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LABOR’S PRESELECTION PROCESS 
Motion 

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

That this House condemns Labor’s 60-40 preselection process and congratulates the Premier on his 
tough stand against union dominance. 

I am pleased to move the motion and take this issue up with the Government.  I hope that at a later stage, the 
Premier will be in the Chamber to address the points that the Liberal Party will be raising during the debate.  The 
essence of the motion goes beyond internal Labor Party matters.  Members must bear in mind that the structure 
of any political party has a strong and direct bearing on the operation of that party, and ultimately can have 
repercussions on what happens in a State Parliament, the Commonwealth Parliament and the broader 
community.   

Let us first consider where much of the debate on this issue has derived from in recent times.  I will first refer 
briefly to the national situation, and take members back to the year 2000 and to the forty-second Australian 
Labor Party national conference, which 195 delegates attended.  More than two-thirds of those delegates were 
current or former union officials.  The significance of this will undoubtedly become quite clear later as we debate 
the issue.  It is interesting to see from the attendance record for the forty-second ALP national conference that 
precisely 66 per cent of the delegates were involved in unions, of whom 48 per cent were current union officials 
and 18 per cent were former union officials.  The proportion was not quite the same for the 22 Western 
Australian delegates, but 55 per cent of them were either current or former union officials.   

Mr Marlborough:  Is that the same group that produced an Australian Prime Minister? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Edwards):  Order, member for Peel! 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That ratio is bad enough in itself because it tends to demonstrate a complete 
imbalance in the system, but in the delegate selection in the ALP the situation is even worse for a poor old rank 
and file Labor Party member who wants a say in this great and glorious political party that has been around for 
the past century.  The Sydney Morning Herald of 20 July 2000 reported that fewer than 10 of the delegates who 
attended the ALP national conference were ordinary branch members.  However, that count is inaccurate.  
Reference to rank and file members distinguishes between non-professional party activists and those with a 
pecuniary professional interest, such as parliamentarians, councillors, parliamentary staffers, party professional 
officers and trade union delegates.  Of the 10 so-called rank and file members, seven had previously sat on either 
their state executive or the national executive, leaving only three members who were pure branch 
representatives.  One of them, I might add, was an endorsed party candidate in a seat that was notionally Labor.  
In other words, not even two per cent of the delegates to that ALP national conference had ever been only pure 
rank and file ordinary branch members.  All the others had a union background, were politicians, were staffers or 
were ALP cronies.  The rank and file had only two per cent of the say at the conference.  Guess what?  Not one 
of the rank and file members was from Western Australia.  The delegates were all pollies, professionals, and 
Labor Party and trade union cronies.   
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Peel and some of his colleagues to his right have been making non-stop 
interruptions and interjections on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 
Mr Marlborough:  There are only seven States. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Peel is even doing it to me now.  All interjections are disorderly.  When the 
member for Peel does it, it is exceptionally disorderly.  Can I ask, Madam Deputy Speaker, that the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition who has the floor be allowed to speak without interjections?   

Mr Marlborough:  Someone rip my arm off! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Peel!  There is no point of order.  However, I will call the 
Chamber to order.  I remind members that discussion across the Chamber is considered unparliamentary.   

Mr Marlborough:  It’s like the Monty Python group. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Peel!   

Mr Marlborough interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Peel to order for the first time. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It was interesting to read an article in The Australian of 27 July 2000 covering the 
ALP national conference.  For the benefit of the member for Peel and others, I will quote the article, which 
reads - 

The conference, which meets next week, is, in reality, emblematic of Labor’s deterioration into a 
narrow, spiteful, schismatic political ghetto, presided over by a hereditary cloister of petty shoguns.  It 
exists mainly as a conduit for its own born-to-rule caste to secure public office, from whence to 
dispense largesse to immediate family members and assorted sycophantic supporters in the lobbying 
and public relations industries.   

If you think this judgment is harsh, merely consider the demographic composition of the delegates. 
More than 90 per cent of them are drawn from the following categories of proletarian toilers: state and 
federal politicians, union officials, political staffers and party officials.  Not even the eloquent sophistry 
of a Bob Ellis can transform this silk purse of political elitism into a sow’s ear of proletarian populism. 

Basically what that means is that the ALP conference was stacked with a load of political and professional union 
cronies.  No wonder a knight in shining armour appears on the horizon.  It is none other than a former union 
official; it is the federal Leader of the Labor Party.  For me to describe him as a knight in shining armour is 
saying something.  I only say that on this one issue.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I know members are finding this speech highly entertaining.  However, 
whether members agree or disagree with what is being said, they will respect this place.  I ask them to remember 
the standing orders with regard to interjecting across the Chamber and carrying on conversations among 
themselves.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am a generous person and will take the odd interjection.   

Mr Marlborough:  Arise, Excalibur!   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  By way of interjection, does the member for Peel support the Premier’s reducing 
the union influence in ALP preselections to only 50 per cent? 

Mr Marlborough:  I will tell you what I support: I support a winning formula in which the unions play a 
significant part.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Peel is not prepared to give his position.  He is not prepared to 
openly support the Premier.  The member for Bunbury is a new member.  He is surely far more reasonable in this 
regard than the member for Peel.  Does the member for Bunbury support the Premier’s push for 50-50 
representation?  

Mr Dean:  Just wait until I tell them about your preselection! 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Bunbury is another member who is not prepared to support the 
Premier.  Neither of those members is prepared to say that the Premier is doing the right thing.  Will any 
Government member, by way of interjection, support the Premier on the 50-50 issue?  Only three Labor 
members - the Government Whip, the member for Swan Hills and the member for Ballajura - support the 
Premier on 50-50 union influence in the Australian Labor Party preselection process.  Of the 12 Labor members 
present, only three have the guts to say that they support the reduction of union dominance in the ALP 
preselection process.   

In his address to the New South Wales ALP conference, the federal leader of the Labor Party, Simon Crean, 
stated -  

The mood for change is strong in the community and the Party, and after more than 100 years of the 
Labor Party don’t tell me that it’s not in need of change.   

We reckon that it is too.  He went on to say -  

. . . the relationship between the Party and the union movement must move with the times.   

. . .  
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the Party needs to be more inclusive, more open and more representative.  Not owned by the factions, 
but by the members. 

In other words, Simon Crean is virtually saying that the ALP is dominated by its factional system and that its 
ordinary rank and file members are left out in the cold, as we saw earlier.  He recognises that this is not just 
about internal divisions and powerbroking within the Labor Party; it has ramifications for the nation as a whole.  
He also stated -  

If we want to create a strong economy for a fair society we have to modernize the ALP.   

He summed it up by saying -  

Don’t be afraid of change.  

What about Western Australia?  I will now get a bit parochial and provide some background on the structure of 
the Labor Party in this State.  I do not pretend to be much of an expert on members on the other side, so I have 
gone to some documents to make sure that I am 100 per cent right with my facts.  To start, I turned to the Labor 
Party’s Internet site, which has a reasonably extensive outline of the structure of the Western Australian branch.  
One thing comes through; boy oh boy, the Labor Party’s state executive has some clout.  The Internet site states -  

State Executive is the senior body of the Party, subject only to the authority of the State Conference.  

. . .  

State Executive has the power to intervene in every aspect of ALP activity.  

Further down it states -  

Of the total number of delegates to State Conference, 60 per cent are from affiliated Unions, 40 per cent 
are from Sub-branches, Electorate Councils, the Federal Parliamentary Labor Party (FPLP) and the 
State Parliamentary Labor Party (SPLP).  The members of the Administrative Committee are also  
delegates to State Conference. 

Now we are starting to see the 60-40 split that has hit the headlines in recent times.   

I will turn to the constitution of the Labor Party.  The influence of the unions and professional Labor Party 
cronies versus the rank and file is even stronger than that summary suggests.  I refer to section 5.7 of the ALP 
constitution, headed “Conference Decisions”, which states -  

Decisions of State Conference, including Rules, Platforms and Resolutions, bind all members of the 
Party. 

That is pretty important.  All members of the party are bound by what the ultimate decision-making body of the 
ALP says.  Section 6.1.1, on the state executive, states -  

The State Executive is the chief administrative authority of the Party and has the authority to interpret 
the Platform between State Conferences. 

The next section is important.  It states -  

Decisions of State Executive may only be reviewed by State Conference. 

The state executive of the Labor Party must be pretty important and powerful.  Apart from the state conference, 
it is all powerful.  What is the basis of its representation?  Guess what - there is a section on that.  Section 6.3 
provides for 80 political delegates and 120 union delegates.  Members on the other side should get out their 
calculators - there is the 60-40 split again.  It gets worse.  The 80 political delegates are stacked to the hilt with 
members of the federal and state Labor Parties, former political officials and so on.  I have no idea how the rank 
and file gets a look in with this set-up.  The 60-40 rule sounds pretty ominous.  The poor old rank and file gets 
the crumbs at the edge of the plate.   

I will not name all the unions that are affiliated with the Labor Party and help comprise that 40 per cent, but 
some names keep cropping up.  Kevin Reynolds is undoubtedly there.  Perhaps there is a more recent list than 
the one I am using, which is from last February, but four of the unions have the one name allocated to them - Joe 
Bullock.  Not only do the unions have excessive domination of the Labor Party, but also some union officials 
clearly have more than their fair share of say about what goes on in Labor Party ranks.   

The domination of the executive of the Labor Party goes well beyond just the words of the constitution and 
carries right through to this Chamber and the other Chamber.  From time to time we on this side have reason to 
question the fact that Labor Party members are not allowed to cross the floor of this Chamber.  That occurred, 
for example, with the electoral change legislation.  Eight Labor Party members who represent country seats and 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 June 2002] 

 p11680b-11706a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Deputy Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mrs Cheryl 

Edwardes; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Kucera; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Hyde; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Norm 
Marlborough; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tony O'Gorman 

 [4] 

who are going to have their political representation utterly guttered were unable to vote with their conscience and 
vote with us in opposing the Government’s legislation.  That is just one example of Labor Party members being 
shackled to caucus decisions.  That again stems from the constitutional arrangements of the party and the fact 
that Labor candidates are -  

. . . bound by the National and State Objectives, Platforms and Rules of the Australian Labor Party, and 
by any decisions of National Conference, State Conference, State Executive and the Administrative 
Committee; 

Candidates are told exactly what to do.  When Labor candidates become members of Parliament, they will -  

on all questions before the Parliament vote as a majority of the Parliamentary Labor Party may decide at 
a properly constituted Caucus meeting; 

This is where the importance and significance of the 60-40 rule comes into play.  It goes well beyond the smoke-
filled back rooms of the ALP, or, as the member for Perth says, the trendy, clean, filtered air rooms of the ALP.  
This point is serious.  Members are elected to Parliament to represent their constituents.  Yet members on that 
side of the Chamber come with strings attached; their party’s constitutional requirements mean that they are 
bound by Caucus.  One step further back, the Caucus and even the leader of the party are directed by the trade 
union movement through the dominance it has via the party’s constitutional mechanisms.  That is significant, 
because what happens in the Labor Party is not as representative of community aspirations as what happens in a 
number of other political parties, including the Liberal Party. 

Mr Kobelke:  Are you saying that happens in the Liberal Party?  Can you say that with a straight face?  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I can explain my selection process, because it is out in the public.  In my case it was 
extremely democratic and very grassroots. 

Mr Kobelke:  I will have something to say about that later.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will be pleased to hear it. 

It is no wonder that a number of prominent Western Australian Labor Party powerbrokers have said that it is 
time for change.  On 22 August 2000, the headline of an article in The West Australian read -  

Senator wants Labor to change vote rules.   

The article states -  

Federal Labor MP Mark Bishop has thrown his weight behind a proposed review of ALP voting rules, 
days after failing to get a conscience . . .   

It continues -  

Last week, the party’s national executive decided not to allow a conscience vote . . .   

Again, there is the central control through the 60-40 rule and through the constitutional powers that bestow 
enormous powers on the trade unions and on a range of professional ALP cronies.  This ultimately means that 
the community does not get the say it deserves through the Labor Party members who are supposed to represent 
them in this Chamber and in the federal Parliament.   

I refer to another significant ALP player - there have been a few - former Premier Carmen Lawrence.  She 
expressed a number of concerns, particularly about the voting power of unions in the Labor movement.  In an 
article in The West Australian of 18 August 2000, she was reported as saying that -  

It was time to put the pressure on unions to overcome their disproportionate 60:40 stranglehold within 
the ALP.   

Stranglehold is not a soft word; rather, it is quite vicious.  She also stated -  

There are some people around, including some in positions of authority, who are quite satisfied with the 
status quo because after all, that’s how they got to be where they are.  My worry is that a lot of people 
don’t know why they are voting for the Labor Party.   

She was probably right.   

Mr Hyde interjected.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Perth is correct; many people do not know why they vote for the 
Labor Party.   
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Mr Hyde:  We got more than 50 per cent of the vote, and that is why we are in government and you are not.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Member for Perth, the Government received 37 per cent of the vote.  We will have 
to buy him a calculator for Christmas.   

Unions dominate the ALP and they have a strong influence in Parliament.  However, there is a strong argument 
that unions no longer reflect the political aspirations of the people in their constituencies.  I refer to the 
Manjimup area in the last election.  In an area that even Labor Party members would recognise as being highly 
unionised, the Labor Party received only 261 votes out of a total of 3 221.  It was in that part of the electorate 
that the member for Warren-Blackwood gained 78 per cent of the formal vote.  It is not difficult to argue that 
many unionists would have voted for the Liberal Party and against the ALP.  However, people argue that 
unionists are counted as an inert component of the ALP’s internal power structure.   

