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Appendix 2B 

Regional Government Models 
 

 

Chapter 2 briefly describes the regional government models developed by Ken Thomas, Chris 

Hurford and Charles Mollison.  This appendix provides further details of these models, 

including maps showing the regions envisaged in the Thomas and Hurford models 

 
 
Regional Government Models Proposed by Ken Thomas 
 
Ken Thomas has proposed two separate models, which shall be referred to as the First Thomas 

Model and the Second Thomas Model, as follows. 

 

The First Thomas Model 
 
Ken Thomas' first model is described in two pamphlets.  The first of these pamphlets is one of 

eight pages published by the Australian Regional Government Organisation (ARGO), dated 1 

February 1980, and titled 'The ARGO Plan to Replace the Six Sovereign States by 70 Self-

Governing (but not sovereign) Regions with One Sovereign Australian Parliament Under a New 

Constitution'.  The second pamphlet is one of seven pages published by Ken Thomas himself, 

dated February 1981, and titled 'A Plan to Restructure Australia's Political System by 

Establishing an Australian Federation of Regions'. 

 
Thomas (1981: 1) begins his 1981 pamphlet with the following statement: 

Australia is the most over-governed country in the world.  Not only do we have twice as many 
politicians as we need but also we carry the burden of massive public service empires which 
duplicate each other at the State and Federal levels.  The bureaucrats are our real rulers.  Their 
cohorts are legion.  One in three Australian workers are public servants. 

 

Thomas (1981: 1) proposes the formation of a Federation of Regions Movement (FORM), and a 

new Australian constitution: 

FORM proposes that our new constitution should provide for three tiers of government, as now.  
But the present middle tier – the States – should be abolished.  As Bob Hawke has said, they are 
'antipodean antiquities'.  In their place we propose about 70 self-governing Regions. 
 

Tier 1. One sovereign Australian House of Parliament, to be called the Senate, consisting of 
about 70 Senators. 

 

Tier 2. About 70 self-governing Regions, each to be governed by an elected 5-person 
Parliament called the Regional Congress and each to have four departments or ministries.  
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The fifth Regional Congressman would be chosen by his colleagues to be the Region's 
Senator,  He would have no executive duties at the regional level. 

 

Tier 3. Any number of local councils within each region, organised around areas of community 
identity, the more the better. 

 

The key to this reformation is that the six sovereign States and the two territories would 
disappear along with all State public service empires. 
 

The only limitation to Regional powers would be that no Region may pass laws that cut across 
Federal Law. 

 

Whilst the above extract contains explicit support for the abolition of the "six sovereign States 

and two territories" in their current form, "along with all State public service empires", Thomas 

was not supporting a unitary form of government for Australia.  Support for a federal system 

seems to be implied in the term Federation of Regions in the title of Thomas' 1981 pamphlet and 

the associated FORM movement, and also in several further descriptions within the pamphlet.  

According to Thomas (1981: 6; see also 1980: 4), "the FORM plan is a close parallel to the 

Swiss Confederation of Regions".  Thomas (1981: 5,6) supports "maximum decentralisation", 

"deplores the present paralysis of centralised uniformity", and seeks to "decimate the Federal 

public service" – reducing its functions to just "Defence, Foreign Trade and possibly 

Immigration".  In accordance with the principles of "good organisation" and subsidiarity, 

Thomas (1981: 5) recommends that "decisions should be pushed down the line as far as 

possible" and that "each region and council should have the utmost scope to do its own thing, 

subject to the limitations of such powers as they have collectively chosen to pass on to 

Canberra".  Thomas (1981: 6) notes further that: 

Some people would object that FORM would produce 70 different education systems, 70 
different police forces, 70 health administrations and 70 social service departments.  FORM see 
this as a benefit, not a defect. 

 

Thomas (1981: 5) also supports a federalised taxation system: 

In the early stages of the new deal, the Australian Federal Government would probably continue 
to collect Pay As You Earn taxes, company tax, fuel tax and sales tax.  These would then be 
handed back to the Regions on a per capita basis.  But each Region would collect the very 
substantial taxes now collected by the States, such as Stamp Duty, Entertainment and Betting 
taxes, Pay Roll Tax and sundry others.  Councils would of course continue to collect rates.  At a 
later stage, all tax collection may become Regional, with a levy to finance the Feds.  The power 
of the purse would then reside with the Regions. 

