would seem toehbeen well placed for
victory. On the other side of the ledger there vtasrelatively mediocre poll
ratings throughout its four year term and it disast performance at the federal
poll and nothing in the pattern of voting throughthe 1990s suggested the party
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could overcome its negative federal image as Mxattie had been able to do in
Queensland on more than one occasion. Inevitalely the focus will be on the
campaign itself with ongoing surprise elements udolg Premier Gallop’s
apparent effective apology strategy on taxation lagalth, and the way in which
Opposition Leader Colin Barnett — for right or ferong — made himself and his
policies the major talking point of the entire cangm. For some time to come
many Liberals will continue to argue that this wda$eat snatched from the jaws of
victory.

Postscript

In what was perhaps the most critical outcome ef2005 election the government
moved swiftly to capitalise on its window of oppanity before the newly elected
members of the Legislative Council took their seat22 May. Confident of the
support of retiring deselected MLC Alan Cadby ahd Greens the government
introduced the One Vote One Value Bill 2005, thoughing its passage in the
Legislative Council, the title of the Bill was antkd to the Electoral Amendment
and Repeal Bill 2005, as the original title was sidared a misnomer by the
Council. In addition, as part of the Attorney-Geaaler so-called creative solution
to enable the government to honour the Premiedsjse to preserve the number
of seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, a sgdgifi, the Constitution and
Electoral Amendment Bill was introduced into theglstative Council in May
providing for an increase in the membership oflthgislative Assembly from 57
to 59 seats.

In summary, the new legislation as it emerged ftbm Parliament removed the
vote weighting for rural seats in the Legislativese@mbly allowing only a 10%

above or below variation from the average disgimtolment. Those districts which
otherwise would be over 100,000 square kilometmesréa were to benefit from a
large district allowance to reduce the numbers lefcters required. In the

Legislative Council the equal ratio split betweeatrpolitan and rural members
in the Legislative Council was retained but withiaorease in membership to 36
allowing each of the six regions (three city, thoseintry) to return 6 members
each. Significantly, the legislation also provided the redistribution process to
occur two years after each election instead obtiwe every eight years provision
that previously operated. It is not too much to g&t the Coalition defeat at the
2005 election resulted in one of the three or fmmst important changes in the
Western Australian electoral system since the adeémesponsible government
one hundred and fifteen years ago. A
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