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GOVERNMENT RESOURCING — MINOR PARTIES AND INDEPENDENTS 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

This House condemns the Premier for his corrupt staff for votes deal with the Member for Fremantle 
and calls on the Premier to release all documents related to the issue. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.16 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier for his corrupt staff-for-votes deal with the member for 
Fremantle and calls upon the Premier to release all documents related to the issue. 

This motion goes to the heart of Parliament’s role in our democratic system. Parliament is the centrepiece of our 
accountability system. That is what we were told by the WA Inc royal commission. Once the remarks of the 
member for Fremantle were published on Sunday, this debate was absolutely required. Parliament cannot 
perform its centrepiece accountability role if parliamentary votes can be bought and sold. Parliament cannot 
perform its centrepiece accountability role if the executive can suborn the votes of other members of Parliament. 
In our system there has been a long history of deep concern about this issue. It is a concern that has been 
expressed very explicitly. It has not been expressed in an incidental way. It has not been buried in a minor 
statute. It is not a matter of common law argument. It is not a fashion or a fad. Buying a vote in Parliament is a 
fundamental assault on the integrity of our political system. It undermines Parliament’s ability to be the 
centrepiece of our accountability system. This deep historic concern is expressed in our Criminal Code. I urge 
those members who doubt whether this issue is serious to go to the Criminal Code and read sections 60 and 61, 
and indeed section 7. Let me quote from section 61, which is headed “Bribery of member of Parliament” —  

Any person who, — 

(1) In order to influence a member of either House of Parliament in his vote, opinion, judgment, or 
action, upon any question or matter arising in the House of which he is a member or in any 
committee thereof, or in any joint committee of both Houses, or in order to induce him to 
absent himself from the House or from any such committee, gives, confers, or procures, or 
promises or offers to give or confer, or to procure or attempt to procure, any property or 
benefit of any kind, whether pecuniary or otherwise, to, upon, or for such member, or to, upon, 
or for, any other person; or — 

There is a second subsection, and then it reads — 

… is guilty of a crime, and is liable to imprisonment for 7 years. 

Note, please, the breadth of the definition. Note the breadth of parliamentary actions that are covered by the 
Criminal Code. Note the breadth of the broad definition of “benefit” that is covered by the Criminal Code.  

The matter is also covered in the Corruption and Crime Commission Act. I will quote from section 4(d) of the 
CCC act. This is part of the definition of “misconduct” and it includes —  

a public officer engages in conduct that — 

(i) adversely affects, or could adversely affect, directly or indirectly, the honest or 
impartial performance of the functions of a public authority or public officer whether 
or not the public officer was acting in their public officer capacity at the time of 
engaging in the conduct; 

I went to the trouble of making those preliminary remarks and quoting from those statutes so that people can 
understand that this is a serious issue that requires proper consideration.  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I will listen to the Premier and I hope that the members of the government will listen to me 
on this very serious issue. 

The facts are simple: the member for Fremantle has convicted herself and the Premier out of her own mouth. I 
will quote from The Sunday Times as reported on the Perthnow website — 
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Ms Carles said Mr Barnett agreed to the deal, which will cost taxpayers up to $90,000 a year, but on 
two conditions: 

• That Ms Carles vote with the Liberal–National Government to ensure the passing of “supply” Bills, 
which are required by the Government to spend money on its day-to-day activities. 

• Ms Carles oppose any motion of no-confidence in the Government. 

There is then a direct quote from the member for Fremantle — 

“I went to the Premier seeking an additional staff member,” she said. “He said, ‘Yes, on the condition 
that you don’t block supply and you don’t support a vote of no-confidence in the Government’. 

I have spoken to the journalist who wrote that article — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who was that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Joe Spagnolo. I have had Mr Spagnolo confirm to me that that was a direct quote from the 
member for Fremantle. I would not have made the comments that I made in that article had I not had that 
confirmation from Mr Spagnolo that that was a direct quote. That is the evidence, I think, that convicts both the 
Premier and the member for Fremantle of serious misconduct. The member for Fremantle the next day still held 
the same view. Even after the member for Fremantle had been alerted to the issues of serious misconduct, alerted 
to the issues of corruption, alerted to the issues of breaches of the Criminal Code and alerted to the danger in 
which she had placed herself, she still held the same view. Let me quote from what she said when she was 
interviewed on television. This is what she said on ABC television and on Channel Nine television after the 
Premier had disputed her account and after she became aware of the implications. She still held to her view. The 
member for Fremantle said — 

“My view was these were the conditions that we agreed to and then that would entitle me to an 
additional staff member,”  

At question time I offered the Premier an opportunity to dispute both of those direct quotes and to correct the 
record. Members would have observed the Premier slipping around, distracting and trying everything possible to 
avoid providing a direct answer to that question. Does he dispute what the member for Fremantle said in The 
Sunday Times? Does he dispute what upon reflection after warning of the serious implications she then said on 
the ABC and Channel Nine last night? There is a very direct and clear and explicit description of what happened 
at that meeting from the member for Fremantle and it is conspicuous that, offered the opportunity in this place to 
correct the record and dispute that account, the Premier chose not to do that. What is the Premier’s defence? 
What is the Premier’s defence to these issues? The Premier’s defence appears to be summed up in this comment 
that he gave to Perthnow — 

“So there were two conversations, but at the end of the day any decision to allocate resources would not 
be related to any additional commitment.’’ 

