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MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, CODE OF CONDUCT 
Motion, as Amended 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.42 pm]:  When I previously 
spoke to this motion, I was quoting from an article in the South Western Times of 8 May 2003 by the Bishop of 
Bunbury.  It continues -  

We need to recognise that Labor members of parliament are compelled by party rules to vote as party 
power brokers decide.   

There can be no doubt that the current attacks by the Government on moral values would not pass both 
Houses of Parliament, particularly the Upper House, if Government members were free to vote as they 
thought best.   

That they are not is a grave violation of natural justice, both for the member and for the electorate.   

We need to lobby local government party members from both Houses to vote according to their 
consciences where these differ from the instructions of party power brokers.   

But at the end of the day, only they can decide if they want to be able to tell their grandchildren ‘Yes I 
voted with those who allowed the first brothel into town, yes I voted to make it easier for your friend to 
suicide as a result of drug induced schizophrenia’. 

In response to the member for Riverton’s request, I seek leave to lay this paper on the table of the House for the 
remainder of the session. 

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

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The bishop raised two issues; the Labor Party’s attack on social values and its 
social legislative agenda.  However, the other matter that relates to this code of conduct, to which the Bishop has 
referred and about which countless people in the community talk day in and day out, is the inability of some 
members of Parliament to stand up for people who elected them into their jobs.  As I said earlier, we all know 
that a member of the Liberal Party, the National Party, the Greens (WA), One Nation, or the Democrats is 
allowed to vote against his party.  If we consider the record in this Parliament, a number of Liberal Party 
members have voted against their party on particular matters, as have members from the Greens and One Nation.  
However, there is one political party that does not allow its members to have a free voice in the Parliament.  That 
party constrains its members to toe the party line at every opportunity and it prevents them from putting the 
interests of their constituents and their electorates before the interests of that political party.  Of course, in this 
State it is the Labor Party.  The reason is very simple. 

A government member interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will take the interjection, because the member may not be aware that I went 
one step further than that by threatening to resign from my political party.  I challenge the member to do that at 
some stage in his career, and, if he does, I hope only that the Premier accepts his offer.  However, I will carry on.  
Clause 26.3.4 of the current constitution and rules of the Australian Labor Party of Western Australia is 
particularly relevant in this argument.  A Labor Party candidate for preselection - that means all members sitting 
on the other side of the Chamber today, possibly with the exception of the member for Pilbara when he is present 
- must pledge, on all questions before the Parliament, to vote as a majority of the parliamentary Labor Party may 
decide at a properly constituted caucus meeting.  In other words a person who is in the Labor Party, or wants to 
be in the Labor Party, cannot be preselected to run for that party unless he or she agrees to toe the party line in 
Parliament.  Members should ask anyone on the street, “Who should a member of Parliament represent in the 
Parliament?  Should it be his political party - the Labor Party - or should it be his” - 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Yes.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member says yes.  Forget the constituents and the electorate.  The 
member for Cockburn is on the record today as saying that he would put the interests of the Parliamentary Labor 
Party ahead of the interests of his constituents; and he is nodding his head and saying that that is right.  He 
should resign from this Parliament.  That is not what he is in this place to do.  Members of Parliament are elected 
to this Parliament primarily to represent their constituents.  The member for Wanneroo is elected to represent 
constituents in Wanneroo; the member for Riverton is meant to be in this place to represent the constituents of 
Riverton. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Why are you insisting on telling untruths about what the bishop was talking about? 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have quoted the bishop. 

The SPEAKER:  Members, I am sure that the member for Mitchell wishes to continue his comments.  I cannot 
hear what he is saying at this time, and I am sure Hansard wishes to listen to what he is saying. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  For the record, the member for Cockburn would put his party’s interests ahead 
of those of his constituents, if need be. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Yes. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I heard that.  That is a yes.  I am absolutely floored.  To me, that is a ground 
for someone to leave this Parliament and not come back.  When people in the member’s electorate realise that he 
will put the interests of the Labor Party ahead of their interests, they will be appalled.  The member is supposed 
to represent every single person in his electorate. 

The SPEAKER:  I call to order the members for Kalgoorlie and Cockburn.  I suggest that the member for 
Mitchell not direct his comments to members; he should direct his comments to the Chair.  He will continue to 
get interjections at the level he has been getting them if he continues to direct his comments to members. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Mr Speaker, you must forgive me for getting hot under the collar.  It is 
because we have had confirmation that Labor Party members toe their party line ahead of the interests of their 
constituencies and the families, the small businesses and the people in their electorates. 
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  On that basis, it is my intention to move an amendment to the code of conduct 
today.  From what has been said and from the vociferous interjections recently, it is quite clear that Labor Party 
members will not support it. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move -  

Section (11) - To insert after “Members of Parliament.” the following -  

(b) While acknowledging that Members have a broad duty to the State and other 
responsibilities, such as to political parties, their first duty and paramount 
responsibility as elected representatives is to represent the interests of their electorate 
and constituents. 

(c) Notwithstanding the legitimate role of political parties, no Member who is a member 
of a political party shall be constrained by, or obliged to follow, any directive from, or 
decision by, any body of that political party in connection with his or her 
Parliamentary duties.  

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This a very simple amendment.  If carried it would enable the members for 
Riverton, Bunbury or Albany - 
The SPEAKER:  I have warned the member for Riverton several times, and now I call him to order for the first 
time.  If he wishes to contribute to this debate he may do so when it is his turn.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will welcome the contribution of the member for Riverton, because he can 
then stand up for the argument that Labor Party members should put the interests of their party ahead of their 
constituents.  The objective of this amendment is very simple - it is to ensure that the most fundamental 
responsibility of a member of Parliament is recognised in this code of conduct.  Without this provision in this 
code of conduct, it is utterly meaningless.  Without a provision that says that a member of Parliament is free in 
this Parliament to stand up for his or her constituents without fear of recrimination from his or her political party, 
this code of conduct is meaningless.  We have been given the answer today, because Labor Party members do 
not want to have this sort of freedom imposed upon them.  The recent history of legislative change in this 
Parliament shows why.   
Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Albany, who interjects with some inane remark, is one case in 
point.  Some months ago a motion was moved in this Parliament calling on the Government to build a police 
station in Albany.  It was moved either by the member for Warren-Blackwood or the member for Kalgoorlie; I 
cannot remember which.  I would have thought that it was the sort of motion that would have unanimous support 
in this Chamber but, guess what?  Because it was moved by members on this side - and supported by the 
National Party and the Independents, if my memory serves me well - the member for Albany voted against the 
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motion.  He toed his political line.  He could not be seen to be supporting a Liberal Party motion, so he put party 
politics ahead of the interests of his own electorate.  When trading hours were discussed, the member for 
Joondalup performed a miraculous disappearing trick.  The motion was that the House support small businesses 
and oppose the Government’s moves towards the deregulation of trading hours, but when the vote was taken, the 
member for Joondalup was nowhere to be seen.  It is quite clear today that he would rather toe the party line, and 
in that case he would rather pretend that he was out on the telephone, rather than being in here standing up for 
the constituents who put him in his job.   