I now turn to the role of the Premier.  We have seen the extent of union domination in the ALP.  The Labor 
Party’s policy platform spells out who pulls the strings.  It states -  

Policy within the Australian Labor Party is not made by directives from the leadership, but by 
resolutions originating from branches, affiliated unions and individual party members.   

We have seen the extent to which the branches and individual party members count, and that leaves the affiliated 
unions.  The ALP’s policy platform clearly states that the leadership does not pull the strings.  In other words, 
the Western Australian Premier does not call the shots.  When we realise how many former trade unionists, 
union officials and people who have been involved in the ALP state executive are in the Chamber, we 
understand how the power translates from the 60-40 rule directly into Parliament.  In a way I admire the Premier.  
I do not support him on many issues, but I admire him for trying to reduce the domination of the union 
movement -  

Mr Birney:  Where is the Premier?   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is a good point, because the motion relates to him.  I hope we will hear from 
him later tonight.  I would hate to think he is running scared on this issue because he has been under pressure 
from the trade unions.   

I refer members to a newspaper article in The West Australian on 14 April 2000.  It states -  

Labor leader Geoff Gallop put the union movement on notice yesterday that he would not be satisfied 
until it was stripped of its domination of ALP pre-selections.   

Dr Gallop is pushing for local branches to have 50 per cent of the vote in choosing ALP candidates.   

It further states -  

The move fell short of Dr Gallop’s goal of 25 per cent local content in pre-selection decisions.   

He had been pushing for that in 1999.  The article continues -  

“We ought to be heading to a 50-50 split, which applies in some of the other States, which brings a true 
balance to the forces within the Labor Party,” Dr Gallop said. 

The Premier had been pushing for 25 per cent union domination, but he was urging the party to reduce the union 
influence in the ALP’s constitutional structure to 50 per cent.  At the same time, Dr Gallop was on radio.  The 
reporter interviewing him stated -  

WA is the only state remaining where the party executive and state conference have 60% union 
representation and 40% from local branches.   

The now Premier replied -  

In the first instance, -  

That is important -  

I think we ought to be heading for a 50/50 split, which applies in some of the other States, which brings 
a true balance, I think, to the forces within the Labor Party.   

That is interesting, because the Premier stated that the 50-50 split would be only in the first instance.  I would 
like to know whether the Premier still believes that union domination or influence in the Labor Party should be 
reduced from 50 per cent to his 1999 target of 25 per cent.  When he was asked whether he supported reducing 
the union influence from 60 per cent to 50 per cent he stated -  

I do support that change, . . .    
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That comment was made as late as 6 January 2002.  We have heard the Premier say that the ALP must build a 
broader base of support, and that it must embrace the small business community.  I have news for members on 
the other side of the House.  While the unions dominate the ALP, and while 60 per cent of its constitutional 
power is handed on a plate to the trade union movement, the Premier will be thwarted in his endeavours.   

The conference that will be held later this month -  

Mrs Edwardes:  It is next weekend.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have lost track of time, member for Kingsley.   

Mr Johnson:  It is an annual conference that is held every four years!   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is a good point.  The ALP must be proud to air its affairs in public when it has 
an annual conference that has not been held for years.   

The conference will be a major test for the Premier.  Many people will be looking to the Premier in the same way 
that they are looking to the Labor Party’s federal leader.  The national media will be looking at the federal Labor 
leader to see if he can pull this one off.  They will be looking to see if he is in charge or whether he is like a 
puppet, controlled by strings.  I give the federal Opposition leader his dues - he has attended public meetings and 
made his position quite clear.  He has been booed and heckled at ALP conferences, but he has stood firm in his 
belief that the unions have too much power in the ALP.  The Premier, who is not in the Chamber, has made a 
similar argument.  The conference will also be a test for the Premier.  Will the Premier restate his original aim in 
his opening speech at the ALP conference?  Will he say that it is time to modernise the ALP?  Will he state that 
his goal is 50 per cent union influence?  Maybe he will state that it should be only 25 per cent, but, in the first 
instance, it can be 50 per cent.  Is the Premier bold enough to stamp his mark on the ALP’s internal affairs?  If he 
does not, it will be a very sorry day for Western Australia.  In addition to a number of internal political party 
matters that have arisen this year, it will be the first nail in the coffin of the Labor Party, because its members 
were not prepared to break that big manacled chain that straps them to the side of this big festering movement.  I 
should not say “big festering movement” because I and just about everyone on this side of the Chamber agree 
that the bulk of the union movement plays a very important role in the community.  However, when we see the 
sort of behaviour that we have seen recently in the construction industry and in the galleries in this House, and 
when we think that the people behind those sorts of activities are pulling the strings of those opposite and have a 
60-40 domination in the Labor Party, we must question what Labor Party politics in this State is all about.   

We have put this motion on the table.  We have given the Labor Party plenty of notice of it.  From four o’clock 
every Wednesday we have private members’ business.  The Leader of the House was well aware that this motion 
would be moved.  The motion directly relates to the Premier, and the Premier is not here.  I am not optimistic 
that he will give that speech at the ALP’s conference.  I think he will kowtow to the likes of the member for Peel 
and others who fervently push the union line.  I am sure we will hear that from the Leader of the House tonight.  
He will not say that the union domination in the ALP should be reduced.  I would like to hear him support the 
Premier’s point of view, but he will not.  Where is the Premier?  There is an empty seat on the other side of the 
Chamber.  He has failed his first test on this issue already.  He has failed to come in here and discuss an issue 
that he has gone public about, not once or twice, but many times.  The Premier of this State, the leader of the 
state Parliamentary Labor Party, has indicated that the party is rotten in this respect - that is not his word; it is 
mine - and that the constitution of the Labor Party provides too much power to the trade unions.  We have given 
him the opportunity to explain his point of view in this Chamber, but he is not here.  That tells me that he will 
cower from this issue.   

Mr Johnson:  He is probably frightened that he will get the same reaction as Simon Crean. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He probably is.  He is probably worried that his own backbenchers, and even some 
of his frontbenchers, will heckle and boo him if he says that he wants 50 per cent union influence in the ALP.  
My guess is that the same thing will happen with this issue as happened with electoral change.  When the 
Premier was in opposition, he espoused these marvellous principles about electoral reform.  The Attorney 
General, who runs the show, does not want a bar of those principles.  He does not support the Premier’s 
principles.  He has blatant, pragmatic political ends to meet, and we saw that in the debate on electoral change.  
The Premier will roll over on this issue.  As sure as apples, I will bet any member of the Labor Party a bottle of 
the finest parliamentary red wine - I prefer red wine - that they will not walk out of the ALP state conference 
with union influence in their constitutional affairs reduced to just 50 per cent.   

Mr McGowan interjected. 
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Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will take up the member for Rockingham on that offer.  If he sends the observer’s 
ticket to my parliamentary office, I would be delighted to take it from him.  I may come along - people on that 
side know that is my nature.  I am very interested in political affairs.  I will be there and I will cheer the Premier 
if he stands.  I would be the only one at that conference cheering him.  No; there are three other members, so 
there would be four of us cheering on the Premier. 

Mr Birney:  Who are the three members? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The members for Ballajura and Swan Hills and the government Whip, the member 
for Girrawheen.  A couple of other members have come into the Chamber.  I give members another opportunity 
to indicate by a show of hands their support for the Premier in reducing the union influence in ALP preselection 
and constitutional matters.  There are no extra hands; it is still just those three members.  Four of us would cheer 
on the Premier at the state conference.  My guess is that the Premier will prostitute his personal principles for 
blatant, political gain.  I add that it will not necessarily be just political gain.  In recent times, the trade unions 
have threatened the Premier - that is the way I read it - by basically saying that they will pull out and the Labor 
Party will lose all their financial support.  The Labor Party will need that financial support when it goes to the 
election in a few years, and the trade unions will threaten that unless he toes the line - 

Mr Hyde interjected. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Perth has raised a good point.  That is exactly my point; the 
member has beaten me to it.  That is my first dorothy dixer this year.  Can members imagine what would happen 
if the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry threatened the Liberal Party in some way?  Can 
they imagine what the front page of The West Australian would say the next day?  Can they imagine what would 
happen if one of the combined small business organisations said that unless the Liberal Party did this, it would 
make sure that none of its members gave the Liberal Party any campaign contributions?  No; this is just par for 
the course for the Labor Party.  It is jockeying and bullying and using the tactics of that core of unions - not all 
unions - that this State has come to loathe for their very practices inside and outside this Chamber.   

We will see the Labor Party toe the line.  We will hear from the Leader of the House in a moment.  As members 
opposite speak on this motion, I would like them to tell us whether they have a union involvement and whether 
they have been members of the ALP state executive.  In other words, I would like to know whether they are 
career Labor Party hacks or whether they came straight here from the rank and file or whatever.  Members on 
this side come from the rank and file. 

I will reiterate what the federal Leader of the Labor Party said: do not be afraid of change.  I will give members 
one little lesson, because I know they love lecturing us.  There is a golden rule in politics: members represent the 
people.  If they do not represent the people, they will fall in a heap and the community will lose confidence in 
them.  However, they should not take my word for it.  They should take the word of their leader, who is not in 
this Chamber tonight.  Because the Premier is not here, I will quote him - 

Points of Order 

Mr JOHNSON:  This is the second time I have raised a point of order.  I refer to Standing Order No 42.  The 
member for Peel is starting to use what I consider to be inappropriate language in this Chamber.  When he refers 
to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, he interferes with the debate on the motion.  I ask whether you, Madam 
Deputy Speaker, can instruct the member for Peel to keep quiet and let the member who has the floor speak.  The 
same applies to the Minister for Health.  He never takes interjections - he is afraid to take interjections - yet he 
constantly interjects when members on this side of the House are on their feet. 

Mr McGOWAN:  This is a robust debate.  The Opposition has moved a motion criticising not just the 
Government, but the party to which government members belong.  If members opposite do not expect robust 
interjection, they obviously have not had much experience in this Parliament.  When members move motions 
such as that, they must expect robust debate.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, there is no point of order.  I am not sure that there is reference in any 
standing order to particular language being unparliamentary.  However, I ask all members to be mindful of the 
language that is used in this Chamber and the manner in which they address each other.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point I was making is that if any political party loses touch with the broader 
community, it is doomed to failure.  I will quote the words of the Premier.  On May 22 he was reported as 
saying -  
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At the end of the day my Government is going to be judged on whether or not it follows the public 
interest . . . 

If any government or any parliament becomes too beholden to a political interest, I think it is in danger.   

On 3 April 2002, when talking about the need to change the 60-40 rule, the Premier said - 

Unless we do that, I think we are going to fall farther behind in our ability to attract the interest and 
involvement of people . . .  

The Premier was correct.  The Labor Party owes it to the people of this State to modernise and change.  As 
Simon Crean, the federal Labor leader, said, “Do not be afraid of that change.”  

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [4.41 pm]:  I support the motion and the Premier’s push to change the 60-40 
rule.  I do so because of the level of union influence that we have observed since the Labor Party took office.  
That influence is a form of abuse.  The union movement’s influence over the development of policies was clearly 
demonstrated with the Labour Relations Reform Bill.  Unions were very involved in the drafting of that 
legislation.  It was obvious as we debated the clauses that union domination of workplaces was the preferred 
scenario.  The Government made it clear that its preferred option was collective bargaining.  The legislation 
promotes union rights over those of employees and employers.  I made the point yesterday that when legislation 
overrides the rights and privacy of individuals, whether they be union or non-union members, we have a serious 
problem.  Unions should not have that level of influence.   

Which unions have that level of influence over policy development and the Labor Government?  In what other 
areas do they have that level of influence?  This situation could be seen as abuse by one group of people in the 
community who have leverage over the Government.  When the Labor Party is in government no-one knows the 
extent of that leverage; it is not open and accountable.  Why do unions have that power?  The 60-40 rule gives 
unions enormous power over the preselection process for members of Parliament.  That level of influence means 
Labor members and the Labor Government have difficulty refusing to follow union directives about the 
development of legislation, policies and the like.  That represents abuse on the part of the union movement.  

The Government’s industrial relations policy was developed in conjunction with the union movement.  The 
Labor Party was elected in February and by about last June the union movement was getting itchy because no IR 
legislation had been introduced.  We have heard about the threats and seen the intimidation and bullying tactics 
used by the bad boys within the union movement.  I do not think that that behaviour is used by all sectors of the 
union movement.  However, the unions called in the Government’s election campaign commitment and 
threatened to withdraw funding.  They said that the Government had promised industrial relations legislation 
changes and that it would get rid of the third wave.  If those commitments were not honoured, the unions would 
stop funding the Labor Party.  There was still no IR legislation in the Parliament at the end of the year, and the 
unions were really getting itchy; unionists started to pound their chests and said that serious tactics would be 
employed.  Lo and behold, the Labour Relations Reform Bill was the first legislation introduced by the 
Government when Parliament resumed in February.  Members opposite breached the standing orders because 
they had the numbers.  We should not have had the first and second readings of the Bill on the same day.   

Several members interjected. 

Mrs EDWARDES:  The Government breached the standing orders because it had the numbers.  Guess who was 
invited to the gallery?  The union movement was invited to witness the second reading speech.  Government 
members looked to the gallery and said, “We have delivered; here is the IR legislation.  You can put the cheques 
in the mail.  In fact, if you want to throw them down, we will happily pick them up.”  Were members of the 
small business community invited?  No, they were not even told the legislation would be introduced that day.  
They knew it would be introduced that week and they would have liked to have been here for the second reading 
speech.  They were not invited to witness the introduction of legislation that will have a dramatic impact on them 
because of the power and influence over workplaces it gives the union movement.   