Therefore, the Premier is arguing that in the one meeting there were two parallel conversations. Quite frankly, 
that lacks credibility. It is very difficult to believe, Premier, that there were two parallel conversations in the 
one meeting. When we have the Premier’s account, which is so different from the account of the member for 
Fremantle, I have to ask—we all have to ask: who is telling the truth? I know whose version I prefer. I prefer the 
version of the member for Fremantle to the version provided by the Premier. The Premier should reflect that 
even if his comments are right, there are still problems because even in his own account he says that he was the 
one who raised the issues of confidence and supply. Why would the Premier even mention the issues of 
confidence and supply when what was being discussed was an office refurbishment and staffing resources for the 
member for Fremantle? Why would the Premier even introduce those two issues? In his own defence, he 
introduced those issues; he was the first to mention them. That is very unsatisfactory. The Premier should reflect 
that parallel conversations have been fatal for people in public life. The argument that the conversations were 
parallel did not work for the former member for Riverton, for example. The Premier should reflect on what he 
thought about the former member for Riverton when the question of parallel conversations was raised. Go back 
and think about that, Premier.  

What we have is a direct and explicit description from the member for Fremantle not contradicted by the Premier 
in this place, where there can be punishments for misleading the house, when he had the opportunity. What we 
have instead is a media defence from the Premier, which in itself raises serious questions: Who is telling the 
truth? Why did the Premier even mention the issue of votes in Parliament when the discussion was about 
resources? Let us not forget that at this meeting the new member of Parliament, the person with the least 
experience, was the member for Fremantle. The senior experienced politician with years of ministerial 
experience behind him, with all the legal advice available to him in government, was the other person at the 
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meeting—the Premier. I believe the member for Fremantle, even though it might be said by some that she has 
been perhaps naive in her comments. The naivety of her comments tends to confirm the truth of her description 
of the situation. Therefore, what we have is something that is wrong and something that is corrupt—something 
that demands investigations. This is a conclusion that the Corruption and Crime Commission, in my view, itself 
must reach. It is not wrong to offer additional resources to a member of Parliament. It is not wrong to reach a 
political deal with another member of Parliament as to how that member will vote on a particular matter. What is 
absolutely wrong, what is serious misconduct and what is corrupt is to link those two issues. If a person links a 
political deal on a vote with resources for a member of Parliament, that is wrong, that is improper and that is 
corrupt.  

The member for Pilbara raised the issue of additional resources for Independent members of Parliament with the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. He got back this response on 7 April 2009; I will quote the relevant 
paragraph — 

The Commission is of the view that there is no evidence to suggest that there is a connection between 
the funding allocation to the independent Members and their support of Government and, therefore, 
there is no reason to believe that the funding allocation is improper or corrupt. 

What is the difference between that situation then and the situation now? The difference is now there is evidence. 
Now there are the statements of the member for Fremantle—statements made to The Sunday Times, and 
statements made 24 hours later after having had the opportunity to take advice and after having been warned of 
the serious implications associated with her first statements. Now there is evidence and the Corruption and 
Crime Commission implied with that statement in response to the member for Pilbara that if there was such 
evidence, the matter would have merited investigation. That is the implication that I draw from its comment. 
There is an overarching issue.  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have limited time. The Minister for Police can ask me a question at a later stage during his 
contribution to the debate.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You are quoting from something; will you table it?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: As a non-minister, I do not have to table this document. However, I am quite happy to do so.  

I turn to the underlying problem. The underlying problem with this government, and with a lot of conservative 
governments, is that its members think that the law does not apply to them. The law is required for bad Labor 
governments but it is not required for good Liberal governments! That was Richard Court’s approach in the 
1990s and it is also the Premier’s approach. The Liberals believe that they are born to rule. The normal 
restrictions that have to be applied when the Labor Party is in government do not apply to the born-to-rule set. 
There is no need for an independent Commissioner for Public Sector Standards or a supply commission when the 
Liberals are in government. The government can turn the Corruption and Crime Commission’s attention to 
organised crime without giving it additional resources, thereby weakening its focus on the public sector and on 
standards in government because the Liberals are good people to whom the laws need not apply. It is the stance 
of emperors: we are born to rule so the laws do not apply to us. That is wrong. It is the job of this house to 
enforce the rules. It is the job of this house to tell the Premier and the member for Fremantle that vote buying is 
not acceptable. Rather, vote buying amounts to improper conduct. It is corrupt and potentially criminal. It is time 
for this house to stand up for itself. How can this house perform its accountability role if the executive can buy 
and sell votes? This is one of the most important motions that members of Parliament will debate in this house. 
This is about the very function of this house and it is about the functioning of this house. It is extremely 
important that a strong message be sent to the Premier that he cannot offer benefits to members of Parliament in 
return for their vote during a no-confidence motion or on supply issues—or any other issue. This issue is so 
important that it demands an investigation by the Corruption and Crime Commission. I hope the Premier will 
support my referral of this issue to the CCC.  

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [3.34 pm]: On 31 May this year I wrote to the Premier seeking an additional 
staff member for my electorate office. This issue is about equality and fairness. All Independent members should 
be treated equally regardless of how they choose to vote. That is the big picture. My Fremantle constituents have 
the right to benefit from an appropriately resourced member of Parliament—an MP with access to the same 
resources accessed by other Independents in this place. My Fremantle constituents deserve no less than that. The 
benefit I sought was for my constituents.  

I met with the Premier between 3.00 pm and 4.00 pm on 14 October. My understanding from my meeting with 
the Premier was that I would be able to have an additional staff member if I agreed to two conditions that are 
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commonly sought from Independents. The first was that I would not block supply. I agreed to that because I 
abide by the unwritten convention of MPs to support the state budget so that essential services such as our 
hospitals and schools remain funded and so that our public servants continue to get paid.  

The second was that I would not vote in favour of a no-confidence motion against the government. That does not 
mean that I cannot vote against individual ministers. It means that I cannot vote to bring the government down. I 
agreed to that condition because it is not my job as an Independent member to bring down an elected 
government. That is the role of voters if necessary. I understand the need for a government, whether it be a 
Liberal or a Labor government, to operate with stability.  