Let us look at the social agenda, of which the Bishop of Bunbury has been so critical, and on which I have 
quoted the bishop earlier today.  In the area of gay law reform, I am sure there would be many members of the 
Labor Party who would not agree that an elderly homosexual man should be able to adopt a young boy.  
However, they voted for laws that allow that.   

The SPEAKER:  The conversation between the member for Nedlands and the member for Eyre might be very 
enjoyable, but it is disorderly, and I call both members to order.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There may be Labor members of Parliaments who do not agree that elderly 
gay men should be able to adopt young boys.  It would be interesting to hear now whether there are any who 
think that way, but even if that were the case they could not, in this Parliament, vote against the Labor Party’s 
legislation that reduced the moral standards in this State to those levels.  There may be Labor members of 
Parliament who agree with members on this side of the House that lesbians should not have access to in-vitro 
fertilisation treatment, but they are not able, in debate on this legislation, to stand up for their constituents and 
the moral values upheld by the majority of people in the communities they are supposed to represent.  I would be 
absolutely amazed if the members for Albany and Bunbury genuinely believed that brothels should be 
established in their home towns.  The member for Bunbury is on record as saying he knows that when this 
legislation that the Labor Party has put through the Parliament is enacted, brothels will be set up in Bunbury.  He 
knows that people are queueing up to set up brothels in Bunbury.  The member for Albany is probably in the 
same situation.  He knows that there is an interest in carrying out that sort of trade in his home town.  I cannot 
believe that the members for Albany and Bunbury believe that the majority of people in the communities that 
they represent want that.  The member for Bunbury is nodding.  Is he saying that the majority of people in his 
community support the establishment of brothels in Bunbury? 

Mr A.J. Dean:  Sorry, member; I will not make interjections. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He is too frightened to interject!  He will nod yes when I am talking, but he 
will not put his view on the record.  The problem with Labor Party members is that they fear recrimination from 
within their own ranks.  They fear the likes of the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection, who is 
listening intently to what his backbenchers have to say.  Perhaps they do not fear the minister - he is a pussy cat, 
we know - but the reality is that they cannot do anything other than toe the party line.  Country members in this 
Chamber would know full well that there is no greater example of Labor Party members toeing the Labor Party 
line than the electoral change legislation.  Eight members in this Chamber have, I believe - I think most members 
on this side of the Chamber would agree with me - gone against the interests of their regional communities, and 
specifically the communities that elected them to this Parliament, by supporting Labor Party legislation to 
transfer eight members of Parliament from the country to the metropolitan area to reduce the voice of country 
people in this Parliament.  We know that at least two Labor Party members of Parliament privately disagree with 
that legislation to rip off country people by reducing their voice in this Parliament.  However, when it comes to 
the vote, they do not have the freedom to represent the people who put them in this Chamber.  Not one regional 
Labor member of Parliament crossed the floor on that legislation.   

Mr M.P. Murray:  Would you take an interjection? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I would be delighted.  I would love to hear from the member for Collie. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  The existing system fails people in the country because all the seats end up on the coastal 
strip.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  Where you are!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Collie’s logic defies me.  Under the proposal that the member 
for Collie is supporting - it would be very interesting at another time to hear the member’s personal view - the 
representation of the wheatbelt in this Parliament would be gutted.  The wheatbelt is not exactly close to the 
coast.  The Geraldton area, and perhaps the great southern area around Esperance, may be close to the coast, but 
I can assure members that the big chunk of the wheatbelt between Geraldton and Esperance is a few hours drive 
from the Indian Ocean.  Those people utterly oppose what the Labor Party is doing.  They know full well that 
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Labor Party members who represent country seats in this Parliament are unable to cross the floor, because that 
would contravene the provision that I read out earlier.   

Another example is the drug laws.  The majority of people in the community do not want the drug laws to be 
softened.  On a range of social matters that the Labor Party has brought into this Parliament, the members who 
are pre-selected by the Labor Party Western Australia branch are unable to stand up and represent their 
community in the Parliament in the way that the majority of people would expect them to do.  This code of 
conduct is an ideal opportunity to put this provision in place.  If the code of conduct had in it this simple 
mechanism it would override the sorts of provisions that are contained in the constitution and rules of the 
Australian Labor Party.  The provisions that we are suggesting should be put into the code of conduct do not in 
any way offend the Liberal Party.  I am pretty sure they will not offend the National Party.  I hope the 
Independents will be comfortable with them.  Independents are not exactly constrained by party constitutions, or 
whatever.  It is interesting that from time to time there are Independents who while not having a direct allegiance 
to a political party may have a broad allegiance to the philosophy of that party. In that respect, the Liberal Party 
is not all that much different.  Generally speaking, we act as a team.  In 99 out of 100 times we are utterly united 
when Liberal Party members come into this Parliament and vote en bloc on matters.  However, from time to time 
individual members find a need to cross the floor and vote against their colleagues on matters in the interests of 
their constituents or in accordance with their conscience.  Unfortunately, Labor Party members are unable to do 
so.  I implore members who believe in the true basis of representative parliamentary democracy and that the 
prime responsibility of elected members of Parliament is to represent the people who put them in the job to 
support this amendment.   

The member for Cockburn is on record as saying that he would put the Labor Party’s interests ahead of his 
constituents.  The member for Bunbury has nodded and said that he and the majority of his community believe 
there should be brothels in Bunbury.  The member for Albany is on record as not supporting a Liberal Party 
motion that would have benefited his constituents, simply because it was proposed by another political party.  
The member for Joondalup scuttled out of the Chamber rather than stand for his community. 

I leave members with one teensy-weensy thought: an election is coming up.  When the member for Cockburn 
drives from his home in the balmy climes of Swanbourne, in the member for Cottesloe’s electorate, to visit his 
electorate down south in Cockburn occasionally, he might reflect on the fact that he is lucky that he can pull the 
numbers with the help of his union mates to get a nice, safe Labor seat.  His colleagues in marginal seats do not 
have that luxury.  They will find in the next election that their electorates will assess their performance based on 
the extent to which they have stood and fought for their local communities,  From what we have seen, Labor 
Party members have not lived up to that expectation.  However, they have a chance to redeem themselves today 
by crossing the floor and voting for our motion. 