The Labour Relations Reform Bill was passed by this House after some debate.  Some might say the debate was 
extensive, but it was not as extensive as it could have been because the Bill was guillotined.  The Government 
used that procedure because the union movement was getting impatient again.  It was promised the legislation 
would be in place on 1 July.  The guillotine was moved to get the legislation through to the Legislative Council, 
where there has also been extensive debate.  However, the end of June is nigh and 1 July is imminent.  The union 
movement is again getting itchy.  It is again threatening that if the legislation is not passed by the end of June, 
before the Parliament rises, it will withhold funding.  This process demonstrates the union’s level of influence.   
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The situation is even worse than that.  The Government has not accepted any amendments to the Labour 
Relations Reform Bill.  Employees under the age of 18 years need the support of a parent or guardian when 
signing an EEA.  The ridiculous aspect of the provision is that the parent or guardian also needs to have his or 
her signature witnessed.  The minister acknowledged that that was an insult to parents or guardians and said that 
he would recommit the clause.  However, before that could happen, the union heavies moved in and told him he 
should not support any amendments.  Even reasonable amendments would not be entertained by the union 
movement - which is the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection’s master.  That demonstrates the 
level of influence the union movement has over this Government.  It has the power of the purse and it is wielding 
it.  If the Government does not do what the union movement wants, it will withhold money.  That is the shameful 
result of the 60-40 rule.   

I suggest that if the Government really wants to make changes to the 60-40 rule - that is, that 60 per cent of seats 
in the pre-selection process go to the union movement - without getting rid of it and, at the same time, it wants to 
attract a broader base that is representative of the community, it ought to strongly recommend at its conference 
on the weekend that the 60-40 rule be amended so that 60 per cent of seats go to women and 40 per cent to men.  
I have taken the Australian Bureau of Statistics figures that came out on Tuesday and rounded them up.  If the 
Labor Party is hell-bent on holding closely to its heart the 60-40 rule, but it wants to be more broadly 
representative of the community, it can make the 60-40 rule favour women.  The Labor Party would then be 
representative of the community.  Although I say that with tongue in cheek, it is clear that the preselection 
process should ensure that not only is the right person selected without strings attached but also the Labor Party 
has a far more representative group in this place.  I could debate long and hard with members opposite why more 
women are not elected to Parliament.  It is not necessarily a result of the preselection process because we know 
that that does not necessarily assist women.  We know that women in the electorate do not necessarily support 
women candidates and research will need to be carried out on that before we ever get a truly representative 
Parliament.  That will not occur through a quota system.  The Labor Party has experienced this in the past with 
its quota system.  Quota systems do not work.  Those sorts of tied percentages do not work.  I would love to see 
representation in this place 60-40 in favour of women.  However, that will not occur if we tie representation to a 
quota.  That is why the Labor Government will experience difficulties in maintaining a 60-40 rule for unions.  It 
is unfair to the community of Western Australia.  The Government should reflect what the community would 
like it to do, not what the union movement wants it to do.   

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [4.52 pm]:  I am very disappointed because I had hoped to congratulate the Premier 
for his actions as referred to in this motion.  However, the Premier is not here during this most important debate 
on a motion that specifically mentions the Premier and his past and future actions with the union movement.  
Where is the great leader of the Labor Party?  Is he cowering underneath his office desk desperately clutching his 
teddy bear with the big U on its chest?  Where is the Premier hiding?  If the Premier is watching, he should come 
into the Chamber and let us hear what he has to say on this motion.  What a gutless Premier we have.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr KUCERA:  That is totally unparliamentary and the member for Kalgoorlie knows it and should withdraw it.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The last time a member had to withdraw a remark that related to the Premier was when that 
person referred to him as a gutless something else.  It was not the adjective that was found to be offensive.  The 
word “gutless” is used many times in this Chamber.  Members opposite say worse things about this side, and 
occasionally members on this side of the Houses do the same about members opposite.  However, it is not 
unparliamentary to call somebody gutless.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The comment was perhaps unfortunate, but it was still an opinion and not a direct 
charge.  As such, I rule that there is no point order.  However, I ask members to be mindful about the way they 
address each other in this House.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr BIRNEY:  I was going to plead truth because I thought that might get me through, but there was no need.  I 
was prepared to change my words and to use terms such as lacking in intestinal fortitude, spineless or something 
to that effect.  Madam Deputy Speaker, I am pleased that you do not see a need for me to use terminology other 
than gutless for the Premier and specifically in relation to the motion.  

I will tell members what the Premier has said about the Labor Party’s links with the union movement and his 
inherent wish that those links be severed.  An article in The West Australian of 14 April 2000 reads -  

Labor leader Geoff Gallop put the union movement on notice yesterday that he would not be satisfied 
until it was stripped of its domination of ALP pre-selections. 
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I wanted to congratulate the Premier for that, but I have been robbed of the opportunity.  An article in the Sunday 
Times of 6 January 2002 states -  

Premier Geoff Gallop will urge his party to back moves to dilute union power within the Labor Party. 

I wanted to congratulate the Premier for that as well, but I do not have the opportunity because he is not here.  
An article in The Australian newspaper of 22 May 2002 states -  

Geoff Gallop effectively has told unions to stay out of Labor Party preselections, setting up the 
likelihood of an ugly confrontation at next month’s state conference. . 

I am sure the members for Swan Hills, Ballajura and Girrawheen will be very pleased to hear this next quote.  I 
am sure it will give them some heart.   The article continues - 

Responding to threats that some MPs would lose their endorsements over a dispute between the Labor 
Party and the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union, Dr Gallop warned yesterday he would 
personally intervene to save the jobs of valued colleagues.   

I wonder if the term “valued colleagues” can be applied by the Premier to the members for Swan Hills, 
Girrawheen and Ballajura who have made it known that they do not believe the union movement has a 
significant role to play in the Labor Party.   

An article in The West Australian of Wednesday, 3 April 2002 states - 

Premier Geoff Gallop admits the WA Labor Party is facing a membership slump and believes it lacks 
balance in terms of representation.   

I wanted to congratulate the Premier for that comment, but I cannot because he is cowering under his desk.  He is 
too frightened to come in here and put those views on the public record.  It is very easy to talk to a journalist and 
get the journalist to print it, but it is another matter altogether for the Premier to stand in front of his peers and 
make his position known. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  I cannot recall a time when a motion that directly related to a Premier’s activities was 
moved, and that Premier did not face up to debate in this Parliament.  It is a very serious situation. 

Mr BIRNEY:  It is a serious matter, member for Mitchell, and the interjection carries some weight.  

Members of the Labor Party are in conflict here today.  The motion supports their leader in his endeavour to rid 
the Labor Party of the union movement.  What will government members do?  Will they vote in favour of the 
position adopted by their leader or will they vote en masse against their leader in favour of the puppeteers in the 
union movement?  Perhaps government members will amend the motion, rather than put on the public record 
their opposition to the union movement.  Let us see whether they have the intestinal fortitude to leave this 
motion intact and to place their vote on the public record for all to see.  I suspect, sadly, that will not be the case. 

Why do members of the Labor Party want to continue with union domination of their political party?  What is in 
it for them?  Obviously, preselections are an important matter on both sides of the House.  We all value our 
preselection because that ultimately ensures that we become a member of this place.  I guess that is, therefore, a 
good reason.  I found another reason.  Could it be because the Australian Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous 
Workers Union donated $58 967 to the Australian Labor Party?  I believe that donation was made at the last 
election, but it may have been at a previous election.  Could it be because the Australian Manufacturing Workers 
Union donated $37 494 to the Labor Party?  Again, I am not sure whether that was last year, the last term or 
prior to that.  However, that gives an indication of why government members present might support the union 
movement.  Could it be because the Australian Workers Union donated $28 530 to the Australian Labor Party; or 
perhaps because the Communications, Electrical and Plumbing Union donated $4 808, a small but nonetheless 
significant contribution? 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  The cheque is in the mail. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I am sure the Labor Party has got the cheque; it would not let the union off without it.  The CEPU 
is a small union but I am sure that a donation of $4 808 to the Labor Party was graciously received.  The 
Maritime Union of Australia donated only $7 000 to the Australian Labor Party, and the Transport Workers 
Union of Australia, a very keen supporter of the Australian Labor Party, donated $44 949.  I will finish my 
comments on donations with that old favourite of the Labor Party, the Construction, Forestry, Mining and 
Energy Union, which chipped in only $29 439 to the Australian Labor Party.   

Now we know why government members were so keen to bring forward the industrial relations legislation - it 
was because the union movement paid them off.  In total, a couple of hundred thousand dollars jumped into the 
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kick from the union movement.  What did the union movement get in return?  It got the industrial relations 
legislation; I do not have to be a genius to work that out.  A couple of hundred thousand dollars goes into the 
party and the industrial relations legislation is passed; that is very simple mathematics.  I can understand why the 
member for Peel and a few others are hesitant to break their links with the union movement.  I can understand 
why the members for Swan Hills, Girrawheen and Ballajura might be feeling nervous about their own 
preselections, because the union movement mob have a fair bit of influence over the Australian Labor Party. 

There is a distinct difference between the Labor Party and the Liberal Party; I could draw a line in the sand 
between the two parties.  The Liberal Party can stand tall and say clearly and concisely that its preselection is 
dominated by the people who live in a particular preselection area.  Preselection in the Liberal Party is decided 
by the majority of local residents in a particular seat.  That preselection system is in stark contrast with the 
Australian Labor Party’s system.  We know that a Labor Party member who does not get the nod from the union 
movement will not be preselected.  As I said, the Liberal Party can stand tall in that regard. 

It is not only Premier Gallop who wants to shake off the union shackles, but also all workers in Western 
Australia who have spoken with their feet.  I was unable to find some figures I compiled some time ago; 
however, they clearly indicate that people are deserting the union movement.  It is not only the Premier of 
Western Australia, the Leader of the ALP, who is deserting the union movement, but also the workers.  The men 
and women of Western Australia have spoken; they are clearly deserting the union movement.  The Government 
needs to ask itself why. 

Before I get to that question, I will talk about a situation that developed in the greater goldfields region of my 
electorate when a mining company - I dare not name it for fear of retribution - with 500 or 600 employees told 
the employees that the Labor Party was now in government in this State and was about to introduce industrial 
relations legislation that would abolish workplace agreements and send the workers back to a unionised work 
force.  The workers were told that was the first choice and they could vote for it.  Their second choice was to go 
over to the federal system and the company would give them a federal workplace agreement.  Members and the 
Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection will be interested to hear the outcome of the workers’ 
decision.  A total of 87 per cent of those workers voted to go over to the federal system and hang onto their 
workplace agreements.  Those 87 per cent of the workers at that mine site rejected the Labor Party and the union 
movement.  All across the State people are moving to the federal system, like never before.  That is an 
indictment on the Australian Labor Party.  Its prize legislation is sitting outside like a hollow carcass swinging in 
the breeze because nobody is using it.  Nobody is using the Labor Party’s industrial relations regime; they have 
all switched over to the federal system. 

Let us try to explore the reasons that people are abandoning the union movement.  Let us explore why the Leader 
of the Australian Labor Party in Western Australia might want to abandon the union movement.  I wonder 
whether the answer might be found in an article in The West Australian of 3 April 2001 under the headline 
“Union intimidation claim”, which states - 

The signs which symbolised the power of the old Builder’s Labourers Federation - ‘No Ticket, No 
Start’ - have reappeared on Perth building sites.   

The article goes on - 

CCI chief executive Lyndon Rowe said the ‘No Ticket, No Start’ signs were an industrial tactic, 
designed to intimidate. 

I wonder whether the answer can be found in an article in The West Australian on Tuesday, 12 December under 
the headline “Court told of union bribe”, which states - 

A construction company agreed to make secret payments of $40,000 to the Builders Labourers 
Federation to ensure that a $25 million shopping centre renovation would run smoothly . . .  

The union took 25 grand to make the job run smoothly.  Does that mean that union members would show up in 
the morning and start building?  It does not mean anything.  It was simply a bribe, as indicated in the headline of 
the article. 

Another headline of an article in The West Australian states “Union officials face assault charges”.  The article is 
accompanied by a photograph of a couple of particularly well-fed chaps walking down, I think, St Georges 
Terrace. 

I wonder whether The West Australian on Friday, 15 December might enlighten us somewhat in an article in 
which Judge Kennedy said - 
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. . . extortion was a serious crime and to threaten industrial harmony for no other reason than to extort 
money deserved widespread community condemnation.   

That is about an alleged bribery offence that involved a union official.  I wonder if the headline “Builder bribed 
unionist, court told” tells us anything about the union movement.  The article states - 

A UNION official took a $20,000 bribe from a building company to guarantee industrial harmony on a 
construction site . . .   

The terms “industrial harmony” and “smooth running” keep popping up in relation to the payment of money.  
The West Australian of 13 December contains the headline “Union boss in ‘bribe hint’” and names one of the 
well-fed gentlemen referred to in the other article.  The Sunday Times carried the heading “Blackmail attempt” 
on 22 October 2000 in relation to Anaconda Nickel Ltd.  The article states - 

The billion dollar Goldfields project was racing to meet a fast-looming completion deadline when 
industrial action flared after the construction union - the CFMEU - announced the discovery of maggots 
in some lunchboxes.  Other unions joined the strike.  

