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LIBERAL PARTY LEADERS’ FORUM 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.34 pm]: I rise tonight to express serious concern as to the 

information that has been coming to light in the last couple of days in The West Australian about the Liberal 

Party’s leaders’ forum. What the articles reveal is that with enough money—in this case we are talking about 

$25 000—a certain class of constituent is able to access both our Premier and our ministers, seemingly for the 

express purpose of influencing policy. I know there have certainly been strong denials from the Premier on that, 

but I will quote from the articles themselves. Apparently, people who attend these forums describe it as — 

It’s really to teach ministers how to conduct their affairs …  

… 

How better to influence the Government?” 

And say things like the purpose is — 

To influence the politicians, the best way is for key CEOs to sit down in front of them and read the riot 

act to them …  

That is certainly how it seems to be interpreted by at least some of the members who are participating, so I think 

some really serious issues arise as a result of this.  

Also, when this story first broke I was actually expecting that the Labor Party opposition would have a field day 

in the other place, and it was with some surprise that around about lunchtime yesterday I discovered that, really, 

not a great deal had been said at all. It was around about that time that I was reminded that the ALP federally has 

a very similar set up with its own leaders’ forum that also expects similar sums of money, again for the purpose 

of direct access to the Prime Minister and other federal ministers.  

I note that the lobbyist legislation has been waiting in the other place for some time. I note that it was actually 

part of the election commitment that it would be introduced within the first 100 days of government. I am not 

necessarily too hung up about that, because I always think it is problematic to commit to putting through 

legislation within such a narrow time frame. I would actually rather see well drafted legislation than hastily 

drafted legislation. But, in any event, I think it can certainly be acknowledged that it has been an awfully long 

time since that legislation has been brought on. We have a draft, and it is now sitting in the other place, where it 

has been inexplicably languishing for some time.  

I had wondered whether it was an election tactic, to be perfectly honest; it would make sense, if one was going to 

be particularly cynical, to bring on such lobbyist legislation closer to the election because, obviously, a meal can 

be made of highlighting the unenviable history of the ALP’s lobbyist dealings. But I will say that I think that 

with the revelations of the last couple of days—if indeed that was the reason it has just been sitting there and not 

been brought on for debate—it has probably backfired. I would imagine that there is now a pretty compelling 

argument for bringing the lobbyist legislation on as soon as possible. I certainly look forward to debating that bill 

because the Greens (WA) certainly have much to say on the matter and many amendments we wish to propose.  

But I will get back to the Greens’ concerns about the recent revelations about the Barnett government’s leaders’ 

forum. I suppose there are two principal concerns I would like to summarise. The first primary concern I have is 

the lack of transparency as to who is getting the opportunity to influence policy; the second primary issue is the 

fact that only a particular section of the community is getting this access—namely, wealthy businesspeople with 

commercial interests. In relation to the lack of transparency, we are also hearing the revelation that business 

interests are sending through their lawyers to lobby on behalf of their clients. I find that deeply concerning. I 

would imagine that we need to ensure that we have legal obligations, at least, that can guarantee that these 

people are revealed so that people can at least know who is getting the ear of our decision makers. It is also 

really problematic when we see that legal and accountancy firms are apparently part of this leaders’ forum, and 

also that lawyers are allegedly being sent through to represent the interests of their employers, because of course 

lawyers are exempt from having to be revealed. I think that at the very least we need to ensure that these people 

are revealed in full; I think that in order for the public to have some faith in the process it has a right to be able to 

know who is actually gaining access for these purposes.  

But the second part that I am also particularly concerned about, as I mentioned, is the people who are able to 

gain access to the Premier and ministers. I made a flippant comment in the paper—although I actually meant it—

that the Premier should make a pledge that for every business interest he meets with for $25 000, he should also 

meet with a non-government organisation for 25c. I actually partly meant that, because the government is here to 

govern for broad interests within the community, not simply wealthy businessmen. I can think of local youth 
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services, community legal centres, community urban bushland friends groups or even P&Cs that would be 

incredibly happy to have the opportunity to meet with decision makers to express the very real concerns they 

have as people who do not have money but who are very valued members of our community. It could even be 

individuals, such as the sorts of people who come to my office with some incredibly sad stories to tell. I see them 

in my work; I am talking about people who, through a series of circumstances, have been made homeless; and I 

am talking about people with profound disabilities who come to my office wanting to talk about the difficulties 

they have accessing particular services. We hear a lot of stories about people who have had adverse dealings 

with government departments; they would relish the opportunity to speak with decision makers and tell them 

about the problems that they foresee on the ground that they think need to be addressed. These people matter 

also, and they deserve to be heard, but they do not have $25 000 to give to the Premier for the privilege of having 

him hear them directly. Nevertheless, they deserve a hearing as much as any wealthy businessman. 

We all have a role to play in this Parliament, and I recognise and accept that the Premier is perfectly entitled to 

meet with whomever he pleases; but it is not unreasonable to expect that he does so transparently, and for these 

sorts of opportunities to be extended to others within the community without having an expectation that dollar 

signs are attached. I recognise that donations are part of the political process, and until such time as a decision is 

made to ban all donations and to fully publicly fund election campaigns—which is something that happens in 

other countries and is something that is part of Greens (WA) policy—the Greens would prefer that, at the very 

least, we have a right to demand transparency of donations and to know who is putting their support behind a 

particular party and who is gaining access to our decision makers.  

The leaders’ forum is obviously an avenue to receive donations; it is as simple as that. We need to be able to 

unpick this further when we talk about the lobbyist legislation, which I hope will come on sooner rather than 

later. In the meantime, I remain very concerned and I hope we will see some changes to these practices pretty 

soon. 

 