 

But Thomas envisages a form of federation for Australia that clearly differs from a federation as 

strictly defined, in which sovereignty is held by governments at both national and sub-national 

levels.  As follows from the title of his 1980 pamphlet, Thomas (1980: 1,2) laments the fact that 

the authors of Australia's current Constitution "conceded to the States a continuation of 
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sovereignty".  In his second pamphlet, Thomas (1981: 1) refers to "the running ulcer of six 

sovereign States in conflict with one sovereign Commonwealth" and recommends "one 

sovereign Australian House of Parliament, to be called the Senate".  Thomas (1981: 1) also 

recommends that "no Region may pass laws that cut across Federal Law, or, equivalently, that 

"Federal legislation overrides Regional legislation" (Thomas 1980: 6).  Thomas' model therefore 

displays characters which very closely align with Pern's (1930: 4,6,10) conception of non-

sovereign New States as described earlier in this chapter in the section on New States proposals.  

Whilst Thomas is opposed to sovereign regional governments, he nevertheless strongly favours 

a system of "maximum decentralisation" in which regional governments host substantive 

autonomy.  The "basic principle of administration", according to Thomas (1980: 6), "will be 

devolution and delegation with the greatest degree of self-governing autonomy".  Thomas' 

"federal" system would therefore probably be classified by scholars of government as a 

decentralised unitary system of government or a quasi-federal system comparable to that of 

Spain with its autonomous regions (see classifications used by Elazar 1987: 42-46 and 1991: 

xvii-xviii, 227; Burgess 1993: 10,12; Agranoff 1994: 66-67; and Watts 1996: 6-14), hence the 

classification here as a regional federation, to distinguish from more genuinely federal New 

States models.   

 
Figure 2B-1 below illustrates the geographic distribution of regions and senators as envisaged in 

the first Thomas model. 

 
Figure 2B-1:  The 70 Regions and Senators in the First Thomas Model 

 
Source: Thomas (1981: 3) 
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The Second Thomas Model 
 
Ken Thomas' second model is described in a 64 page booklet titled 'Regional Government: A 

Plan for Parliamentary Reform', dated December 1994 and again published by Thomas himself.  

This second model is an updated refinement of the First Thomas model described above, and is 

briefly described as follows (Thomas 1994: 1): 

In brief the concept is to subdivide our 6 States and 2 Territories into 37 Region States each 
having its own 10-person elected Parliament and each having the maximum degree of 
autonomous power consistent with adherence to Federal Law.  All Upper Houses, both Federal 
and State, would be abolished.  Federal law would be determined by the Federal government (to 
be called the Senate rather than the House of Representatives) which would itself consist entirely 
of two Senators elected by and from each of the 37 Region State Parliaments.  The 74 Senators 
would then elect their Cabinet. 

 

Whereas the First Thomas Model involved 70 regions, the Second Thomas Model involves just 

37 regions in line with Australia's population increase since Federation (Thomas 1994: 1): 

At Federation we had a population of 3.5 millions.  The forecast is for a sixfold increase by the 
year 2006 so that an increase from 6 States to 37 Region States would be in keeping with the 
1900 establishment. 

 

As with his first model, Thomas' second model retains local government in its current form 

(Thomas 1994: 2): 

Australia's 900 councils and shires would be preserved and fostered within the general control of 
the Regions wherein they are located.  ...  Local councils and shires will continue to be our life 
giving cells that give full scope to the genius of the people and to an array of initiatives in the 
cultural realm of concerts, musical societies, libraries, youth workshops and leisure activities. 

 

Extending on his 1980 and 1981 pamphlets, Thomas (1994: 1) calls for the abolition of 

Australia's Federal and State Constitutions, in favour of a system like the British system which 

operates without a formal Constitution: 

... the Australian Constitution is an obsolete document that should be repealed.  It was written for 
a bygone age and has now become a barrier to good government.  It is a rigid, complicated set of 
rules that add up to a litany of prohibitions.  A host of jurists and academics bow low in 
veneration before this holy writ.  It is a straight-jacket that frustrates progress.  A former 
Minister, Bob Hawke, described it as an 'antipodean antiquity', and an 'anachronistic lunacy'. 
 