Further on the article refers to Mr Forrest, the chief executive officer of Anaconda Nickel - 

Mr Forrest suspected all along that the maggots issue was a hoax.  

“We always considered that the maggots issue was nothing but a bit of a cook-up and that the class of 
food here was second-to-none.” 

The Sunday Times of 25 November 2001 carries another headline, “Strong-arm tactics hurt unions: Kobelke”.  
Our very own star minister was referring to the damage unions were doing to themselves.  Another headline in 
the Sunday Times of 15 October 2001 is “Threats made to me: businessman” and a range of others in various 
newspapers: “Union ‘threat to use thugs’”; “Union should be curbed, says builder”; and “Don’t push us around, 
say police”.  Mike Dean, President of the Police Union, is a fine example of a president of a union.  The Police 
Union is a great example of how a union should be run.  The Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union 
and other unions could take a leaf out of Mr Dean’s book.  Other headlines can be seen such as “Builders: We’re 
scared” followed by the introduction “Companies fear reprisals in opposing union ‘intimidation’”; “Reynolds in 
hostile takeover”; “Union boss in enforcer row”; “Call for union thugs probe”; and in The Australian, “Union 
accused of enforcing membership”.  I wonder whether that includes membership of the Labor Party.  Under the 
heading “Union bashing” are the words - 

When six hooded trade unionists allegedly stormed the premises of Skilled Engineering and Johnson 
Tiles last month, causing more than $300,000 worth of damage . . .  

I wish I had more time to read the remarks followed by the heading “Union boss backs fear tactics”.  It relates to 
an exchange between a unionist and an employee on a work site, in which many expletives were used.  

The vast majority of people named in those headlines have, in some way, a connection with the Australian Labor 
Party in Western Australia.  Is behaviour such as union thuggery, standover tactics and bribes what the 
Australian Labor Party, a modern, so-called contemporary union party, is all about?  I congratulate the Premier 
of Western Australia for his attempts to rid his political party of this scum.  If any members in this House on the 
Labor Party side refuse to support the Premier in his quest to rid the Labor Party of the union movement they 
will stand condemned by their electorates at the appropriate time. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection) [5.13 pm]:  It is very 
interesting to reflect on the contribution from the three previous speakers.  I am surprised that with so many 
important matters facing Western Australia today, the Opposition somehow thinks that political capital can be 
made out of buffoonery and stupid comments.  It says much about the Opposition.  I will not refer to the Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party by name, but I am sure members are familiar with Gilbert and Sullivan.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party gave us shades of Gilbert and Sullivan without the music: “I am the very model of a 
modern, major general”.  He strutted up and down, the very picture of a pompous politician.  He raved on with 
absolute tripe.  His pompous, overblown sense of self-importance got out of control.  It is incredible that this 
Liberal rump of a party thinks that it can lecture the great Australian Labor Party on what it should do.  The 
Liberal Party is racked with division, illustrated by three former members on the back bench who have become 
Independents, although I acknowledge that our own infighting has resulted in one of our members becoming an 
Independent.  It is ludicrous for members opposite to try to tell us how to run the Labor Party.  I will not 
elaborate on the member for Kingsley’s Pinocchio complex, which manifested when she tried to enter the 
debate.   
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The member for Kalgoorlie always has a particularly interesting turn of phrase.  It appears that he believes that 
because he says something, which does not mean anything to anyone, it is somehow a fact when it is absolute 
drivel.  If the member for Kalgoorlie is impressed by his own rhetoric, we should be very happy for him.  

The suggestion was made that somehow the Premier has run for cover from this ridiculous argument made by 
the Opposition.  

Mr Birney:  Where is he? 
Mr KOBELKE:  The Premier is running the State and does not need to be in here to watch members opposite 
wave their feather dusters at him. 
Mr Birney:  He is a wimp and has no backbone. 
Mr KOBELKE:  The member for Kalgoorlie thinks that if he waves a feather duster around, he is intimidating 
people.  
Mr Hyde:  What did Westpoll say yesterday about the Premier? 
Mr KOBELKE:  It said that the Premier is doing a great job.  The member for Kalgoorlie is so infatuated with 
his own self-importance that he believes that when he waves around his feather duster the Premier should come 
in to watch him perform.  It is a joke.  
I refer to matters of more importance.  Clearly the Australian Labor Party, founded by the union movement, has 
had a strong, close connection with the union movement for more than 100 years.  It is the oldest social 
democratic party in the world.  It has been in continuous operation and has a very proud history of taking 
Australia through very difficult times over that century.  A range of Prime Ministers, of whom all people can be 
justly proud, worked their way up through the Labor movement.  Whether it was Curtin, Chifley, Hawke or 
others, the Labor movement has delivered the best Prime Ministers this country has ever seen.  That connection 
has served this nation well.  The economic reforms of the 1980s and 1990s were implemented by Labor 
Governments at national and state levels with the full cooperation of the union movement.  

For Liberals at the state or federal level to somehow give credibility to the good economic times we are 
experiencing under the Howard Government without acknowledging the support of the union movement is to 
deny the facts of recent economic history in this nation.  The union movement, through the wages accord and 
other measures, working with the Australian Labor Party at national and state level, has delivered for the people 
of this nation.  The ALP is very proud of its connection with the union movement.  
However, that is not to say that everything is working well.  Clearly, some aspects can be improved.  The party 
needs to modernise and it will do that.  The union movement also needs to change with the times.  It will address 
that through its own forums.  However, it is absolutely laughable for this remnant rump of a party called the 
Liberal Party to lecture the great Australian Labor Party. 
The Liberal Party fabricates what the Australian Labor Party is about and it deigns to tell us how we operate and 
how we should fix our rules.  When the Leader of the Opposition became the head of the Liberal Party, he said 
that he would reform it.  He said that he introduced great reforms in the Liberal Party - he increased the 
membership fees!  The Liberal Party must do more than that.   
I refer to crikey.com.  I might even subscribe to this web site.  A disillusioned member of the Liberal Party has 
written some comments about the Liberal Party.  The comments that encapsulate some of the problems that the 
Liberal Party should look into include -  

The pitiful and decrepit imposter that insists on masquerading as the once robust and proud Western 
Australian Liberal Party is again on life support with its breathing increasingly shallow.  Little wonder 
Prime Minister Howard wants greater powers of intervention and that he has now legislated to take 
away federal funding from the State parties.  The spray he gave the Western Australian federal 
members for their dismal results in the last two elections was thoroughly justified.   

According to this commentator -  

The Party’s membership is the lowest in memory, having fallen from 28,000 to 2,800; more than half its 
Branches are in suspension with many defunct; the Party has no money; it relies on a generous 
benefactor for rent free office premises, has no meeting rooms and the delegates to State Council 
wander monthly from hall to hall in search of a place to gather.   

The only occasion there is any upwards movement in membership is before preselections or the Party’s 
State Conference where competing factions stack out Branches for voting contests, usually with paper 
delegates whose addresses are not remotely near the Branch to which they have been designated.   
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The Party’s institutional memory is at an advanced stage of dementia and the manner in which the 
Party’s constitution is interpreted would provide unlimited material for Louis Carrol as would the high 
farce of the meetings of the senior bodies of the Party.  The rules of normal conduct and behaviour have 
never been less self evident than in the present Western Australian Liberal Party.  

It goes on for page after page.  A couple of parts of that article relate specifically to the motion and the advice 
members opposite have been giving to members of the Labor Party.  Another comment on that web site states -  

At a time the Liberal Parliamentary Party is attacking the Labor Party for branch stacking and phantom 
members, the Western Australian Liberal Party is a case study in Branch and membership rorting.   

Members of the public have been signed up without their knowledge, others have been recruited 
without a particular Branch being designated so that they may be spread where the numbers are needed; 
complaints by people who have found their memberships renewed without their authority have gone 
uninvestigated, forged membership forms have been submitted by senior Party office bearers.  

This is the Liberal Party that wants to tell us how we should manage our affairs.  

Mrs Roberts:  There is a coup on already.  

Mr KOBELKE:  The member for Kalgoorlie has delusions when he speaks and he seems also to have delusions 
about where he should sit, which is something we have come to expect.   

I refer to one final paragraph from this site, which states -  

At a time the leadership of the federal Parliamentary Liberal Party is deriding and mocking the 
leadership of the Parliamentary Labor Party for attempting to create a more democratic and 
representative organisation, the Western Australian Liberal Party is immersed in conduct and behaviour 
which contradicts proper and acceptable standards of propriety, decency and good governance.  Its 
practices would certainly not stand the most cursory ethics audit.   

That is backed up by the performance of the Leader of the Opposition and the other Liberals in the Chamber 
over the past two weeks.  There is nothing new about that.  However, the comments I have just read state clearly 
that those problems relate to the organisational structure of the Liberal Party.  The Liberal Opposition thinks that 
somehow it can come into Parliament - for whatever advantage I cannot guess - and instruct the Labor Party on 
how to put its house in order.  The Labor Party has issues with which it must deal.  We can do better, but we will 
deal with that ourselves through the forums of the party.  For the Liberal Party, which is in absolute decay, to 
think that the forum of this Chamber is appropriate to take up the debate on how the Labor Party should deal 
with its reform process tells a lot about the Liberal Opposition.  

Mr McRae:  When was the last time they put a motion about education or dealt with a matter that was really 
going to affect the people in their electorates?  They are playing gutter politics.  

Mr KOBELKE:  I thank the member for his interjection.   

As the Minister for Health said earlier, the motion points out that the Liberal Party is a policy-free zone.  It does 
not stand for anything.  Over the past week we have seen that it does not stand for honesty.  It gets down in the 
gutter when it suits its purpose as it sees it.  We can see from polls what the people think of the Leader of the 
Opposition and his team.  The Liberal Opposition does not stand for anything and its members do not want to 
debate any matters whereby they can present particular propositions.  They think that nitpicking, getting into the 
gutter and telling the Labor Party how it should run its affairs will somehow, like a smoke screen, cover up the 
total ineptitude and lack of competence on their side of the Chamber.  Clearly that strategy does not work.  Until 
the Liberal Party gets its house in order there will not be a competent Opposition in this State.  

Amendment to Motion 

Mr KOBELKE:  I move -  

To delete all words after “House” with a view to substituting the following -  

commends the State Labor Party for promoting a cooperative approach between unions and 
industry to the benefit of Western Australia, which is encapsulated in the Labour Relations 
Reform Bill 2002.  

Points of Order 
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Mr JOHNSON:  That is a direct negative of the original motion.  The original motion condemns the Labor Party 
for its 60-40 regime.  This amendment is a direct negative that wants to congratulate the Labor Party.  The 
amendment is totally out of order.  

Mr KOBELKE:  It is obvious from his statement that the manager of the Opposition business does not know 
much about the standing orders and how they are applied.  The standing order on which he relies states that an 
amendment to a motion cannot be a direct negative.  Clearly the amendment relates to the same area and changes 
what the Opposition proposes to a much more positive motion on the same topic.  Therefore, it is not a direct 
negative.  Only a direct negative can be ruled out of order under the relevant standing order.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The amendment does not refer to the preselection process 
and therefore it is not a direct contradiction of the original motion.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr KOBELKE:  As members on both sides are aware, the Western Australian branch of the Australian Labor 
Party will hold its conference over the coming weekend.  A range of matters will go before that conference 
relating to development policy and the rules of the party.  That conference is important for the Australian Labor 
Party.  I will not pretend, as members opposite have, to speak for the Liberal Party.  They can organise their 
affairs in any way they think appropriate.  The conference process, in which policy that stands for something is 
laid down, strengthens the Labor Party.  Although from time to time conflicts arise over exact interpretations or 
the period on which something must be delivered, in Parliament the Labor Party seeks to take up the broad thrust 
of the policy that is laid down at the conferences.  That is not the way some of our opponents work, but that is up 
to them to organise.  The Labor Party takes its conferences seriously.  A great deal of work goes into them and 
people seek to establish in the platform of the Australian Labor Party the policies and approaches that they 
believe will serve the interests of the people of Western Australia.  

The conference of the Western Australian branch of the Australian Labor Party is a melting pot for a very broad 
range of people with different views and different barrows to push.  Out of it come clear directions for the 
parliamentary Labor Party on how it can meet the needs of the people of this State.  It is a very healthy and 
appropriate way in which to ensure that the Gallop Government is in touch with the needs of the community.  As 
the member for Peel has already indicated, it has ensured that currently we have the very fortuitous coincidence 
across the whole of Australia that every State and Territory Government has now an Australian Labor Party 
Government.  Although we can clearly do better, and we will seek to do better, and our rules and platforms need 
to be updated and improved upon, it can be done in a way that ensures that the people of Australia get a much 
better Government from the Australian Labor Party than they will ever get from the opponents on the other side 
who are too caught up in their own self-promotion and pomposity to deal with the issues that are of interest to 
the vast majority of ordinary Western Australians. 

MR HYDE (Perth) [5.31 pm]:  I support the amendment.  It is important that we get back to and concentrate on 
the core of the original motion and the amended wording, which I am now glad to see.  The original motion 
exhibited a great distrust of people banding together, whether that be in unions, the Catholic Church or other 
great institutions of our society.  People who need help in society do band together.  The union movement has 
done that throughout the history of Australia, and certainly did so when helping to found the Australian Labor 
Party.   

