
Plebiscite: Method of electing the 
Australian Greens Leader 
 
Question 1 
1.    First, decide between these two options: 

● Australian Greens members vote with all votes counting equally in an optional 
preferential ballot. Candidates for leader must have their nomination supported by a 
threshold of 20% of Party Room or two MPs including themselves (whichever is the 
greater) (​“One Member, One Vote Model”​), or 

● Federal MPs continue to vote to decide who will be the leader either by consensus 
decision-making or a vote (“​Federal MPs Selection Model​”).  

The case for a One Member, One Vote Model 

The Greens should be the most democratic party in Australia. With One Member, One Vote 
we can: 

● Make our party bigger and stronger with new members, such as First Nations 
members 

● Ensure our leaders are popular and democratically elected 
● Still give MPs a big say by having them nominate leadership candidates. 

How would it work?  

Australian Greens MPs would nominate the candidates for the parliamentary leader, and 
then all 15,000 members of the Australian Greens would vote to decide who will lead our 
movement. 

A popular leader 

Our leaders need to be popular with the progressive public, and Greens members are the 
best test of that. Greens members are the most engaged of any party in the country and we 
should be trusted to make the right decision for our movement.  

MPs would get a big say 

Our MPs have unique insights about the strengths and weaknesses of their colleagues, and 
they work collaboratively with our leader every day.  

One Member, One Vote would give our MPs a big say by allowing them to nominate 
leadership candidates before party members vote. Candidates for leader would need the 



support of 20% of Party Room including themselves, or 2 MPs including themselves, 
whichever is greater.  

The four pillars & grassroots democracy 

Grassroots participatory democracy is one of the “four pillars” outlined in the Australian 
Greens charter. Everyone should have an equal say in electing the most powerful position in 
our party. Leadership elections would create space for a healthy, robust debate about our 
party’s strategy and direction: that’s a good thing.  

Let’s make the Greens bigger and stronger 

Democratic elections for leader will make our party bigger and stronger by growing, 
engaging and mobilising our membership. Having a tangible say over the future our party will 
offer thousands of supporters another great reason to sign up as members.  

To beat the big corporations that have captured politics, we need a big, bold grassroots 
movement, so let’s start growing!  

Powerful positions should be democratically elected 

The Australian Greens leader is not just a “coordinator”, they are a figurehead of our 
movement and the public face of the Greens. Members and supporters work hard to get our 
MPs elected, so we should have a say in our leadership.  

The leader has far more staff than other MPs (currently 22 staff compared to 4 for other 
MPs). They also have a huge influence over which messages and policies the Greens focus 
on, so it’s important they are responsive to members’ priorities.  

Supporting and engaging every member 

Right now members who don’t have a Greens MP, like those in NT and ACT, have no say at 
all about who leads our movement.  

Democratic elections would encourage leadership candidates to engage with all Greens 
members across the country and be accountable to all of us as members of our movement, 
not just building networks of support within the Party Room.  

Critics of One Member, One Vote claim that it’s similar to the Australian Democrats, but that 
is misleading. The Democrats imploded when they ignored their members and voted for the 
GST. One Member, One Vote makes that less likely. 

Catch up with other Green parties 

The Australian Greens are the only Green party in the English-speaking world, and one of 
the few progressive parties, that does not give members a say in electing our parliamentary 
leader. It’s time to catch up.  



The case against a One Member, One Vote Mode 

A One Member, One Vote Model sets the Australian Greens up for a situation where a 
significant majority of the Party Room does not think the Leader is the best person for the 
job. 

This model disenfranchises the MPs, who represent the grassroots members who elect 
them.  The MPs have critical insights into the leadership qualities of their colleagues and 
how they work with their colleagues.  This model jeopardises our MPs’ ability to work as a 
team and progress the things we all believe in. 

A nomination threshold of just 20% – currently the leadership candidate and one other MP – 
is a very low bar that does not give MPs a genuine say in the process. 

The demise of the Democrats is a cautionary tale in removing the ability of MPs to have a 
say in the leadership. Just like the Democrats in the 2000s, it can lead to division and 
disunity that the media exploits.  

One Member, One Vote also privileges leadership candidates from larger states, and not 
necessarily those who are best for the job. 