In 1900 Britain responded to an Australian request by enacting the Commonwealth of Australia 
Constitution Act 1900.  It established a Federation of six Australian States in order to unite the 
six former British colonies into one sovereign Australian Commonwealth.  Since then our former 
independent States have degenerated into being administrative agencies of a highly centralised 
system of government.  We can re-establish ourselves as a true Federation by simply requesting 
the House of Commons to repeal its Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900. 
... 
... we should abandon our written Constitutions, both Federal and State, and never replace them.  
Our constitution would then become the rule of law that is grounded in British and Australian 
statutes ...   
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Thomas (1994: 9) repeats in his 1994 booklet many of the criticisms previously stated in his 

1980 and 1981 pamphlets, such as the following: 

There is no sensible reason for our government to be so complex, cumbersome and mysterious.  
We have created problems that are entirely the result of over organisation.  Since Federation our 
ship of state been afflicted by an encrustation of political party barnacles.  We have tolerated a 
swarm of politicians and a duplicated public service at both Federal and State levels.  WE ARE 
THE MOST OVERGOVERNED COUNTRY IN THE WORLD. 

 

So Thomas recommends the abolition of Australia's Federal and State Constitutions, and is 

highly critical of current arrangements generally, but also laments the drift towards a centralised 

unitary state as he sees it, seeks to "re-establish" Australia "as a true Federation", and strongly 

supports the doctrine of States' Rights (Thomas 1994: 6-7): 

It is to the undying credit of the founders that they insisted on one fundamental – the doctrine of 
States' Rights.  They planned a pluralist (decentralised) form of government as opposed to a 
unitary (centralised) form. 
... 
Australia has allowed Federation to subside into abeyance.  When the States voluntarily passed 
the power of the purse across to the Federal government they became mere appendages.  They 
have become administrative agencies directed by Canberra.  At the time of Federation we 
became one of the five world Federations.  Now we have degenerated into being a unitary state. 

 

But Thomas (1994: 7; emphasis below Thomas') again makes it clear that the system of 

government he recommends departs somewhat from a federation as strictly defined: 

The two distinctive differences between Australia's proposed Federation and all other 
Federations would be that the sovereign power would be:- 
 

entirely comprised of Senators elected by and from each Regional Parliament 
and 

that the value of each Senator's vote would be in ratio to the number of electors he 
or she represents. 

 

Figure 2B-2 below illustrates the 37 regions as recommended in this second Thomas model. 
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Figure 2B-2:  The 37 Regions in the Second Thomas Model 

 
Source:  Thomas (1994: 3) 

 
 
The Hurford Regional Federation Model 
 
Chris Hurford (2004: 50-51) has in recent years developed a "federation of 51 regions" which he 

describes as follows: 

My proposal is for a renewed Commonwealth of Australia Constitution to provide for a 
federation of 51 regions ... to replace our present framework of six States and two Territories.  
My suggested boundaries are based on such factors as community of interest, existing State and 
previously federally-based regional areas, biogeographic features such as major water 
catchments, and existing associations of local government shires and councils.  The structure is 
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still a federal one so it is suitable for our country of vast distances.  Under my proposal, the 
existence, functions and powers of our regions are constitutionally protected.  We should cherish 
the principle of the Commonwealth and regional governments operating at different levels with 
checks and balances 'to safeguard against capture of governments by tyrants and factions' (Evans 
1983: 4). 

 

The Hurford model resembles the Thomas models in many respects, but whereas the Thomas 

models host three levels of government – national regional and local, the Hurford model is a two 

sphered model hosting national and regional governments.  Hurford (2004: 48) notes that "the 

governments of our six States are not now very 'close to the people', and local government 

remains weak and struggling by any standards", and claims that regional governments can 

facilitate improved governance, democracy and service provision for their communities 

(Hurford 2004: 50): 

In designing the regions, the balance to be achieved is between providing geographic areas on 
the one hand small enough in area to undertake the functions of local government and facilitate 
people involvement in decision-making, and on the other hand large enough in resources to be 
subnational units in a federation with their own taxing powers.  One result of this is the reduction 
of the levels of government from three to two.  Very local initiatives and services such as 
administering rubbish collection and the provision of minor roads and their maintenance are 
supplied at the community level.  These are the responsibility of the elected members of the 
Regional Assembly within their own electorates, each with their chosen advisory committees and 
discretionary funds, along the lines of the Parish Councils in the United Kingdom and 
equivalents in many other countries.  Regional communities/electorates are based, where 
practical, on present local government boundaries but there are no separate community/electorate 
bureaucracies.  The regions are all serviced more efficiently, including at the community level, 
by one regional administration. 