We are getting a wall of sound from opposite - not from the dream team but from the scream team.  We are 
getting all the noise but not much substance.  I have been meaning to comment on this for some time: it is almost 
as though that area of the Chamber contains a honey pot in the form of the Leader of the Opposition’s chair.  The 
Barnett bee is in that position; next door the Barron-Sullivan bee is trying to get there; the Board bee is trying to 
get there; and the Birney bee is hovering around.  They are all trying to get into the great honey pot.  However, 
there are too many bees and only one winner.   

Mr McRae:  Which one wants to be the queen bee? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!   

Mr HYDE:  We will see the flight of the bumblebee from here straight to the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia or a place of employment in the private sector.   

One of my heroes of the Labor Party and certainly of this Chamber was the Premier John Willcock.  He was a 
train driver from Geraldton, which is a place that is very important to me and others in this Chamber.  He was a 
unionist who went to on to become one of the great Premiers of this State.  People like John Willcock are 
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engaged not only in unions but also in church, health and welfare organisations, the Returned Services League, 
the Legacy Club of Perth and other organisations.  Those people in Western Australia have banded together for 
the common good.  They have rules and regulations.  As all of us who are members of community groups and 
organisations know, far too often personalities come to the fore.  That applies as much to organisations on our 
side as the other side of the House.  Many of the disputes in our parties and community groups are not great 
matters of philosophical difference but become issues of personality and are often trite.  We should all aspire to 
lift our game and to make sure that we are discussing philosophy and policy.  What we are not discussing today 
with the original motion are the issues of health and education.  The debate is concentrating on point scoring, 
which is unfortunate. 

We should look at what the Government and the Premier are doing.  If Westpoll is to be taken seriously, the 
Premier enjoys 94 per cent support of the members of the Labor Party.  All that the Opposition is using to sully 
the position is not being backed up by what is happening in the community.  The broader Westpoll figure for the 
support of this Government and the Premier is huge.  The Premier is not lowering himself by being involved in 
this sort of trite debate, but is out there governing, getting runs on the board for health, and working on education 
and safety and security.   

This Government is doing wonderful things.  This morning I joined the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
to tick off the twenty-ninth of 30 promises we made for the electorate of Perth.  Twenty-eight promises have 
already been fulfilled.  Today we knocked over the twenty-ninth, which was City Farm.  We have guaranteed 
long-term tenure for City Farm.  All the great environmentalists, community members, mums and dads and 
others involved are creating an environmental haven in the inner city.  We have given them a 40-year renewable 
lease on the site.   

Mr McRae:  It is a community icon. 

Mr HYDE:  It is.  The previous Government gave them a tiny two years to get City Farm over the brink after the 
election before it flogged off the real estate.  We could have flogged it off and made a fortune, but we have not 
done that.  We put the community, the environment and Western Australians first.  I was delighted to see the 
twenty-ninth promise of 30 in the electorate of Perth delivered this morning.   

I look at the shared values that other community groups have displayed in Western Australia.  It is derogatory to 
single out the union movement as having some incredible power and agenda.  It smacks of a 1950s undermining 
of people who get together.   

Mr McRae:  It is cold war rhetoric. 

Mr HYDE:  Yes, and it is being used.  I still belong to the Media Entertainment and Arts Alliance union which 
comprises actors and journalists. 

Mr Birney:  It does not donate any money to the Labor Party. 

Mr HYDE:  The MEAA is not a member of the Labor Party.  Many members here belong to different churches 
and groups that are not members of the Labor Party, like the majority of Western Australians who voted in the 
Labor Government.   

It is unfortunate that we have wasted three hours on this motion.  We should be looking at the big issues of 
health, education and safety and security.  That is why we need a strong, intelligent Opposition that can fine tune 
our policies and find out where perhaps we may have made errors and to lift us to even greater heights.  If the 
Opposition were really doing its job, it would be pushing the Premier’s popularity even higher.  That is the role 
of an Opposition. 

Mr Birney:  To push the Premier’s popularity? 

Mr HYDE:  If the Opposition were doing its job, it would be looking for growth there.  Unfortunately, some 
opposition members may have come into Parliament at a time that made them think that the Parliament is all 
about adversarial issues.  It is not; Parliament is about gaining for the betterment of all Western Australians.  
That is certainly what this Government is doing.  It is right and proper that this Government listen to unions, to 
local governments, and to big business, small business and sole traders.  A number of interesting issues arose out 
of the recent release of the review of state taxation.  A number of local self-employed people came to me on the 
issue of stamp duty on the state rental tax.  This is an incredible tax.  For eight years, the Liberal-National Party 
coalition, the great supporters of free enterprise, slogged the little one and two-person businesses in my 
electorate and throughout Western Australia.  Small hiring businesses that hired out glasses, tanks or anything 
else for functions, meetings and similar events were slugged with the highest rate of stamp duty on rental tax in 
Australia.  Fortunately, the review by the Labor Government has said that this rate should come down.  More 
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importantly, the tiny threshold provided by the Liberal-National Party will also change.  Under the coalition 
Government, a small business person started to pay that tax on reaching a turnover of $25 000.  The proposal 
contained in this discussion paper is to double that threshold to $50 000.  The Labor Government is not only 
listening to unions, the Catholic Church and the Greens but also to small businesses and other businesses.  The 
Government can see that there are inequities.  It will look at and fix those inequities.   

Members on this side of the House are very concerned about regional Western Australia.  We are helping people 
in regional Western Australia with the things that matter to them.  People in regional Western Australia do not 
particularly worry about whether 50 per cent or 10 per cent of local party members vote on the preselection of 
the members for Perth or Stirling.  They are interested in health, safety and security, and education issues.  That 
is the key point to this amendment.  The people of Western Australia know what their priorities are and they 
think that the Labor Government shares those priorities.  They do not show any interest in the minor, 
personality-based nitpicking that has been displayed this afternoon by members opposite.  

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.41 pm]:  I will make some brief remarks because I 
know that a lot of members want to speak on this motion.  Private members time is being abused with this 
motion.  Private members time is an opportunity, largely for the Opposition, to raise issues of concern and 
importance to the people of Western Australia.  There are all sorts of public policy issues in Western Australia 
that a legitimate Opposition could raise, debate and put on the public record.  Its members could use this time to 
represent their constituencies in the bush and the city, and various interest groups.  All sorts of matters could be 
debated.  Instead, a petty, meaningless debate is being conducted on the internal workings of the Australian 
Labor Party.  Consequently, the Opposition will get all sorts of ripostes about its internal workings and the 
goings on inside the Liberal Party.  Private members business is a time to raise important issues of concern to the 
people of Western Australia.  To use it in this way really shows that the Opposition has not quite learnt the 
important lesson that came out of the last state election, which was a debacle for the Liberal and National Parties.  
If it had, it would start to raise issues of importance to the people of Western Australia.   

I spent four years in opposition, as did many members on this side of the Chamber.  Some spent eight years in 
opposition and others have spent longer in opposition.  We learnt from that experience and know that 
parliamentary time must be used in a constructive fashion.  The Leader of the Opposition is not doing that.  He 
has not spoken on this motion, and I do not think that he will.  I have not seen anyone look as glum as the Leader 
of the Opposition has done in the past few days.  The fact that he has not contributed to this debate shows that he 
does not think that it is an important enough matter on which to contribute.  Who is speaking on this debate?  
Who controls the internal numbers of the Liberal Party?  It is members such as the member for Mitchell and the 
member for Kalgoorlie.  They are the members who are on the go and are controlling the numbers inside the 
Liberal Party.  They are controlling what goes on and what is put forward by the Opposition in this Parliament.  I 
feel sorry for the Leader of the Liberal Party.  He is completely isolated in that party.  For the life of me, I do not 
know why he did not leave this place at the time of the last election, instead of getting kicked around and 
undermined like he has been by all these upstarts inside the Liberal Party.  I do not know why he did not get out 
and do something else.  That is what I would have done in those circumstances.  The way he is sitting there 
looking extremely glum and unhappy says volumes about this motion.   

The member for Kalgoorlie and various other opposition speakers used terms such as union scum and said that 
people who are members of unions are somehow lesser human beings.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BIRNEY:  The member for Rockingham is clearly misrepresenting what I and other members of the 
Opposition have said during the debate.  At no time did we indicate that members of the union movement are 
somehow lesser human beings.  I ask him to withdraw that remark. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  The Opposition hates the fact that the ALP has friends in the union movement, that it 
represents working people, that it thinks that there is nothing wrong in being a member of a union and that it 
supports members of unions.  I will remind the Opposition who some members of unions and union officials 
have been.  John Curtin, the greatest Australian to have ever lived and the person who led this country through a 
time of great turmoil, was a union official from Western Australia.  We should all be extremely proud of him.  
He should certainly not be referred to as scum.  

Mr Barnett:  May I interject? 
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Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition has come to life. 

Mr Barnett:  Absolutely; I have come to life.  I agree with you: John Curtin was a great Australian Prime 
Minister.  It is interesting that the previous Liberal Government, in conjunction with the Liberal Commonwealth 
Government, acquired his residence.  Since that residence in Jarrad Street, Cottesloe, which is in my electorate, 
was acquired, this Government has done nothing to complete the process to ensure that it is properly preserved 
or, indeed, that his furniture and artefacts are also preserved.  The member for Rockingham raised John Curtin as 
an example.  The previous Liberal State and federal Governments spent over half a million dollars on that 
building.  If you really believe that John Curtin is a great Labor leader and Australian Prime Minister, you should 
honour his memory and complete the project started by the previous Liberal Government.  

Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition has raised a reasonable point.  I will take back what I said.  I 
was unaware of that.  It is a good point.  Perhaps if the Leader of the Opposition were doing his job, he would 
bring in a motion along those lines.  He would then be dealing with something that is of importance to the people 
of Western Australia.   

Ben Chifley was another unionist.  He was a great Australian.  He has been admired by generations of 
Australians.  Bob Hawke was the most popular Prime Minister in Australia’s history.  He was not only a union 
official, but also President of the Australian Council of Trade Unions.  Our own Premier was a trade union 
official at one stage.  Numerous members on this side of the House have been union members.  I was a member 
of a union when I was a chef.  I am proud of that fact.  I do not feel that that is anything to be embarrassed about.  
Mr Marlborough:  Where were you a chef?  
Mr McGOWAN:  I was a Pizza Hut chef.   
Mr Marlborough:  Being a Pizza Hut chef is like spending 12 years as a lawyer! 
Mr McGOWAN:  I would not have called myself skilled in that capacity.  Not a lot of skill was required.  I was a 
member of a union when I was a Pizza Hut chef.  I do not think that there is anything wrong with having been a 
member of a union.  The Opposition believes that being a member of a union poses difficulties.  The Opposition 
is wrong.  Hundreds of thousands of Western Australians are members of unions. Indeed, millions of Australians 
are members of associations.  Australians have a right to form associations that protect their interests.  There is 
absolutely nothing wrong with that.  It is not right for the Opposition to suggest that there is something wrong 
with being a union member.   

Mr Birney:  Will you take an interjection?   

Mr McGOWAN:  I will take the member’s interjection only after he has answered my question.  Will the 
member for Kalgoorlie rule out moving to Perth?  He will not answer my question, so I will not take his 
interjection.   

Given that the Liberal Party has attacked the Australian Labor Party, I will inform members, and the wider 
Western Australian public, about recent events in the Liberal Party’s history.  In particular, I refer to the 
members for South Perth and Churchlands, who were done in because of internal preselection powerbroking 
deals that were made inside the Liberal Party.  In 1991, the member for Churchlands was unable to win 
preselection for the seat of Churchlands, even though she had wide public support.  Also, numbers were 
organised against the member for South Perth, but he jumped ship before he was pushed.  Of course, I refer to 
two of the most affluent electorates in the State.  During the past 10 years, Western Australia’s most unedifying 
spectacle was the deal made between the Leader of the Opposition and One Nation, which indicates the depths to 
which the Leader of the Opposition has sunk.  The Leader of the Opposition is on the record as saying stop her 
now.  Of course, he was referring to Pauline Hanson -  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BARNETT:  I am inclined to let the member for Rockingham continue, but he impugned my reputation when 
he claimed that I did a deal with One Nation.  I have strong views about One Nation.  I ask the member for 
Rockingham to use his integrity and withdraw his comments.  I assure the House that I have never done a deal 
with One Nation, and I never will.   

Mr McGOWAN:  If the Leader of the Opposition believes that his reputation has been impugned, he must make 
a personal explanation.  Such a matter should not be dealt with in a point of order.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Members should not adversely reflect on other members of the House.  If 
the Leader of the Opposition feels that his reputation has been impugned because he has been associated with 
people who have been charged with criminal offences, the member for Rockingham should have the good grace 
to reflect on that and use his words more wisely.   
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Mr McGOWAN:  I appreciate the Acting Speaker’s advice.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Is the member disputing my advice?   

Mr McGOWAN:  No, I am not.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition supported the Liberal Party when it decided to do a preference 
deal with One Nation before the Merredin by-election.  We all remember this matter quite clearly.  He can deny 
this fact, but I can refer to articles that will support my claim.  I have with me an editorial from The Australian 
that states that the Liberal Party dirty danced with One Nation, and it quotes the Leader of the Opposition.  We 
can also invite National Party members to contribute to the debate.  The member for Merredin was elected to the 
House because the Labor Party refused to do a deal with One Nation.  However, the Liberal Party did not.  If I 
felt that I had breached the standing orders, I would withdraw my remarks.  However, that the Leader of the 
Opposition made a deal with One Nation ahead of good public policy is a matter of history.   