Both of the conditions to which I agreed are consistent with my personal ethos, as I have explained. I did not see 
those conditions as giving up anything or trading resources for votes, which is what the opposition is calling it. 
Essentially, I was not trading anything. My understanding was that subject to those two conditions, which I 
would abide by regardless of any agreement or whatever party was in power, I would remain free to vote 
independently as I have always done. I remain free to vote against legislation and against ministers who need to 
be brought to account.  

I refer to the issue of oral communication. When two people have a conversation, it is possible that they have 
different perceptions about what is said during that conversation. Indeed, people pay lawyers big money to write 
up agreements so that everyone is clear about what was agreed to. I have made my perception of that agreement 
clear. It appears that the Premier and I have different perceptions. It is possible for two people to walk out of a 
meeting with different perceptions and with a different understanding of what took place. We are all human; no-
one is perfect. My meeting with the Premier was complicated by the calling of a division, which caused some 
fragmentation. It seems that a misunderstanding has taken place. It is within the realm of possibility that I 
misunderstood the agreement. If that is what has happened, I apologise to the Premier. It would have been 
prudent of me to write to the Premier immediately following the meeting to confirm my understanding of what 
we agreed to and to seek written confirmation of his understanding. I failed to do that. I failed to write to him 
and seek written confirmation. I admit when I am wrong. It would have been prudent of me to get the agreement 
in writing. I failed to do that.  

A bit of perspective is required. The opposition is trying to make a Watergate situation from the fact that I am 
trying to get equity for Independents in this Parliament. Let us not forget that after the last state election we 
witnessed the most cynical and expensive vote-buying exercise in WA’s political history when the Labor Party 
offered the Leader of the National Party a billion dollars to secure his vote. How many Labor MPs were privy to 
those meetings? I wonder how many would face imprisonment if they were pursued by the Corruption and 
Crime Commission. That is corruption. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Ms A.S. CARLES: This is an issue about equity and equality. I conclude by saying that I will abstain from 
voting, given my interest in this matter.  

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.38 pm]: It is not for the member for 
Fremantle to apologise to this place nor to the Premier; rather, it is for the Premier to apologise to the member 
for Fremantle. What is clear from the member for Fremantle’s speech is that the Premier raised the issue of how 
she would exercise her vote during a no-confidence motion or during the passage of supply bills. It is clear that 
that conversation took place in the context of extra resources for the member for Fremantle because she believed 
that she was entitled to those resources. It would appear from her testimony this afternoon that she made it clear 
that the Premier offered her those resources on the basis that she would exercise her vote in a certain manner. It 
is very clear from the Criminal Code and from the conventions of this place that that is unacceptable behaviour. 
As Harry Phillips said, it is unacceptable in our political conventions for the government to provide resources on 
the basis that it will guarantee votes. That is the issue at hand. The member for Fremantle, driven by a clear 
obligation to account for her actions, gave an accurate reflection of what was discussed at that meeting. She 
raised the issue of resources, as she thought she was entitled to do as an Independent member of Parliament. The 
Premier raised in that context the issue of how she would exercise her vote in the case of a no-confidence motion 
or the passage of supply bills. It is clear from what the member for Fremantle said that there is a case to be 
answered. It is the Premier who raised the issue of how the member for Fremantle would exercise her vote. In 
the article in The Australian of 9 November the Premier stated — 

“When I made that point — 

The point being about the member for Fremantle’s vote — 
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to Adele Carles, she made a comment along the lines of, ‘Well, I can do that’ or ‘I can support the 
government’,” he said. 

That is quoting the Premier. It is the Premier’s understanding of his version of events that the member for 
Fremantle gave a commitment in relation to the receipt of these resources. It is not for the member for Fremantle 
to have to explain her role in this process. She has provided a full and frank account of her actions: she was 
seeking resources as an Independent member of Parliament. It is for the Premier to explain his actions and about 
why he raised the issue of how the member for Fremantle would exercise her vote in the context of those 
discussions. It is up to the Premier to explain his role in this issue and why his account of events now so radically 
differs from that of the member for Fremantle.  

In those situations in which the Premier is asked questions about integrity—the integrity that he said would be 
the mark of his government—he always scurries to distract the debate. It could be called the Barnett-ometer; 
namely, the degree to which the Premier would want to distract the debate with other issues that will really tell 
where the integrity in his speech lies. First of all, he talked about the member for Alfred Cove and the member 
for Kalgoorlie, but they are not in question in this issue. Their role in this issue has never been in question. It is a 
discussion about the member for Fremantle. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Alfred Cove, if you wish to speak to this issue, I will give you an opportunity later 
on. The member for Kwinana has the call. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It has never been an issue about the resources available to the members for Kalgoorlie and 
Alfred Cove. It has never been about this distorted view of history that has somehow jumbled events and made 
the Premier try to find some sort of soapbox, some sort of high moral ground, from which he can undertake this 
debate. The biggest telltale of the Barnett-ometer to gauge when he is in trouble is his attacks upon the member 
for West Swan. We know when the Premier is in trouble because he always turns on the member for West Swan. 
We are not sure what it is about her effectiveness as a member of Parliament that gets under the Premier’s skin; 
we are not sure what it is about the member for West Swan that the Premier finds so repugnant, but we know that 
when he is in trouble, he launches a distraction to this chamber primarily at the member for West Swan.  

There is also the question of the role of the member for Vasse; his role in this issue is of particular intrigue. It is 
not surprising that when there is a smelly deal in the air, the member for Vasse’s name is never too far from the 
process.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: He can always smell a deal! 