MR A.J. DEAN (Bunbury) [3.02 pm]:  I will contribute briefly to this debate because the ethical standards of 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition are breathtaking.  I will refer to a few of these ethical standards.  Let us 
look at the last election, which was characterised by One Nation.  On the morning of the election, suddenly in the 
seat of Mitchell, we found the Liberal Party issuing two how-to-vote cards. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Three. 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I propose to lay on the Table for the rest of this day’s sitting a copy of that how-to-vote card, if 
that is permissible, Mr Speaker.   

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

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I will read out the how-to-vote card to indicate to the House the ethical standards of the member 
for Mitchell.  The card states - 

Do you support One Nation?   

One Nation’s WA President John Fischer says: “Dan Sullivan is a good candidate” . . .  

To support One Nation first and give Dan Sullivan and the Liberals your second vote, you can fill in 
your ballot paper like this. 

It lists Andy Konnecke, who was the One Nation candidate, as number 1 and Mr Dan Sullivan as number 2. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Isn’t his name Barron-Sullivan? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Yes, Barron-Sullivan.  He is very proud of his English heritage. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Irish! 
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Mr A.J. DEAN:  These are the ethical standards of the member for Mitchell.  The Labor Party referred that how-
to-vote card to the Electoral Commissioner at about half past nine on Saturday morning.  He said that it was 
stretching the truth but it was not illegal. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Are you saying that the Electoral Commissioner said that it was stretching the truth? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  It is not illegal.  The Electoral Commission brought it out to us -  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Are you saying that the Electoral Commissioner said that it was stretching the truth? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I do not take interjections, member for Mitchell. 

That is the ethical standard of the member for Mitchell.  The prospect of losing the election made him push the 
boundaries of ethical behaviour way beyond what I believe is normal behaviour at an election. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Didn’t he increase his majority? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I think he told members opposite that he threatened to resign from his party.  I will tell 
members the whole story. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  The Parliament? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Not the Parliament, his party.   

I put this story into perspective.  It relates to the Djidi Djidi Aboriginal School, of which I am proud.  I visited it 
this morning to see the progress of the buildings.  It is coming along quite well.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is it proud of you?   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Very proud.  The old Picton Primary School was built around the early 1900s.  It was founded 
by John Forrest’s father, William Forrest.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is not the original Picton school.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  It is not the original Picton school.  However, it has been on the same site since about 1904.  
The Djidi Djidi school was to be located there.  When I was on the Bunbury City Council, it identified the old 
Picton school site as one of the potential sites for the Djidi Djidi school.  Ninety-eight per cent of the students at 
Djidi Djidi are Nyoongah, although there are some wetjalas.  The Djidi Djidi Aboriginal School was to be 
located on that government school site, but Dan threatened to resign if Bunbury Community School could not 
locate there.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are so wrong.  It is not true.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Tell me about it.  He threatened to resign.  The Djidi Djidi school could not move to the Picton 
site because the member wanted his particular school located there.  Of course, the bluff won.  It was always a 
bluff.  There is never anything real with the member for Mitchell.  There is always a bluff.   

The member for Mitchell talks about representing his constituents.  Several years ago he sued one of his 
constituents for daring to speak out and say that he had propagated a false proposition.  That is what Dan the 
man, the member for Mitchell, thinks of his constituents.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Didn’t you leave out one relevant little fact?  The person involved was the Labor Party branch 
president.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  The case was settled out of court.  The member cannot take criticism.   

I talk also about the Catholic issue.  I know the majority of Catholics in Bunbury because I am a regular attendee 
at St Mary’s Church, St Patrick’s Cathedral and St Thomas’ Church.  The majority of practising Catholics in 
Bunbury are not stressed by prostitution.  They realise that it is a fact of nature.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think they are very concerned about prostitution in Bunbury.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I will deal with the Leader of the Opposition later.  People are not overly stressed by the issue 
of prostitution.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are speaking contrary to the bishop’s view. 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I know I am. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The debate is starting to range free and wide, although it is 
perhaps in response to the member for Mitchell’s speech.  The two speeches are very similar in many ways.  
However, the interjections across the Chamber and the noise are starting to get too much.  The member for 
Bunbury will return to the motion. 
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Point of Order 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Mr Acting Speaker, as you were rising to your feet, the member said “I know I 
am”.  Will that be in Hansard? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  I did not hear that at all.  I do not know what Hansard will 
report.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr A.J. DEAN:  The majority of Catholics in Bunbury realise that prostitution exists in Bunbury on an organised 
basis.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Are you saying there is a brothel?   
Mr A.J. DEAN:  They know it exists and they want to get on with life and living.  It will not be an issue at the 
next election.   

Members on my side should make no bones about it; the member for Mitchell is one of the most devious 
electioneers they will ever meet.  I have watched several of his council elections. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Did he put Liberal Party logos on his election material?   
Mr A.J. DEAN:  I thank the member for Cockburn for reminding me of that.  At the last election the member for 
Mitchell was so ashamed of the Liberal Party that none of his advertising pamphlets or how-to-vote-cards 
contained the word “Liberal”.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That is wrong.   
Mr A.J. DEAN:  Is it?  The member should bring the pamphlets into this place and show us.  Nowhere on his 
electioneering material was the word Liberal mentioned.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Will you apologise if I bring in something with the word Liberal on it?   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  If it was used during the election period, I will. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Will you apologise?  We are talking about a code of conduct.  You made an 
accusation.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  If the member brings it in and shows me - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  If I prove you wrong, will you apologise in this Parliament? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Yes. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Good on you.  I will bring in a stack of material.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  I am man enough to say that.  Of course the member for Mitchell made the most scurrilous 
comment I have heard from a politician.  It was breathtaking.  The comment was made two weeks ago and 
played as a quick grab on Channel Seven.  The most scurrilous comment I have heard anyone make was, “You 
can tell when a politician is lying: his lips are moving”.  Did I quote the member correctly?   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Of course you did.   

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Of course I did.  That comment will come back to haunt the member big time.  I have been 
watching this man since 1993.  I am overawed by some of his electioneering techniques.  What comes around 
goes around.   