 

Hurford (2004: 48-49), like Thomas and many others, identifies wasteful duplication and 

accountability problems as major deficiencies in Australia's current system of government: 

In many areas, there is no one place where ultimate responsibility and accountability can be 
sheeted home.  'Buck-passing' between governments is so widely practised it is an 'art form'.  For 
example, new indemnity insurance problems require urgent solutions to prevent further private 
enterprise and public event collapses.  Yet problems go unsolved because no single government 
has full responsibility.  Employment, environment, security and many other issues go 
unaddressed.  Our 1901 Constitution provides us with divisions of powers between governments 
which resulted from the Constitutional convention compromises between colonial states of the 
1890s; so many of the divisions are now unsuitable and wasteful.  Every week, we learn of more 
conflict between the States and the Commonwealth with the citizens left lamenting.  In short, we 
have economically wasteful governance resulting from inter alia: 
 
• too many public servants with overlapping areas of responsibility; 
• too many fully or partly-paid politicians at all three levels of government; 
• too few guarantees that public funds are spent on what are agreed to be the most important 

areas; 
• insufficient clarity of responsibility for funds raised from taxes, with the States spending 

handouts from the Commonwealth which they have not had the vital expenditure discipline to 
collect themselves; 
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• too heavy a State reliance, for the remaining revenues not collected by the Commonwealth, on 
taxes which are directly anti-business, anti-employment or anti-social – such as payroll taxes, 
stamp duties and gambling taxes. 

 

Hurford (2004: 52), again like Thomas, recommends that public functions should be: 

divided between the Commonwealth government and the regions according to the principle of 
subsidiarity ... that is, the principle that the regional governments, which are closer to the people, 
have the right to perform and provide those functions for which they have the competence within 
their own area. 

 

Thomas (1981: 2; 1994: 2,11) recommended regional control in the areas of education and 

health, and Hurford (2004: 57) agrees in respect of education, but believes that health care 

should be ultimately controlled by the Commonwealth: 

Currently, our State education bureaucracies are among the largest in the world.  Basing the 
delivery of education on the regions will bring many benefits including more involvement of 
parents.  ...  Similarly, our health services are in need of reform and refunding.  Our renewed 
Constitution will give the ultimate responsibility for policy and funding the public health system 
to the Commonwealth, with delivery of services being the responsibility of the regions close to 
the people. 

 

Figure 2B-3 below illustrates the 51 regions as recommended in the Hurford model. 

 
Figure 2B-3:  The 51 Regions in the Hurford Model 

 
Source: Hurford (2004: 51); Graphic prepared by Robert Keane, Flinders University.  

 
 
Charles Mollison's Regional Government Model 
 
Retired army officer Charles Mollison, in an ongoing process of government system design and 

constitutional drafting, has developed several regional government models since 1997.  After 

retiring from the Army in 1984, Mollison spent ten years sailing around the world, and, during 
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that time, developed an interest in working models of government in different countries and a 

strong conviction to reform Australia's system of government, as Mollison (2006) himself 

explains: 

From 1986-1996 I sailed around the world.  I visited over 70 countries during that 10 year 
odyssey and took a great deal of interest in their societies and the various systems of governance.  
I didn't find any place that I would choose to live in rather than Australia.  However, armed with 
a clear idea of what was right and wrong with many other societies, I was appalled on my return 
to Australia at how dysfunctional was our system of governance.  It very soon became apparent 
that our federation needed restructuring.  The Constitutional arrangements between State and 
Federal governments were not working and were an impediment to modern society. 
 
The allocation of responsibilities between the State and Federal Governments is now totally 
inappropriate.  The fiscal arrangements are a farce that leads to buck-passing, pork-barrelling and 
lack of accountability.  A multitude of inconsistent laws and regulations is a disincentive to 
business to operate in more than one State, creates a legal loop-hole that is exploited by the 
criminal element of society and revelled in by the legal fraternity, is totally frustrating to Citizens 
required to move from one State to another, and is particularly frustrating to those unfortunate 
enough to live on State borders.  Governments at both State and Federal levels are out of touch 
with the People and are perceived as being remote and unresponsive.  However, it seems that, at 
Government level, there is no stomach for amending the Constitution to keep up with modern 
society.  Instead, governments circumvent the Constitution at every opportunity. 
  