Mr R.H. COOK: He can always sniff out a deal. We know that the Premier, at the Liberal Party’s recent 
gathering in York, went some way to talk up the role of the member for Vasse. The Premier went some way to 
announce and herald this new deal that he had with the member for Fremantle. It could almost be said that the 
Premier’s attempts to rehabilitate the public reputation of the member for Vasse have almost been a single 
preoccupation of the Premier for the last couple of months. His time in the role of Treasurer must be starting to 
take its toll. It must at last be exposing the absence of talent on the other side of this place; it is bereft of talent. 
Therefore, we wonder about the role of the member for Vasse. Why is it that he played such a pivotal role that 
the Premier should pick him out for special mention in his pep talk to the troops?  

A question mark now hangs over the moral authority of this government. This Premier came into power saying 
that he was going to advance open government and that he was going to advance accountability and transparency 
in government, yet we have seen time and again how he regards his arrogant attitude as a way of getting around 
these commitments. It is appropriate that the Corruption and Crime Commission investigate this matter. There is 
a clear obligation to resolve inconsistencies in the accounts of that meeting on 14 October between the member 
for Fremantle and the Premier. We believe the member for Fremantle. We believe that the Premier has a case to 
answer. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.45 pm]: I asked for additional parliamentary resources and the 
member for Pilbara sent the matter off to the Corruption and Crime Commission.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: On what condition did you — 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: It was equity in parliamentary resources! How many years has the member denied — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Everybody in this place is entitled to have their say. I have given you the opportunity, member 
for Alfred Cove. If you want to have your say, I would suggest you do it in the formal manner appropriate to this 
process. You should not just scream abuse. My comment applies to both sides of this place. 
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: For how many years did the opposition deny equity in parliamentary resources when it 
was in government? Now, when the member for Fremantle tries to get some equity in parliamentary resources, 
again the opposition raises corruption and crime — 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I know you have been referred to and it does not surprise me that you may 
wish to respond, but your comments do not help the process. Member for Alfred Cove, might I suggest that you 
restrict yourself to the matter of public interest that we have in front of us. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I will not be supporting this motion before the house, because this issue is all about 
giving some equity in terms of parliamentary resources to Independents in this house—something that the 
opposition, when in government, refused to give. It refused to consider — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: We will not listen to the nonsense coming from the other side, because we know what 
hypocrites members of the opposition are.  

[Independent members’ time expired.] 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.48 pm]: This matter of public interest includes a serious 
allegation against me, so it will not surprise members that I will take some time to go through some issues. The 
member for Fremantle approached me after having resigned as a member of the Greens (WA) and thereby 
becoming an Independent member of this house. She approached me on two issues—an upgrade to her electorate 
office and additional staff. With respect to the electoral office, it is important that all members have an adequate 
and secure electorate office, and that is a task that is undertaken by the Department of Premier and Cabinet. 
Although that is not the main issue here today, I note that there is a large number of members, including a 
significant number of Labor members in both houses, who have approached the government either for relocation 
to new offices—they want a change—or for refurbishment.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am attempting to address the house.  

The issue was dealt with quite properly. The member for Fremantle raised what she would like in her electorate 
office, as other members have done, and that has been dealt with through the Department of Premier and Cabinet 
in the normal way.  

I will return to the issue of additional staff in a moment; that is obviously the main issue. I just make a point: 
every member is entitled to one electorate officer and one research officer. That is determined under the 
Parliamentary and Electorate Staff (Employment) Act. With respect to funding beyond that, there has been a 
long-term point of contention. There have been continuing arguments, which I have witnessed and been part of 
over my 20 years in politics, about what resources others should get. Staffing for parties and Independents or 
whatever else within this Parliament is determined under the Public Sector Management Act. On 8 September I 
made a brief ministerial statement to this house in which I detailed staffing resources. I want to read from that; it 
will take a moment. I want to repeat the first couple of paragraphs. I said — 

Over the past several months there have been discussions between the government, the opposition and 
the Greens (WA) regarding the allocation of appropriate resources for the office of the Leader of the 
Opposition and minor parties in opposition. I believe these discussions have been conducted with the 
utmost professionalism and with a clear view to reaching an outcome that will ensure that the office of 
the Leader of the Opposition, minor parties in opposition and Independent members of Parliament are 
resourced appropriately. To this end, I requested that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
undertake an analysis of appropriate resourcing. Based on this analysis and further discussions, the 
government has allocated funding for staffing and associated on-costs, such as travel and conferences, 
on the following basis: the office of the Leader of the Opposition, which is defined as the political party 
that has the highest number of seats in the Legislative Assembly after the government, will have 14 full-
time equivalent staff; minor parties not in government, those parties defined as having five or more 
members across the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council, will have four FTEs; minor 
parties not in government with nine or more members will have five FTEs; and Independent members 
will be resourced according to the determination and discretion of the government of the day. 
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I sought to get a final resolution of this. This was circulated to the opposition, the Greens and others and, I take it 
they gave their acceptance of that principle. I make it clear in leading up to that that the opposition, quite 
appropriately, had asked for additional resourcing. The Greens had been almost frenetic in requests for additional 
resourcing. Do not think for a moment that only the member for Fremantle has raised some of these issues.  

I will also comment on the history of additional staffing for members of Parliament beyond those allowed 
through the statutes. The Lawrence government provided $15 000 to each of the then five Independents across 
the Parliament. At that stage members did not have research officers. In 2005, the Gallop government—this is 
interesting and, of course, the Leader of the Opposition was deputy leader and Treasurer—provided a research 
officer to the Greens. Coincidentally —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Who employed that person?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know; I am not a member of the Greens. A research officer was provided to the 
Greens to support the Greens with legislation. What was the legislation? One vote, one value.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’re making that up.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I was here, remember.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is not mine to table; maybe the member can. I simply say, as I did in —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What is your evidence for that assertion? 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will just ask the question: was that, to use the Leader of the Opposition’s slogan, staff-
for-votes to get one vote, one value and other legislation through? Why did the then Labor government make a 
special arrangement with the Greens when that government’s one vote, one value legislation was stalled in the 
upper house? Suddenly a special allocation was made. That is my first question, to use the opposition’s slogan: 
was that staff-for-votes? The Leader of the Opposition can answer that.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you have any evidence for that assertion or for asking that question? Do you have 
something like the statement of the member for Fremantle? 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I am attempting to address the house. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, Premier. My observation is that the Premier listened to the speeches made by 
people to my left. He did not interject. I expect that there might be some interjection, but if you want to continue 
with this motion, I suggest there are fewer interjections. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, can you provide me with some guidance? If the Premier asks me a question, to 
what extent is an interjection permissible?  