MR A.D. MARSHALL (Dawesville) [3.10 pm]:  The amendment to the code of conduct is about Labor 
members being allowed to vote not for their conscience but for their party, which is true.  It appears that the only 
time members opposite show discipline is when they vote along party lines.  However, when the pressure is on 
during debate, the standards and moral values are thrown out of the window.  There is an unwritten law in this 
House that members never refer to their opponents’ family members during debates.  Members will recall that 
during the 2001 election on a television interview between the then member for Willagee and the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition, one of the children was brought into the act.  That has been continually mentioned in the 
House over the past 18 months.  That is hitting below the belt.  Members on this side are just as bad.  At one 
stage during a recess Hon Peter Foss went to the Press and talked negatively about the children of the Minister 
for Sport and Recreation and the Attorney General.  That is wrong and it should not have happened.  Point 
scoring to belittle an opponent or to win a vote does not fit into the ethics in the code of conduct.  
Parliamentarians should not allow that to happen.   

Just before the election in 2001 the Leader of the Opposition, who is now the Premier, dropped into the pie shop 
next to my electorate office on his way back from campaigning in Bunbury.  We have always gotten on pretty 
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well.  Just for fun I tested him under pressure to see whether he knew right from wrong.  I sold him a fairytale - 
off the record - about how our Government was going.  In public relations speak, off the record means that the 
conversation remains between two people - man to man.  Within 10 minutes of the then Leader of the Opposition 
leaving me, my mobile phone rang and three different press reporters asked me about the hot topic that I used to 
test the morality of the hopeful future Premier.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  By lying to him.  That is fantastic.  That says it all.   

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  As members know - 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member has just said, “I told a lie and he caught me out on my lie.  I was caught out to be 
a liar.”   

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  The member for Innaloo can buy and sell any of us mere mortals by the way he has 
acted in court in the past.  We all admire him for his oratory.  However, he should take it easy and listen.  I know 
that the member considers himself to be an athlete - 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  You have done nothing but try to punch my son for two days, but he can throw a better punch 
than the lot of you put together.  You scum!  Just for two days my -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The member for Innaloo might want to use my account in the 
bar and have a cup of tea.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  The member’s last remark should be withdrawn.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Those types of expressions have been thrown around the Chamber a number of 
times.  In the past, unless they have been directed at an individual member, members have not been called to 
order.  It is an unpalatable part of the behaviour in this place, and it should not happen.  However, I will not ask 
the member to withdraw the remark.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  I do not even know what the member is talking about.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  For two days you have got stuck into my son and now you are saying you will not name 
family members.  Listen, monkey’s boy, go and suck on your baby’s bottle.  You are getting fat around the 
middle.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  You are a disgrace to this place.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Kalgoorlie!  That is the last time members.  No more.   

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  That is the point I am making.  These are the kinds of accusations that should not be 
mentioned in this place.  This is a code of ethics about which we talk and to which we should all adhere.  Sport is 
a wonderful training ground for truth and honesty.  Members who have played sport, particularly tennis, will 
know that a quick caller -  

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We are having a fairly full and far-ranging debate and I do not object to that.  Currently 
before the House is an amendment moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, which does not deal with the 
broader scope of the motion.  It is quite specific in that it seeks to insert paragraphs (b) and (c).  It seems to me 
that so far the member has been talking to the broader concept of the motion, not the amendment before the 
House.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Indeed, the question before the House is that the words to be 
inserted be inserted.  The member for Dawesville should address his comments to the amendment.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  The Leader of the House is absolutely right.  I am endeavouring to speak to the 
amendment but to use examples of how government members do not represent the constituents who voted for 
them.  I have always liked to use examples.  It is often said that if the pupil has not learnt, the teacher has not 
taught.  Teachers vary their attack so that everyone gets the message.  I have already mentioned the abortion 
debate, for which members were given a conscience vote.  That is the only debate in 12 years for which 
members have been given a conscience vote.  The Parliament was split.  Instead of this place consisting of the 
Government and the Opposition, it became a circumference split with motleys and others.  That was a very 
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emotional and important debate.  That is the only time government members in this House have been allowed to 
vote according to their conscience.   

Another teaching we should observe is being able to speak our mind and have freedom of speech.  The sporting 
fraternity is one area in which to learn trust and honesty.  On a tennis court a quick caller is known as a cheat.  
Youngsters who call erratically at a young age do not change when they reach the adult competition; they 
maintain that character, and they take that character from the tennis court into business.  I quickly realised that 
the handshakes of the quick callers are not firm, nor are they people whom I want to be around for the rest of my 
life.  These examples relate to why government members must be in turmoil when the time comes for an 
important vote.  I know that some members opposite have firm handshakes, have morals and good values and are 
trustworthy.  In tennis on the line is in.  Unfortunately, some parliamentarians in this House are seen as quick 
callers when they are under pressure to look good.  Sometimes in the heat of debate members say things they 
regret.  In the mid 1990s when the member for Peel thought he would become a bush lawyer or an opposition 
head kicker, and he held the floor for days trying to bring down the Government for the City of Wanneroo 
scandal, I made a comment by way of interjection that I regret.  I have nothing against the member for Peel. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member knows how much I enjoy listening to him.  However, the amendment 
before the House is that the words to be inserted be inserted.  I ask the member to return to the amendment.   

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  I believe the Government will do anything to prop up the Labor philosophy rather than 
address electoral issues that will benefit their communities.  There was an example during question time.  The 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure mocked people with prostate problems.  I am sure she is ashamed of her 
comment, which belittled older men with renal problems.  Breast cancer and prostate cancer are prevalent killers 
in the community and I am positive that no male in this place would stoop so low as to criticise women with 
breast cancer.  Incidentally, it is worth noting that one in 11 Australian men will develop prostate cancer by the 
age of 75.  One in 11 men have been belittled today by someone wishing to talk about Labor philosophy.  The 
minister should be ashamed, because a total of 9 869 Australian men -  
The ACTING SPEAKER:  I insist that the member return to the amendment, which is that the words to be 
inserted be inserted.   
Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  Just coming back to the amendment, these are the kinds of subjects on which members 
of the House speak their minds and do not speak to an amendment.  Labor members of Parliament always vote 
on the basis of Labor policy rather than their conscience and the people they represent.  Some good lessons can 
be learnt from this amendment.  Members of this House should have freedom of choice in what they say.  They 
should be leaders who know what they say is well considered.  As the member for Innaloo said when he 
interjected, we all have minds of our own.  I appreciate his stance.  We should be able to stand up and speak for 
what we believe is right, not reflect the general policy of a union or whatever.  I leave members with that 
thought. 
MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [3.21 pm]:  Before I entered Parliament I had never been into a House of 
Parliament before.  I had seen Federal Parliament on television.  I hoped that question time here would not be 
like question time in the national Parliament.  I came into Parliament with a pretty open mind.  Since I have been 
here I think I have lost my cool a few times when debating issues affecting my electorate.  I have not come into 
this place and particularly had a go at a member of the Opposition because of his or her personality.  I have 
looked at the issues.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are always having a go at women.  Tell the truth. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I am always having a go at women? 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member for Nedlands has misled the Parliament five times this week. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Members will direct their comments to me.  Members to my left 
will not interject.  The member for Albany will speak to the motion that the words to be inserted will be inserted. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Did you say about the member for Mitchell - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Kalgoorlie! 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You just said it half an hour ago. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Kalgoorlie to order for the second time. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I take great offence at what the member for Nedlands said of my talking about women.  I 
have a very healthy respect for -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  You have called me broomstick, I do not know how many times.  Tell the truth. 
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Mr P.B. WATSON:  The continuous carping from the member for Nedlands is probably the reason most people 
get upset with her.  I have never said anything derogatory about the member for Carine or any woman member 
on our side of the House.  Maybe the member for Nedlands should look in the mirror and wonder why people 
come back at her.   