I joined the Constitutional Centenary Foundation in the forlorn hope that that would lead to 
Constitutional reform.  By 1998 I was convinced the Australian Constitution needed root and 
branch reform to put our society back on track and so I stood for election to the Constitutional 
Convention.  I didn't manage to get elected to the Con Con but the questions asked of me during 
my campaign forced me to try and draft the changes I would recommend if I got the chance.  It 
very soon became obvious to me that amendment of the existing 100 year old Constitution would 
not achieve the desired outcome.  What was needed was a new Constitution framed in the 21st 
Century for 21st Century living. 
 
So I formed The Foundation for National Renewal; a non-partisan, non-profit, voluntary 
organisation with the aim of involving ordinary Citizens in the task of drafting a whole new 
Constitution for Australia.  That organisation has been in operation for six years and we are 
nearing completion of a first draft. 

 

Mollison (1997) completed a first draft Constitution in 1997 to help "promote debate in the lead 

up to the [1998] Constitutional Convention".  This first 1997 draft defines a highly centralised 

system of republican government comprising a President, a two chamber national parliament, 36 

administrative regions, and no other sub-national governments.  An example of the highly 

centralised character of this early Mollison model is the provision that "the Department of 

Administrative Services office in each Region is responsible for local services such as water, 

power, drainage, roads, etc." (Mollison 1997).  Mollison's subsequent work, however, has 

produced a significantly more decentralised model, as described below. 

 
In 2000, the Foundation for National Renewal (FNR 2000) was "created for the purposes of 

encouraging education and promoting public discussion, understanding and review of the 

Australian Constitution and our system of government", and the Foundation specifically 
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undertook "to commence the process of crafting a "Model Constitution" for Australia".  At its 

current advanced stage of development (in 2006), "the most favoured model" developed by 

Mollison and the FNR "has the following major attributes" (Mollison 2006; see also 1997; 2004; 

FNR 2000): 

• The Constitution would be the basic law of society. 
• Important and controversial issues would be decided by referendum. 
• The People, through the Constitution, would bestow certain powers on a National Parliament 

and Regional Assemblies.  All residual power would remain with the People. 
• A uni-cameral National Parliament would be responsible for national policy. 
• Approximately 100 largely autonomous Regions, with populations of between 60,000 and 

250,000 people, each with a uni-cameral Assembly elected from tiny electorates of 5000 
people, would be responsible for the delivery of government services. 

• Approximately 80% of national revenue would be constitutionally mandated to the Regions. 
• Regional Assemblies would elect one of the senior members of their Assembly to represent the 

Region in the National Parliament.  That representative would be required to sit in the 
Regional Assembly for four days every month to report to, and be briefed by, their Regional 
Assembly; thus obviating the need for a Senate. 

• Both the Members of the National Parliament and the Members of Regional Assemblies would 
be subject to recall by their constituents at any time and a new election held. 

• All decisions in the Parliament and the Assemblies would require a 75% majority and all votes 
would be recorded and published daily. 

• The Executive at the National level would consist of the President and the CEOs of 
Government Departments; thus achieving a separation of powers between the Parliament and 
the Executive. 

• The President would be elected by the People voting in a three-stage election process starting 
with a maximum of one candidate being chosen in each Region.  The President would be 
elected by the People of Australia from the 12 successful candidates from stage two. 

• The Executive in each Region would consist of the Mayor and the CEOs of Regional 
Government Departments. Mayors would be elected in a similar manner to that used to elect 
the President. 

• Only the National Parliament would be empowered to pass laws; thus only one common set of 
laws across the whole nation. 

• The judiciary would be charged with the pursuit of truth and the administration of justice 
without constraint by law or precedent. 

 

This latest Mollison model appears to be unitary, rather than federal, in its underlying legal 

character, given that the national parliament, alone, is "responsible for national policy" and 

"empowered to pass laws".  But the guarantee that "approximately 80% of national revenue 

would be constitutionally mandated" to "approximately 100 largely autonomous Regions" 

provides for a substantially decentralised unitary model with a degree of federal character, 

fiscally at least. 
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