The SPEAKER: I will accept that if the Premier asks a question, Leader of the Opposition, you are able to 
respond and I think I continue to do that every time. But for other members to continually jump in as well is not 
appropriate.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Perhaps I will ask a rhetorical question to anyone who might be listening.  

Mr P. Papalia: Can I make a rhetorical accusation? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, it is very hard to respond —  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I do not know whether I am formally calling you to order for the first or 
second time, but I formally call you to order for the second time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will ask a rhetorical question. Members can choose to answer it if they wish. Maybe the 
media will ask the question. The three questions that come to mind relate to 2005 when a staff member was 
provided for the Greens. To use the opposition’s slogan: was that a case of staff-for-votes? My second rhetorical 
question is: was that ever made public; was it announced by either the Labor government or the Greens; were 
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they open about that? I also ask the question: was that a formal cabinet decision? Why did we not hear about it at 
the time? I cannot remember that. I can remember deals and discussions taking place around this house but 
suddenly the Greens got a staff member. That is something for the Leader of the Opposition to ponder, and 
something maybe for the media to think about. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Something to distract from your current environment.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Well, I move on. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Did you make that point at the time? Was there anyone on the public record like the member 
for Fremantle providing evidence?  

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the opposition raised its slogan of staff-for-votes, it may choose to answer for its 
behaviour in 2005—its accusation, not mine.  

I move on to the Liberal–National government. From my recollection, the member for Alfred Cove indicated 
during the election campaign that, if elected, she would support a Liberal government.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: I ran as an Independent Liberal.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There we go. The member for Kalgoorlie took a decision to align himself with the 
National Party—I think I am correct in saying that—and of his own volition indicated that he would support the 
government. The member for Alfred Cove sought additional resources, as did, in particular, the Greens, who 
lobbied very intensely for additional staff members. The government took that position. I, as Premier, took that 
to the cabinet in a formal cabinet submission, prepared in the normal process through the public sector. We 
allocated a staff member to the member for Alfred Cove, to the member for Kalgoorlie and to the Greens. The 
Greens no longer, under any definition, have party status. They do not have five members in this house—they 
have none now—nor do they have five members across the Parliament. But we have left in place that allocation 
of a staff member. I imagine the Greens are pretty happy with that. That has been the history. We as a 
government have made any allocation of staff quite formally through the cabinet process, quite publicly and 
without any secrecy at all. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: The announcement of the staff member for the member for Fremantle came when a journalist 
asked a question.  

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I move on now to the issue relating to the member for Fremantle. The member for 
Fremantle approached me on the office issue and, of course, on the staff issue. We met around early to mid-
October. The member for Fremantle simply sought from the government the same staffing that was provided to 
the other Independents in this house—namely, the member for Alfred Coved and the member for Kalgoorlie. As 
I am pretty sure I would have remarked at the time, that seems to be a fair request for a number of reasons. First, 
an Independent has a responsibility to look at all legislation. Most parties share that task. In the Liberal Party we 
have subcommittees of our party room that look at legal, education or health matters. That is how we deal with 
it. I do not know how the Labor Party deals with it. If we have a contested bill on which there is a difference of 
view between the government and the opposition and the vote is likely to be tight, a great deal of attention and 
pressure goes on members who might determine that by their vote or hold the balance of power. A strong case 
was most forcibly made by the member for Alfred Cove, and it was something I accepted. The same case has 
been made by the member for Fremantle. In that discussion I pointed out, as I said earlier, that the members for 
Alfred Cove and Kalgoorlie had also indicated they would support the government. I made that quite clear. It is 
public and quite well known. They have both been very public about that. I made that observation.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Why did you make that observation in the context of that discussion?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I made the observation; it is a matter of fact.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Because the member was talking about staffing and positions of Independent members. I 
made the observation that both those members had indicated their support for the government—basically had 
aligned themselves with the government. Not only had they indicated their support for the government but also 
they have undertaken tasks on behalf of government. While they have retained their Independent status, they 
have worked within and with the government on a range of issues. I simply made those observations. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I cannot — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I am quite deliberately addressing you, as you are aware.  

I was quite surprised when I pointed out the obvious; that is, as everyone knows, that those two members had not 
only indicated support for the government but also it is what they were doing. I hope I am quoting the member 
for Fremantle correctly when I say that my recollection is that her response was something along the lines of, “I 
can do that.” I have to say—I have said it several times—I was a little surprised by that, although I know the 
member for Fremantle does not have much time for —  

Mr M.P. Whitely: Why wouldn’t you then clarify that the two things are unconnected? Why wasn’t that 
clarified? 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat. Member for Bassendean, I formally call you to order for the third time today. I 
want to keep you in this place, member for Bassendean, but continued interjection is not helping this process at 
all.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I was a little surprised—not shocked, just a little surprised—that the member for 
Fremantle freely, as I interpreted it, offered her support for the government. I was surprised not by the member 
for Fremantle as such, but by the fact that she represents the seat of Fremantle, where I would think there is a 
significant Labor-cum-Green vote. This is a Liberal–National government and we have never held the seat of 
Fremantle, although we hold aspirations for that one day, so I was a little surprised. The member for Fremantle 
commented that—again, I hope I am not putting words into her mouth—that was not a difficult position for her 
and that she supported the concept of stable government. Indeed, by her comments made in this house today, she 
has again restated the argument in support of stability of government, which was, indeed, the same sort of 
argument that was made federally very recently. 