The member for Mitchell referred to a proposition relating to the justice complex in Albany.  I did not vote for it.  
I spoke on a two-way hook-up with the member for Warren-Blackwood.  He said that the proposition was put 
forward as a political stunt, that the member would not vote for it and that it was put in merely as an amendment.  
I have got that statement on tape.  If the member for Kalgoorlie does not believe me, I am sure that if the 
member for Warren-Blackwood were here he would confirm it.  It was referred to as a political stunt. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  I remember, member for Albany, the words you uttered to me when you called me a silly 
woman in this House.  Do you deny that? 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  What can I say?  Okay, maybe people have said things.  As I said before, I have said things 
in this House in the heat of the moment.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You don’t tell the truth. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  It is great to see that I can generate so much happiness on the other side! 

A regional Parliament will be held in Albany next year.  I hope that members on both sides put aside everything 
that has happened.  If we go out to meet the people, maybe we can lift our standards with a code of practice such 
as this.  All members have said things in this place in the heat of the moment and the heat of the battle. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  I call the member for Nedlands to order.  The member for 
Albany has the call.  The single word and one-sentence interjections from members on my left are interrupting 
the member with the call.  I have already called the member for Kalgoorlie to order for the second time.  The 
member for Nedlands should keep concentrating on the files she has in front of her, and the member for Albany 
will make his point.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I happened to mention yesterday that the member for Nedlands is called to order almost 
every day, and she said she wears that as a badge of honour.  Those are the standards of members on the other 
side of the House.  The Leader of the Opposition talks about standards in Parliament, but he is called almost 
every day.   

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept that an opposition member got off the track of the amendment before the House in 
his comments, but the member for Albany is doing just the same.  Members should speak to the amendment.  
Progress would be made if that were the case.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I concur with the member for Hillarys. The member for Albany should come back to 
the question before the House; that is, that the words to be inserted be inserted.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I oppose this amendment.  We work as a team on this side of the House.  We must have a 
code of conduct, and members can talk about what we have done before and what we will do in the future.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure needs one.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I have a lot of respect for the member for South Perth, who was called to order twice in the 
heat of battle - it can happen to the best of us.  The member for South Perth often counsels me when I misbehave 
in Parliament.  I am willing to learn from people who have been in Parliament for a long time as I do not know 
everything.  A person who spent short periods in the Chamber when he was a member of this place was Hon 
Hendy Cowan.  When he got up to speak, no-one else spoke because everyone respected him.  Parliament 
currently has too few members to whom, when they stand to speak, other members listen quietly because they 
are respected.  I fully support the original motion.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [3.27 pm]:  I am pleased to make a few comments to support the amendment 
proposed by the member for Mitchell.  It is a well-constructed and well-thought-out amendment that reflects the 
views of the wider community.  Before I do so, I mention something I heard about only a half-hour ago in this 
place that I consider to be extraordinary; that is, the utterances of the -   

Point of Order 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Kalgoorlie will clearly canvass a matter that is not the subject of the 
amendment.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members to my left will remain silent while I listen to the Deputy Premier on his 
point of order.  Did a member to my left seek my call?   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  I was going to take up the point of order.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  You may see fit, Mr Acting Speaker, to extend the same indulgence to the member for 
Kalgoorlie as was extended to other members who spoke on the general motion rather than the amendment.  You 
may also wish to caution the member.  I suspect - he may prove me wrong - that he is going down a track not 
relevant to the amendment.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  On the point of order - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  We need not discuss the point of order any further.  The member for Kalgoorlie has 
not quite had sufficient time to make his point.  Members will listen to the member for Kalgoorlie.  I should have 
got members in a headlock earlier and made them speak directly to the words to be inserted.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I can assure you, Mr Acting Speaker, members and, indeed, the Deputy Premier that it is my 
intention to speak directly to the amendment.  It is a terrific amendment.  The Deputy Premier in his haste to get 
to his feet to make a point of order, sadly did a triple-somersault and landed on his back.  He did not have a clue 
about what I was going to say.  When he listens to what I have to say, he will understand very clearly and 
concisely that I am talking about this amendment.  Before I was interrupted by the Deputy Premier, I was about 
to say that I heard something from the member for Cockburn that I consider to be absolutely astounding.  I was 
flabbergasted by his comment.  He was challenged by the member for Mitchell to put the interests of his 
electorate - the people of Cockburn - before the interests of the Australian Labor Party.  He said very clearly on 
the public record on three occasions that he would not do that.  He said that he would put the interests of the 
Australian Labor Party before the interests of his own electorate at all times.  I thought I must have misheard him 
the first time but he said it a second and a third time.  I have followed politics for many years prior to entering it.  
For the life of me, I cannot understand how someone can sit in this place and say he will represent the Labor 
Party before the people who elected him.  It is disgusting, disgraceful and despicable.  There is no such thing as a 
safe seat in this political environment.  The member for Cockburn may well think that he has a safe seat in this 
State but recent history tells us the concept of safe seats has gone out the window.  As true as I am standing here, 
I can assure members that the media outlets in the member for Cockburn’s electorate will be made aware of his 
comments within the next two hours.  They will be very interested in those comments. 