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  The member for Rockingham has again impugned my reputation.  I have never made a deal 
with One Nation, and I will never make a deal with One Nation.  I certainly did not put a deal with One Nation 
ahead of anyone in the Liberal Party or ahead of any other organisation.  The member’s claims are simply not 
true.  

Mr Whitely interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  I call the member for Roleystone to order for the first time.  There is no 
point of order.  There is no direct imputation on the reputation of the Leader of the Opposition.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  I am pleased that I have finally brought the Leader of the Opposition back to life.  For the past 
two weeks he has silently sat on the opposition benches.  Indeed, he has been quite glum and almost comatose.  I 
have brought him to life by telling truths about him; that is, he allowed the Liberal Party to do a deal with One 
Nation at the time of the Merredin by-election.  If that is what it takes to bring him to life, I should do it more 
often.  That the Liberal Party should come into the Chamber and attack the Labor Party over its internal 
processes, when, at the time of the Merredin by-election - the member for Merredin knows full well what I am 
saying - it entered into an arrangement that put One Nation ahead of the Australian Labor Party, beggars belief.   

I am also bemused by the fact that at the same time that the Liberal Party attacks the ALP over its internal 
preselection and party activities, its party policy supports the concept that some people in the State should have 
four times the vote of others, and it is challenging the Government’s electoral legislation in the Supreme Court.  
The Liberal Party believes that there is something wrong with a political party that has an association with the 
union movement.  However, at the same time, it goes before the Supreme Court of Western Australia to defend a 
system that allows some people to have four times the vote of others.  Some Western Australians’ votes are 
worth 100 per cent; those of others are worth only 25 per cent.  It is quite incredible for the Liberal Party to 
attack the internal operations of a great political party that has a 100-year history - the story of Australia since 
federation is largely wrapped up in the Australian Labor Party - when it supports a completely undemocratic 
parliamentary system.   

The motion before the House is a waste of time.  The Liberal Party’s constitution is full of undemocratic 
anomalies.  Indeed, people who are not elected are allowed to vote on its state council.  All past presidents are 
allowed to vote, no matter when they were elected.  The federal president is also not elected.  Delegates from 
unelected parts of the party are also allowed to vote on preselection panels, state councils and state executives.  
However, the Labor Party has not bothered to bring such a matter before Parliament because it realises that 
important public policy issues must be debated.   

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.58 pm]:  I support the amendment moved by the 
Leader of the House.   

Mr Omodei interjected.   

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  There is only one Leader of the House.  How can the Opposition advise the 
Government how to run a political party if it does not know who the Leader of the House is?   

Outside organisations - they are peripheral in the running of the State - have paid much attention to the upcoming 
ALP state conference and have tried to give the ALP advice.  As with any advice, it will be measured to 
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determine whether it is appropriate, and it will be either accepted or rejected.  The advice given by the Liberal 
Party is based on the fact that the Premier has a plan that he wants the ALP to support.  That will be decided on 
the weekend.  The advice that we have received from the Liberal Party today has very little to do with how the 
Labor Party runs now or how it wants the Labor Party to run in the future.  The advice hides the divisions that 
exist today within the Liberal Party over how it is managed.   

Let us look at recent history.  In the lead-up to the last state election, corrupt activities were going on in the 
branches of the Liberal Party.  It was well reported in The West Australian.  Prominent people in the Liberal 
Party were rorting numbers and stacking branches to get state seats, which it saw as its key prize.  I will quote 
from an article by Anne Burns in The West Australian of 21 July -  

A week away from the Liberal Party State conference, the public leadership row between . . . Kierath 
and Colin Barnett appears to be the least of Premier Richard Court’s woes.   

The party is reeling from allegations of branch stacking, fake membership applications and phantom 
members, including in Mr Court’s own backyard.   

It goes on to name the people involved.  It continues - 

The West Australian has learnt that one of the endorsed candidates, Peter Collier, has been implicated in 
a phoney membership application for a branch in the Nedlands electorate.   

The article also names in the branch stacking Mr Quinlivan, a Liberal Party hack who has been around for many 
years.  I will give members details of what happened.  A member signed up in a branch to support a particular 
candidate but gave no authority to the Liberal Party to join the branch.  In giving no authority, he signed no 
documents, yet his signature appeared on a document as though he wanted to be a member of that branch to 
support that party.  It begs the question: who signed the document?  Who forged his signature?  Liberal Party 
members did not care about union membership.  They supported the then Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, 
who believes that people’s democratic rights should not die with them; they should be allowed to go on.  It does 
not matter that they are dead; those people can be accommodated in the Liberal Party’s rules because it will 
rewrite them.  A person will have a right to a vote.  Somebody’s signature was forged on a membership form.  
Somebody then paid the membership in the forged member’s name.  It led to a major fallout within the party.  
The same article in The West Australian reports that the State President of the Liberal Party, David Johnston, 
was extremely concerned.  It states -  

. . . David Johnston hit the nail on the head on the deputy leadership wrangle when he criticised the 
arrogance of MPs fighting over the spoils of an election the coalition is yet to win, especially in light of 
this week’s Morgan Bulletin poll . . .  

A major fight occurred in July 2000 prior to the last state election; it was not about how the Labor Party put its 
candidates into office, but about the rorting in Liberal Party offices.   

That was not a new story about the Liberal Party.  As the current Opposition knows, I visited the goings on in 
Wanneroo in the 1990s.  The outcome of my visit resulted in a member of Parliament, Wayde Smith, and the 
then Mayor of Wanneroo, Wayne Bradshaw, being imprisoned.  It took me three years to achieve that.  Every 
time I raised the issue in this place, the mob that is now in opposition said, “We are doing nothing wrong; you 
are the one who is doing wrong.”  The definitive report into the City of Wanneroo was written not by the 
impostor who led the royal commission, and whom nobody has heard of since, but by Peter Kyle, the son of the 
ex-Governor of this State.  In chapter 5 of his report, Kyle states - 

. . . there is little doubt that Bradshaw formed and led a faction . . .  

. . . this group consisted of active Liberal Party people - members of the Moore division of the Liberal 
Party.   

Bradshaw ran a faction that corrupted the activities of local government.  Many of us argued that that corruption 
went to the heart of the Liberal Party.  When Wayne Bradshaw put forward his evidence, he said to those people 
who were investigating the matter - that is, the police and the Kyle inquiry - that he collected money to run 
campaigns for members of the Liberal Party.  He said on 6PR that he had collected and given $15 000 to the 
member of Parliament who went on to become the Attorney General of the State.  There was a disagreement 
within the party about whether it was collected from corrupt sources.  However, in his defence, he said that he 
collected the money under what Kyle described as a corrupt Liberal hive of activity in Wanneroo.  He collected 
the money through his illegal, corrupt activities to make sure that the money went to the candidates he was 
organising in the northern suburbs.   
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I touched on that history to bring us quickly to the problems that the Liberal Party is now experiencing under its 
present leadership.  When the Liberal Party was in government, the then Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party 
desperately wanted to be the leader.  He was the judas of the Parliament.  The then Premier could not do a thing 
that his deputy did not undermine.  He would undermine the then Premier in the bar, in the gym and at Cottesloe 
Beach.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr OMODEI:  The member for Peel is casting aspersions on the Leader of the Opposition that are not true.  I ask 
the member to withdraw his remarks.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  There is no point of order.  The member for Peel has not reflected 
directly on the character of the Leader of the Opposition.  The expression he used about undermining could refer 
to anything and is not necessarily negative in itself. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  If any credence were to be given to his operations as Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party 
during that time, the most charitable view that could be reached is that he was doing it not necessarily because he 
wanted to purposely attack the leader of the Government, Premier Richard Court, but because he was concerned 
about how the Liberal Party had been structured and about the activities that were taking place in the branches at 
the time, which led to that group of people surrounding him at the time.  By then the current Leader of the 
Liberal Party, Colin Barnett, knew he lacked support.  Every week he was in government that lack of support 
grew.  We know that he was elected Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party by the toss of a coin.  Members of the 
National Party would recall that.  Members of the Liberal Party could not separate him and the member for 
Kingsley, so they tossed a coin.  That is how he was elected.  He never recovered from that. 

Mr Omodei:  Stalemates are solved by the drawing of lots under any normal procedure, and the member knows 
it. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I have been told to get my facts straight.  It was not the result of the toss of a coin; 
numbers were drawn from a hat.  He drew the long straw, or the short straw, depending on which way we look at 
it.  He was part of the Liberal Party’s downfall.  If we construct a building that is based on weak foundations, 
after a while that building will collapse, no matter where it is in the world.   

Many of the people who had been parachuted into the Liberal Party when it was in office were involved in those 
corrupt branch activities that were organised in the northern suburbs by Wayne Bradshaw.  The member for 
Cottesloe, to his credit, was not part of that process.  He was not parachuted in under the corrupt Bradshaw 
regime.  However, he saw what was going on around him.  He saw that a Liberal member from the northern 
suburbs had been put in prison and the bloke who had managed all the political activities up there had also gone 
to prison.  The member for Cottesloe realised that if and when he had the opportunity he would set about 
changing the rules of the Liberal Party dealing with its membership base and how it ought to be put together.  He 
never expected to be in opposition.  That is why he did the deal that he did with Epic Energy: “Wink, wink, 
nudge, nudge!  Do not worry, we won’t put in another pipeline.  You’ll be fine.  You’ll be able to increase your 
fuel prices or whatever.  I’ll make sure when I’m in charge that another pipeline won’t start.”  Members on this 
side of the House argued for two years - 

Point of Order 

Mr OMODEI:  I cannot see how this relates to the motion or the amendment to the motion.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  There is no point order.  The debate has ranged freely on both sides 
late this afternoon and this evening.  However, I draw to the attention of the House that the question is that the 
words to be deleted be deleted and the member for Peel should obviously focus on that.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  It is with that background in mind that the member for Cottesloe realised that when he 
was in charge of the Liberal Party he would set about making the changes that were needed.  Let us then come to 
the position that he holds today.  He is in charge of a dysfunctional Opposition.  It is dysfunctional by any 
measure, and not only by my rhetoric.  This is a team that could not win a game in the WAFL; it would not be 
allowed into the AFL!  However, the Leader of the Opposition is in charge, so he sets about implementing his 
plan for the Liberal Party.  He set out to draft a blueprint to drastically reshape the party.   
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The headline in The West Australian of 2 April 2002 is “Libs crisis - Big changes needed: Barnett.”  This 
motion, which the member for Mitchell is attempting to pass, is aimed at hiding the disunity that is behind the 
present attempts by the Leader of the Liberal Party to bring about change.  What does the leader of the Liberal 
Party want?  He sees his time as leader, by the way, as so short because of the lack of support among opposition 
members that he needs to bring about change immediately, so he goes to the extreme of change.  The article 
reads - 

Mr Barnett said lapsed members must be pursued and welcomed back.  Groups, including unions, 
should be wooed.   

That is the first part of his blueprint.  He wants to have a Liberal Party totally inclusive of the populace.  Today, 
from a motion which makes quite clear in its rhetoric of supposedly supporting lower union participation in the 
Labor Party and from the member for Kalgoorlie calling union members in his speech “scum” that they clearly -  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BIRNEY:  Clearly the member for Peel is attempting to impugn my reputation by suggesting I said 
something that I did not.  He is suggesting that in some way I referred to union members as scum.  I did not.  I 
referred to the union organisers who were involved in those various headlines in the newspaper that I read to the 
House as scum.  The member has clearly misrepresented my comments, and in doing so has impugned my 
reputation.  I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Andrews) to ask him to withdraw that comment.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Peel might wish to be more specific when he refers to the member’s 
comments.  The member for Kalgoorlie acknowledged what he said, and I am sure that the member for Peel will 
redress that in his speech.   

Members, let me point out that the debate is very rigorous and it needs to be so, but there are some words 
floating around like scum, thug and so on that are not acceptable.  One of the difficulties when we have members 
saying that another member said something is that it all comes back to that which is written in Hansard.  I ask 
members to be particularly careful when they are supposedly quoting other members.   

Mr BIRNEY:  I am unaware whether your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, required the member for Peel to withdraw 
that comment and I ask that you clarify that.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  What I am saying is quite simple.  I am directing the member for Peel to be very 
precise in what he says that you have said.  I cannot recall what you said during the earlier stages of today’s 
debate, so I am accepting the member’s word and also your word.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I am happy to clarify the position.  The clarification came out of the member for 
Kalgoorlie’s mouth when he said, “I did not call union members scum.  When I used the word scum I was 
referring to union leadership.”   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BIRNEY:  Mr Acting Speaker, you cannot allow this man to ramble on with mistruths.  I made my point very 
clearly.  I said that the people to whom I was referring as scum were those members of the union who were 
specifically named in those newspaper articles that dealt with corrupt activities.  For the member to infer that I 
was referring to all union leaders as scum is incorrect and untruthful, and it impugns my reputation.  I ask that 
you require the member for Peel to withdraw that accusation.  

Mr McGOWAN:  Points of order are opportunities for members to explain where there has been an infringement 
of the standing orders.  They are not an opportunity for someone to say that someone said something that they 
did not, or what have you.  Members have a perfectly appropriate course of action to take if they feel their 
comments have been misrepresented, and that is to make a personal explanation.  This activity is going on and 
on from the Opposition.  It did not happen last term and maybe the Opposition needs a few lessons in standing 
orders so they understand that simple point.   