I also want to make the point that the member for Alfred Cove assists government; she took the responsibility 
for, and did a lot of work on, the smoking legislation—something about which she is passionate—and dealt with 
the government on that matter; she also took a direct responsibility on therapy services for children in schools. 
Indeed, I and the member for Alfred Cove jointly announced the decision to provide $50 million of funding.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Premier, this doesn’t help your argument. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What you’re saying is that if they work for the government and if they help the government, 
we give them staff! 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I formally call you to order for the first time. The Premier has the 
call. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That announcement, in itself, is clear proof of how the member for Alfred Cove has 
worked with the government. With respect to the member for Kalgoorlie—apart from issues in his electorate 
including asylum seekers and the like—he has also taken on the responsibility of chairing the “buy local” 
committee and is doing that. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I cannot even hear myself. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the first time; member for Albany, it 
might not surprise you that I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Being a little surprised by what I interpreted as an offer from the member for Fremantle to 
support the government, I was very conscious that that might be somewhat difficult for her to explain to her 
constituents. While I have no doubt that she understood fully what she was saying, I did take the time to explain. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is just immature! 
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I took some time—in fact I think on perhaps more that one occasion during our discussion, interrupted as it was 
by votes—to explain and make sure that she fully understood what supporting the government meant. I made it 
very clear that supporting the government meant supporting the government on matters of supply and matters of 
no confidence, and that it in no way implied any commitment to support the government on policy or other 
legislative issues, because I simply wanted to make sure that she understood on those two factors. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: She should have had double the number! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Members, I thought 
this matter of public interest was raised—both sides of this place—to give people an opportunity to speak, but I 
am observing that people are not getting an opportunity to speak. If you want an explanation from the Premier, 
members to my left, might I suggest that you give him the opportunity to put some of those answers out there? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I just wanted to be comfortable in my mind and to make sure that the member for 
Fremantle fully understood what supporting the government meant, and I have no doubt that she knew that in 
any case. That was because I was conscious that she would have to explain, and I think I even made the 
comment to the member for Fremantle, “You will have to explain that to your constituents”, or something along 
those lines, because that would have been in my mind if I were in her position.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What prompted you to begin that discussion? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I now want to go on and comment on this particular issue. If members like, 
two issues were discussed in one conversation—it was. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Tony McRae lost his ministry that way. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is my view that the member for Fremantle’s decision to support the government on 
supply was her decision. When I made the comment about supply, she offered that. That was her decision; I did 
not go into that meeting and ask her to support the government on supply. I went in there to discuss the position 
of the office and of extra support staff, and I explained the situation and the circumstances relating to the 
member for Alfred Cove and the member for Kalgoorlie, given that the member for Fremantle was basically 
mounting an argument that, “What they get, I should get.” 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, the support of supply by the member for Fremantle was offered by the 
member for Fremantle in that discussion quite early on in the meeting, which is something I am appreciative of. I 
am very appreciative if the member for Fremantle supports the government in that way, and we discussed what 
that meant. 

The decision on staff has not progressed beyond that meeting, other than I understand, by checking today, that 
there has been some communication between the member and the department over some matters. But I again 
want to state that if this matter progresses, it will be by way of a cabinet submission and a cabinet decision.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: What; to cover up the paper trail? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What a stupid comment! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What a foolish, foolish person! 

Mr Speaker, any decision to provide extra staffing to any member of Parliament in this house or the other place 
would always be, under this government, a formal cabinet decision; no secret deals, no special deals. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, Premier. I think that when the Leader of the Opposition raised this as an MPI, he 
generally hoped that a discussion could take place in this particular Assembly; members, it is not taking place at 
the moment because of continual interjections. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Just as it was the case with the members for Alfred Cove and Kalgoorlie, and indeed the 
Greens (WA), a formal cabinet submission took place.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: I could not get it on my FOI, so you hid all the documents when you did that. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Perhaps unlike the previous government, when this government deals with issues it deals 
with them formally and on the public record. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Secret deals? Go back and look at 2005. There is nothing secret about this at all. If the 
matter goes to cabinet it will go to cabinet on exactly the same basis for consideration as with the other 
two members, and, just as with the other two members, there will be no conditions attached to that. If cabinet 
decides to provide an additional staff resource to the member for Fremantle, there will be no conditions at all, as 
there were no conditions relating to the member for Alfred Cove or the member for Kalgoorlie. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, no conditions would ever be contemplated on that. 

I conclude by saying that the member for Fremantle has raised and mounted a case for staff resources given the 
workload of an Independent, the responsibility, and on the grounds of equity with other Independent members. 
That is a fair and strong case and this government will look at it. Whether it is agreed to will be a formal 
government decision. There will be no little special deal, no meeting in dark rooms; it will be a formal 
government decision.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’ve done the deal! You’re the Premier; you’ve done the deal. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It will be a cabinet decision made on advice through the public sector, and it will not have 
any conditions attached.  

The opposition’s MPI sought to have copies of any correspondence relating to this; I have no hesitation at all in 
tabling any matters of correspondence relating to this.  

Mr M. McGowan: What about the notes of the meeting? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There were no notes of the meeting. 

Mr M. McGowan: You said there were at question time! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My last comment is that a public servant was present for the discussion over the office 
accommodation; I assume he may have jotted down a few points. There were no meeting notes because there 
were only two people there—myself and the member for Fremantle. 

[See paper 2839.] 

Tabling of Paper 

The SPEAKER: While I have the opportunity, the Leader of the Opposition indicated that at some stage he 
might also table some documents. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, I am not sure whether I have the capacity to table a document or not, but I am 
very happy to do so. 