Let us explore that a bit more.  Why would a duly elected member of Parliament sit in this place and say clearly 
and concisely that he will represent the Labor Party before he represents his own electorate?  Could it be because 
he lives in Swanbourne?  He does not live in Cockburn; he will not live down there with those Labor voters. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I should take a point of order because the people of Swanbourne are not represented by him.  
They have nothing in common with him! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will take that interjection.  By the way, where is the member for Cockburn?  I spoke about 
the member and his comments five minutes ago.  I was then interrupted by the Deputy Premier.  When the 
Deputy Premier was on his feet the member for Cockburn slithered out the door!  Am I the only one who noticed 
that?  I think everyone noticed it because he knows what he said is stupid.  He knows what he said is contrary to 
the views of the people of Cockburn.  If he were prepared to live among the people of Cockburn instead of 
swanning about with the chardonnay set in Swanbourne, he might have more empathy with the people of his 
own electorate and just might decide to represent their interests at the expense of the Labor Party.  That is what 
this motion is all about; it is about representing the people who have seen fit to duly elect us to this place.  We 
would all like to think that on a daily basis we represent the interests of the people who elected us.  Despite that, 
we hear comments like those made by the member for Cockburn - “The Labor Party is king; I couldn’t care less 
about the electorate of Cockburn.  Not only do I not want to live there, I don’t want to represent their interests if 
it means taking on the Australian Labor Party.”  What a disgraceful and disgusting comment! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order!  The member for Kalgoorlie must address the 
amendment. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am talking to the amendment.  The amendment deals with the issue of members of 
Parliament representing their electorates first and their political parties second.  The member for Cockburn has 
made it very clear that he does not intend to do that. 
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I will move on briefly to the issue of one vote, one value.  This issue has the most potential to significantly 
threaten people who choose to live and work - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Is this relevant to the motion? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am getting to it - give me five minutes.  One vote, one value is the issue with the most 
serious potential to threaten country Western Australians like no other issue in modern history.  Regardless of a 
person’s political persuasion and point of view about the merits or otherwise of one vote, one value, no-one can 
come into this place and say one vote, one value is going to be good for country people.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Regardless of members’ political persuasions, they certainly could not adopt that point of 
view.  It follows that every member of the Country Labor Alliance in this House should vote against one vote, 
one value.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The member for Kalgoorlie has had sufficient time in which to 
make his point.  He needs to draw the issue of one vote, one value back to the amendment.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am happy to do that.  The amendment talks about politicians representing their electorates 
first and their political parties second.  The point I am trying to make is that members of the Country Labor 
Alliance, the so-called strong and invincible faction within the Labor Party, should vote against one vote, one 
value, but they have all indicated that they will not.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why not?  The member for Albany has already made a fool of himself today.  I will give him 
another opportunity. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  When the Liberal Party went to the last election, the main thing it spoke about in Albany was 
one vote, one value.  It advertised on that issue.  Everything was about one vote, one value.  Yet the vote swung 
against the Liberal Party by 16 per cent.  Do you think there is a message for you in that?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member for Albany should consider other seats around the State.  For the first time in 
history, Kalgoorlie was won by the Liberal Party at the previous election.  The vote to the Labor Party in the seat 
of Eyre swung backwards.  Look at seats up in the north.  There was a solid swing towards the Liberal Party in 
some of those seats.  There is no doubt about that.   

I will talk briefly about my good friend the member for Eyre.  I have known the member for Eyre for many 
years.  It is my considered opinion that he is, quite frankly, a terrific fellow.  He is the sort of guy who displays a 
bit of wit and humour and who tends to enjoy life to the fullest.  He is an all-round pretty good bloke.  What the 
Labor Party has done to that fellow is absolutely disgraceful.  He was quoted in the Kalgoorlie Miner prior to the 
last election as saying that he would vote against one vote, one value - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Uh-uh. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Albeit in the party room.  Yet we are still to see any evidence of that.  Did the member for 
Eyre vote against it in the party room? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Thank you for your correction.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Did the member vote against it in the party room? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I cannot disclose what goes on.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I suspect that the member for Eyre did not even vote against it in the party room.  This 
fellow knows in his own mind that one vote, one value is bad for his electorate, yet the impersonal machine of 
the Labor Party has nobbled him to the point that he voted in favour of one vote, one value.  What an absolute 
disgrace it was to make a fellow like that - a proud goldfielder - vote in favour of an issue that will undoubtedly 
wreak havoc upon country areas.  The member for Eyre has made several representations to the local media 
against one vote, one value, yet he is required to come into this place and vote in favour of one vote, one value.  
What a terrible thing to do to a terrific human being and proud goldfielder. 

Mrs D.J. Guise:  Are you saying that it is okay for my electors to have one vote, one-fifth value?  Is that fair?  Is 
that democratic?  Please!  Give me a break!   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  If members want to go into the arguments on one vote, one value, we will save that for 
another day.  I am simply saying that one vote, one value is bad for the member for Eyre’s seat, yet he is 
required to vote in favour of it.  It is disgraceful to do that to a proud human being such as the member for Eyre.  
Government members should be disgusted with themselves for making him do that.   
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I turn to the issue of the Albany police station.  I had a bit of a chuckle when the member for Mitchell addressed 
the member for Albany when the member for Albany voted against our proposal to build a new police station in 
Albany.  I believe he voted against it because we proposed it.  In fact, that is not quite true.  He voted against it 
because the Labor Party voted against it.  I remember well the day on which we proposed to build a new police 
station in Albany.  The motion was moved, opposition members and the Minister for Police spoke to it briefly, 
and a division was called.  The poor old member for Albany was tapping away on his computer or talking to the 
member for Eyre and did not quite realise what was about to happen.  When the division took place everybody 
from that side of the House stood up and walked over to this side to presumably put his or her vote on the record, 
and everybody from this side of the House stood up and walked over to the other side of the Chamber to vote in 
favour of building a new police station in Albany.  The member for Albany was a relatively new member at that 
stage.  He stood up and it hit him like a tonne of bricks: he would have to vote against the Labor Party.  He 
folded.  He buckled.  He ran over to this side of the House and voted with the Australian Labor Party against his 
own electorate.   