The case for a Federal MPs Selection Model 

With a Federal MPs Selection Model we can: 

● Enable a cohesive and effective Party Room team 

● Continue with an established and reliable method of leadership selection 
● Respect Greens’ values of consensus and collaboration 

How would it work? 

Federal MPs choose the Federal Parliamentary Leader(s). The Party Room rules set out 
how the voting process works, either by consensus or by a vote.  This is the current system 
of leadership selection. 

Enabling stability and an effective Party Room team 

This model places an emphasis on the stability that flows from the Party Room choosing the 
leader that the Federal MPs think they can best work within the fast-paced, high-pressure 
environment of the parliament and who can best represent the party’s work to the public. 

  

The MPs see themselves as a team and the Federal Parliamentary Leader as their team 
leader. This model recognises their wish to have a meaningful say in who leads their team. 



Valuing the MPs’ unique insights 

The MPs work with each other on a daily basis and know the skill sets, strengths and 
weaknesses of their colleagues.  They are well placed to know who has closest to the full 
suite of desired leadership skills, in particular, what can be difficult skills for the wider public 
to see, of collaboration and teamwork, and the ability to develop strong trusting interpersonal 
relationships. As a result, this model provides for a leader with a skill set focused on 
collaboration and teamwork, and the support of their Party Room colleagues to communicate 
and represent them in parliament, in the media and in public. 

Avoiding adversarial public debates 

This model ensures the leader has the majority support of MPs and avoids setting up 
opportunities for potentially damaging adversarial public debates where leadership 
candidates are pitted against each other and perceived weaknesses of candidates are 
publicly aired. 

Making sure all candidates are equal 

This model avoids having intensive leadership campaigns which can privilege candidates 
who are better resourced. It allows leadership candidates from smaller states to be on an 
equal footing with those of larger states, rather than the candidates who are better known in 
the bigger states having an inherent advantage.  

The four pillars & grassroots democracy 

MPs are selected by their parties as candidates and then elected by their constituents, so 
they have already been through processes of grassroots selection. This model shows that 
the Greens do politics differently by valuing consensus and collaboration over individual, 
personality-based leadership contests. 

Making sure that we resolve our leadership quickly after elections and spills 

The most common time for a leadership election is when the Party Room leadership 
positions have been spilled after a general election. Currently, the Party Room is heavily 
weighted towards Senators, and the declaration of Senators elected to the parliament can 
take several weeks. An election for the leader shouldn’t take place until we know who will be 
in the Party Room, and so there is a period of uncertainty within the party following each 
election while this is resolved. 

This model of leadership selection means that the leadership is resolved most rapidly by the 
Party Room following a general election compared to other models where there would need 
to be further time allowed for campaigning and conducting an election amongst the 
membership.  

Ensuring our resources are spent on issues-based campaigns 



Options involving member elections may take up time and resources that could be better 
focused on furthering the Greens aims. 

The case against a Federal MPs Selection Model 
 
The current model of leadership selection, where Federal MPs alone make the decision, fails 
to give members a direct say in who holds the most powerful position in the Australian 
Greens.  It concentrates power with a very small group of privileged people, and it lacks 
transparency because that group of people quickly make a decision behind closed doors. 

Other progressive parties in Australia and around the world have moved away from this 
model.  The fact that the Australian Greens continue to persist with it exposes us to 
criticisms that we are less democratic and progressive. 

The current model of leadership selection means that the Greens miss the opportunity to 
engage the membership in the contest of ideas that a membership vote would provide.  

It also means that our leaders have not had the opportunity to test their popularity with the 
progressive voting public. 

In a model where only MPs select the leader, states and territories with no MPs in Party 
Room have no one representing their views in a leadership election. 

Question 2 
2.    Now, decide between these two options: 

● Australian Greens members vote as a group and Federal MPs vote as a group, with 
each group of votes given a weighting of 50% when combined towards the overall 
result (“​50:50 Model​”), or 

● Federal MPs continue to decide who will be the leader either by consensus 
decision-making or a vote (​“Federal MPs Selection Model”​). 

The case for a 50:50 Model (weighting of MP votes) 
With a 50:50 Model we can: 

● Give our Greens members and Federal MPs a genuine say in who leads our party 

● Enable a cohesive and effective Party Room team 
● Make our party bigger and stronger with new members, such as First Nations 

members 

How would it work? 