The SPEAKER: I will give you the opportunity to table it, and it will stay there for the remainder of this day’s 
sitting. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Debate Resumed 
MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [4.11 pm]: We have spent an hour — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the second time 
today. There are plenty of members in this place who might like to take part in this matter of public interest, and 
the opportunity is provided to do so, but not to continually yell out. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We spent an hour on this during question time — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We spent an hour on this issue during question time today, and nearly another hour in this 
debate. What is very interesting about this debate as it has unfolded is that, notwithstanding the fact that there are 
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many political history buffs in this crowd, not a single analogous situation from Australia’s very long political, 
legal and constitutional history has been raised. The Leader of the Opposition — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The Rouse affair is the only one. That is the member for Cannington’s first sensible 
contribution! That is the only situation I can think of that bears even a remote similarity to this situation, and we 
will get onto that in a moment. 

The Leader of the Opposition said that the facts were simple; obviously the facts are in dispute. The Premier 
spent some time — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I listened to the Leader of the Opposition in silence for quite some time. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: At the time I made my speech, the Premier had not corrected the statements made by the 
member for Fremantle, and the member for Fremantle had not yet given her somewhat unusual statement. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed; the facts are never simple, but in this case, the Premier has said that nothing was 
promised contingently and, indeed, nothing was promised, and cabinet processes have to be gone through, but 
we can certainly all agree — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: There are a lot of members who want to ask questions, but there does not appear to be a lot of 
members standing to make a contribution to this MPI. I have given the opportunity to the Attorney General. 
Member for Midland, I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Certainly, nothing has been received of any type. Those are the facts as they have been put. 
But the central question in this issue is this: has there ever been a situation or example in Australian political or 
legal history of someone receiving the benefit of a parliamentary position, parliamentary staff, a parliamentary 
wage or parliamentary office that has been roundly characterised as bribery by anyone in the political sphere, let 
alone legally found to be bribery? Has there ever been an example? 

Mr M.P. Whitely: The former member for Riverton. He lost his seat and he didn’t even do anything. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Has there ever been an example with regard to parliamentary positions, parliamentary 
staffing, parliamentary remuneration or parliamentary office? When we go through the long history of examples, 
there are many circumstances that meet the criteria that I have just spoken of and it has been roundly agreed that 
they do not fall within the ambit of bribery. The Leader of the Opposition referred to the provision from Western 
Australia and there are very similar and equally expansive provisions in a range of other states; in fact, in all 
other states of the commonwealth. I want to provide a couple of analogous examples so that we can have a quick 
think about them. 

Members may remember a man by the name of Dr Mal Colston. In 1998 he resigned from the Labor Party in the 
Senate and was immediately given what he was promised pursuant to that deal, which was the deputy presidency 
of the Senate. That entitled him personally to greater remuneration and more staff. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: So you’re saying that the Premier’s allowed to bribe people—is that your argument? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: What I am saying — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Is that your argument? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The facts are clearly in dispute. I am saying that at its absolute highest—as the Leader of 
the Opposition alleges this situation to be, but it is not—is there any example that would fall into the category 
that the Leader of the Opposition says this matter does? When Mal Colston resigned from the Labor Party and 
took up that position, there was a call for the matter to be referred to the Independent Commission Against 
Corruption. Gary Sturgess, the director and founder of ICAC, said that politics was about doing deals, and that to 
launch an anti-corruption inquiry into such arrangements would diminish the fight against serious corruption. 
The leader of the federal Labor opposition at the time, Kim Beazley, said that to refer that situation to ICAC 
would be over the top, because at the time it was clearly understood that that situation was not even close to what 
would qualify as a situation requiring an investigation into corruption. If members opposite have any examples, I 
would like to hear them. 

The next example I can think of is a South Australian example, the matter of Peter Lewis. Peter Lewis found 
himself holding the balance of power in a hung parliament in South Australia in 2002. In that situation, he was 
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promised the position of Speaker. In addition to his putting together what he immodestly referred to as the Peter 
Lewis compact for good government, a letter was sent from the then leader of the Labor Party and would-be 
Premier, Mike Rann, promising Mr Lewis the speakership. In his letter Mr Rann said that he wanted to place in 
writing the central commitments he had made to Mr Lewis the previous afternoon in his office. He said that he 
was as committed as his Labor colleagues were to supporting Mr Lewis as Speaker of the House of Assembly for 
the full term of Parliament. 

Indeed, the terms of that letter were considered by a Supreme Court judge, because an unsuccessful petition was 
raised by disgruntled members of the Liberal Party, to which Mr Lewis formally belonged. During the course of 
that consideration, the Supreme Court judge was called upon to determine whether the matter met the section of 
the South Australian Criminal Code that criminalises a person who improperly gives, offers or agrees to give a 
benefit to a public officer as a reward or inducement for an act or exercise of power or influence by that officer 
in his or her official capacity or office. The Supreme Court judge found that that circumstance, taken at its 
absolute highest, was part of the deal-making of politics. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Do you agree with this? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The opposition has had three days to think this over, mount an attack and come up with an 
example to show that, put at its absolute and untruthful highest, what it has alleged has occurred is wrong, and it 
has not been able to do so. It is the most pathetic mounting of a case that there could possibly be. In the history 
of Australian politics and law, anything that looks like this situation that could be placed at the absolute highest 
has never been considered to be corruption, even colloquially, let alone — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: To repeat myself, if members have contributions to make, they should seek the call, not just 
yell out. I formally call the member for Perth to order for the first time today, and while I am on my feet I will 
also formally call to order for the third time today the member for Albany. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The fact is that what the opposition has alleged is not what has occurred. What the 
opposition has alleged is an exchange of some kind of parliamentary benefit—in this case, staff—for a vote. That 
is what is alleged has occurred. We say that it has not occurred and that it is clear that it has not occurred because 
the matter has not even yet gone to cabinet. The fact is that there are exact precedents in Australian political and 
legal history matching the allegations made by the opposition that have been determined by the parties involved 
to not amount to bribery or corruption. Not only that, but in one very similar circumstance a South Australian 
Supreme Court judge looked at precisely the situation and determined that this was not behaviour of the type that 
the Leader of the Opposition now characterises that it is. Three days of preparation, three days of making 
allegations, and not a single analogous example that would determine that what the opposition says occurred is 
even right. Not only is the opposition wrong about what occurred, it does not understand the implications of 
what it alleges occurred.  