This amendment will ensure that that kind of behaviour cannot continue. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why not?  I have already got the member three times. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  That was not the first amendment.  The one the member referred to was a vote of no 
confidence in police in country areas - is that right?  An amendment was moved at the end.  When the member 
for Warren-Blackwood was interviewed on ABC radio, he was asked why he issued his press release, and he 
said, “We do that to all the new ones; it is just a political stunt.” 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I know; the member has said that already. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  We have proof of it, too.  So just keep bringing it up. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We proposed to build a multimillion dollar police station in the member’s electorate.  
Because the Labor Party voted against it, so did the member for Albany. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  No; we already knew we were getting one.  Why wait for your amendment? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why would the member for Albany not say that he wanted a new police station for his 
electorate and that he intended to vote for it, regardless of what the Australian Labor Party thought?  That is what 
we can do on this side of the House.  We in the Liberal Party have a very clear rule: if something affects our 
conscience or our electorate, we can cross the floor and vote against our own party and there will be no 
recriminations internally.  That stands in stark contrast to the Australian Labor Party.  The member for Cockburn 
said it all this afternoon when he said, very clearly and concisely, that he will always represent the interests of 
the Australian Labor Party, even if those interests are at the expense of his own electorate.  I am disgusted by 
that comment. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.41 pm]:  I support this amendment.  It is interesting, because I have a 
different problem in my electorate: the member for Perth is willing to come and represent my constituents.  He 
keeps turning up at functions in my electorate, the latest one being at Kings Park, which is not even in his 
electorate.  Last weekend, I think it was, when I drove down to Nannup to open the flower and garden festival, 
not one Labor member was there, but the next day at Kings Park a whole troupe of them turned up at the opening 
of the walkway, one of whom was John Hyde. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Was that where they were?  I received an invitation to open a charity golf event for kids with 
cancer.  It arrived the day before.  Obviously, Labor members had been invited but they were all at Kings Park.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There was no-one at Nannup.  Someone was invited.  I cannot say I know Hon Adele 
Farina, the member for the South West region.  She was supposed to be there but did not turn up, although Labor 
members were out in force in my electorate.  Kings Park is not run by the Perth City Council; it is run by a board 
that is directly answerable to Parliament.  The following people were there: the Premier, Hon Nick Griffiths, the 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage and the member for Perth, but nobody took the time to travel to 
Nannup in a chauffeur-driven car and attend the garden festival.  I have a problem in my electorate: the member 
for Perth keeps popping up wanting to represent my constituents.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  Hon Adele Farina can turn up to hand over a cheque when she is handed one by 
LotteriesWest. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the member.  When I was the shadow spokesperson for tourism, I gave my word to 
the Nannup people that I would attend the garden festival. 
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Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am getting to the member for Joondalup!  Here is the conflict for the member for 
Joondalup: when the deregulation of shopping hours legislation was on - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Member for Nedlands, the amendment. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, this relates to the amendment.  The amendment states - 

. . . their first duty and paramount responsibility as elected representatives is to represent the interests of 
their electorate and constituents. 

I was interested to hear the member for Mitchell say that Labor Party members, when in Parliament, have to do 
as Caucus tells them.  When the Government introduced the legislation to alter the shopping hours, I turned on 
the radio one morning and the member for Joondalup was talking down that policy. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  Actually, you’re wrong. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am not; the member was talking it down.  I will tell him why: it was because he wanted to 
represent his electorate and he was getting inundated with those forms, as I was.  The member for Joondalup’s 
Government was going to lose him his seat.  The member for Joondalup and the Government had a conflict. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  I had no conflict whatsoever.  You misrepresented what I said on the radio. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member did have a conflict.  He was not here when the vote was taken, either.  There 
may have been a good reason for that; I do not know.  The point is this: when I was elected to Parliament I said 
that I would not support the logging of old-growth forests because my electorate did not believe in it.  The next 
day the Leader of the Opposition referred to a small percentage.  I cannot remember exactly what he said.  I 
accept that Liberal Party policy allows some latitude in not exactly following party policy.  My point is that if 
my electorate felt very strongly about an issue contrary to party policy, I would cross the floor, because I am 
paid by taxpayers to represent my electorate.  I do not forget that; it keeps me grounded.  As the member for 
Kalgoorlie said, it is extraordinary that the member for Cockburn stood up today and said that he would put the 
Labor Party before the people who represent him.  We are paid to look after the people in our electorates, 
regardless of whether they vote Liberal, Labor, Greens or whatever.  That is why I support the amendment of the 
member for Mitchell, the second paragraph of which reads - 

Notwithstanding the legitimate role of political parties, no member who is a member of a political party 
shall be constrained by, or obliged to follow, any directive from, or decision by, any body of that 
political party in connection with his or her parliamentary duties.  

Members of Parliament are elected to an office for a period, during which time they cannot be removed by their 
party.  Members can be removed only if the electors do not vote for them, unless they do something that 
disfranchises them.  Members of Parliament are elected to office on the basis that they represent the members of 
their electorate first, not the party.  That is how I operate in Nedlands, albeit I am very proud to represent the 
Liberal Party.  As I said today during an interjection about searching for the truth, I do so proudly on behalf of 
the Liberal Party and on behalf of my electorate.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [3.47 pm]:  In moving this amendment, the Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party did something that he does regularly and tends to think he is good at:- create political 
mischief rather than deal with substantive issues.  

The first paragraph of the amendment acknowledges that members of Parliament have a broad duty to represent 
the interests of their electorates and constituents.  That is already addressed in the preamble of the Government’s 
proposed code.  I do not think that paragraph adds anything much to the code.  Paragraph (c) of the amendment 
reads -  

Notwithstanding the legitimate role of political parties, no member who is a member of a political party 
shall be constrained by, or obliged to follow, any directive from, or decision by, any body of that 
political party in connection with his or her parliamentary duties.   

Inherent in the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s political mischief is the suggestion that somehow Liberals 
have free rein to vote according to their conscience and Labor Party members must follow the party rule, which 
is true.  This amendment is not workable.  It is more relevant to when the Liberal Party is in government than 
when it is in opposition because in opposition Liberal Party members are all over the shop; they do not know 
what they are doing when they come into the Chamber, they do not talk to each other and they have no strategy.  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Why were the amendments not moved in the correct order?  The member for Nedlands is 
part of the Liberal Opposition’s totally uncoordinated strategy.  It is uncoordinated and undisciplined and goes in 
different directions all the time.  If the Liberal Party were in government it could not comply with the wording in 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s amendment.  It means that regardless of decisions made in the party 
room, Liberal Party members can come in here and vote however they like.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They do.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Of course they do not.  That is absolute nonsense.  The first point I make is that Liberal 
Party members could not comply with the words in paragraph (c).  The Opposition is saying that even though the 
Liberal Party meets and makes decisions, its members are not bound by those decisions and can do whatever 
they like.  That is absolute nonsense.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Will you take an interjection?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Not while I am explaining this.   

I digress for a moment.  There is a spectrum of political systems.  Britain and Australia have a two-party system 
in which the parties go to an election and state their platform, which its members, by and large, follow.  Whether 
the party is Labor or Liberal, it goes to an election and sets about trying to implement its platform.   