Mr BIRNEY:  Standing Order No 92 deals with imputations of improper motives and personal reflections.  I 
submit that the member for Peel has breached Standing Order No 92 by indicating that I called a particular group 
of people scum when I did not.  Clearly, he has breached that standing order and I ask you to ask him to 
withdraw it.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The second time that the member for Peel stood up he 
used the same words that the member for Kalgoorlie used when he raised the point of order.   
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Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I used that example to highlight the problem we have had from the word go.  This 
motion is not a genuine attempt by the member for Mitchell to advise the Labor Party how best to run its 
organisation.  This is a cover-up for the divisions that exist within the Liberal Party.  It is a cover-up that has 
been generated by a leader who says that the Liberal Party has to bring about change.  In bringing about change 
the Leader of the Opposition wants to bring the union movement into the Liberal Party.  The member for 
Kalgoorlie, who unfortunately is a legend in his one brain cell, cannot see beyond that.  The member for 
Kalgoorlie cannot see any room in his party for the trade union movement.  The Leader of the Opposition goes 
one step further.  He does not stop at saying who ought to be part of the party in its democratic way forward; he 
says that it must be done quickly.  He has three years ahead of him in which to bring about the change.  If he 
does not bring about the change, his opportunity is lost forever.  In a later newspaper article the Leader of the 
Opposition said that in bringing about a change, one of the other things he must do is get rid of the rabble in the 
upper House.  Can members imagine the problems that has caused in the Liberal Party headquarters.  The truth is 
that they are collectively a rabble.  Do members form a bigger rabble when they are in the upper House 
compared with that in the lower House? 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr OMODEI:  I am sure you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Andrews), have been listening very carefully to ascertain 
whether the member for Peel has referred to members of the upper House as a rabble.  He referred to a comment 
that he alleged was made by the Leader of the Opposition in which he called the upper House a rabble.  That 
comment is not true, and he knows that.  I ask him to withdraw that comment.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Peel did not refer to any individual member of the upper House as 
being part of that rabble. 

Mr OMODEI:  So it is okay then.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I believe so, according to the standing orders. 

Mr OMODEI:  Surely it is still unparliamentary whether a person is accused individually or collectively.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  My understanding is that the comment must refer to an individual member.  The 
standing orders relate to personal reflections upon members of the upper House.  To call them a rabble does not 
necessarily imply anything about their character.  Therefore, there is no point of order.  It certainly does not 
serve our Chamber well to reflect on the other place in that manner as, in similar circumstances, they should not 
reflect on us.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  In light of more recent events in the upper House when members from the other side 
were out of the Chamber watching a television show, the Leader of the Liberal Party was quoted in the paper 
using stronger terminology than rabble.  I do not care whether members opposite want to argue about one word.  
The Opposition is a defunct and paralysed organisation and rigor mortis has set in right along the front bench.  
The only thing that moves is the eyelid on pay day; it winks once in recognition of pay.  Clearly, the Leader of 
the Opposition has set out to change that as best he can.  In a newspaper article in The West Australian of 2 
April, he is reported as wanting the Liberal Party to have a broad-based membership, including the unions.  The 
members for Kalgoorlie and Mitchell have made it quite clear that that is not the sort of Liberal Party of which 
they want to be part.  Not only that, the Leader of the Opposition is on his own when he says he wants to get rid 
of the upper House.  In The West Australian of 13 August 2001, another article about that matter states - 

Liberal MLC Peter Foss said Mr Barnett’s position was a lone view within the party.  

There is a major problem of disunity in a dysfunctional organisation.  It has nothing to do with how we are going 
on this side of the House.  If the member for Mitchell’s plan were genuine, let us make it rhetoric free and 
consider his suggestion as to how we ought to handle the matter.  How do we weigh up whether it is appropriate 
in the circumstances?  The member for Mitchell says the Labor Party has a problem and it ought to support the 
Premier in fixing it.  On one side we have the problem; that is, the mathematical equation.  We then have an 
equals sign with the answer on the other side.  What is the answer to this problem?  The Labor Party runs 
Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, South Australia, Western Australia, the Australian Capital 
Territory and the Northern Territory.  What is wrong with that?  I know what is wrong; the member for Mitchell 
wants to see the whole ballpark in our hands.  He says that we should bring about the change and we will then 
run Canberra as well.  

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  Your Premier wants the change. 
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Mr MARLBOROUGH:  The member may be right.  However, I am willing to go to my state conference this 
weekend with a completely open mind so that I can be convinced to support a formula that will deliver Canberra 
from the hands of the John Howard Liberal Government to the Labor Party.  I am happy to go to the conference 
and members have my commitment.  I will have an open mind when discussing a process that will deliver 
Canberra to the Labor Party because when this great nation is completely in our hands, its future will be assured.  

MR WHITELY (Roleystone) [6.25 pm]:  I will add my commitment to that of the member for Peel.  I will also 
go to the conference with an open mind.  I am convinced that in two and a half years from now we will have a 
federal Labor Government regardless of the outcome of this issue that is of no consequence to the people I 
represent.  It is the height of hypocrisy for the Liberal Party to lecture us on democracy today.  The Liberal Party 
had its chance last year to demonstrate that it joined the Labor Party in sharing its commitment to democracy.  
We then had the chance to enshrine the basic democratic principle that all Western Australians have the same 
right to a democratic say; that is, the principle of one vote, one value.  Did the Liberal Party support that 
principle?  No, it did not.  Why did it not do that?  It did not do that, because it thought it would get some cheap 
political advantage out of opposing that legislation.  The Liberal Party used all sorts of entirely fallacious and 
hypocritical arguments, such as country seats are bigger than metropolitan seats and, therefore, they are harder to 
service.  It used arguments that ignored the fact that my metropolitan seat is 63 times the size of some country 
seats.  They were absolutely fallacious arguments.  Regardless of those arguments, the Labor Party supported the 
principle of one vote, one value, because it believes in democracy, the equality of economic opportunity, the 
equality of educational opportunity and, most of all, as demonstrated in the one vote, one value debate last year, 
the principle of democratic equality.   

Mr Grylls:  And equal access to services. 

Mr WHITELY:  Yes, and equal access to services.  If the member wants to swap the number of police he has in 
his electorate with the number I have in mine, I am happy to do that.  In fact, the numbers have tripled since we 
have had a Labor Government.   

The Liberal Party has the hide to come in here and lecture us on democracy despite the fact that last week I 
pointed out in this House the affront to democracy that was committed by Senator Ian Campbell when he wrote 
an entirely misleading letter to the people in the suburbs of Beckenham and Kenwick in my electorate.  That 
letter, which was sent during the last election campaign, indicated that the federal Government would provide 
funding for stages 4 and 5 of the Roe Highway.  The senator did not use those words, but he sent a letter on 2 
February 2001, eight days before the state election, that indicated that the federal Government would be 
dedicating $76 million to the completion of this vital road project.  The federal Government has allocated 
$76 million.  However, it was not for stages 4 and 5 of the project, but for stages 6 and 7.  It was an entirely 
misleading letter.  Last week I highlighted what an affront to democracy it was to have a Western Australian 
senator using taxpayers’ funds eight days before a state election to create a misconception in the community that 
the federal Government would provide urgently needed funding for a road project that was dear to the hearts of 
the people living in Beckenham and Kenwick.  One or two people living in those areas may have believed him.  
In fact, I highlighted a letter to the editor that was written by Mr Peter Hitchins who asked the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure where the missing money had gone.  In this year we had spent only $35 million of 
the apparent $76 million that had been provided by the federal Government.  He read the letter in the way it was 
intended to be read, which indicated that the federal Government would fund Roe Highway stages 4 and 5.  That 
was how the letter was written and that was how it was intended to be read.  It was an absolute nonsense because 
not a cent of federal money was provided for that project.  Yet, a federal Liberal senator wrote a letter eight days 
before a state election giving a false impression to the people in my electorate. 

As I highlighted last week, in the letter Senator Ian Campbell said - 

Mr Fred Tubby, MLA, Member for Roleystone, has informed me that work on the Roe Highway will 
commence in August.  The Welshpool Road to Nicholson Road stages will be completed by the fourth 
quarter of 2002. 

That is a direct mistruth.  I know that I am not allowed to use the word “lie” in this Chamber, but I am certainly 
allowed to think it.  Senator Ian Campbell wrote that letter on 2 February last year, which was exactly the same 
date a letter was written by Fred Tubby, the former member for Roleystone, to a Mr Paul Gane, who is the 
convenor of the William Street action group that was campaigning to get the road built.  In his letter, Mr Tubby 
said there would be - 

 . . . continued progress on the construction of Roe Highway, with completion to the Kenwick Link - 
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That is, stage 4 - 

expected by mid 2003 and Nicholson Road by 2004. 

That is, stage 5.  That is a direct contradiction of the letter written by Senator Ian Campbell.  It was a deliberate 
mistruth and was written on the same day as the other letter.  Mr Gane received both of those letters, one as a 
householder and one sent to him directly from the then member for Roleystone, Mr Fred Tubby. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I am sure the member for Roleystone will relate his speech to the 
question before the House, which is that the words to be deleted be deleted. 

Mr Bradshaw:  He is paranoid about the connection. 

Mr WHITELY:  I will, because there is a connection to be drawn.  At the heart of this debate is the commitment 
to democracy.  The Liberal Party is intent on lecturing the Labor Party about democracy, yet it cannot even abide 
by the basic democratic principle not to have taxpayers fund election material sent to residents of a marginal 
electorate eight days before a campaign, which creates deliberate mistruths. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BARNETT:  The member for Roleystone has accused Senator Ian Campbell of a deliberate mistruth.  There 
is no way around that.  The publishing of electoral material carries with it strict requirements.  If the member has 
a complaint about any electoral material distributed by Senator Ian Campbell, there are opportunities for him to 
complain about that.  He cannot walk into this place under privilege and accuse a member of the federal 
Parliament of a deliberate mistruth and I ask that he withdraw the comment because it is tantamount to saying it 
is a lie. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The member for Roleystone can stand in this place and 
say those words, but alternative measures can be pursued. 

Mr BARNETT:  He is reflecting on a member of another House. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is a major difference between saying it is a deliberate untruth and saying it is a 
mistruth. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr WHITELY:  The intention of the letter was clear, whether or not I am allowed to call it a mistruth or another 
term that would more accurately reflect what it is.  The letter, written at taxpayers’ expense to constituents in a 
marginal electorate eight days before a state election, was designed to create the impression that the federal 
Government had provided funding for a project, which it had not.  It also contained a quote from the previous 
member for Roleystone, a man whose integrity is accepted by everyone who knows him.  It quoted the previous 
member for Roleystone as saying that a project would be finished by a particular date, in direct contradiction to a 
number of documents that I presented to the House last week, which indicated it was an impossible timetable, 
and in direct contradiction to a letter written by Mr Fred Tubby to the same constituent that highlighted it was an 
impossible timetable in which to deliver the funding.  I add that Mr Paul Gane told me that he rang Fred Tubby 
after he received Senator Ian Campbell’s letter and said, “Fred, is it possible that it will be done by this date?”  
Fred said, “No, it is impossible; it cannot be done by that date.”  The letter that Fred Tubby wrote to Paul Gane 
confirms that. 

The Liberal Party comes into this place and tells us about democracy.  It has no right to lecture the Labor Party 
and this Government about democracy.  It has no credibility when it comes to democracy.  It did not support the 
one vote, one value legislation and it is prepared to use tactics that I consider an affront to democracy.  I used the 
words last week “tantamount to electoral fraud”.  I stand by those words.  I believe that this is an affront to 
democracy.  The Liberal Party should get its own house in order before it comes into this place and tells us about 
democracy. 

I move on to the substance of the amendment.  I, of course, support the amendment, which commends the state 
Labor Party for its cooperative approach to unions and industry to the benefit of all Western Australians.  We on 
this side of politics have an appropriate model that we can draw on when we reflect on the cooperative approach 
taken to the union movement, industry and government and how that tripartite approach can deliver benefits to 
all Western Australians.  The model I refer to is, in fact, the 13 years of the Hawke and Keating Governments 
and the achievements that were made as a result of the cooperative approach those Governments took with the 
union movement, business and government. 

I will refer to a bit of Australian history and what was inherited by the Hawke and Keating Governments.  When 
the Hawke Government came to power in 1983, it inherited an economy at a crossroads.  Australia had had 10 
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years of economic and financial mismanagement by both sides of politics.  The Whitlam Government did some 
commendable things with its social policies, but its economic record was not good; it presided over three years 
of economic incompetence.  That was followed by another seven years of financial and economic incompetence 
by the Fraser Government.  For the last five of those seven years, the current Prime Minister, John Howard, was 
the federal Treasurer.  He was therefore responsible for the delivery of that economic and financial 
incompetence.  It is interesting to note that the approach taken by the Fraser Government to industrial relations 
and to the union movement flip-flopped between a laissez faire, non-interventionist approach and a highly 
interventionist approach.  Howard and the Fraser Government tried to take a laissez faire and open-market 
approach to wage determinations.  They found that did not work and resulted in runaway inflation.  They then 
went to the opposite extreme and introduced a wage freeze.  That resulted in the Hawke and Keating 
Governments, when they came to power, inheriting an economy at a crossroads with double-digit inflation and 
double-digit unemployment.  Australia had an unemployment rate of well over 10 per cent - I think about 11 per 
cent - and the inflation rate was a similar figure.  Australia’s economy was in deep trouble.   