That brings me to the final example that I think of course sums it up; that is, the Kirribilli agreement. The Prime 
Minister at the time, Bob Hawke, and Keating made a promise. The Leader of the Opposition spent some time 
reading out the provision that is mirrored by and large in all the states and territories, and the commonwealth. If 
he is right, both the Howard–Costello deal and the Keating–Hawke deal, which exchanged clear benefit, would 
have fallen within it. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.22 pm]: We have heard a lot of speakers today. I think the member for 
Fremantle’s comments are very relevant. What she said in her commentary in Parliament, which everyone heard, 
was this: the additional staff member was to be received by her if she abided by conditions. They were her 
words. She laid out the two conditions. Further in her contribution the member for Fremantle said her 
understanding was that subject to those conditions, she would vote for the two initiatives that the Premier 
wanted. What she is saying is that the conditions and the staff member, which was a benefit, were linked in the 
same discussion. That is what she said to the house.  

She then said that the debate, or the discussion, between the Premier and her was held on 14 October between 
three o’clock and four o’clock. The Premier has said that part of that discussion was interrupted by divisions; it 
was a rolling feast, if we like, in which one part was discussed here and another part was discussed there. I have 
the Hansard of 14 October 2010. I looked at the time frames suggested by the member for Fremantle, and there 
was no division held! The Premier of the state has said what his recollection of events is, and his recollection of 
events—if the member for Fremantle is correct about the day and time of events—is wrong. If his recollection is 
wrong on that point, perhaps his recollection is wrong on the other points! Perhaps we can believe the new, 
perhaps naive, member for Fremantle in terms of her recollection of events. Who would members believe—a 
naive, new member of Parliament who says this is the course of events, or a wily, slippery old fox like the 
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Premier who put a case to her as to why she should support the government in return for resources? Who would 
members believe in those circumstances? It is obvious who has put the proposition to the other party in those 
circumstances. It is obvious, because the Premier has not told the truth to the house about the circumstances of 
the meeting. We have checked Hansard and there it is. The two discussions were interconnected on the day. If 
members read what the Premier has said, he said they were two separate but interrelated conversations. What the 
hell does that mean? Two separate but interrelated conversations held at the same time; what the hell does that 
mean? What that means is that the two issues were discussed in the one conversation. As Tony McRae learnt to 
his detriment, that is unacceptable in our political system. We are not talking about a minister; we are talking 
about the Premier of the state, and one would have to say we would expect higher standards. If it had been 
Geoff Gallop or Alan Carpenter in this place, the entire state would be calling for their resignation and members 
opposite would be calling for their resignation. The entire state would be calling for those two to go if they had 
been involved in any sort of dealings of this nature. We have the Premier on toast in relation to this matter. The 
Premier’s brazenness and admissions in relation to this matter have, in large part, sunk him. He is now the 
political equivalent in Western Australia of Joh Bjelke-Petersen. The Premier thinks he is above reproach and 
above the law of this state. That is what he thinks he is.  

The learned Attorney General over there said, “Where are the other examples?” We can talk about Nick Greiner 
and we can talk about the Edmund Rouse affair with Robin Gray in Tasmania and so forth—analogous to a 
degree but not exact. In those two cases both political careers were sunk out of it. As the Attorney General said, 
we need political buffs. In both those cases Liberal Party leaders either lost their jobs or lost their future prospect 
of becoming the Premier as a consequence of doing deals, or being a party or having knowledge of favours being 
provided to other members of Parliament to seek advantage in the house. That is what happened on both 
occasions. But the person the Premier reminds me more of is Joh Bjelke-Petersen. That is where he is heading. 
The Premier’s pomposity, brazenness and his idea that he is above it all, and sometimes even his language, 
reminds me to a degree of Joh Bjelke-Petersen and his attitude towards government. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And the connection with Clive Palmer! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As the Leader of the Opposition rightfully points out, the Premier’s misleading of the 
house in relation to Clive Palmer—this could very well be Queensland 1981 under this Premier’s governing of 
this state!  

The member for Fremantle set out her version of events. Her version of events is different from the Premier’s. 
Does the Premier think the member for Fremantle would actually go into a meeting with him and volunteer, “I 
won’t vote this way and I won’t vote that way”? We all know the member for Fremantle; we have watched her in 
operation. The Premier is the one who would be seeking those sorts of assurances. That is the Premier’s style; it 
is not the member for Fremantle’s style. I doubt it would even occur to her that there might be confidence votes 
or supply votes. To some degree, I do not know whether that is really part of her understanding of this place. 
That is part of the Premier’s understanding of this place. The Premier is the one who would have been 
suggesting that sort of stuff because the member for Fremantle is new and relatively naive in this place. The 
Premier is the wily, slippery and sneaky one in this place. He is the one who should pay the price for this.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Ms Adele Carles; Mr Roger Cook; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr E.S. 

Ripper:; Mr Christian Porter; Mr Mark McGowan 

 [15] 

Ayes (23) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A. Krsticevic Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.H.D. Day Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr J.M. Francis Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Mr C.J. Tallentire Dr G.G. Jacobs 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Dr K.D. Hames 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Question thus negatived. 
 