Mr M.G. House:  Which two-party system?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Minor parties become a part of the game from time to time.  However, on the whole, and 
for the best part of a century, the States and the Commonwealth have had either a Labor or Liberal Government.  
A similar tradition exists in Britain.  In order to present a single picture to the electorate, the factions and 
groupings within the parties have to compromise on a single position, which, by and large, is implemented.  At 
the other end of the spectrum is Papua New Guinea, where I spent some years.  I refer also to the system in Italy.  
The member for Warren-Blackwood took offence when it was previously mentioned; however, the comments 
were not offensive.  In Italy, the system that existed for decades involved myriad individuals or small parties.  
Certain people were elected, and when those people got into Parliament they had to do deals to form the 
Government.  The individual had to compromise after the election in order to make the Government work.  Such 
Governments could regularly change overnight.  In fact, the Papua New Guinean Constitution states that there 
cannot be a want of confidence in the Government, because the Government could fall every week.  I am 
oversimplifying the matter, but a spectrum of political systems extends from one end to another.  At one end - 
the Japanese system is an example of this model - there is a strong political party -  

Mr M.G. House:  Are you holding the Papua New Guinean model up as some sort of icon?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, I am saying that a spectrum of political systems exists.  I will tell the member my very 
clear preference.  They all work; they are all workable models.  I am not saying that they do not work.  However, 
across the spectrum there are different types of Parliaments and there are differences in the way they work.  Our 
system leans towards one end.  People elect a particular political party knowing that that party has already sorted 
out its policies and had its internal wranglings.  Its members are largely committed to those policies and, if the 
people elect that party, they seek to implement its policies.   

During the 1950s, 1960s, 1970s and into the 1980s - it has moved away from it a bit now - Italy used the other 
system which involved 40 parties that were small groupings or independents.  After members were elected, they 
found some way of coalescing to form the Government.  They could chop and change during the term as 
alliances fell out of favour and were reformed.  That is a different system, but it worked.  The Italian economy 
has been one of the strongest in the world.  It experienced fantastic growth under a system in which the 
Government changed every six to nine months.  There are different workable systems.  I have a strong 
conviction that the Australian system works.  I will give a clear example.  I was totally opposed to the goods and 
services tax; I still do not think that it is a good system.  However, the Liberal Party went to the people and told 
them that if it were elected it would deliver a GST.  The election was fought, the Liberal party won and it 
delivered its GST.  In the system at the other end of the spectrum, that would be very hard to do.   

Mr M.G. House:  Tell us then about your policy of no new taxes while in government.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am happy to do that, but the member is trying to distract me.  We are dealing with the 
amendment before us.   

The point I make is that under our system, the Liberal and Labor Parties - at times the Liberal Party has been in 
coalition with the National Party or other minor parties - have offered particular packages.  In order to deliver 
those packages, the people elected under that banner accept the discipline of voting for those policies.  That is 
certainly the way the Labor Party has delivered, and it is why we are the longest-running and most successful 
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party in this nation.  We have been able to tell the public that we will deliver a package in the individual 
electorates and we have the discipline to deliver those packages.  The amendment is an absolute nonsense.  It 
will not work and is simply about grandstanding and trying to create political mischief.  In moving the 
amendment, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is following through from the minority report that he and the 
member for Carine presented to the report that was the basis of the code.  The thrust of this was to somehow 
make a moral virtue of members being able to vote in the way they wanted.   

Clearly, there is a time when individual members must confront their own conscience on an issue and decide 
whether they will go with the party or stand against it.  That is something with which all members have to deal.  
In the vast majority of cases, members on this side are much more comfortable going along with the party 
position.  There are a few instances on this side - there have been a few - when Labor members have stood 
against their party.  I accept that on the Liberal side there are more examples of members going against their 
party, but those instances are few and far between.  The overwhelming majority of Liberal members feel 
constrained to vote with the party.  They know that if they do not their future prospects in the party are very dim.  
I was a member during the time of Ian Thompson.  I suggest that members read the speech of Ian Thompson - a 
Liberal Speaker - when he explained to this place how he was absolutely put to the sword because on principle 
he stood against his party in this Chamber.  That is how the Liberal Party works when it wants to.  It absolutely 
drove him into the ground because he had the courage and conviction on an important issue to vote against his 
party.  He was crucified for it.  Members can read his speech in Hansard and see what happened to him.  Let us 
not have all this cant about the Liberal Party allowing its members to vote how they like.  Its rules might say that 
but its practice is very different.  If a member of the Liberal Party damages the party by voting according to his 
conscience, the party will go out and get him - make no mistake about it.  That is its proven track record.  
However, the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party presented this trumped up idea and said that it was a virtue if 
members could follow their own conscience and were not bound in any way to vote with their party.   

The second page of the Procedure and Privileges Committee minority report states -  

Dan Sullivan MLA even gave notice during the last Parliament that he would resign from his party if an 
important local constituency matter was not resolved.   

Self-adulation does not count for much.  The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party does it all the time.  What does 
that really mean?  Does anyone actually think that the deputy Liberal leader has any integrity and would keep a 
promise?  This is the man who sincerely and seriously said with his hand on his heart, “I will forgo my 
parliamentary superannuation and I will take the lower scheme or resign.”  Did he take the lower parliamentary 
superannuation?  No, he did not.  He could not get his snout out of the trough.  Did he resign?  No, he did not.  
This is a man who has no integrity and who lectures us on the moral value of making our own decisions based on 
our conscience.  This is the same member of Parliament who fronted the television cameras on 13 August and 
said - 

The only time a politician lies is when their lips move.   

Let us analyse that statement to see whether we have some objective evidence of the integrity of the Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party.  He said that the only time a politician lies is when his lips move.  This was said by 
the deputy Liberal leader, who, I think, has to be a politician.  Was the politician actually telling an untruth?  If 
not, is his statement not true and a politician can be moving his lips and telling the truth?  The statement itself is 
incredibly ridiculous.  For a politician to front the cameras and say that tells us something about the integrity, or 
lack of it, of the mover of this amendment.  This amendment has been put for the purposes of making political 
mischief.  It will not work and the Liberal Party has no intention of making it work.  However, it thinks that this 
is a principle that it can somehow claim as its own and espouse when it has not been the party’s track record. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you think it should be a proper principle for all members of Parliament? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have said that we are all responsible to our electorates and the people who elect us, and 
we work for them.  If we are to represent them - the 26 000 or 30 000 voters in electorates such as ours, not 
counting all the others and the children - we need to take account of how we do that in a collective way.  To talk 
about individual decisions all the time is simply not a workable proposition.  We reject the amendment. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