All 15,000 members of the Australian Greens would vote as a group, and all Federal MPs 
would vote as a group, with each group of votes given a weighting of 50% when combined 
towards the overall result.  Candidates self-nominate from amongst Federal MPs, so there is 
no nomination threshold.  Like the Federal MPs Selection and One Member, One Vote 



models, should Federal MPs reach a decision by consensus (ie, should only one candidate 
nominate), a member ballot would not be required. 

Giving members a big say 

Unlike the Federal MPs Selection Model, this model gives members a meaningful say in who 
leads our party. Under the 50:50 Model, there are many scenarios where the members’ vote 
would be decisive. For example: 

where the MPs’ votes are split 6 and 4 between two candidates in a 10 person Party Room, 
the ‘4’ candidate could win by harnessing just above 60% of the members’ vote;  

● where there is a tied vote amongst two MPs, one candidate would need to harness 
just above 50% of the members’ vote;  

● where there are three candidates, and support in the Party Room is evenly 
distributed, then the membership vote would be the determining factor in who is 
elected leader. 

Giving MPs a meaningful say 

Unlike One Member, One Vote, where a leader could be elected with only a small minority of 
Party Room support, the 50:50 Model also gives our MPs a genuine say in who leads their 
team.  Our MPs have unique insights into the strengths and weaknesses of their colleagues, 
and they work collaboratively with our leader every day.  Skills such as collaboration, 
teamwork, conflict resolution, strategic thinking and the ability to develop strong, trusting 
relationships are often difficult for the wider membership and public to see but are critical to 
the leader’s role. 

Making sure we have an effective and cohesive Party Room 

Greens MPs are able to advance the agenda of our party and its members by working 
together and trusting each other. Denying the MPs a genuine say in who their leader is leads 
to a very real risk that the ability of the MPs to work as a team will be compromised. This 
could be a significant setback to the Greens’ ability to progress the things we all believe in.  

The four pillars & grassroots democracy 

Grassroots participatory democracy is one of the “four pillars” outlined in the Australians 
Greens Charter.  A 50:50 Model gives a genuine say in leadership selection for the 
membership and also recognises that our Federal MPs have been selected by robust, 
grassroots processes. 

Let’s make the Greens bigger and stronger 

Giving the members a significant say in the election of our leader will make our party bigger 
and stronger by growing, engaging and mobilising our membership.  Having a tangible say 



over the future of our party will offer thousands of supporters another great reason to sign up 
as members.  

Leadership elections would also create space for a healthy, robust debate about our party’s 
strategy and direction and would encourage leadership candidates to engage with all Greens 
members, not just Party Room. 

The case against a 50:50 model (weighting of MP votes) 
A 50:50 “hybrid” model would give MPs 50% of the national vote. States and people without 
elected representation – such as First Nations Greens – would be particularly 
disenfranchised.  This 50:50 model would give every MP a “super vote” which would be 
equivalent to 1,500 votes from ordinary members. That’s just wrong.  

Labor already uses a 50:50 hybrid model, and so choosing this model would make it harder 
to differentiate ourselves from them.  Furthermore, in 2013, Labor members voted for 
Anthony Albanese, but their MPs overruled them in a factional deal to select Bill Shorten. 

As we saw then, if the leader doesn’t have majority support from members, they will struggle 
and members will feel betrayed and demoralised. If they don’t have majority support from 
MPs, the conservative media will relentlessly sow division and undermine them.  

We can’t risk that happening in the Greens.  

Question 3 
3.    Lastly, decide between the two options for change under the assumption that both 
options have been passed by a 2/3 majority and you must therefore decide between them: 

● Australian Greens members vote with all votes counting equally in an optional 
preferential ballot. Candidates for leader must have their nomination supported by a 
threshold of 20% of Party Room or two MPs including themselves (whichever is the 
greater) (​“One Member, One Vote model”​), or 

● Australian Greens members vote as a group and Federal MPs vote as a group, with 
each group of votes given a weighting of 50% when combined towards the overall 
result (​“50:50 Model”​). 

It’s important to remember that question 3 lets you choose between two options for change, 
but the results will only be relevant if the earlier questions pass with a two-thirds majority of 
formal votes. 