Did the Hawke Government continue with the policy of confrontation or did it try to sit down with people to sort 
out better ways of doing business in Australia?  It chose the second option.  It took a cooperative approach, 
which was broadly described as the accord process.  That accord process saw the Government, industry and 
unions sitting down together and deciding the policy prescriptions for the Australian economy and ways in 
which they could make the Australian economy more open and vibrant.  The Hawke Government, with Keating 
as Treasurer, took the sorts of brave steps that the other side of politics talks about and says are part of its 
platform.  It talks about the rhetoric of encouraging free enterprise, but it does not have the courage to implement 
its rhetoric.  The Hawke Government, with Keating as Treasurer, deregulated the financial markets and the 
airline industry and lifted the level of superannuation savings.  It did so by adopting a cooperative approach with 
the Government, industry and the union movement sitting down together at one table and considering how to 
make the economy work better.  It is a great credit to the Australian union movement that during that accord 
process, particularly in its first seven years, often it put the national interest ahead of its own sectional interests.  
Real wages declined by, I think, seven per cent for many Australian workers during that period.  Obviously the 
Opposition could not resist taking a cheap shot at the Labor Government for those circumstances.  The union 
movement understood that we needed a vibrant, open economy that paid wages at a level that could be sustained 
in the long term, so it agreed to moderate wage demands in the national interest.  That is exactly the approach 
this Government is adopting in its dealings with the union movement and industry, not in the detail but in 
philosophical terms.  That is why I applaud and support this motion.  

As I said, in the original motion the Liberal Party sought to lecture the Government about democracy.  I will 
finish with the words of one of my constituents, Mr Paul Gane, who wrote to the former Premier and to Murray 
Criddle on 7 February when he was Minister for Transport.  He was seeking clarity on two letters he had 
received: one from Fred Tubby, a man of great integrity, and one from Senator Ian Campbell, who is not worthy 
of serving in any Parliament.  Mr Gane states - 

Today I received a letter from Senator Ian Campbell, in his letter he states that Mr. Fred Tubby has 
informed him that work will commence on Roe Highway in August and that the section from 
Welshpool Road to Nicholson Road will be completed by the fourth quarter of 2002.   

He was restating what was in Senator Campbell’s letter.  To continue - 

 . . . my family and I thank you, because this is what we have been trying to achieve.   

But I have to be cynical, I have been writing letters to you and the Premier for months now with no 
answers forthcoming.   

So I have to ask is this a true statement or a carefully planted lie that was designed to catch myself and 
other members of my group off guard?   

It is a very reasonable question and a good point on which to finish. 

Question to be Put 
MR GRYLLS (Merredin) [6.42 pm]:  I move -  

That the question be now put. 
Question put and negatived. 

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed 
MR McRAE (Riverton) [6.42 pm]:  I rise briefly to put on the record my support for the amendment moved by 
the Leader of the House.  The original motion was moved by a party steeped in envy, which is one of the seven 
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deadly sins.  Today the Opposition exhibited a number of those sins.  It is certainly glowing green with envy 
now.  Why is it steeped in envy?  It is steeped in envy because the Opposition struggles to understand the Labor 
Party and will always be envious of it because its members believe in something.  On the other side of this 
House there is a total absence of belief in anything aspiring to the good of human beings.  Although they believe 
in individual achievement, they do not believe in collective benefit or the wellbeing of communities; they believe 
in the pursuit of individual freedom and benefit.  Why does that make the difference between us so great?  
People like the member for Kalgoorlie, who rabbited on like a carrot with its head chopped off this evening, have 
offered no explanation whatsoever for why this motion is a priority.  This motion is item No 24 on page 6 of the 
Notice Paper.  The preceding items number 23, and the headings include Public and Private Hospital Systems 
Imbalance, Peel Deviation Project, Members of Parliament Entitlements and Guidelines, Southern Rail Link 
Redirection, Electoral Reform, Aged Health Care State Plan, Investigation Into Allegations of Missing 
Documents by State Records Commission, Eradication of Introduced Plant and Animal Species, and South West 
Forest Regeneration and Management.  There are 23 items ahead of this motion, but today of all days, in the 
second last week of the sitting of this House before we rise for the winter recess, the Opposition has raised a 
matter that has nothing to do with the wellbeing of or promotion of good within our community.  It has nothing 
to do with good governance, good service, good representation, the presentation of an ideal, the belief in the 
wellbeing of our community or the belief in the advancement of our community and collective good.  None of 
those issues has been reflected in anything the rabble opposite has produced this evening. 

Mr Birney:  Don’t call us rabble. 

Mr McRAE:  What would the member for Kalgoorlie call himself?  

Mr Birney:  Good chaps. 

Mr McRAE:  That is the definition of the belief system of members opposite.  It is defined in two words.  I was 
willing to let the member for Kalgoorlie rebut everything I said that defines our differences, and his definition of 
what represents members opposite is “good chaps”.  He did not even say chapesses. 

Ms Radisich:  Members on that side do not promote women. 

Mr McRAE:  The member for Swan Hills is right.  I had a conversation with the member for Kalgoorlie outside 
the Chamber about representation of women in this place.  The Labor Party pursues an agenda of positive 
encouragement and endorsement of women as representatives of 52 per cent of the population.  Members on the 
other side consider themselves to be good chaps. 

Mr Birney:  We are very good chaps. 

Mr McRAE:  The member for Kalgoorlie has added an adverb and now they are very good chaps.  

What is the reason for their envy?  I have no doubt that it is because members opposite are confronted with a 
vibrant, open and engaging group of people who form the Labor Party in this Parliament.  What is it about us 
that is open and engaging?  A long-term Liberal Party financier and contributor to the Liberal Party in this State 
spoke to me at great length about his refusal to make any more contributions to the Liberal Party.  He has pulled 
out his cheque book and said that it is important that Labor candidates be able to communicate their message.  
He acknowledged that Labor is interested in ideas and ideals.  He was a lifelong Liberal voter and supporter and 
a member of the business community. 

Mr Birney:  What is his name?  

Mr McRAE:  I will not dob him in, but he genuinely exists.  He is not part of the member for Kalgoorlie’s 
imagination; he is part of his nightmare, because people like him have abandoned his party in droves.  They will 
not return to the member’s party because it lacks imagination, ideals, aspirations and vision for this community.  
That is what defines the Labor Party and why I am very proud to be a part of its history and of a Labor 
Government.  

I brought with me a copy of the Kalgoorlie Trades Hall centenary publication, which has a cover showing one of 
those wonderful tapestries produced during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries by Labor movements 
throughout the world.  It is a rich tradition in Western Australia, particularly in the goldfields.  The picture of the 
tapestry to which I refer is for the Eastern Goldfields Amalgamated Tailors and Tailoresses Society.  It 
represents the aspirations of working people to band together for their collective good and the protection of their 
working lives and those of their families. 

Surely members opposite, even begrudgingly, can acknowledge that these are proud traditions that deserve to be 
celebrated in our community.  They are not to be crushed, denigrated, despised or envied, as members opposite 
would have us do.  I refuse to do that.  I will always believe in the possibility of a greater collective outcome, 
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and that is why I am on this side of the Parliament.  In the lead-up to the election last year, members of my 
community were coming up to me at community forums.  In my first speech in this place, I talked about one 
such case.  A man and a woman in their fifties had two daughters, one in her late 20s, the other in her early 30s, 
both of whom had done post-graduate studies in biological sciences.  At the time I spoke with this couple in 
November or December 2000, their young daughters - members of the most intelligent part of society, whom we 
want to be the scientists, thinkers and leader of tomorrow - had been on short-term employment contracts for the 
whole of the six years they had been in the work force, since completing their post-graduate degrees.  Their 
parents, people in their fifties who had been lifelong Liberal voters, came to the community forum on a Saturday 
morning in the local park to talk to the Labor candidate, who was coming out of nowhere and sneaking up on 
that formerly impregnable member for Riverton, now a consultant to BGC Pty Ltd.   

Mr Birney:  He will be back to dance on your political grave.  

Mr McRAE:  Oh - will he just?  Does the member for Kalgoorlie think the former member for Riverton will 
become leader of his party?  

Mr Birney interjected.  

Mr McRAE:  I would welcome the opportunity, member for Kalgoorlie.  Any time Graham Kierath wants to run 
for the seat of Riverton, I would welcome the opportunity, and the member can pass that message on to him.  

Mr Birney interjected.  

Mr McRAE:  That is an interesting point, because that is exactly what the former member for Riverton, Graham 
Kierath, said in the Press last year - that a bunch of union thugs in black T-shirts intimidated voters.  He went on 
the public record, in the Business News, with that statement, and now the member for Kalgoorlie is repeating it 
here.  The error of his ways lies in listening to people who, outside this place, misrepresent very important - 

Mr Birney interjected.  

Mr McRAE:  I think the member should listen to the truth of that story.  If he takes one moment - 

Mr Birney interjected.  

Mr McRAE:  No, it was not a carrot, it was Mr Potato Head.  If the member for Kalgoorlie would listen for one 
moment, he might understand what happened on election day.  Mr Kierath was describing the people from the 
Injured Persons’ Action and Support Association.  The same week as Mr Kierath appeared in the Business 
Weekly alleging, as the member for Kalgoorlie had just done, that unionists in black T-shirts -  

Mr Birney:  I never said anything about black T-shirts.  

Mr McRAE:  The member said thug unionists.  Mr Kierath said that union thugs in black T-shirts were 
intimidating voters, and that is why he lost the election.  That is an extraordinary explanation for the loss of a 
seat that he had previously held for 12 years by a margin never less than 6.7 per cent.  The very same week that 
publication appeared, the Injured Persons’ Action and Support Association newsletter came out.  IPASA is a 
community-based group that deals with people suffering as a result of workplace injuries.  The group is a non-
profit, $20-a-year membership organisation.  In its quarterly newsletter was a picture of Anita Matsen, its 
candidate for the seat of Riverton, dressed in a black T-shirt, surrounded by 20 other IPASA members, each 
dressed in a black T-shirt.  The former member for Riverton, Mr Graham Kierath, went into the public domain, 
arguing that he had been done over by thugs in black T-shirts, who turned out to be members of the Injured 
Persons’ Action and Support Association.  Their candidate was an injured nurse, confined to a wheelchair.  
IPASA is a non-profit community organisation that the Opposition continues to denigrate.  This is what I am 
talking about when I say that the conservatives will attack any collective action that is designed to protect 
people’s wellbeing.  It is a disgrace that the Opposition would do that.  The member for Kalgoorlie should have 
more sense than to fall into the same trap as the former member for Riverton.  I can understand that, given that 
he is seeking to buy a house somewhere on the southern shores of the Swan River - 

Mr Birney:  Last week you were saying that I had already bought one.  

Mr McRAE:  The member for Kalgoorlie denied that in the House.  Has he put in a bid for one?  

Mr Birney:  No.  Were there any union members on your polling booth during the last election?  

Mr McRAE:  So, we are still dodging that one are we?  There were union members on my booth.  

Mr Birney:  So - you are admitting it! 
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Mr McRAE:  I am proud of it.  I also know that there were a couple of union members on Graham Kierath’s 
working team, and a couple on the Greens (WA) candidate’s team.  Strange but true, member for Kalgoorlie, 
there are unionists everywhere.  It is a spooky thing, but there are unionists creeping out everywhere!  They are 
coming up behind, they are outside the back door, and they are in the Labor camp, the Liberal camp and the 
Greens (WA) camp!  They are everywhere.  It is very spooky.  It might be spooky for the member for 
Kalgoorlie, but it is a pretty normal thing to join a union to protect one’s interests.  The member for Kalgoorlie is 
a joke - a sad, sad joke.  The sooner he comes to grips with the fact that people want to work together and act 
collectively, and are proud to be members of the Labor Party in doing that, the sooner he will have half a chance 
in Alfred Cove.  It is sad that the member for Alfred Cove is not here to observe the glint the member has in his 
eye as he contemplates that seat.  I will guarantee that when he gets his campaign workers scattered across the 
booths in Alfred Cove, and he is running that election campaign, he will have a unionist on his campaign team.   

Mr Birney:  I would not have a union leader on my team.  

Mr McRAE:  So the member for Kalgoorlie would discriminate against a union member.  I did not think he was 
as bigoted and as prejudiced a person as that, but he has revealed himself this evening to be profoundly that way.   

I can rest my case.  The members opposite are envious.  I am part of a tradition of a labour movement that seeks 
the betterment of all human beings.  We even believe that there will be a time when the light may shine for the 
member for Kalgoorlie.  Somewhere in his life, at some point in time, there will be enlightenment.  I do not 
know when that will be; I hope it is not too late.  I hope he does not always look around corners, fearful that 
there may be a unionist there.  They are not all bogeymen.  He must get over it.  I am proud to be part of a labour 
tradition stretching back more than 130 years in this country, and to be part of a Labor Party that has its 
traditions as the oldest social democratic party in the world.  I will never step back from being proud of that fact.   

MR O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [6.58 pm]:  I stayed away from the Chamber this afternoon because, when I read 
what was on the Notice Paper, I thought it would be a bit of a joke, and we were just going to waste a lot of time.  
What involvement should the Liberal Party have in the Labor Party’s preselection process?  It does not have its 
own preselection process sorted out.  Noel Crichton-Browne is still manipulating the figures on the Liberal side.  
The party is trying to get the member for Kalgoorlie down to Alfred Cove.  I wonder if the member for 
Kalgoorlie has seen Mr Crichton-Browne about moving down to Alfred Cove or Booragoon, because that is the 
only way he will get there.  The Opposition has the cheek to talk to the Government about the Labor Party’s 
preselection process.  That preselection process is open.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


